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ABSTRACT
Transformer models have recently become very successful in the natural language domain. Their value as sequence-to-sequence
translators there, also makes them a highly interesting technique for learning relationships between astrophysical time series. Our
aim is investigate how well such a transformer neural network can establish causal temporal relations between different channels
of a single-source signal. We thus apply a transformer model to the two phases of Gamma-Ray Bursts (GRBs), reconstructing
one phase from the other. GRBs are unique instances where a single process and event produces two distinct time variable
phenomena: the prompt emission and the afterglow. We here investigate if a transformer model can predict the afterglow flux
from the prompt emission. If successful, such a predictive scheme might then be distilled to the most important underlying
physics drivers in the future. We combine the transformer model with a novel dense neural network setup to directly estimate the
starting value of the prediction. We find that the transformer model can, in some instances, successfully predict different phases
of canonical afterglows, including the plateau phase. Hence it is a useful and promising new astrophysical analysis technique.
For the GRB test case, the method marginally exceeds the baseline model overall, but still achieves accurate recovery of the
prompt-afterglow fluence-fluence correlation in reconstructed light curves. Despite this progress, we conclude that consistent
improvement over the baseline model is not yet achieved for the GRB case. We discuss the future improvements in data and
modeling that are required to identify new physical-relation parameters or new insights into the single process driving both GRB
phases.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Transformer neural networks (Vaswani et al. 2017) have found great
success in recent years in the machine learning domain. This type of
neural network originates from natural language processing (NLP)
needs. It excels when used as a building block of large language
models like GPT-3 (Brown et al. 2020), producing state-of-the-art
performance. Moreover, transformer models have been applied with
favourable results to tasks such as computer vision (Vision Trans-
former, Dosovitskiy et al. 2020), time-series forecasting (e.g., Wen
et al. 2022), and protein structure determination (e.g., Rao et al.
2021). Transformer models have been utilized for problems in as-
tronomy as well (e.g., Allam & McEwen 2021; Jia et al. 2022; Sali-
nas et al. 2023), but one could argue that their use has not been
as widespread as other deep learning models such as standard fully
connected dense neural networks or convolutional neural networks
(e.g., Connor & van Leeuwen 2018; Davies et al. 2019; Sen et al.
2022).

The attention mechanism at the heart of transformer models is key
to their success, giving context both to different tokens solely in the
input or output sequence (self-attention) as well as between tokens in
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the input and output (cross-attention). In contrast to recurrent neural
networks such as long short-term memory (LSTM; Sutskever et al.
2014), transformer models process the entire input at once instead of
in a sequential fashion. Convolutional neural networks (e.g., Gu et al.
2015) also process data in parallel within each convolution layer, but
their potential to capture long-range dependencies is limited by the
kernel size. This necessitates the use of a number of convolutional
layers which decreases efficiency. The more direct parallelisation
of transformer models captures long-range dependencies efficiently
and has the ability to greatly reduce training time, allowing for much
larger datasets to be used, although this still comes with significant
training cost. Even so, in NLP-related tasks like machine translation,
where big datasets are rather easily obtained, transformer models
have become the de facto standard model, trained in parallel on large
numbers of graphical processing or tensor processing units.

We here apply transformer models to gamma-ray bursts (GRBs),
treating the two phases of GRBs as a translation problem, attempt-
ing to derive the latter phase from the earlier phase. These bright
flashes of intense gamma radiation are produced in relativistic blast
waves through interactions and shock waves within the jet. When the
matter of these expanding explosions hits the surrounding medium,
an afterglow is produced through synchrotron radiation spanning the
electromagnetic spectrum. GRBs come in two types, long and short
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(Kouveliotou et al. 1993), each with its own leading model for the
origin. Long-duration bursts are associated with the collapse of mas-
sive stars to black holes, or magnetars (e.g., Bernardini 2015), after
a supernova (Galama et al. 1998), while short-duration bursts are
linked to the merger of compact objects like neutron stars (Gehrels
et al. 2006). It is often posited that black hole hyperaccretion through
neutrino-dominated accretion flows (e.g., Woosley 1993; Popham
et al. 1999; Liu et al. 2017) or neutron star spin-down (e.g., Usov
1992; Zhang & Mészáros 2001) are the central engines of GRBs,
although a wider range of theories exists (see e.g., Meszaros 2002;
Zhang & Meszaros 2004; Berger 2014).

A central topic in GRB astronomy is how the prompt emission
of gamma radiation and the afterglow emission are related (Sect. 2).
The models for the prompt and afterglow emission naturally imply
a causal connection between the two and this has readily been ob-
served. Gehrels et al. (2008), for example, find that strong bursts
generally have brighter afterglows and that short bursts are weaker
in both prompt and afterglow emission. Liang & Zhang (2005) find
a similar but different parameter correlation between the isotropic
energy of the prompt emission, the intrinsic prompt emission peak
energy, and the jet break time of the optical afterglow.

In this work, instead of studying inferred parameters of the GRB
prompt and afterglow emission to find a connection and express it in
a number of summary metrics, we use machine learning methods to
identify the relationship between the two astrophysical time-series.
The transformer model, in particular, seems well suited to this task as
it can be thought of as a sequence-to-sequence translation problem
similar to that of, for example, language translation. We hypothe-
sise that their strength in maintaining a consistent translation over
entire paragraphs of text (Vaswani et al. 2017) is well suited to cap-
turing long-range relations in GRB time series too. We train the
transformer model to directly translate light curves of the prompt
emission to the corresponding light curves of the afterglow emis-
sion. We make use of the only moderately big dataset1 available for
combined GRB prompt and afterglow measurements, consisting of
GRBs and their afterglows detected by the Swift satellite over the
past 20 years (Gehrels et al. 2004).

The main motivation undertaking this work is to look for evidence
that links the prompt and afterglow emission – without a precon-
ceived notion of which physics is involved. If any predictive scheme
is found, subsequent analysis could then distil this relation into more
specific physical insights, leading to new insights into their physi-
cal origin. If the transformer model finds, for example, that a strong
link exists between specific parts of the prompt and afterglow light
curves separated by time 𝑡, future work could investigate which pro-
cess delays the energy injection by this time 𝑡, and what the implied
typical scale sizes and jet velocities mean for the origin of GRBs
(see Sect. 2 for further possible research directions and prospects).
The latter analysis is, however, not yet part of this work. Instead, we
here first investigate solely the ability of the transformer model to
establish causal temporal relations between different channels of a
single-source signal. The prompt and afterglow emission channels
of GRBs lend themselves well to such methodology, as we know a
priori some relation must exist; but to our knowledge this relation has
thus far always been approached from a physics-first point of view.
Our aim here is to tackle this relation from an empirical machine-
learning perspective, and provide a new way of strengthening the

1 Between acceptance and publication, the code for data acquisition and
analysis will be made available at: http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.
10932872

prompt-afterglow connection. Additionally, if we do not find a sig-
nificant link between prompt and afterglow behavior through this
method, a strong connection between the two emission types could
be disproven.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides a short
overview of the theory behind the physics connecting the prompt and
afterglow phase of GRB emission. In Sect. 3, we go into the specifics
of the chosen Swift data set. We give an overview of our tailor-made
transformer model in Sect. 4 and present the results in Sect. 5. We
discuss our findings in Sect. 6 and conclude in Sect. 7.

2 SCIENCE CASE: CONNECTING THE TWO TYPES OF
GRB EMISSION

There is no consensus yet on the exact physical explanation for the
parameter correlations between the prompt and afterglow emission
of GRBs (see Dainotti & Del Vecchio 2017 for a recent review).
Although the total energy reservoir from the central engine is shared
between the prompt and afterglow phases, predicting the exact par-
titioning is not straightforward due to the complex nature of the jet
structure, the medium density, the shock microphysics, and the emis-
sion processes. Still, as the prompt and afterglow emission originate
in a single source, we expect there to be a connection (a correlation
or anti-correlation) between their light curves.

The rapid variability in the prompt light curves indicates an internal
origin close to the compact object, i.e., a hot fireball expanding
adiabatically (Rees & Mészáros 1992); the slower decay phases of
the afterglow, on the other hand, suggest interactions with an external
medium. The prompt emission is produced by the dissipation of
kinetic energy via internal shocks within the jet (see, e.g., Kobayashi
et al. 1997). In early afterglow observations, often a steep decay
phase is present which is interpreted as the late signature of the high-
latitude (off-axis) prompt emission. Following this steep decay, many
GRB afterglows exhibit a plateau with very shallow decay (see, e.g.,
Campana et al. 2005), often interpreted as continued activity from
the central object beyond the prompt emission phase. In the normal
decay phase that follows, the jet forward shock interacts with the
external medium. At some point, typically 104 − 105 s after the
GRB, the afterglow light curve steepens again, caused by energy
injection from the central object and by the widening of the jet (see,
e.g., Sari et al. 1999).

Several studies have investigated the relationship between the en-
ergies associated with the prompt and afterglow phases. Liang et al.
(2007) find a linear correlation between the prompt isotropic energy
in gamma rays 𝐸𝛾,prompt and the afterglow isotropic energy in X-
rays 𝐸𝑋,afterglow, later confirmed by, amongst others, Dainotti et al.
(2015). Similarly, Ghisellini et al. (2009) find a relationship between
𝐸𝛾,prompt and the kinetic energy in the afterglow 𝐸𝑘,afterglow with
𝐸𝑘,afterglow ∝ 𝐸0.42

𝛾,prompt. This suggests that about 10% of the blast’s
kinetic energy is turned into radiation during the prompt phase (see
also Aksulu et al. 2022). Such relationships are crucial for under-
standing the transition from the prompt to the afterglow.

ore specifically when looking at the plateau phase, Dainotti et al.
(2011) find a correlation between the luminosity at the end of the
plateau phase and various parameters related to the energetics and
luminosity of the prompt emission, again substantiating a connection
between the prompt and afterglow. Several hypotheses have been
proposed to explain the plateau phase. One such hypothesis involves
delayed energy injection from, for example, a fast-spinning magnetar
(e.g., Zhang & Mészáros 2001; Rowlinson et al. 2014). In another
scenario, the plateau phase is linked to additional energy transfer
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from slower ejecta hitting the blast wave (e.g., van Eerten 2014). A
model proposed by Beniamini et al. (2020) produces the plateaus for
GRBs whose structured jets are viewed off-axis. Precession of the
GRB jets can also influence the afterglow light curve, and produce
a plateau (Huang & Liu 2021). ost of these models signify a direct
connection between the prompt and afterglow emission, encouraging
the research that we describe in the following sections.

In summary, the combination of a single-source engine driving
both time series, and the promising phenomenology of the prompt
and afterglow light curves, motivates us to investigate if a transformer
model can connect these two data streams, as a start to finding the
shared underlying physics. We note that recurrent neural networks
have also been used extensively for these kinds of problems but
these can struggle to maintain information across longer sequences
(although mitigable, too, see Sutskever et al. 2014). The natural
ability of transformer models to capture long-range dependencies
combined with their efficient processing of larger datasets, makes
them an ideal choice for our study.

3 DATA ACQUISITION

The Neil Gehrels Swift Observatory, Swift hereafter, is a multi-
wavelength observatory built to study GRBs and their afterglows
(Gehrels et al. 2004). It is equipped with three main instruments:
the Burst Alert Telescope (BAT; Barthelmy et al. 2005), the X-ray
Telescope (XRT; Burrows et al. 2005), and the Ultraviolet/Optical
Telescope (UVOT; Roming et al. 2005). The BAT detects GRBs and
computes their positions to bring the GRB location within the field of
view of the XRT and UVOT. This coordinated response allows Swift
to observe the prompt and afterglow emissions in X-ray, ultraviolet,
and optical wavelengths, enabling the first large dataset of GRBs with
afterglow measurements to be collected (e.g., Lien et al. 2016).

Here we are interested in GRBs with both BAT and XRT mea-
surements. In particular, the Swift Burst Analyser (Evans et al. 2010)
provides flux light curves for both instruments in specified energy
regimes. In contrast to the count rate data, spectral evolution is taken
into account and the data is extrapolated to the desired energy range
for a more straightforward comparison between the instruments. In
our case, we use the BAT and XRT unabsorbed flux density light
curves at 10 keV which is right in between the energy range of
the XRT and BAT instruments where little spectral extrapolation is
needed to compute the light curves.

We use the Swift/BAT Gamma-Ray Burst Catalog2 (Lien et al.
2016) in combination with the swifttools Python package3 to get
the data of GRBs analysed by the Burst Analyser. For the BAT data,
there are multiple binning options available whereas the XRT data
has only one binning option. To retain some freedom in the length
of the light curves we give to our neural networks, we choose the
relatively small bin size of 64 ms for the BAT data instead of one of
the signal-to-noise (S/N) threshold binning options and rebin later.
We do not include bins flagged as "bad" where the uncertainty in
the counts-to-flux conversion is too large. Because we work in log
space, both in time and flux density, we only include bins after the
BAT trigger time which is set to 𝑡 = 0.

Our dataset contains 1132 BAT-detected GRBs which have associ-
ated XRT measurements. The number of points per light curve varies
greatly, with some BAT light curves only having a single datapoint

2 https://swift.gsfc.nasa.gov/results/batgrbcat/
3 https://www.swift.ac.uk/API/ukssdc/

Figure 1. A schematic representation of our transformer network, adapted
from Vaswani et al. (2017). The modifications made in this work are shown
below the orange dashed line.

and others having more than 104 flux values. One option to obtain
equal-length light curves as input for our machine-learning models
is zero padding. As the computational complexity of the standard
transformer model scales with the length of the sequence squared,
it becomes intractable to pad every light curve to the length of the
longest BAT GRB light curve with ∼ 104 points. Rather, we rebin
the BAT data with 500 equally spaced bins between the time of the
first and last BAT measurement in our dataset. The XRT light curves
generally consist of many fewer data points. Thus, we rebin these
light curves with 50 equally spaced bins instead, which is close to
the median number of points per XRT light curve. The heterogenity
in the number of measurements for each GRB in the dataset still
requires the use of zero padding afterwards; see Sect. 4 for the tech-
nical details and Sect. 6 for a discussion on the possible biases this
introduces.

4 TRANSFORMER

In this section, we first introduce the basic architecture, and next
detail our implementation where relevant. It is thus styled from more
general to more specific.

Our deep-learning model of choice is the transformer
model (Vaswani et al. 2017). After the data is embedded in a nu-
meric representation, the transformer model takes in this sequence
of data, like a sentence in English or a BAT light curve, and pro-
duces a new sequence, e.g., the translated sentence to Spanish or the
XRT light curve. The full transformer architecture consists of two
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main components: an encoder and a decoder. This structure was first
applied to sequence models like LSTM networks (Sutskever et al.
2014). The encoder processes the input sequence, BAT GRB light
curves in our case, to extract and compile the features and patterns
in the data. The decoder takes this information from the encoder
and produces the output sequence, i.e., the XRT light curves. We
summarise the embeddings, the attention mechanism, the encoder,
and the decoder below. We refer to Allam & McEwen (2021) for a
detailed, pedagogical explanation of applying transformer encoder
models to astronomical time-series data. Note that we, in the current
study, add a decoder step, and go from a discriminative to a genera-
tive model for our sequence-to-sequence data. These steps are further
detailed below.

4.1 Embedding

In NLP tasks, some kind of embedding is required to convert the
input and output words or tokens of the data into a dense vector of
continuous numbers suitable for the transformer model. As we are
already working with continuous time-series data, we use a simple
time-distributed linear projection of our 1D (univariate) light curves
to the dimensions of our model 𝑑model. This projection adjusts the
light curve data to match the expected input size of the model. We still
need to introduce some kind of positional knowledge, i.e., where in
the light curves the different data points are located, into the model
as this is not directly taken care of by the model architecture like
in RNNs. Vaswani et al. (2017) employ fixed positional encodings
generated by sinusoidal functions but note that learned positional
encodings give nearly identical results. We use the latter and con-
vert the index positions of the data points in our light curves to
𝑑model and add these projections to the linear projections mentioned
above. We thus stick to the positional encoding of the indices of the
data points. More sophisticated (observing) time representations like
time2vec (Mehran Kazemi et al. 2019) may improve the perfor-
mance of the model, particularly as GRB prompt and afterglow light
curves cover many orders of magnitude in time but can still exhibit
short-scale time variability. This is harder to capture using positional
encodings. Please see Sect. 6 for further discussion on this topic.

4.2 Attention mechanism

The core concept of the transformer model is the use of attention
without incorporating any recurrence in the model. While the general
concept of attention was introduced earlier (Bahdanau et al. 2014),
the scaled-dot product attention introduced in Vaswani et al. (2017)
has proven highly useful. Given three matrices consisting of sets of
queries 𝑄, keys 𝐾 , and values 𝑉 , for each query the transformer
model looks at all the keys to decide which parts of the data, i.e.,
the values, to focus on. This is done by computing a dot product
between the query and the keys. The outcome represents how much
each key aligns with the query. These scores are then used to take a
weighted sum of the values. In many applications of the transformer
model, the keys and values represent the exact same input, or output,
embeddings.

athematically, the scaled dot-product attention is given by:

Attention(Q,K,V) = softmax
(𝑄𝐾𝑇√︁

𝑑𝑘

)
𝑉. (1)

First, the dot-product is computed between the query and all keys, and
the softmax function converts the dot products into probabilities or
weights. A scaling is implemented by the dimension of the keys 𝑑𝑘 . If

𝑑𝑘 is large, this scaling counteracts extremely small gradients in the
softmax function for large dot products. The output of the softmax is
used as weights that represent the importance of the values relative
to each query. In multi-headed attention, the queries, keys, and val-
ues are linearly projected ℎ times with different learned projection
weights 𝑊𝑄

𝑖
, 𝑊𝐾

𝑖
, and 𝑊𝑉

𝑖
, initialised in a standard way (Glorot &

Bengio 2010). The attention is calculated in parallel for each of the ℎ
projections and combined afterwards. This enables the model to use
multiple specialised attention mechanisms in parallel, each focusing
on different patterns or relationships within the light curves. In prac-
tice, the queries, keys, and values are derived from the embedding
vectors (with dimension 𝑑model = 500) of the input BAT or output
XRT light curves depending on the type of attention, either self-
attention or cross-attention, required. This works in a similar way to
NLP applications of the transformer model, where instead of each
token being represented by an embedding vector, each data point in
our light curves is represented by an embedding vector.

4.3 Encoder and decoder

The encoder processes input BAT GRB light curves and this infor-
mation is fed to the decoder to produce output XRT light curves.
The encoder consists of two blocks: a multi-headed self-attention
block, and a fully connected feed-forward network (FFN). In the
self-attention block, different positions in the BAT light curves, or
more precisely their embedding vectors, are compared between one
another to compute a weighted representation of the input. The out-
put of the self-attention is then fed into the FFN which consists of
two linear layers with a ReLU activation function (Glorot et al. 2011)
in between. The output of the FFN is used as input for the decoder.
For convergence, residual connections are used around both blocks
as well as layer normalisation after each block.

The decoder is similar in setup to the encoder with a few key dif-
ferences. In the inference stage, predictions for the XRT light curves
are generated autoregressively. This means it makes predictions one
step at a time, using the sequence of previously predicted data points
to forecast the next point in the sequence. The data points of the
light curve are thus predicted step-by-step where all the data points
generated until index 𝑖 − 1 are used to predict the data point at index
𝑖.

Transformer models allow for the simultaneous processing of en-
tire sequences. This capability enhances training efficiency by elim-
inating the need for step-by-step prediction during this phase, an
important benefit of transformer models over RNNs. As a result, the
entire light curves can be trained on directly. Care must be taken,
however, to not make predictions based on future data points which
are visible to the transformer model during training but not during in-
ference. To maintain the integrity of the autoregressive predictions,
first, the target data, meaning the output, of the decoder is shifted
one index to the right so that the decoder is trained to predict the
next data point based on the previous ones. Subsequently, the self-
attention block uses a "causal mask" such that for data points at index
𝑖 only the relation to points at an index less than 𝑖 is computed. This
approach restricts the model’s attention to only consider data points
preceding the current point being predicted.

In between the masked self-attention block and the FFN, there is
a cross-attention block that computes the multi-headed attention on
the output of the encoder. Thus, the keys and values are the encoder
outputs while the queries are the output of the self-attention block.
That is to say that every index in the XRT light curve attends, or is
related, to all indices in the BAT light curve.

RASTI 000, 1–13 (2024)



Transformer models for astrophysical time series 5

250 500 750 1000 1250 1500 1750 2000
Epochs

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

L
ea

rn
in

g
ra

te

×10−3

Figure 2. The learning-rate schedule used to train the transformer model.

After the FFN, which is the same as the encoder but with different
weights, we use a linear layer to project the output back from 𝑑model
to our 1D XRT light curve data. Again, as in the encoder, residual
connections and layer normalisations are added to the decoder.

4.4 Dense neural network modification

The decoder needs to be initialised with some input to begin its pre-
dictions. In language translation tasks, this is often done by adding
a start token to the vocabulary of words that is embedded in some
numeric representation. Because we work with continuous numbers
directly, it is less trivial to provide a start token not already present
in the data. Furthermore, in our testing, we observed that the choice
of starting input can significantly influence the quality of the predic-
tions, a point we will return to in Sect. 6. As to not introduce a bias
by manually choosing the initial values of the predictions, we modify
the model to include a dense neural network that predicts the initial
value based on the output of the encoder. It consists of a 1D global
average pooling layer operating on the output of the encoder followed
by a linear projection to the first value of the XRT light curve. This
is not the first value of the final predictions but is related to the start
codon used in the NLP domain.

The entire transformer model used in this work is shown schemati-
cally in Fig. 1 with light curves as input and output, learned positional
encoding instead of sinusoidal encoding, linear instead of softmax
activation for the final layer, and a dense neural network to initialise
the predictions.

4.5 Setup

4.5.1 Preprocessing

For preprocessing of the data, we first take the log10 of the flux
densities for both the input BAT and output XRT light curves. We
remove the mean per time bin for all bins to get the flux densities in
every bin on a similar scale. In this way, we make sure there is not
one bin that will dominate the loss function with very large average
flux densities. In contrast to regular standard scaling (as done in, e.g.,
Boersma & van Leeuwen 2023), we do not divide by the standard
deviation per bin to preserve differences in variability between bins
in hopes that this will aid the model in light curve reconstruction.
Still we apply the normalisation by the mean as mentioned, to make
sure outliers do not have too large of an influence on the model
performance. We use an 81/10/9 % split for the training, test, and

validation dataset size, respectively, corresponding to 917, 113, and
102 GRBs with associated BAT and XRT light curves.

any time bins in our dataset have no (i.e., zero) flux, because of
missing measurements and zero padding. The model incorporates the
masking of zero flux values when calculating the attention scores and
the loss function. Note that while the causal mask (see Sect. 4.3) is
an inherent part of the self-attention block of the decoder, we require
the above-mentioned additional mask to take care of the zero flux
values in our data. Thus, these masked values are taken into account
too when calculating the initial value of the decoder using the global
average pooling layer. As in Boersma & van Leeuwen (2023), we use
the mean absolute error (MAE) as our loss function, thus modified
to disregard the zero flux values.

4.5.2 Training

The learning rate is a key hyperparameter in neural networks, sig-
nificantly influencing the dynamics of how the network weights are
updated during the training process. Adaptive adjustment of the learn-
ing rate during training, often referred to as learning rate scheduling,
has been shown to enhance performance in many cases (e.g., Wu
et al. 2019). Learning-rate scheduling is an important part of training
standard transformer models. Depending on where the layer normal-
izations are placed, either between the residual blocks as originally
proposed (Post-LN transformer model) or inside of the residual con-
nections (Pre-LN transformer model), a learning rate warm-up stage
is necessary (Post-LN) or not (Pre-LN) (Xiong et al. 2020). This is
to avoid instabilities caused by large gradients near the output lay-
ers at the initialisation of training. We use the Post-LN transformer
model in this work and employ a learning rate schedule where the
learning rate is gradually increased from 6 · 10−6 to 10−3 for the first
300 epochs and then slowly decreased for 500 epochs back down to
10−4 after which it remains constant for the rest of the training. The
learning rate is, in this work, not influenced by the value of the loss
function. The learning rate schedule is visualised in Fig. 2. We train
our model with the Adam optimiser (Kingma & Ba 2014) for 2000
epochs with a batch size of 128 and save the model with the lowest
validation loss.

The transformer model is designed such that both the encoder
and decoder blocks can be separately stacked on top of each other
to increase the model complexity. Because the size of our training
dataset is still rather limited, we stick to one encoder and one decoder
block. For the hyperparameters of our model, we set the general
dimension 𝑑model to 500 while the first layer of the FFN has 128 units.
Moreover, we use four parallel attention heads in the attention blocks.
These parameters were found to produce the best results in a random
search of the hyperparameter space given our computing memory
limitations. Still, differences in performance were small between
sets of hyperparameters. For example, setting 𝑑model to a smaller
value produced similar results. Our model is fully implemented from
scratch in Tensorflow 2.104, thus no pretrained model was used.
Please see Sect. 6 on the potential benefits of using a pretrained
model in future work.

5 RESULTS

As a baseline model, we take the average, in log space, of the XRT
light curves in our training dataset. This baseline model is not as

4 https://www.tensorflow.org/
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Figure 3. Distributions of the mean and the max ALE for our baseline model and transformer model in the left and right panels, respectively.

naive as it may appear: the dataset consists of light curves that were
all detected with the same instrument, and we express these in terms
of fluence. As the sample is fluence limited, the largest number of
detected light curves will have fluences just above the instrument
sensitivity threshold. The average light curve can thus be expected
to match most individual light curves quite well. If we are able to
outperform this baseline model with no dependence on the BAT
light curves, this gives at least some indication that the transformer
model is using information from the prompt data to reconstruct the
afterglow data. This serves as additional motivation to utilise this
baseline model.

To quantify our error, we calculate what we will refer to as the
Absolute Logarithmic Error (ALE) being the difference in flux be-
tween the measured XRT flux densities Fobserved and the predicted
XRT flux densities Fpred in log space:

ALE = | log10 Fpred − log10 Fobserved | (2)

We calculate both the mean and the maximum of the ALE per light
curve. We show the distributions of the mean and the maximum ALE
in the test dataset for both the baseline model and the transformer
model in Fig. 3. We also calculate the median of both distributions,
thus the median mean ALE and median max ALE, respectively.

We are marginally outperforming the baseline model when looking
at the median mean ALE which is 0.54 and 0.59 for the transformer
model and the baseline, respectively. For the median max ALE, the
transformer model is again slightly better with a median of 1.29 vs a
median of 1.34 for the baseline model. In Fig. 4, we show the mean
ALE(t) as a function of time, thus calculated per time bin instead
of per light curve. Intuitively, one might expect the prompt emission
to have a stronger correlation with the afterglow at earlier times,
comparable to the duration of GRBs, than at later ones. This could
make it easier for the transformer model to reconstruct the afterglow
light curves just after the prompt emission has ended. Furthermore,
and perhaps of bigger influence, at early times the transformer model
is less reliant on previous predictions to make the next one which
could reduce the error, see Sect. 6.

We indeed find we are outperforming the baseline model for times
≲ 104 s. We are worse than the baseline model after 104 s, however,
possibly because of the smaller number of XRT observations, and
thus training data, at those times. The ALE metric is less robust after
≳ 106s as well because of the small number of samples for which it
is calculated.

Around 45 - 60 minutes after the BAT trigger time, a gap is visible
in the number of observations. This corresponds to the nominal time
allocated for regular GRB observations with Swift as it is limited

by Earth occultations5. Both the transformer model and the baseline
model show a peak in the ALE around∼ 104s as a result of the dearth
of observations around that time.

any studies have observed correlations between the fluence of the
prompt and the afterglow emission (e.g., Evans et al. 2009; Margutti
et al. 2012). The fact that an equivalent correlation also exists for the
isotropic prompt and afterglow energies of GRBs with known red-
shifts (Willingale et al. 2007) shows that this fluence correlation is not
just the result of the generally unknown distance to the GRB equally
affecting the fluence of both phases, and introducing a correlation
that way. We calculate the fluence at 10 keV for both the BAT and
XRT data to see if the predictions by our transformer model follow
the correlation visible in the observed data. We estimate the fluence
by performing a direct numerical integration over the flux densities
in each time bin. We show the fluences for our test dataset in Fig. 5.
Note that this is specifically the fluence at 10 keV and not over an
energy band as is common. Also shown is a linear fit in log space for
both the predicted and measured fluences. The best estimates of the
slope for the predicted fluences compared to the observed fluences
match very well, 0.71 versus 0.69. A positive correlation between the
BAT fluence and the XRT fluence of the predictions is clearly visi-
ble, just as in the measured fluences. The transformer model is thus
able to learn that stronger bursts usually have brighter afterglows.
This is somewhat surprising given the fact that, on average, per light
curve, the transformer model is not significantly outperforming the
baseline model which has slope zero in the fluence-fluence space, the
blue dashed line in Fig. 5. Because the transformer model is better
at predicting the flux for times ≲ 104 s, where most of the fluence
comes from, we hypothesise that this is likely why the correlations
match well.

5.1 Test cases

We show representative examples of reconstructed light curves in
Fig. 6 and Fig. 7. These evenly include fits from throughout the
mean ALE distribution. The overall shape and amplitude are well
reconstructed for the afterglow light curve of GRB 090618 (Schady
et al. 2009). The predicted afterglow light curve follows a broken
power law with a smooth variation in decay slope (Page et al. 2011), in
reasonable accordance with the true measurements. GRB 090618 was
the brightest burst detected by the XRT at the time of detection and
has a canonical afterglow morphology (Evans et al. 2009). Although
the high-latitude emission, which is still part of the prompt phase,

5 The Neil Gehrels Swift Observatory Technical Handbook
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Figure 4. Performance of the baseline model and the transformer model
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model (blue) by definition cannot reproduce this trend; the model (green)
agrees with the data very well.

is underestimated by the reconstruction, the salient features of the
afterglow including the plateau, and decay, though not the post-jet
break, are present. The mean ALE is 0.28 compared to a mean ALE
of 1.1 for the baseline model.

For GRB 061121 (Page et al. 2006), the distinct phases of the
canonical afterglow light curve are better apparent still in the trans-
former models reconstruction, despite the slightly higher mean ALE
of 0.31. The start and end break times of the plateau phase match,
visually, well with the observations as does the high-latitude emis-
sion decay slope. The two flares before 102 s and other deviations
from the broken power law shape are not convincingly modelled by
the transformer model.

For GRB 180821A (Tohuvavohu et al. 2018), the transformer
model reconstruction with a mean ALE of 1.84 is bad and does not
outperform the baseline model, which has a, still poor, ALE of 1.22.
The reconstruction by the transformer model predicts an afterglow
with a much higher fluence than the actual observations suggest. The
S/N-binned BAT light curve for this GRB in the Swift Burst Analyser
catalogue shows only a few time bins reaching an S/N threshold of 4,
and this could be one of the reasons why the transformer model has
difficulty translating the BAT data to the XRT data for this GRB. For
GRB 090618, for example, there are many bins that reach the S/N 4
threshold in the catalogue. Even so, other GRBs with high S/N BAT

measurements in our dataset do not necessarily have good XRT light
curve reconstructions.

The residual errors are low for the reconstructed afterglows of
GRB 190211A, GRB 200324A, and GRB 160117B (Marshall et al.
2019; Dichiara et al. 2020 and Sonbas et al. 2016, respectively),
see Fig. 7 and Fig. 8, with mean residuals of 0.33, 0.38, and 0.32.
The baseline model performs admirably as well, however, with mean
residuals of 0.27, 0.26, and 0.34. While the baseline model is naive
with no dependence on the prompt emission, quite often it is still an
adequate representation of the afterglows in the XRT data and, as
such, not easy to outperform with prompt-dependent models like our
transformer model.

5.2 Potential application

A potential application of a flux predictor like the transformer model
in this work is to guide observations of the afterglow based on the
measured prompt emission. One of the aims of the Athena mis-
sion (Barret et al. 2020), for example, is to observe the missing
baryons in the warm-hot intergalactic medium (WHIM). Athena will
search for signatures of the missing baryons by measuring absorption
features in GRB afterglow spectra imprinted by the WHIM (Walsh
et al. 2020). Athena’s observing strategy is typically not centred on
transient events like GRB afterglows, which are fleeting and require
rapid response. Ideally, it should be on target after two to four hours
for detection of the absorption features to be possible if the afterglow
is sufficiently bright (Walsh et al. 2020). Athena needs to be selective
in which afterglows to follow up, and it would therefore be beneficial
to have a good prediction of the brightness of the afterglow after a
few hours based on the prompt emission. Based on Fig. 4, we are not
yet able to beat the baseline model in predicting the flux density in
the two to four hour range. In Fig. 9, we also show the distribution of
the ALE at two and four hours. The standard deviation or spread in
the ALE is similar between the baseline model and the transformer
model. Thus, our transformer model currently does not provide much
benefit for guiding such targeted observations.

6 DISCUSSION

The key finding of the current study is the following. The transformer
neural network predicts afterglow light curves well for some cases,
but is generally unable to outperform the baseline model, which
has no dependence on specific BAT prompt measurements. While
we are able to obtain the expected positive correlation between the
prompt and afterglow fluence in the reconstructed dataset, we cannot
consistently make better predictions than the baseline model for the
afterglow emission using the transformer model.

Our exploration of this method has brought to light a number of
factors that currently hamper robust reconstruction of afterglow light
curves using a transformer model.

6.1 Challenges in training a sequence-to-sequence model

We have had difficulty in training a model which overfits the training
data in the same way a simple dense neural network could. A small
two-layer dense network with, for example, 128 units per layer, is
quickly able to precisely memorise specific instances in the training
data. While this is generally not desired, the ability to overfit a model
gives an indication of its ability to learn from the data. We did a
separate training run where we saved both the model with the lowest
validation loss and the model at the end of training, see Fig. 10.
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Figure 6. Two examples of reconstructed XRT light curves. The yellow dots show the BAT light curve while the red dots show the XRT light curve. The solid
black line shows the average of the XRT light curves in the training dataset. The solid green line shows our reconstruction.
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Figure 7. Two further examples of reconstructed XRT light curves. Colours match those of Fig. 6.
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Figure 8. Another two examples of reconstructed XRT light curves. Colours match those of Fig. 6.

The median mean ALE on the training data is 0.28 and 0.25, for
the validation model and the final model, respectively. While the
residual errors are thus lower on the training dataset than on the
test dataset, as expected based on the loss values, we do not find a
major difference in accuracy between the validation model and the
final model. This is surprising given the fact that the training loss is
about eight times lower for the model that is trained for 2000 epochs.
We find that some light curves in the training data are reconstructed
almost perfectly while the model performs worse than the baseline
model for other light curves. Furthermore, the reconstruction goes
astray for some GRBs right after the initial observation time of 45−60
minutes, discussed earlier, where there is a dearth of measurements;
see Fig. 11 for example, though this is not necessarily the norm. One

specific lesson learned thus is that, to confidently have a transformer
model follow the evolution of the afterglow, the dataset should avoid
significant gaps but provide steady and dependable sampling. The
XRT dataset would be more valuable still if the scheduling could fill
in the gap around 60 minutes.

A possible explanation for the above-mentioned behaviour is the
difference between the training and inference of transformer models.
As mentioned in Sect. 4, during training a technique called "teacher
forcing" is used to mimic the autoregressive way in which infer-
ence happens. The next prediction of the XRT light curve is based
on the ground truth of earlier data points which may skew the re-
sults obtained during the training stage. In the inference stage, the
next prediction is based on all previous predictions, which could be
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Figure 9. Distributions of the ALE for our baseline model (blue) and transformer model (green) at two hours in the left panel and four hours in the right panel.

substantially different from the ground truth. Any errors that exist
for previous predictions are then propagated to future predictions
which would make the reconstructed light curve less robust dur-
ing inference than during training. This is a well-known problem
in sequence-to-sequence models like the transformer model, called
"exposure bias" (Ranzato et al. 2015), and solutions exist to allevi-
ate this problem (Mihaylova & Martins 2019), but opinions differ
regarding the severity of the problem in NLP-related tasks (He et al.
2019; Arora et al. 2022).

In our case, we believe that the high degree of autocorrelation in
both the BAT and XRT dataset likely exacerbates this issue. There are
also few GRBs that have flux values in all time bins, which adds an
extra degree of difficulty as the transformer model has to bridge those
gaps while maintaining good reconstructions afterwards based on the
predictions in the gap. This is different compared to the dense neural
networks where the input is mapped to all outputs independently,
which might aid overfitting. On the other hand, the predictions of the
transformer model in the test data set are much better than what we
achieved early on with simple dense neural networks, exactly because
of the autoregressive nature of transformer models.

6.2 Measurement uncertainties and data processing

In this study, we have not accounted for uncertainties in the flux
density measurements of the BAT and XRT data. We essentially give
equal weight or importance to every flux density value in our data
set, while in reality, some of those values have much lower associ-
ated uncertainty than others. Although our model provides a useful
preliminary analysis, it is important to note that incorporating error
estimates on the data points could lead to more robust results. In
future work, the loss function can be modified to include a weighting
based on the errors in the XRT data points. This may help the trans-
former model in distinguishing between variations in the data that
are statistically significant and those that are within the measurement
error. Furthermore, in cases where the uncertainties associated with
the BAT light curves are large, the model’s predictions may be less
reliable, irrespective of its apparent performance.

A related topic is the binning of our light curves. Applying the
same binning to each light curve is likely not the optimal way to
present the information to our transformer model. For some GRBs,
only a few accurate measurements exist for their prompt or afterglow
emission, while others have many more robust measurements than
the number of bins used in this work. One option is to bin by S/N,
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Figure 10. Evolution of the MAE loss during training. The training loss is
shown in blue while the validation loss is shown in green. The vertical dashed
black line indicates the epoch with the lowest validation loss.

which ensures that every data point is of good quality. This does re-
quire a change in the positional embedding, which is currently based
on the index positions. The indices do not correspond to the same
observing times for S/N-binned light curves. Instead, time embed-
dings like time2vec (Mehran Kazemi et al. 2019) could provide a
good alternative in this instance. Our current choice of binning is
too coarse to properly expose short-scale time variability like flares
in the light curves. The modelling of such variations on top of the
general broken power-law shape could benefit from an S/N-binned
approach as well. Furthermore, the overall reconstruction of the af-
terglow time series using transformer models might benefit from
additional, distinct features like flares.

The initial input to the decoder is something that merits further
exploration. If, for example, the decoder input is initialised, or seeded,
with the final flux density value of the prompt emission, this already
gives crucial information on the relation between the strength of
the prompt emission and the brightness of the afterglow. Here, we
chose to base the initial input on the output of the encoder with
a straightforward dense neural network. Increasing the complexity
of this network could improve this first prediction which, given the
problem of exposure bias, might have a significant impact on the
overall time series reconstruction ability of the transformer model.
We reiterate that this start value is not the first value of the final
predictions, and instead represents a value like the start codon used
in the NLP domain but tuned towards the different GRB light curves.
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6.3 Physical relations

In the introduction we laid out our aims of finding a causal relation-
ship between the prompt and afterglow time series, and potentially
next determining which underlying joint physics can explain this re-
lation. As our transformer model better predicts the afterglow flux for
the first hour than the baseline model can, a correlation for that part at
least is apparent. This is, however, a correlation that was noted before
(e.g., Gehrels et al. 2008), and we can offer no insights beyond the
existing theories. Beyond the hour, the transformer model cannot re-
produce the afterglow based on the prompt emission. Apparently, the
prompt-emission features it was trained on do not contain or present
sufficient information for predicting the evolution of the afterglow.
Overall, we are not yet able to infer new temporal associations be-
tween the prompt and afterglow light curves, nor new GRB physics
behaviour such as jet structure and evolution, or shocks and medium
characteristics.

6.4 Future work

It is clear that, given our current transformer network and the data
set that is available for combined BAT and XRT measurements of
GRBs, we are not able to consistently predict the afterglow emis-
sion from the prompt emission. It is less obvious how to improve
the reconstructions. The successful prediction of afterglow emission
from prompt emission hinges not only on the quality and volume
of the dataset but also on the validity of the hypothesis that such a
connection truly exists in nature. We are likely limited by the amount
of data at any rate, which is small compared to usual machine learn-
ing data sets. However, many GRBs are observed with much finer
time resolution than that we chose for this study, which could be
leveraged to our advantage. An approach to accessing such informa-
tion would likely require investigating self-supervised pre-training
strategies, which have proven decisive and very fruitful in the NLP
domain (Radford et al. 2018), followed by fine-tuning to our channel-
to-channel ’translation’ task, which falls outside of the scope of this
work.

Work must be done to understand how much data is needed to con-
fidently claim or disprove a strong correlation between the prompt
and afterglow emission, beyond merely considering summary statis-
tics such as the fluence. A potential approach involves the creation
of a substantial synthetic dataset wherein the afterglow emission is
derived from the prompt emission through a specific dependence. By
incrementally training the transformer model on expanding dataset
sizes, either in the number of time series used or in the number of
time bins per time series, we could ascertain the point at which the
given correlation can be confidently established.

Further establishing what kind of correlation we wish to model,
could reduce the degrees of freedom to be constrained. Though,
this likely means putting some physical assumptions back into the
methodology. For example, focusing purely on predicting the oc-
currence of flares in the light curves could provide a more targeted
approach. If we could reliably predict the flares in the afterglow based
on the prompt emission, this would offer compelling evidence that
certain short-term physics contributing to the prompt phase is also
influential in the generation of the afterglow. Another way to reduce
the degrees of freedom is to first fit the afterglow light curves like
in Margutti et al. (2012), and predict the broken power law slopes and
break times instead of the full light curve. It would also be interesting
to explore any differences in the reconstruction of long versus short
GRB afterglows, although the size of the data set for the latter would
again be a limiting factor.
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Figure 11. The reconstruction of the light curve of GRB 060202 in the
training data set with an overfitted transformer model. Colours match those
of Fig. 6.

6.4.1 Pretrained models

Our dataset contains >1000 GRBs and we attempted to train the
transformer model from scratch. If a large dataset and succesful
model exist that encode (partly) the same physics, then these could
be the foundation on which to specialise our GRB model. Building
on such foundation models has been very successful in the NLP
domain. One interesting option for GRBs, are data and models of
blazars (Active Galactic Nuclei whose relativistic jets are pointed
at Earth). The energetics of GRBs and blazars have already been
shown to follow the same scaling (Nemmen et al. 2012), and blazars
outnumber GRBs by about a factor 5 (Massaro et al. 2015). Still,
that number is most likely not sufficient, and blazars evolve on much
longer timescales than GRBs. Reversely, if future GRB missions
significantly increase the number of GRB afterglows, and improve
their coverage in time, such that a large model can be successfully
trained, this could next be applied to other, less common relativistic
jets in, for example, microquasars or AGN jets.

The capacity of the transformer model to abstract and learn from
such diverse data through their embedding in a common vector space
is one of its key strengths (e.g, Jaegle et al. 2021). Even so, tackling
the heterogeneity in the input data, e.g. the differences in the detec-
tors across their various observation bands, is important for training
foundation models in a consistent way. There are various strategies to
overcome these differences based on data preprocessing, feature engi-
neering, and a variety of other methods (e.g., Hendrycks et al. 2019).
For example, metadata about the detectors could be included as part
of the input features. This can help the model learn detector-specific
biases or sensitivities and adjust its weights accordingly (Nagrani
et al. 2021). We encourage further work on these topics.

7 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A number of correlations between measured and inferred parameters
of the prompt and afterglow phases of GRBs have been established.
To what extent the physics of both phases is connected, is not yet
known. In an attempt to identify new relations between the prompt
and afterglow sequences, that could subsequently be physically inter-
preted, we have used the transformer model, motivated by its recent
success as a sequence-to-sequence translator. We attempt to directly
predict GRB afterglow emission from the associated prompt emis-
sion. We used the Swift-BAT and XRT prompt and afterglow data
sets to train a small transformer model consisting of one encoder
and one decoder. The model was adjusted to include a novel dense
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neural network setup to predict the initial value of the predictions.
The trained transformer model marginally outperformed the baseline
model, i.e., the average of the XRT afterglow light curves, but did
not prove to be a consistent improvement over it. Still, we recovered
the prompt-afterglow fluence-fluence correlation accurately based on
the reconstructed light curves. Furthermore, in some cases, the trans-
former model managed to realistically predict the different phases of
a canonical afterglow, including the plateau phase.

This work is the first, to our knowledge, to outline a methodol-
ogy using transformer models for sequence-to-sequence prediction
applied to astrophysical data. This methodology can potentially es-
tablish a causal connection at the population level between two time-
resolved components in different wavebands (or counterparts) of
any type of astrophysical transient. Future work on including obser-
vational uncertainties, improved binning, and exploring how much
additional data is required, may lead to finding various connections
between the prompt and afterglow phases of GRBs, but at the moment
transformer models are not yet able to identify such new correlations.
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