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Detector simulation and reconstruction are a significant computational bottleneck in particle
physics. We develop Particle-flow Neural Assisted Simulations (Parnassus) to address this chal-
lenge. Our deep learning model takes as input a point cloud (particles impinging on a detector) and
produces a point cloud (reconstructed particles). By combining detector simulations and reconstruc-
tion into one step, we aim to minimize resource utilization and enable fast surrogate models suitable
for application both inside and outside large collaborations. We demonstrate this approach using a
publicly available dataset of jets passed through the full simulation and reconstruction pipeline of
the CMS experiment. We show that Parnassus accurately mimics the CMS particle flow algorithm
on the (statistically) same events it was trained on and can generalize to jet momentum and type
outside of the training distribution.

I. INTRODUCTION

Synthetic datasets are essential for data analysis in
all areas of particle physics. Such datasets are an ac-
curate and precise representation of nature; they bridge
the fundamental theory to observable quantities. The
full science program of a given particle physics experi-
ment requires many synthetic datasets, with many vari-
ations on fundamental (Standard Model and beyond),
phenomenological, and instrumental parameters. This
is a significant computational bottleneck that is particu-
larly acute for the ATLAS and CMS experiments at the
Large Hadron Collider (LHC), where simulation and re-
construction of synthetic data during the high-luminosity
era will require more computing resources than real data
processing [1, 2].

The community’s solution to this challenge is fast sim-
ulation. Instead of modeling all of the detailed phys-
ical aspects of the detector response, fast simulations
approximate some or all aspects that a full simulation
tool based on frameworks like Geant4 [3–5] would in-
clude. ATLAS [6–9], CMS [10–12], and other large col-
laborations spend years designing fast detector simula-
tions that produce the same output as a full detector
simulation. These outputs are then processed with the
standard reconstruction. Machine learning is playing a
growing role in fast detector simulations, with the abil-
ity to automatically train end-to-end from particle input
to detector readout, modeling all of the complex corre-
lations. This includes Generative Adversarial Networks
(GANs) [13] [14, 15], Variational Autoencoders [16] [17],
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Normalizing Flows (NFs) [18] [19], and Diffusion Mod-
els [20] [21] (only first papers cited; see Ref. [22–24] for
reviews). The output of the fast detector simulations is
very high-dimensional, set by the fine granularity of mod-
ern particle detectors. However, most users do not make
use of this high-dimensional data - they only interact with
the reduced data following reconstruction. For most ap-
plications, this process is nearly lossless in the sense that
the reconstructed particle four-vectors and particle type
are a statistically sufficient representation of their con-
stituent readout elements. Furthermore, the simulation
and reconstruction of synthetic data each require about
the same resources - solving one is not sufficient to ad-
dress the full computational challenge [1, 2].

Most studies in particle phenomenology and innovative
algorithms for collision data are first developed outside
of large collaborations. Researchers in this context typi-
cally lack the computational resources and expert knowl-
edge required to deploy the simulation software of the
experiments they are interested in. Instead, they rely
on user-friendly tools with simplified simulation and re-
construction algorithms [25–31]. The most widely-used
tool is Delphes [25–27], which is based on smearing the
properties of truth particles combined with a simplified
reconstruction model. The smearing functions are manu-
ally added per particle type, energy, and direction using
parameters extracted from public performance plots of
experimental collaborations. It requires a dedicated ef-
fort to keep these parameters aligned with the evolving
conditions at current experiments, resulting in lag, es-
pecially when performance inputs are not yet publicly
available. Since the detector geometry and reconstruc-
tion algorithms inside these tools are highly simplified,
even if the smearing functions are exactly correct, the
resulting synthetic datasets do not exactly mimic those
of the target experiment.

Our goal is to create an end-to-end fast simulation
paradigm that unifies internal and external users, can be
automatically tuned, and includes both generation and
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reconstruction. The inputs to this program are stable
particles entering the detector, and the outputs are re-
constructed particles. This is enabled through a deep
generative model creating a point cloud (reconstructed
particles) conditioned on another point cloud (detector-
stable particles). Since it is based on a neural network,
the entire framework is written in Python with few de-
pendencies and automatically compatible with Graphi-
cal Processing Units (GPUs). The output dimension is
the same order of magnitude as the input dimension and
so this tool should be computationally accessible to all
users. Our vision is that models could be trained on
full-simulation samples from experiments and then pub-
lished so that the broader research community has access
to the most accurate and precise versions for their stud-
ies. Generic detector simulations like Cocoa [32] could
also have fast simulations published for general consump-
tion. We call our approach Parnassus1: a Particle-flow
Neural-assisted Simulations. In this paper, we demon-
strate the Parnassus setup with high-energy hadronic
jets. Subsequent work will be required to scale up this
approach to full collision events and to provide a user-
friendly interface for the Parnassus framework.

There have been a number of important and foun-
dational studies related to our proposal. In addition
to detector simulation, machine learning has also been
extensively studied for particle reconstruction [34–39],
with some models already in production within exper-
iments [8, 9, 40, 41]. A number of point cloud generative
models have been proposed for detector simulations [42–
47], and jet generation [48–55], usually with a small num-
ber of high-level conditional inputs (high-dimensional
conditional inputs were studied in Ref. [56]). The clos-
est previous research to our proposal are Refs. [57, 58]
and Ref. [59]. The former proposes a conditional genera-
tive model to transform single particle-level objects into
single detector-level outputs while the latter only con-
siders charged particles and a simplified smearing. The
object-level studies represent a complementary approach
where the inputs/outputs include jets instead of individ-
ual hadrons. While the jet-based approach will be effec-
tive for many applications, our particle-based framework
is generic2 in the sense that any observable (including
any type of jet and any jet substructure) can be com-
puted post-hoc. Furthermore, the detector response is
nearly universal at the level of particles and so by mod-
eling individual particles, the detector effects should be
able to be as accurate as possible. Reconstruction effects,
on the other hand, have a non-trivial dependence on the
local environment of a given particle, such as in jets.

1 The widely-used event generator Pythia [33] is a reference to the
oracle at Delphi; presumably the Delphes detector simulation
is accordingly an ancient-Greek reference. Delphi sits on top of
Mount Parnassus, which motivated our name.

2 While we do not include displaced vertices in this study, we plan
to include it in future versions of Parnassus; this is a technical
and not conceptual addition.

To capture such effects, the predictions of Parnassus
are conditioned on a transformer encoding of the truth
jet constituents’ features. Our choice of neural network
model is informed by the companion paper in Ref. [60].

This paper is organized as follows. Section II in-
troduces the generator-level and detector-level synthetic
samples used for the numerical studies. The machine
learning methods are described in Sec. III and results
are presented in Sec. IV. The paper ends with conclu-
sions and outlook in Sec. V.

II. DATASETS

In order to demonstrate Parnassus, we take jets of
generator-level particles and attempt to predict the cor-
responding sets of reconstructed particles after applying
the full CMS simulation and reconstruction chain. Our
goal is to show that we can reproduce this target far more
accurately than Delphes configured with the appropri-
ate CMS run card.

We use the CMS 2011 Jet Primary dataset [61], which
was reprocessed into the MIT Open Data (MOD) format
for easy access [62]. The high-energy quark-gluon scat-
tering in these events was generated by Pythia 6.4.25
[33] with a detector simulation based on Geant4 [3] and
using particle-flow reconstruction [63]. Both the particle-
flow candidates (PFCs) and the generator-level particles
are clustered into jets using the anti-kt algorithm [64–66]
with a radius parameter of R = 0.5. We consider parti-
cles inside the two highest pT jets in each event, with the
two jets treated separately. Each generator-level particle
and PFC is characterized by its transverse momentum,
direction, and charge (pT , η, ϕ, |q|). For a comparison,
we converted the stable final-state particles from Pythia
into the HepMC3 format [67] and simulated them using
Delphes configured for CMS. To mitigate tracking in-
efficiencies and improve momentum reconstruction, we
follow the Refs. [62, 74] and require pT > 1 GeV.

We used a total of six datasets split into different par-
ton pT ranges, with two dedicated to model training and
in-distribution performance evaluation, and the remain-
ing four for out-of-distribution checks (see Table I). Each
training dataset consisted of 1M jets, while each testing

pmin
T - pmax

T [GeV] Type Training Testing
470 - 600 Out-of-distribution ✓
600 - 800 Out-of-distribution ✓
800 - 1000 In-distribution ✓ ✓
1000 - 1400 In-distribution ✓ ✓
1400 - 1800 Out-of-distribution ✓
1800 - ∞ Out-of-distribution ✓

TABLE I: Information about used MC event samples
provided by MOD dataset [68–73]. Parton-level pT

ranges and usage are shown. As shorthand, the samples
are referred to as JX where X is pmin

T in GeV.
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dataset comprised 200k jets, resulting in a total of 2M
jets for training and 1.2M jets for testing.

The effect of multiple primary vertices per event
(pileup) is included in the CMS samples at the level of
detector response, but the generator-level pileup parti-
cles are absent from the truth record. To add pileup in
Delphes, we extracted 40k truth events from the corre-
sponding CMS minimum-bias samples [75]. These events
are used to create the pileup file in the run configuration
delphes_card_CMS_PileUp.tcl, with the mean number
of pileup vertices per event set to 6.35, as measured in a
Poisson fit to the distribution in the CMS Jet Primary
sample. Since the longitudinal coordinate of the hard
scatter vertex is not recorded in the MOD dataset, we
fix it at the origin, whereas pileup vertices are spread
out according to the default CMS run configuration. Our
Delphes results use the PFC collection incorporating all
tracks (i.e., without any pileup subtraction). Similarly,
no pileup subtraction is applied to the set of PFCs from
CMS. Finally, the anti-kt algorithm (R = 0.5) is run on
the Delphes PFCs, and only constituents of the leading
jet are kept.

III. METHODS

A. Continuous normalizing flows

Continuous normalizing flows (CNF) [76] are genera-
tive models that define a mapping between samples x0

from a base distribution p0 to samples x1 from a target
distribution p1 in terms of an ordinary differential equa-
tion (ODE):

dx = vθ(t, x)dt, (1)

where the vector field vθ is modeled using a neural net-
work and t ∈ [0, 1]. Recent work by Lipman et al. [77]
proposed a Flow Matching (FM) objective, enabling the
learning of this vector field through a regression task:

LFM(θ) = Et,pt(x)||vθ(t, x)− ut(x)||2 . (2)

The function ut generates the desired probability path
between p0 and p1, but is generally not available in closed
form. This problem can be solved by defining the Con-
ditional Flow Matching (CFM) objective [77, 78], where
ut and the probability path pt can be constructed in a
sample-conditional manner, resulting in:

LCFM(θ) = Et,q(z),pt(x|z)||vθ(t, x)− ut(x|z)||2, (3)

where t ∈ [0, 1], z ∼ q(z), x ∼ pt(x|z). Optimizing the
CFM objective is equivalent to optimizing the FM ob-
jective. Our implementation uses the modified CFM for-
mulation introduced in [77]. By identifying the condition
z with the single sample x1 (for our case, a set of PFCs

in the jet), we define:

pt(x|z) = N (x|tx1, (tσ − t+ 1)2) ,

ut(x|z) =
x1 − (1− σ)x

1− (1− σ)t
,

(4)

which represents a straight path between a standard nor-
mal distribution and a Gaussian distribution centered
at x1 with standard deviation σ, which we took to be
equal to 10−4. We follow Ref. [79] and sample t from a
power-law distribution p(t) ∝ t

1
1+α , t ∈ [0, 1]. Setting

α = 0 results in a uniform distribution, whereas α > 0
assigns greater weight to probability paths correspond-
ing to larger t values. Empirically, we found that α = 2
yields optimal performance.

B. Architecture description

We employ a transformer-based neural network [80] to
parameterize vt. The network receives inputs consisting
of a fixed-length set of PFCs with log pT , η, and ϕ sam-
pled according to Equation 4, as well as a set of truth par-
ticles with log pT , η, ϕ, and |q|, along with event scaling
information serving as global features. Before inputting
the particles into the neural network, we order them3

based on pT and apply a relative scaling. On a per-jet
basis, we standardize log pT , η, and ϕ using the mean and
standard deviations derived from the truth particles. The
resulting scaling parameters for log pT , η, and ϕ serve as
global features, ensuring the preservation of information
regarding the absolute jet properties.

The model architecture is illustrated in Figure 1. Ini-
tially, sine positional encodings are added to the features
of the noised PFCs and truth particles, followed by em-
bedding them into the same hidden dimension using sep-
arate multi-layer perceptrons (MLPs). Subsequently, the
representation of truth particles is updated via a trans-
former encoder to capture inter-particle dependencies.
As shown in Figure 1, the updated representations of
PFCs and truth particles are then passed through three
CA-DiT blocks. Each block updates the representations
of both PFCs and truth particles using cross-attention
along with adaptive layer normalization (adaLN-zero) to
incorporate timestep and global information, as proposed
by Peebles et al. [81]. The inputs to the adaLN-zero
mechanism include sine encoding of the current timestep
transformed with MLP, global scaling features, and the
pooled representation of truth particles. This pooled rep-
resentation is also employed to predict the categorical
probability of PFCs cardinality via a separate MLP, us-
ing a weighted Cross Entropy Loss term in addition to

3 Each level is marginally permutation invariant, but since there is
not a 1-1 match between levels, implementing joint permutation
is non-trivial. This is something that could improve fidelity in
future versions.
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the CFM loss (Equation 3). The total loss is formulated
as:

L = LCFM + 0.1LCE . (5)

To enhance sampling quality, we employ self-
conditioning, a technique proposed in Ref. [82]. This
involves concatenating vt with the previously estimated
ṽ. During training, we introduce randomness by setting
ṽ = 0 with a probability of p = 0.5, effectively reverting
to the model without self-conditioning. For the remain-
ing instances, we first estimate ṽ and then utilize it for
self-conditioning with detached gradients. During the in-
ference, ṽ is always the neural network output from the
previous timestep for t > 0.

As we need to model a variable cardinality of the pro-
duced particle set, we divide the inference process into
two stages. Initially, the network predicts the probability
vector for each potential cardinality based on the truth
particle set. The number of generated PFCs is then sam-
pled from a Multinomial distribution utilizing this vec-
tor. Subsequently, all PFCs are initialized with Gaussian
noise. Then, we employ a 4th-order PNDM method [83]
in conjunction with our network to iteratively predict the
PFC features from this noise.

The network is implemented with the Pytorch [84]
package; hyperparameters are shown in Table II.

IV. RESULTS

The feature space we are generating is too big to ex-
amine holistically. Therefore, we consider a number of
observables that are representative of the overall perfor-
mance. To investigate the emulation of PFC kinematic
features, we match PFCs to truth particles using Hun-
garian matching algorithm [86], where ∆R is used as a

FIG. 1: Model architecture. Concatenation is
indicated by ⊙.

Hyperparameters
Batch size 100
Optimizer AdamW [85]
Weight decay 0.01
Learning rate 10−4

# of epochs 100
# of time steps 25
Gradient norm clip 1.0
Max output particles 200
Trainable parameters 2,900,300

TABLE II: Network hyperparameters of the Parnassus
model.

cost function. Since there is not a one-to-one correspon-
dence between truth particles and PFCs, this matching is
only approximate. At the level of entire jets, there is no
matching ambiguity. In addition to probing kinematic
properties of the constituents and the jets, we also ex-
plore a number of jet substructure quantities. These in-
clude the jet mass, the two-prong jet substructure taggers
C2 [87] and D2 [88] (lower values are more two-prong like)
as well as a state-of-the-art quark/gluon transformer-
based tagger [89] trained on an independent dataset from
the CMS Open Simulation.

We present two types of results. First, we examine
how well the Parnassus model performs in the same
regime as it was trained. For this purpose, we use a hold-
out test set that is statistically identical to the training
data. Figure 2 shows the performance on this test set
for both local, particle-level properties as well as global,
jet-level properties. In all cases, Parnassus agrees well
with the CMS full simulation and reconstruction while
there are clear challenges for Delphes. In particular,
Delphes predicts a worse pT resolution and underesti-
mates the angular resolution of individual constituents.
This is true across particle pT as shown in Fig. 2(f), which
presents the standard deviation of a Gaussian fit around
the peak of histograms like Fig. 2(a) in bins of truth
pT . In Fig. 2(d), Delphes shows less variability in the
number of PFCs relative to the number of true particles.
Since it is not able to generate fake particles, Delphes
almost always predicts fewer PFCs than truth particles.
All of these features are captured by Parnassus.

At the jet level, we consider the results prior to ap-
plying a jet calibration. This means that the average pT
response is not zero. In practice, one could apply the pub-
licly available CMS jet calibrations [90] or a separate neu-
ral network could be derived to correct the average scale.
Since Delphes essentially does not change the scale of
jets (aside from losing some energy from certain parti-
cles), there is a clear shift in means for Fig. 2(g). The
jet angular resolution predicted by Delphes is too small
while being well-approximated by Parnassus. The spec-
tra for the jet substructure quantities are also modeled
well by Parnassus while there are qualitative distortions
in Delphes.

While it is encouraging that Parnassus performs so
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well in Fig. 2 relative to Delphes, it is also not surpris-
ing given that it was automatically tuned on the (statis-
tically) same dataset while Delphes was tuned generi-
cally to CMS using per-object performance information.
As a second set of results, we thus examine the perfor-
mance of Parnassus on data distributions that it did
not encounter during training. A set of plots for this
out-of-distribution validation is shown in Fig. 3.

The upper six plots of Fig. 3 show the performance at
lower and higher pT than used in the training. The jet
datasets are split by parton pT and the range between
800 GeV and 1400 GeV was used for training. To show
the extrapolation performance of the model, we exam-
ine the 470-600 GeV (J470) and 1800-∞ GeV (J1800)
datasets. There is some overlap in jet pT spectra be-
tween these datasets and the training one, but they also
include much lower and higher momenta as well. The
main reason to expect that Parnassus can extrapolate
to these datasets is that while the ranges of jet pT are
mostly orthogonal, large overlaps remain in the distribu-
tions of particle features; furthermore, we give the model
the full truth spectrum. Figures 3 (a) - (c) show that the
response of the jet kinematic features are well reproduced
by Parnassus. Delphes shows the same underestima-
tion of the jet angular resolution present in Fig. 2. The
performance for jet substructure continues to be excel-
lent for Parnassus despite large shifts in the spectra
and resolutions with jet pT .

The lower six plots of Fig. 3 demonstrate the perfor-
mance for jets of different origins. The Parnassus model
was not given parton labels during training, but we can
examine post-hoc the performance on jets separated into
quark- initiated and gluon-initiated jets. There is a fun-
damental ambiguity about the labeling of jets as origi-
nating from a quark or a gluon, but it is well-known (e.g.
Ref. [90, 91]) that the response of jets depends on their
origin, due to the differences in constituent multiplicity
and (relative) energy spectra. Despite these differences,
Parnassus is able to accurately match the CMS simu-
lation and reconstruction. This is true for the slightly
higher jet pT response for gluon jets relative to quark
jets as well as for the more dramatic differences present
in the other observables. The accurate description of a
state-of-the-art quark/gluon jet tagger (Fig. 3(l)) shows
that the accuracy of Parnassus is valid also for com-
plex observables. The goal is that whatever observables
are used for an analysis, Parnassus should be able to
provide an accurate stand-in for the full simulation and
reconstruction chain.

V. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

We have presented Parnassus, a paradigm for au-
tomatically constructing a surrogate model for detector
simulation and reconstruction. This framework is based
on a deep generative model that takes as input a point

cloud (particles impinging on a detector) and outputs an-
other point cloud (reconstructed particle objects). While
we have used the CMS detector as an example, this ap-
proach should be applicable to a variety of past, current,
and future detectors in particle physics.

The long-term vision for Parnassus is that it will solve
the critical computational challenges faced by large ex-
periments and provide a common development frame-
work for experimentalists and phenomenologists alike.
The detector simulation and reconstruction of synthetic
data within experiments is often an O(1) fraction of all
computing and thus if we can speed it up and make it
compatible with hardware accelerators (e.g. GPUs), then
this could no longer be a bottleneck for data analysis.
Since Parnassus is portable, it would be simple for ex-
periments to share their tuned model so that anyone re-
casting or projecting can use accurate simulations. As
Parnassus is not based on any particle physics-specific
software, it has the potential to lower the barrier of entry
into particle physics.

While we have made a significant step towards this
long-term vision, there are a number of milestones re-
quired to achieve the final product. Having focused here
on jets, we need to consider entire events next and include
additional output features such as particle type. Ensur-
ing and quantifying universality will require demonstrat-
ing that the process is valid across a number of physics
processes. To enable widespread use, Parnassus will
require a convenient and configurable user interface like
that of Delphes. Lastly, we will need to work with
experiments to create models and facilitate the sharing
of these models with the broader community. We be-
lieve that the progress presented in this paper serves as
a proof-of-concept for Parnassus, establishing a new
paradigm for fast, accurate, analysis-ready synthetic data
in particle physics.

DATA AND CODE AVAILABILITY

The code for this paper can be found at https:
//github.com/parnassus-hep/cms-flow. The post-
processed CMS dataset and the generated Delphes
dataset can be found at Zenodo at https://zenodo.
org/records/11389651.
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