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Enhancing next token prediction based pre-training for jet foundation models
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Next token prediction is an attractive pre-training task for jet foundation models, in that it is simulation
free and enables excellent generative capabilities that can transfer across datasets. Here we study multiple
improvements to next token prediction, building on the initial work of OmniJet-a. Instead of tokenizing particles
and subsequently only using the token-ID as the model input for both the generative and the classification
task, we adopt a hybrid setup, which allows us to use continuous feature vectors as model input while only
using token-IDs in the next token prediction target. Secondly, we explore a combined pre-training strategy that
combines masked particle modeling and generative learning objectives. Taken together, these changes greatly
improve the performance in downstream classification tasks without any loss in generative performance.

I. INTRODUCTION

Foundation models [1] applied to high energy physics
(HEP) data have recently received substantial interest, mo-
tivated by their ability to generalize to previously unseen
datasets and tasks. Jet physics in particular has been a key
target for the development of HEP foundation models (see [2]
for a recent review), due to its wide practical relevance across
LHC and future collider experiments, and its well-established
role as benchmark for machine learning (ML) algorithms [3].

Much of the activity so far in the development of founda-
tion models for jets has centered around exploring different
approaches to pre-training and fine-tuning in order to opti-
mize the expressivity of the learned representations and the
performance on downstream tasks. For example, there have
been many different proposals for the pre-training objective.
These range from predicting a missing entry, based either on
masking [4-8] or next token prediction [9], to classification
[10-14], data augmentation and contrastive learning [15, 16]
or a combination of tasks [11-13]. Despite all these efforts, it
remains unclear to what extent different pre-training methods
produce representations that align well with the demands of
downstream tasks. Different pre-training objectives correlate
strongly with performance on downstream tasks: for instance
some approaches enable classification but not generation or
vice versa. This is clearly an unsatisfactory situation for the
HEP foundation model paradigm.

Another dividing line is the reliance on ground-truth in-
formation in the training phase, which determines whether
they can in-principle be trained using data or whether simula-
tion is required. While simulation-based approaches [10-15]
can leverage supervised training on high-fidelity simulations,
simulation-free approaches [4-9, 16, 17] have the potential to
be trained directly on the copious amounts of real LHC data
(which far outnumbers simulated data).
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This work focuses on OmniJet-& [9] as the only model
with demonstrated generative capabilities and transfer learn-
ing between tasks that can be fully trained on data. How-
ever, these advantages so far came at a price, namely a sub-
optimal performance when considering downstream classifi-
cation tasks. Here, we identify and improve upon two lim-
itations of the original OmniJet-@ approach, stemming from
it being an autoregressive GPT-like model. In both cases,
we modify the architecture to align more closely with the
nature of our physics data, while maintaining the attractive
simulation-free and generation-capable properties.

First, we show that using tokenized input during the clas-
sifier training harms classification ability. The main reason
for tokenization is that it improves generative pre-training and
generative downstream performance. However, due to infor-
mation loss and possible artifacts [18], tokenization might not
be the most optimal choice. To circumvent these issues, we
present an improved hybrid setup for next token prediction
based pre-training, where the input feature vectors are contin-
uous while the pre-training targets remain token-IDs. Allow-
ing for continuous input significantly increases the classifica-
tion capabilities of our model, while keeping the token-IDs
as targets for the pre-training preserves the generative perfor-
mance.

Second, we revisit the pre-training task. It is known from
natural language processing (NLP) that models based on
causal attention and next token prediction excel at genera-
tion, whereas bi-directional approaches using masking pro-
duce rich contextual embeddings. Recent works that have fo-
cused on combining the two training objectives include [19—
24]. While OmnilJet-a has strong generative capabilities due
to its next token prediction (NTP) pre-training, we hypoth-
esize that tasks such as jet classification require a contex-
tual understanding of the jet constituents which may be bet-
ter served by bi-directional pre-training like masked particle
modeling (MPM) [4, 5] and other methods based on masked
prediction [6-8]. Inspired by the results from the NLP litera-
ture, we investigate the performance of both NTP and MPM
during pre-training and subsequent fine-tuning to classifica-
tion, including a setup that combines both training objectives.
We show how pre-training on both next and masked token
prediction simultaneously leads to a drastic improvement of
downstream classification performance, while maintaining the
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generative capabilities.

The rest of this paper adheres to the following structure:
Section II describes the used datasets, reviews the original
OmniJet-a method and its limitations, and details the modi-
fications we introduce to address them. Section III reports the
performance gains from (i) adapting to a continuous model
input and (ii) updating the pre-training objective to combine
next token and masked token prediction. Our conclusions are
presented in Section I'V. Additional details, analyses and ab-
lation studies are provided in Sections A to D.

II. SETUP

The model is implemented in PyTorcu [25] and LicHT-
NING [26]. Furthermore, we use the open source software li-
braries in Refs. [27-38]. The overall architecture of the model
is similar to the one used in OmniJet-a, with a few minor up-
dates outlined in Section A.

A. Datasets

Two datasets are used in our studies: the JetClass [10, 39]
dataset and the top tagging dataset [3, 40].

The JetClass dataset contains 100 M training jets from sim-
ulated proton-proton collisions at the LHC. It contains ten dif-
ferent jet types, with the individual jet types corresponding to
one background jet type (quark- or gluon-initiated jets) and
nine signal jet types where the jet originates from the decay of
a top quark, a W, Z or Higgs boson. The individual jet types
are: q/g, t — bqq’, t = blv, W = qq’, Z — qG, H — bb,
H — cc, H— gg, H— 4q, H — {vqq’. The events are sim-
ulated with MadGraph5_aMC@NLO [41]. Pythia8 [42, 43]
is used for parton showering and hadronization, and a simpli-
fied detector simulation is performed with Delphes [44] us-
ing the CMS [45] detector card. The particles are clustered
with the anti-ky [46] algorithm with a distance parameter of
R = 0.8, and only jets with a transverse momentum in the
range of 500 GeV < pr < 1000 GeV and a pseudorapidity of
Inl < 2.0 are included in the dataset. Further details on the
JetClass dataset can be found in [10].

The top tagging dataset contains g/g jets as well as
t = bqq’ jets. This dataset is significantly smaller than
the JetClass dataset, with 1.2M training jets. It contains
jets extracted from LHC events that were simulated with
Pythia8 [42, 43] and Delphes [44] using the ATLAS [47] de-
tector card. The jets are clustered with the anti-ky [46] algo-
rithm with a distance parameter of R = 0.8, and are required
to have || < 2.0 and a transverse momentum in the range of
550GeV < pr < 650GeV.

B. Original OmniJet-o method

An overview of the method of the original work is shown
in Figure 1 (upper row). In the original OmniJet-& work jet

constituents are first tokenized with a vector quantized autoen-
coder (VQ-VAE) [4, 48, 49] to obtain a discrete representation
of the continuous input features, in the following referred to
as token-IDs, denoted as #;. The pre-training is performed on
the generative task, which is trained with NTP. Afterwards,
the integer number token-IDs are used as input for both the
generative and classification tasks.

A key advantage of the original OmniJet-o setup is that
generative pre-training produces good generative models that
can be transferred to different datasets with minimal fine-
tuning [17], and earlier studies have shown that such models
are directly useful for anomaly detection [11, 12, 50]. Be-
yond this immediate utility, the same pre-training was shown
to significantly improve classification performance relative to
training from scratch. However, the absolute classification
performance obtained in this way still falls short of the cur-
rent state-of-the-art. As we will show with the modifications
to OmniJet-a detailed in the next subsection, this performance
gap arises from the original design choice to use the discrete
token-IDs as model input, as well as from the limited contex-
tual representation learned under a NTP objective.

C. Modifications
1. Continuous-input next-token prediction

The main advantage of using continuous input vectors is
that the downstream classification task can operate directly on
the full resolution feature vectors ¢;, ensuring that the model
does not suffer from tokenization-induced loss of information
in this task. With this goal of improving downstream clas-
sification performance, we use continuous feature vectors as
model inputs while token-IDs serve only as next token pre-
diction targets, following the hybrid setup employed in prior
works. The general framework is shown in Figure | (bot-
tom row): during pre-training, the model acts on pseudo-
continuous feature vectors, denoted in Figure 1 as cZ-, which
refers to the continuous representations of the tokenized in-
puts (i.e. the decoded token-IDs). During autoregressive jet
generation, the decoding of token-IDs is integrated into the
autoregressive generation loop. Note that this additional de-
coding step is not needed during training, as the whole se-
quence of particle tokens is fed to the model at once.

2. Masked token prediction

Following masked modeling approaches in natural lan-
guage processing and computer vision [51-56], masked mod-
eling was introduced for jet physics in the form of Masked
Particle Modeling (MPM) [4, 5]. Although MPM does not
produce a generative model out of the box, it has demonstrated
competitive classification performance. Since the pre-training
strategies of MPM and our method differ mainly in whether
the model predicts masked particles or the next particle, it is a
close relative to our method and we include it in our setup in
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FIG. 1. The high-level architecture of the OmniJet workflow: (a) the pre-training based on next token prediction, (b) the generative model

obtained from unsupervised pre-training and (c) the classification model obtained from supervised fine-tuning. Our new approach uses con-
tinuous feature vectors as input, both for the generative and classification tasks. Token-IDs are shown as 7;, with 7, corresponding to a start
token and ¢, corresponding to an end token. The continuous feature vectors are shown as ¢;, and the pseudo-continuous feature vectors (i.e. the

decoded token-IDs) are shown as 57, In the continuous input case, the start token is a trainable embedding JS
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FIG. 2. Schematic overview of the different pre-training strategies: (a) next token prediction (NTP), (b) masked token prediction (MPM) [4, 5],
and (c) joint NTP and MPM. Token-IDs are shown as f;, continuous feature vectors as ¢&;, pseudo-continuous feature vectors as LZ, the mask
embeddings as 77;. The vectors &; represent the backbone output and 7; and y; represent the next and masked token predictions, respectively.
The particles are not pr-sorted, but with positional encoding the information of the pr-order within the masked subset is recovered: in this
example, the first masked particle (position 1) is assumed to have smaller py than the second masked particle (position 4), which is why they
are re-introduced as 77, and 7, respectively when using positional encoding.



order to study the effects of masked token versus next token
prediction on the classification task performance.

In the MPM setup, shown in Figure 2b, a fraction of the
input particles is removed from the input sequence before be-
ing passed to the transformer backbone. After the backbone,
the masked particles are reinserted into the sequence in the
form of mask embeddings 7;, which are trainable embeddings
that are initialized with Gaussian noise and are learned dur-
ing training. Positional encoding is applied to these reinserted
mask embeddings. Here, the index i refers to the position of
a masked particle in the pr-sorted subset of masked particles.
That is, the i highest pr masked particle is reintroduced to
the jet (after the backbone) as 77;. The model head is then
tasked to predict the token-ID of the masked positions. The
main difference in our implementation compared to the orig-
inal MPM works is that we use a significantly smaller back-
bone model, which is described in more detail in Section A.

A natural question is whether the benefits of MPM stem
from its objective (predicting masked tokens) or some dif-
ference in the neural network architecture. The main differ-
ence is the use of bi-directional attention in MPM (required
by the permutation symmetry that comes with treating the jets
as point clouds), compared with the causal attention used in
NTP (required by treating the jets as sequences). To address
this, we implement a version of MPM that uses a causal atten-
tion mask in the backbone transformer as well as in the model
head, in the following referred to as MPM-Causal. This setup
preserves the causal attention structure of NTP while chang-
ing only the prediction objective, allowing for a controlled
comparison between the two factors. A masking rate of 40%
is used in all MPM(-Causal) trainings as this was found to be
the optimal masking rate in [5].

3. Joint next and masked token prediction

To investigate if the advantages of both next and masked
token prediction can be combined, we implement a joint
pre-training. An illustration of the joint setup is shown in
Figure 2c. This joint pre-training is realized by having two
model heads, predicting the next token logits and the masked
token logits, respectively. The two individual loss terms are
simply added without any further modification. Two back-
bone forward passes are performed during pre-training. The
forward pass for the masked token prediction is performed the
same way as for pure MPM, i.e. with bi-directional attention
and with positional encoding. For the next token prediction
all jet constituents are used as input and the causal mask is
applied. Furthermore, so as to not force the NTP backbone
to align its output too strongly with the generative task, we
use a transformer in the NTP head in addition to the simple
unembedding layer that the original OmniJet-& was trained
with. This allows the model to further modify the backbone
representation with causal attention before projecting the rep-
resentation to next token logits.

III. RESULTS

We pre-train the backbone on the whole 100 M-jet training
set of the JetClass dataset for each pre-training strategy. Af-
terwards, we evaluate the quality of the generative model (in
cases where the pre-training involves NTP) and quantify the
effectiveness of the different pre-training strategies by fine-
tuning the pre-trained models on jet classification. Unless
otherwise specified we restrict the set of input features to the
kinematic features (particle pt, A¢ and An), as the other fea-
tures included in the JetClass dataset are not available in the
top tagging dataset!.

A. Token-ID input vs. continuous input

We first verify that the change of input structure from
token-IDs to continuous feature vectors can be accomplished
without sacrificing the performance of the corresponding gen-
erative model. The jet and particle-level distributions obtained
from generated jets of the two different input types is com-
pared to their target distributions in Figure 3. For both models
the particle-level distributions of the generated jets show very
good agreement with the jets from the JetClass dataset and
small deviations from the target distribution. The change in
input structure (continuous feature vectors instead of token-
IDs) thus doesn’t harm the performance of the generative
model.

The positive effect of the continuous input on the classifi-
cation performance is shown in Figure 4a for in-distribution
and in Figure 4b for out-of-distribution transfer learning. For
in-distribution transfer learning, we fine-tune the model on
multi-class classification (10 classes) on the JetClass dataset
with training dataset sizes between 1k and 100 M jets. As ex-
pected, the from scratch model, i.e. the baseline model with-
out any pre-training, performs significantly better with contin-
uous input features than with token-ID inputs for all dataset
sizes. This demonstrates that the tokenization alone signifi-
cantly harms the classification performance.

The pre-trained models improve the performance compared
to their respective from-scratch models in both the token-
ID and the continuous case. In the token-ID input case, the
pre-trained model outperforms the from-scratch model for all
dataset sizes except for the largest dataset size. In the largest
dataset size regime, at 100 M jets, the from-scratch model
catches up with the fine-tuned model, which indicates that the
model has seen enough training data to learn the relevant fea-
tures from scratch and using the pre-trained weights as ini-
tialization does not provide a benefit anymore. Meanwhile, in
the continuous input case, we still observe a performance gain
from generative pre-training for small dataset sizes, while the

! We investigate the effect of extending the feature set to include the particle-
ID and trajectory displacement information of the jet constituents for a
model pre-trained with NTP using continuous inputs, and observe, as ex-
pected, a significant improvement in the classification capabilities. This
study is shown in Section C.
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FIG. 3. Comparison of the jets that are generated by the token-ID-input and the continuous-input model, as well as the jets from the JetClass
dataset on particle-level (top row) and jet-level (bottom row). The first and last bins show the under- and overflow bins, respectively. The jets
shown for the JetClass dataset are tokenized and subsequently decoded, representing the target of the generative model.
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from-scratch and fine-tuned model converge to a similar per- and 1.2 M jets, with the latter being the full training dataset
formance for training dataset sizes of 1 M jets or more. size of this dataset. We see very similar trends as for in-

For the out-of-distribution transfer learning we fine-tune  distribution transfer learning, with a clear performance gain
the model on the binary classification task on the top tag- ~ When using continuous input features instead of token-ID in-

ging dataset. The dataset range for this study is between 1k ~ Put features. In this case, generative pre-training offers an
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Classification performance on the top tagging dataset with different pre-training strategies: (a) the classifier accuracy and (b) the

background (g/g-jet) rejection at 30 % signal (top-jet) efficiency. All models use continuous feature vectors as input.

improvement over the from-scratch baseline for the whole
dataset range, both for the token-ID input and the contin-
uous input case. While the continuous input classifier pre-
sented here is still outperformed by jet taggers that pre-train
in a supervised manner directly on a classification task, like
ParT [10], L-GATr [57, 58] or OmniLearned [13], this is ex-
pected as the studies presented here use a plain transformer
architecture without physics-inspired interaction features or
more involved, Lorentz-equivariant model architectures, and
is also pre-training completely without labels.

B. Comparison of different pre-training objectives

For the comparison of different pre-training strategies
(NTP, MPM and joint), we pre-train with continuous inputs
on the JetClass dataset with the kinematic-only feature set and
fine-tune on the top tagging dataset. The results of this com-
parison are shown in Figure 5. All investigated pre-training
strategies lead to an improvement over the baseline for the
whole range of training dataset sizes, except for the Rz, met-
ric? at a training dataset size of 1000 jets where the fine-tuned
NTP model performs slightly worse than the from-scratch
baseline. This could be due to the fact that the difference be-
tween the pre-training task (next token prediction) and the tar-
get task (classification) is too large, with the model not being
able to adjust to the target task with only 1000 training jets
during fine-tuning. Additional evidence for this interpreta-
tion is provided in Appendix D, where fine-tuning with a fixed

2 The R3 metric is the background rejection at 30 % signal efficiency.

backbone shows that NTP-pretrained representations are sub-
stantially less aligned with classification than those obtained
from MPM or joint pre-training.

While pre-training with NTP leads to a significant improve-
ment over the from-scratch baseline, it is outperformed by the
other pre-training strategies with the best performance being
achieved by MPM. The MPM-Causal setup (i.e. predicting
masked tokens with causal attention) performs similarly to the
next token prediction setup. This indicates that the classifica-
tion performance gains seen in MPM are not solely due to
the masked prediction objective itself. The different attention
mechanisms (bidirectional vs. causal) also plays an important
role. Apparently, bi-directional attention allows the model to
develop a contextual understanding in a better way than causal
attention does.

The joint pre-training clearly outperforms the standard NTP
pre-training and results in a classification performance close
to that of pure MPM. At the same time, as shown in Figure 6,
we observe that the generative capabilities of our model are
not reduced by the joint training on NTP and MPM, with both
models showing very similar agreement with the target distri-
bution, both on particle level and on jet level.

IV. CONCLUSION

When transplanting the methods of transformer-based
foundation models from their origins in the modeling of lan-
guage to their new home in solving problems in jet physics,
their assumptions need to be revisited. For example, while
the concept of tokens naturally fits data that can be seen as
composed from discrete elements — such as words or word
fragments — another representation might suit the typically



102 0.12
—— JetClass (tokenized & decoded) —— JetClass (tokenized & decoded) 0104 — JetClass (tokenized & decoded)
10' { — Generated NTP 0.101 — Generated NTP —— Generated NTP
- 100 — Generated NTP + MPM © 008 Generated NTP + MPM — 0.08 1 —— Generated NTP + MPM
g g g
@ 107 4§ © i © 0.06
E £ 0% E
s10 2 0.04 2 0.04
1073 4
0.02 1 0.02
1074 4
u T T T u 0.00 T T T 0.00 T T T
o 154 o 154 o 154
8 1.0 = Apaaciagdbgel. 8 1.04 £ 1.0 %&————-———-—G%——ﬁ
0.5 T T T T 0.5 T T T 0.5 T T T
0 50 100 150 200 -0.5 0.0 0.5 -0.5 0.0 0.5
Particle pr [GeV] Particle An Particle A
—— JetClass (tokenized & decoded) 0.084 — JetClass (tokenized & decoded) 0.08 { —— JetClass (tokenized & decoded)
0.109 — Generated NTP —— Generated NTP —— Generated NTP
o 0.084 — Generated NTP + MPM ©0.064 Generated NTP + MPM 5 0.06{ —— Generated NTP + MPM
[TE [TE [
& B &
© © ©
g 0.06 £ 0.041 £ 0.04
2004 2 2
0.02 4 0.02
0.02
0.00 ~— T T u 0.00 |'! 0.00
o 154 o 154 o 151
5 1.0 5 1.0 8 1.0
0.5+ T T T 0.5+ T T T T 0.5 T T T T T T
400 600 800 1000 0 50 150 200 250 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2
Jet pr [GeV] Jet mass [GeV] T32

FIG. 6. Comparison of the generative models trained with NTP only vs. joint NTP and MPM. The jets shown for the JetClass dataset are
tokenized and subsequently decoded, representing the target of the generative model.

continuous, high resolution read-outs of modern particle de-
tectors better. Moreover, it is not yet clear which pre-training
strategy or strategies best fit the specific downstream tasks that
are of interest to particle physicists.

In this work, we have investigated these two questions: the
effect of tokenizing inputs, and of setting useful pre-training
tasks. We first found that a hybrid approach with respect to
tokenization can combine the best of both worlds. While the
learning target for the generative pre-training step remains to-
kenized, it uses continuous feature vectors with limited reso-
Iution (obtained by the decoder of the VQ-VAE that created
the tokens in the first place) as input. This allows the model
to keep its strong generative performance, while not restrict-
ing the input format to be tokenized. The model can then be
fine-tuned directly to classify using full-resolution continuous
inputs, leading to drastic improvement of classification perfor-
mance as it is no longer limited to using token-IDs as input.

Next, we turned to the fairly subtle difference between
predicting subsequent tokens (next token prediction, NTP)
and predicting randomly masked-out tokens (masked parti-
cle modeling, MPM). Naively, the difference seems marginal.
However, empirically, a non-trivial difference in performance
can be observed. To better understand this behavior, we intro-
duced the causally-masked version of MPM, allowing parti-
cles to only attend to their predecessors and thereby blocking
the bi-directional attention. As this causal MPM version per-
forms almost on-par with the generative NTP approach, one
can conclude that the bi-directional attention of MPM plays a
major role in aligning the learned representation for the clas-

sification task.

Finally, we investigated a joint NTP/MPM pre-training
scheme and showed that it is both possible and beneficial:
combining both objectives improves on the downstream clas-
sification performance while maintaining the generative fi-
delity of pure NTP training. Evidently, enhancing the learned
representation via some injection of MPM training does not
adversely affect the generative power of NTP pretraining.

As both generative and predictive tasks are crucial appli-
cations of a successful foundation model of jet physics, the
hybridization options developed in this work will aid the suc-
cessful implementation of such a model. Beyond the ideas
considered here, one might further investigate whether other
tokenization schemes could yield performances surpassing the
VQ-VAE — especially as the number of features is further
increased. Alternatively, one could explore whether genera-
tion could even be achieved while fully avoiding discrete to-
kens [59]. Finally, these hybrid ideas could also point towards
approaches that include physical priors more explicitly, while
retaining the flexibility of foundation models.
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Appendix A: Model architecture and training details
1. Backbone architecture changes

Compared to OmniJet-&, which uses post-norm trans-
former blocks based on [60], we use pre-norm trans-
former [61] blocks in the backbone architecture as this choice
is more common in modern transformer architectures. Fur-
thermore, we add LAYERScALE [62] to the architecture, but
instead of initializing the per-channel weights with a small
value as commonly done, we use a value of 1 as we found this
initialization strategy to be more effective in practice in our
trainings. We also add registers [63] to the backbone architec-
ture which was found to slightly improve classification per-
formance in initial studies. Overall we use a smaller backbone
compared to OmniJet-a by using 8 transformer blocks with an
embedding dimension of 128 instead of 3 transformer blocks
with an embedding dimension of 256. Moreover, this leads
to a much smaller backbone compared to the MPM work,
which uses 8 transformer blocks with an embedding dimen-
sion of 512. The smaller model size in this work was chosen
as we found that a larger backbone did not lead to better re-
sults in initial experiments. The token-ID-input backbone has
2.6 M parameters as opposed to 4.5 M parameters in the orig-
inal OmniJet-& work. The number of parameters is further re-
duced in the continuous-input backbone, which has 1.6 M pa-
rameters. The much larger number of parameters in the token-
ID-input case is due to the trainable token embedding layer for
the token-ID input (which maps 8192 token-IDs to the embed-
ding dimension 128 of the backbone), resulting in around 1 M
additional parameters. Finally, the backbone model is con-
ditioned on the number of particles, as the continuous-input
generative model was found to struggle with correct end to-
ken prediction when not using this conditioning in early tests.
For the case where the model acts as a generative model, we
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fit a kernel density estimate (KDE) on the distribution of the
number of particles per jet, from which we sample to generate
the conditional information for jet generation’. We combine
jet-level information (i.e. the number of particles) with the
per-particle information by first projecting both the jet-level
and the particle-level feature vectors with a linear layer to the
embedding dimension of the backbone, and then adding the
jet-level embedding to each particle embedding. The details
of the backbone architecture and hyperparameter choices are
listed in Table 1. Due to computational constraints, no dedi-
cated hyperparameter optimization was performed. Instead,
a few configurations were tested, and we selected configura-
tions that were found to lead to stable training performance
while also not requiring an unnecessarily large model.

2. Token prediction head

As in the original OmniJet-a work, we use a linear layer
to project the backbone output to the logits of the token-IDs
when training on the NTP target only. The token prediction
head used for MPM, as well as the token prediction head used
for the NTP prediction in the joint pre-training consists of two
transformer blocks with the same embedding dimension as the
backbone, followed by a linear layer to obtain the masked and
next token logits, respectively.

3. Classification head

Compared to OmniJet-a we adapt the classification head to
feature two class-attention blocks [10, 62] followed by a lin-
ear layer (instead of two linear layers with a summation over
all particles between them) to obtain a more capable classifi-
cation head. Furthermore, we do not apply the causal mask in
the backbone in classification mode as this is an unnecessary
restriction on the model’s capacity when trained for classifi-
cation. The classification head adds another 400 k parameters
to the model, leading to a total of 2 M trainable parameters in
the continuous-input classifier, which is similar in size to the
Omnilearn [11, 12] or ParT [10] models.

4. VQ-VAE architecture changes

As the hybrid setup with continuous input and token-ID
prediction requires on-the-fly decoding of token-IDs during
the generation loop, the VQ-VAE has to be trained with a
causal mask in the decoder. Additionally, we use the same
transformer block architecture as in the backbone model, in-
stead of the NormFormer [64] architecture that was used in
OmniJet-a. The vector quantization is implemented using
the vqtorch [35] library. The VQ-VAE hyperparameters are

3 The generated values from the KDE are clipped to be larger than zero and
subsequently rounded to the closest integer number.
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listed in Table II. As for the backbone, no dedicated hyper-
parameter tuning was performed, rather, a few configurations
were tested and found to lead to stable results.

5. Training details

All models are trained with the Ranger [65] optimizer,
which uses the Lookahead [66] optimizer with RAdam [67] as
the inner optimizer. A constant learning rate of 1 x 1073 and a
batch size of 1000 is used for all trainings except for trainings
where we use 10k jets or less, for which we use a batch size of
100. Pre-trainings are performed for a total of 1 M steps, with
the final model state being used for evaluation. Classification
trainings are performed for up to 1 M steps as well, but with
early stopping based on the validation loss. Classification runs
are repeated with five different random seeds and the average
and standard deviation of the five runs is reported. The model
state with the lowest validation loss is used for evaluation in
classification runs.

TABLE I. Backbone model hyperparameters

Hyperparameter \ Value
Number of transformer blocks 8
Embedding dimension 128
LAYERSCALE initialization value 1.0
Optimizer Ranger [65-67]
Learning rate 0.001
Batch size (if Nyain > 10000) 1000
Batch size (if Ny, < 10000) 100

Appendix B: Performance of the VQ-VAE

A comparison of both particle-level and jet-level features of
the original JetClass dataset and the distributions obtained af-
ter tokenization (and subsequent decoding with the VQ-VAE

TABLE II. VQ-VAE model hyperparameters. For further informa-
tion on «, B and v see [35, 49].

Hyperparameter ‘ Value
Number of transformer blocks (encoder) 4
Number of transformer blocks (decoder) 4
Embedding dimension 128
LAYERScALE [62] initialization value 1.0
Optimizer Ranger [65-67]
Learning rate 0.001
Batch size 1000
Codebook size 8192 (kin.)
32768 (ext.)
a 10
B 0.9
% 1
Replacement frequency 500 steps
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decoder) are shown in Figure 7. As can be seen in the distribu-
tion of the trajectory displacement dy, the VQ-VAE struggles
to accurately reproduce this distribution. We found this fea-
ture to be very challenging to encode with a VQ-VAE, given
that it features a very sharp peak at O with long tails towards
small and large values. However, we leave further studies re-
garding high-resolution tokenization of those features for fu-
ture work.

Appendix C: Extending the feature set

To further improve the performance and utility of our mod-
els, we extend the input feature set of our model. We add the
particle mass as well as the particle-ID and the trajectory dis-
placement features to the input feature set of the model. A
new VQ-VAE is trained for the extended feature set, using a
codebook size 4 times larger than for the standard feature set,
and a model is subsequently pre-trained with next token pre-
diction.

The generative performance obtained with the two different
input feature sets is shown in Figure 8, which shows the parti-
cle pr and two of the newly added features, the particle charge
and the transverse impact parameter dyp, as well as several jet
level features. The two dotted reference lines in Figure 8 cor-
respond to the different VQ-VAEs used for the two different
feature sets, leading to slightly different target distributions
during the generative training.

The model trained on the extended feature set shows sim-
ilar performance on observables related to the kinematics of
the particles (both on particle- and jet-level). The smoother
distribution of the particle pr in the extended feature set case
arises from the VQ-VAE having a larger codebook size. Both
the particle charge distribution and the dj distribution show
good agreement with the corresponding target distribution.

By extending the input feature set, the classification per-
formance is drastically improved as can be seen in Figure 9.
This overall improvement is expected as those features are
known to be useful for jet tagging. The performance when
trained on the whole JetClass dataset using the extended fea-
ture set leads to an accuracy of 85.7% in the baseline case
whereas the kinematics-only model reaches an accuracy of
only 70%. Generative pre-training leads to a notable improve-
ment in classification performance for dataset sizes up to 1 M
jets when using the extended feature set. For larger training
dataset sizes, the performance of the pre-trained model con-
verges to the performance of the from-scratch model.

Appendix D: Fine-tuning with fixed backbone representations

To investigate how aligned the pre-trained backbones are
with the classification task, we perform classification fine-
tuning where we only train the classifier head, shown in Fig-
ure 10. While MPM and the joint pre-training perform better
or on-par with the baseline model (in which also the backbone
weights are allowed to change during training) for all dataset
sizes, this is not true for MPM-Causal, which is outperformed



12

102 4
—— JetClass 010d — JetClass 0.10 4 — JetClass
100§ — JetClass (kin. tokenized) : —— JetClass (kin. tokenized) —— JetClass (kin. tokenized)
o 1004 — JetClass (ext. tokenized) 5 0.08 1 — JetClass (ext. tokenized) 5 0.081 —— JetClass (ext. tokenized)
() [ 9
N N N
T 107 4 ‘T 0.06 ‘5 0.06 1
£ £ £
S 10723 S 0.044 S 0.04 1
-3 ]
10 0.02 A 0.02
10—4 4
t T T T T 0.00 T T T 0.00
o o 154
T T
5 1.0 s w&%d]E
T T T T 0.5 T T T
0 50 100 150 200 -0.5 0.0 0.5 -0.5 0.0 0.5
Particle pr [GeV] Particle An Particle Ag
2
0.8 —— JetClass 0.8 — letClass 0% JetClass
—— JetClass (kin. tokenized) —— JetClass (kin. tokenized) 10t 4 — JetClass (kin. tokenized)
- 0.6 4 — JetClass (ext. tokenized) - —— JetClass (ext. tokenized) - —— JetClass (ext. tokenized)
Q © 0.6 1 o 1004
] N N
‘© © ©
£ 0.4 E 0.4 £ 107
] S S
z =z Z 10-2 ]
0.2 A 0.2 1
1073 4
0.0 T 4 A 0.0 T T T T T
o 1.5 m‘ o 1.5 o 151
8 1.0 :l-l]au:h-_l—--- ---- -- - 8 1.0 B 1.09 =
-4 o o AT
05 . 0.5 4 . . . . . . 05 e ! ﬂ
0.2 O 4 1.0 -15 -1.0 -05 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 —1 0 -0.5 0. O
Particle mass [GeV] Particle charge Particle do [mm]
—— JetClass LAY p— JetClass 0.12{ — letClass
0251 JetClass (kin. tokenized) 0.8 —— JetClass (kin. tokenized) —— JetClass (kin. tokenized)
© 0204 — JetClass (ext. tokenized) s —— JetClass (ext. tokenized) 5 0109 JetClass (ext. tokenized)
(9] . 9 (9
£ 206 £ 0.08 1
© B © ©
g 0.15 £ € 0.06 -
<} S 0.4 4 <]
= 0.10 -4 Z .04
0.05 A 0.2 1 0.02
0.00 T f T T T t 0.0 T T T 0.00
grsy |k II‘] 0151 © 151
3 1.01 iy lrl--—---- —zeem- = = . S5 1.0 S 1.0 I""‘““‘"“‘“""’""""’E
05 1 . — 051 . . . . 051 . . ;
0. 00 0. 05 0. 10 0. 15 0.20 0.25 0.30 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 400 600 800 1000
Particle a(do) [mm] Particle isPhoton Jet pr[GeV]
0.08 4{ — JetClass 0.08 4 — JetClass —— JetClass
—— JetClass (kin. tokenized) —— JetClass (kin. tokenized) 0.06 4 — JetClass (kin. tokenized)
© 006 JetClass (ext. tokenized) 5 0.06 1 — JetClass (ext. tokenized) - —— JetClass (ext. tokenized)
o Y o @
N N N
© © © 0.04 4
€ 0.04 £ 0.04 1 E
(=] o o
z =z =z
0.02 A 0.02 - 0.02 -
0.00 ~— T T T T r! 0.00 T T T T T T 0.00 ~— T T T T T t
o 1.5 o 1.5 o 1.51 I
= = - o =1
2 1.0 1 S 1.0 2 1.04
o« < B '—q,d'q o
0.5 : ; ; ; ; 05 BT ; ; ; i 0.5 ; ; ; ; ; ;
0 50 100 150 200 250 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2
Jet mass [GeV] T32 T21

FIG. 7. Comparison of the original JetClass dataset and the corresponding distributions obtained after tokenization.

The tokenized datasets

are the target for the generative models for the two feature sets investigated in this work: kinematics-only (kin.) and the extended feature set
(ext.). Particle features related to trajectory displacement (d, and o(d;)) are only shown for charged particles.
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by the from scratch model at a dataset size of 1.2 M training

jets. Even more notable is the behavior

for the model that

is pre-trained with NTP: this model is outperformed for the
whole training dataset range, meaning that this backbone rep-

resentation does not offer an advantage over the baseline when
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FIG. 10. Classification performance on the top tagging dataset when
fine-tuning with a fixed backbone.

In order to explore this behavior in more detail, we study
the gradients, validation loss and validation Rj3 for the differ-
ent setups. Figure 11a (left) shows the norm of the gradient of
the backbone model for the individual runs from Figure 10 ata
dataset size of 10 000 jets. The backbone model obtained from
NTP pre-training shows drastically larger gradients compared
to the other methods. MPM, MPM-Causal and NTP+MPM
have larger gradients than the from-scratch baseline (where
the backbone is allowed to change) indicating that there re-
mains significant gradient signal to update the frozen weights.
However, those models still converges to a lower validation
loss, as shown in Figure 11a (middle). This is not true for the
NTP model, which indicates that the representations obtained

4 This effect did not show up in the original OmniJet-a work, which used
token-IDs as input rather than the continuous feature vector input used
here. We believe that the baseline model in that case struggles with clas-
sification because it also needs to “decode” the information contained in
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from this pre-training are not as aligned with the classifica-
tion task as the ones of the other methods, or at least is less
suited for subsequent fine-tuning to classification in a model
with bi-directional attention model. We note that by switch-
ing from causal attention during pre-training to bi-directional
attention during fine-tuning, the fixed representation is being
used in a way that it was not trained for. And since it is fixed,
it is not able to adapt. Figure 11b shows the corresponding
behavior when using causal attention in the classifier training.
The fine-tuning of the NTP-pre-trained model is significantly
more stable, with the loss decreasing faster and smoother. Fur-
thermore, the gradients show a similar behavior as the fine-
tuning of the MPM-Causal backbone. This supports the hy-
pothesis above, that the directionality is an important com-
ponent contributing to the performance loss. However, it is
not a complete explanation as the fixed NTP backbone still
lead to worse classification performance in this scenario. We
hypothesize that the reason for this is that the output represen-
tation of the fixed NTP backbone will be too strongly aligned
to the generative task making it more difficult to adapt to the
classification task. In order to investigate whether this can be
mitigated, we compare fine-tunings with both fixed and train-
able backbones for the default case where the NTP head is
just a single linear layer to fine-tunings where the NTP head
contains two transformer blocks and a subsequent linear layer
like the MPM head. The classifier architecture is the same in
all cases, only the head during pre-training differs between the
different approaches. As shown in Figure 12, while the per-
formance with the fixed backbone improves, both pre-training
architectures perform similarly in the subsequent fine-tuning
when the backbone weights are allowed to change as well.

the token-IDs. The pre-training likely performs some of this decoding
while training on the generative task, allowing it to outperform the baseline
model. Using continuous input allows the classifier to completely bypass
the token-IDs, making this baseline model more capable compared to that
of [9].
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FIG. 11. Evolution of the backbone’s gradient norm, as well as the validation loss and R3, as a function of the training step. For each
pre-training strategy five different runs are shown, corresponding to the five different runs with 10 000 training jets in Figure 10. The snowflake
symbol indicates that the weights of the backbone are fixed. The left-right arrow in the legend indicates that bi-directional attention is used
in the backbone whereas a left arrow indicates that attention is only allowed to previous particles in the sequence (i.e. causal attention). The
rolling average is shown for better readability. We show the average of the last 30 logged values of the gradients, which are logged every 20
training steps, and the average over the last 4 epochs for the validation loss and validation Rjg.
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FIG. 12. Classification performance on the top tagging dataset for
NTP pre-trained models with two different architectures in the model
head: Linear head corresponds to the model head being a single lin-
ear layer, whereas Transformer head corresponds to a model head
with two transformer blocks and a linear layer.
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