2403.05618v1 [hep-ph] 8 Mar 2024

arXiv

OmnilJet-a: The first cross-task foundation model for particle physics

Joschka Birk,"* Anna Hallin,">T and Gregor Kasieczka!®*

! Institute for Experimental Physics, Universitit Hamburg
Luruper Chaussee 149, 22761 Hamburg, Germany

Foundation models are multi-dataset and multi-task machine learning methods that once pre-
trained can be fine-tuned for a large variety of downstream applications. The successful development
of such general-purpose models for physics data would be a major breakthrough as they could
improve the achievable physics performance while at the same time drastically reduce the required
amount of training time and data.

We report significant progress on this challenge on several fronts. First, a comprehensive set
of evaluation methods is introduced to judge the quality of an encoding from physics data into
a representation suitable for the autoregressive generation of particle jets with transformer archi-
tectures (the common backbone of foundation models). These measures motivate the choice of a
higher-fidelity tokenization compared to previous works. Finally, we demonstrate transfer learning
between an unsupervised problem (jet generation) and a classic supervised task (jet tagging) with
our new OMNIJET-a model. This is the first successful transfer between two different and actively
studied classes of tasks and constitutes a major step in the building of foundation models for particle

physics.

I. INTRODUCTION

Foundation models are a new class of ma-
chine learning models which are trained on broad
datasets and problems and are able to generalize
to a variety of downstream tasks and datasets [1].
Large-language models (LLMs) such as BERT [2],
BART [3], GPT-3 [4], and LLaMA [5] are exam-
ples of foundation models for text data while DALL-
E 2 [6] is an example of an image-based model.

The benefits of a foundation model for particle
physics data would be significant: While machine
learning models developed so far typically outper-
form classical approaches (and often by a large mar-
gin) [7, 8], available statistics for training these mod-
els is a constant issue [9, 10]. It becomes even more
extreme in the case of searches for rare processes,
where only a small fraction of simulated events might
pass pre-selection criteria. Foundation models on the
other hand are pre-trained and need fewer examples
to be fine-tuned for a specific task [11].

Beyond improving the physics performance by e.g.
increasing selection accuracy of classification tasks,
foundation models also address the other major is-
sue currently facing particle physics: limited com-
puting resources in the face of an ever increasing
amount of data [12, 13]. This problem has already
spawned the development of e.g. increasingly high
fidelity models for the simulation of calorimeters, as
well as techniques for the speeding up of other Monte
Carlo simulations [14-21]. By allowing the re-use of
models across datasets and tasks, foundation models
will play an important role in reducing this compu-
tational burden. Note that this effect will be fur-
ther compounded by the potential for optimization
in computing operations from one model used across
multiple tasks.
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Finally, using closely related architectures across
different tasks inside one experiment, across experi-
mental collaborations, and in the exchange with the
theory community will make results easier to re-
interpret [22, 23].

These potential benefits have inspired research
into proto-foundation models suitable for particle
physics.  For example, [24-28] investigated how
known physical symmetries could be used to learn
powerful embeddings of jet data, [29] showed the
versatility of graph-based message passing networks
for datasets from different domains of physics, [30,
31] demonstrated conditioning generative models
on the geometry of the detector to allow the si-
multaneous simulation of multiple detectors with
one architecture, [32, 33] used meta-learning for
mass-decorrelation and weak-supervision, and [10]
achieved state-of-the-art performance on the top tag-
ging landscape dataset [34] by pre-training on a dif-
ferent dataset [35] and transferring the results.

Due to their flexibility demonstrated across lan-
guage and other domains, transformers [36] are cur-
rently the most suitable candidate architecture for
building foundation models for applications in par-
ticle physics. Taking inspiration from LLMs where
sentences are generated autoregressively, recent ef-
forts have demonstrated success with autoregressive
generation of particle physics data, for example us-
ing the encoder part of the transformer to generate
t — bqq’ and q/g jets [37] and using the decoder part
of the transformer to generate Z-jets events [38].
Ref. [39] demonstrated how a transformer backbone
can be pre-trained using a BERT-like scheme where
the model is trained to predict masked out jet con-
stituents, resulting in an improvement of the perfor-
mance when fine-tuning the backbone (with a new
classification head) for jet tagging, especially at small
training dataset sizes. Furthermore, [40] showed how
a tokenized detector representation can be used in a
BERT-like model for track reconstruction.

In this work, we will explore whether an autore-
gressive Generative Pretrained Transformer (GPT)


mailto:joschka.birk@uni-hamburg.de
mailto:anna.hallin@uni-hamburg.de
mailto:gregor.kasieczka@uni-hamburg.de

4 . 7
Jet tokenization
ﬁ 1 token 1 //"‘
) VQ-VAE token 2 VQ-VAE Py
> L encoder —> L. T decoder -
- . s tok " .
Jetoriginal = {P1,P2, -+, Dn}  DPn oxen D, Jetreco = {P1, P
z b= enaT ") z 7 = (pr,0™, ¢™)
- ' J
4 7
Jet generation
4T T T T T TSI -~
] Autoregressive next-token generation ‘I -
: : token 1 P1
' Transformer Next-token ! token 2 VQ-VAE P2
start-token — , backbone prediction head [} — . decoder — .
|
0\ el —— ,' token n 1)‘,, 5}
- J
4 7
Jet classification
P token 1
P2 VQ-VAE token 2 Transformer L
L —> EoRT —» —» - Classification head —  Jettype prediction
> e
) token n
Jebuign = (Br.For- o Br} D7
T pi= (e, ¢™)
- J

Figure 1: Schematics of the different steps (tokenization, generation, classification) in the OMNIJET-« model.

model can be used as a foundation model for jet
physics. However, the standard GPT constructions
are not built to deal with continuous input data, but
rather tokenized data. As point clouds are the most
versatile representation of physics data [7, 16, 41—
43] and can incorporate both event level informa-
tion, jet substructure, and even low-level detector
signals, finding a suitable input transformation for
point clouds to tokens is the most pressing problem.
Various tokenization strategies have been explored,
for example using a simple mapping based on binning
the input space in [37], a Gaussian mixture model in
[38], and using an additional conditional embedding
network in [39].

Here, we follow the conditional tokenization strat-
egy from [39, 44, 45], but first take a step back to
verify the quality and trade-offs involved in building
these tokens. This will allow us to formulate qual-
ity measures to choose a suitable tokenization model,
leading to an increase in codebook size from 512 to-
kens in [39] to 8192 tokens.

Using this representation, we will first demon-
strate training a generative model for jets as to-
kens in an unsupervised way for the JETCLASS [35]
dataset. Compared to [37], the core of our archi-
tecture is a transformer-decoder, not a transformer-
encoder.

Finally, this allows us to test whether the informa-
tion encoded in a model that was trained to generate
jets can also be transferred to the task of classify-
ing them. Observing such a transfer ability across
different classes of tasks — as opposed to transfer
between different classification or generation prob-
lems — would be a crucial ingredient to building
foundation models for physics data, and has not yet

been achieved. A graphical representation of this ap-
proach is provided in Figure 1. As this is the first
prototype of a model to tackle all tasks with jets in
particle physics, it is named OMNIJET-a.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Sec-
tion II introduces the data as well as the tokeniza-
tion approach, the generative architecture, and the
transfer learning strategy. Next, Section III shows
the results of the tokenization study, the generative
performance, as well as tests of the transfer learning
capabilities of the model. Finally, Section IV sum-
marizes the results and provides a brief outlook.

II. METHODS AND DATASET

A. Dataset

All studies are performed using the JETCLASS
dataset [35], originally introduced in [10]. It con-
tains both jet-level and constituent-level features for
ten different types of jets initiated by gluons and
quarks (¢/g), top quarks (¢, subdivided by their de-
cay mode into t — bgq’ and t — blv) , as well as W,
Z,and H (H — bb, H — c¢, H — gg, H — 4q, and
H — {vqq') bosons.

Events are simulated using MAD-
GRAPH5_AMCQNLO [46] with parton shower-
ing and hadronization done by PyTHIA [47]. A
simplified detector simulation implemented in
DELPHES [48] using the CMS detector [49] card
is performed. Constituents are clustered into jets
using the anti-kr algorithm [50] with a distance
parameter of R = 0.8.

Jets are selected if they have a transverse momen-
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Figure 2: Architecture of the transformer backbone component of OMNIJET-a. The data that has been
encoded by the VQ-VAE is fed through an embedding layer, before it reaches the main part of the model
which is based on the transformer decoder. The output of the transformer decoder blocks is passed to a
task specific head, for either generation or classification tasks. Note that during inference of the generative
model, the model does not receive complete token sequences, but only the start token. The model will then
autoregressively generate the rest of the sequence, updating its input as it progresses, as described in the

text.

tum of 500 GeV < qu‘ft < 1000 GeV and a pseudora-
pidity of [°*| < 2. Additionally, truth-level match-
ing is performed for all classes except ¢/¢g and only
jets that contain all the decay products of the boson
or top quark are included. The resulting dataset con-
tains 100M jets for training, 5M jets for validation,
and 20M jets for testing.

In this work, only the kinematic information per
particle (pr, ¢, n) is used while the particle mass m
is approximated as zero. Next, the azimuth angle
¢ and the pseudorapidity n are pre-processed to be
relative to the jet axis':

77rel — nparticle o njet (1)
¢rcl — ¢particlc _ ¢jct ) (2)

Finally, we apply the cuts |7 < 0.8 and
|¢™!| < 0.8 to remove a very small fraction of low-
energy constituents at the periphery and use up to
128 particles per jet.

B. Jet constituent token creation

We explore three kinds of tokenization approaches:
binned, conditional, and unconditional tokenization.

1 The difference in ¢ is signed and rectified to
through 7.  We handle those calculations using the
scikit-hep/vector [51] and scikit-hep/awkward [52] li-
braries.

—Tr

In the binned approach [37], the space of input fea-
tures is subdivided using a regular grid in all dimen-
sions (e.g. a 21x21x21 grid in three dimensions) and
the cells in this grid are enumerated, resulting in one
token per cell.

In the unconditional approach, each constituent is
tokenized individually using a non-linear mapping,
whereas in the conditional approach constituents are
encoded and decoded conditioned on each other. We
use a Vector Quantized Variational AutoEncoder
(VQ-VAE) [39, 44, 45, 53] to create a discrete set
of jet constituent tokens both for conditional and
unconditional tokenization.

The input features for the VQ-VAE are the n*,
¢*! and pr values of the jet constituents. For the
conditional tokenization, we use a transformer for
both the encoder and the decoder of the VQ-VAE,
whereas a simple multi-layer perceptron (MLP) is
used for the unconditional tokenization. Details
about the different VQ-VAE models used in our stud-
ies, as well as details about the preprocessing of the
input features can be found in Section A 1.

C. Transformer backbone

The core of OMNIJET-« is a transformer backbone
based on the GPT transformer decoder model first
introduced in [54]. However, since jet constituents
are permutation invariant, we do not employ the po-
sitional encoding usually used in LLMs. As input,
the transformer backbone receives the generated to-
kens from the VQ-VAE, complemented with a start
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Figure 3: Visualization of the reconstructed tokens in physical space (i.e. pr, 7', ¢*!) for different tok-
enization approaches and codebook sizes. Each figure label indicates the codebook size and the tokenization
approach. The unconditional tokenization, as well as the binning approach only have one reconstruction
for each token, independent of the other tokens in the jet. To visualize the reconstruction spread of the
conditional tokens, each token is reconstructed 500 times, each time conditioned on 50 randomly selected
tokens from the codebook. Each colored blob corresponds to the reconstructions obtained for one token.

and stop token. A jet with n constituents is then
represented as

(start_token, xy,...,Tp_1,Zn, Stop-token) (3)
where x; are the tokens.

The transformer backbone itself consists of an
embedding layer followed by a series of GPT
blocks. Each GPT block contains a multihead at-
tention block, followed by a residual addition, layer
norm [55], two linear layers with a ReLU in between,
another residual addition and a final layer norm.
Since this is an autoregressive model, a causal mask
is passed together with the input data to the multi-
head attention block to prevent the model from see-
ing future tokens. The architecture is illustrated in
Figure 2.

The output from the transformer backbone is
passed to a task specific head, either for generation or
classification. The generative head is a single linear
layer, while the classification head consists of a linear
layer followed by ReLU, a sum over the constituent
dimension, and a last linear layer with softmax ac-
tivation function. The model is trained with n = 8
heads in the multi-head attention block and N = 3
GPT blocks. No dropout is used.

Once the generative model, i.e. the transformer
backbone together with the generative head, has
been trained on the tokenized data, it can generate
new data autoregressively. The model has learned
the probability distribution for a token z;, given a
sequence of tokens:

(4)

The model is provided with the start token, and
then samples this distribution to sequentially gen-
erate new tokens. Generation is repeated until ei-
ther the stop token is generated or the maximum

p(xjlzj_1,..., 21, start_token).

sequence length (which is set to be equal to 128) is
reached. The generated token sequences are then
fed to the VQ-VAE decoder, which maps them into
physical space for further evaluation.

The classification task can be performed either
from scratch, using randomly initialized weights for
both the transformer backbone and the classifica-
tion head, or by fine-tuning the generative model. In
the fine-tuning case, the initial weights of the trans-
former backbone are loaded for from the generative
model.

III. RESULTS

A. Token quality

We first inspect how well the tokens cover the
space. An illustration of the conditional and un-
conditional tokens in physical space (i.e. their cor-
responding 7', ¢**! and pr values) is shown in Fig-
ure 3 for the different tokenization approaches and
different codebook sizes. In the unconditional case,
as well as in the binning approach, the reconstruc-
tion of a token is always the same, independent of the
other tokens in the jet, leading to discrete points in
physical space. In the conditional case, however, the
reconstruction of a token is by construction affected
by the other tokens inside this jet. To visualize the
spread of each conditional token in physical space,
we reconstruct each token 500 times conditioned on
50 randomly chosen tokens. Each of those recon-
structions is shown in the scatter plots in Figure 3,
where the different reconstructions of the same to-
ken are drawn in the same color. We notice that the
reconstruction of each token only changes slightly
when conditioned on other tokens. Thus, the 500
different reconstructions of a conditional token show
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and the reconstructed jets for ¢ — bgq’ jets.

up in Figure 3 as a blob in physical space. This al-
ready shows that the conditional tokenization allows
to cover a significantly larger volume in reconstruc-
tion space, while the unconditional tokens can only
be reconstructed to distinct points in reconstruction
space. We note that our approach of reconstruct-
ing each token 500 times conditioned of randomly
chosen other tokens not necessarily represents the
reconstructed values of actual jet constituents, as it
is possible that those combinations of tokens would
not appear for real jets. However, this illustrates the
overall behavior of how much the reconstruction of
a token can change due to the conditioning on the
other tokens.

Next, we consider distributions at the jet level
to judge the quality of the tokenization. For this
and the following studies, jets are mapped into to-
ken space, and then mapped back to physical space
to quantify the loss in information. Figure 4 (left)
shows the jet mass combined for all classes in the
dataset, as was done in [39]. As observed there,
the conditional tokenization with 512 tokens already
shows a good agreement between initial and recon-
structed mass, with worse performance for the un-
conditional tokenization.

However, this inclusive distribution might hide dif-
ferences at the level of individual classes and jets. We
therefore also consider the difference in mass for jets
before and after tokenization and reconstruction Fig-
ure 4 (center) for ¢ — bgq’ jets. The unconditional
tokenization leads to a systematic shift of approxi-
mately 15 GeV, while the conditional tokenization is
well centered at zero. Increasing the codebook size
from 512 to 8192 tokens substantially improves the
resolution. This behavior is even more pronounced
when considering the N-subjettiness [56] ratio T3
in Figure 4 (right). Both conditional and uncondi-
tional tokenization with 512 tokens results in shifted
distributions, while the larger codebook size of 8192
recovers a peak close to zero. Furthermore, while the
mass resolution of the conditional tokens is already
centered close to zero when using a codebook size of
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Figure 5: Token quality evaluation using a multi-
class classifier. The classifier accuracy is shown for
different codebook sizes and different classifier ar-
chitectures (purple and green). The classifiers are
also trained on the original constituents, showing an
upper limit for the achievable accuracy. The recon-
structed constituents are obtained using the condi-
tional tokenization. The numbers correspond to indi-
vidual trainings, however, we found those trainings
to lead to very stable results when looking at dif-
ferent trainings for individual datapoints, where we
found an accuracy deviation of around 0.2 percent
points for both architectures.

512, the width of the distribution improves drasti-
cally from o934 = 8.3 GeV to 05359 = 4.0 GeV when
moving from a codebook size of 512 to a codebook
size of 8192, where o corresponds to the standard
deviation obtained from fitting a normal distribu-
tion to the mass resolution histograms. A similar
behavior can be observed for other classes, where
in some cases, depending on the jet observable and
the jet type, the effect is even more extreme. Fi-
nally, the binning approach with a 21x21x21 linear
bins in the input features of our VQ-VAE comes
close to the mass resolution of the conditional tokens
with a codebook size of 8192, while the resolution of



the subjettiness ratio is notably worse. Moreover,
while this binning approach with 9162 tokens leads
to reasonable resolution of the ¢ — bgq’ jets shown
in Figure 4, we found quite drastic mismodeling for
t — blv and H — fvqq’ jets with such small code-
book sizes?. The distributions and the corresponding
resolutions of the jet mass, jet pr, as well as the sub-
jettiness ratios 732 and 71 are shown for all ten jet
types individually in Section B. Overall, the highest
fidelity is achieved by conditional tokenization with
a marked improvement from increasing the codebook
size from 512 to 8192.

Finally, we quantify the information loss
that comes with the tokenization by training
multi-class classifiers to distinguish between the
ten jet types present in the dataset. The classifiers
are trained once with the original inputs, and once
with the inputs after undergoing tokenization and
subsequent reconstruction back into physical space.
This procedure allows a direct comparison of how
the loss in resolution affects reconstruction perfor-
mance. We utilize two standard classifier architec-
tures: DeepSets [41, 57] (i.e. without particle inter-
actions) and Transformer [36, 58] (i.e. with particle
interactions) and perform this study for four differ-
ent codebook sizes from 512 to 8192 tokens for the
conditional tokenization approach. Details about the
classifier trainings can be found in Section A 2. Note
that this approach is similar in spirit to the classifier
metric proposed in [59, 60] but tests a multi-class
classifier trained on these samples individually, as
opposed to judging how well a classifier might dis-
tinguish original and reconstructed samples. This is
necessary as e.g. points at fixed positions would be
distinguishable from the original with close to per-
fect accuracy, rendering the test less useful.

The resulting classifier accuracy for the two dif-
ferent architectures is shown in Figure 5. As seen in
previous studies of resolution, we observe an increase
of token quality as we increase the size of the VQ-
VAE codebook. Furthermore, we see that the clas-
sifier performance starts to plateau with codebook
sizes larger than 4096. However, even at the largest
codebook size, a gap to the performance on original
particles remains, motivating future work into build-
ing more accurate tokenization schemes.

For the remaining studies we will utilize a code-
book size of 8192 with conditional tokens as this
leads to the overall best performance and fidelity.

B. Jet generation

After training the transformer backbone with the
generative head, it can be used for autoregressive

2 As expected, the resolution of the binning approach auto-
matically leads to good resolution when the codebook size
(i.e. the the number of bins) is increased to a sufficiently
large number. We found that around 64000 tokens (cor-
responding to a 40x40x40 grid) offer similar resolution as
conditional tokenization with a codebook size of 8192.

generation as described in Section II1C. The model
was trained on three separate datasets: t — bqq’
only, ¢/g only, and ¢/g and ¢ — bgq’ combined.
This section will describe the combined version, since
this is the model that is used for transfer learning.
For a discussion of single-jet type generative results,
including a comparison to the EPiC-FM method
of [61], see appendix Section C. 48 000 events were
generated from the combined model. These events
contain tokens, which are then decoded back to phys-
ical space using the VQ-VAE decoder.

A comparison to reconstructed JETCLASS tokens
can be seen in Figure 6. We observe that in general
the model is able to match the truth level tokens well.
We note that the tail of the pr spectrum of both the
generated constituents and the reconstructed JET-
CLASS tokens contains bumps distributed around
discrete values, which is consistent with our inspec-
tion of the reconstruction space shown in Figure 3.

In order to quantify the performance, a classifier
test (see Section A5 for details) is performed to dis-
tinguish generated events from reconstructed JET-
CLAsS tokens. The test results in an AUC score of
0.54.

C. Transfer learning from generation to
classification

To evaluate the ability of the model to generalize
from generating jets to classifying them, we focus
on the task of hadronic top quark tagging [7], i.e.
distinguishing ¢ — bgq’ and ¢/g jets on the JET-
Crass [35] dataset. For this test, the Next-token
prediction head is replaced by a Classification head
while the transformer backbone is retained. We com-
pare three training strategies: training the full ar-
chitecture with randomly initialized weights (termed
from scratch) which does not use transfer-learning
and corresponds to the baseline, and two versions
of fine-tuning the model obtained in the generative
training step. In the Fine-tuning run, both the pre-
trained backbone weights and the randomly initial-
ized classification task head weights are allowed to
float in the training, while in Fine-tuning (backbone
fized) only the classification task head is allowed to
change.

The results of these training runs are presented
in Figure 7 as a function of the number of training
examples provided to the model. We observe a sig-
nificant gain in classification accuracy of both fine-
tuning approaches compared to the baseline, lead-
ing to up to 15 percentage-points higher accuracy
for small number of training jets, and outperforming
by a few percentage-points at the highest training
sample size. The difference between the two fine-
tuning strategies is relatively small, with the more
open training performing slightly better. Put differ-
ently, the generative pre-trained model achieves the
same accuracy around 84% with 100 training exam-
ples for which the model that is trained from scratch
requires 10000 examples.
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IV. CONCLUSION

Foundation models for physics data are an entic-
ing promise: Trained on large amounts of data and
tasks, they are expected to easily generalize to any
down-stream problem, saving countless hours of hu-
man and compute time. In this paper we have taken
crucial steps towards the creation of such models.

First, we expect learned representations of data to
play a key role as inputs to foundation models. Rep-
resentations might be continuous and rely on symme-
tries or learn a mapping to a discrete space as done
here with tokenization. Note that while using data
raw — i.e. without prior mapping into a representa-
tion space — might be possible when only consider-
ing a narrow range of similar datasets, it is inherently

limiting when data from different sources or with dif-
ferent initial dimensionalities are to be considered.

Whatever representation is used, it will be impor-
tant to understand and minimize the loss of informa-
tion inherent in this transformation. This problem
is especially important for downstream uses such as
classification and regression tasks, as the loss of in-
formation can directly limit the achievable accuracy
or resolution. This work introduced a set of criteria
— both distribution and classifier based — that can
be used to assess the quality of any representation.

Using these metrics, we found a marked increase
in the resolution of relevant observables like mass
and jet substructure by using a codebook size of
8192 with conditional tokenization over binning-
based approaches, unconditional tokenization, and



conditional tokenization with smaller codebooks. An
additional classifier test further confirmed this obser-
vation.

Next, we demonstrated the training of an autore-
gressive generative model for jet constituents, specif-
ically for ¢/g and t — bqq’ jets from the JETCLASS
dataset [35]. The generated distributions agree well
with the ground truth, both for global jet kinematics,
jet substructure, and individual constituent features.
We note that while our model is the first token-based
generator of JETCLASS-like examples, more exten-
sive studies of its generative fidelity when increasing
the feature-space and detailed comparison to prior
non-token-based results on this dataset [61] are left
for future work.

Most importantly, we report the generalization ca-
pability of OMNIJET-« from learning to generate jets
in an unsupervised way, to the supervised classifica-
tion between t — bgq’ and ¢/g jets. Overall, the fine-
tuned model outperformed training from scratch for
all values of training examples, often by a significant
margin. For example, for 1000 training jets, the fine-
tuned model achieves an accuracy of approximately
90%, compared to around 74% for the freshly ini-
tialized model. While the two approaches seem to
converge, even at the highest training size of 2 mil-
lion jets the fine-tuned approach maintains a lead of
a few percentage points. Finally, it even provides a
non-trivial classification accuracy of 84%, even when
trained only on 100 jets, emphasizing the value of
foundation models for problems with few available
labeled training examples. While other types of
transfer have been demonstrated previously, this is
the first time that the unification across the two big
classes of tasks — classification and generation —

has been achieved.

Of course, this work is only one step in building
overarching foundation models. While it is the first
model that achieves both classification and gener-
ation, it is not the most performant for either of
these tasks. However, strategies to increase the per-
formance exist and will be integrated. For exam-
ple, the representation quality needs to be improved,
possible gains from masked pre-trained have to be
evaluated, architecture and training data need to be
scaled up, and more extensive studies of the gener-
alization capabilities, including training and testing
on additional tasks, performed. In the medium term,
strategies need to be found to align diverse datasets
as well as to integrate pre-trained foundation mod-
els in community workflows. Nevertheless, the po-
tential benefits in physics performance and compute
efficiency glimpsed at in this and other works makes
this a worthy endeavor.
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Appendix A: Model details and
hyperparameters

1. VQ-VAE for token creation

Both the 7! and the ¢! values are scaled down
by a factor of 3. The transverse momentum of the
jet constituents is first transformed using the natural
logarithm and subsequently shifted by -1.8. The tok-
enization was also done without the log transform of
the pr, and was found to perform similarly. However,
the logarithm transformation has the advantage that
it automatically avoids negative pr values, which is
why we choose to use the log-transformed pr. The
conditional and unconditional tokenization only dif-
fer in the architecture of the encoder and decoder of
the VQ-VAE.

Training for the VQ-VAE is implemented in
pytorch [62] and pytorch-lightning [63].

The model architecture of the VQ-VAE encoder
and decoder in the conditional tokenization approach
is similar to [39] with a different set of hyperpa-
rameters. We use 4 NormFormer [58] blocks with
an embedding dimension of 128 and 8 heads in the
MHA for both the encoder and the decoder. We use
the vqtorch library [53, 64] to implement the vector
quantization layer with the dimension of the code-
book vectors set to 4.

The mean squared error (MSE) between the tensor
of the initial particle features and the reconstructed
features is used as the task loss Li,sk. The total loss
is then set to

L= ﬁtask + - Ecommit (A]-)

with @ = 10. An affine transformation is used for
a joint transformation of all codes and dead codes
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are replaced with a frequency of 10 iterations. The
parameter 8 which trades off the importance of up-
dating the embeddings from the encoder z. and the
code vectors z; is set to 5 = 0.9. Lastly, we use a
synchronized update rule [53, 64] with v = 1.

In the unconditional approach, we use the same
hyperparameters as outlined above, with the only
difference that the architecture of the encoder and
decoder is a simple MLP with 3 hidden layers of
dimension 128 and ReLU activation function.

All VQ-VAE models are trained on all 10 classes
of the JETCLASS dataset [35].

2. Classifiers for token quality evaluation

The DeepSets [41, 57] classifier consists of a per-
particle MLP ® with shared weights across all parti-
cles inside the jet with 3 hidden layers of dimension
100, 100 and 256. The output of the network ® is
then aggregated with a sum and fed into another
MLP with 3 hidden layers of dimension 100 followed
by a 10-dimension output layer with softmax activa-
tion function.

The Transformer classifier consists of 5 Norm-
Former [58] blocks, followed by two class-attention
blocks with a class token as query, inspired by the
ParT [10] architecture. The output of the last class-
attention block is fed into a MLP with two hidden
layers of dimension 128, followed by a softmaxed 10-
dimensional output layer.

The classifiers are trained with the AdamW [65]
optimizer with a maximum learning rate of 0.005
(0.001) for the DeepSets (Transformer) classifier and
weight decay 0.01. The learning rate first linearly in-
creased from 0.002 (0.0005) during the first 4 train-
ing epochs, after which it is linearly decreased to the
initial learning rate over 20 epochs and then linearly
decreased to a final learning rate of 0.001 (0.0003),
following the one-cycle learning rate schedule [66].

The classifiers for those token quality evalua-
tions are trained on 10M jets from the JETCLASS
dataset [35].

3. Transformer backbone

When training the transformer backbone, cross en-
tropy is used as a loss function and Adam [67] with
a learning rate of 0.001 as optimizer. The model
had access to 10M ¢t — bgq’ jet events and 10M
q/g jet events. Note that this means that the model
trained on these two jet types combined had access
to twice as much data. All versions were trained
for 30 epochs, and the model state with the lowest
validation loss was chosen for the further analysis.

4. Transfer learning

To perform the transfer learning from the gener-
ative task to the classification task, we change the
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head of the OMNIJET-a model to the classification
head and load the weights of the backbone trained
for the generative task. We explore two variations
of fine-tuning the pre-trained backbone to the clas-
sification task: training all weights of the model
with the same learning rate (referred to as Fine-
tuning in Section III C) and keeping the weights of
the backbone fixed at the state obtained from the
generative model (referred to as Fine-tuning (back-
bone fized) in Section IITC). For the From scratch
trainings we start the training with randomly ini-
tialized weights of the whole model. The training
is performed with the AdamW [65] optimizer with
a constant learning rate of 0.0001 and weight de-
cay 0.01. Since those trainings, depending on the
size of the training dataset, tend to show overfitting
quite quickly, we stop those trainings when the val-
idation loss does not improve for multiple epochs.
The threshold of this early stopping is adjusted to
the training dataset size, with a patience of 20 epochs
for a training dataset of 100, 1000 and 10000 jets, a
patience of 10 epochs for a training dataset size of
100000 and 1000000, and a patience of 5 for train-
ings with 2000000 training jets. For each training
dataset size we run 5 trainings with different random
seeds and the epoch with the smallest validation loss
is chosen for evaluation.

5. Classifier tests

In order to quantify the performance of the genera-
tive model, a classifier test using the structure of the
DeepSets classifier from Section A 2 is performed. In
this case however, the 3 hidden layers of the particle
MLP & all have dimension 10.

A number of 48 000 generated events are com-
bined with equally many reconstructed tokens from
the test set of JETCLASS. The two datasets are
combined and shuffled, and a train/val/test split of
0.6/0.2/0.2 is used. The model is trained for 100
epochs with binary cross entropy loss and Adam [67]
with learning rate 0.001 as optimizer. The model
state with the lowest validation loss is chosen for
evaluation. The resulting AUC scores are 0.54 for
the model trained on ¢/g and t — bqq’ jets com-
bined and 0.57 for the ones trained on single-type
jets.

Appendix B: Token quality

Additional plots of the jet mass, the jet trans-
verse momentum, as well as the subjettiness ratios
are shown in Figure 8, Figure 9, Figure 11 and Fig-
ure 10.
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Figure 10: Jet 739 distribution and resolution for different tokenization approaches and codebook sizes.
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Figure 11: Jet 732 distribution and resolution for different tokenization approaches and codebook sizes.
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Figure 12: Comparison of generated jets from the model trained on ¢/g jets to reconstructed JETCLASS
tokens. The top row shows jet level distributions, while the bottom row shows distributions on the constituent

level.
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Figure 13: Comparison of generated jets from the model trained on ¢ — bqq’ jets to reconstructed JETCLASS
tokens. The top row shows jet level distributions, while the bottom row shows distributions on the constituent

level.

Appendix C: Generative model trained on
single-jet data

To test the generative performance, the generative
model was also trained on single-jet type data —
10M jets each of ¢ — bgq’ and q/g — separately.
For these training, no tests of the task-transfer to
classification were perfomed.

The result of the ¢/g jet training is shown in Fig-
ure 12, of the ¢ — bqq’ jet training in Figure 13.
In the g/g case, we see a good agreement between

the reconstructed tokens and the generated events.
However, it seems to be somewhat more difficult for
the model to accurately model 735 for ¢t — bqq’ jets,
which is also mirrored for this quantity in the com-
bined model (see Figure 6).

It is interesting to compare the result of OMNIJET-
« with that of a different generative model. EPiC-
FM [61] was the first generative model trained on the
JETCLASS dataset, utilizing low matching and op-
erating without tokenization. The result of the com-
parison can be seen in Figure 14. The plots show the
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Figure 14: Comparison of how well OMNIJET-a does on the generative task to the performance of a generative-
only model, EPiC-FM. The latter does not use tokenization for the input data, and thus has access to the
"real” input values. The main plots show the original JETCLASS data, the reconstructed JETCLASS data,
as well as the generated events from OMNIJET-« and EPiC-FM. The ratio plots show how well the models

perform with respect to their respective truths.

JETCLASS data, the reconstructed JETCLASS token
from this work, the EPiC-FM generated events, and
the OMNIJET-«v generated events. We use the more
challenging ¢ — bqq’ class for comparison.

The ratio plots under the main plots show the gen-
erated events compared to their respective truths:
direct JETCLASS for EPiC-FM and Reconstructed
JETCLASS tokens for OMNIJET-o. Hence, the ra-

tios show how well the respective generative models
learn to replicate their training data. In general, we
see that both models are doing well. OMNIJET-« has
a somewhat higher discrepancy in the tails of all dis-
tributions except for constituent n**! and the number
of constituents. The most difficult distribution is the
constituent pr, with bumps in the tail, which could
also be seen in Figure 13.



	OmniJet-: The first cross-task foundation model for particle physics
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods and Dataset
	Dataset
	Jet constituent token creation
	Transformer backbone

	Results
	Token quality
	Jet generation
	Transfer learning from generation to classification

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References
	Model details and hyperparameters
	VQ-VAE for token creation
	Classifiers for token quality evaluation
	Transformer backbone
	Transfer learning
	Classifier tests

	Token quality
	Generative model trained on single-jet data


