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The Monte Carlo method is often used to simulate systems which can be modeled by random
walks. In order to calculate observables, in many implementations the “walkers” carry a statis-
tical weight which is generally assumed to be positive. Some random walk simulations, however,
may require walkers to have positive or negative weights: it has been shown that the presence
of a mixture of positive and negative weights can impede the statistical convergence, and special
weight-cancellation techniques must be adopted in order to overcome these issues. In a recent work
we demonstrated the usefulness of one such method, exact regional weight cancellation, to solve
eigenvalue problems in nuclear reactor physics in three spatial dimensions. The method previously
exhibited had several limitations (including multi-group transport and isotropic scattering) and
needed homogeneous cuboid cancellation regions. In this paper we lift the previous limitations, in
view of applying exact regional cancellation to more realistic continuous-energy neutron transport
problems. This extended regional cancellation framework is used to optimize the efficiency of the
weight cancellation. Our findings are illustrated on a benchmark configuration for reactor physics.

I. INTRODUCTION

For day-to-day industrial needs in the field of nuclear
reactor physics, deterministic codes are used to solve the
neutron transport equation, estimating the reaction rates
and the power distribution in the reactor core [1–3]. De-
terministic methods have the advantage of running fast,
but this speed comes at the cost of accuracy: many ap-
proximations are introduced, discretizing the phase space
(position, direction and energy) and thus leading to a
bias in the results. The gold-standard in reactor physics
for solving the neutron transport equation is the Monte
Carlo method, which does not need to introduce any dis-
cretization of the phase space, and is therefore free of any
bias [4]. This high-fidelity simulation method comes at
the cost of requiring extensive computer resources. Be-
cause of this computational cost, multi-physics simula-
tions of a full-core nuclear reactor model, using Monte
Carlo neutronics codes coupled with other state-of-the-
art thermal-hydraulics and fuel performance codes, have
become possible only very recently, mainly thanks to the
increase in available computer power and to the develop-
ment of efficient variance-reduction techniques [5, 6].

In these Monte Carlo simulations, the particles being
simulated (typically neutrons or photons) carry a statis-
tical weight, which is used to estimate observable quanti-
ties such as reaction rates and power distributions within
the core of the nuclear reactor. For most applications in-
volved in nuclear reactor physics or radiation shielding
problems, these statistical weights are always positive.
However, several types of Monte Carlo neutronics sim-
ulations require that the particles being sampled carry
negative statistical weights (or complex weights, where
each component is allowed to be negative). Problems
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that require negative weights include the evaluation of
the second harmonic of the flux, critical buckling, and
neutron noise, as the quantities being estimated in these
problems can be negative [7–9]. There are also special re-
jection sampling methods which allow negative weights,
that could be used to treat spatially continuous mate-
rial properties, even when the desired quantities should
be positive [10]. Random walk problems using positive
and negative statistical weights emerge more broadly in
many applications outside of nuclear reactor physics, e.g.
in quantum diffusion Monte Carlo [11], or in the Wigner
Monte Carlo formalism [12]. Such simulations can be
particularly challenging, as the summing of positive and
negative contributions to estimate the observable quan-
tities leads to very large variances in these tallies: it is
often recognized that weight cancellation is mandatory
to ensure convergence [7, 8, 13].

In a recent work, we have focused on the case of spa-
tially continuous material properties for particle trans-
port applications emerging in reactor physics. Material
cross sections for neutron transport depend on the en-
ergy of the incident particle, as well as on the tempera-
ture and density of the material. Traditional neutronics
codes (both Monte Carlo and deterministic) make the
approximation that each material region in the reactor
model has a constant temperature and density [1–3, 14–
17]. In a real nuclear reactor, however, this is certainly
not the case, as the temperature and density will de-
pend continuously on position. The continual advances of
high-performance computing resources allows us to con-
sider new ways of improving the fidelity of our Monte
Carlo codes. It is in this context that we have examined
the possibility of treating spatially-continuous material
temperatures and densities in Monte Carlo simulations
in a previous work [10]. In particular, we have focused
on assessing which particle-tracking methods might be
best suitable to treat spatially-continuous cross sections
for fixed-source transport problems, typically occurring
in radiation shielding applications [10]. Among the pos-
sible choices, the delta-tracking [18, 19] and negative-
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weighted delta-tracking [20, 21] sampling strategies were
deemed particularly attractive. Negative-weighted delta-
tracking, although beneficial for dealing with spatially-
continuous cross sections, has a potential drawback due
to the statistical weights of the particles being allowed
to become negative: in a subsequent study concerning
k-eigenvalue problems, we have shown that the coupling
of positive and negative particle weights prevents conver-
gence of the power iteration method to the fundamental
mode of the physical system being studied [22].

To overcome these issues, an exact regional weight can-
cellation method, originally proposed by Booth and Gu-
bernatis in a 1D context [23], was extended to 3D and was
shown to allow the convergence of power iteration with
negative-weighted delta-tracking in a multi-group reactor
physics benchmark [22]. Such a weight cancellation tech-
nique might be useful to improve the simulation meth-
ods of the other previously mentioned problems which
have particles with negative statistical weights. While
our previous work in Ref. 22 demonstrated potential for
the method, many questions were left unanswered: un-
der what conditions is regional cancellation unbiased?
How might one extend cancellation from multi-group to
continuous-energy material cross sections? Is it possible
to maximize the efficiency of weight cancellation, for a
given set of particles in a cancellation region? Our goal
in this paper is to build upon our previous results in
Ref. 22 and to start addressing these very questions.

Our manuscript is organised as follows. In Sec. II,
we provide a brief summary of the exact regional can-
cellation technique which we presented in our previous
paper. Section III will develop the mathematical theory
behind the family of techniques for regional cancellation,
for the most general continuous-energy case. We also ex-
amine what conditions must be satisfied to ensure that
a regional cancellation method is unbiased. The theory
presented in this section elucidates the concepts which
are integral to the technique (for both multi-group and
continuous-energy calculations), and blazes the trail for
implementing exact regional cancellation in continuous-
energy problems. The question of optimizing cancella-
tion is then treated in Sec. IV, where two candidate opti-
mization methods are proposed. Section V discusses the
implementation of the two optimization strategies in our
Monte Carlo code, and discusses how these two strate-
gies allow us to deal with heterogeneous cancellation re-
gions. The different optimization strategies are compared
in Sec. VI, and we also assess the performances of our
methods on a reactor physics benchmark with hetero-
geneous cancellation regions. Some concluding thoughts
and remarks are provided in Sec. VII.

II. REGIONAL WEIGHT CANCELLATION

Previously, we have extended the 1D exact regional
cancellation scheme of Booth and Gubernatis [23] to work
in 3D multi-group neutron transport problems [22]. Here,

we shall briefly outline the mechanics of this method, in
a general continuous-energy framework. For the case of
k-eigenvalue problems, the fundamental mode and eigen-
value are sought by Monte Carlo methods using power
iteration, which basically consists of following the neu-
tron histories over fission generations [4]. When negative-
weighted delta-tracking is used to sample particle flights,
the transported neutron will have positive and negative
weights, and weight cancellation will be mandatory to
ensure the convergence of power iteration [22]. In this
context, the regional cancellation operation is applied
to neutrons born from fission. The fission particles are
first sorted into user-defined cancellation regions, based
on their position. Once all of the particles have been
sorted into their cancellation regions, we may then con-
sider each cancellation region independently for the can-
cellation procedure. In our previous work, a simple recti-
linear mesh was imposed on top of the problem geometry.

Consider cancellation region R (which is assumed to
be composed of only one fissile material), containing fis-
sion neutrons which have already been sampled. In ad-
dition to storing its own position (r), energy (E), and

direction (Ω̂), each fission particle also stores its par-
ent’s energy (E′), the position of the previous collision
(r′), and the direction of the parent’s penultimate flight

(Ω̂′′).1 From this information, we can calculate the “fis-
sion density function”, i.e. the expected fission density
at r due to a collision at r′ coming from direction Ω̂′′,
and a subsequent flight from r′ to r at energy E′; this
is a key ingredient for the weight cancellation procedure.
The exact form of the fission density function depends
on the particle tracking method being used. For the case
of negative-weighted delta-tracking,2 as examined in our
previous work, the fission density function was taken to
be

ζ(r|r′, Ω̂′′, E′) =

P
(

r−r′

|r−r′| · Ω̂
′′
)

Σf (r, E′)

2π|r − r′|2
e−Σsmp(E′)|r−r′|. (1)

In this notation, Σsmp is the sampling cross-section re-
quired for negative-weighted delta tracking, Σf is the fis-
sion cross-section, and P is the probability density func-
tion for the cosine of the scattering angle for the previous
collision.3 Based on ζ, we are able to split each fission

1 The direction of the parent’s last flight is not explicitly stored,

as it can be calculated as Ω̂′ = r−r′

|r−r′| .
2 We will only mention negative-weighted delta-tracking in the

text, since that was the focus of our previous work, but Eq. (1)
is also valid for regular delta-tracking, where Σsmp would be the
majorant cross section. This could be of use for neutron noise or
critical buckling problems, which would not necessarily require
the use of negative-weighted delta-tracking but nonetheless re-
quire weight cancellation.

3 While the symbol f was used for the fission density function in
Ref. 22, we have instead chosen to use ζ in this paper, to avoid
any confusion with other subsequent symbols.
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particle in R into two components: a point-wise compo-
nent with weight wp, and a uniform component of weight
wu. The point-wise portion, wp, keeps the phase space

coordinates (r, Ω̂, E) of the split fission particle. The
uniform component, wu, is spread uniformly over the re-
gion R. To calculate the point-wise and uniform weights,
we use

wp =
ζ(r|r′, Ω̂′′, E′)− β
ζ(r|r′, Ω̂′′, E′)

w (2)

wu =
β

ζ(r|r′, Ω̂′′, E′)
w, (3)

respectively, with w being the weight of the original fis-
sion particle [23]. Note that wp + wu = w, so that
the net weight is conserved. The free parameter β can
take any value, and in general is chosen independently
for each particle in R. Our previous work followed the
recommendation of Booth and Gubernatis, and always
took β to be the minimum value of ζ(r′′|r′, Ω̂′′, E′) over
all possible r′′ ∈ R, for the particle of interest. We
demonstrated that, for the case of isotropic scattering
and cuboid cancellation regions, one only needs to eval-
uate ζ(r′′|r′, Ω̂′′, E′) for the eight corners of the cuboid
(taking r′′ to be the corner positions) to find the mini-
mum value within R.

With wp and wu having been calculated for each fission
particle in R, we then take the sum of all the uniform
weight components

U =

N∑
i=1

wu,i, (4)

where the extra subscript i indicates the fission particle.
This operation is effectively where the cancellation oc-
curs: depending on the initial weights wi of the fission
particles, the individual uniform components wu,i will be
positive or negative, and taking their sum cancels some of
the positive and negative weight which was in the region
R. The uniform weight U must be distributed uniformly
within R. To do this, n = d|U |e new fission particles are
sampled within R, each having a weight of U/n. The po-
sitions of the n uniform particles are sampled uniformly
in R. In our previous work, the direction was sampled
from an isotropic distribution, as fission was assumed to
be perfectly isotropic, and the energy was sampled from
the fission spectrum of the material in R, as it was as-
sumed that the fission spectrum had no dependence on
incident neutron energy. These n new uniform fission
particles must be added to the fission bank, and will then
be transported along with the other fission particles dur-
ing the next fission generation.

The method proposed in Ref. 22 that we have recalled
here, was demonstrated to work successfully and be un-
biased on a simple reactor physics benchmark problem.
While those results were very promising, the initial im-
plementation admittedly had several limitations. First,
cancellation regions must be homogeneous, containing

only a single fissile material. Second, fission must al-
ways be isotropic, and the fission spectrum must be in-
dependent of the incident energy. In general, even in
continuous-energy transport, fission is almost always rep-
resented as isotropic, so this is not necessarily a large
inconvenience. However, the fission energy spectrum is
generally assumed to be dependent on the incident neu-
tron energy. Furthermore, while Booth and Gubernatis
argue that cancellation is unbiased for any value of the
parameter β, the amount of canceled weight (and thus
the efficiency of the method) clearly does depend on β.
Using the minimum value of the fission density as β is
not necessarily the most efficient choice for achieving the
highest amount of cancellation. Nonetheless, taking β to
be the minimum within R guarantees that both wp and
wu have the same sign as w: when β is larger than the
minimum, the point-wise portion, wp, can change sign,
potentially leading to even more positive and negative
weight in the region than there was initially. The cancel-
lation operation does not change the net weight Wnet in
the bin, as

Wnet =

N∑
i

wi =

N∑
i

wu,i +

N∑
i

wp,i = U +

N∑
i

wp,i (5)

will still be located in the bin. However, cancellation
does change the total weight, Wtot, defined as the sum
of the absolute values of all weights. The total weight
before cancellation is

Wtot =

N∑
i

|wi|, (6)

while the post-cancellation total weight is

Wtot,post =

N∑
i

|wp,i|+ |U | =
N∑
i

|wp,i|+

∣∣∣∣∣
N∑
i

wu,i

∣∣∣∣∣. (7)

By using the triangle inequality, it is possible to show
that

Wtot,post ≥ |Wnet|.

The more efficient cancellation is, the closer Wtot,post

will be to Wnet, with 100% cancellation efficiency cor-
responding to Wtot,post = Wnet (i.e. all negative weight
is removed). The optimal choice for β will maximize the
cancellation efficiency, and therefore minimize Wtot,post.
This optimal choice of β is clearly dependent on the other
particles in the bin, and determining this optimal value
is vital for improving the overall computational efficiency
of the simulation.

III. UNBIASEDNESS OF CANCELLATION

In this section, a method for performing exact re-
gional cancellation in general continuous-energy prob-
lems shall be developed, and it will be demonstrated
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under what conditions such schemes lead to an unbiased
fission source. For this purpose, it is mathematically ben-
eficial to use the integral form of the transport equation,
as opposed to the integro-differential form adopted in our
previous work. We will begin by presenting the integral
transport form for the eigenvalue transport problem in
Sec. III A. Section III B makes a first attempt at devel-
oping an estimator for the fission emission density in a
region, which averages over all possible collisions and sub-
sequent flights which induce the fission. While this exact
estimator is likely of little use to a practical application,
we are able to use it to examine what requirements must
be observed in order to have an unbiased fission emission
density estimator. Section III C discusses how far back
in a particle’s history one must look, so that it is possible
for it to have contributed to the fission emission density
everywhere within the cancellation region. Section III D
uses the ideas from Section III C to decompose the col-
lision operator as is done in most Monte Carlo codes, to
produce a fission emission density estimator which could
potentially be used in an industrial code to achieve exact
regional cancellation. Section III E outlines the possi-
bility of distributing some of the fission emission density
within the region according to a generic function, instead
of distributing it uniformly. Finally, Section III F exam-
ines why delta-tracking algorithms are more suited to
exact regional cancellation, and the peculiarities which
can arise from delta-scatters.

A. Integral Formulation of the Transport Equation

We will start with the k-eigenvalue Boltzmann trans-
port equation in integral form. Let P = (r, Ω̂, E) denote
the coordinates of a point in phase space. The collision
density ψ(P ) = Σt(r, E)ϕ(r, Ω̂, E) and the emission den-
sity χ(P ) are related by [4]:

ψ(P ) = Tχ(P ) (8)

χ(P ) =

[
Cs +

1

k
Cf
]
ψ(P ), (9)

where Σt is the total macroscopic cross section, and ϕ is
the angular neutron flux. In this notation, T is the flight
operator, defined as

Tg(P ) =

∫
T (P ′ → P )g(P ′)dP ′, (10)

where we have made use of the flight kernel

T (P ′ → P ) =

Σt(r, E
′)

|r − r′|2
exp

− |
r−r′|∫
0

Σt(r
′ + uΩ̂′, E′)du


δ

(
Ω̂− r − r′

|r − r′|

)
δ
(
Ω̂′ − Ω̂

)
δ (E − E′) . (11)

We note that the flight kernel T (P ′ → P ) is normalized,
and can be interpreted as the probability density func-
tion (PDF) for a particle having a flight and landing at
the phase space coordinate P , conditioning on its initial
phase space coordinate being P ′.

The scattering operator Cs in Eq. (9) is defined as

Csg(P ) =

∫
Cs(P

′ → P )g(P ′)dP ′, (12)

with the scattering kernel Cs(P
′ → P ) being

Cs(P
′ → P ) =

νs(r
′, E′)Σs(r

′, E′)

Σt(r′, E′)

fscat

(
Ω̂, E|r′, Ω̂′, E′

)
δ (r − r′) , (13)

where Σs is the macroscopic scattering cross section, νs
is the average number of neutrons emitted from a scat-
ter, and fscat is the joint PDF for a neutron to scatter
in direction Ω̂ at energy E. The fission operator Cf is
similar to the scattering operator in Eq. (12), but instead
uses a fission kernel Cf (P ′ → P ), defined as

Cf (P ′ → P ) =
νf (r′, E′)Σf (r′, E′)

Σt(r′, E′)

ffiss

(
Ω̂, E|r′, Ω̂′, E′

)
δ (r − r′) , (14)

where Σf is the macroscopic fission cross section, νf is
the average number of neutrons produced per fission, and
ffiss is the joint PDF for fission neutrons to be emitted
in direction Ω̂ at energy E. The scattering and fission
operators may be combined into a collision operator

χ(P ) = Cψ(P ), (15)

which has a corresponding collision kernel

C(P ′ → P ) = Cs(P
′ → P ) +

1

k
Cf (P ′ → P ). (16)

Here C(P ′ → P ) can be interpreted as the average num-
ber of of particles produced about the phase space co-
ordinate P , from a collision induced by a particle at
P ′. Given this interpretation, it is also possible to
rewrite C(P ′ → P ) in a more concise form, using an
average yield ν̄(r′, E′), and an average transfer function

f̄(Ω̂, E|r′, Ω̂′, E′):

C(P ′ → P ) = ν̄(r′, E′)f̄
(
Ω̂, E|r′, Ω̂′, E′

)
δ(r − r′).

(17)
It is clear that Eq. (17) is true if

ν̄(r′, E′) =
νs(r

′, E′)Σs(r
′, E′)

Σt(r′, E′)
+
νf (r′, E′)Σf (r′, E′)

kΣt(r′, E′)
(18)
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and

f̄
(
Ω̂, E|r′, Ω̂′, E′

)
=

νs(r
′, E′)Σs(r

′, E′)

ν̄(r′, E′)Σt(r′, E′)
fscat

(
Ω̂, E|r′, Ω̂′, E′

)
+

νf (r′, E′)Σf (r′, E′)

kν̄(r′, E′)Σt(r′, E′)
ffiss

(
Ω̂, E|r′, Ω̂′, E′

)
. (19)

B. Averaging over all Scattering Events

Consider the following particle history. A neutron en-
ters a collision at P1, and then leaves that collision at

P2. The particle then undergoes a flight and experiences
a fission at P3. The fission at P3 then contributes to
the fission emission density at P4. It is assumed that P4

is located within the generalized phase space region R,
which will act as our cancellation region. 4 This partial
particle history is depicted in Fig. 1. Despite the fact
that r4 = r3, P3 is not, in general, located in the can-
cellation region R, as Ω̂3 and E3 may not be within the
domain of R. In order to examine the fission emission
density at point P4, we must first determine the collision
density ψ(P3), for a given collision at P1. From Eq. (8)
and Eq. (9), it follows that

ψ(P3) = TCψ(P3) =

∫
T (P2 → P3)

∫
C(P1 → P2)ψ(P1)dP1dP2 (20)

=

∫∫∫
dr1dΩ̂1dE1

∫∫∫
dr2dΩ̂2dE2ψ

(
r1, Ω̂1, E1

)
ν̄(r1, E1)f̄

(
Ω̂2, E2|r1, Ω̂1, E1

)
δ (r2 − r1)

Σt (r3, E3) exp

− |r3−r2|∫
0

Σt

(
r2 + uΩ̂2, E2

)
du

 δ
(
Ω̂3 − r3−r2

|r3−r2|

)
δ
(
Ω̂3 − Ω̂2

)
δ(E3 − E2)

|r3 − r2|2
(21)

=

∫∫∫
dr1dΩ̂1dE1ψ

(
r1, Ω̂1, E1

)
ν̄(r1, E1)

δ

(
Ω̂3 −

r3 − r1

|r3 − r1|

) f̄
(
Ω̂3, E3|r1, Ω̂1, E1

)
Σt(r3, E3)

|r3 − r1|2
exp

− |r3−r1|∫
0

Σt

(
r1 + uΩ̂3, E3

)
du

 . (22)

The integral over P1 in Eq. (22) indicates that ψ(P3) is a sum of contributions from all possible initial phase space

points P1 for which Ω̂3 = r3−r1

|r3−r1| .

The fission emission density χf (P4) is defined as

χf (P4) =
1

k
Cfψ(P4). (23)

Combining Eq. (14) and Eq. (22), we obtain

χf (P4) =

∫∫∫
dr1dΩ̂1dE1ψ

(
r1, Ω̂1, E1

)
ν̄(r1, E1)

∫
dE3

νf (r4, E3)Σf (r4, E3)ffiss

(
Ω̂4, E4|r4,

r4−r1

|r4−r1| , E3

)
f̄
(

r4−r1

|r4−r1| , E3|r1, Ω̂1, E1

)
k|r4 − r1|2

exp

− |r4−r1|∫
0

Σt

(
r1 + u

r4 − r1

|r4 − r1|
, E3

)
du


=

∫∫∫
ψ
(
r1, Ω̂1, E1

)
ν̄(r1, E1)ζ(P1 → P4)dr1dΩ̂1dE1. (24)

4 While our previous work in Ref. 22 used cancellations which only
spanned space, we now consider cancellation regions spanning all
dimensions of phase space. We therefore must consider three spa-

tial dimensions, two dimensions for direction, and one dimension
for energy.
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P1 = (r1,Ω1,E1)

P2 = (r2,Ω2,E2) = (r1,Ω2,E2) 

P3 = (r3,Ω3,E3) = (r3,Ω2,E2) 

P4 = (r4,Ω4,E4) = (r3,Ω4,E4) 

Flight Operator

Fission Operator

Phase Space 
Coordinate

Cancellation 
Region

Key

Collision Operator

R

FIG. 1. Depicted here is the relationship between phase space
points P1, P2, P3, and P4. Points connected by a flight oper-
ator (solid line) share the same direction and energy, and are
only discontinuous in position. Points connected by a colli-
sion or fission operator (dotted and dashed lines respectively)
share the same position, but are generally discontinuous in
direction and energy. Any branches which might result from
the application of the collision operator from P1 to P2 are not
depicted.

In the last step we have introduced the function ζ:

ζ(P1 → P4) =

∫
dE3

νf (r4, E3)Σf (r4, E3)ffiss

(
Ω̂4, E4|r4,

r4−r1

|r4−r1| , E3

)
f̄
(

r4−r1

|r4−r1| , E3|r1, Ω̂1, E1

)
k|r4 − r1|2

exp

− |r4−r1|∫
0

Σt

(
r1 + u

r4 − r1

|r4 − r1|
, E3

)
du

 (25)

Here ζ(P1 → P4) is the transition kernel for a particle
starting at P1, undergoing a collision, then a flight, and
then producing fission particles at P4.

We now wish to construct an estimator for the ex-
pected fission emission density at a point Q ∈ R. Our
estimator operates on events where a fission particle is
emitted at P4 ∈ R, from a particle originally enter-
ing a collision at P1. To be unbiased, our estimator
ϑ(P1 → P4|R, Q) for the fission emission density must
have the property [4]∫

ζ(P1 → P4)ϑ(P1 → P4|R, Q)dP4 = ζ(P1 → Q). (26)

In order to achieve regional cancellation, we would like
to define an estimator ϑ for the fission emission density
at Q where a portion of the fission emission density is
located exactly at Q, and the remaining portion is uni-
formly distributed within the phase space region R. We
shall define this estimator to have the form

ϑη(P1 → P4|R, Q) = (1− η)δ(Q− P4) +
η

VR
. (27)

Here, VR is the generalized phase space volume occu-

pied by R, and η is the portion of the fission emission
density that we wish to uniformly distribute within R.5

If η is taken to be a constant with respect to P4, then,
upon evaluation of the left-hand side of Eq. (26), using
Eq. (27), we obtain:∫

ζ(P1 → P4)ϑη(P1 → P4|R, Q)dP4 =∫
ζ(P1 → P4)

[
(1− η)δ(Q− P4) +

η

VR

]
dP4 =

(1− η)ζ(P1 → Q) +
η

VR

∫
ζ(P1 → P4)dP4. (28)

Comparing Eq. (28) and Eq. (26), it is clear that the only
unbiased option is η = 0, corresponding to no cancella-
tion. It is permissible however to allow η = η(P1, P4)
to be both a function of P1 and P4, as ϑ is already a
function of these parameters. Using the ansatz

η(P1, P4) =
β

ζ(P1 → P4)
, (29)

inspired by Eq. (3), we see that

5 Note that the parameter η may take any value (real or complex); in particular, it is not required to lie in the [0, 1] interval.
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∫
ζ(P1 → P4)ϑη(P1,P4)(P1 → P4|R, Q)dP4 =∫

ζ(P1 → P4)

[(
1− β

ζ(P1 → P4)

)
δ(Q− P4) +

β

VRζ(P1 → P4)

]
dP4 =

ζ(P1 → Q)− β + β = ζ(P1 → Q), (30)

which, compared with right-hand side of Eq. (26), shows
that this choice leads to an unbiased estimator.

Equation (30) indicates that we are allowed to dis-
tribute a factor β/ζ(P1 → P4) of the fission particle uni-
formly within R, so long as β has no functional depen-
dence on P4. This requirement on β is essential to ensure
that, after integrating over P4, both β terms will cancel;
note however that β is allowed to depend on P1. We are
therefore allowed to pick β = 0 whenever it is convenient,
so long as information from P4 is not used to make this
choice.

Additionally, Eq. (30) indicates that we must require
ζ(P1 → P4) 6= 0 ∀P4 ∈ R. If this is not the case, then η
is undefined. In particular, this implies that we require
Σf (r4, E3) > 0 everywhere within our cancellation re-

gion. We must also require ffiss(Ω̂4, E4|r4,
r4−r1

|r4−r1| , E3) >

0 ∀P4 ∈ R; as fission is nearly perfectly isotropic, the an-
gular component is not problematic, but the energy com-
ponent could indeed be zero for very low energies, and
care must therefore be taken when selecting the energy
bounds for R. Despite these restrictions, we are given
some liberty as to the definition of R, as it is allowed to
be non-convex.

The ansatz of Eq. (29) has the following remarkable
property. Suppose that ζ(P1 → P4) has the structure

ζ(P1 → P4) = h0(P1)ζ0(P1 → P4). (31)

Consider the estimators

ϑζ = ϑ

(
P1 → P4|R, Q, η =

β

ζ

)
(32)

ϑζ0 = ϑ

(
P1 → P4|R, Q, η =

β0

ζ0

)
. (33)

The two estimators are actually identical for β0 = β/h0.
In other words, any factor in ζ(P1 → P4) that is inde-
pendent of P4 can be pulled out of the definition of ζ and
still yield an unbiased estimator for the fission emission
density.

Finally, note that the integral over E3 in the definition
of ζ could be somewhat problematic and/or expensive to
compute in a continuous-energy Monte Carlo code. It
effectively corresponds to averaging over all possible nu-
clides, reaction channels, and energies, which could have
been sampled in determining P3, and leading to a fission
particle at P4. We therefore would like to determine if
there is an alternative, simpler, unbiased option.

C. Expected-Value Estimators for Cancellation

As it has been developed, ζ(P1 → P4) can be inter-
preted as a type of expected-value estimator [24], because
it is the expected contribution to the fission emission den-
sity at P4, for a particle entering a collision at P1. For the
purpose of carrying out weight cancellation, several kinds
of expected-value estimators for the fission emission den-
sity at P4 could potentially be used in place of the form
given by Eq. (25). All that is required of ζ(P1 → P4) is
that it be non-zero for all points P4 inR. This is required
by Eq. (30), as we can only distribute fission emission
density uniformly within R if ζ(P1 → P4) > 0 ∀P4 ∈ R.
With this in mind, we will now consider what types of
expected-value estimators could be used in lieu of ζ.

Next-event estimators are particular forms of
expected-value estimators that average the sampled
quantity over the following event in the stochastic pro-
cess. Let us evaluate if a next-event estimator is suitable
for the purpose of cancellation. Consider a next-fission
estimator for the fission emission density; such an
estimator is applied to particles undergoing a collision
at P3 = (r3, Ω̂3, E3) and yields the expected fission

emission density at a generic point Q = (r, Ω̂, E) ∈ R.
Since fission does not change the position of particles,
the contribution of the next-fission estimator vanishes
everywhere except for r = r3. Therefore, a next-
fission estimator is not able to yield a non-vanishing
contribution at all the points in cancellation region R.

Thus, in order for cancellation to be possible, we need
to include more than one event in our expected-value es-
timator, i.e. we need to use at least a next-next-event
estimator, or possibly an estimator of even higher or-
der. It is then crucial to determine the number of events
that our estimator needs to look ahead and average over,
in order to yield a non-vanishing contribution to all the
phase space points in the cancellation region. Indeed,
we want to minimize the number of look-ahead events,
because the evaluation of expected-value estimators be-
comes more and more cumbersome as the number of look-
ahead events increases.

Consider now the possibility of a next-flight-fission es-
timator. In our notation, such an estimator acts on par-
ticles emitted at P2 and yields the expected fission emis-
sion density at Q, averaged over all possible flights from
P2 and all possible fission events. Since the flight opera-
tor does not modify the particle direction (see Eq. (11)),
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the expected fission density vanishes everywhere except
at positions reachable from r2 with direction Ω̂2. In gen-
eral, this does not cover the whole cancellation region,
except in the one-dimensional case [22, 23].

It is now probably clear that a next-collision-flight-
fission estimator should in general yield a non-vanishing
contribution to the fission emission density at all phase
space points within R. In other words, given a particle
undergoing a collision at P1, the expected fission emis-
sion density (averaged over the next collision, flight, and
fission) should not vanish anywhere within R. This cor-
responds to Eq. (25) above and justifies the construction
of the previous section.

Two remarks are in order here. First, there are cases
where even a next collision-flight-fission estimator is not
sufficient to achieve a non-vanishing expected fission
emission density at all points within R. Indeed, the col-
lision between P1 and P2 may be subject to kinematic
constraints, and Eq. (25) shows that the expected fission

emission density vanishes if f̄
(

r−r1

|r−r1| , E3|r1, Ω̂1, E1

)
= 0

for some r in cancellation regionR. Second, an estimator
based on Eq. (25) would require the evaluation of the in-
tegral over E3 at every collision, which is impractical. In
fact, regional cancellation attempts to perform the can-
cellation algorithm a posteriori, after flights have already
been sampled, and fission particles have been produced.
Since we have already sampled a Monte Carlo history
from P1 through P2, P3, and P4, we would like to reuse
as much information as possible from the sampled his-
tory to remove part of the fission density from P4 and
redistribute it uniformly within R.

Thus, our expected-value estimator needs to average
over sufficiently many event samplings to be able to “see”
the whole region R; at the same time, we want our es-
timator to average over the strict minimum number of
samplings. Each additional real variable that we aver-
age over introduces an extra integration in the expression
of the expected fission emission density and reduces the
usefulness of the P1 → P4 history that we have already
sampled.

D. Intermediate Collision Points

For the subsequent analysis, it is useful to consider a
different form of the collision kernel, more aligned with

how most continuous-energy Monte Carlo codes sample a
collision event. While Eq. (17) presents the collision ker-
nel in terms of the averaged macroscopic cross sections
and yields, most continuous-energy Monte Carlo codes do
not handle collisions in such a manner. In production-
level codes, microscopic cross sections are tabulated for
different nuclides and different reaction channels (elas-
tic, level inelastic, etc.) [14–17]. Each combination of
nuclide and reaction channel has an independent trans-
fer function for each type of non-capture collision. The
concentration Ni(r

′) of nuclide i is a function of posi-
tion, and the total microscopic cross section σi(r

′, E′) is
a function of position and energy.6 The total macroscopic
cross section is

Σt(r
′, E′) =

∑
i

Ni(r
′)σi(r

′, E′). (34)

At a collision site, we select the nuclide with which our
particle will undergo a collision: nuclide i is chosen with
probability Ni(r

′)σi(r
′, E′)/Σt(r

′, E′). With nuclide i
having been sampled, a reaction channel m must next be
sampled. If we let σi,m(r′, E′) be the partial microscopic
cross section for channel m, then the total microscopic
cross section is

σi(r
′, E′) =

∑
m

σi,m(r′, E′), (35)

and channel m will be selected with probability
σi,m(r′, E′)/σi(r

′, E′). This channel has an as-
sociated yield of νi,m(E′), and transfer function

fi,m

(
Ω̂, E|Ω̂′, E′

)
. Continuous-energy nuclear data files

typically give fi,m as a product of a marginal PDF in
energy and a conditional PDF in direction:

fi,m

(
Ω̂, E|Ω̂′, E′

)
=

fi,m

(
E|Ω̂′, E′

)
fi,m

(
Ω̂|Ω̂′, E′, E

)
. (36)

When this is the case, the energy E is first sampled from
the marginal PDF, and the direction is subsequently sam-
pled from the conditional PDF. With these provisions, it
is then possible to write the collision kernels, Eqs. (13)
and (14), as

6 The microscopic cross section is typically given as a function of
temperature and energy. However, since the temperature is a
function of position, we have chosen to present the microscopic

cross section as a function of position and energy, to avoid the
introduction of a superfluous variable.
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Cs(P
′ → P ) =

δ (r − r′)

Σt(r′, E′)

∑
i

Ni(r
′)
∑
m

m6=fiss

νi,m(E′)σi,m(r′, E′)fi,m

(
E|Ω̂′, E′

)
fi,m

(
Ω̂|Ω̂′, E′, E

)
(37a)

Cf (P ′ → P ) =
δ (r − r′)

Σt(r′, E′)

∑
i

Ni(r
′)νi,fiss(E

′)σi,fiss(r
′, E′)fi,fiss

(
E|Ω̂′, E′

)
fi,fiss

(
Ω̂|Ω̂′, E′, E

)
. (37b)

Based on the form of Eqs. (37), we introduce then the
concept of an “intermediate collision point”, indicating
that the required pieces of information are sampled in-
crementally when performing a collision. Examples of
intermediate collision points would be the state where
we have sampled only the nuclide, or the nuclide and
the channel, or the nuclide, reaction channel, and en-
ergy. With the concept of an intermediate collision, it is
then evident that there is an intermediate collision point
between P1 and P2, where the particle has selected an
isotope to collide with (i), a reaction channel (m), and
even an outgoing energy (E2), but has yet to select a

direction Ω̂2 out of the collision. In general, this inter-
mediate collision point between P1 and P2 is the strict
minimum number of steps we must look back in a par-
ticle’s history, in order to see a nonzero fission emission
density everywhere withinR (assuming that is is possible
to scatter into all directions subtended by R). This state
is accessible in a Monte Carlo simulation, as the nuclide,
reaction channel, and energy E3 were all sampled when
producing the fission particle at P4, and this information
can be stored with the particle. The transition kernel
from P1 to P4, given a collision with nuclide i in reaction
channel m and outgoing energy E3, is then

ζ(P1 → P4|i,m,E3) =
νf (r4, E3)Σf (r4, E3)ffiss

(
Ω̂4, E4|r4,

r4−r1

|r4−r1| , E3

)
fi,m

(
r4−r1

|r4−r1| |Ω̂1, E1, E3

)
k|r4 − r1|2

×

exp

− |r4−r1|∫
0

Σt

(
r1 + u

r4 − r1

|r4 − r1|
, E3

)
du

 . (38)

This is now quite reminiscent of the fission density func-
tion which we used in our previous work [22], as sum-
marized in Sec. II (see Eq. (1)). It is worth stressing
that Eq. (38) uses the macroscopic fission cross section
Σf and the average fission transfer function ffiss, which
are averaged over all fissile nuclides at r4. In general,
these quantities might vary within R, due to spatial
dependence in the nuclide concentrations and temper-
ature. Examining under what circumstances the esti-
mator ϑ(P1 → P4|R, Q, η) is unbiased for the transi-
tion kernel presented in Eq. (38), it is straightforward
to observe that this condition is met for the choice of
η = β/ζ (P1 → P4|i,m,E3).

Equation (38) (and its associated estimator) are sub-
ject to the same constraints as Eq. (25), as discussed
in Sec. III C: namely, the expected fission emission den-
sity must be non-zero at all the points in the can-
cellation region. In particular, it is required that

fi,m

(
r4−r1

|r4−r1| |Ω̂1, E1, E3

)
> 0 ∀ r4 ∈ R. A special case

arises when the reaction channel m uses a delta distri-
bution for either the energy or direction (such as in level
inelastic scattering). If such a channel was selected dur-

ing the last collision, then the value of ζ(P1 → P4) is
infinite at the collision point (as we are evaluating the
delta distribution at the singularity), and it vanishes al-
most everywhere within R. Thus, such channels do not
generally partake in cancellation, as the uniform portion
would then necessarily be zero according to Eq. (29). Fi-
nally, not all nuclear data facilitates the decomposition
provided by Eq. (36). Sometimes the joint PDF might
be provided as a marginal PDF in direction, and a con-
ditional PDF in energy. If this is the case, one must
go back to the intermediate collision point before having
sampled the direction, in order to see the entire cancel-
lation region.

If the region R contains only one material, which is
completely homogeneous in nuclide concentrations and
temperature, then νf and Σf are independent of P4. As
we have discussed in Sec. III B, these factors may be re-
moved from the definition of ζ, without compromising the
unbiasedness of the method. In addition, if fission is as-
sumed to be perfectly isotropic (a frequent assumption),
and if the fission energy E4 is completely independent of
the incident energy and direction, then we do not actu-
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ally need to perform cancellation on the fission emission
density, but only on the collision density at r4. For the
multi-group benchmark in Ref. 22 in which we previously
demonstrated exact regional cancellation in 3D, we used
homogeneous cancellation regions, where both fission and
scattering were isotropic, and the fission energy was also
assumed to be independent of the incident energy E3.
This indicates that ζ could be simplified to

ζ(P1 → P4|E3) =

exp

− |r4−r1|∫
0

Σt

(
r1 + u

r4 − r1

|r4 − r1|
, E3

)
du


|r4 − r1|2

(39)

and still result in an unbiased cancellation method.

E. Non-Uniform Cancellation

Suppose now that, instead of distributing some fission
emission density uniformly over R, we would like to dis-
tribute fission emission density according to an arbitrary
function, D(Q). In this case, our estimator must be mod-
ified as

ϑD(P1 → P4|R, Q, η) =

ζ(P1 → Q|i,m,E3)−D(Q)β

ζ(P1 → Q|i,m,E3)
δ(Q− P4)+

β

ζ(P1 → P4|i,m,E3)

D(Q)

VR
. (40)

This can be shown by following the same approach taken
in Eq. (30).

Here, we have placed a portion (ζ(P1 → Q|i,m,E3)−
D(Q)β)/ζ(P1 → Q|i,m,E3) of the weight at the sam-
pled point P4, and a portion β/ζ(P1 → Q|i,m,E3) of
the particle is distributed according to D(Q). It is only
assumed here that D(Q) is dimensionless and that it is
piece-wise continuous. In theory, there is no reason that
D(Q) could not be negative, or even complex valued7;
if D(Q) is negative or complex, it might not be possi-
ble to sample it directly, but such a situation might be
treated using e.g. importance sampling [4]. Finally, we
note that for the choice of D(Q) = 1 the case of uniform
cancellation is retrieved.

7 While this paper only considers particles with a single real-valued
statistical weight, some transport problems require that particles
carry a complex weight [7, 9].

F. Fission Emission Density Function with
Delta-Tracking Schemes

In the above derivations, we have often made use of
the non-homogeneous exponential distribution

Σt(r + dΩ̂, E) exp

− d∫
0

Σt(r + sΩ̂, E)ds

 , (41)

which occurs in the flight kernel T (P ′ → P ) and in
the transition kernel ζ(P ′ → P ). This distribution is
sampled when trying to determine the distance d a par-
ticle will travel from initial position r along direction
Ω̂, before undergoing a collision. For the case of piece-
wise constant macroscopic cross sections, this distribu-
tion is straightforward to sample for d. However, when
the macroscopic cross section is not piece-wise constant,
more sophisticated methods than direct sampling are of-
ten employed [10]. Delta-tracking and negative-weighted
delta-tracking are two such methods that sample the dis-
tance to collision using a sampling cross section Σsmp(E),
and then sample whether a real or virtual collision has
occurred with a specific criterion [19–21]; in the distinct
case of negative-weighted delta-tracking, a weight modi-
fier may be additionally applied to the particle’s weight,
which could potentially be negative [20, 21]. 8 In a real
collision, the particle undergoes a reaction as normal. In
a virtual collision, the particle’s energy and direction do
not change; this event is usually known as delta scatter-
ing. The particle continues to sample new flight distances
and to move to the new location, until a real collision
is sampled. Coleman [25] and Legrady et al. [21] have
previously provided evidence as to why such sampling
methods are unbiased.

It is possible to include virtual collisions in the trans-
port equations by modifying the flight kernel to be

TDT (P ′ → P ) =

Σsmp(E′) exp (−Σsmp(E′)|r − r′|)
|r − r′|2

δ

(
Ω̂− r − r′

|r − r′|

)
δ
(
Ω̂′ − Ω̂

)
δ (E − E′) , (42)

and the collision kernel to be

CDT (P ′ → P ) =

Σt(r
′, E′)

Σsmp(E′)
C(P ′ → P )+(

1− Σt(r
′, E′)

Σsmp(E′)

)
δ(E − E′)δ(Ω̂− Ω̂′)δ(r − r′). (43)

8 Using negative weights can be advantageous in some cases, as it
allows Σsmp(E) to be less than Σt(r, E). In delta-tracking, it
is required that Σsmp(E) ≥ Σt(r, E) everywhere in the problem
domain: because of this requirement, it could be difficult to de-
termine Σsmp(E) for delta-tracking, when considering spatially
continuous cross sections [10].
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These equations are valid for both delta tracking and
negative-weighted delta tracking. From Eq. (42), the
PDF for leaving a collision site at r′ and flying to r
and inducing a fission (given that we are flying in the

direction of r, i.e. Ω̂′ = r−r′

|r−r′| ) is

Σf (r, E′) exp (−Σsmp(E′)|r − r′|) , (44)

which is exactly the form presented in Eq. (1). Thus,
delta-tracking-like algorithms provide the large advan-
tage of not requiring the integration of the total cross
section along the flight path. This makes them interest-
ing for the purpose of performing exact regional cancel-
lation.

The form of Eq. (42) is valid regardless of whether the
collision at r′ was real or virtual. Equation (43) shows
that the angular distribution for virtual collisions is sin-
gular, because it is described by a delta distribution. As
discussed in Sec. III D, channels with singular distribu-
tions are not allowed to partake in cancellation, i.e. we
need to set β = 0 for all such channels. For the par-
ticular case of virtual collisions, however, another treat-
ment is possible. At the site where the virtual collision
took place, there was a probability that the particle could
have instead undergone a real collision. We can there-
fore imagine “splitting” the particle before the collision.
A weight w(1−Σt(r, E

′)/Σsmp(E′)) is considered to un-
dergo a virtual collision, and have its next collision at
P3; this virtual collision portion cannot be used in can-
cellation, as the angular distribution was a delta distri-
bution, and the uniform component is then always zero,
as explained in Sec. III D. The rest of the particle weight,
namely wΣt(r, E

′)/Σsmp(E′), is considered to undergo a
real collision and have its next collision at P3, like the
virtual part. However, this part can also partake in can-
cellation. The point-wise fission particle weight which
must remain at the sampled fission particle site is then

w

(
1− Σt(r, E

′)

Σsmp(E′)

)
+ w

Σt(r, E
′)

Σsmp(E′)

(
1− β

ζ(P ′ → P )

)
=

w

(
1− β

ζ(P ′ → P )

Σt(r, E
′)

Σsmp(E′)

)
=

w

(
1− β′

ζ(P ′ → P )

)
, (45)

where we have set β′ = βΣt/Σsmp. Thus, splitting shows
that all collisions can be assumed to partake in cancella-
tion as if they were real, because the presence of virtual
collisions only affects the choice of β. Since the estima-
tor is unbiased for any β, the factor Σt(r, E

′)/Σsmp(E′)
is not necessary. However, note that this approach is only
unbiased so long as at the virtual collision site the real
component of the scattering kernel for forward scattering
with no energy change is not zero (i.e. C(P → P ) 6= 0).
Otherwise, the real collision component could not reach
P3, as it would be impossible to have a real collision with
forward scattering and no change in energy. This was
possible in our previous multi-group example, because

in-group scattering was always allowed and all scattering
was assumed to be isotropic; however, this might not be
as trivial in a continuous-energy setting.

IV. OPTIMIZATION OF CANCELLATION
EFFICIENCY

We now turn our attention to the optimal choice of
the free parameter β of the cancellation estimator, used
to calculate the weight that can be uniformly distributed
over the cancellation region. In Booth and Gubernatis’s
seminal paper [23] and in our previous work [22], β was
chosen to be the minimum of the expected fission den-
sity over the cancellation region. This choice has the
advantage of being relatively easy to evaluate, but it is
not necessarily the most efficient one. In this section we
attempt to introduce a better strategy to determine the
cancellation parameter β for each particle partaking in
cancellation.

In order to optimize for the cancellation efficiency, one
must first properly define the quantity to be optimized.
As we mentioned in Sec. II, the maximum amount of can-
cellation will occur when the sum of the absolute value of
all the weights remaining after cancellation in the region
has been minimized. For N particles which initially land
in a cancellation region, we define the absolute value of
all weight in a region after cancellation as

Γ1 =

N∑
k=1

|wk,p|+

∣∣∣∣∣
N∑
k=1

wk,u

∣∣∣∣∣, (46)

with wk,p being the point-wise weight of particle k, and
wk,u the uniform weight portion of particle k.9 Equa-
tion (46) is the total post-cancellation weight discussed
in Sec. II, Eq. (7). As each particle has a different value
for the cancellation parameter β, we then may substitute
to obtain

Γ1 =
N∑
k=1

∣∣∣∣ζk − βkζk
wk

∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣∣
N∑
k=1

βk
ζk
wk

∣∣∣∣∣, (47)

where wk and βk are respectively the pre-cancellation
weight and the cancellation parameter of the k-th parti-
cle, and ζk = ζ(P ′k → Pk) is the expected fission density
of the k-th particle, which is assumed to have had its pre-
vious collision in P ′k and its fission event in Pk (note that
we have simplified the notation here compared to Sec. III;
for a given particle, P ′k and Pk respectively correspond
to P1 and P4).

Due to the presence of the absolute values, it is quite
difficult to optimize the expression of Γ1 analytically with

9 While there are N particles in the cancellation region before the
cancellation operations have been carried out, there will be more
than N particles after cancellation, due to the new uniform par-
ticles which are created during the cancellation process.
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respect to βk. We instead define a modified quantity Γ2,
which shares a minimum with Γ1:

Γ2 =

N∑
k=1

(
ζk − βk
ζk

wk

)2

+

( N∑
k=1

βk
ζk
wk

)2

. (48)

We now wish to obtain the set of optimal values βk
that minimize Γ2. To remain unbiased, we are not al-
lowed to calculate βk based on the phase space coor-
dinates Pk where the particle k landed in the cancel-
lation region (this was made evident in Eq. (30)). As
ζk = ζ(P ′k → Pk), we cannot directly minimize Eq. (48).
In the two subsequent sections, we will present two rea-
sonable options to avoid this problem, both possibly giv-
ing way to a method of optimizing the regional cancella-
tion algorithm. We go through the optimization for each
case, obtaining two different formulations for calculating
the set of optimal values for βk.

A. Replacing ζk with 〈ζk〉

The first approach consists in averaging ζk over the
entire phase space of the region R, such that

〈ζk〉 =

∫
R
ζ(P ′k → Pk)dPk∫

R
dPk

. (49)

We may then replace ζk with 〈ζk〉 in Eq. (48), and opti-
mize the new approximate form

Γ∗2 =

N∑
k=1

(
〈ζk〉 − βk
〈ζk〉

wk

)2

+

( N∑
k=1

βk
〈ζk〉

wk

)2

, (50)

which is now independent of Pk. The detailed derivation
for this approach is presented in Appendix A, and the
resulting equation for the cancellation parameter βk is
found to be

βk = 〈ζk〉
(

1− S∗

wk

)
, (51)

where we make use of the definition

S∗ =
W

N + 1
, (52)

and

W =

N∑
k=1

wk, (53)

W being the net weight in the region R before cancel-
lation. It should also be mentioned that Eq. (51) would
also be obtained if we first minimized Eq. (48) with re-
spect to βk and then averaged over Pk.

B. Optimization of 〈Γ2〉

The second approach consists in averaging Γ2 over the
phase space of the region R, obtaining

〈Γ2〉 =

∫
R

Γ2

N∏
k=1

ζkdPk

∫
R

N∏
k=1

ζkdPk

. (54)

We may then optimize 〈Γ2〉 instead of Γ2. The complete
derivation is provided in Appendix B, and leads to a dif-
ferent equation for βk:

βk = 〈ζk〉 ck
(

1− S

wk

)
. (55)

Here, we have made use of the two following definitions:

ck =

(
2 〈ζk〉

〈
1

ζk

〉
− 1

)−1

, (56)

where the angle brackets have the same meaning as in
Eq. (49), and

S =

N∑
k=1

ckwk

1 +

N∑
k=1

ck

. (57)

C. Small Region Limit

For the two possible methods that we have outlined
to minimize the weight after cancellation, we are left
with two different possibilities for the value of βk. At
first glance, these two choices of βk look quite differ-
ent. Upon closer inspection of the definition of ck in
Eq. (56), we notice that ck = 1 only if 1/ 〈ζk〉 = 〈1/ζk〉.
When this is the case, it then follows from Eq. (57) that
S = S∗. This then indicates that the two definitions of
βk given by Eq. (51) and Eq. (55) are equivalent only
when 1/ 〈ζk〉 = 〈1/ζk〉. In general, however, Jensen’s in-
equality implies 1/ 〈ζk〉 ≤ 〈1/ζk〉 [26]. If a cancellation
region were defined such that it is small enough that one
could reasonably assume that ζ(P ′k → Pk) is nearly con-
stant within the region, then ck ≈ 1, leading to the two
methods being equivalent. However, this would likely re-
quire such a small region that it is very unlikely that any
other particles would be located within the region, which
will make cancellation very ineffective.
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V. MONTE CARLO IMPLEMENTATION

A. Cancellation with Distributed Memory
Simulations

Most production Monte Carlo codes make use of
distributed-memory parallel computing techniques such
as Message Passing Interface (MPI), although the exact
algorithm used varies from code to code [14–17]. Gen-
erally speaking, distributed-memory parallelization can
pose a problem for cancellation, which is by construction
more efficient when there are more particles in each can-
cellation region. With distributed-memory paralleliza-
tion, the fission particles within a given cancellation re-
gion will be distributed amongst several nodes. To en-
sure the highest possible efficiency, cancellation must be
performed on the entire fission source. One method to
do this is to send all of the fission particles to the mas-
ter node between power iteration generations, and then
perform cancellation only on the master node. Another
option would be to use a method inspired by domain
decomposition [27], where certain nodes perform cancel-
lation for certain regions, and fission particles would need
to be sent to the node which corresponds to their can-
cellation region. This method is certainly possible, but
likely much more difficult to implement in production
Monte Carlo codes. For the proof of concept presented
in this paper, we have chosen to use the former method,
sending all fission particles to the master node for can-
cellation.

B. Calculation of 〈ζk〉 and 〈1/ζk〉

In order to evaluate βk according to Eq. (51), we must
have knowledge of 〈ζk〉. For Eq. (55), we additionally
need knowledge of 〈1/ζk〉. In general, it is not possi-
ble to analytically calculate either of these quantities for
particle k, born with phase space coordinates Pk located
within cancellation region R. However, it is possible to
estimate both of these quantities with a Monte Carlo
sampling approach. For each particle k, we know the
phase space coordinates P ′k of its previous collision, and
we know the bounds of the outgoing phase space coordi-
nates Pk which define the cancellation region R.

Assume that a set of non-overlapping, hypercuboid
cancellation regions are imposed on top of the problem
domain. Then, between each generation of power iter-
ation, the fission particles (having stored their parent’s
previous phase space coordinates P ′k) may be sorted into
the cancellation regions, based on their phase space co-
ordinates Pk. Once this is accomplished for a given can-
cellation region R, we may iterate over all particles in R,
and estimate their values of 〈ζk〉 and additionally 〈1/ζk〉,
depending on which optimisation algorithm is chosen.

The estimates for these quantities may be obtained using

〈ζk〉 ≈
1

Ns

Ns∑
i=1

ζ(P ′k → P̃i) (58)

and 〈
1

ζk

〉
≈ 1

Ns

Ns∑
i=1

1

ζ(P ′k → P̃i)
, (59)

respectively, where Ns is the number of samples to be
used in the estimation, and the outgoing phase space
coordinates P̃i are pseudo-randomly sampled so that P̃i ∈
R and P̃i ∼ U(R). This is straightforward to accomplish
with cuboid regions.

With this approach, a better estimate of 〈ζk〉 and
〈1/ζk〉 may be obtained by augmenting the number of
samples. As Ns is increased, the error on the estimate
of the two expectation values will decrease according to
O(1/

√
Ns) [28]. This indicates that a large Ns may

be required to obtain a suitable estimate of 〈ζk〉 and
〈1/ζk〉. Even more problematic is the fact that evalu-

ating ζ(P ′k → P̃i) could be quite costly; this is especially
true in the case of continuous-energy neutron transport
problems, where many evaluations of scattering distribu-
tions would be necessary. In order to reduce Ns, while
still obtaining adequate estimates for 〈ζk〉 and 〈1/ζk〉,
we propose the use of a quasi-random technique, using a
Sobol’ sequence [28] to sample the outgoing phase space

coordinates P̃i. This approach generally has a better
convergence rate than using a pseudo-random number
generator to sample P̃i, as it leads to a more uniform ex-
ploration of the phase space [28]. At any rate, we stress
that statistical uncertainties on the estimation of 〈ζk〉
and 〈1/ζk〉 only affect the efficiency of the cancellation
method, as we have proved that the method is unbiased
for any values of the free parameters βk.

C. Heterogeneous Cancellation Regions

In this work, we have proposed two possible approaches
to selecting an optimal value of β, to optimize the amount
of weight which is cancelled. Neither of these approaches
requires the minimum value of the fission emission den-
sity within the cancellation region R. Hence, it is no
longer necessary to restrict the cancellation regions to be
cuboids, as we were required to do in Ref. 22. In light
of our proposed sampling methods to estimate 〈ζk〉 and
〈1/ζk〉 to obtain the optimized cancellation parameter
βk, it is evident that a rejection technique may be ap-
plied to isolate different material regions within a given
cuboid cancellation region. If we have a cancellation re-
gion with fuel and water, then all of the fission particles
are of course only born inside the fuel portion, and the
fission density everywhere in the water should be zero.
When sampling the random phase space coordinates P̃i,
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we must now add the requirement that P̃i have spatial
coordinates that are located inside of the fuel material.

Other special cases can be handled using this approach.
For example, cancellation can also be performed when
there are two non-connected fuel regions within the same
cancellation mesh region. We may also have cancellation
regions which contain multiple different fuel regions. Us-
ing rejection sampling to determine cancellation regions
makes it easy to apply regional cancellation to complex
geometries encountered in realistic reactor physics prob-
lems. Of course, the rejection procedure must also be
applied to the sampling of the phase space coordinates
of the uniformly distributed particles.

D. Monte Carlo Implementation in the
open-source code MGMC

For our previous work on regional cancellation, a multi-
group Monte Carlo mini-app called MGMC was used to
test cancellation on a well-known reactor physics bench-
mark. MGMC has been developed to facilitate the fast
and easy implementation and testing of new transport
algorithms. Being only ≈ 13 k lines of code, it is much
faster to test new ideas in MGMC than it would be in
a large industrial code. General 3D geometries are sup-
ported using a standard constructive solid geometry for-
malism based on surfaces, universes, and lattices, famil-
iar to any user of other well-known Monte Carlo codes
[14–17]. Different mesh tallies are available for flux or
reaction rates, with track-length or collision estimators.
MGMC can solve fixed-source, k-eigenvalue, and neu-
tron noise problems, using both shared and distributed
memory parallelism. Shared memory parallelism is im-
plemented with OpenMP, while the distributed memory
parallelism is implemented using MPI. Different trans-
port methods such as surface-tracking, delta-tracking,
and negative-weighted delta-tracking are also available.
All of the outlined cancellation algorithms have been im-
plemented in MGMC, which was used to run the simu-
lations presented in the next section. MGMC has been
make publicly available as free software under the Ce-
CILL v2.1 license [29].

VI. SIMULATION RESULTS

For our numerical simulations, in this Section we will
make use of the modified C5G7 benchmark which we in-
troduced in our previous work [22]. The C5G7 is a multi-
group neutron transport benchmark which comes from
the nuclear reactor physics community, for the purpose
of validating different codes [30]. Our modified version
makes use of square profile fuel pins with side lengths of
0.756 cm, in lieu of cylindrical pins of radius 0.54 cm as
proposed in the original specifications. This modification
allows a regular 170× 170× 765 mesh to be imposed on
top of the geometry over the fuel assemblies to act as can-

cellation regions, and guaranteed that each cancellation
region contained a unique material. For continuity, we
make use of the same cancellation mesh. For transport,
we again use the negative-weighted delta-tracking vari-
ant proposed by Carter et al. [20], and identical sampling
cross sections to the previous study: the sampling cross
section for the first group is 90% of the majorant cross
section, while all other sampling cross sections were taken
to be the majorant. This means that the sampling cross
section underestimates the total cross section in the first
energy group for all fuel pins in the problem. Whenever
a virtual collision occurs for a particle in the first energy
group, inside a fuel pin, its weight will then change sign.
Once a particle leaves the first group, it is impossible for
the sign to change at a collision (although signs can pos-
sibly change during cancellation). Virtual collisions lead
to the presence of negative weights in the system, and
we have shown that weight cancellation is mandatory for
k-eigenvalue power iteration problem to converge when
using negative-weighted delta-tracking [22]. All simula-
tions were initiated with 106 particles, and ran for 2500
generations, with the first 500 being discarded to allow
for source convergence.

As we have shown in Ref. 22, the total weight of all the
fission particles between two generations increases with-
out bound if weight cancellation is not applied. This
increase in total weight is accompanied by an increase in
the number of particles and large statistical fluctuations
in estimated quantities, making it nearly impossible to
estimate the multiplication factor and static flux for the
system. The effect of cancellation is to limit the growth of
Wtot to a saturation value; the more efficient cancellation
is, the lower the saturation value will be. Thus, we have
chosen to assess the efficiency of cancellation by using
the saturation value of Wtot, which is calculated imme-
diately after applying the cancellation procedure. Note
that Wtot has a lower theoretical limit of Wnet, which is
kept constant by normalizing all particle weights between
generations [22].

A. Comparison of Optimization Strategies

To determine which method of choosing βk leads to
the most efficient cancellation of positive and nega-
tive weights, the optimization techniques described in
Sec. IV A and Sec. IV B were compared against the orig-
inal implementation using the minimum value of the fis-
sion density within the region. Both optimization options
utilized Ns = 100 samples for estimating 〈ζk〉 and 〈1/ζk〉.
The values of Wtot are plotted against the number of gen-
erations in Figure 2. For comparison, curves correspond-
ing to no cancellation and approximate cancellation have
also been presented. Approximate cancellation imposes
a mesh on top of the geometry, and sorts fission particle
into this mesh. The average weight of all particles in each
mesh element can then be calculated and assigned to the
particles [31, 32]. This method is quite efficient, but is
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FIG. 2. Behavior of Wtot as a function of generation, for
different cancellation methods, including no cancellation and
approximate cancellation.

not exact, and imposes a bias on the fission source and on
the eigenvalue (though the bias can be made arbitrarily
small by using a sufficiently fine mesh).

If no cancellation technique is used, the total weight in-
creases exponentially, without bound. This phenomenon
is expected when using negative-weighted delta-tracking
with k-eigenvalue power iteration, as described previ-
ously [22]. When taking βk = minR(ζk), an asymptotic
value of Wtot ≈ 4.9 · 106 was seen. The most efficient
method of determining βk was that obtained from op-
timizing 〈Γ2〉 in Eq. (55), resulting in Wtot ≈ 2.7 · 106,
almost half the amount of total weight obtained with the
minimum strategy. Calculating βk from Eq. (51) for the
case of replacing ζk with 〈ζk〉 is less efficient than using
the minimum value of ζk within the cancellation region,
resulting in Wtot ≈ 8.0 · 106. It is not known why this
approximation does not perform as well as using the min-
imum of ζk, and this intriguing question calls for future
investigations.

Approximate cancellation yielded the lowest total
weight (and therefore the highest cancellation efficiency),
with Wtot ≈ 1.4 ·106, but is not an exact approach. Cur-
rently, we do not know of any way to estimate, or to
put a limit on the bias imposed by this method without
running several realizations, each with a different mesh
size.

B. Strategies for Evaluating the Average Fission
Emission Densities

The analysis in Sec. VI A shows that the optimal choice
for determining βk for the C5G7 benchmark is Eq. (55),
from the optimization of 〈Γ2〉. We now consider the op-
timal strategy for estimating the requisite values of 〈ζk〉
and 〈1/ζk〉 for each particle. Figure 3 depicts the behav-
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FIG. 3. Behaviour of Wtot as a function of generation, for
different cancellation parameters. For all curves, βk is deter-
mined from the optimization of 〈Γ2〉, Eq. (55). The estimated
values of 〈ζk〉 and 〈1/ζk〉 are determined with a varying num-
ber of points, using either a pseudo-random number generator
(PRNG) or a Sobol’ sequence.

ior of Wtot where points P̃i (from Eqs. (58) and (59)) are
sampled with either a pseudo-random number generator
(PRNG) or a Sobol’ sequence.

First of all, the spread among the different strategies
for estimating 〈ζk〉 and 〈1/ζk〉 is much smaller than the
spread among the different minimization strategies of
Fig. 2. It is observed that in general, when Ns < 50,
using Sobol’ points leads to more efficient weight cancel-
lation. This effect is most apparent for Ns = 3, where
the Sobol’ sequence leads to approximately 9.2% less to-
tal weight being transported, compared to the PRNG
estimation strategy. The increased efficiency observed in
the Sobol’ points diminishes however with increasing Ns.
Sobol’ estimation gives a 2.8% improvement for Ns = 5,
1.8% improvement for Ns = 10, and only a 0.5% im-
provement for Ns = 50. This would indicate that the
estimated values for 〈ζk〉 and 〈1/ζk〉 start to become in-
dependent of the evaluation strategy at around Ns = 50.

In addition to achieving more weight cancellation, the
Sobol’ points also have the added benefit of being slightly
easier to compute, as the quasi-random numbers used
the compute the points can be tabulated in advance, and
written in the code. All that is then needed is a table
lookup to get a Sobol’ value, whereas several mathemati-
cal operations must be performed to calculate each value
generated from a PRNG. However, a drawback with the
use of Sobol’ points is that one does not necessarily know
in advance how many points will be needed, when con-
sidering heterogeneous cancellation regions.
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FIG. 4. Histogram distribution of the Student t-variable,
comparing the flux computed from delta-tracking to the flux
computed with negative weighted delta-tracking. A normal
distribution is plotted on top of the histogram for a reference.

C. Demonstration of Heterogeneous Cancellation
Regions on the C5G7 Benchmark

We also tested the rejection-based sampling technique
described in Section V C, for performing regional cancel-
lation in cuboid regions which contain multiple materi-
als. Instead of using our modified version of the C5G7
benchmark, we have opted to use the original version
with cylindrical fuel pins [30], in combination with the
same 170×170×765 mesh as used in our previous simula-
tions. A reference calculation was performed using stan-
dard delta-tracking and obtained a multiplication factor
of keff = 1.18383 ± 0.00003, which is in agreement with
the reference solution for the 3D version of the bench-
mark [30]. Cancellation used the method for calculating
β proposed in Sec. IV B, with Ns = 10 samples being
used to estimate 〈ζk〉 and 〈1/ζk〉.

When running the same simulation with negative-
weighted delta-tracking, using the same sampling cross
sections as before, and exact cancellation, a multipli-
cation factor of keff = 1.18382 ± 0.00009 was obtained,
which is in agreement with the delta-tracking value. A
comparison of the two estimations of the flux were also
made, looking at the Student t-variable, which is defined
as

ti =
ϕi,A − ϕi,B√
σ2
i,A + σ2

i,B

, (60)

where ϕi,x is the average value of the flux in the i-th bin
for calculation x, and σi,x is its standard error. A corre-
sponds to the results from the delta-tracking simulation
without weight cancellation, and B corresponds to the
results from the negative-weighted delta-tracking simu-
lation with cancellation. For independent, normally dis-
tributed variables with a large number of degrees of free-
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FIG. 5. Plots of the positive, negative, net, and total weights
as a function of generation, for the original C5G7 benchmark.
Exact regional cancellation with heterogeneous regions was
used to perform the simulation.

dom, the distribution of the t-variable should approach a
normal distribution. A plot of the empirical distribution
of the t-variable is provided in Figure 4. We excluded
from the comparison all the bins where the flux was esti-
mated to be zero, or where the relative standard error was
greater than 20%. This was done in an effort to ensure
that each bin was approximately normally distributed,
for the Student t-variable distribution assumptions to be
reasonable. It is clear from Figure 4 that the two flux
estimates are in good agreement. The t-variable distri-
bution is not perfectly normal, which is to be expected,
as there are correlations between the scores in different
flux bins. In general, this is a very strong indication
that our cancellation method has not imposed any bias
on the fission source, and that the method is still exact
when applied to heterogeneous cancellation regions.

The behavior of the total weight is shown in Fig. 5.
While Wtot is larger than in the case of square fuel pins
with homogeneous cancellation region presented in Fig. 2,
the behavior is in general similar. A large Wtot indicates
that there are more negative particles, which will increase
the variance in scores. This is indeed the case, as our
previous work obtained an uncertainty for keff of only
5 × 10−5 (albeit for a slightly different problem) [22],
while an uncertainty of 9 × 10−5 was obtained for this
problem.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

This work has leveraged the integral form of the Boltz-
mann transport equation to provide a more in-depth
mathematical analysis of the exact regional weight can-
cellation technique, considerably expanding on previous
works on the subject [22, 23]. Not only has this formal
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approach given a much better understanding as to the
mechanics of regional cancellation in simplified isotropic
multi-group problems, but it has illuminated the non-
trivial path to performing exact cancellation in more
complex problems, where scattering is anisotropic, and
the fission spectrum may depend on the incident energy
of a particle. The analysis highlights the fact that the
implementation of exact regional cancellation is rather
straightforward in a multi-group Monte Carlo code, but
will be more difficult in a continuous-energy code, as one
will need access to conditional scattering distributions in
the laboratory frame, which are not always available for
all reactions. The implementation of exact regional can-
cellation in a continuous-energy code is thus a subject
which will require further research.

Additionally, a strategy to determine an optimal value
of the cancellation parameter β for each particle under-
going cancellation has been conceived. For each particle
k within a cancellation region, its optimal cancellation
parameter βk can be computed if both the average value
of the fission emission density in the region and the av-
erage value of the inverse of the fission emission density
in the region are known. Our previous implementation
required that cancellation regions be homogeneous and
cubical, which restricted its applicability to simple prob-
lems. Thanks to the improvements in the optimization
technique proposed in this work, both requirements have
been relaxed.

On a modified version of the C5G7 benchmark, our
technique to optimize weight cancellation was demon-
strated to reduce the total weight in the simulation by
approximately 45%, when compared to using the mini-
mum value of the fission emission density in the region
for β, as previously suggested in the literature. In or-
der to estimate the average fission emission density and
the average inverse of the fission emission density, a sam-
pling approach has been proposed, where the averages are
estimated using the values of the fission emission den-
sity at pseudo-random or quasi-random points. It was
demonstrated that the quasi-random Sobol’ sequence re-
quires slightly fewer points than the pseudo-random se-
quence to reach the asymptotic limit of the optimized
cancellation algorithm. As a comparison, the use of 3
Sobol’ points had very similar performance to the use of
5 pseudo-random points for the modified version of the
C5G7 benchmark examined here. However, such results
are likely to be highly problem-dependent, and more sys-
tems should be analyzed to ascertain what sort of perfor-
mance improvements could be expected in general. We

also tested the use of heterogeneous cancellation regions
on the original C5G7 benchmark, with cylindrical fuel
pins. No bias was observed in the resulting fundamental
eigenvalue, or flux tally.

Appendix A: Optimization of Γ∗2

We remind the reader of the definition of Γ∗2:

Γ∗2 =

N∑
k=1

(
〈ζk〉 − βk
〈ζk〉

wk

)2

+

( N∑
k=1

βk
〈ζk〉

wk

)2

. (A1)

We optimize Γ∗2 simultaneously for all particles by dif-
ferentiating with respect to βj , and setting the partial
derivative equal to zero:

∂Γ∗2
∂βj

= −2
〈ζj〉 − βj
〈ζj〉2

w2
j + 2

wj
〈ζj〉

N∑
k=1

βkwk
〈ζk〉

= 0. (A2)

This may be simplified to

− wj +
βjwj
〈ζj〉

+

N∑
k=1

βkwk
〈ζk〉

= 0. (A3)

On the left-hand-side, the second term matches the argu-
ment of the sum in the third term. Summing over index
j, we see that

−W +

N∑
j=1

βjwj
〈ζj〉

+N

N∑
k=1

βkwk
〈ζk〉

= 0. (A4)

Here, we used the definition provided in Eq. (53). This
allows us to isolate the sum

N∑
k=1

βkwk
〈ζk〉

= S∗ =
W

N + 1
. (A5)

Applying this substitution to Eq. (A3) while also using
Eqs. (52) and (53), we find that the optimized value of
βj is

βj = 〈ζj〉
(

1− W

(N + 1)wj

)
= 〈ζj〉

(
1− S∗

wj

)
. (A6)

Appendix B: Optimization of 〈Γ2〉

Substituting Eq. (48) into Eq. (54), and partially ex-
panding the squared terms, we see that
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〈Γ2〉 =

∫
R

[ N∑
k=1

(
1− 2βk

ζk
+
β2
k

ζ2
k

)
w2
k +

N∑
k=1

N∑
l=1

βk
ζk

βl
ζl
wkwl

] N∏
m=1

ζmdPm

∫
R

N∏
n=1

ζndPn

(B1)

=

∫
R

[ N∑
k=1

(
1− 2βk

ζk
+
β2
k

ζ2
k

)
w2
k +

N∑
k=1

N∑
l=1
l 6=k

βk
ζk

βl
ζl
wkwl +

N∑
k=1

β2
k

ζ2
k

w2
k

] N∏
m=1

ζmdPm

N∏
n=1

〈ζn〉

(B2)

=

N∑
k=1

(
1− 2βk
〈ζk〉

+
β2
k

〈ζk〉

〈
1

ζk

〉)
w2
k +

N∑
k=1

N∑
l=1
l 6=k

βk
〈ζk〉

βl
〈ζl〉

wkwl +

N∑
k=1

β2
k

〈ζk〉

〈
1

ζk

〉
w2
k (B3)

=

N∑
k=1

(
w2
k −

2βkw
2
k

〈ζk〉

)
+

N∑
k=1

β2
kw

2
k

〈ζk〉

(
2

〈
1

ζk

〉
− 1

〈ζk〉

)
+

N∑
k=1

N∑
l=1

βk
〈ζk〉

βl
〈ζl〉

wkwl. (B4)

It is convenient to use the constant ck, defined by Eq. (56), which may be substituted into Eq. (B4) to produce

〈Γ2〉 =

N∑
k=1

(
w2
k −

2βkw
2
k

〈ζk〉

)
+

N∑
k=1

β2
kw

2
k

ck 〈ζk〉2
+

N∑
k=1

N∑
l=1

βk
〈ζk〉

βl
〈ζl〉

wkwl. (B5)

Now that all of the integrals have been simplified, we

are left with 〈Γ2〉 as a function of βk, 〈ζk〉, and
〈

1
ζk

〉
∀k = 1, . . . , N . We now optimize 〈Γ2〉 with respect to
the cancellation parameter βj by solving for

∂ 〈Γ2〉
∂βj

= 0. (B6)

From Eq. (B5), one may then proceed by solving

∂ 〈Γ2〉
∂βj

= −
2w2

j

〈ζj〉
+

2βjw
2
j

cj 〈ζj〉2
+

2wj
〈ζj〉

N∑
k=1

βkwk
〈ζk〉

= 0. (B7)

Upon a division by 2wj/ 〈ζj〉 on both sides, we are left
with

− wj +
βjwj
cj 〈ζj〉

+

N∑
k=1

βkwk
〈ζk〉

= 0. (B8)

It is possible to isolate the sum in the third term on the

left-hand-side by multiplying by cj , and then summing
over j:

−
N∑
j=1

cjwj +

N∑
j=1

βjwj
〈ζk〉

+

N∑
j=1

cj

N∑
k=1

βkwk
〈ζk〉

= 0. (B9)

We will now define

S =

N∑
k=1

βkwk
〈ζk〉

, (B10)

and substitute Eq. (B10) into Eq. (B9), allowing one to
solve for S. Doing so, one may obtain the result provided
by Eq. (57). Now that the summation term, S, can be
computed without knowledge of βj , we may substitute
Eq. (57) and Eq. (B10) into Eq. (B8), and solve for βj ,
producing

βj = 〈ζj〉 cj
(

1− S

wj

)
. (B11)
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