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Abstract

Given a pair of time series over the same time period, we study how the periodicity of
one influences the periodicity of the other. There are several known methods to measure the
similarity between a pair of time series, such as cross-correlation, coherence, cross-recurrence,
and dynamic time warping. While there are experimental results to show robustness of these
similarity measures, we have yet to find any measures with known theoretical stability results.

Persistence homology has been utilized to construct a scoring function with theoretical
guarantees of stability that quantifies the periodicity of a single univariate time series f1, de-
noted score(f1). Building on this concept, we propose a conditional periodicity score that
quantifies the periodicity of one univariate time series f1 given another f2, denoted score(f1|f2),
and derive theoretical stability results for the same. Dimension reduction techniques are often
used on time series data to reduce computational costs. With this setting in mind, we prove
a new stability result for score(f1|f2) under principal component analysis (PCA) when we
use the projections of the time series embeddings onto their respective first K principal com-
ponents. We show that the change in our score is bounded by a function of the eigenvalues
corresponding to the remaining (unused) N−K principal components and hence is small when
the first K principal components capture most of the variation in the time series embeddings.
Finally we derive a lower bound on the minimum embedding dimension to use in our pipeline
which guarantees that any two such embeddings give scores that are within ϵ of each other.

We present a procedure for computing conditional periodicity scores and implement it
on several pairs of synthetic signals. We experimentally compare our similarity measure to
the most-similar statistical measure of cross-recurrence, and show the increased accuracy and
stability of our score when predicting and measuring whether or not the periodicities of two
time series are similar.
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1 Introduction
A continuous univariate time series f : T → R defined on the real-valued interval T is a collection
of points {f(t)} that depend on the input measure of time, t ∈ T . Time series analysis is employed
in numerous applications and measuring the similarity between pairs of univariate time series is a
well-studied problem. Cross-correlation coefficients measure the similarity of two series at a given
time lag between them and has been used to measure the intensity of earthquakes and identify com-
mon significant periods between nucleic signals [13]. Coherence measures the similarity between
the power spectra of two signals at a given frequency, and has been used to estimate the correlation
between non-stationary EEG and EMG signals [28], detect short significant coherence between
non-stationary neural signals [15], and to estimate the correlation between green investment and
environmental sustainability in China [29]. Cross-recurrence measures the similarity between the
phase space embeddings of two time series, and has been used to quantify the structure of utter-
ance signals between children and their parents [10] and identify different functional movement
levels between patients with and without ACL surgery using EEG and EMG signals [22]. Dynamic
time warping (DTW) measures the distance between two discrete time series and has been used to
cluster time series and identify similarities. More specifically, DTW has been used for clustering
suicidal symptoms signals and identifying common dynamics between suicidal ideation and feel-
ings of entrapment, rumination, and depression [9], identifying similar dynamics between manic
and depressive symptoms signals [19], and identifying patterns of motion behavior of marine ships
for marine trafficking signals [26].

These measures indirectly quantify the similarity between periodicities of time series via inte-
gration, power spectra, phase-space embeddings, and the original series themselves. The more sim-
ilar the periodicities of two series, the smaller the time lag yielding the maximum cross-correlation
is. As well, more-similar periodicities yield higher coherence at the input frequency correspond-
ing to the closest approximation of their true underlying frequency. Furthermore, closer periodic-
ities produce more-correlated phase-space embeddings and hence more regions of cross-recurring
states. Lastly, increased similarity between periodicities produce smaller DTW distances.

Many of these measures require a correct choice of input parameter in order to identify the
quantification of the similarity between periodicities. For instance, one must choose the correct
choice of time lag to detect periodicity similarity via cross-correlation, the correct choice of fre-
quency to detect periodicity similarity via coherence, and a suitable choice of distance threshold
to detect similarity in the cross-recurrence matrix. At the same time, we have yet to find results
demonstrating the theoretical stability of these similarity measures. Persistent homology, on the
other hand, provides a natural framework for the theoretical stability of topological summaries. As
such, we use persistent homology to define a new similarity measure between two univariate time
series that is guaranteed theoretically to be stable, and is directly comparable to cross-recurrence.
More specifically, our similarity measure uses persistent homology to quantify how similar the
periodicities of two time series are.

1.1 Our contributions
We define a new measure termed the conditional periodicity score of a time series given another
time series with a smaller period (Definition 2.6). Our measure provides a new, more-direct, ap-
proach to quantifying periodicity similarity between time series as opposed to other previously
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used measures such as cross-correlation, cross-recurrence, coherence, and dynamic time warping.
The main benefit of our conditional periodicity score as opposed to these measures is its guaran-
teed theoretical stability under small changes in periodicity (Theorem 3.2). Furthermore, in the
context of time series analysis under dimension reduction, we show that our score satisfies a sta-
bility result even when one uses truncated versions of the time series embeddings as computed by
principal component analysis (PCA) (Theorem 3.3 and Corollary 3.4). Finally, we derive a lower
bound on the embedding dimensions used that allows us to control the precision of the conditional
periodicity score (Theorem 3.5).

We present an algorithm to quantify the conditional periodicity of two input time series using
PCA (Algorithm 1). This algorithm runs in O

(
P logP +NK2+N6

)
time where P is the number

of points in the two discrete univariate input signals, N is the number of points in the conditional
sliding window embedding (SWE) of the fitted continuous signals, and K is the number of prin-
cipal components used (K ≤ M + 1 for embedding dimension M ). We present computational
evidence that shows our scoring function is robust to input signals of different types including si-
nusoidals, dampened sinusoidals, sawtooth-like series, and square-waves (Figure 1) with moderate
amounts of Gaussian noise and dampening. In addition, our conditional periodicity score, when
compared to its most-similar measure cross-recurrence, is shown experimentally to be superior and
maintain greater stability when predicting and measuring whether or not two series’ periodicities
are similar (Figures 2–9).

1.2 Related Work
As previously mentioned, many similarity measures that indirectly quantify the closeness of pe-
riodicities have been widely used, but we have yet to find any known theoretical stability results
for these. These include cross-correlation, coherence, cross-recurrence, and DTW. Persistent ho-
mology, on the other hand, has been utilized to quantify the periodicity of a single univariate time
series with theoretically shown stability [20, 21, 24, 25]. Inspired by Takens embedding [23], one
selects an embedding dimension M ∈ N and a time lag τ > 0, and maps each time-series point
f(t) from a univariate series to an (M + 1)-dimensional point via the map

SWM,τ f(t) =
(
f(t), f(t+ τ), . . . , f(t+Mτ)

)T
.

In other words, one maps windows of size Mτ of the input signal to one vector in a point cloud
in RM+1. Further, if the series is periodic on [0, 2π], the resulting point cloud will be an elliptic
curve that is roundest when the sliding window size is proportional to the underlying periodicity
of the time series. One then performs Vietoris-Rips (VR) filtration on the sliding windows embed-
ding, SWM,τ f(t). The more periodic the input signal is, the more rounded the sliding windows
embedding is. This yields a higher lifetime of the longest-surviving hole, called maximum 1D-
persistence. Dividing this maximum lifetime by the square root of three (assuming the sliding
windows embedding (SWE) is centered and normalized) yields a periodicity score between 0 and
1, denoted score(f), where score(f) is closer to 1 when f is more periodic. This periodicity score
and its aforementioned properties were introduced by Perea and Harer [20], and further used to
quantify the periodicity of gene-expressions data by Perea, Deckard, Haase, and Harer [21]. The
stability of this scoring function is proven by the authors [20] using the well-known stability result
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for persistent homology [5, 6]:

dB

(
dgm(VR(X)), dgm(VR(Y ))

)
≤ 2 dGH(X, Y ) ≤ 2 dH(X, Y ) (1)

where the finite data sets of points X and Y lay in a common metric space. Here, dgm(VR(X))
and dgm(VR(Y )) denote the persistence diagrams obtained from VR filtration on the point clouds
X and Y , dB

(
dgm(VR(X)), dgm(VR(Y ))

)
defines the bottleneck distance between persistence

diagrams dgm(VR(X)) and dgm(VR(Y )), dGH(X, Y ) denotes the Gromov-Hausdorff distance
between X and Y , and dH(X, Y ) denotes the Hausdorff distance between X and Y . Since we use
the VR filtration by default in this work, we will write dgm(X) in short to denote dgm(VR(X))
when there is no cause for confusion.

2 Definitions
Here we introduce standard definitions of distances used in this paper. See, for instance, the book
by Burago, Bugaro, and Ivanov [4] for details.

Definition 2.1 (Hausdorff Distance). Given two sets of points X and Y in a common metric space,
the Hausdorff distance between them is given by
dH(X, Y ) = inf {ϵ > 0 : X ⊆ Y ϵ, Y ⊆ Xϵ}, where Xϵ =

⋃
x∈X

Bϵ(x) and Y ϵ =
⋃
y∈Y

Bϵ(y) denote

the union of all ϵ-balls centered at each point in either set.

Definition 2.2 (Hausdorff Definition of Gromov-Hausdorff Distance). Given two sets of points X
and Y , the Gromov-Hausdorff distance between them is given by
dGH(X, Y ) = inf {dH(f(X), g(Y )) : f : X → S, g : Y → S}, where f and g are isometric em-
beddings of X and Y into a common metric space S. If X and Y lay in a shared metric space S,
than dGH(X, Y ) ≤ dH(X, Y ) [1].

Definition 2.3 (Distortion Definition of Gromov-Hausdorff Distance). An alternative definition of
the Gromov-Hausdorff distance between two sets of points X and Y is given by

dGH(X, Y ) =
1

2
inf {dis(R) : R : X → Y ∈ R(X, Y )}, where R is a relation between X and Y

whose distortion can be defined by dis(R) = sup{|dX(x, x′) − dY (y, y
′)| : (x, y), (x′, y′) ∈ R},

where dX and dY are the corresponding metrics for X and Y , respectively.

Definition 2.4 (Bottleneck Distance). Given two finite sets of points X and Y , let dgm(X) and
dgm(Y ) denote the persistence diagrams of a chosen dimension obtained from Vietoris-Rips (VR)
filtration on X and Y , respectively. Then the Bottleneck distance between dgm(X) and dgm(Y ) is
given by dB(dgm(X), dgm(Y )) = inf

ϕ
sup
x
||x − ϕ(x)||∞, where ϕ : dgm(X) → dgm(Y ) denotes

a bijection between dgm(X) and dgm(Y ), including points along the diagonal in either diagram
when they both do not share the same cardinality.
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2.1 The Conditional Periodicity Score
We now present the definitions of our measure for the conditional periodicity of two univariate
time series.

Definition 2.5 (Conditional Sliding Windows Embedding). Let f1, f2 : [0, 2π] → R be two con-

tinuous, periodic, univariate time series with cycle-lengths
2π

w1

and
2π

w2

, respectively. Assume

w1, w2 ∈ N, and that
2π

w2

≤ 2π

w1

. Then the conditional sliding windows embedding (SWE) of

f1 given f2 is defined by

SWM,τ f1|2(t) =
(
f1(t), f1(t+ τ), . . . , f1(t+Mτ)

)T
where M ∈ N is a selected embedding dimension and the time lag τ =

2π

w2(M + 1)
is proportional

to the length of one cycle of f2.

Definition 2.6 (Conditional Periodicity Score). Let mp(dgm1(SWM,τ f1|2(T )) denote the lifetime
of the longest surviving one dimensional hole in VR filtration on the conditional SWE of f1 given
f2. Then the conditional periodicity score of f1 given f2 is given by

score(f1|f2) =
mp(dgm1(SWM,τ f1|2(T )))√

3

for T =

[
0,

2π

w1

]
.

3 Stability Results for the Conditional Periodicity Score
To obtain score(f1|f2), we first compute the conditional SWE of f1 given a more-periodic series
f2 (Definition 2.5), and then perform VR filtration on this embedding to obtain the conditional
periodicity score (Definition 2.6). Assuming that f2 is more-periodic than f1, we ultimately deduce
that small changes in periodicity of f2 yield small changes in the conditional periodicity score. We
assume that f1 and f2 are continuous series defined on [0, 2π] where f2 is more periodic than f1,

i.e.,
2π

w2

≤ 2π

w1

for w1, w2 ∈ N. We also assume that any conditional SWE contains N ∈ N points.

We first observe that as the periodicity of f2 approaches that of f1, the conditional periodicity score
reduces to the periodicity score of f1.

Proposition 3.1 (Reduction to Periodicity Score).

lim
2π
w2

→ 2π
w1

−
SWM,τ f1|2(t) = SWM,τ f1(t) for t ∈

[
0,

2π

w1

]
.

Proof. Let i ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,M} for fixed M ∈ N. Since f1 is continuous and differentiable on
[0, 2π] and hence on (0, 2π), it is continuous and differentiable on any subset [a, b] ⊂ [0, 2π] and
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(a, b) ⊂ (0, 2π). Let t ∈ [0, 2π]. Consider the subinterval I =

[
t+

2iπ

w2(M + 1)
, t+

2iπ

w1(M + 1)

]
of [0, 2π]. Then f1 is also continuous and differentiable on I . By Mean Value Theorem, there

exists some c ∈
(
t+

2iπ

w2(M + 1)
, t+

2iπ

w1(M + 1)

)
such that

f ′
1(c)

[(
t+

2iπ

w1(M + 1)

)
−
(
t+

2iπ

w2(M + 1)

)]
=f1

(
t+

2iπ

w1(M + 1)

)
−f1

(
t+

2iπ

w2(M + 1)

)
.

Then we get the following equality:

∥∥SWM,τ f1|2(t)− SWM,τ f1(t)
∥∥
2
=

(
M∑
i=0

∣∣∣∣f1(t+ 2iπ

w2(M + 1)

)
− f1

(
t+

2iπ

w1(M + 1)

)∣∣∣∣2
) 1

2

=

(
|f ′

1(c)|2
M∑
i=0

∣∣∣∣(t+ 2iπ

w2(M + 1)

)
−
(
t+

2iπ

w1(M + 1)

)∣∣∣∣2
) 1

2

=

(
|f ′

1(c)|2
∣∣∣∣ 1

M + 1

∣∣∣∣2 ∣∣∣∣2πw2

− 2π

w1

∣∣∣∣2 M∑
i=0

|i|2
) 1

2

=
|f ′

1(c)|
(M + 1)

∥v∥2

∣∣∣∣2πw2

− 2π

w1

∣∣∣∣
where v = (0, 1, . . . ,M)T . Then, since M is fixed, we have that

lim
2π
w2

→ 2π
w1

−

∥∥SWM,τ f1|2(t)− SWM,τ f1(t)
∥∥
2
= lim

2π
w2

→ 2π
w1

−

|f ′
1(c)|

M + 1
||v||2

∣∣∣∣2πw2

− 2π

w1

∣∣∣∣ = 0.

A direct consequence of Proposition 3.1 is that score(f1|f2) → score(f1) as
2π

w2

→ 2π

w1

−
.

Theorem 3.2 (Stability of Conditional Periodicity Score). Let f1, f21, f22 : [0, 2π] → R be three

continuous univariate time series such that
2π

w22

<
2π

w21

≤ 2π

w1

and w1, w21, w22 ∈ N. Define the

conditional SWE of f1 given f21 as X1 and the conditional SWE of f1 given f22 as X2, where

the sliding window sizes are defined using time lags τ1 =
2π

w21(M + 1)
and τ2 =

2π

w22(M + 1)
,

respectively. Similarly, define the 1D persistence diagrams from the VR filtrations on X1 and
X2 as dgm1(X1) and dgm1(X2), respectively. Let the max 1D persistence in each diagram be
denoted by mp(dgm1(X1)) and mp(dgm1(X2)), and the resulting conditional periodicity scores
of f1 given f21 and f1 given f22 be denoted by score(f1|f21) and score(f1|f22), respectively. Then
the following results hold:

dH(X1, X2) ≤
√
M + 1 |f ′

1(c)|
∣∣∣∣ 2πw21

− 2π

w22

∣∣∣∣ (2)

dB(dgm1(X1), dgm1(X2)) ≤ 2
√
M + 1 |f ′

1(c)|
∣∣∣∣ 2πw21

− 2π

w22

∣∣∣∣ (3)
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|mp(dgm1(X1))−mp(dgm1(X2))| ≤ 4
√
M + 1 |f ′

1(c)|
∣∣∣∣ 2πw21

− 2π

w22

∣∣∣∣ (4)

|score(f1|f21)− score(f1|f22)| ≤ 4

√
M + 1

3
|f ′

1(c)|
∣∣∣∣ 2πw21

− 2π

w22

∣∣∣∣ (5)

for some c ∈ (t+ iτ2, t+ iτ1) and i = 1, . . . ,M + 1.

Proof. Proof of bound on Hausdorff distance in Equation (2):
We first find an upper bound on the Euclidean distance between respective pairs of points in

X1 and X2, and then use it to find an upper bound on the Hausdorff distance between the two point
clouds. We first claim that∥∥SWM,τ1 f1|21(t)− SWM,τ2 f1|22(t)

∥∥
2
≤

√
M + 1 |f ′

1(c)|
∣∣∣∣ 2πw21

− 2π

w22

∣∣∣∣ .
Similar to the proof of Proposition 3.1, there exists some c ∈ (t+ iτ2, t+ iτ1) where

∥∥SWM,τ f1|21(t)− SWM,τ f1|22(t)
∥∥
2
=

|f ′
1(c)|

M + 1
∥v∥2

∣∣∣∣ 2πw21

− 2π

w22

∣∣∣∣ for v = (0, 1, . . . ,M)T .

Then ∥v∥2 =

√√√√M+1∑
i=0

|i|2 ≤
√

(M + 1)(M + 1)2 and hence

∥∥SWM,τ f1|21(t)− SWM,τ f1|22(t)
∥∥
2
≤

√
M + 1 |f ′

1(c)|
∣∣∣∣ 2πw21

− 2π

w22

∣∣∣∣ .
Let ϵ >

√
M + 1 |f ′

1(c)|
∣∣∣∣ 2πw21

− 2π

w22

∣∣∣∣. Then X1 ⊂ Xϵ
2 and X2 ⊂ Xϵ

1, so by Definition 2.1,

dH(X1, X2) ≤ ϵ. Taking the infimum of both sides yields the relation

dH(X1, X2) ≤
√
M + 1 |f ′

1(c)|
∣∣∣∣ 2πw21

− 2π

w22

∣∣∣∣ .
Proof of bound on bottleneck distance in Equation (3):

By the bound on stability of persistence diagrams in Equation (1), we have that dB(dgm1(X1),
dgm1(X2)) ≤ 2 dH(X1, X2), since X1 and X2 both lay in RM+1.

Proof of bound on max persistence in Equation (4):
Let (bmax

1 , dmax
1 ) and (bmax

2 , dmax
2 ) be the points corresponding to the 1D-features of max persis-

tence in dgm1(X1) and dgm1(X2). Let ϵ∗ = dB(dgm1(X1), dgm1(X2)). Then by Definition 2.4,
any pairs of points (b1, d1) and (b2, d2) in the respective diagrams satisfy ||(b1, d1)− (b2, d2)||∞ =
sup {|b1 − b2|, |d1 − d2|} ≤ ϵ∗. Hence, |bmax

1 − bmax
2 | ≤ ϵ∗ and |dmax

1 − dmax
2 | ≤ ϵ∗. Therefore

|mp(dgm1(X1))−mp(dgm1(X2))| ≤ |dmax
1 −dmax

2 |+|bmax
1 −bmax

2 | ≤ 2 dB(dgm1(X1), dgm1(X2)).

7



Proof of bound on score in Equation (5): By Definition 2.6,

| score(f1|f21)− score(f1|f22)| =
1√
3
|mp(dgm1(X1))−mp(dgm1(X2))|

≤ 2√
3
dB(dgm1(X1), dgm1(X2))

≤ 4√
3
dH(X1, X2)

≤ 4

√
M + 1

3
|f ′

1(c)|
∣∣∣∣ 2πw21

− 2π

w22

∣∣∣∣ .
3.1 Stability of Score under PCA
The main bottleneck in using the periodicity score in practice is the computation of the dimension
1 persistence diagram of the Vietoris-Rips filtration of the SWE. In general, for a point cloud X
with N points, the computation of dgm1(X) runs in O(N6) time, although faster approaches may
be available in lower dimensions [14, 30]. Hence, we study the conditional periodicity score under
principal component analysis (PCA), a widely used dimension reduction technique [12].

Theorem 3.3 (Stability of Conditional Periodicity Score Under PCA). Let K ≤ M+1 for K ∈ N.

Suppose f2 is more periodic than f1 on [0, 2π] with cycle lengths
2π

w2

≤ 2π

w1

, respectively. For

T =

[
0,

2π

w1

]
, define the orthogonal projection of X = SWM,τ f1|2(T ) onto its top K principal

components by ϕ(X) = (⟨c1, X⟩, . . . , ⟨cK , X⟩)T for orthonormal eigenvectors and correspond-
ing eigenvalues {ck, λk}Nk=1 produced by PCA. Suppose X contains N ∈ N points. Denote the
conditional periodicity score under ϕ by scoreϕ(f1|f2). Then

| score(f1|f2)− scoreϕ(f1|f2)| ≤
√

8

3
4

√√√√ N∑
i=K+1

λ2
i .

Proof. Notice that ϕ is a relation in R(X, Y ) for Y = ϕ(X). Then by Definition 2.3 we have that

dGH(X, Y ) ≤ 1

2
dis(ϕ), where dis(ϕ)2 = ∥DX −DY ∥2max with DX being the matrix of pairwise

distances in X . We get that [18, Lemma 3.9]

∥DX −DY ∥2max ≤
∥∥∥D◦2

X −D◦2
Y

∥∥∥
max

,

where D◦2
X denotes the matrix of squared pairwise Euclidean distances in X .

Recall that for a matrix A, ∥A∥2max = (max ij|Aij|)2 = max ij|Aij|2 ≤
∑
ij

|Aij|2 = ∥A∥2F ,

where ∥·∥F denotes the Frobenius norm. Then we have∥∥∥D◦2
X −D◦2

Y

∥∥∥
max

≤
∥∥∥D◦2

X −D◦2
Y

∥∥∥
F
.
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Define the eigendecomposition of the covariance of X as XXT = QΛQT , where Q = [c1, . . . , cN ]
is the N×N matrix of orthonormal eigenvectors and Λ = diag(λ1, . . . , λN) is the N×N diagonal
matrix of eigenvalues corresponding to the orthogonal projection of X . Then the eigendecompo-
sition of the K-dimensional subspace containing the top K principal components of X can be
defined by Y Y T = QΛ|KQT , where Λ|K = diag(λ1, . . . , λK , 0, . . . , 0︸ ︷︷ ︸

N−K

). Then, if we center the

squared distances in D◦2
X and D◦2

Y , we obtain the relations [2]

XXT = −1

2
CND

◦2
XCN and

Y Y T = −1

2
CND

◦2
Y CN ,

where CN is the N × N centering matrix with diagonal entries 1 − 1

N
and off-diagonal entries

− 1

N
. Then D◦2

X = −2CN(QΛQT )CN and D◦2
Y = −2CN(QΛ|KQT )CN . Since QTQ = QQT = I ,

we obtain that∥∥∥D◦2
X −D◦2

Y

∥∥∥
F
= 2

∥∥CN(QΛQT −QΛ|KQT )CN

∥∥
F

= 2
∥∥Q(Λ− Λ|K)QT

∥∥
F

since CN ≈ I for sufficiently large N

= 2
√
tr(Q(Λ− Λ|K)2QT )

= 2
√

tr((Λ− Λ|K)2) since trace is cyclically invariant

= 2

√√√√ N∑
i=K+1

λ2
i .

Thus we get that dis(ϕ) ≤
√
2 4

√√√√ N∑
i=K+1

λ2
i and hence dGH(X, Y ) ≤

√
2

2
4

√√√√ N∑
i=K+1

λ2
i . Then again by

the standard result on stability of persistence diagrams (Equation (1)), we get that

dB(dgm1(X), dgm1(Y )) ≤ 2 dGH(X, Y ) ≤
√
2 4

√√√√ N∑
i=K+1

λ2
i .

Hence by similar arguments to those in the proof of Theorem 3.2, we have that

| score(f1|f2)− scoreϕ(f1|f2)| =
1√
3
|mp(dgm1(X))−mp(dgm1(ϕ(X)))|

≤ 2√
3
dB(dgm1(X), dgm1(ϕ(X)))

≤ 2

√
2

3
4

√√√√ N∑
i=K+1

λ2
i .

=

√
8

3
4

√√√√ N∑
i=K+1

λ2
i .
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Theorem 3.3 shows that if the top K principal components of the conditional SWE capture
most of its structure, then the conditional periodicity score won’t change much under the associated
orthogonal projection. We now reveal a direct consequence of this stability under small changes in
periodicity of f2.

Corollary 3.4 (Consequence of Stability of Conditional Periodicity Score Under PCA). Let K ≤
M + 1 for K ∈ N. Define the orthogonal projection of X1 and X2 as defined in Theorem 3.2
onto their top K principal components by the relation ϕ(X1) = (⟨c1, X1⟩, . . . , ⟨cK , X1⟩)T and
ϕ(X2) = (⟨d1, X2⟩, . . . , ⟨dK , X2⟩)T for orthonormal eigenvectors and corresponding eigenvalues
{ck, λk}Nk=1, {dk, γk}Nk=1 produced by PCA. Suppose X1 and X2 each contain N ∈ N points.
Define the conditional periodicity score of f1 given f21 and f1 given f22 under ϕ as scoreϕ(f1|f21)
and scoreϕ(f1|f22). Then the following inequality holds:

|scoreϕ(f1|f21)− scoreϕ(f1|f22)| ≤
√

8

3

 4

√√√√ N∑
i=K+1

λ2
i +

4

√√√√ N∑
i=K+1

γ2
i


+ | score(f1|f21)− score(f1|f22)|.

Proof. By Theorem 3.3, we have that

| scoreϕ(f1|f21)− score(f1|f21)| ≤
√

8

3
4

√√√√ N∑
i=K+1

λ2
i and

| scoreϕ(f1|f22)− score(f1|f22)| ≤
√

8

3
4

√√√√ N∑
i=K+1

γ2
i .

Hence we get

|scoreϕ(f1|f21)− scoreϕ(f1|f22)|
≤ |scoreϕ(f1|f21)− score(f1|f21)|+ |score(f1|f21)− score(f1|f22)|

+ |score(f1|f22)− scoreϕ(f1|f22)|

≤
√

8

3

 4

√√√√ N∑
i=K+1

λ2
i +

4

√√√√ N∑
i=K+1

γ2
i

+ | score(f1|f21)− score(f1|f22)|.

Corollary 3.4 reveals that small changes in periodicity of f2 still yield small changes in the
score(f1|f2) under orthogonal projection if the top K principal components of the conditional
SWE capture most of its structure.

3.2 A Minimum Embedding Dimension for Convergence
We define a minimum embedding dimension M that we can use to control the convergence behav-
ior of the conditional periodicity score score(f1|f2) near the periodicity score score(f1).
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Theorem 3.5 (Minimum embedding dimension for convergence). Let ϵ > 0. Any embedding

dimension M2 > M1 ≥ M ∈ N for M =

⌈
2π

w2ϵ

⌉
guarantees that the respective conditional

periodicity scores scoreM2(f1|f2) and scoreM1(f1|f2) are within ϵ of each other.

Proof. The conditional periodicity score is determined by SWM,τ f1|2(T ), T =

[
0,

2π

w1

]
, which is

further determined by the width of the sliding window Mτ , which for fixed M is determined by

the time lag τ . Thus, it suffices to show that τ =
2π

w2(M + 1)
is a Cauchy sequence of M . By the

definition of M, M ≥ 2π

w2ϵ
and hence

2π

w2M
≤ ϵ =⇒ 2π

w2

(
1

M

)
≤ ϵ. Since M2 > M1 ≥ M,

M2 + 1 > M1 + 1 ≥ M+ 1 and hence
1

M2 + 1
<

1

M1 + 1
≤ 1

M+ 1
<

1

M
. Thus we get

|τ(M1)− τ(M2)| =
2π

w2

∣∣∣∣ 1

M1 + 1
− 1

M2 + 1

∣∣∣∣
=

2π

w2

(
1

M1 + 1
− 1

M2 + 1

)
≤ 2π

w2

(
1

M+ 1
− 1

M2 + 1

)
<

2π

w2

(
1

M

)
≤ ϵ.

Theorem 3.5 tells us that the conditional periodicity score is a Cauchy sequence of the em-
bedding dimension, where smaller values of an ϵ that we choose yield larger input embedding
dimensions that increase the precision of convergence of score(f1|f2) to score(f1). This result can
be useful if we want to ensure that the conditional scores we are computing are converging to
the original periodicity score, albeit at the cost of higher run times due to a larger embedding
dimension.

4 Computational Results
We present a framework for computing the conditional periodicity score using PCA. We then
apply this framework on periodic signals of multiple types. We also compare the performance of
our conditional periodicity score with that of cross-recurrence.

4.1 Procedure for Quantifying Conditional Periodicity
We introduce a procedure for computing the conditional periodicity score of a discrete time series
{fi(tp)}Pp=1 given another {fj(tp)}Pp=1, P ∈ N (see Algorithm 1). We first fit two continuous time
series f cts

i and f cts
j onto each discrete signal over the interval [0, 2π] via cubic spline interpolation.

We then estimate the length of one cycle of fi and fj using the discrete fast Fourier transform
(FFT) on the continuously-fitted series. We assign f1 as the series with the larger cycle-length
and f2 as that with the smaller length. We then compute the top K principal components of the
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conditional SWE. Assuming the embedding dimension M + 1 is at least 3, we typically choose
K = 2. We finally perform VR filtration on the SWE, obtaining the conditional periodicity score
termed scoreϕ(·) under the PCA projection ϕ.

Algorithm 1: Procedure for quantifying conditional periodicity
Inputs : Embedding dimension M ∈ N, N ∈ N points in the conditional SWE, and two

discrete univariate time series fi, fj defined on {t1, . . . , tP : P ∈ N}.
1 Fit a continuous signal f cts

k : [0, 2π] → R to the discrete signal fk via cubic spline
interpolation such that f cts

k (0) = fk(t1) and f cts
k (2π) = fk(tP ) for k = i, j.

2 Estimate
2π

wi

and
2π

wj

via spectral analysis using the (Discrete) Fast Fourier Transform.

Assign f1 to be the less periodic and f2 to be the more periodic signal of the pair{
f cts
i , f cts

j

}
. That is, define :

2π

w1

= max

{
2π

wi

,
2π

wj

}
,

2π

w2

= min

{
2π

wi

,
2π

wj

}
f1 =

{
f cts
k :

2π

wk

=
2π

w1

}
, f2 =

{
f cts
k :

2π

wk

=
2π

w2

}

3 Define τ =
2π

w2(M + 1)
.

4 Compute X = SWM,τ f1|2(T ) for N evenly-spaced time points in T =

[
0,

2π

w1

]
.

5 For K = min{2,M + 1}, compute ϕ : RM+1 → RK , the orthogonal
6 projection of X onto its first K principal components (K = 2, typically).

7 Center and normalize ϕ(X) to obtain Y .
8 Compute dgm1(Y ) from VR filtration on Y and mp(dgm1(Y )) from dgm1(Y ).
9 Compute scoreϕ(f1|f2) using mp(dgm1(Y )).

Return: {scoreϕ(f1|f2), w1, w2, fi assignment, fj assignment}.

Remark 4.1 (Computational Complexity of Conditional Periodicity Score). Algorithm 1 runs in
O
(
P logP + NK2 + N6

)
time, where P is the number of points in the discrete univariate input

signals fi and fj , N is the number of points in the conditional SWE of the fitted continuous signals
f1 given f2, and K < M + 1 is the number of principal components used for the conditional SWE
where M is the embedding dimension. We take K = 2 by default. The cubic spline interpolation on
fi and fj runs in O(P ) time [11] and the discrete FFT on f cts

i , f cts
j can be computed in O(P logP )

time [3]. The PCA computations run in O(NK2) time [12, 27]. The bottleneck step is usually the
computation of the 1D persistence diagram using the VR filtration of Y , which runs in O(N6) time
[14, 30].
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4.2 Conditional Periodicity Score of Periodic Signals
We demonstrate the stability of the conditional periodicity score on multiple types of periodic
signals using Algorithm 1, with added levels of Gaussian noise.

We consider periodic cosine, dampened cosine, sawtooth, and square wave signals with varying
levels of dampening (between 5% to 80%) and Gaussian noise (between 0% and 75%) applied to
f1 and f2. We plot one example of graphs for each of these cases in Figure 1. The first column of
graphs shows a plot of f1 and f2 for w1 = 3 and w2 = 7. The second column of graph shows a
plot of score(f1|f2) versus M for M = {2, . . . , 200}. We add a vertical red dashed line to these

graphs at embedding dimension M =

⌈
2π

w2ϵ

⌉
= 90 for ϵ = 0.01 and our selected value of w2.

The third column of graphs shows a plot of score(f1|f2) versus
2π

w2

for w2 = {w1, . . . , 15} and for

fixed embedding dimension M.
From top to bottom, the rows in Figure 1 show an example of plots for cosine, dampened,

sawtooth, and square wave signals, respectively. For these examples, we fix Gaussian noise to 5%
and dampening to 5%. We further define the SMA window widths for these series to be 19, 16, 13,
and 13, respectively. Overall, these signals showed stability for up to 75%, 60%, 50%, and 75%
noise, respectively, while dampened signals showed stability for up to 40% dampening.

To handle noise, we compute a simple moving average of each signal followed by a mean
shift of the conditional SWE. See Section 4.3 for a more in-depth explanation of these denoising
techniques, as well as how we selected the simple moving average window width. We fix P = 200
discrete time points and N = 100 conditional SWE points in each case.

Our results show that our conditional periodicity score is not only stable, but is also robust to
different signal types. Our scoring function is more sensitive to signals with sharp discontinuities
(i.e. sawtooths and square waves); however, despite this, its convergence still remains stable as
the periodicities become closer. Our algorithm also shows consistency of a minimum embedding
dimension that controls the convergence of the conditional periodicity score across different signal
types with the same periodicity.

4.3 Comparing Conditional Periodicity Score and Cross-Recurrence
Recall that cross-recurrence is a binary measure that examines whether or not the i-th point in the
SWE of f1 is close to the j-th point in the SWE of f2, where closeness is determined by standard
Euclidean distance. Summing up all of the non-noisy cases in which pairs of points from both
embeddings are sufficiently close, we get a measure of similarity for cross-recurrence, which is
commonly known as the percent determinism, denoted %DET. More specifically, percent deter-
minism is the proportion of cross-recurring states between both phase-space embeddings that are
apart of a diagonal strip in the cross-recurrence matrix C, and essentially measures how corre-
lated both phase-space embeddings are. Here, less correlation is indicated by lower determinism
[16]. We compare our conditional periodicity score to this measure, as both quantifications use the
SWEs of f1 and f2 for measuring how similar their periodicities are.

To handle noise when computing the cross-recurrence matrix, we fix the distance threshold
to be greater than five times the standard deviation of Gaussian noise in each case of f2 [16]. To
handle noise when computing the conditional periodicity score, we perform two denoising methods
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Figure 1: Conditional periodicity scores of various periodic signal types with added Gaussian noise
and dampening. From top to bottom, we show cosine, dampened (5%), sawtooth, and square wave
signals results for 5% noise, respectively.

on the discrete time series and on the resulting conditional SWE. To denoise the input series, we
locally average every point in f1 and f2 by taking the mean of a window of points around it,
and repeat this for each point. This process is called a simple moving average and results in two
averaged discrete signals. To denoise the conditional SWE of f1 given f2, we apply a similar
process called mean shifting. That is, for each point vi in the point cloud, we average it with all its
neighbors vj , where the angle between vi and vj is less than

π

16
[8, 21].

We fix the input parameters for both similarity measures by setting the number of points in
each SWE to N = 100, the number of points in each input series to P = 200, w1 = 3, and
w2 = {w1, . . . , 20}. We then fix the tolerance threshold tol = 5σ + 2.5 to determine whether or
not the i-th and j-th points from both embeddings cross-recur, where σ is the standard deviation of
added Gaussian noise to both signals. This tolerance threshold ultimately determines the %DET
values. As well, we fix the precision ϵ = 0.0005 to determine the embedding dimension M in each
case of w2 (Theorem 3.5). Similarly, this embedding dimension ultimately determines the shape of
the SWEs and hence the conditional periodicity score. We select a simple moving average window
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width of 19 so that it is less than one-third the size of one cycle of f1, i.e., < 22. In this way, we
maintain a balance of enough points for denoising while also maintaining the periodic structure of
the signals. We construct plots for a range of window widths between 18 and 22 and select the
graph showing the most stability of score(f1|f2). We select two as the minimum number of ones
determining a diagonal line in C, since increasing this minimum decreased the stability of %DET
and we want to ensure a fair stability comparison.

We increase the Gaussian noise of both f1 and f2 from 0% to 12% in increments of 2%, and for
each noise level, we obtain a collection of similarity measures for each w2. From each collection,
we select a percentile from the list {15, 25, 35, 45, 55, 65, 75, 85} and use it to define a binary
cutoff for both meausures. We then collect predicted periodicity-similarities for each noise level
and cutoff value as follows. For each pair of cutoffs (one for each measure), if the conditional
periodicity score and the percent determinism are greater than or equal to their respective cutoffs,
we consider f1 and f2 to have similar periodicities at the current value of w2 and hence store a
predicted binary response of one for each measure. Otherwise, we store the predicted similarity as
zero for both measures. We then compute the true predicted periodicity-similarities using the same

percentile to define the cutoff for
∣∣∣∣2πw1

− 2π

w2

∣∣∣∣. Here, any w2 producing a distance at most the value

of this cutoff yields a true response of one and zero otherwise.
Once we obtain a list of true similarity responses and both predicted similarity responses from

score(f1|f2) and %DET, we compute the Matthews correlation coefficient (MCC) [7, 17] to deter-
mine the predictive accuracy of both measures. We then plot the average MCC score among all
cutoffs against each of the Gaussian noise levels in Figure 2.

The graph shows the MCC results for our score in blue and %DET in red. In comparison,
score(f1|f2) appears to show greater predictive accuracy that remains more stable when subject
to increasing levels of noise. This indicates that our measure does a superior and more stable job
at detecting whether or not the periodicities between two univariate time series are similar when
compared to %DET.

We repeat this same experiment on 3-periodic dampened, sawtooth, and square wave signals
and obtain similar stability results for the same in Figures 3, 4, and 5, respectively. We fix the SMA
window widths of the dampened, sawtooth, and square wave series as 16, 13, and 13. For square
wave signals, we see a steep decline in the MCC score for up to 4% added noise and overall less
predictive accuracy for any further added noise.

4.4 Measuring Similarity of Periodicities
For a different set of performance comparisons, we compare multiple similarity measures between
a fixed w1-periodic cosine signal f1 and several w2-periodic cosine signals f2 as w2 diverges from
w1. We set w1 = 3 and increase w2 from w1 to 15, and store the conditional periodicity scores,
percent recurrence (%REC), percent determinism, and the maximum diagonal line lengths (MDLs)
of the cross-recurrence matrices corresponding to the embeddings of f1 and f2. Percent recurrence
measures the proportion of cross-recurring states (ones) in the cross-recurrence matrix, C, and,
MDL measures the length of the longest diagonal strip of cross-recurring states in C [16]. We again
handle noise by setting the tolerance for C greater than five times the Gaussian standard deviation
and applying a simple moving average to both series followed by a mean shifting procedure for the
conditional SWE (see results above for an explanation).
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Figure 2: Average MCC scores for conditional periodicity score (blue) and percent determinism
(red) of cosine signals with increasing Gaussian noise.

Figure 3: Average MCC scores for conditional periodicity score (blue) and percent determinism
(red) of dampened cosine signals with increasing Gaussian noise.
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Figure 4: Average MCC scores for conditional periodicity score (blue) and percent determinism
(red) of sawtooth signals with increasing Gaussian noise.

Figure 5: Average MCC scores for conditional periodicity score (blue) and percent determinism
(red) of square wave signals with increasing Gaussian noise.
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We generate Figure 6 by again fixing the precision determining the embedding dimension for
each series f2 to ϵ = 0.0005, the number of discrete time points in both signals to P = 200, the
number of points in all embedded point clouds to N = 100, and the width of the simple moving
average window to 19 points. We compare plots of score(f1|f2), %REC, %DET, and MDL against
indices corresponding to the diverging periodicity of f2. As the periodicities of f1 and f2 become
less similar, score(f1|f2) decreases as expected. At the same time, the phase-space embeddings of
f1 and f2 become less-correlated, and therefore C contains more randomly located ones that are
less frequently located in diagonal strips (i.e., % REC increases and %DET decreases).

Our scoring function exhibits expected behavior in a more stable manner compared to cross-
recurrence, as score(f1|f2) decreases at a more consistent rate than %REC and %DET increase and
decrease, respectively. As well, %DET decreases at a much slower rate as soon as any Gaussian
noise is added to the input time series.

We again repeat this same experiment on dampened, sawtooth, and square wave signals and
obtain similar stability results for the same. See Figures 7, 8, and 9 for these respective results.
For sawtooth signals, as soon as any Gaussian noise is added, %DET starts to increase rather
than decrease and overall is a much less stable correlation measure when compared to our scoring
function. For square wave signals, we see that our score is much more stable than %DET and
%REC when subject to changing Gaussian noise levels.

5 Discussion
Our conditional periodicity score is a similarity measure that is not only comparable to other meth-
ods of quantifying similarity of univariate time series but also adds unique theoretical guarantees
of stability under small changes in periodicity. As well, our score provides a direct measure of sim-
ilarity between periodicity which others such as cross-correlation, coherence, and cross-recurrence
are missing. Complementing the theoretical stability results, our score can be applied efficiently
in practice with increased computational efficiency using PCA for dimension reduction. Our com-
putations highlight the superior performance of the conditional periodicity score in predicting and
measuring the closeness of periodicities when compared to cross-recurrence. While our measure
provides a direct quantification of similarity that maintains theoretical stability, we are working on
experimental results with real data, results when comparing pairs of synthetic series of different
types; e.g., cosine vs square-wave or sawtooth vs dampened, and constructing a scoring function
that quantifies the conditional periodicity of one univariate signal given a collection of others.
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