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Abstract

Pre-trained Large Language Models (LLMs) encapsulate large amounts of knowledge and take enormous
amounts of compute to train. We make use of this resource, together with the observation that LLMs
are able to transfer knowledge and performance from one domain or even modality to another seemingly-
unrelated area, to help with multivariate demand time series forecasting. Attention in transformer-
based methods requires something worth attending to – more than just samples of a time-series. We
explore different methods to map multivariate input time series into the LLM token embedding space. In
particular, our novel multivariate patching strategy to embed time series features into decoder-only pre-
trained Transformers produces results competitive with state-of-the-art time series forecasting models.
We also use recently-developed weight-based diagnostics to validate our findings.

1 Introduction
Time series forecasting refers to a class of techniques for the prediction of events through a sequence of time,
typically to inform strategic or tactical decision making. Going beyond strategic forecasting problems (e.g.,
those commonly-used historically in statistics and econometrics [1]), operational forecasting problems are
increasingly-important. For example, at large internet retail companies, this includes demand forecasting
for products at an online retailer, work force cohorts of a company in its locations, compute capacity needs
per region and server type, etc.; in scientific machine learning, this includes prediction of extreme events in,
e.g., climate and weather models; and so on. In particular, MQCNN [2] and MQTransformer [3] are state-
of-the-art (SOTA) neural network (NN) based multivariate time series forecasting models that are used to
predict future demand at the product level for hundreds of millions of products.

Along a seemingly-different direction, Large Language Models (LLMs) exhibit multi-modal capabilities,
broadening the horizon of their potential applicability [4, 5]. LLMs appear to exhibit “emergent behavior”
as they scale, e.g., in the sense that they may exhibit a capacity to execute tasks that are seemingly quite
different than the tasks on which they were directly trained [6, 7]. Motivated by this, and by their promise
to serve as a foundation for model development more generally [8], researchers have found that LLMs
improve a number of seemingly-different tasks, including vision-language tasks [9, 10, 11], chain-of-thought
reasoning [12, 13], and instruction tuning [14].

Our Contribution. We evaluate the efficacy pre-trained LLMs for multi-horizon forecasting with multi-
dimensional time-series inputs. In particular, we describe a method for the targeted fine-tuning of a small
proportion of parameters in an LLM—namely, their layer norms—for use in forecasting multivariate and
multi-horizon time series data, and we evaluate this method in comparison with a SOTA time series fore-
casting baseline. For our baseline, we use the MQCNN [2] model. This model is a convolutional Seq2Seq
architecture, and it massively improved accuracy for retail product demand forecasting, marking the move
to NN-based learning for such models. This model has remained SOTA for retail demand forecasting un-
til very recently, where improvements were made by introducing encoder-decoder attention and decoder
self-attention [3], improving temporal context-alignment and reducing excess variation of the forecast. Full
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Figure 1: High level architectural design of our experiments. The static + historic series decoder block
MLP (MQCNN) is in fact a complex collection of MLPs for different forecasting horizons and quantiles.
Pre-trained LLMs considered are GPT-2, Flan-T5, and MPT-7B.

Transformer stacks have yet to unanimously overtake simpler encoding mechanisms in the field of time series
forecasting [15]. Yet, the abundance of recent Transformer-based methodologies for time series forecasting
[16, 17, 18, 19] suggests a persistent belief in the usefulness of self-attention mechanisms for time series
analysis, given an appropriate embedding space.

In this paper, we introduce and evaluate methods to map multivariate input time series into the token
space of pre-trained LLMs, thereby using pre-trained LLMs for multivariate time series forecasting. This
follows and extends recent work in univariate time-series forecasting with the aid of LLMs [20, 21]. Our
approach involves learning simple linear or two-layer MLP embedding maps from the time series space into
the token embedding space; and, after the LLM, the reverse map from the token embedding space back
to time-series space. See Figure 1 for an illustration. By keeping the LLM weights fixed aside from the
layer norms, we drastically reduce the number of trainable parameters, and hence the training time, of
the forecasting model. We also propose multivariate patching, extending prior work on LLM fine-tuning
[20] to multivariate inputs and multivariate outputs. We evaluate our model across multiple specifications
and pre-trained LLMs, finding our results remain consistent. We provide an empirical evaluation of these
two approaches for LLM-based time series forecasting, using product demand data from a large internet
retailer. Our comparison baseline is a variant of an existing production forecasting system. Among
other things, we show that fine-tuning a small number of parameters in publicly-available pre-trained LLMs
(i.e., just their layer norms) can reach nearly comparable performance to highly-specialized architectures
for demand forecasting. Finally, we use layer-specific weight analysis techniques, based on Heavy-Tailed
Self-Regularization (HTSR) Theory [22, 23, 24, 25, 26], as model diagnostics to analyze our models. HTSR
Theory is based on the idea that well-trained NN models have HT structure in their spectral (eigenvalue)
distributions. Among other things, we show a relationship between the spectral distribution of the layer
weight Gram Matrix and the quality of the time series-to-LLM embedding, in terms of forecast test accuracy.

2 Background and Related Work
Transformers and LLMs. SOTA LLM architectures are primarily based on the Transformer architec-
ture [27]. The original Transformer model consisted of an encoder and decoder, each of which contain
multiple layers of self-attention mechanisms and feed forward networks. For language modeling tasks, how-
ever, often only the decoder or encoder is used. Open-source LLMs based on the Transformer architecture
include BERT [28], the GPT models [29, 30], T5 [31], Flan-T5 [32], and MPT [33].

Transformers and Time Series. While Transformers have been effective for extracting semantic cor-
relations among elements of a long sequence, their efficacy in encoding temporal correlation has been
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mixed [34, 15]. Recent techniques for incorporating Transformers into time series forecasting have relied
on explicit transformations of the time series inputs [35, 36]. For example, [35] rely on frequency representa-
tions to extract stronger temporal correlation, and [36] segment the time series into aggregated overlapping
subseries, or “patches,” to explicitly induce local information retention.

LLMs and Time Series. In spite of these challenges, recent work has employed transformer-based LLMs
for univariate time series forecasting, with surprising success [20, 37, 36]. In particular, [20] explores the
efficacy of pre-trained LLMs for time series forecasting by learning linear maps from “patched” time series
to the input and output of frozen LLMs. This allows layer norms to be fine-tuned, achieving comparable
or improved performance over time series transformer models specialized for time series [16, 17, 18, 19].
The authors also provide evidence that self-attention performs similarly to principal component analysis,
providing intuition for the generalizability of LLMs [20]. This approach is named FPT, or Frozen Pretrained
Transformer [20].

On the other hand, using Flan-T5 as a base LLM model, the Chronos method [21] quantizes a time-series
values to 4,096 discrete levels, each represented by a token, and it then fine-tunes all LLM weights. While
quite expensive, results showed that in-domain Chronos scores rank better than dataset-specific baselines
on all of the 15 benchmark datasets. In zero-shot tests on 27 datasets, their model came close to the best
dataset specific baseline scores across the board despite not having been trained on these datasets at all.
A very recent version, Chronos-Bolt, foregoes quantization and instead does univariate patching followed
by embedding and a T5 model, the weights of which are fully trained. Even a tiny T5 model reaches top
performance, which demonstrates the superiority of patching and embedding compared to quantization [38].

Weight Diagnostics for Model Analysis. The diagnostic tools we use depend on the weight matrices
of the trained models.1 Weight analysis of NN models has been considered recently [39, 40, 41]. Most
prominent, and most relevant for our approach, is work on so-called Heavy-Tailed Self-Regularization (HTSR)
Theory [22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 42]. HTSR theory uses ideas from the statistical physics of learning and heavy-
tailed (HT) random matrix theory to formalize the idea that well-trained models should have layer-wise
weight matrices that have eigenvalue correlations that exhibit some sort of HT structure. This HT structure
can often be modeled by a power law (PL) or truncated power law (TPL) functional form. Based on this,
one can consider the empirical spectral distribution (ESD) of individual layer weight matrices, fitting these
distributions to PL and TPL distributions. From this, one obtains either layer-wise metrics or (by averaging
across layers in a model) aggregate metrics for a given model. These metrics (e.g., α, λmax, and α̂ below),
quantify the HT shape of the ESD, and they can be used to measure the HT structure in the correlations
of a given layer or of an entire model. These metrics can be used to predict the trends in the quality
of SOTA Computer Vision (CV) and Natural Language Processing (NLP) models, even without access to
training/testing data [25, 26]; and more recent publications have shown that these metrics can be used to
diagnose and predict the quality of MQCNN and MQTransformer models [42] i.e., SOTA NN forecasting
models in use for demand forecasting.

3 Main method
In this section, we describe our main method for fine-tuning LLMs for time series forecasting.

3.1 General Forecasting Problem
Here, we describe the general forecasting problem we consider. We denote tensors in boldface, matrices
in upper case, and vectors in lower case notation. Let Y ∈ RN×T denote N time series of length T ,
X(t) ∈ RN×T×d a set of d additional time series features, and X(s) ∈ RN×m a set of m static covariates.
Given a context length C ≥ 0, i.e., the number of past observations used for modeling from the forecast time
t, and a collection of horizons H to forecast in the future, we wish to generate the conditional forecast, given

1In particular, since they depend on HTSR Theory [24], our metrics do not require access to training/testing data, and they
do not need knowledge of training protocols [25, 26]. This is important when working with LLMs.
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X
(t)
t−C:t = (X

(t)
t−C , ..., X

(t)
t ), Yt−C:t, and X(s), via the model

Ŷt,H = f(Yt−C:t,X
(t)
t−C:t, X

(s);θ), (1)

where θ represents a collection of trainable parameters. The parameters are tuned to optimize a loss during
training as

Loss(θ) =
∑
i

∑
h

∑
t

ℓ(yi,t,h, ŷi,t,h),

where i index individual products, and ŷi,t,h are forecasts of scalar yi,t,j at horizon h for product i at forecast
creation date t. In particular, we look at the quantile loss ℓ(y, ŷ) = (τ − 1y<ŷ)(y − ŷ), for quantiles τ = .5
and τ = .9.

3.2 Modern Forecasting Methods
One SOTA Seq2seq architecture used for time series forecasting is based on the MQCNN model [2], which uses
an encoder and decoder to model relationship between its input and output sequences. The encoder consists
of a multi-layer causal convolutional encoder (similar to WaveNet [43]) for historic time series features, and
a linear encoder for static features. The decoder consists of an MLP on embeddings learned by the encoder,
alongside future time series information. Notably, while the MQCNN decoder has since been improved with
the use of Transformers [3], the convolutional encoder remains unparalleled for forecast accuracy, at least in
the demand forecasting domain, as measured by quantile loss.

Seq2seq architectures have pervaded the SOTA for forecasting models with temporal dependence struc-
tures, including those used in language, vision, and time series prediction tasks. Moreover, Transformer
blocks [27] and the self-attention mechanisms therein have become “foundational” techniques in these Seq2seq
models to model temporal relationships, achieving superior performance across data modalities [34]. As evi-
dence continues to mount for scaled-up LLMs’ emergent performance on language-adjacent and non-language
tasks [44, 45], we explore whether latent correlations learned by the self-attention layers of LLMs may be
informative in time series prediction. The relative success of transformers in “foundation” modeling for nat-
ural language [46] and computer vision [47] has spurred significant research in a “foundation” time series
model. However, a persistent difficulty in this subfield is a notable lack of open source time series data.
There have been a number of recent attempts to circumvent this [20, 48, 49, 21], perhaps most notably the
recently-developed Chronos model [21].

One such paper [20] aims to construct a “foundation” model for univariate time series by learning a
linear map between the time series and the token space of a pre-trained transformer stack, where the
transformer weights are trained on natural language. The authors find that their fine-tuned model is able
to achieve near-SOTA performance across a number of publicly-available time series forecasting datasets
used for benchmarking. However, these results were obtained for univariate time series, and thus there
is a significant gap between this work and the pragmatic use of fine-tuning LLMs for complex forecasting
problems, whether those problems come from internet retailer demand forecasting or scientific machine
learning forecasting. While a linear map works well for their univariate time series settings, it’s not clear
whether such a simple embedding would be appropriate for capturing correlations across both time and co-
variates. Below we describe our architecture for multivariate time series forecasting with LLM fine-tuning.

3.3 Our Method
Pre-trained LLMs can be viewed as large autoregressive models, predicting a text token from a history of
previous tokens. A stream of text is “tokenized” into a stream of tokens that typically cover more than a
letter but less than a word. The size of the token dictionary could be, e.g., D = 60,000. An input token
is then just mapped (i.e. embedded) into a vector ∈ RD that serves as the input to a stack of transformer
layers. Thus, to use pre-trained LLMs as autoregressive models for anything else but text, including for
numerical time series data, a suitable mapping (and the reverse mapping) must be devised. To accomplish
this, we convert the sequence of forecasting information sets, It = {Yt−C:t,X

(t)
t−C:t, X

(s)}, into a sequence
of representations suitable for the LLM. We map some (or all) of the It into the token embedding space
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through some parameterized continuous function, e.g., a linear or MLP-like function. Here, there will be no
explicit tokens, but the dimension of the embedding space remains the same.

We coarsely partition the Seq2seq models considered in this paper into three segments: an encoder block;
a decoder block; and an output block. See Figure 1 for an illustration. The encoder block embeds the static
and historic time series features; the decoder block decodes the hidden outputs of the encoder block; and the
output block maps the decoder output to predictions in the shape of the target (optionally including time
series future information).

We consider several variations in each of these three categories.

Encoder Blocks. For encoder blocks, we consider the following.
• CNN + MLP (MQCNN). MQCNN [2] uses a WaveNet [43] CNN architecture to encode historic time

series features into time-specific embeddings, and it uses a simple MLP to encode static time series features
into time-agnostic embeddings. The encoder block output is a concatenation of these two embeddings and
serves as a representation of the time series for the decoder.

• Multivariate Patching + Linear/MLP. We also use the Multivariate Patching strategy (described in
Sec. 3.4) to aggregate information across historic time series and static features prior to a Linear or MLP
embedding layer.

Decoder Blocks. For decoder blocks, we consider the following.
• MLP (MQCNN). When predicting for multiple horizons simultaneously, the MQCNN decoder accounts

for both “local” and “global” contexts with a series of horizon specific and horizon agnostic MLP layers [2].
• Pre-trained LLM. We use three pre-trained LLMs as decoders to the embedded static and time series

features: GPT-2 [29]; Flan-T5 [32]; and MPT-7B [33]. While GPT-2 and MPT-7B are decoder-only
models, Flan-T5 has both encoder and decoder transformer blocks. We experiment with using both
the full Flan-T5 model as well as only the decoder of Flan-T5 as the pre-trained LLM. Each of these
transformer blocks consists of multi-head attention, an MLP, and layer norms. As in TSFPT [20], we
experiment with freezing the LLM and fine-tuning the layer norms, as well as freezing both LLM and
layer norms.

• No Decoder. Since there are substantial differences between the structure of the MQCNN-based and
LLM-based decoder blocks, we also look at a “null” decoder as a baseline, so that differences in the P50
and P90 quantile loss can be attributed to the addition of the MQCNN or LLM blocks.

Output Blocks. For output blocks, we consider the following.
• The output of the pre-trained LLMs will correspond to output tokens to be converted to text, but we are

rather interested in a multi-horizon time series forecast output. To that end, we use two output blocks
to reshape the decoder block output to an appropriate size for our target: a simple linear layer; and a
2-layer MLP.

3.4 Multivariate Patching for Time Series
“Patching” [36] has gained recent popularity in time-series forecasting as a pre-processing step for self-
attention on univariate time series. Patching attempts to contextualize individual points in a time series by
strided flattening of the time axis in windows of size w and stride length s, so that each flattened window
behaves as w parallel features. In the case of forecasting, the initial values of the time series are repeated s
times to avoid temporal leakage prior to this process.

To understand its connection with self-attention, we can compare the process of self-attention on time
series versus natural language. Generally, self-attention on raw time series data performs relatively poorly
[15]; attending to individual points is often too granular to learn relevant temporal correlations across the
series. Intuitively, each time point is similar to a letter in natural language data. Hence, patching provides
a contextualized window of time points—similar to a word in natural language—providing a time-series
analogue to semantic structure.

When originally formulated, patching was posed as an operation on a single time series [36]. More recent
implementations in the context of time series forecasting have remained operationally univariate [20]. We
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propose a multivariate patching procedure to pre-processes static and historical time series inputs for the
LLM to ingest. Specifically, we define the multivariate patching block as follows:

MultivariatePatching(X(t)
t−C:t, X

(s)) :

X
(t,s)
t−C:t = Concat(X(t)

t−C:t, X
(s))

X
(t,s)
t−C−s:t = ZeroPad(X(t,s)

t−C:t)

X(p) = Patch1d(X(t,s)
t−C−s:t)

X̃(p) = Flatten(X(p))

H(p) = Embed(X̃(p)).

(2)

In this block, for product batch B, we first concatenate the static B×m feature matrix X(s) to the B×C×d

time series feature tensor X(t)
t−C:t at each time point, resulting in an B ×C × (d+m) augmented time series

tensor X
(t,s)
t−C:t. We then pad the resulting tensor with zeros to avoid temporal leakage and reshape X

(t,s)
t−C:t

into a B×p×w(d+m) tensor X(p), where p is the number of patches, and w is the window size of each patch.
The tensor X(p) is then flattened and passed into either a linear layer or two layer MLP as an embedding
layer, outputting an n × p × dllm hidden representation tensor H(p), where dllm is the hidden dimension of
the LLM considered.

3.5 Weight Analysis
Finding the best architecture to use to embed time series covariates into a text embedding space is an
ambiguous problem, and there is a need for NN model diagnostics (analogous to traditional regression
diagnostics in traditional time series forecasting). To assist in this architecture search, we use layer-level
Empirical Spectral Densities (ESD) of weight matrices, using ideas from HTSR Theory [22, 23, 24]. Prior
work has shown that aggregated shape metrics from layer ESDs can be used to predict the trends in the
quality of SOTA CV and NLP models, even without access to training/testing data [25, 26]. Our use here
is analogous to the use of diagnostics for linear models or generalized models; and the methods that we use
for time series forecasting that are based on HTSR Theory have been described recently [42].

In this paper, following recent work [42], we qualitatively and quantitatively assess the HT shape of the
ESD, demonstrating that layer-level characteristics of the ESDs can be used to diagnose and predict model
quality. In particular, we show that when layer-level ESDs do not exhibit a clear (T)PL shape, then the
architecture may be sub-optimal for our forecasting task, and one should seek alternative architectures that
yield better layer-level ESDs. Additionally, we show that when layer-level ESDs are approximately (T)PL,
then existing HTSR metrics are strongly predictive of forecasting accuracy at both inter- and intra- model
level, i.e., across different architectures and within the same architecture across different epochs.

4 Main results
In this section, we describe our empirical setup and our main empirical results.

4.1 Data
The data we use for model training and evaluation consists of demand data from products sold nationwide
by a large internet retailer. The data contain a large number of historic time series, static, and future time
series features. We use a small sample set of products that have relatively predicable demand, using a three
year period as a training set and the following 52 week period as a test set.

4.2 Experiments
We now describe the models we use in our continuous embedding experiments. Each of these models optimizes
aggregate P50 and P90 quantile loss over the target periods, described in Sec. 4.1.
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Model Hidden Dimension Total Params. Trainable Params.

GPT-2 Small 768 124MM 37.2MM
Flan-T5-small 512 101MM 24.7MM

Encoder Only 512 43.5MM 24.7MM
Decoder Only 512 49.8MM 24.7MM

MPT-7B 4096 6.8B 196MM

Linear Only 768 37.2MM 37.2MM
MLP Only 768 37.8MM 37.8MM

Table 1: Parameter counts of fine-tuned LLMs and their effective “trainable parameters” in our model (e.g.,
layer norm weights and input/output blocks), as well as the “Linear Only” and “MLP Only” input/output
block baselines.

Full Model Specifications.
• MQCNN (Baseline). As the SOTA model we use MQCNN [2] to represent a well-performing task-

specific architecture for our forecasting problem. In this model, historical time series inputs are embedded
with a series of increasingly dilated causal convolutions, and a linear embedding is applied to static inputs.
The decoder architecture contains MLPs of historical time series embeddings and static embeddings, in
addition to future information. We evaluate the MQCNN model with and without the use of future
information and 16-bit quantization.

• Linear Only (Baseline). We benchmark the performance of a simple linear encoder and output layer.
Specifically, after patching historical and static time series features, we use a linear map on each feature
and time-point within the patch window as an encoder. The patched series is then expanded to the
length of the original series, concatenated with available future information and decoded to the target
sequence using a linear map. We evaluate this model with and without the use of future information
and 16-bit quantization. We use a hidden dimension of 768 for equivalence with the GPT-2 Small hidden
dimension.

• MLP Only (Baseline) We also benchmark the performance of simple two layer MLPs for the encoder
and output layer. We again patch the historical and static time series features, and we use a MLP to
embed the these features across each patch into an embedding dimension equal to the LLM. We use a
second MLP to decode the embedded features into a multi-horizon prediction. We evaluate the model with
and without the use of future features and with 16-bit quantization. We again use a hidden dimension of
768 for equivalence with the GPT-2 Small hidden dimension.

• Targeted Fine-Tuning of LLMs. In our fine-tuning experiments, we use multivariate patching, and
pass each patch through a linear/MLP encoder layer to pre-trained LLMs, and pass the LLM output
to a linear/MLP layer. Following [20], layers associated with the LLM (except layer norms) are frozen
during training. We evaluate this model with and without future information, and with and without
additionally frozen layer norms (e.g., a “fully frozen” LLM). We evaluate three LLM backbone models:
GPT-2 Small, Flan-T5 Small, and MPT-7B. We’ll omit the “Small” suffix in what follows. While GPT-2
uses a single Transformer stack, Flan-T5 uses a separate Transformer stack for the encoder and decoder;
the encoder stack uses self-attention, while the decoder stack uses both self-attention and cross-attention.
For Flan-T5, we evaluate performance when passing the linear embedding through the full model, only
the encoder stack, and only the decoder stack. Finally, for a more recent LLM benchmark, we fine-tune
the 7 billion parameter model MPT-7B— an open source model developed by MosaicML in 2023 which
shows competitive performance with Llama-7B on a range of benchmarks [33].

Table 1 shows the LLMs used in this work and their parameter counts, as well as the parameter counts
of the baselines. While these models have a large number of parameters, the number of their layer norm
parameters are comparatively low.
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Training Permutations Quantile Weighted Error

Architecture 16-bit +Future Info. Epochs P50 P90

Baselines
MQCNN ✓ 100 0.996 1.007

✓ 100 1.016 1.051
✓ ✓ 100 1.000 1.000

Linear Only ✓ 100 1.183 1.372
✓ ✓ 100 1.181 1.367

MLP Only ✓ ✓ 100 1.116 1.248
Linear Adapter
GPT-2 Linear ✓ 100 1.157 1.386

✓ ✓ 100 1.136 1.362
Fully Frozen ✓ ✓ 100 1.164 1.403

Flan-T5 Linear ✓ 100 1.116 1.282
✓ ✓ 100 1.051 1.166

Fully Frozen ✓ ✓ 100 1.114 1.280
Encoder Only ✓ ✓ 100 1.068 1.198
Decoder Only ✓ ✓ 100 1.049 1.156

MPT-7B Linear ✓ ✓ 10 1.005 1.029
MLP Adapter
GPT-2 MLP ✓ 100 1.033 1.130

✓ ✓ 100 1.000 1.032

Flan-T5 MLP ✓ ✓ 100 1.004 1.039
Decoder Only ✓ ✓ 100 0.996 1.028

MPT-7B MLP ✓ ✓ 10 0.994 1.005

Table 2: P50 and P90 quantile weighted errors for MQCNN and the fine-tuned LLMs on the 52-week test
period.

4.3 Summary of Results
Empirical evaluation of our results the product set is summarized in Table 2. For each experiment, we use a
patch window size of 12 and stride of 6. We display P50 and P90 quantile weighted errors after 100 epochs.2
Several summary conclusions can be drawn.

• First, we find clear evidence that LLMs pre-trained only on language tasks contain relevant information
for multivariate time series forecasting. Namely, across all specifications, all FPT (frozen pre-trained)
variations outperform the “Linear Only” baseline. This is true even when FPT is fully frozen. Hence,
this effect is not straightforwardly caused by a larger number of learned parameters (i.e., layer norms).

• Second, we find that not all LLMs are created equal. In particular, a pre-trained Flan-T5 is evidently
more suited for time series forecasting than is a pre-trained GPT-2, and MPT-7B even moreso.

• Finally, pre-trained LLMs are close to SOTA, and MPT-7B outperforms even MQCNN on P50 quantile
loss. The best LLM linear embedding model improves quantile weighted error by 3% on P50 and
degrades by 3% on P90. When an MLP embedding is used on MPT-7B, it slightly improves over
MQCNN on both P50 and P90 quantile loss.

To complement the results summarized in Table 2, we use HTSR Theory to perform model quality
diagnostics by examining layer-level ESDs. Specifically, HTSR theory suggests that the degree to which
the eigenvalues of the layer weight Gram matrices represent a Power Law (PL) distribution is correlated
with model quality and generalization [e.g., 22, 23, 24, 25]. An example result in shown in Figure 2. The
two left plots show the empirical complementary cumulative distribution function (CCDF), with x -axis the
magnitude of the Gram matrix eigenvalue and y-axis equal to 1 − F̂ (x), the empirical CCDF value. The

2MPT-7B is only trained for 10 epochs due to computational constraints.
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right plot shows a summary statistic of a fitted PL distribution to the Gram matrix eigenvalues relative to
test loss across training epochs. Additional results are shown in Appendix A

• The left plot in Figure 2 shows that the ESD of Flan-T5 MLP has a steeper CCDF—and hence a
lower/better value of the α metric—than that of Flan-T5 Linear. This corresponds to the higher
quality of Flan-T5 MLP.

• The middle plot in Figure 2 shows that Flan-T5 Linear, i.e., the LLM (Flan-T5) model with linear
decoding, exhibits an exotic/unusual ESD in its output layer, having a convex kink that is clearly not
PL and that is not typically seen in SOTA models [42]. On the other hand, Flan-T5 MLP, i.e., the
LLM (Flan-T5) with MLP decoding, fixes the problem and results in an ESD that much more closely
follows (T)PL.

• In the rightmost plot of Figure 2, we color the test loss curve according to the fitted α metric. Con-
sistent with prior work [42], the α metric is strongly predictive of model quality, with better values
being smaller and closer to 2, at both intra- and inter-model level. We provide additional details
and diagnostics in the appendix, including a comparison between different LLMs (see Sec. A.1) and a
comparison with linear baselines (see Sec. A.3).
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Figure 2: Layer-level weight analysis identifies sub-optimal model architecture and predicts
forecasting accuracy. Complementary cumulative distribution function (CCDF) of weight matrix spec-
trum for the first embedding layer (left) and the output layer (middle). The rightmost plot shows evolution
of P50 quantile test loss across epochs for both architectures, where markers and lines are colored according
to the fitted α.

5 Discussion and Future Work
We consider whether an LLM pretrained for language prediction is able to transfer its “knowledge” to time-
series forecasting, a seemingly very different prediction domain. To do so, we look at a SOTA demand
forecasting problems. Our empirical results suggest that the answer is a (preliminary, but definitive) “yes.”
While work has shown that pre-trained LLMs may not outperform their attention-based counterparts trained
from scratch [50], we find that relative to our “Linear Only” and “MLP Only” baselines with an equal or
greater number of trainable parameters (see Table 1), pre-trained LLM inclusion does improve performance
for our data. Importantly, beyond our initial HTSR-based diagnostic evaluation, we have not ventured into
trying to identify what exactly it is that the LLM is able to transfer to time-series prediction. We refer the
reader to [20] for initial speculations. We recognize a number of additional limitations of this work. First,
training and test accuracy are computed on limited dataset of products. Because of this, higher parameter
models may be able to “overfit” to the population. That being said, the results indicate that the models
can at least generalize to the unseen 52-week period following training. Moreover, the data are made up of
the fastest products, which may be significantly easier to predict than time series in general. Second, due
compute limitations, we are only able to fine-tune for 100 epochs for most LLMs, and 10 epochs for MPT-
7B; the latter could observe even better performance over a 100 epoch training period, or show evidence of
overfitting. Finally, we are limited to the open-source models listed in Table 2, which are significantly behind
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many proprietary SOTA LLMs. Apart from bridging these gaps, our initial study leaves additional room for
future work. One motivation for using a “foundation model” approach is to be able to adapt to a new task
(such as forecasting for a new product, or starting to forecast for a new marketplace) with very little or no
data from the new task. We intend to run a comprehensive set of experiments to characterize this ability.
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A Model Quality Diagnostics using HTSR Theory
In this section, we describe HTSR-based model quality diagnostics in more detail.

To model random variables with HT properties (which, for us, will be the ESDs of the weight matrices
of well-trained NN models), consider the general distribution,

ρ(λ; θ) ∝ C(λ; θ)λ−α1{λ≥λmin} (3)
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where θ is used to identify an arbitrary collection of parameters, and 1{E} is the indicator function of the
event E. When C(λ; θ) ∝ K(θ) is constant with respect to λ, (3) is called a Power Law (PL) distribution.
When C(λ; θ) ∝ K(θ)e−βλ, (3) is call an exponentially Truncated Power Law (TPL) distribution.

For an architecture with L layers, let Wl be the real weight matrix for layer l. In this paper, we are
particularly interested in the following two metrics:

• The α metric. The α metric from HTSR theory is a measure of the shape of the ESDs. It is the
average of the fitted PL parameters αl from (3) for the eigenvalues of the matrix Xl = WT

l Wl. Each
αl is obtained by minimizing the KS distance between the ESD of Xl and the PL density (3). Each αl

can be interpreted as the shape of the spectrum of the corresponding layer. In our evaluations, since
some layer-level ESDs are not even close to (T)PL (and hence the parameter αl can be meaningless),
we only average over layers whose ESDs appear to be (T)PL.

• Stable Rank. The stable rank is a norm-adjusted measure of the scale of the ESDs:

stable rank =
1

L

L∑
l=1

∥Wl∥2F
∥Wl∥22

.

It is strongly predictive of model quality in the NLP domain [26].

In the rest of this section, we provide detailed diagnostics using the HT shape and scale of layer-level
ESDs. We split our evaluations into three parts, and we show that HTSR metrics

• are indicative of which one between GPT-2 and Flan-T5-small is better suited for our forecasting task
(see Figure 3 and Figure 4);

• identify layer-level anomalies of linear embedding/decoding layers and suggest MLP embedding/decoding
(see Figure 5 and Figure 6); and

• verify the advantage of FPT over non-FPT baseline (see Figure 7 and Figure 8).

A.1 GPT-2 vs Flan-T5
Here, we demonstrate that HTSR metrics are predictive of model accuracy for varying FPTs. We focus on
architectures that add linear input and output layers to FPTs. We analyze the layer-level ESDs when the
FPT is GPT-2 and Flan-T5, repseictively. Figure 3 shows the layer-level ESDs for both architectures and
for both input and output layers. We also plot the complementary cumulative distribution function (CCDF)
for each layer. If the ESD is PL or approximately PL, then the corresponding tail CCDF will be linear or
approximately linear. Observe that, for the output layer, the CCDFs for both architectures have a convex
kink around 104, and overall, they do not demonstrate clear (T)PL tails. In the Section A.2 we show that
replacing the linear output layer with an MLP removes the kink and results in an ESD that demonstrates
(T)PL tail (see Figure 5, bottom right). Our empirical results (in Section 4) show that the resulting model
is much better.

For the embedding layer, the CCDF for both FPTs tend to follow a PL tail. However, the CCDF that
corresponds to Flan-T5 has a much sleeper slope (i.e., better α metric) than the CCDF that corresponds
to GPT-2. To investigate how HTSR metrics are predictive of model quality and forecasting accuracy, in
Figure 4 we plot test loss over 100 epochs, and we color the loss curve by the α metric and the stable rank,
respectively. Figure 4 shows that both metrics are highly correlative with forecasting accuracy: within the
same architecture over different epochs, a higher metric value generally results in a higher accuracy; and at
a fixed epoch between different architectures, a higher metric value generally results in a higher accuracy.
Note that, in Figure 4, the left plot involves some fitted α values that are less than 2. They correspond to
PL distribution (3) with an exponent that is less than 2. Such PL distribution does not have a finite mean
and may cause issues in statistical diagnostics. Therefore, an α metric value that is less than 2 may not be
reliable. Nonetheless, the results in both plots in Figure 4 are consistent.
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Figure 3: ESD of the embedding layer (top) and and the output layer (bottom), when the base FPT is
GPT-2 (left) and Flan-T5 (middle). The input and output layers are liner. Red vertical lines correspond
to the λmin parameter of the PL distribution in (3) chosen by minimizing the KS distance, and red dashed
lines represent the PL distribution for the fitted α, as in previous work [25]. Additionally, the tail of the
complementary cumulative distribution function (CCDF) is shown for each layer (right). For the embedding
layer, the CCDFs for both FPTs tend to follow a PL tail. However, the CCDF that corresponds to Flan-T5
has a much sleeper slope (i.e., better α metric) than the CCDF that corresponds to GPT-2. We investigate
how HTSR metrics (e.g., α) are predictive of model quality and illustrate details in Figure 4. For both
architectures, the CCDFs for the output layer have a convex kink around 104, and overall, they do not
demonstrate a strong evidence of (T)PL tails. In Figure 5, we show that replacing the linear output layer
with an MLP removes the kink and results in an ESD that demonstrates (T)PL tail.
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Figure 4: HTSR metrics predict forecasting accuracy across architectures (varying base FPTs)
and within architecture across epochs. P50 quantile test loss by epoch for GPT-2- and Flan-T5-based
architectures. Markers and lines are colored according to the α metric (left) and the stable rank metric
(right). Within the same architecture over different epochs, a higher metric value generally results in a
higher accuracy; at a fixed epoch between different architectures, a higher metric value generally results in
a higher accuracy.
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Figure 5: ESD of the first embedding layer (top), the second embedding layer (middle, this layer is specific
for MLP, and hence there is none on the left), and the output layer (bottom), when the embedding/decoding
layer is linear (left) and 2-layer MLP (middle). Red vertical lines correspond to the λmin parameter of
the PL distribution in (3) chosen by minimizing the KS distance, and red dashed lines represent the PL
distribution for the fitted α. Additionally, the tail of the complementary cumulative distribution function
(CCDF) is shown for each layer (right). CCDFs of the architecture that use MLP embedding/decoding not
only demonstrate (T)PL tails, but also have steeper slopes (i.e., better α metric) than the CCDFs of the
architecture that use linear embedding/decoding. The close relationship between HTSR metrics (e.g., the α
metric) and model quality is illustrated in Figure 6.

A.2 Linear vs MLP Embedding/Decoding
Here, for illustration purpose, we fix the base FPT to Flan-T5-small, and we analyze the ESDs when the
embedding and decoding layers are linear and MLP, respectively. The bottom right plot in Figure 6 shows
that an MLP decoding layer fixes the anomaly (i.e., the convex kink around 104) in the ESD when the
decoding layer is linear. The resulting ESD with MLP decoding layer exhibit a clear (T)PL tail. Not
surprisingly, Flan-T5 with MLP input and output layers results in much better forecasting accuracy, as
demonstrated both in Table 2 and in Figure 6. Again, Figure 6 shows that both the α metric and the stable
rank are strongly predictive of forecasting accuracy: within the same architecture over different epochs, a
higher metric value generally results in a higher accuracy; at a fixed epoch between different architectures,
a higher metric value generally results in a higher accuracy.
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Figure 6: HTSR metrics predict forecasting accuracy across architectures (varying input/output
layers) and within architecture across epochs. P50 quantile test loss by epoch for architectures with
a Linear and MLP embedding/decoding layer, respectively. Markers and lines are colored according to the
α metric (left) and the stable rank metric (right).

A.3 FPT vs Non-FPT Baseline
Here, we show the ESD, PL fit, and CCDF of the embedding layer and output layers of the learned maps to
and from Flan-T5 relative to our “Linear Only” baseline. See Figure 7. While the CCDFs for the output layer
are similar, the ESD of the embedding layer of the architecture that uses Flan-T5 has a better α metric than
that of the baseline architecture, which is just a linear network. We further demonstrate how HTSR metrics
are predictive of model quality in this setting. See Figure 8. As we saw before, we see that within the same
architecture over different epochs, higher HTSR metric values generally correspond to higher accuracy; at a
fixed epoch between different architectures, a higher metric value generally corresponds to higher accuracy.
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Figure 7: ESD of the embedding layer (top) and the output layer (bottom), when FPT is included (left) and
not included (middle) in the architecture. For this figure, Flan-T5-small is used as the FPT, and we analyze
architectures that adopt linear input and output layers. Red vertical lines correspond to the λmin parameter
of the PL distribution in (3) chosen by minimizing the KS distance, and red dashed lines represent the PL
distribution for the fitted α. Additionally, the tail of the complementary cumulative distribution function
(CCDF) is shown for each layer (right).
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Figure 8: HTSR metrics predict forecasting accuracy across architectures (FPT vs non-FPT)
and within architecture across epochs. P50 quantile test loss by epoch for architectures with a Linear
and MLP embedding/decoding layer, respectively. Markers and lines are colored according to the α metric
(left) and the stable rank metric (right).

B Illustration of Multivariate Patching
In this section, we show a visual representation of univariate and multivariate patching for time series. See
Figure 9. In the univariate setting, the time series are first left-padded with zeros and then “patched,” i.e.
flattened according to window size, to ensure causality. The same thing is done in the multivariate setting.

Figure 9: Representation of univariate patching [36] for time series (left) and multivariate patching for time
series (right). In the multivariate setting, the time series is first patched, and then flattened across the patch
and covariates prior to embedding.
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