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Attention-based transformer models have become increasingly prevalent in collider analysis, offer-
ing enhanced performance for tasks such as jet tagging. However, they are computationally intensive
and require substantial data for training. In this paper, we introduce a new jet classification network
using an MLP mixer, where two subsequent MLP operations serve to transform particle and feature
tokens over the jet constituents. The transformed particles are combined with subjet information
using multi-head cross-attention so that the network is invariant under the permutation of the jet
constituents. We utilize two clustering algorithms to identify subjets: the standard sequential re-
combination algorithms with fixed radius parameters and a new IRC-safe, density-based algorithm of
dynamic radii based on HDBSCAN. The proposed network demonstrates comparable classification
performance to state-of-the-art models while boosting computational efficiency drastically. Finally,
we evaluate the network performance using various interpretable methods, including centred kernel
alignment and attention maps, to highlight network efficacy in collider analysis tasks.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Machine learning techniques have exhibited signifi-
cant effectiveness in various collider studies, spanning
tasks such as event classification, anomaly detection and
searches for new physics. Particularly notable in high en-
ergy physics applications is identifying elementary parti-
cles that initiate jets, known as jet tagging. This is driven
by the inherent differences in characteristics exhibited by
jets initiated by different particles. For instance, boosted
heavy particles such as W , Z, and H bosons may man-
ifest a multi-prong structure in a jet, whereas QCD jets
are less likely to exhibit such features. This informa-
tion serves as a discriminatory factor between jets ini-
tiated by different particles. Jet tagging methods were
initially developed based on insights of QCD theory and
have undergone continuous refinement to effectively dis-
criminate between boosted heavy objects, quark jet and
gluon jet.[1–15](and references therein). Recently, im-
provements in jet identification have continued by using
ML methods for jet image analysis [16–24], graph based
analysis [25–29] or sequence based analysis [30–35].

Because the order of the particles in an event should
not alter the outcome, any ML model for HEP should
be a function of a set of particles without order, a “par-
ticle cloud”. While these methods have demonstrated
high performance in various applications, they are not
well-suited for particle cloud analysis. The particle cloud
model mitigates combinatorial ambiguities by represent-
ing final state particles as a permutation-invariant se-
quence. A network with an input data set of size N
must be invariant to N ! permutations of the inputs. This
simultaneously provides the ability to capture both lo-
cal structure from nearby particles and global structure
resulting among all particles in the cloud by ensuring
that all possible combinations of particles are considered.
Models based on the Particle clouds were initially intro-
duced by [36, 37] in particle physics.
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These models offer not only the advantages of particle-
based approaches but also the flexibility to incorporate
arbitrary features of particles, such as particle ID and
vertex.

Several particle cloud ML models have been introduced
for collider analysis, including Deep Sets [36], Edge con-
volution [37] and Transformers [38–42]. Deep Sets model
is first introduced in [43]. To achieve state-of-the-art per-
formance, the Deep Sets model requires a sizeable latent
space of the network and becomes very complex. Edge
Convolution Neural Network (EDGCNN) offers a method
to incorporate local information gained from the nearest
neighbours of each particle in the cloud for learning the
tasks

Particle Transformer [38] is a Transformer-based parti-
cle cloud model. Transformers were initially proposed as
sequence-to-sequence models for machine translation [44]
and modified for collider purposes in [38]. At the core of
the particle transformer, the attention mechanism which
enables the model to focus selectively on different parts
of input data, assigning varying degrees of importance
to each component. Since the attention mechanism com-
putes the attention weights of each particle to all other
particles in the dataset, these weights remain unchanged
even if the order of the input tokens is permuted. The
transformer models have shown the best performance for
collider analysis. However, they suffer from high model
complexity and require extensive run time.

This paper presents a novel permutation-invariant net-
work that capitalizes on superior performance with re-
duced runtime. This can be achieved by analyzing subjet
and jet constituent information via cross-attention heads
and a ”Mixer network” consisting of multi-layer percep-
trons(MLPs).

The utilization of subjet information in jet cluster-
ing has already appeared in the original ideas of jet
classifications[1], aiming to identify the cluster location
inside the jet for jet classification.

The subjet momentum is an IRC-safe quantity that
matches the hard parton momentum originating jet.
TMixer network integrates two MLPs to capture local
and global information about the event. Like transform-
ers, these MLPs amalgamate particle and feature tokens
from the dataset, facilitating efficient structure learning.
The first MLP combines all particle tokens in the dataset,
with weight sharing enabling the model to learn the de-
pendencies among each particle and all others. Mean-
while, the second MLP mixes the features of all particle
tokens, resulting in a dataset with the same dimension-
ality as the inputs. The concept of the mixer layer, ini-
tially introduced for image classification in [45], is central
to our model. However, the MLP part of the mixer layer
is not inherently permutation invariant and relies on the
order of input particles within the set.

We utilize a cross-attention mechanism that analyzes
pre-clustered subjet data to achieve both permutation
invariance and model performance. Adjusting cross-
attention heads to analyze jet kinematics and jet con-

stituents has already been introduced in [41, 46], where
global event kinematics and constituents of the jets are
first processed individually by self-attention heads, and
subsequently combined by cross-attention. In this setup,
jet constituents become the keys, and global event kine-
matics become queries and values. The scaled cross-
attention score becomes the matrix of the dot product
between the query and key matrices, which is trained to
highlight the quantity significant for the event classifica-
tion. In short, jet constituent information valuable for
event classification is used to transform jet momenta.
In this paper, similar to the previous setup, we apply

the cross-attention for jet substructure analysis; the key
matrix is constructed from subjet momenta, while jet
constituents become the query and the value matrices.
These cluster momenta are closely related to the parton
momenta from the hard process or resolved emissions
from the parton shower. The applied cross-attention
heads weigh the relation between clusters and the jet con-
stituents contributing to the event classification. More-
over, the network structure is well-suited for estimating
the probability of hadron collider processes. This is be-
cause the final state particle distribution of the hadron
collider may be described schematically in the factoriza-
tion limit as follows,

P (x) = ΠiPs({x}|yi)Ph({yi}) (1)

where the Ps is the probability of the hardons {x} con-
ditioned by a parent parton information {y} while Ph is
the parton distribution of the hard process involving {y}.
The hadron distribution in the jet correlates with hard
parton momenta through the cluster momenta. There-
fore, a model based on the jet-to-jet constituent cross-
attention is promising in representing the QCD process.
See the schematical figure of relations between the parton
shower process and hadronization in Fig.1.
This paper is organized as follows. In section II, we

describe the network structure constituted with mixer
layers for the constituents and cross-attention network to
incorporate subjet information. We pay particular atten-
tion to assure the resultant network permutation invari-
ant. We describe our top and QCD sample for network
validation in section III.
In section IV, we describe the different sub-jets cluster-

ing methods studied in this paper. We utilize standard
sequential recombination algorithms such as Cambridge-
Aachen (CA) [47] and Anti-kt [48], which typically re-
quire a fixed radius parameter for clustered subjets.
Because the fixed size radius parameter could be a lim-

itation in capturing the jet structure and require hyper-
parameter tuning, we employ Hierarchical Density-Based
Spatial Clustering of Applications with Noise (HDB-
SCAN) [49] which does not depend on the radius param-
eter and use a proper distance metric to ensure Infra-Red
and Collinear (IRC) safe clustering.
The result is given in section V. In section VI, we

explain the network output using different interpretable
methods, including centred kernel alignment and atten-
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FIG. 1. Schematical figure of the mixer layer in the Mixer network. A hard parton from the hard process goes through the
parton shower, creating subjets. The information of jet constituents is processed by two MLPs, then analyzed together with
subjet information via the cross attention layer.

tion maps to highlight network efficacy in collider analy-
sis tasks.

II. NETWORK ARCHITECTURE

In this section, we explain the structure of our net-
work. As we already stressed in the introduction, the
core of our networks is a simple mixer layer integrated
with the subjet information by cross-attention so that
the network maintains the hierarchy between low- and
high-scale physics.

The proposed network comprises distinct layers: an
input layer, a mixer layer, an aggregation layer and a final
fully connected (FC) layer. The permutation invariance
of the network is ensured by the aggregation layer and
cross-attention heads within the mixer layer.

The core of the network is the mixer layer, which con-
sists of two components, two MLPs and cross-attention
heads and discussed in subsection II. A. The first MLP
acts on each particle in the cloud individually, while the
second one acts on each feature of the mixed particles
after transposing the dataset. The MLP shares weights
across the processing layers, ensuring that all particle and
feature tokens obey the same transformation (See figure
2). This allows the network to learn a unified represen-
tation among different features.

Input data to the mixer layer passes sequentially
through two MLPs consisting of densely connected neural
network layers. It is then passed to the cross-attention
heads along with the subjet dataset. Note that the
two MLPs operate similarly to transformer models with
self-attention heads, combining particles and their corre-

sponding features across the entire dataset. This enables
the extraction of local and global structural information
within the event. A side effect is that the MLPs have
smaller tunable parameters to express the complex struc-
ture of the event compared to the other particle cloud
models such as particle Net or transformers.
To compensate for the less expressivity due to smaller

parameters of the Mixer network, we introduce a second
input dataset containing subjets to discern the substruc-
ture of top and QCD jets. The details of the subjet
clustering methods are not essential for the network de-
scription and are discussed in Section 4. The additional
dataset, together with the output of the MLPs, are an-
alyzed by the network using multi-head cross-attention
and described in subsection II. B. The mixer layer pre-
serves the dimension of the input dataset and can be re-
peated for better performance with more complex data.
The network structure is shown in Fig. 2.
To further ensure the permutation invariance of the

network, mixer layers are followed by a global Max-
Pooling layer. An additional FC layer is added before
the output layer with two neurons.

A. MLP mixer

At the heart of the MLP Mixer lies its features mixing
mechanism. It begins with feature mixing by transposing
the particle and feature axes, and then it continues with
particle MLP mixing so that the input data is mixed in
the feature and particle axes. Consider the input data set
X(i, j) in which i and j run over the particle tokens and
their features, respectively. The input data is first passed
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FIG. 2. Left: full network structure. Right: structure of the mixer layer block. Each MLP within the mixer layer shares its
weights and comprises two FC layers and a Gaussian Error Linear Units (GELU) layer.

by a linear FC layer to map the features to higher dimen-
sions. The first MLP acts on the features of each particle
token individually mixing them up into new features as:

Yi,j = Xi,j + [
(
W2σW1(LayerNorm(X)T )

)T
]i,j , (2)

where W1,W2 are the weight matrix of the first MLP FC
layers, and σ is the activation function that acts on each
component. The output is then passed to the second
MLP to mix the particle tokens as follows

X ′
i,j = Yi,j + (W4σW3(LayerNorm(Yi,j)))) , (3)

withW3,W4 are the weights of the second MLP FC layers
and σ is the activation function. The skip connection en-
sures that the input (Xi,j) and output (X ′

i,j) are strongly
correlated. The output X ′

i,j , together with the clustered
subjets dataset, are the inputs to the multi-heads cross-
attention.

B. Cross-attention

The advantage of cross-attention lies in its ability to
capture relationships and dependencies between differ-
ent input sequences or modalities. Unlike self-attention,
which operates within a single sequence, cross-attention
allows a neural network to incorporate information from
one sequence into the processing of another by giving a
structure that is suitable for understanding interactions
between different classes of the input data.

In the context of our paper, the subjet momentum and
jet constituents have different modalities. In principle,
the structure of jet clustering can be learned from the
jet constituent information. However, having the subjet
clustering information as a separate dataset, the network
can easily assign jet constituents to the subjet through
their location information, allowing the network to con-
centrate on the structure of each subjet.

Considering the input to the multi-head cross-
attention as X ′

i,j , which represents the output of the sec-
ond MLP, along with the subjet information Sn,m. A
linear FC layer passes X ′ to generate the weight matrix

for the Query matrix, while other FC layers generate the
weights matrices for the Key and Value from S as

Qi×j = Xi×j ·W j×j
Q , Kn×j = Sn×m ·Wm×j

K ,

V n×j = Sn×m ·Wm×j
V ,

(4)

where Q,K and V are the query, key and value matrices,
respectively, and will be used to compute the attention
of the dataset. The superscripts indicate the dimension.
The scaled dot product attention score is defined as

αi×n = softmax

(
Qi×j · (Kn×j)T√

d

)
=

exp(Qi×j ·Kj×n/
√
d)∑

i exp(Q
i×j ·Kj×n/

√
d)

.

(5)

The resulting attention weight matrix has the dimen-
sions of (particle tokens × subjet tokens) and assigns
each particle token to its subjets. The attention output
is obtained as

Zi×j = αi×n · V n×j . (6)

The attention output matrix has the same dimension as
the first input dataset X. It illuminates the importance
of each particle token once assigned to the corresponding
subjets and the entire dataset. This assignment of each
particle token to its corresponding subjets enables the
attention output matrix to emphasize the crucial particle
tokens for learning the substructure of the top jet. In
this case, the attention output matrix exhibits a different
structure between top and QCD jets, as our discussion
in section VI.
The process described above is repeated for each at-

tention head, resulting in multiple attention outputs for
each token. Finally, the attention outputs from all heads
are combined and projected into a single representation.
This combined representation captures different aspects
of the input data learned by each attention head. The
output of the multi-head cross-attention has the form

Oi×j = concat
(
Zi×j

1 ,Zi×j
2 · · · Zi×j

n

)
W (n∗j×j) , (7)
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with W (n∗j×j) is the learnable linear transformation ma-
trix to retain the dimensions of the input dataset. At-
tention output is used to scale the input data set via a
skip connection as

X̃i×j = Xi×j +Oi×j . (8)

The transformed dataset X̃ signifies the importance of
each element relative to all elements within the set.
While the attention output integrates input and feature
tokens, the skip connection preserves the correlation to
the original input dataset. Moreover, it preserves the
dimensions of Xi,j .
Ultimately, the transformed dataset undergoes pro-

cessing by a global Max-Pooling layer, identifying the
particle token with the highest score. The global max
pooling operates as the following

Yj = Maxk−1
i=0 X̃

i×j , (9)

where k is the number of the particle tokens in the
dataset. While any symmetric aggregation function
could be utilized to maintain the network’s permutation
invariance, but we found that Max-Pooling has the best
performance [50].

The output is then passed to a FC layer with ReLU
activation and an output layer with two neurons. The
final output score has the form

Ŷ = Softmax [W6 (ReLU (W5 Yj))] , (10)

which encodes the probability of the input event to be
signal or background event.

C. The role of cross-attention for collider physics

The cross-attention network is suited to study the cor-
relation between hard partons and hadrons in the events.
Considering a hard process leading N final jet, the fac-
torization picture connects the parton distribution to the
hadron distribution as follows [51],

σ(pp → a, b → N jets) ∼ HN

[
BaBb

N∏
k=1

Jk

]
⊗ SN , (11)

where HN express the hard scattering cross section, Ba

and Bb is the beam function; J express the collinear evo-
lution of hard partons from the hard scattering, and the
soft function SN expresses the soft radiations. The for-
mula suggests that the soft hadron distributions in a jet
are conditioned by the hard process HN , the parton evo-
lutions, and the hadronization processes that connect all
partons.

Due to the correlation between parton momenta and
jet momenta, the QCD process may schematically be ex-
pressed as

∏
Ps({xk}|{Ji})Ph({Ji}) , (12)

where Ps is the hadron distributions in the jet, condi-
tioned by the jet features, and Ph is the distribution of
jets, which approximately express HN

∏
k Jk. Note that

Ps is conditioned by all jets in the events due to the ef-
fect of SN in Eq.1. Eq.1 is a much simpler approximation,
which assumes hadrons arising from a single parton.
In our network, the cross-attention score is computed

as α = QKT , which is the product of the output from the
mixer layer and the subjet information. Therefore, the
network is strongly directed to study the structure given
by Eq12. Taking the correlation between all subjets and
all constituents to take care of SN factor in our network.
Note that the splitting between Ph and Ps has ambiguity
on the choice of jet radius parameter R. If one takes
smaller R, the number of subjets increases by splitting
subjets. In Eq 11, this corresponds to the change of the
resolving scale of the parton shower. The radius R is an
ad-hoc parameter of our network. The proper choice of
the radius parameter R for our event sample and method,
which does not rely on the radius parameter R, will be
discussed in section IV.

III. TOP TAGGING DATASET

Top tagging, namely the identification of jets originat-
ing from hadronically decaying top quarks, is crucial in
searches for new physics at the LHC. To assess the ef-
fectiveness of the proposed network, we utilize the top
tagging dataset [34]. Jets in this dataset are generated
in the centre of mass energy

√
s = 14 TeV using Pythia8

[52]. Delphes [53] is used for fast detector simulation.
The simulation does not account for multiple parton in-
teractions or pileup effects. The jets are clustered from
Delphes E-Flow objects using the Anti-kt algorithm with
a cone of radius R = 0.8. Jets with transverse momen-
tum pT ∈ [550, 650] GeV and pseudo rapidity |η| < 2.
are considered. For top events, the event should contain
the jets that match the top quark, namely, a jet within
∆R = 0.8 from a hadronically decaying top quark and
also all the three quarks from the top decay are within
∆R = 0.8 from the jet axis.
The QCD dijet process is considered as the back-

ground.
The data set contains 1 million tt̄ events and 1 mil-

lion QCD dijet events. We adhere to the official split for
training 1.2M event, validation 400k event, and testing
400k event. The data sample has been widely used in the
previous literature, making it easy to compare the net-
work performance with the others. One drawback of us-
ing this sample is the effective sample imbalance around
the top mass region; the top sample peaks around 170
GeV while the QCD sample peaks near zero; in other
words, the overlap between the top sample and the QCD
sample is poor, making it difficult to compare the fine
difference among the high-performance networks.
Up to 200 constituent particles (hadrons) are re-

tained for each jet in the dataset, with the 4-momenta
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(px, py, pz, E) of each particle. From this dataset, we
construct the first input dataset with up to 100 pT or-
dered jet constituents with seven features for each parti-
cle as:

• ∆η = η− ηjet, where η (ηjet) is the pseudorapidity
of each constituent (jet).

• ∆ϕ = ϕ−ϕjet, where ϕ (ϕjet) is the azimuth angle
of each constituent (jet).

• ∆R =
√

∆η2 +∆ϕ2, which represents the angular
distance of each constituent from the jet axis.

• log(pT ), transverse momentum of each constituent
in GeV.

• log(E), energy of each constituent in GeV.

• log(pT /pTjet
), normalized transverse momentum of

each constituent in GeV.

• log(E/Ejet), normalized energy of each constituent
in GeV.

The first input dataset has the dimension (100, 7) with
the first and second numbers referring to the maximum
number of jet constituents and the features, respectively.
Any events with fewer jet constituents are padded with
zeros to maintain the uniformity of the data size. The
second input dataset is the subjet information of the jets
with the size of (15, 7)
The first index denotes the maximum number of sub-

jets. Again, if the number of subjets is less than 15, the
remaining arrays are padded with zeros. The second in-
dex denotes the subjet features that are the same as the
feature of jet constituents.

IV. SUBJETS CLUSTERING

In jet classification tasks using ML, the local structure
of the dataset may be extracted from its nearest neigh-
bours. Network models can extract the data patterns to
tag jets by finding the useful correlation among the jet
constituents. [54]. However, if we ask the network to
analyze the correlation among the jet constituents from
scratch, the required computational resources increase
significantly. Instead, one can incorporate the informa-
tion by adding some feature representation. For this pur-
pose, we introduce the network assisted by the subject
information, which encodes the local structure of the jet.

Unlike the non-parametric approach using ML mod-
els, the subjet depends on the choice of the jet clustering
algorithms. In the realm of hadron collider physics, the
preferred choice of jet clustering is sequential recombina-
tion algorithms: Cambridge-Aachen (CA), kT, or anti-
kt. These algorithms have several advantageous proper-
ties with minimal parameter adjustments provided by a
computationally efficient package, FastJet [55]. ; they are
IRC safe and have the flexibility to capture various jet

natures in different environments effectively; for example,
CA is suited to compare the data with QCD calculation,
while anti-kt is used to reconstruct the jets with under-
lying events.

These algorithms operate on a recursive or iterative
basis and are agglomeration. Agglomerative clustering is
a bottom-up hierarchical method where each data point
starts its cluster. The clustering process involves comput-
ing pairwise distances between clusters called pseudojet,
merging the closest ones, and updating the distance ma-
trix until it exceeds a threshold distance. Ensuring the in-
frared safety of created jets entails an early combination
of pairs of particles resulting from soft and collinear emis-
sions during the clustering process. It should be noted
that the clustering sequence carries the important hint
of parton shower process, and the graph neutral network
utilizing the clustering sequence, LundNet[29], achieves
high performance.

Although the success of jet clustering algorithms, it
has ad-hoc parameter R that determines the cluster size,
indirectly affecting the number of constructed jets [56,
57].

HDBSCAN is a clustering based on hierarchical den-
sity estimate, and the algorithm is not associated with
any distance parameter R. HDBSCAN defines clusters
adaptively by leveraging the density of data points within
proximity, and does not have a predetermined jet radius
parameter. It identifies meaningful clusters, and HDB-
SCAN distinguishes outliers and noise so that soft par-
ticles in low density regions are considered noise points
and left unclustered, thus providing a comprehensive per-
spective on the data structure.

In the rest of this paper, we consider the three clus-
tering algorithms to prepare the subjet dataset. Also,
we test the impact of each algorithm on the classification
performance of the network.

A. Clustering with radius parameter

The CA and anti-kt algorithm is commonly used in
jet clustering. It takes the nearest neighbour method,
namely

for the minimum distance pair i and j with distance
dij , one replaces i and j with a new object called ”pseu-
dojet” with momentum pi+pj . If the smallest distance is
a distance to the beam diB , the particle i is removed from
the list. This procedure is repeated until the smallest dij
or diB is above some threshold dcut
The CA algorithm comes with a pair distance measure

as

di,j =
∆R2

i,j

R2
, diB = 1 , (13)

where ∆Rij =
√

(ηi − ηj)2 + (ϕi − ϕj)2 and diB is the
distance of a parton i from the beam.
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FIG. 3. Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) curves for
the mixer network trained on a secondary subjets dataset
clustered with CA with different R values.

On the other hand, the anti-kt algorithm [48] comes
with a pair distance measure as

di,j = min(
1

p2i
,
1

p2j
)
∆R2

i,j

R2
, diB =

1

p2i
. (14)

Hard anti-kt jets have circular shapes on the η−ϕ plane
and look like jets in a cone algorithm [48]

To examine the impact of radius parameter R on the
model classification performance, we tested the network
performance for different values of R, ranging from 0.1 to
0.5 using the CA algorithm. Figure 3 illustrates the per-
formance of the mixer network for classifying top and
QCD jets, evaluated using the Area Under the ROC
(AUC) metric. Optimal classification performance is ob-
served at R = 0.3, with deviations from this value result-
ing in decreased accuracy. This behaviour is expected, as
increasing/decreasing R may dilute the subjets structure
for the top events.

B. Dynamic radius clustering (HDBSCAN)

HDBSCAN represents a sophisticated extension of tra-
ditional clustering algorithms of point data. It introduces
a hierarchical approach that identifies clusters of vary-
ing densities. Unlike conventional clustering algorithms
that necessitate prior specification of cluster count, HDB-
SCAN autonomously discerns clusters of varying sizes
and shapes. This adaptability renders HDBSCAN par-
ticularly well suited to capture meaningful geometrical
information about the substructure of the top jet. The al-
gorithm is based on the k-nearest neighbourhood method
and is as fast as fastest.

HDBSCAN begins by computing the mutual reacha-
bility distance between particles in the event, creating
a reachability distance matrix. Then, HDBSCAN con-
structs a minimum spanning tree from this matrix and
identifies the particles corresponding to the peaks in the
density of the minimum spanning tree. These particles
become the initial cluster centres. Next, the algorithm
performs a hierarchical clustering of the particles using a
variation of single linkage clustering. Finally, it assigns

each particle to a cluster based on the hierarchical clus-
tering structure, leaving particles in low-density areas as
noise points.
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FIG. 4. Example event for top jet clustering using HDB-
SCAN. Left: distribution of all top jet constituents in the
η−ϕ plane. Right: The results of the clustering of the subjets
using HDBSCAN. The points with the same colour represent
the same cluster members.

In Fig. 4, we show an example of subjets clustering
using HDBSCAN for top jets. The left plot shows the
distribution of all top jet constituents in the η − ϕ plane
while the colour bar indicates the transverse momentum.
The right plot shows the resulting three subjet clusters
in red, green, and orange colours. The four blue coloured
particles are left unclustered because they are relatively
in low density areas. Due to the unclustered particles,
there is a mismatch of the original jet momentum and
the sum of the reclustered subjet momenta and the jet
momentum; for our top and QCD samples, an average
value of (

∑
Psub)/Pjet= 0.983 and 75.97% of the events

has
∑

Psub ≥ 95%Pjet.
Subjets are clustered as follows:
It starts by calculating the distance from the kth near-

est neighbour (the core distance) for all the particles.
This kth is the discrete hyper-parameter of HDBSCAN.
A particle p is a core particle if the distance to all its
nearest neighbours is less than the distance to other core
particles. We modify the reachability distance with par-
ticle transverse momentum as follows;

di,j =
√
(ηi − ηj)2 + (ϕi − ϕj)2 × Si,j , (15)

where η, ϕ are the pseudorapidity and azimuth angle of
the considered particle. Si,j is a singularity factor to
ensure that softer particles are combined earlier to the
nearest cluster as discussed in [56]

Si,j = 1− k

k −min(Pti, P tj)
√
(ηi − ηj)2 + (ϕi − ϕj)2

,

(16)
where k is a small number taken to be 0.0001. The sin-
gularity factor is 0 for soft and collimated particles and 1
for well-isolated particles. Therefore, this distance mea-
sure interpolates the distance measure of the kT and CA
distance measures. Note that this definition could make
the algorithm sensitive to the underlying events, while
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it helps to network actively capture the geometry of the
soft particle distributions.

Once the core distances are defined, the density of the
particles in the η−ϕ plane is defined via a mutual reach-
ability distance measure r, which is defined as

dr (xi, xj) ={
max (corek(xi), corek(xj), d(xi, xj)) xi ̸= xj ,

0 xi = xj ,
(17)

where cork(xi), cork(xj) are the core distance of xi and
xj respectively from their kth nearest neighbour, and
d(xi, xj) is the distance between the two particles, as
defined in Eq. 15. Note that the distance between the
particles is replaced with the core distance if the particle
is in a sparse area; therefore, the particles in the sparse
area tend to be pushed away from the other clusters.

For hierarchical clustering, one constructs a graph with
nodes representing particles and edges connecting nodes
with the weight of the mutual reachability distance. The
graph called the minimum spanning tree is built by con-
sidering one edge at a time, always adding the lowest
weight edge that connects the current tree to a vertex
not yet in the tree. In the left plot of Fig. 5, we show the
constructed minimum spanning tree of an example top
jet event in Fig. 4. This figure clarifies that the unclus-
tered particles, the four blue points in Fig. 4, assigned
larger mutual reachability distance shown in red lines.
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FIG. 5. Right: the minimum spanning tree for top example
event. The colour bar represents the mutual reachability dis-
tance between the reachable particles. Left: dendrogram for
Single Linkage Tree.

Having the minimal spanning tree constructed, the
next step is to convert that into the hierarchy of con-
nected components. This can be done by sorting the
edges of the tree by distance for which particles with
smaller distances are merged first and then iterate
through, creating a new merged cluster for each edge
and ending up with a single linkage tree. In Figure 5,
right plot, we show a dendrogram for the reconstructed
hierarchical structure from the minimum spanning tree.
The length of the branches in the dendrogram represents
the distance between clusters and/or clustered particles
in the event.

Once we obtain the dendrogram, we go back to the
clustering sequence to the small distance pairs to iden-
tify stable clusters. As depicted in the single linkage tree

above, it is common to observe a cluster of one or two
points separate from the main cluster. Instead of inter-
preting this event as the split of a cluster, we perceive it
as a single enduring cluster experiencing a reduction of
points. For this purpose, we require the minimum num-
ber of pointsm for a single cluster. It is another hyperpa-
rameter of the algorithm and we fix it to m = 5. If each
child cluster contains particles less than m at a cluster
split, this split is considered spurious, and the particles
will be removed from the parent cluster. Conversely, if
the split is into two clusters, each at least as large as the
minimum cluster size, we consider a true cluster split and
let that split persist in the tree. In this manner, the tree
size shrinks to smaller clusters with larger stability.
To measure the stability of the condensed tree and

choose clusters that persist for long during the splitting,
a density parameter is introduced as λ = 1

d , where d is
the distance represented in the vertical axis in Fig. 5
(right). The stability of each cluster can be defined as
the sum of the λ for particles in the cluster;

Stability(j) =
∑
p∈j

(λp − λj) . (18)

The final cluster of HDBSCAN is the trees with sig-
nificant stability. To select the final clusters, we start by
declaring all nodes as selected clusters. Then, traverse
the tree toward larger λ. If the combined stabilities of
child clusters exceed that of the parent cluster, we update
the parent’s stability to equal the sum of its children’s
stabilities. Conversely, if the parent’s stability surpasses
the sum of its children, designate the parent cluster as
a selected cluster and deselect all its descendants. Upon
reaching the root node, consider the selected clusters as
our final subjet.
In the selection process, there is no distance nor the

(sum of) the momenta involved. In the case of CA or
Anti kT algorithms, the momentum is always updated to
the sum of the momenta of the parents, where the most
energetic constituent dominates the direction. One may
imagine that the clustering pattern can completely differ
from the CA or anti-kT. However, it is natural that high
energy particles create collinear particles, Therefore, the
direction of the high energy cluster and the high density
location are strongly correlated.
To use the HDBSCAN for jet analysis, it is necessary

to calibrate the relation between parton momenta and
momenta of the clusters. For example, the relation of
the CA subjet and HDBSCAN cluster should depend on
the colour of the parent parton and its colour connection.
The effect of the colour connection might be interesting
to study because HDBSCAN is more sensitive to the dis-
tribution of soft particle constituents.
To validate the HDBSCAN clustering result, we com-

pare the number of clustered subjets and the shape of
subjets distributions obtained using Anti-kt and CA al-
gorithms. Fig. 6 illustrates the number of clustered sub-
jets by HDBSCAN alongside CA and Anti-kt for top jets
(left plot) and QCD jets (right plot). HDBSCAN yields
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FIG. 6. Number of subjets in the Top jet events (left) and
QCD jet events (right) clustered with Cambridge-Aachen
(blue), Anti-kt (orange) and HDBSCAN (green). We use
R = 0.3 for Anti-kt and Cambridg-Aachen.

a larger number of clustered subjets, attributed to the
dynamic nature of the jet radius. Furthermore, Figures
7 and 8 depict the kinematic distributions of the leading
subjets for top and QCD jet events across all three al-
gorithms. The energy distribution of the leading subjet
distribution is softer for the HDBSCAN because HDB-
SCAN does not depend on the radius parameter and can
identify the structure inside R < 0.3 radius of CA or
anti-Kt subjets.

V. NETWORK PERFORMANCE

In this section, we compare the performance of the
Mixer network against three baseline models: Particle
Flow network (PFN) [36], ParticleNet [37], and Particle
Transformer network (ParT) [38] for the top tagging task.

PFN, rooted in Deep Sets, employs two symmetric
neural networks to parameterize permutation-invariant
symmetric functions. The first neural network comprises
three fully connected (FC) layers with 100, 100, and 256
neurons, respectively. The second neural network con-
sists of three FC layers, each with 100 neurons. The pa-
rameters of FC layers are randomly initialized and acti-
vated by ReLU. The output layer, featuring two neurons,
utilizes a softmax activation function.

The ParticleNet architecture integrates three Edge
Convolution (EdgeConv) blocks. The initial EdgeConv
block computes pairwise distances using the spatial co-
ordinates of particles in the (η − ϕ) plane. Subsequent
EdgeConv blocks employ the learned feature vectors
as coordinates. The network updates particle informa-
tion from its 16 nearest neighbours. The dimensions
of the EdgeCov blocks are (64, 64, 64), (128, 128, 128),
and (256, 256, 256), followed by channel-wise global aver-
age pooling to ensure the network’s permutation invari-
ance. A FC layer with 256 neurons and ReLU activation
processes the aggregated information from the EdgeCov
blocks. Finally, a two-unit layer with softmax activation
serves as the output layer.

ParT, based on attention-based transformer networks,
comprises eight particle attention blocks and two class
attention blocks with eight attention heads and a query
dimension of 16. Input feature interactions are encoded

using four point-wise 1D convolutions with dimensions
(64, 64, 64, 8). The attention blocks incorporate a 10%
dropout. A final output layer with two neurons and soft-
max activation completes the network.
For the Mixer network, we use the jet constituent

dataset of the dimensions (100, 7) and the subjet datasets
with dimension (15, 7). The mixer layer takes the jet
constituent input and consists of one embedding layer
with 128 neurons. The first MLP consists of two FC lay-
ers with 128, 64 neurons and one Gaussian Error Linear
Units (GELU) non-linear activation layer [58]. The sec-
ond MLP consists of two FC layers with 64, 128 neurons
and a GELU activation layer. The multi-heads cross-
attention acts on the output of the second MLP, with
dimension (100, 7), and the subjet dataset. The subjet
dataset has 15 parallel heads and a hidden dimension of
size 64. A dense layer with 64 neurons is used with ReLU
activation before the output layer.
These networks are trained on the seven features ex-

tracted from the jet constituents of the top and QCD
datasets, as detailed in Section III. Our network is
trained on the same features but with an additional
dataset encoding subjets information. This dataset is
generated by applying jet clustering algorithms to clus-
ter the jet constituents in the Top dataset, resulting in
a secondary dataset comprising the seven features of all
subjets. Figures 7 and 8 illustrate the considered features
of the leading subjets for top and QCD jet events, respec-
tively, when clustered using Anti-kt, CA, and HDBSCAN
algorithms.
To further test the impact of the mixer layer, we com-

pare the network performance with a plain transformer
model that analyzes the subjets dataset only. The archi-
tecture of the plain transformer is detailed in appendix
VII.
Table I shows the network performances, the number

of tunable parameters in each network, and the train-
ing time per epoch. Mixer network performances are re-
ported according to the clustering algorithm of the subjet
dataset. Mixer networks have higher classification per-
formance than PFN as they learn the cluster information
partly from the subjet dataset1. For the subjet definition,
HDBSCAN achieves the best performance over CA and
Anti-kt as it can likely capture more geometrical informa-
tion that improves network performance. To achieve this
performance, one needs both the mixer network for the
jet constituent and the subjet inputs. This can be seen
by comparing the performance of the transformer using
subjet information alone, which shows the lowest classi-
fication performance. This underscores the necessity of
incorporating MLPs in the mixer layer. The mixer net-
works are not only achieving state-of-the-art performance

1 Pretrained ParticleNET and ParT exceed the Mixer performance
AUC = 0.9866 and AUC= 0.9877, respectively. The pertaining
is done on the JETCLASS dataset, followed by the tuning to the
top dataset.
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FIG. 7. Properties of the leading subjets of the top jet events clustered with Anti-kt (blue), CA (orange) and HDBSCAN
(green). Anti-kt and CA are considered with radius parameter R = 0.3.
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FIG. 8. Properties of the leading subjets of the QCD jet events clustered with Anti-kt (blue), CA (orange) and HDBSCAN
(green). For Anti-kt and CA, we use a radius parameter R=0.3.

comparable to ParticleNET and ParT but also approxi-
mately 20 times faster in training. PFN has the shortest
training time but lacks learning of the local information
shared between particles and their neighbours, leading to
relatively poor performance.

VI. INTERPRETABLE ML TECHNIQUES

ML models’ interpretability can be challenging due to
their intricate hidden layers. Understanding the model’s
architecture and learned representations is crucial for ac-
curate predictions.
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TABLE I. performance of the Mixer network for top quark tagging compared with other models. Results for PFN [36],
ParticleNET [37], and ParT [38] are quoted from their published results. Transformer(subjet) model is trained from scratch
using the CA subjets dataset only. Training time is per epoch with a batch size of 1024. The GPU training time is measured
on an NVIDIA RTX A6000 card.

AUC Rej50% Parameters Time (GPU) [s]

PFN 0.9819 247 86.1K 30

ParticleNET 0.9858 397 370K 729

ParT 0.9858 413 2.14M 612

Transformer(subjets) 0.9640 186 398k 129

Mixer(Anti-kt) 0.9854 375 86.03k 33

Mixer(CA) 0.9856 392 86.03k 33

Mixer(HDBSCAN) 0.9859 416 86.03k 33

Various interpretable ML methods have been devel-
oped to provide insights into how models make predic-
tions. This helps to validate model decisions. In this
section, we employ two methods that offers a straight-
forward interpretation of the network outcomes, namely,
CKA and attention map visualization. CKA similarity is
a metric used to compare the similarity between two sets
of learned representations in a high-dimensional feature
space. It was first introduced in [59] and used in collider
analysis in [60].

It measures the representations learned by the net-
work layers or hidden layers of different models, consider-
ing local similarities and global structure. On the other
hand, attention maps are visual representations gener-
ated by attention mechanisms in neural networks, high-
lighting the input data most relevant for making pre-
dictions. They provide insights into the focuses of the
model during processing, aiding in the interpretation of
the decision-making process.

In the following, we apply those interpretable meth-
ods to the Mixer network trained on t a jet constituents
dataset with dimensions (100, 7) and a subjets informa-
tion with dimensions (15, 7) clustered using the CA al-
gorithm with R = 0.3. Importantly, these interpretable
methods are agnostic to the specific network configura-
tion and can be applied to other results presented in this
paper.

A. CKA similarity

CKA similarity, rooted in the principles of kernel meth-
ods and alignment-based metrics, offers a comprehensive
framework for assessing the similarity between two sets
of representations learned by different models or layers
within a model. It measures the alignment between rep-
resentations in a high-dimensional feature space rather
than simply comparing their values. Unlike linear simi-
larity measures such as Pearson correlation or Euclidean
distance,

CKA captures complex relationships between repre-
sentations learned by different models or layers, making it

suitable for comparing high-dimensional and non-linearly
transformed data. The primary obstacle in analyzing
the representations of hidden layers in neural networks is
the dispersion of features across neurons, with sizes often
larger than the input dimension and varying in layers or
models.
CKA facilitates quantitative comparisons of represen-

tations both within individual networks and across dif-
ferent models. This can be done by considering the acti-
vation matrices of two hidden layers X and Y evaluated
on the same input dataset; when the data size is d, and
P1 and P2 is the number of neurons of the two different
hidden layers, X ∈ Rd×P1 and Y ∈ Rd×P2 . The CKA
similarity is defined as

CKA(M,N) =
HSIC(M,N)√

HSIC(M,M)HSIC(N,N)
, (19)

where M = XXT and N = Y Y T are two Gram matrices
of the two hidden layers with d×d dimension. The size of
the Gram matrices depends only on the number of inputs,
therefore, the CKA(M,N) can be used to compare any
layers with different numbers of neurons or networks of
different models.
The Hilbert-Schmidt Independent Criterion (HISC)

[61] between two matrices is defined as

HSIC(M,N) =
1

(d− 1)2
Tr(MHNH) , (20)

where a d×d centering matrix H is defined as Hij = δij−
1/d, therefore

∑
i AHij =

∑
j aHij = 0 for A = M,N .

Centering the matrices ensures that the CKA similarity
is not overly influenced by outliers or extreme values in
the data, leading to more robust comparisons between
representations.
The value of the CKA ranges between [0, 1]. A higher

CKA value suggests that these layers have captured re-
dundant information from the input features. If two sub-
sequent layers are similar in the CKA, it indicates the
second layer leads to negligible improvement in classifi-
cation accuracy. In such instances, trimming these layers
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can reduce model complexity without compromising clas-
sification performance. Conversely, the layers with lower
CKA values have captured distinct information from the
data, and enhanced the classification performance
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FIG. 9. The CKA similarity of top jet events (top plot)
and QCD jet (bottom). Axes represent the network layers.
FC(MLP1) and FC(MLP2) are the fully connected layers in
the first and second MLP of mixer layers, respectively. The
last FC represents the last FC layer in the network, and At-
tention is the multi-heads cross-attention.

The CKA results are depicted in Fig. 9, showing the
top jet events in the upper plot and QCD jet events in the
lower plot. The analysis is based on a sample of 5000 test
events, with the subjets dataset clustered using the CA
algorithm with R = 0.3. CKA values are computed for
distinctive model layers, including the embedding layer,
the two FC layers for the first and second MLP mixer, the
multi-head cross-attention layer, and the final FC layer.

In general, layers with low correlations imply that they
capture independent information from each other, under-
scoring their significance in the network’s decision mak-
ing process, see for example figure 3 in [59].

The multi-head cross-attention layer shows lower simi-
larity with the two MLPs for the top jet with CKA value
30% and 57% for the QCD jets. The top jet CKA values
are lower than QCD ones, which suggests the network
layers are adept at capturing distinct information and
are capable of learning the substructure of the top jet.
The MLP mixer layers must have focused on the other
features of the model. The first and second MLP mix-
ers exhibit low similarity. Specifically, for top events, the
two MLPs demonstrate lower CKA values around 58%
compared to the QCD events with CKA value 76%, sug-
gesting that the network has learned a specific internal
structure unique to top events.

B. Attention maps

Attention maps visualize the attention scores assigned
to each particle token in the input sequence, providing a
representation of where the model focuses its attention
during the decision making process[62].

Also, it reveals the relation between particle tokens.

For instance, it highlights the information extracted
from the jet constituents relevant to the clustered subjets.
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FIG. 10. Cross-attention maps for 50000 test events of top
(top plot) and QCD (bottom plot) averaged over 15 atten-
tion heads. The X-axis shows the attention score for the first
transformed 30th jet contents, while the Y-axis shows the at-
tention score for the transformed subjets.

Fig. 10 presents the cross-attention maps for a sam-
ple of 50,000 test events, showing top jet events in the
upper plot and QCD jet events in the lower plot. As
mentioned, the model is trained on two input datasets:
jet constituents with dimensions (100, 7) and a subjets
dataset with dimensions (15, 7) clustered by the CA al-
gorithm with R = 0.3. The network comprises 15 cross-
attention heads that operate in parallel, with Fig. 10
displaying the average output of these 15 heads. The
cross-attention maps for all attention heads individually
are illustrated in Appendix VII.

The visualizations reveal a distinct focus of the net-
work; it concentrates on three subjets to identify top
events, while it directs its attention to only one sub-
jet for identifying QCD events. This observation under-
scores the effectiveness of the multi-head cross-attention
mechanism, particularly in conjunction with the subjets
dataset, for capturing the substructure inherent in top
jets. In the appendix, we also see the 4th-8th subjets
contribute to individual attention heads, consistent with
the previous ML study based on the substructure vari-
ables.
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VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we present a simple permutation-
invariant network, a ”Mixer network” assisted by subjet
information. The ”Mixer network” has a simple structure
with fewer tunable parameters and is approximately 20
times faster than state-of-the-art networks, such as Par-
ticleNET and ParT, with comparable classification per-
formance.

The network comprises mixer layers designed to main-
tain the dimensions of both input and output datasets.
This allows for easy scalability of model complexity by
stacking additional mixer layers, thereby enhancing ex-
pressivity when analyzing intricate data. Each mixer
layer consists of two MLPs, with weight sharing across
the entire dataset, facilitating the mixing of particle and
feature tokens within the particle cloud. As a result,
these MLPs can capture global and local features, in-
cluding relationships between individual particles and
their nearest neighbours. Subjet information is utilized
to improve further the network’s ability to learn the lo-
cal structure of the jet. Cross-attention mechanisms are
employed to analyze both the subjets and the jet con-
stituents datasets, enabling the extraction of relevant lo-
cal information and updating model weights to ensure
that each jet constituent incorporates updated informa-
tion about its nearby particles.

The secondary dataset is generated using three jet clus-
tering algorithms: Anti-kt, CA, and HDBSCAN. HDB-
SCAN is a density-based clustering algorithm which does
not depend on any radius parameters. This paper intro-
duces HDBSCAN in collider analysis for the first time
and presents a detailed comparison with recursive clus-
tering algorithms such as Anti-kt and CA. Employing
the Mixer network with a second dataset clustered by
HDBSCAN demonstrates relatively higher classification
performance than anti-kt or CA.

To elucidate the network results, CKA similarity and
attention map visualization are utilized. CKA analysis
confirms that the cross-attention and mixer layer capture
the different information. Moreover, the first MLP lay-
ers, responsible for mixing particle tokens, and the second
MLP layers, responsible for mixing feature tokens, learn
distinct information, thereby ensuring their effectiveness
in capturing the substructure of the jet. Moreover, vi-
sualization of the cross-attention maps reveals that the
network assigns higher weights to the leading subjets
and their associated jet constituents, underscoring the
efficacy of cross-attention mechanisms in incorporating
neighbouring information into each jet constituent.

The merit of using cross-attention arises from the fact
that the jet substructure is conditioned by a few partons
originating from the hard process; therefore, the esti-
mated probability of event distribution can be expressed
by the product of the hard parton distribution (∼ jets
or subjet distribution) times the hadron distribution in
the jet conditioned by the parton distribution. Cross-
attention guarantees that subjet and jet constituent in-

formation appear as multiplicative matrices.
In [41], we used cross-attention heads to connect the

outputs of transformer layers of global event kinematics
and that of jet substructures. It has shown that the net-
work effectively learned the correlation between jet sub-
structures and event kinematics, significantly improving
the event classification task of pp → H → hh. One of
the drawbacks of this approach comes from the computa-
tional complexity of using transformer layers for the jet
encoding step. In this paper, we drastically reduced the
network complexity by replacing the transformer layer
with the subjet-assisted MLP mixer. The output of the
mixer layer has the same dimensions as the input dataset.
Therefore, we can replace the transformer layer of subjet
analysis in [41] with the mixer layer, keeping the same
performance. In short, the network proposed in this pa-
per opens up the step toward global event analysis en-
coded in the particle cloud much more efficiently than
the previous state-of-the-art approaches.
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A. PLAIN TRANSFORMER ARCHITECTURE

We employ a straightforward attention-based trans-
former model with multi-head self-attention to analyze
the subjet dataset clustered using the CA algorithm. The
model takes as input a subjet dataset with dimensions of
(15, 7), where 15 represents the number of subjet tokens
and 7 denotes the corresponding features.
Comprising three stacked transformer layers and an

MLP with three FC layers, each transformer layer fea-
tures 8 self-attention heads operating in parallel, with
a hidden dimension, query dimension, set to 256. The
output from these attention heads is then combined with
the original input data via a skip connection layer. The
resulting output from the skip connection undergoes flat-
tening and is passed through two fully connected layers
with 128 and 7 neurons, respectively, utilizing the GELU
activation function. Subsequently, the output from the
final fully connected layer is combined with the self-
attention output via a second skip connection layer.
Following this, the final output of the transformer layer

undergoes normalization and retains the same dimension
as the input dataset. The output of the transformer lay-
ers is then fed through an MLP comprising three fully
connected layers with dimensions of 256, 128, and 64, em-
ploying the GELU activation function. After each fully
connected layer, a dropout layer with a dropout rate of
20% is applied to prevent overfitting. Finally, the output
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is passed to the output layer with two neurons and soft-
max activation for classification. The model is trained
for 30 epochs with a batch size of 1024.

B. ATTENTION HEADS VISUALIZATION

In this appendix, we present the cross-attention maps
of the 15 utilized attention heads individually. The
output of these cross-attention heads possesses dimen-

sions of (N, 15, 80, 15), where N denotes the number of
test events, 15 signifies the number of parallel attention
heads, and the last two dimensions indicate the quanti-
ties of jet constituents and subjet tokens, respectively.
In Fig. 11, we depict the accumulated averages of

50,000 test events for each attention head separately. For
clarity, we maintain the first 30 jet constituents along the
X axis, with the Y axis representing the subjet tokens.
Notably, Fig. 11 reveals that the Mixer network assigns
considerable attention to a larger number of subleading
subjets. The detail was not apparent in Fig. 10, where
we averaged across all heads.
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