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A common problem in data analysis is the separation of signal and background. We revisit and
generalise the so-called sWeights method, which allows one to calculate an empirical estimate of
the signal density of a control variable using a fit of a mixed signal and background model to a
discriminating variable. We show that sWeights are a special case of a larger class of Custom
Orthogonal Weight functions (COWs), which can be applied to a more general class of problems
in which the discriminating and control variables are not necessarily independent and still achieve
close to optimal performance. We also investigate the properties of parameters estimated from fits
of statistical models to sWeights and provide closed formulas for the asymptotic covariance matrix
of the fitted parameters. To illustrate our findings, we discuss several practical applications of these
techniques.

I. INTRODUCTION

This article takes a fresh look at the sWeights (or
sPlot) formalism discussed by Barlow [1] and popularised
more recently by Pivk and Le Diberder [2]. The sWeights
method is used to infer properties of a signal distribu-
tion in a mixed data set containing signal and back-
ground events. The signal distribution is extracted non-
parametrically by applying weights to individual events.
Inference is then done on the weighted data set. The
method is applicable, when individual points from the
data distribution consist of a discriminating variable(s),
here called m, and one or more statistically independent
control variables, here called t, where m and t can both
be vectors and of different dimensions. By fitting para-
metric models to the signal and background in the dis-
criminating variable(s) m, one can calculate the weight
distribution that represents the signal density in the con-
trol variable(s) t. The advantage of this method, com-
pared to a fully parametric fit to the (m, t) distribution,
is that one avoids the need to parameterise the back-
ground density in the control variable(s) t, which is often
challenging.

In Sec. II we re-derive the sWeights method from the
starting point of orthonormal functions. We show several
ways of calculating the weights and compare their trade-
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offs, and emphasise that sWeights can easily be computed
without some of the restrictions seen previously.

In Sec. III we then discuss a generalisation of the
sWeights method called “Custom Orthogonal Weight
functions” (COWs). COWs relax some of the require-
ments of the sWeights formalism and can be applied to
a larger class of problems than traditional sWeights, at
a small loss in precision.

In Sec. IV we then discuss the properties of estimates
obtained when fitting models to weighted data. We give
an asymptotically correct formula for the covariance ma-
trix of the parameters obtained from such a fit.

Finally in Sec. V we perform a variety of studies on sim-
ulated Monte Carlo which deploy sWeights and COWs
on various applications and show comparisons of their
performance.

II. SWEIGHTS AS ORTHONORMAL
FUNCTIONS

To compute the weights for the signal distribution in
the control variable t, we use a discriminant variable m
(often the invariant mass of some particle’s decay prod-
ucts). The signal and background density only need to be
parameterised in the discriminant variable m. The vari-
ables m and t must be statistically independent in the
classic sWeights formalism, so that the respective p.d.f.s
of the variables factorise. In other words, we assume that
the total p.d.f. has the following form

f(m, t) = z gs(m)hs(t) + (1− z) gb(m)hb(t), (1)
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where z is the signal fraction, gs(m) and hs(t) are the sig-
nal p.d.f.s in the discriminating and control variables, re-
spectively, and gb(m) and hb(t), the corresponding back-
ground p.d.f.s. The sWeights method allows one to ob-
tain an asymptotically efficient non-parametric estimate
of z hs(t) while only requiring parametric models for
gs(m) and gb(m).

We stress that the sWeights method is only applicable
when the p.d.f.s in m and t factorise for both the signal
and the background, which is conditional on their inde-
pendence. Independence is a stronger condition than lack
of correlation. Therefore, tests which demonstrate a lack
of correlation between m and t provide necessary, but not
sufficient, evidence for the applicability of the sWeights
method. We come back to proper tests of independence
in Sec. V.

A. Construction of an optimal weight function

We postulate that a weight function, ws(m), ex-
ists which extracts the signal component, z hs(t), when
f(m, t) is multiplied by it and integrated over m:

z hs(t)
!
=

∫
dmws(m) f(m, t) =∫

dmws(m)
[
z gs(m)hs(t) + (1− z) gb(m)hb(t)

]
= z hs(t)

∫
dmws(m) gs(m)

+ (1− z)hb(t)
∫

dmws(m) gb(m). (2)

The left and the right-hand sides of Eq. 2 are equal in
general only if the following conditions hold:∫

dmws(m) gs(m) = 1 (3)∫
dmws(m) gb(m) = 0. (4)

If we regard
∫

dmφ(m)ψ(m) as the inner product of a
vector space over functions, then these conditions define
ws(m) as the vector orthogonal to gb(m) and normal to
gs(m). In other words, ws(m) is an orthonormal function
in this space.

Since the vector space over m is infinite-dimensional,
there are infinitely many orthonormal functions ws(m)
that satisfy these conditions. For example, the classic
sideband subtraction method can be regarded as a spe-
cial case where ws(m) is a piece-wise constant function
which is positive in the signal region and negative in the
background region.

In order to obtain a unique solution for ws(m) we can
chose to minimise its variance. Since f(m, t) factorises
and ws(m) is only a function of m, we can obtain all
information about ws from the density g(m), computed

by integrating Eq. 1 over t,

g(m) =

∫
dt f(m, t) = z gs(m) + (1− z) gb(m). (5)

The expectation of ws over g(m) is

E[ws] =

∫
ws(m) g(m) dm = z, (6)

and the variance of ws over g(m) is given by

Var(ws) = E[w2
s ]− E[ws]

2 =

∫
ws(m)2 g(m) dm− z2.

(7)
Minimising the variance Var(ws) guarantees that the

sample estimate ẑ = 1/N
∑N
i ŵs(mi) asymptotically has

minimum variance. As a byproduct, this choice also pro-
duces minimum variance for the estimated background
fraction (1− ẑ), and generally smooth functions, ws(m),
since oscillating solutions have larger variance.

To find the function ws(m) which minimises Var(ws),
we have to solve a constrained minimisation problem.
The solution, computed in Appendix A, is

ws(m) =
αs gs(m) + αb gb(m)

g(m)
. (8)

The constants αs,b are obtained by inserting Eq. 8 into
Eq. 3 and Eq. 4 and solving the resulting system of linear
equations. Before we continue with that, we note that
the signal component plays no special role in the deriva-
tion so far. We could have equally postulated a weight
function wb(m) to extract the background, which leads
to the conditions∫

dmwb(m) gs(m) = 0 (9)∫
dmwb(m) gb(m) = 1, (10)

and

wb(m) =
βs gs(m) + βb gb(m)

g(m)
. (11)

The coefficients αx and βx with x ∈ {s, b} can be com-
puted by solving(

Wss Wsb

Wsb Wbb

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

W

·
(
αs βs
αb βb

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

A

=

(
1 0
0 1

)
, (12)

with

Wxy =

∫
dm

gx(m) gy(m)

g(m)
. (13)

In other words, the matrix A, formed by the coefficients
to compute ws(m) and wb(m), is the inverse of the sym-
metric positive-definite W matrix.
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With Cramer’s rule, we get

αs =
Wbb

WssWbb −W 2
sb

αb =
−Wsb

WssWbb −W 2
sb

, (14)

βs =
−Wsb

WssWbb −W 2
sb

βb =
Wss

WssWbb −W 2
sb

, (15)

One can further replace g(m) in the denominator of Eq. 8
(or Eq. 11) by inserting Eq. 8 into Eq. 6 to find that z =
αs + αb, and similarly one finds 1 − z = βs + βb. With
these ingredients, we obtain the final equations

ws(m) =
Wbb gs(m)−Wsb gb(m)

(Wbb−Wsb) gs(m) + (Wss−Wsb)gb(m)
, (16)

wb(m) =
Wss gb(m)−Wsb gs(m)

(Wbb−Wsb) gs(m) + (Wss−Wsb)gb(m)
. (17)

In summary, to obtain ws(m) or wb(m) one has to com-
pute the matrix elements Wss,Wsb,Wbb, which depend
only on gs,b(m) and (implicitly) z.

B. Application to finite samples

The calculations so far were carried out for the true
p.d.f.s, gs,b(m), and true signal fraction, z, on which the
matrix elements Wxy depend. In practice, these need to
be replaced by sample estimates ĝs,b(m) and ẑ, typically
obtained from a maximum-likelihood fit, although any
kind of estimation can be used. The plug-in estimate [3]
of Eq. 16 is

ŵs(m) =
Ŵbb ĝs(m)− Ŵsb ĝb(m)

(Ŵbb−Ŵsb) ĝs(m) + (Ŵss−Ŵsb) ĝb(m)
. (18)

For the computation of the estimates Ŵxy with x ∈ {s, b}
we face a choice between two possibilities.

• Variant A: We replace the true quantities in Eq. 13
with their plug-in estimates and compute the inte-
gral analytically or numerically,

ŴA
xy =

∫
dm

ĝx(m) ĝy(m)

ẑ ĝs(m) + (1− ẑ) ĝb(m)
. (19)

• Variant B : We additionally replace the integral
with a sum over the observations in the data sam-
ple. We note that an integral over a function φ(m)
can be written as an expectation value over the
p.d.f. g(m) (assuming that the expectation exists),∫

dmφ(m) =

∫
dmg(m)

φ(m)

g(m)
= E[φ(m)/g(m)]. (20)

In a finite sample, the arithmetic mean is an unbi-
ased estimate of the expectation due to the law of
large numbers,

1

N

∑
i

φ(mi)

g(mi)
−→ E[φ(m)/g(m)], (21)

where mi is the i-th observed value of m and N
is the sample size. Applying this replacement to
Eq. 13 yields

ŴB
xy =

1

N

∑
i

ĝx(mi) ĝy(mi)(
ẑĝs(mi) + (1− ẑ)ĝb(mi)

)2 . (22)

Variant B has several attractive properties which make it
the recommended method. The computation is straight-
forward from the fitted estimates ẑ and ĝs,b(m) and the
data sample. The additional complexity of computing an
integral (possibly numerically) is avoided. Furthermore,
this choice is guaranteed to exactly reproduce the previ-
ously fitted signal yield N̂s = Nẑ when the sWeights are
summed: ∑

i

ŵs(mi) = Nẑ = N̂s, (23)

where ŵs(m) is the estimate of ws(m) computed from

ŴB
xy. The proof for this is provided in Appendix B.
In other words, Variant B produces self-consistent esti-

mates ŵs for the sample at hand. This is not exactly true

in general for Variant A. The matrix elements ŴA
xy are

numerically close to the elements ŴB
xy but differ. We con-

sider the self-consistency of Eq. 23 important: sWeights
are computed from a fitted estimate ẑ, and so they should
reproduce that estimate exactly.

C. Connection to extended maximum-likelihood fit

There is a curious connection between Eq. 22 and the
results of an extended maximum-likelihood fit in which
ĝs and ĝb are fixed to their maximum-likelihood estimates
and the respective signal and background yields, Ns and
Nb, are regarded as independent variables. In such a fit,
one maximises the extended log-likelihood function [4]
which is without constant terms

lnL(Ns, Nb) = −(Ns+Nb)+
∑
i

ln[Ns ĝs(mi)+Nb ĝb(mi)].

(24)
The extremum is determined by solving the score func-
tions

∂ lnL
∂Nx

= −1 +
∑
i

ĝx(mi)

Ns ĝs(mi) +Nb ĝb(mi)

!
= 0, (25)

with x ∈ {s, b}. The maximum-likelihood estimates ob-

tained from these score functions are N̂s = Nẑ and
N̂b = N(1 − ẑ), where ẑ is the estimated signal fraction
as before. The elements of the Hessian matrix, of second
derivatives of the log-likelihood function, are given by

∂2 lnL
∂Nx ∂Ny

= −
∑
i

ĝx(mi) ĝy(mi)(
Ns ĝs(mi) +Nb ĝb(mi)

)2 . (26)
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We note the similarity between Eq. 26 and Eq. 22 and
evaluate the second derivative at the maximum of lnL to
find

− ∂2 lnL
∂Nx ∂Ny

∣∣∣∣
Ns=Nẑ,Nb=N(1−ẑ)

=
∑
i

ĝx(mi) ĝy(mi)(
N ẑ ĝs(mi) +N (1− ẑ) ĝb(mi)

)2
=

1

N
ŴB
xy. (27)

This shows another opportunity to compute estimates
of Wxy, since the second derivatives of the log-likelihood
are routinely computed (for example, by the program

MINUIT) as part of the fit for N̂s, N̂b, and the shape
parameters θs,b of ĝs,b(m;θs,b), and are therefore readily
available. The covariance matrix C returned by such a
fitting program is the negative inverse of the Hessian,

C−1 = −


∂2 lnL
∂N2

s

∂2 lnL
∂Ns∂Nb

. . .
∂2 lnL
∂Ns∂Nb

∂2 lnL
∂N2

b
. . .

...
...

. . .

 . (28)

The dotted parts of the matrix correspond to derivatives
that contain one or two shape parameters of θs,b.

Thus one can use Variant C to compute the elements

of ŴC
xy which consists of the following steps:

• Invert the covariance matrix C of the fit of yields
Ns,b and shape parameters θs,b.

• Isolate the 2 × 2 sub-matrix of the Hessian which
contains the derivatives with respect to the yields
Ns,b.

• Use Eq. 27 on these matrix elements to obtain ŴC
xy.

It would be incorrect to switch steps 1 and 2, i.e. isolate
the 2 × 2 sub-matrix of C that contains the yields and
invert it, because this does not restore the derivatives.

A close alternative is to do a second fit which leaves
only the yields free while keeping shape parameters fixed.
In this case, the covariance matrix computed by MINUIT
can be scaled to yield an estimate of the coefficient matrix
from Eq. 12: (

α̂s β̂s
α̂b β̂b

)
=

1

N

(
Css Csb
Csb Cbb

)
. (29)

If the Hessian matrix was actually calculated with
Eq. 26, Variant B and C would give identical results.
In practice however, the second derivatives in Eq. 28 are
usually computed only approximately by numerical dif-
ferentiation of Eq. 24. The accuracy of numerical differ-
entiation is several orders below the machine precision.
This means that Variant C produces a less accurate es-
timate than Variant B and that Eq. 23 only holds ap-
proximately for Variant C. In conclusion, Variant B is
recommended over Variant C, since the computation is
inexpensive and the result more accurate.

III. CUSTOM ORTHOGONAL WEIGHT
FUNCTIONS

The discussion so far has focused on the restricted case
where the p.d.f. is a mixture of two components that each
factorise in both the discriminant and control variables.
We now generalise to an arbitrary number of factorising
components, and also allow for a non-factorising function
of frequency weights, ε(m, t), which in practical applica-
tions is often identified with an efficiency function. The
total p.d.f. for the observed data then becomes

ρ(m, t) =
1

D
ε(m, t)f(m, t)

with D =

∫
dmdt ε(m, t) f(m, t) . (30)

The normalisation term, D, ensures that the observed
density, ρ(m, t), is properly normalised. The true density
of interest is

f(m, t) =

n∑
k=0

zkgk(m)hk(t) with

n∑
k=0

zk = 1 . (31)

The Kolmogorov–Arnold representation theorem [5, 6]
ensures that a finite sum of terms on the right-hand side
can represent any two-dimensional function f(m, t). For
practical applications it is beneficial if the expansion re-
quires only a few terms, which can be achieved with
gk(m) and hk(t) suitably chosen for the specific case. For
a given expansion we will assume that the first s terms
pertain to the signal density while the others describe the
background, i.e.

f(m, t) =

s−1∑
k=0

zk gk(m)hk(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
signal

+

n∑
k=s

zk gk(m)hk(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
background

. (32)

If there are multiple terms, in either the signal or back-
ground part, that do not contain either identical gk(m)
or hk(t) components, then the respective p.d.f.s are non-
factorising.

Generalising the insights obtained when identifying the
sWeights as orthogonal functions (see Sec. II A), it is easy
to show that any single function hk(t) in f(m, t) can be
isolated by a weight function

wk(m) =

n∑
l=0

Akl gl(m)

I(m)

with, A−1
kl = Wkl =

∫
dm

gk(m) gl(m)

I(m)
. (33)

Here I(m) is an arbitrary function (which we hereafter
refer to as the “variance function”), that is only required
to be non-zero in the considered range of m, and Akl is



5

akin to the α, β matrix of Eq. 12. It follows that

n∑
i=0

AkiWij = δkj and

∫
dmwk(m) gl(m) = δkl .

(34)

The weight functions, wk(m), are orthonormal to the
p.d.f.s, gk(m), in the discriminant variable, subject to
the weight I(m). For I(m) = 1, m ∈ [−1,+1] and
gk(m) = mk, the wk(m) would be the Legendre poly-

nomials. For I(m) =
√

1−m2, one would obtain the
Chebychev polynomials. For a particular problem, the
basis functions, gk(m), and the choice of the weight func-
tion, I(m), thus determine a set of Custom Orthogonal
Weights functions (COWs).

When considering a non-uniform efficiency, ε(m, t) 6=
1, the appropriate weight to apply to the data, in order
to extract the density hk(t), is wk(m)/ε(m, t). For a par-
ticular bin in the control variable, ∆t, the expectation
value of this weight is

Ek = E

[
wk(m)

ε(m, t)

]
∆t

=
zk
D

∫
∆t

dt hk(t), (35)

i.e. an unbiased estimate for the integral of the efficiency
corrected density, hk(t), over the bin ∆t. This holds for
any choice I(m). The weights that project out the entire
signal or background component are given by

ws =

s−1∑
k=0

wk(m)

ε(m, t)
and wb =

n∑
k=s

wk(m)

ε(m, t)
. (36)

Integrating Eq. (35) over all t one sees that every ex-
pectation value, Ek, is proportional to zk. Therefore, an
estimate of ẑk can be obtained from the corresponding
sample average of wk(m)/ε(m, t), with 1/D estimated
by the sample average of 1/ε(m, t).

Special properties hold when I(m) is a linear combi-
nation of the basis functions, gk(m). As proven in Ap-
pendix C, for arbitrary constants ak (where k ∈ [0, n]),
one finds

n∑
k=0

wk(m) = 1 when I(m) =

n∑
k=0

ak gk(m) , (37)

i.e. every event contributes with a total weight of unity
to the possible states k. One corollary of this result is
that for every measured mi, the COWs, wk(mi), sum to
unity when one of the gk(m) is constant. Another con-
sequence is that with an increasing number of terms the
sum

∑
k wk(m) will converge towards unity for any func-

tion I(m), since a linear combination of sufficiently many
basis functions gk(m) always allows for a good approxi-
mation of I(m).

It remains to select the weight function I(m). While
I(m) = 1 may be a reasonable default, it certainly will
not be optimal. Here we consider two options to choose
a better weight function I(m), such that

1. the variances of the ẑk are minimal,

2. the ẑk are the Maximum Likelihood estimates.

As shown in Appendix D, requirement (1) leads to

I(m) = q(m) with q(m) =

∫
dt

ρ(m, t)

ε2(m, t)
. (38)

Numerically, q(m) can be obtained from a histogram
of the 1/ε2(m, t) weighted m-distribution or a suitable
parameterisation thereof. For the construction of the
COWs the exact form of I(m) is uncritical, therefore a
histogram approximation will usually be good enough.
The extreme case of a single-bin histogram is equivalent
to I(m) = 1. Asymptotically a sufficiently fine-binned
histogram will be arbitrarily close to the ideal q(m).

Appendix E shows that the alternative requirement (2)
leads to

I(m) =

n∑
l=0

ẑk gk(m) , (39)

where the ẑk are estimates for the true fractions zk ob-
tained from an 1/ε(m, t) weighted unbinned Maximum
Likelihood fit. For ε(m, t) = 1 this is the sWeights solu-
tion. Numerically the ẑk can be determined iteratively,
starting with e.g. ẑk = 1/n and updating the values us-
ing sample averages of wk(m)/ε(m, t), based on the re-
sulting weight functions, wk(m). Since any initial choice
for I(m) yields unbiased estimates, ẑk, the iteration con-
verges quickly. Numerical studies indicate that n steps,
where n is the number of coefficients, are usually suffi-
cient. In the case of non-uniform efficiencies, ε(m, t), the
weight function, I(m), from the Maximum Likelihood
criterion is different from q(m). The fact that q(m) was
derived from the requirement of minimum variance illus-
trates the known result that weighted Maximum Likeli-
hood estimates are in general not efficient.

It is interesting to compare the two options dis-
cussed for I(m) in the case of uniform efficiency weights,
ε(m, t) = 1. In this case the weight functions are

I(1)(m) =

n∑
l=0

zk gk(m) and I(2)(m) =

n∑
l=0

ẑk gk(m) ,

(40)
i.e. the sWeights solution, I(2)(m), is the Maximum
Likelihood estimate of the theoretically optimal weight
function, I(1)(m). Asymptotically I(1)(m) and I(2)(m)
are the same. For a non-uniform efficiency function this
will not generally be true. One also finds that the COWs,
wk(m), determined from Eq. 33, with I(m) = I(2)(m),

satisfy the consistency condition 1/N
∑N
i=1 wk(m) = ẑk

found for sWeights when using the respective sample av-
erages for Wkl.

A. COWs in the Wild

The previous section covers the general framework re-
garding COWs. It shows how one can extract a true
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density, hk(t), in the control variable, t, from efficiency-
distorted data by using only p.d.f.s, gk(m), in the dis-
criminant variable, m. In the discussion above, these
densities, gk(m), are defined at the truth level. However,
for practical applications these are usually unknown, and
additional considerations come into play.

If the efficiency function is not sufficiently well known,
it may be preferable to first separate signal and back-
ground and handle the efficiency corrections in a later
step of the analysis. This case is covered in the COWs
framework by simply setting ε(m, t) = 1. However, one
has to keep in mind that even when the true signal den-
sity factorises in m and t, the efficiency function in gen-
eral will not, and thus sufficiently many terms in the
signal part of the data model are required to account
for factorisation-breaking effects. Furthermore, once the
signal density, hs(t), has been determined, the efficiency
correction must be done with the signal efficiency pro-
jected into just the control variable, ε̄(t). This can be
obtained by averaging ε(m, t) over m using

ε̄(t) =

∫
dm ε(m, t) fs(m, t) . (41)

Here fs(m, t) denotes the signal part of the true p.d.f..
If the efficiency function factorises in m and t, ε(m, t) =
η(m)ε(t), the m averaged efficiency can be expressed as

ε̄(t) = ε(t)

(∫
dm

gs(m)

η(m)

)−1

, (42)

where gs(m) is the observed signal p.d.f. in m. Nor-
mally one will get ε̄(t) from a Monte Carlo simulation
of the signal. One can then also directly apply weights
wk(m)/ε̄(t) when filling the respective t-histogram. It
should be noted that using wk(m)/ε(m, t) as an event-
by-event weight instead would be manifestly wrong, since
the m-dependence in the efficiency factor destroys the
orthogonality relations for the COW, and the signal es-
timate in t becomes polluted by background.

Another use case is a signal component that can be as-
sumed to factorise in m and t on top of a background that
may be non factorising. In the above formalism the sig-
nal p.d.f. is then g0(m)h0(t), and if one is only interested
in projecting out the p.d.f., h0(t), of the signal compo-
nent, there is additional freedom in the construction of
respective COWs. As shown in Appendix F, in this case
not only arbitrary non-zero weight functions I(m) can
be used, but also the assumed signal density can be cho-
sen freely as long as it is not a linear combination of the
background p.d.f.s gk(m) (where k = 1, . . . , n). This may
at first glance seem surprising, but just reflects the fact
that in order to remove the background in the control
variable, t, knowledge of the signal shape in the discrim-
inant variable, m, is of secondary importance. However,
a good description of the background under the signal is
crucial.

To construct a signal-only COW, wk, according to
Eq. 33 one requires an input model for the signal den-
sity, p(m), a set of background p.d.f.s gk(m) (where

k = 1, . . . , n) and a weight function, I(m). Here, p(m)
and gk(m) must be normalised, but the normalisation
of I(m) can be arbitrary. The requirement that w(m)
cancels all background contributions is∫

dmw(m) gk(m) = 0 for k = 1, . . . n . (43)

An additional requirement is needed to fix the normali-
sation of w(m), which is conveniently chosen as∫

dmw(m) p(m) = 1 . (44)

For p(m) = g0(m) this is same condition as before. For
the case ε(m, t) = 1 one can show that p(m) = g0(m) and
p(m) = ρ(m), where ρ(m) is the observed p.d.f. in m,
asymptotically give estimates for h0(t) that have exactly
the same statistical accuracy in terms of the number of
equivalent events Neq = (

∑
wi)

2/
∑
w2
i . This suggests

one should use

p(m) =

∫
dt f(m, t) =

n∑
k=0

zk gk(m) , (45)

the p.d.f. of the efficiency corrected m-distribution. Ex-
perimentally it can be estimated from the 1/ε(m, t)-
weighted m distribution of the data. For the optimal
choice of the weight function one finds again I(m) =
q(m), with q(m) estimated by the 1/ε2(m, t)-weighted
m-distribution of the data.

This offers an intriguing possibility to extract and esti-
mate the signal p.d.f. in the control variable, h0(t), from
a set of N measurements {mi, ti}, i = 1, . . . , N . All
one needs is a model for the background in m, and es-
timates, e.g. histograms, of p(m) and q(m). Formally
the background can always be expanded into a complete
set of functions, e.g. polynomials. With the conven-
tions adopted above, a factorising model on the interval
m ∈ [0, 1] would be

gb(m, t) = gb(m)hb(t) =

( ∞∑
k=1

ak km
k−1

)
hb(t) (46)

a non-factorising model would be obtained by

gb(m, t) =

∞∑
k=1

ak km
k−1hk(t) . (47)

For practical applications the above sums have to be
truncated. If one imposes factorisation of the back-
ground, then estimates âk need to be determined from
the data in order to specify the background p.d.f.. If
one allows for factorisation breaking, then all one needs
are individual p.d.f.s gk(m) = kmk−1, p(m) in place of
the actual signal component g0(m) and I(m) = q(m)
to determine w(m) = w0(m) according to Eq. 33. The
event-by-event weights w(m)/ε(m, t) for a histogram in
t then produce an asymptotically efficient and unbiased



7

estimate of the signal p.d.f. h0(t). At finite statistics the
use of estimates from the data for p(m) and q(m) will
give rise to a bias of order 1/N , which is negligible com-
pared to the statistical uncertainties. A formal proof for
this is still pending. However, any biases will be small
since using a priori fixed functions for p(m) and q(m),
provides an unbiased estimate of h0(t), although with less
than optimal statistical precision. Systematic uncertain-
ties related to the choice of the background model can
be probed by adding terms and checking the stability of
the result.

IV. VARIANCE OF ESTIMATES FROM
WEIGHTED DATA

Parameter estimation using weighted unbinned data
sets can be performed by maximising the weighted like-
lihood [7], which is equivalent to solving the weighted
score functions

∑
i

wi
∂ lnhs(ti;θ)

∂θk

!
= 0, (48)

with sWeights wi = ws(mi) or w′s(mi, ti) and shape pa-
rameters θ of the signal p.d.f. hs(t;θ). The weighted
likelihood is not a classic likelihood (product of proba-
bilities) and so the inverse of the Hessian matrix [7] of
the weighted likelihood does not asymptotically provide
an estimate of the covariance matrix of the parameters.
Eq. 48 is an example of an M-estimator [8]. A complete
derivation of the asymptotic covariance matrix for the
parameters θ can be found in the appendix of Ref. [9],
here we only summarise the main findings.

A complication arises due to the fact that the sWeights
depend, via Eq. 18, on the inverse covariance matrix ele-
mentsWxy, which are usually determined via Eq. 22. The

estimates Ŵxy in turn depend on the estimates of the

signal and background yields, N̂s and N̂b, usually deter-
mined from an extended maximum likelihood fit. Prob-
lems of this type are described as two-step M-estimation
in the statistical literature [10, 11]. To account for the
fact that the parameters are estimated from the same
data sample and are therefore not independent, one has
to combine the estimating equations for the parameters
of interest with those of the yields and the inverse covari-
ance matrix elements in a single vector.

We construct the quasi-score function S(λ), where
λ = {Ns, Nb,φ,Wss,Wsb,Wbb,θ} is the vector of all such
parameters, and φ and θ are also vectors for the shape
parameters in m and t, respectively. The elements of S

are given by

S(λ) =



∂ lnL(Ns, Nb,φ)/∂Ns
∂ lnL(Ns, Nb,φ)/∂Nb
∂ lnL(Ns, Nb,φ)/∂φ1

...
∂ lnL(Ns, Nb,φ)/∂φn
ψss(Ns, Nb,φ,Wss)
ψsb(Ns, Nb,φ,Wsb)
ψbb(Ns, Nb,φ,Wbb)

ξ1(φ,Wss,Wsb,Wbb,θ)
...

ξp(φ,Wss,Wsb,Wbb,θ)



, (49)

where

∂ lnL
∂Nx

=
∑
i

[
gx(mi,φ)

Ns gs(mi,φ) +Nb gb(mi,φ)
− 1

N

]
∂ lnL
∂φk

=
∑
i

Ns ∂gs(mi,φ)/∂φk +Nb ∂gb(mi,φ)/∂φk
Ns gs(mi,φ) +Nb gb(mi,φ)

ψ(xy) =
∑
i

[
gx(mi,φ) gy(mi,φ)(

Ns gs(mi,φ) +Nb gb(mi,φ)
)2 − Wxy

N

]
ξk =

∑
i

ws(mi;φ,Wss,Wsb,Wbb)
∂ lnhs(ti;θ)

∂θk

with x, y ∈ {s, b}, (xy) iterating over the three unique
combinations {ss, sb, bb}, and the shape parameters of
φ and θ running between {1 . . . n} and {1 . . . p}, respec-
tively. For reference these can be compared to the equiv-
alent expressions in Eq. 22 and Eq. 25. One can show
that E[S(λ0)] = 0, if λ0 is the vector of true parameter

values [9]. Therefore, a consistent estimate λ̂ can be con-

structed as the solution to S(λ)
!
= 0. We note that the

elements of S(λ) can be multiplied by arbitrary non-zero
constants without changing these results.

The asymptotic covariance of λ, which includes the
parameters of interest θ, is then given by [12–14]

Cλ = E

[
∂S

∂λT

]−1

×CS × E

[
∂S

∂λT

]−T
, (50)

where ∂S/∂λT is defined as the Jacobian matrix built
from the derivatives ∂Sk/∂λ` and CS = E

[
SST

]
. We

note that the inverse of the Jacobian ∂S/∂λT introduces
correlations between the parameter uncertainties. In a
finite sample, the expectation values in Eq. 50 can be
estimated from the sample. The estimate for E[∂S/∂λT ]

is ∂S/∂λT |λ̂, while the elements of the matrix ĈS are
provided in Appendix G. In the literature, Eq. 50 is often
referred to as the sandwich estimator, but in this case
the variance of the score is modified because we consider
fluctuations in the sample size.

In the case of classic sWeights and when the shapes of
gs(m) and gb(m) are known, some simplifications of the
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expressions in Eq. 50 are possible, as detailed in Ref. [9].
They result in the following covariance matrix

Ĉθ = H−1H ′H−T −H−1EC ′ETH−T , (51)

for the parameters of interest θ, with

Hk` =
∑
i

ŵs(mi)
∂2 lnhs(t;θ)

∂θk ∂θ`

∣∣∣∣
θ̂

,

H ′k` =
∑
i

ŵ2
s(mi)

(
∂ lnhs(t;θ)

∂θk

∂ lnhs(t;θ)

∂θ`

)∣∣∣∣
θ̂

,

Ek(xy) =
∑
i

∂ws(mi)

∂Wxy

∣∣∣∣
Ŵss,Ŵsb,Ŵbb

∂ lnhs(t;θ)

∂θk

∣∣∣∣
θ̂

,

C ′(xy)(uv) =
∑
i

gx(mi) gy(mi) gu(mi) gv(mi)(
N̂s gs(mi) + N̂b gb(mi)

)4 ,

where (xy) and (uv) iterate over {ss, sb, bb}, and

ŵs(mi) = ws(mi; Ŵss, Ŵsb, Ŵbb). The asymptotically
correct expression for the binned approach is also derived
in Ref. [9].

The first term of Eq. 51 is the covariance for a weighted
score function as described by Eq. 48 with independent
weights wi. The second term is specific to sWeights and

always reduces the covariance of the estimate θ̂. This
reduction is caused by the fact that the sWeights are
estimated from the same data sample. If the shapes of
gs(m) and gb(m) are also estimated from the data sam-
ple, Eq. 51 has to be extended with further terms, see
Appendix G.

V. PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS OF COWS
AND SWEIGHTS

All of the studies in this section are available to view
online at Ref. [15]. This includes generic implementations
of extracting sWeights (Sec. II) and COWs (Sec. III) with
the variants detailed in this document, as well as a class
which performs a correction to the covariance matrix
when fitting unbinned weighted data (Sec. IV). The inter-
face is provided in python and offers support for proba-
bility distribution functions defined in either scipy [16],
ROOT (via TTrees) [17] or RooFit [18]. We also point
out that the RooStats [19] package implements what we
here call sWeights Variant B but does not implement the
other variants or COWs.

An important point to remember is that the deriva-
tion of the sWeight formalism in Sec. II simply requires
a sensible estimate for the signal and background shapes,
ĝ(m). It does not require any special refitting or yield-
only fitting which has been commonly recommended in
other sWeights discussions. Using the formalism outlined
in this article, one only needs to fit the discriminant vari-
able(s) (usually a candidate invariant mass) once; with
the freedom to float, fix or constrain any parts of the
shape or yields therein to obtain ĝ(m). One can then ex-
tract the sWeights for any component of ĝ(m) and need

not be concerned about fixed or constrained yield param-
eters. Moreover, the range used to compute the weights
can even be different from the one used to extract the
weights and indeed one could even use a binned fit (e.g.
if the sample is large) to obtain estimates of the p.d.f.s
and still extract per-event sWeights. This formalism also
allows one to extract the pure weight function, i.e. one
that is valid for any value of the mass not just a weight
per event. In the case of extracting COWs a fit never
even needs to be performed, one simply needs estimates
for ĝs(m), ĝb(m) and I(m). As described in Sec. III A
these can be obtained from the data sample directly for
ĝs(m) and I(m), and as a sum of polynomials for ĝb(m).
As we will see in the practical examples below there are
some pitfalls to be wary of and we would always recom-
mend that each use case follows a similar approach to
that shown here: produce ensembles of simulated events
to check that biases are small and variances are as ex-
pected.

A. Statistical test of independence

An important prerequisite for the extraction of
sWeights is that the data samples for the discriminant
and control variables are statistically independent for
both signal and background; which means that the total
p.d.f. factorises for the discriminant and control variables.
If this is not the case then the extracted sWeights can
be biased. The COWs formalism, described in Sec. III,
allows one to overcome this by expanding the p.d.f. into
a series of terms which do factorise. In order to check the
independence in a data sample we recommend use of the
Kendall rank correlation coefficient [20]. A simple func-
tion to compute the correlation coefficient, τ , is provided
in Ref. [15]. It should be noted that the uncertainty on τ

scales approximately with 1/
√
N , where N is the sample

size.

B. A simple example comparing sWeight variants

A simple example has been considered to demonstrate
the method and illuminate some of the small differences
between the variants described in Sec. II B. A common
application of sWeights in flavour physics is to extract
the lifetime of a candidate using its invariant mass to
isolate it from the background. In this example we take
two independent variables; invariant mass m and decay
time t of a B-meson candidate. Our observed dataset
contains an arbitrary mixture of signal; normally (expo-
nentially) distributed in m (t), and background; expo-
nentially (normally) distributed in t (m), events. The
m and t projections of the p.d.f., which is the f(m, t)
of Eq. 1, used to generate simulated events is shown in
Fig. 1.

For each simulated dataset, the estimates ĝs(m) and
ĝb(m) are obtained by fitting back the generated mass
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FIG. 1. The m (top) and t (bottom) projections of the true
distributions used to generate the pseudo-experiments studied
in Sec. V B.

distribution. We then compute the Ŵxy matrices of
Eqs. 19, 22 and 27 for variants A, B and C respectively.
Finally, the weight functions, both ŵs(m) and ŵb(m),
are extracted for each variant using Eq. 18. Within vari-
ant C we extract the weight functions using both of the
methods described in Sec. II C: i) by twice inverting the
covariance matrix and ii) by using Eq. 29 on the covari-
ance of a fit in which only the yields float.

The distribution of the weight functions, ws(m) and
wb(m), as a function of the discriminant variable, invari-
ant mass, are shown for the nominal Variant B method
in Fig. 2 for one pseudo-experiment containing 5K (20K)
signal (background) events. The other variants give very
similar looking distributions, although small differences
can be seen when inspecting their relative differences as
shown in Fig. 3. It is useful to confirm the formalism of
Sec. II with a numerical evaluation of this example. In-
deed we see, with all four of the methods inspected here,
that

∫
wi(m)gj(m)dm = δij , as well as

∑
i wi(m) = 1

for all m, to a high numerical precision. We also eval-
uate the sum of weights and sum of squared weights in
order to make a comparison with the yield estimates and
uncertainties extracted from the discriminant variable fit
(for a proof that the sum of squared weights provides an
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FIG. 2. Distribution of the weight functions, ws(m) (red)
and wb(m) (blue), as well their sum (black), extracted using
the Variant B method. The other variants give very similar
looking results.
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FIG. 3. Difference between the extracted signal weights,
ws(m), from each variant with Variant B as the reference.

estimate for the asymptotic variance see Appendix H).
The results are shown in Table I, along with those from
the free fit and a fit with only the yields floating. This
demonstrates Eq. 23 for Variant B, i.e. that the fitted
yield is exactly reproduced by the sum of weights. Whilst
at first glance the sum of squared weights may appear to
underestimate the variance of the fitted yield, one has
to realise that the weights are agnostic of any variance
in the shape parameters. Table I shows that the sum of
squared weights accurately reproduces the variance of a
fit in which only the yields float.

Finally, we apply the signal weights to our dataset in
the control dimension, t, and fit this with the expected
exponential distribution. We subsequently find that we

obtain an accurate estimate of the shape, ĥs(t), finding
that the slope parameter has a very similar value to that
which would have been obtained had we performed the
fit in two dimensions to start with. The weighted and
true distributions in the control variable t are shown in
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Fit methods Ns σ(Ns) Nb σ(Nb)

EML Fit (all pars.) 49591.22 351.23 200409.16 523.61

EML Fit (yields only) 49591.22 311.25 200409.16 497.69

sWeight methods
∑
ws

√∑
w2

s

∑
wb

√∑
w2

b

Variant A 49591.01 311.26 200408.99 497.70

Variant B 49591.22 311.25 200409.16 497.69

Variant C 49595.97 311.24 200408.98 497.67

Variant D 49596.17 311.24 200410.08 497.67

TABLE I. A comparison of the fitted component yields and
the errors from the fit with the extracted sum of weights and
sum of weights squared. This numerically demonstrates why
we recommend Variant B as the best choice as the weights
precisely reproduce both the central value and uncertainty of
the fitted yield.

Fig. 4 for Variant B. The other variants produce very
similar looking distributions. The fitted values of the ex-
ponential slope to the (s)weighted data for each variant,
compared to that obtained from a full 2D fit, are given
in Table II. Note that the uncertainties on these parame-
ters are appropriately scaled according to the description
given in Sec. IV as we are now fitting weighted data.

We then repeat this study on ensembles containing 500
pseudo-experiments in order to ensure that any of the
behaviour seen is not just a fluke of the specific dataset
shown in this example. We also perform the same study
on ensembles with smaller samples sizes and with differ-
ent signal to background ratios, the results are shown in
Figs. 5 and 6. We find that each of the variants described
here give very similar results and can accurately repro-
duce the full two-dimensional fit with, at least in this
case, a minimal loss in precision.

Figure 5 shows that the sum of weights (left two pan-
els) for Variant B accurately reproduce the fitted yield.
Variant A is also unbiased in this respect but has a
slightly larger spread (note the very small y-axis), whilst
Variants Ci and Cii give a very small bias and tend to
overestimate the yield by about 0.1 per mill. When in-
specting the variance properties, sum of squared weights
(right two plots), we can see that all of the methods tend
to very slightly over estimate the fit uncertainty. Variant
B has a much larger spread of variances than the other
methods which are all similar.

Figure 6 shows the importance of computing the co-
variance matrix correction using Eq. 51 (a comparison of
the brown points with the rest). For very small amounts
of signal, either small overall sample size or small val-
ues of the signal to background ratio, we see some slight
biases and a much smaller average uncertainty when us-
ing the weights method, as compared to the full two-
dimensional fit. Inspection of the studentised residual
distributions suggest a small amount (∼ 10%) of under-
coverage in these cases, which is more than likely due to
the asymptotic assumptions made when correcting the
covariance matrix no longer being valid.
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FIG. 4. The decay-time distribution of true signal candidates
(red points) and the total signal and background dataset,
weighted with ws(m) (blue points), extracted using Variant
B. The solid blue line shows the result of an exponential fit
to the weighted distribution. The dashed red line shows the
true underlying decay-time distribution used to generate the
dataset from. Weights extracted using the other variants give
very similar looking results.

Method Fit Result
2D Fit 2.0025 ± 0.0137

Variant A 2.0067 ± 0.0138
Variant B 2.0067 ± 0.0138
Variant C 2.0068 ± 0.0138
Variant D 2.0068 ± 0.0138

TABLE II. A comparison of the fitted values for the control
variable slope when fitting to the sWeighted data sample with
the outcome if a full 2D fit had performed. Comment on loss
of precision. Note that the weighted fits do not have the
Christoph correction included so are almost certainly wrong.

C. A more complex example with Variant B

In this section we test a more complex example for
another common use case in flavour physics in which
there are multiple different factorising components within
f(m, t) of which some may be signal and some may be
backgrounds. In this example we have an invariant mass
as the discriminant variable once more but now have
six different components each with different p.d.f.s; some
even peak under or near the signal in a similar way. For
the control variable(s) we use a simple discrete integer
which labels the true component, c ∈ [1, 6], as well as two
“Dalitz” variables. We have assumed that the discrimi-
nant invariant mass variable is constructed from a three-
body decay of the form X → ABC and in this case the
Dalitz variables are the invariant mass squared of the AB
and AC combinations. We generate a pseudo-experiment
from the true underlying model in which the Dalitz vari-
ables are flat across the phase space for all components,
apart from the signal which has a resonance in the AB
invariant mass, and one of the backgrounds which has
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FIG. 5. The upper (lower) left plots show the percentage dif-
ference between the sum of weights and the fitted yield, from
a fit to the discriminant mass variable in which only the yields
float, for the signal (background) components. The right plots
show the percentage difference between the square root of the
sum of squared weights and the error on the fitted yield. The
points (with thin error bars) show the mean (width) of the
distribution across the ensemble of pseudo-experiments. The
thick error bars (shaded boxes) represent the standard error
on the mean (width) across the ensemble.

a resonance in the AC invariant mass, which appear as
horizontal and vertical bands in the Dalitz plot. A vi-
sualisation of the generated dataset in the discriminant
variable, m, is shown in Fig. 7. The control variable dis-
tributions are shown in Fig. 8 where events have been
coloured according to their true event type. As in the
previous example the generated dataset is fitted to ob-
tain estimates for ĝi(m) and it is actually the result of
this fit which is shown in Fig. 7. We then use the method

of Variant B to obtain the Ŵxy matrix (in this case a 6×6
matrix), after which the 6 weight functions, wi(m), are
extracted. The distributions of these weight functions
are shown in Fig. 9.

We can then inspect the distributions of the control
variables when the various weights have been applied.
One can see a very nice recovery of the “control” vari-
able in Fig. 10 and the Dalitz variables for the signal
component in Fig. 11. The weighted Dalitz plots for the
other components show a similar level of agreement with
the truth. As seen before in Table I we again find in this
example that

∫
wi(m)gj(m)dm = δij ,

∑
i wi(m) = 1 for

all m and that the sum of weights and sum of squared
weights accurately reproduce the corresponding fitted
yield and variance.

This more complex example, in contrast to the previ-
ous simple case, exhibits rapidly oscillating weight func-
tions (see Fig. 9) which oscillate much more quickly than
the actual variation of the relevant component shapes
themselves. This is because the weight is related to how
the shapes overlap as well as how they vary themselves
with mass. One can also see that competing (i.e. similar)
shapes oscillate out of phase, which is what we would ex-
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FIG. 6. A comparison of the performance of each sWeight
variant with a full two-dimensional fit as a function of the
sample size (top) and signal to background ratio, explicitly
the value of z, (bottom). For the top figure z = 0.2 and for
the bottom figure the sample size is N = 2500. The points
(with thick error bars) show the mean (standard error on
the mean) of the distribution of fitted slope values across the
ensemble of pseudo-experiments. The thin error bars shows
the square root of the mean of the variances of the fitted slope
extracted across the ensemble. Note neither of the x-axes are
on a linear scale.
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FIG. 9. The distributions of the weight functions, wi(m), for
each of the components in the invariant mass fit. Their sum
is shown by the black line.

pect as their yields are anti-correlated. It is worth noting
that the sum of all component weights for any value of
the discriminant variable, in this case invariant mass, is
still unity.

It is worth highlighting that the components with the
smallest yields have the largest amplitudes of the weight
function. Clearly, this is because small yields will have
large uncertainties and therefore will require a large vari-
ance of weights. This can then lead to fairly sizeable
fluctuations in the weights for small contributing samples
when inspecting a relatively fine grain phase space, like
that of the Dalitz plot. When inspecting certain distri-
butions it is possible to see artefacts of these fluctuations
appearing as features in a distribution, for example a
band might seem to appear in a Dalitz distribution when
in reality it is just large fluctuations around zero. Clearly,
minimising the size of these fluctuations is prudent as it
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FIG. 10. The weighted control variable, c, distribution be-
fore (grey) and after application of the relevant weight. The
colour of each bar (bars have their x position offset to aid the
visualisation) represents the component weight that has been
applied. One can see that the application of each separate
weight accurately projects out the relevant component.
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FIG. 11. The weighted Dalitz distribution when applying the
signal weight. One can see that the true distribution is very
nicely recovered, with some fluctuations. Similar plots are
found when applying the other components weights but are
not shown.

is generally undesirable to have few events with large
weights. However, this issue only arises when trying to
project out control variables for components which have
a very small yield in the discriminant variable. There-
fore our recommendation is to proceed with caution if
you are trying to use the sWeight method for a fit com-
ponent which is considerably smaller than others in the
fit.

D. An example exploiting COWs with a
non-factorising background and efficiency effects

The final example we investigate considers an ex-
treme case which has similar features to the first ex-
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FIG. 12. Projections of the true p.d.f. used in the extreme
example case along with projections of the efficiency model.

ample (Sec.V B) but contains a highly non-factorising
background model and a non-factorising efficiency. This
emulates the use cases in which the signal efficiency is
straightforward to estimate but the background efficiency
is not. The nature of the true model used to generate
ensembles of experiments is shown in Fig. 12, in which
the non-factorising nature of the background is manifest
in that the exponential slope of the background in mass
varies with decay time, and both the mean and width
of the normal distribution describing the background in
decay time vary with mass. Projections of the integrated
distributions along with the projection of the efficiency
model used are also shown.

For this set of tests we perform an analysis on ensem-
bles of simulated datasets using Variant B of the sWeights
procedure described above along with various implemen-
tations of the COW formalism presented in Sec. III.
For the sWeights implementation the signal, ĝs(m), and
background, ĝb(m) distributions are estimated by fitting
the simulated sample as is done for the other examples
above. For the COWs implementation the same signal
model, ĝs(m), is used and a variety of tests are performed
using:

• The same estimate of the background as in the
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FIG. 13. Results of the study incorporating a non-factorising
efficiency model and a non-factorising background. The six
panels, from left-to-right, show the equivalent sample size
(bottom panels) and pull (top panels) of the fitted lifetime
parameter on the weighted sample. The hollow triangles (cir-
cles) show the pull with (without) the covariance correction
applied. The different colours represent different choices for
the modelling of the background function, gb(m).

sWeights case, ĝb(m)

• Background functions given by sums of polynomi-
als, up to 1st, 3rd and 5th order

• Variance functions of the COW equal to

1. unity, I(m) = 1

2. the true sum of p.d.f.s in mass as in Eq. 39,
I(m) = f(m) = zgs(m) + (1 − z)gb(m), the
COW equivalent of sWeights

3. an estimation from the data sample itself us-
ing a histogram of the 1/ε2(m, t) weighted
m-distribution as in Eq. 38, I(m) = qB(m),
where B is the number of bins in the his-
togram, and binnings of 10, 25, 50 and 100
are tried.

The results for this analysis are shown in Fig. 13 in
which the simulated sample size is 2K events, with equal
amounts of signal and background. We have also tested
cases with different signal-to-background ratios and with
different sample sizes and the conclusions are rather sim-
ilar, apart from that fewer orders of polynomial are re-
quired to achieve a minimal bias when the sample size
is smaller. It is also worth noting that for small samples
(< 100 events) there are small biases due to the fact that
the covariance correction of Sec IV is only asymptotically
valid.

It can be seen from Fig. 13 that in the case of a
highly non-factorising background model the traditional
sWeights method can have a severe bias (first panel of
Fig. 13). This is also the case for the COW formal-
ism when I(m) = f(m) or I(m) = 1 (second and third
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panels of Fig. 13), neither of which contain the appro-
priate efficiency correction. This is overcome when us-
ing sums of polynomials which can effectively mitigate
the non-factorising efficiency and non-factorising back-
ground. One can see that higher orders of polynomial
achieve a smaller bias but reduce the statistical power of
the method (the bottom panel of Fig. 13 shows the equiv-
alent sample size from the sum of signal weights with
respect to the generated number of signal candidates).
When using I(m) = qB(m) these biases are significantly
reduced, because in this case the estimate of qB(m) is
suitably efficiency corrected. Small biases remain in this
case if the background description is not sufficient (e.g.
in this case a first order polynomial is not enough).

Figure 13 shows that when using the polynomial ex-
pansions for the non-factorising backgrounds the COWs
formalism performs well, even in this extreme case, de-
pending on the order of polynomial used in the back-
ground modelling and the form of the I(m) variance func-
tion. With suitable choices of these, the bias can be min-
imised, with a price to pay in statistical precision (the
higher order polynomial used the worse the precision,
the fewer bins used and the smaller the sample used for
the qB(m) estimate the worse the precision). It is clear
that this choice will be analysis specific and it should be
carefully considered on an individual basis. There will be
a trade-off between systematic bias and statistical preci-
sion.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In summary this article gives a fresh overview and re-
view of the sWeights method before discussing a gen-
eralisation of them which we dub “Custom Orthogonal
Weight functions” (COWs). We demonstrate that COWs
can handle a variety of different applications and achieve
statistically robust results with minimal loss in precision.
Indeed COWs are applicable to situations in which the
specific case of sWeights do not work.
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Appendix A: Constrained minimization problem

We use Lagrange multipliers to find the function ws(m)
which minimizes Eq. 7 under the constraints Eq. 3 and
Eq. 4. We need to find the extremum of

L(ws(m), αs, αb) =

∫
ws(m)2 g(m) dm− z2

− 2αs

(∫
dmws(m) gs(m)− 1

)
− 2αb

∫
dmws(m) gb(m). (A1)

The Lagrange multipliers αs,b in L were scaled by a factor
of two without loss of generality. Since L is a functional
of ws(m), we need to use variational calculus. With

δ

∫
dmws(m)φ(m) =

∫
dmδws(m)φ(m)

δ

∫
dmws(m)2 φ(m) =

∫
dm 2ws(m) δws(m)φ(m)

the variational score function is

δL = 2

∫
dmδws(m)

[
ws(m) g(m)

− αs gs(m)− αb gb(m)
]

!
= 0. (A2)

According to the fundamental lemma of calculus of varia-
tions, the equation is satisfied for any continuous δws(m)
only if the integrand inside the square brackets is zero.
So we obtain

ws(m) =
αs gs(m) + αb gb(m)

g(m)
. (A3)

Appendix B: Proof of self-consistency of sWeights
calculated with variant B

Here, we prove Eq. 23. For a more compact presenta-
tion, we use the definitions si := ĝs(mi), bi := ĝb(mi),
and gi := ĝ(mi). We note that the hats are missing, but
si, bi, and µi are still computed from estimated p.d.f.s.

We insert Eq. 18 in the left-hand side of Eq. 23 and get

∑
i

ŵs(mi) =
ŴB
bb

∑
i
si
gi
− ŴB

sb

∑
i
bi
gi

ŴB
ssŴ

B
bb − [ŴB

sb ]
2

(B1)

= N

(∑
ik

sib
2
k − biskbk
gig2

k

)/(∑
ik

s2
i b

2
k − sibiskbk
g2
i g

2
k

)
.

(B2)
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In the last step, Eq. 22 was inserted and the products of
sums expanded. We note that the denominators of the
two terms in braces differ by a factor gi and convert the
first term:∑

ik

sib
2
k − biskbk
gig2

k

=
∑
ik

gi (sib
2
k − biskbk)

g2
i g

2
k

=
∑
ik

ẑs2
i b

2
k + (1− ẑ)sibib2k − ẑsibiskbk − (1− ẑ)b2i skbk

g2
kg

2
i

=
∑
ik

ẑ(s2
i b

2
k − sibiskbk)

g2
kg

2
i

.

We used
∑
ik sibib

2
k =

∑
ik b

2
i skbk in the last step. Fi-

nally, by inserting this intermediate result back we find
the desired result,∑

i

ŵBs (mi) =

N

(∑
ik

ẑ(s2
i b

2
k − sibiskbk)

g2
kg

2
i

)/(∑
ik

s2
i b

2
k − sibiskbk
g2
i g

2
k

)
= Nẑ. (B3)

Appendix C: Proof that sum of all component
weights is unity

When I(m) is a linear combination of the p.d.f.s,

I(m) =

n∑
k=0

akgk(m), (C1)

then the normalisation of the gk(m) implies that

1 =

∫
dmgk(m) =

∫
dmgk(m)

I(m)

I(m)

=
n∑
l=0

al

∫
dm

gk(m)gl(m)

I(m)
=

n∑
l=0

alWkl. (C2)

Inverting this matrix equation, it follows that
al =

∑n
k=0Akl and thus,

n∑
k=0

wk(m) =

n∑
k=0

n∑
l=0

Aklgl(m)

I(m)
=

1

I(m)

n∑
l=0

algl(m) = 1.

(C3)

Appendix D: The variance function which minimises
the variance of ẑ

Recall that an estimate for the fraction zk is given by

ẑk =
D

N

N∑
i=1

wk(mi)

ε(mi, ti)
. (D1)

Given that E[ẑk] = zk then

E

[
wk(mi)

ε(mi, ti)

]
=
zk
D
. (D2)

Here the normalisation D is an unknown constant and
for the following it is sufficient to simply assume that D
exists. As an aside, if one assumes a functional form of
I(m) which provides weights which sum to unity (Ap-
pendix H shows that any linear combination will satisfy
this requirement) and noting that the estimates ẑk also
have to sum to unity, then D can be estimated from the
data using the harmonic average of the efficiencies,

D̂ =

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

1

ε(mi, ti)

)−1

. (D3)

Assuming simply that D exists, then following from
Eq. D1, the variance of ẑk is

Var(ẑk) = E[ẑ2
k]− E[ẑk]2

=
D2

N2
E

 N∑
i,j=1

wk(mi)wk(mj)

ε(mi, ti)ε(mj , tj)

− z2
k

=
D2

N2

 N∑
i6=j

E

[
wk(mi)wk(mj)

ε(mi, ti)ε(mj , tj)

]
+

N∑
i=j

E

[
w2
k(mi)

ε2(mi, ti)

]−z2
k

=
D2

N2

[
N(N − 1)

z2
k

D2
+N E

[
w2
k(m)

ε2(m, t)

]]
− z2

k

=
1

N

[
D2 E

[
w2
k(m)

ε2(m, t)

]
− z2

k

]
. (D4)

If the weight I(m) is to be such that the variance
of ẑk is minimal it then follows that the expectation
value E[w2

k(m)/ε2(m, t)] is minimal. The minimisation
has to incorporate the constraints that the integrals of
wk(m)gl(m) are either zero or one, which is done by
Lagrange multipliers, 2λl. The extremum condition be-
comes∫

dmdtρ(m, t)

[
w2
k(m)

ε2(m, t)
−

n∑
l=0

2λlwk(m)gl(m)

]
!
= ‘min.

(D5)
Here only ρ(m, t) and ε(m, t) depend on t. Encompassing
the t-integral by introducing

q(m) =

∫
dt
ρ(m, t)

ε2(m, t)
(D6)

and using the extremum condition, which requires that
any variations δwk(m), with δw2

k(m) = 2w(m)δw(m),
lead to zero variation of the remaining m integral, one
finds∫

dm 2 δwk(m)

[
wk(m)q(m)−

n∑
l=0

λlgl(m)

]
= 0. (D7)
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This is true under any variations δwk(m) provided the
term in square brackets zero. This implies that the func-
tional form of the weight functions is

wk(m) =

n∑
l=0

λlgl(m)

q(m)
, (D8)

which in turn means that the optimal variance weight
function is given by

I(m) = q(m) =

∫
dt
ρ(m, t)

ε2(m, t)
. (D9)

Appendix E: The variance function which means ẑk
are their maximum likelihood estimates.

Consider an Extended Maximum Likelihood fit of the
yields, Nk, for each component of the data model. The
Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimates, N̂k are obtained
by minimising

L =

n∑
l=0

Nk −
N∑
i=1

1

ε(mi, ti)
ln

[
n∑
l=0

Nlgl(m)

]
. (E1)

The requirement of a stationary point ∂L/∂N̂k = 0 leads
to

1 =

N∑
i=1

1

ε(mi, ti)

gk(mi)∑
l N̂lgl(mi)

. (E2)

Inserting the estimates ẑk = N̂kD/N means that

N

D
=

N∑
i=1

1

ε(mi, ti)

gk(mi)∑
l ẑlgl(mi)

∀ k. (E3)

The solution for this system of non-linear equations re-
quires that the right-hand-side is the same for all k,
namely N/D. Noticing here the similarity with Eq. D1,
one can choose I(m) such that the sum in Eq. E3 be-
comes N/D. In this case one finds that

ẑk =

n∑
l=0

Akl = ak (E4)

and therefore

I(m) =

n∑
l=0

ẑlgl(m). (E5)

Appendix F: Choice of signal p.d.f. for COWs when
the signal factorises.

Quite often the signal shape g0(m) is a non-trivial func-
tion usually containing a number of nuisance parameters.

It is interesting to investigate what happens to the cor-
responding weight function when the choice of function
used in the determination of the weight function does not
match the true signal density. Now we are making a dis-
tinction between the true p.d.f.s, gk(m) and the p.d.f.s
used to determine the Wkl, Gk(m). In this case we are
discussing the signal so will assume that G0(m) 6= g0(m)
and Gk(m) = gk(m) for k > 0. In this case we can write
the expected number of signal in a bin of width ∆t in the
control variable distribution as

E[w0] =

∫
∆t

dt

∫
dmρ(m, t)w0(m)

=

∫
∆t

dt

∫
dm

n∑
k=0

zkgk(m)hk(t)

n∑
l=0

A0l
Gl(m)

I(m)

=

n∑
k=0

zk

∫
∆t

dthk(t)

n∑
l=0

A0l

∫
dm

Gl(m)gk(m)

I(m)
.

(F1)

For k > 0 the m-integral is equal to Wlk. However, for
k = 0, it is not because G0(m) 6= g0(m). Explicitly
splitting the sum over k into these two parts gives

E[w0] = z0

∫
∆t

dth0(t)

n∑
l=0

A0l

∫
dm

Gl(m)g0(m)

I(m)

+

n∑
k=1

zk

∫
∆t

dthk(t)

n∑
l=0

A0lWlk︸ ︷︷ ︸
δ0k

. (F2)

Since the A and W matrices are the inverse of each
other, the last sum reduces to δ0k, and therefore the sec-
ond term does not contribute to the expectation value
and vanishes. This leaves,

E[w0] = z0

[
n∑
l=0

A0l

∫
dm

Gl(m)g0(m)

I(m)

]∫
∆t

dth0(t).

(F3)
This shows that, since the term in the square bracket is
a constant, in order to determine the shape h0(t) both
the I(m) and G0(m) functions of the COW to project
out the signal are arbitrary.
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Appendix G: Sample estimate for variance of the
quasi-score vector

Below we give the sample estimate for CS = E[SST
]

in Eq. 50. We obtain

Ê

[
∂ lnL
∂Nx

∂ lnL
∂Ny

]
=
∑
i

ĝx(mi)ĝy(mi)(
N̂sĝs(mi) + N̂bĝb(mi)

)2
Ê

[
∂ lnL
∂Nx

∂ lnL
∂φk

]
=
∑
i

ĝx(mi)
(
N̂s

∂gs(mi)
∂φk

+ N̂b
∂gb(mi)
∂φk

)
|φ̂(

N̂sĝs(mi) + N̂bĝb(mi)
)2

Ê

[
∂ lnL
∂Nx

ψ(uv)

]
=
∑
i

ĝx(mi)ĝu(mi)ĝv(mi)(
N̂sĝs(mi) + N̂bĝb(mi)

)3
Ê

[
∂ lnL
∂Nx

ξk

]
=
∑
i

ŵs(mi)ĝx(mi)

N̂sĝs(mi) + N̂bĝb(mi)

∂ lnhs(ti)

∂θk

∣∣∣∣
θ̂

Ê

[
∂ lnL
∂φk

∂ lnL
∂φ`

]
=
∑
i

(N̂s
∂gs(mi)
∂φk

+ N̂b
∂gb(mi)
∂φk

)|φ̂
N̂sĝs(mi) + N̂bĝb(mi)

×
(N̂s

∂gs(mi)
∂φ`

+ N̂b
∂gb(mi))
∂φ`

)|φ̂
N̂sĝs(mi) + N̂bĝb(mi)

Ê

[
∂ lnL
∂φk

ψ(xy)

]
=
∑
i

ĝx(mi)ĝy(mi)(
N̂sĝs(mi) + N̂bĝb(mi)

)3
×
(
N̂s

∂gs(mi)

∂φk
+ N̂b

∂gb(mi)

∂φk

)∣∣∣∣
φ̂

Ê

[
∂ lnL
∂φk

ξ`

]
=
∑
i

(N̂s
∂gs(mi)
∂φk

+ N̂b
∂gb(mi)
∂φk

)|φ̂
N̂sĝs(mi) + N̂bĝb(mi)

× ŵs(mi)
∂ lnhs(ti)

∂θ`

∣∣∣∣
θ̂

Ê
[
ψ(xy)ψ(uv)

]
=
∑
i

ĝx(mi)ĝy(mi)ĝu(mi)ĝv(mi)(
N̂sĝs(mi) + N̂bĝb(mi)

)4
Ê
[
ψ(xy)ξk

]
=
∑
i

ŵs(mi)ĝx(mi)ĝy(mi)(
N̂sĝs(mi) + N̂bĝb(mi)

)2
× ∂ lnhs(ti)

∂θk
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Ê [ξkξ`] =
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ŵ2
s(mi)

(
∂ lnhs(ti)

∂θk
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∂θ`

)∣∣∣∣
θ̂

,

where ĝx(mi) = gx(mi; φ̂), hs(ti) = hs(ti,θ),

ŵs(mi) = ws(mi; ĝs, ĝb, Ŵss, Ŵsb, Ŵbb), x, y ∈ {s, b},
(xy), (uv) each iterate over {ss, sb, bb}, and k, l index the
shape parameters of φ or θ.

Appendix H: Variance of a sum of weights

We compute the variance of a sum of independently
and identically distributed weights, T =

∑n
i wi, where

the sample size n is a Poisson-distributed number. The
latter changes the computation of the variance of T . We
follow the derivation in Ref. [21]; the key insight is that
the sampling of n is independent of the sampling of the
wi.

The variance of T is Var(T ) = E[T 2] − E[T ]2, so we
need the respective expectations. The expectation of T
is

E[T ] = En[Ew[T ]] = En

[
n∑
i

E[w]

]
= E[n] E[w], (H1)

where En is an expectation taken with respect to n only,
likewise for Ew. The expectation of T 2 is

E[T 2] = En[Ew[T 2]] = En
[
Varw(T ) + Ew[T ]2

]
= En

[
n∑
i

Var(w) + n2 E[w]2

]
= E[n] Var(w) + E[n2] E[w]2. (H2)

Here we used that the variance of a sum of independent
random variables is equal to the sum of their variances.
The variance of T then is

Var(T ) = E[n] Var(w) + E[n2] E[w]2 − E[n]2 E[w]2

= E[n] Var(w) + Var(n) E[w]2. (H3)

With Var(n) = E[n] for a Poisson distribution, the vari-
ance reduces to

Var(T ) = E[n] (Var(w) + E[w]2) = E[n] E[w2]. (H4)

An unbiased estimate of this is given by

V̂ar(T ) = n× 1

n

∑
i

w2
i =

∑
i

w2
i . (H5)
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