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Abstract—When receiving radar pulses it is common for a
recorded pulse train to contain pulses from many different
emitters. The radar pulse deinterleaving problem is the task
of separating out these pulses by the emitter from which they
originated. Notably, the number of emitters in any particular
recorded pulse train is considered unknown. In this paper,
we define the problem and present metrics that can be used
to measure model performance. We propose a metric learning
approach to this problem using a transformer trained with the
triplet loss on synthetic data. This model achieves strong results
in comparison with other deep learning models with an adjusted
mutual information score of 0.882.

I. INTRODUCTION

Radar pulse deinterleaving aims to separate out a train of
radar pulses by the emitters from which they originated. We
want to transform a single interleaved pulse train into many
smaller deinterleaved pulse trains where each train contains
all the pulses from a single emitter and only pulses from that
emitter. A major challenge in this problem is that the number
of emitters and hence the number of pulse trains we need to
separate out is unknown.

Deinterleaving is a key part of the electronic warfare (EW)
[1] pipeline, falling under the signal analysis stage. It aims to
extract useful information from the detected signals, allowing
for further analysis. It is much easier to analyse many smaller
deinterleaved signals than a single large interleaved signal
for tasks such as determining the radar’s operating mode [2],
specific emitter identification (SEI) [3], and operator intention
identification [4].

The main challenges faced in deinterleaving arise from con-
gested and contested environments. In congested environments
there is a large number of emitters often with significant over-
lap in parameter space, meaning it is difficult to differentiate
between them. In contested environments we are faced with
radars designed to be hard to detect. This can lead to dropped
pulses due to low signal to noise ratio as well as high variance
between pulses from the same emitter. Some examples of
these are emitters that hop between frequencies and those
with a variable pulse repetition interval (PRI), meaning there
is varying time between the start of emitted pulses. This could
result in a system reporting that there are more radars than are
actually present.
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Fig. 1. The radar pulse deinterleaving problem requires partitioning a set of
radar pulses by the emitter from which the pulses originated. Here the colours
represent the emitters and the features vectors xi denote PDWs. This can be
approached using metric learning where we generate an embedding for each
pulse in the context of the whole pulse train and cluster these embeddings
using an off the shelf clusterer.

Classically, deinterleaving was achieved through identifying
the PRI for each emitter. Techniques for this include the
cumulative difference histogram (CDIF) [5] and the sequential
difference histogram (SDIF) [6]. These techniques work well
when detecting pulses from emitters with a constant PRI.
However, as the electromagnetic environment becomes more
crowded we will require techniques that are capable of deinter-
leaving trains containing emitters which are more agile, often
in an adversarial way.

Recently the rise of deep learning has yielded new methods
which can leverage large amounts of data to identify complex
patterns and provide robustness to noise. The authors believe
these approaches will be vital to successful deinterleaving in
the presence of ever more agile digital radars. However, current
applications of these methods have strict limitations. They
can be largely divided into two categories. The first [7]–[14]
assumes that the number of emitters is fixed thus reducing
the deinterleaving problem to a classification problem. This
assumption is unlikely to hold in practice and the methods that
make this assumption cannot easily adapt to different numbers
of emitters. In this category a large number of works use vari-
ants of recurrent neural networks (RNNs) [7]–[12] motivating
our choice of baseline. Similar to classical deinterleavers, the
second category of deep learning approaches to deinterleaving
[15]–[18] attempt to identify pulse repetition intervals (PRIs)
from times of arrival (ToAs) to deinterleave pulse trains.
These methods often ignore additional pulse descriptor word
(PDW) features extracted from raw IQ data, thereby restricting
performance.
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This paper seeks to address these limitations by proposing a
pipeline that can leverage the full set of features while making
no assumptions about the number of emitters.

Our key contributions are:
• We define the deinterleaving problem where the number

of emitters is unknown and show how to measure perfor-
mance with identified metrics (Section II).

• We combine metric learning with sequence-to-sequence
models to propose a class of solutions to the problem as
formulated. (Section III-A)

• We analyse the types of model that would be most
appropriate for solving this problem, concluding that the
transformer is a strong candidate (Section III-B).

• We propose the use of the triplet loss with the batch
all triplet mining strategy during training of the model
(Section III-C).

• We train a sequence-to-sequence transformer with the
triplet loss on a synthetic dataset and show that it has
strong performance when compared to benchmark tech-
niques (Section IV).

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Given a pulse train of n radar pulses X = {x1, . . . , xn}
from an unknown number of emitters N , we want to par-
tition the pulse train by the emitters from which the pulses
originated. For example if the pulses x1, x2, x3, x4, x5 came
from emitters 1, 1, 2, 2, 1 respectively the ground truth partition
would be {{x1, x2, x5}, {x3, x4}}. The goal of deinterleaving
is to create a model where for each pulse train in the test
dataset the predicted partition U = {U1, U2, . . . } is as similar
as possible to the ground truth partition V = {V1, V2, . . . },
where Ui and Vj are the subsets of the partitions known as
blocks. To evaluate this we use standard extrinsic clustering
metrics and take their mean over every pulse train in the
dataset. The metrics are:

Adjusted Mutual Information (AMI):
The mutual information between two partitions of a set is

MI(U, V ) =

|U |∑
i=1

|V |∑
j=1

|Ui ∩ Vj |
n

log
n|Ui ∩ Vj |
|Ui||Vj |

(1)

This does not adjust for chance so a random prediction will
give a non-zero score. To account for this we use adjusted
mutual information [19] which is given by

AMI(U, V ) =
MI(U, V )−E[MI(U, V )]

1
2 (H(U) +H(V ))−E[MI(U, V )]

(2)

where n is the number of pulses in the train and H(·) is
the entropy of a partition. AMI gives a value of 1 when the
partitions are identical and 0 when the mutual information is
equal to the expected mutual information.

Adjusted Rand Index (ARI):
Rand index [20] considers pairs of points. A correct prediction
is when a pair is predicted to be in the same block when
they are truly in the same block (true positive) or if they

are predicted to be in different blocks when they are truly
in different blocks (true negative). We then define rand index
as

RI(U, V ) =
#correct predictions

#pairs
(3)

This can be seen as the accuracy of a pairwise binary
classification problem asking ‘are these two points from the
same block’. Much like with AMI we adjust for chance
to get the adjusted rand index with a value of 1 when the
partitions are identical and 0 when the rand index is equal to
the expected rand index.

V-measure:
V-measure [21] is defined as the harmonic mean of
homogeneity and completeness. Homogeneity quantifies to
what degree each cluster contains only members of a single
class. Completeness quantifies to what degree all members
of a given class are assigned to the same cluster. It is often
useful to examine homogeneity and completeness individually
to indicate whether a model has more of a tendency to split up
points from the same ground truth cluster (low completeness)
or to combine points from different ground truth clusters (low
homogeneity). V-measure has a minimum value of 0 and a
maximum value of 1 where higher is better. It is not adjusted
for chance.

III. METHOD

A. A metric learning approach to deinterleaving

Since the number of emitters is unknown, the number of
blocks in the ground truth partition for any pulse train is also
unknown. This means that familiar deep learning classification
pipelines are not applicable.

Instead we take a metric learning [22] approach. We use a
sequence-to-sequence model to generate an embedding zi for
each pulse xi in a pulse train X . We train this model so that
embeddings for pulses from the same emitter are close together
and those from different emitters are far apart (as measured
by their Euclidean distance). During inference we can cluster
these embeddings using a non-parametric clustering algorithm
such as HDBSCAN [23] to form a predicted partition for the
original pulse train. A visual representation of the training and
inference pipelines can be seen in Figure 2.

For the deinterleaving problem individual pulses have lit-
tle meaning in isolation. It is therefore important to use a
sequence-to-sequence model to ensure that their embeddings
are generated in the context of the rest of the pulse train.
In other words, the model must consider the relationships
between the pulses.

B. Transformer embedding model

The transformer [24] is a popular architecture that has
demonstrated state of the art results across natural language
processing and computer vision. One of the key features
that makes it powerful is the way it explicitly models the
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Fig. 2. The architecture for the training (a) and inference (b) pipelines share
the common component of a sequence-to-sequence transformer used as a pulse
embedding model. We use vanilla dot product attention and no positional
encodings. (a) During training we use the triplet loss to push apart embeddings
of pulses from different emitters and bring together those from the same
emitter. (b) During inference we use a clustering algorithm (HDBSCAN) to
generate an integer label li for each embedding from which we can trivially
determine the predicted partition for the set of pulses.

relationship between every pair of tokens through its attention
mechanism. Every token can influence every other token and
the strength and form of this influence is learned during
training. Given the importance of relationships between pulses
in the deinterleaving problem, as discussed in the previous sec-
tion, the transformer’s explicit modelling of these relationships
makes it a compelling choice for our model.

Specifically, the model we consider is a vanilla sequence-
to-sequence transformer with dot product self-attention. The
order of detection of the pulses may be inferred by their
ToA meaning positional encodings are not necessary and thus
were not used. Preliminary experiments showed they had a
small negative effect on performance, likely due to redundant
information.

C. Clustering embeddings with the triplet loss

As stated in Section III-A we want to train the model so
that, within a pulse train, embeddings for pulses from the same
emitter are close together and those from different emitters are
far apart. The triplet loss [25] is a common loss used for deep
metric learning. The loss considers triplets of embeddings, an
anchor z, a positive embedding z+ which is from the same
emitter as the anchor, and a negative embedding z− which is
from a different emitter to the anchor. It compares the distance
between the anchor and the positive to the distance between the
anchor and the negative. It aims to satisfy the triplet inequality
stated in equation 4.

d(z, z+) + α < d(z, z−) (4)

This says that we want the distance between the anchor and
the positive to be less than the distance between the anchor
and the negative by some margin α so that the embedding of

pulses from the same emitter are closer together than those
from different emitters. When this inequality is satisfied we
do not want to update the model, so the loss must be 0. When
it is not satisfied we want to penalise the model by the degree
to which it is violated. We therefore use the hinge loss in
equation 5.

L(z, z+, z−) = max{d(z, z+)− d(z, z−) + α, 0} (5)

For each pulse train there is on the order of O(n3) possible
triplets where n is the number of pulses in the pulse train.
Often most of these triplets are relatively uninformative to the
model. For example, easy triplets which satisfy equation 4
have a loss of 0. Therefore, training using all possible triplets
is very inefficient.

To increase the efficiency of training with the triplet loss
we need a method to choose triplets that will be informative
for training. This is called a triplet mining strategy. Our
experiments found that the triplet mining strategy with the
best performance was the batch all [26] strategy where we
take the mean of the loss across all non-easy triplets.

The batch all triplet loss is defined as follows. Given the
embeddings Z = {z1, . . . , zn}, let the set of all non-easy
triplets be

T +(Z) =

(zi, zj , zk) ∈ Z3

∣∣∣∣∣∣
i ∼ j ̸∼ k,
i ̸= j ̸= k,

d(zi, zj) + α ≥ d(zi, zk)


where ∼ is the equivalence relation where i ∼ j indicates that
the pulses at index i and j come from the same emitter. The
batch all triplet loss is

L(Z) =
1

|T +(Z)|
∑

(zi,zj ,zk)∈T +(Z)

max{d(zi, zj)− d(zi, zk) + α, 0}

In this work we use the Euclidean distance metric.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL WORK

A. Datasets

Using synthetic data is overwhelmingly the norm in deinter-
leaving. The authors are only aware of one paper [18] that uses
real data. This is for two main reasons. The first is that real data
is very difficult to ground truth. Usually labels are assigned
to pulses by an existing deinterleaver. Training on this data
would result in the performance of our models converging to
that of the existing deinterleavers. Since the goal of this work
is to develop models that outperform existing deinterleavers
this approach would be pathologically constrained. The second
reason is that as far as the authors are aware there are no real
publicly available datasets suitable for deinterleaving.

We generated synthetic training, validation, and test sets
using a simulator. These contain 100, 000 pulse trains in the
train set, 10, 000 in the validation set, and another 10, 000
pulse trains in the test set. Each pulse train consists of 1000
pulses, and contains between 2 and 20 emitters. Although
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Fig. 3. A plot of the different PDW features against time of arrival for an example pulse train in the test dataset. The pulse train contains 13 emitters with
significant overlap in parameters. The colour of each data point indicates which of the emitters the pulse originated from.

processing pulse trains with only one emitter in them is of
interest, when this is the case no valid triplets can be formed.
Therefore, training on them results in zero loss and the model
is not updated.

For feature vectors to represent pulses we use pulse descrip-
tor words (PDWs) with 5 dimensions: time of arrival (ToA),
centre frequency, pulse width (PW), angle of arrival (AoA),
and amplitude. Figure 3 shows an example of the PDWs from
one of the pulse trains in our test set.

B. Model description

We use 8 transformer layers with 8 attention heads, a feed-
forward hidden size of 2048, and a residual size of 256. The
model is trained with Adam [27] with a learning rate of 0.0001,
and a batch size of 8 for 8 epochs. The triplet loss margin α
is 1.9, and dropout is 0.05. Embeddings zi are projected to
8 dimensions. Hyperparameters were selected via a parameter
sweep on the validation set.

C. Data Normalization

We normalise the data internally to each pulse train only.
To do this we treat each element of the PDWs separately. The
ToAs are linearly re-scaled so that the lowest ToA is 0 and the
highest is 1. The centre frequency, pulse width, and amplitude
are all statistically normalised by taking away the mean and
dividing by the standard deviation in the pulse train. Finally
AoA is divided by 360◦ to place it in the range [0, 1].

D. Baselines

As far as we are aware there are no readily available deep
learning based benchmarks for this problem as formulated.
In addition to this, the datasets on which other results were
tested are not publicly available making comparison between
solutions challenging.

Instead, to gain a performance baseline we trained a
sequence-to-sequence gated recurrent unit (GRU) [28] model
using the same triplet loss discussed in Section III-C. Similar
architectures to this are widely used in deinterleaving related
literature as discussed in Section I. The key point to note about
the GRU is that the relationships between pulses are expressed
less explicitly than in the transformer. An internal state vector
is propagated through the network meaning tokens only attend
to those before it in the sequence. We used 8 GRU layers with
a hidden size of 512 resulting in the number of parameters
being roughly the same as that of the transformer.

As a sanity check we also include results obtained using an
identity model where the PDWs themselves are clustered using
HDBSCAN. We found the minimum cluster size parameter
of HDBSCAN had a large effect on performance. For our
experiments we set it to 20 for all models.

E. Results and discussion

As shown in Table I, the transformer outperforms our cho-
sen baseline models in all performance metrics from Section
II.

Figure 4 displays the results of the transformer when
predicting the number of clusters in each pulse train. These
values are extracted directly from the deinterleaved pulse
trains by counting the number of clusters present. This, along

TABLE I
RESULTS ON THE TEST SET

Deinterleaver Transformer GRU Identity
AMI 0.882 0.850 0.761
ARI 0.817 0.811 0.610

V-measure 0.884 0.852 0.765
Homogeneity 0.938 0.856 0.899
Completeness 0.853 0.872 0.697
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Fig. 4. A confusion matrix of the true number of emitters in the synthetic test
set against the number of clusters in the partition predicted by our transformer.
The black line represents an ideal scenario where the predicted number of
clusters is the same as the true number of clusters. It can be seen that the
transformer generally predicts there to be more clusters than there are emitters.

with the homogeneity and completeness scores, indicates that
the transformer and identity models have a general trend to
overestimate the number of clusters, with a RMS error of 3.07,
and 3.48 respectively, whereas the GRU tends to underestimate
the number of clusters, with an RMS error of 2.57. The
transformer achieves a completeness score of 0.938 meaning
clusters overwhelmingly contain only pulses from a single
emitter. From our perspective, correctly forming clusters that
contain pulses from only one emitter, even if we incorrectly
split that emitter’s pulses into separate clusters, is better than
mixing pulses from different emitters together. This is because
it suggests the deinterleaver is very effective at distinguishing
between different emitters. Furthermore, we believe this in-
correct splitting of pulses from a single emitter into multiple
clusters could be corrected during a post processing step which
combines related clusters - thus increasing completeness and
V-measure.

Figure 5 shows the mean adjusted mutual information for
models across an increasing number of emitters. The perfor-
mance is strong for 5 or more emitters. However, when there
are few ground truth clusters performance is poor, regardless
of the model used. This suggests the issue is not related to
the training scheme, as the untrained identity model exhibits
a similar trend. The problem must therefore be due to the
dataset or the clustering algorithm itself. All the models tend
to over-split clusters when the number of emitters is low. They
maintain high homogeneity, but completeness drops rapidly for
fewer than 5 emitters. This could be due to three reasons, each
identifiable in Figure 6:

1) The ground truth clusters are generally much larger for

low numbers of emitters.
2) The variability between ground truth cluster sizes is much

higher for low numbers of emitters.
3) Imbalance between cluster sizes is more prominent for

small numbers of emitters, with one big cluster and many
smaller ones.

All these effects are likely amplified by the fact that pulse
trains have been limited to length 1000. By addressing these
potential issues in the dataset or clustering approach, the
performance for low numbers of emitters could likely be
improved.

V. FUTURE WORK

Future work will explore addressing the issues concerning
performance at low numbers of emitters as discussed in Sec-
tion IV-E. Equally, scaling this model to longer and variable
length sequences would also prove beneficial as the dynamics
of the previously discussed clipping issues could be reduced.
In practice, real pulse trains are longer and variable in length so
this scenario would be more realistic. Finally, we will explore
applying this model to real data collects. The main challenge
involved in this is obtaining reliable ground truth labels as
discussed in section IV-A.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper we defined the deinterleaving problem and
proposed a metric learning approach as a solution using a
transformer trained with the triplet loss on a synthetic dataset.
We showed that it achieves strong results in comparison with
an identity baseline indicating that this method is effective for
solving the deinterleaving problem. Additionally we showed
that, in this pipeline, the transformer architecture outperforms
a GRU architecture commonly used in the literature. Future
work on transformers with this pipeline can be exploited to
further improve deinterleaving performance.
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