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We present a maximum likelihood estimator for computing free energy differences and thermody-
namic expectations of physical quantities, as well as their uncertainties, from samples drawn from
multiple equilibrium states. The resulting estimator is similar to the weighted histogram analysis
method (WHAM), but is derived without the need to invoke histograms. The estimator is asymptot-
ically efficient; in the large sample limit, it is unbiased and has the lowest variance of any estimator
previously derived utilizing a given set of sampled data.

A recurring challenge for statistical physicists and
computational chemists is the computation of phys-
ical quantities that are extremely slow to converge
when estimated from samples from a single equilibrium
state. Such quantities include potentials of mean force,
phase coexistence curves, fluctuation or temperature-
dependent properties, and free energy differences, and
arise most frequently in the computer simulation of
physical or chemical models. In these cases, obtain-
ing estimates with the desired precision at reasonable
computational cost generally requires multiple simula-
tions to be performed at different thermodynamic states
within the same ensemble [1]. Multi-state simulation
techniques such as umbrella sampling [2], simulated [3]
and parallel tempering [4, 5], and the use of alchemical
intermediates in free energy calculations can greatly aid
convergence.

Even with these methods, it may require a large
amount of simulation time to converge desired quanti-
ties to the desired precision. The statistical efficiency of
the estimator used to extract information from the data
can therefore be critical in allowing these computations
to be accomplished in reasonable computer time. While
the choice of states to sample can also greatly affect the
efficiency of a computation, here we focus only on the
problem of statistically efficient estimation given sam-
ples from predetermined states.

Early methods for computing free energy differences
relied upon one-sided exponential averaging (EXP) [6,
7], which is formally exact but does not make the most
efficient use of data when samples from more than one
state are available. The Bennett acceptance ratio method
(BAR) [8, 9] greatly improved upon EXP, producing sta-
tistically optimal estimates of free energy differences
when two states are sampled [9] and yielding in es-
timates that can be more than an order of magnitude
more precise [10]. Later, the weighted histogram anal-
ysis method (WHAM) [11, 12] was proposed as a way
to incorporate data from multiple states to produce es-
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timates of free energy differences and equilibrium ex-
pectations for arbitrary thermodynamic states, includ-
ing states not sampled.

WHAM has been shown to produce statistically opti-
mal estimates of the discretized densities of states [11] or
histogram occupation probabilities [13]. However, it is
not ideal for analyzing multiple simulations for several
reasons. First, it is often difficult to quantify the bias
introduced by the reliance on histograms of finite size
which can be substantial in many some cases [14]. Sec-
ond, unlike BAR, there are no direct expressions to esti-
mate the statistical uncertainty in free energy differences
or expectations obtained from WHAM. Third, the re-
liance upon constructing multidimensional histograms
(requiring a number of bins that grows exponentially
in the number of states in the worst case) makes di-
rect application of WHAM intractable for even modest
numbers of states. While more recent maximum likeli-
hood [13] and Bayesian extensions [15] somewhat mit-
igate the memory requirements, they do not remove
the histogram bias effects and require additional costly
Markov chain Monte Carlo sampling to estimate uncer-
tainties [15, 16].

Here, we use recent results from the field of statis-
tical inference [17, 18, 19, 20] to construct a statisti-
cally optimal estimator for computing free energy dif-
ferences and equilibrium expectations at arbitrary ther-
modynamic states, using samples produced from simu-
lations of multiple thermodynamic states. The resulting
estimator bears a strong resemblance to WHAM in the
limit that histogram bin widths are shrunk to zero but
is derived without the need to invoke histograms. This
approach not only remains computationally convenient
when many states are present, but allows the asymp-
totic covariance matrix to be computed, which provides
a useful estimate of the statistical uncertainties in com-
puted free energy differences and equilibrium expecta-
tions.

Nonparametric maximum likelihood estimator.— The cor-
nerstone of our estimator of free energy differences and
expectations is a nonparametric maximum likelihood
estimator of the measure originally due to Vardi [17]
and later adapted by Kong et al. [19] for the computa-
tion of ratios of normalization constants. The proper-
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ties of this estimator have been studied in detail else-
where [18, 19, 20] — we briefly review only its key re-
sults below. To compute quantities such as free energy
differences and equilibrium expectations, we need ra-
tios ci/cj of integrals of the form

ck =

∫

Γ

qk(x) dµ (1)

for a family of known functions qk(x), k = 1, . . . ,K ,
with µ a measure on the space Γ. A measure is a
function for assigning a weight to a volume element of
phase space; in classical physics, the usual measure is
the Lebesgue measure, giving equal weight to each vol-
ume element of Cartesian phase space. While the inte-
grals could in principle be computed numerically, this
can be computationally costly if the dimension of x is
high. Instead, we seek to estimate these ratios from a
statistical sample.

Suppose we generate n = 1, . . . , Nk independent and
identically distributed samples xkn from each of k =
1, . . . ,K probability density functions on Γ defined by
non-negative qk(x) as

dpk = c−1
k qk(x) dµ. (2)

While the measure µ is technically known (in most phys-
ical problems, the Lebesgue measure), we make the
key assumption that the measure µ is actually unknown.
By then constructing a maximum-likelihood estimator
(MLE) µ̂ from the sampled data, we can obtain an esti-
mator for the ck that is both statistically and computa-
tionally efficient.

The likelihood of observing the data xkn can be writ-
ten in terms of the measure µ as

L(µ) =

K
∏

k=1

Nk
∏

n=1

pk(xkn) =

K
∏

k=1

Nk
∏

n=1

qk(xkn)µ(xkn)

ck[µ(x)]
,(3)

where the dependence of ck on µ (through Eq. 1) has
been been made explicit.

It is easier to work with the log-likelihood l(µ)

l(µ) ≡ lnL(µ) = −

K
∑

k=1

Nk ln ck[µ(x)]

+
K
∑

k=1

Nk
∑

n=1

ln qk(xkn) +
K
∑

k=1

Nk
∑

n=1

lnµ(xkn).

The likelihood L(µ) can be maximized by finding the
stationary point of l(µ). Equating ∂l/∂µ = 0 gives the
MLE for the measure in terms of the data

µ̂(x) =

K
∑

k=1

Nk
∑

n=1

δ(x− xkn)
K
∑

k′=1

Nk′ c−1
k′ [µ̂(x)] qk′ (x)

(4)

which is unique up to a multiplicative constant. Substi-
tution of the MLE µ̂ into Eq. 1 gives an estimator for ci

in terms of a self-consistent set of equations

ĉi =
K
∑

k=1

Nk
∑

n=1

qi(xkn)
K
∑

k′=1

Nk′ ĉ−1
k′ qk′ (xkn)

. (5)

Under Vardi’s conditions [17] — that the functions
pi(x) > 0 and pj(x) > 0 over a common region of Γ

for all i and j, or that there exists a chain of such re-
lationships connecting each pair — the solution will be
unique up to a multiplicative constant. As a result, only
ratios ĉi/ĉj are meaningful.

This estimator is unbiased in the limit of large n, and
the error will be distributed according to a normal distri-
bution [18]. The asymptotic covariance of the θi = ln ci,
which we denote by Θij = cov (θi, θj), can be computed
from the Fisher information matrix [19, 20], and can be
written in matrix form [19] as

Θ̂ = W
T(IN −WNW

T)+W (6)

where IN is the N × N identity matrix (where N =
∑K

k=1Nk is the total number of samples), and N =
diag(N1, N2, . . . , NK). The superscript + denotes a suit-
able generalized inverse, such as the Moore-Penrose
pseudoinverse, since the quantity in parentheses will
have less than full rank. W denotes the N ×K matrix of
weights where

Wnk =
ĉ−1
k qk(xn)

K
∑

k′=1

Nk′ ĉ−1
k′ qk′(xn)

. (7)

The sampled data x are now indexed by a single in-
dex n = 1, . . . , N , as the association which samples xn

came from which distribution pk(x) is no longer impor-

tant. The weights are normalized such that
∑N

n=1Wnk =
∑K

k=1NkWnk = 1.
The computational cost of computing the pseudoin-

verse of an N × N matrix in Eq. 6 can be avoided by
use of the singular value decomposition of W [21]. If
the qk(x) are unique, a well-conditioned expression that
requires only standard inversion of a K ×K matrix can
then be written

Θ̂ = [(WT
W)−1 −N+ 1K1

T
K/N ]−1. (8)

The covariance of estimates of arbitrary functions
φ(θ1, . . . , θK) and ψ(θ1, . . . , θK) of the normalization

constants can be computed from Θ̂ by

cov
(

φ̂, ψ̂
)

=

K
∑

i,j=1

∂φ

∂θi
Θ̂ij

∂ψ

∂θj
. (9)

For example, to compute cov (ĉi, ĉj), we can choose φ ≡
eθi and ψ ≡ eθj to obtain

cov (ĉi, ĉj) = ĉiΘ̂ij ĉj . (10)
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Estimator for free energy differences.— Suppose we con-
duct K equilibrium simulations in the same thermody-
namic ensemble (such as NVT, NPT, or µVT) but with
different thermodynamic states, collecting Nk uncorre-
lated configurations from each [22]. Each state is char-
acterized by a specified combination of inverse tempera-
ture, potential energy function, pressure, and/or chem-
ical potential(s), depending upon the thermodynamic
ensemble. We define the reduced potential function uk(x)
for state k to be

uk(x) = βk[Uk(x) + pkV (x) + µ
T
kn(x)] (11)

where x denotes the coordinates of the system, with vol-
ume V (x) (in the case of a constant pressure ensemble)
and n(x) the number of molecules of each of M compo-
nents of the system (in the case of a (semi)grand ensem-
ble). For each state k, βk denotes the inverse temper-
ature, Uk(x) the potential energy function (which may
include biasing weights), pk the external pressure, and
µk the vector of chemical potentials of the M system
components.

To produce an estimator of the dimensionless free en-
ergies

fi ≡ − ln

∫

Γ

exp[−ui(x)] dx (12)

(which are related to the unit-bearing free energies Fi by
fi = βiFi), we employ the maximum likelihood estima-
tor of the measure. Choosing qi(x) = exp[−ui(x)] and
noting that fi = − ln ci, we obtain (using Eq. 5)

f̂i = − ln

K
∑

k=1

Nk
∑

n=1

exp[−ui(xkn)]
K
∑

k′=1

Nk′ exp[f̂k′ − uk′(xkn)]

. (13)

Again, because the normalization constants ci in Eq. 5
are only determined up to a multiplicative constant, the
free energies fi are determined only up to an additive
constant, so only differences fi − fj will be meaningful.

Eq. 13 is precisely Eq. 21 of [11] or Eq. 15 of [23], in
both cases presented as a reduction of the histogram
bin width to zero in the standard WHAM equations
(Eqs. 19–20 of [11]). The validity of such a procedure is
questionable due to the reliance on histograms of finite
width in the derivation of WHAM. The present analysis
demonstrates that, in spite of their heuristic origin, the
equations themselves are valid and are asymptotically
unbiased estimators of the correct free energy.

As suggested by Kumar et al. [11], the f̂i could be
obtained by self-consistent iteration of Eq. 13. For nu-
merical reasons, it is convenient to constrain one of the
fi = 0 during the course of iteration to obtain a unique
solution. In this case, any initial choice of the fi is guar-
anteed to converge [19]. In the case of instantaneous
switching between two states (K = 2), the estimators in
this paper for both the free energy and the asymptotic
variance reduce exactly to those of BAR [9, 21]

The free energies of states from which no samples are
collected can also be estimated with this formalism. We
simply use the nonparametric MLE µ̂ derived from sam-
ples from K states (Eq. 4) to calculate the integral in
Eq. 12, at an arbitraryu(x) different from any ui(x). This
yields an estimate for f that is identical to Eq. 13, but
with u(x) in the place of ui(x). This procedure is math-
ematically equivalent to setting Ni = 0 in Eq. 13 and
elsewhere, and is permitted by Vardi’s conditions [17].
For example, covariances involving unsampled states
can be computed by setting Ni = 0 for these states in
Eqs. 7 and 8.

Estimator for expectations of observables.— We are often
interested the equilibrium expectation of some mechan-
ical observable or phase space function A(x) for a given
thermodynamic state characterized by reduced poten-
tial u(x). The equilibrium expectation can be written as

〈A〉 ≡

∫

Γ
A(x) exp[−u(x)] dx
∫

Γ
exp[−u(x)] dx

. (14)

As suggested by Doss [24], this expectation can be ex-
pressed as a ratio of two integrals of the form in Eq. 1.
We can compute both the equilibrium average and the
variance by adding two additional states A and a to the
K states from which samples have been collected, with

qa(x) = exp[−u(x)] , qA(x) = A(x) exp[−u(x)]

〈A〉 can therefore be written simply as cA/ca, provided
A(x) does not depend on the momentum of any of the
degrees of freedom.

We again make use of Eq. 5 to construct an estimator
for 〈A〉, noting thatNA = Na = 0. If we add the columns
WnA and Wna to W (Eq. 7), we can write

Â =
ĉA
ĉa

=

K
∑

k=1

Nk
∑

n=1

A(xkn) exp[f̂a − u(xkn)]
K
∑

k′=1

Nk′ exp[f̂k′ − uk′(xkn)]

=

N
∑

n=1

WnaA(xn) (15)

where we switch in the last step to a sum over n =

1, . . . , N . The uncertainty in Â can be computed by sub-
stituting φ(θA, θa) = exp(θA − θa) into Eq. 9 to obtain

δÂ = |Â|(Θ̂AA + Θ̂aa − 2Θ̂Aa)
1/2 (16)

where the matrix Θ is given by Eq. 6, with the aug-
mented W. If A(x) takes negative values, ln cA may not
be well defined. However, this equation for the variance
of cA/ca is still be valid for any qA(x) that can take neg-
ative values as long as NA = 0 [20].

Covariances between estimates of 〈A〉 at different
thermodynamic states or between two observables 〈A〉
and 〈B〉 can also be constructed by adding the appropri-
ate columns to the covariance matrix and using Eq. 9.
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Discussion.— While the estimator for the free energies
derived here is equivalent to a form of the WHAM equa-
tions presented elsewhere [11, 23], the derivation here is
based on a rigorous statistical foundation using maxi-
mum likelihood methods. This not only avoids the du-
bious mathematical procedure of shrinking histograms
to delta functions while still relying on their finite popu-
lations, but produces an efficient way of estimating un-
certainties in free energies and expectations in the es-
timated quantities. The elimination of histograms also
avoids both bias from discretization, which can be sig-
nificant [25], as well as the computational overhead of
constructing and storing multidimensional histograms.

The MLE of the measure µ̂ is asymptotically efficient
among all possible measures [18], meaning that in the
large sample limit it is unbiased and has the lowest
possible variance among all estimators with the same
number of samples. Although it is not clear if it im-
mediately follows that the free energies and expecta-
tions calculated using µ̂ have the same optimality prop-
erties, Tan has shown that the estimator of the integrals
employed here, besides being asymptotically unbiased
with a normal distribution, is asymptotically efficient
among a very wide class of “bridge sampling” estima-
tors [20] to estimate partition coefficients. It therefore
has equal or lower variance (in the large sample limit)
than EXP, BAR, or WHAM, though not necessarily ther-
modynamic integration, which is asymtotically biased
but might have lower total error in some special cases.

BAR and its recent multistate generalization
(MBAR) [26] are in principle more general than the
current method as they can also be applied to nonequi-
librium work measurements between pairs of states
as well as equilibrium reduced potential differences.
However, MBAR constructs a total likelihood function
from products of likelihood functions connecting pairs
of states, assuming independence in all work mea-
surements; once a configuration xn has been used to
compute an instantaneous switching work to some state
j, it is not be used again to compute the instantaneous
switching work to another state l. For this reason, we
expect the estimator presented here to be more efficient

than MBAR in analysis of equilibrium data, as MBAR
would require a factor of K more equilibrium samples
from each state to fulfill the independence assumption.

Application of this method to simulation data re-
quires all K reduced potential functions uk(x) to be
evaluated for each uncorrelated sampled configuration
xn, for a total of KN evaluations. In practice, this is
not overly burdensome; the xn are generally produced
by schemes that generate chains of correlated samples,
such as molecular dynamics or Monte Carlo simula-
tions. The number of additional energy evaluations for
the uncorrelated samples will usually be far fewer than
the energy evaluations needed to generate the samples
in the first place.

In this paper, we have presented an optimally efficient
estimator of the free energies between states and ob-
servables at arbitrary state, given independent samples
from these states. It should prove of immediate use to
any computational chemist or physicist seeking to com-
bine data from simulations of multiple thermodynamics
states. We have prepared a Python script implement-
ing the estimator described here, using both a straight-
forward iterative method, and an efficient Newton-
Raphson (NR) method. The rapid convergence prop-
erties of NR greatly reduce the computational cost for
large datasets. This script and a reference implementa-
tion can be found at http://simtk.org/home/pymbar.

Acknowledgments

We thank Sanghyun Park, Andrew Gelman, Jun S.
Liu, and Evangelos Coutsias for enlightening discus-
sion, as well as David M. Mobley, M. Scott Shell, and
Gavin E. Crooks for constructive comments on this
manuscript. JDC gratefully acknowledges support from
Ken A. Dill through NIH grant GM34993 and Vijay S.
Pande through an NSF grant for Cyberinfrastructure
(NSF CHE-0535616), and MRS support from Richard A.
Friesner and the NIH.

[1] Here, a thermodynamic state is defined by a combination
of potential energy function and external thermodynamic
parameters, such as temperature, pressure, and chemical
potential.

[2] G. M. Torrie and J. P. Valleau, J. Comput. Phys. 23, 187
(1977).

[3] E. Marinari and G. Parisi, Europhys. Lett. 19, 451 (1992).
[4] U. H. E. Hansmann, Chem. Phys. Lett. 281, 140 (1997).
[5] Y. Sugita and Y. Okamoto, Chem. Phys. Lett. 314, 141

(1999).
[6] R. W. Zwanzig, J. Chem. Phys. 22, 1420 (1954).
[7] B. Widom, J. Chem. Phys 39, 2808 (1963).
[8] C. H. Bennett, J. Comp. Phys. 22, 245 (1976).

[9] M. R. Shirts, E. Bair, G. Hooker, and V. S. Pande, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 91, 140601 (2003).

[10] M. R. Shirts and V. S. Pande, J. Chem. Phys. 122, 144107
(2005).

[11] S. Kumar, D. Bouzida, R. H. Swendsen, P. A. Kollman,
and J. M. Rosenberg, J. Comput. Chem. 13, 1011 (1992).

[12] A. M. Ferrenberg and R. H. Swendsen, Phys. Rev. Lett. 63,
1195 (1989).

[13] C. Bartels and M. Karplus, J. Comput. Chem. 18, 1450
(1997).

[14] M. N. Kobrak, J. Comput. Chem. 24, 1437 (2003).
[15] E. Gallicchio, M. Andrec, A. K. Felts, and R. M. Levy, J.

Phys. Chem. B 109, 6722 (2005).



5

[16] S. Park, D. L. Ensign, and V. S. Pande, Phys. Rev. E 74,
066703 (2006).

[17] Y. Vardi, Ann. Stat. 13, 178 (1985).
[18] R. D. Gill, Y. Vardi, and J. A. Wellner, Ann. Stat. 16, 1069

(1988).
[19] A. Kong, P. McCullagh, X.-L. Meng, D. Nicolae, and Z.

Tan, J. Royal Stat. Soc. B. 65, 585 (2003).
[20] Z. Tan, J. Am. Stat. Assoc. 99, 1027 (2004).
[21] See EPAPS Document No. XXXXXX for various

derivations and an implementation of the meth-
ods in Python. For more information on EPAPS, see
http://www.aip.org/pubservs/epaps.html.

[22] A set of uncorrelated configurations can be obtained from
a correlated time series, such as is generated by a molec-

ular dynamics or Metropolis Monte Carlo simulation, by
subsampling the timeseries with an interval larger than
the statistical inefficiency of the reduced potential uk of
the timeseries. The statistical inefficiency can be estimated
by standard procedures (see [27] and its references).

[23] M. Souaille and B. Roux, Comp. Phys. Commun. 135, 40
(2001).

[24] Honi Doss suggests this in the discussion of [19].
[25] M. N. Kobrak, J. Comput. Chem. 24, 1437 (2003).
[26] P. Maragakis, M. Spichty, and M. Karplus, Phys. Rev. Lett.

96, 100602 (2006).
[27] J. D. Chodera, W. C. Swope, J. W. Pitera, C. Seok, and K. A.

Dill, J. Chem. Theor. Comput. 3, 26 (2007).

APPENDIX A: ESTIMATORS OF THE ASYMPTOTIC COVARIANCE MATRIX

The N ×K matrix W (Eq. 7 in the main paper) can be written in terms of its singular value decomposition

W = UΣV
T (A1)

where U is an N ×N unitary matrix of left singular vectors (such that UU
T = IN ), Σ is anN ×K matrix containing

L < K singular values along the diagonal, and V is a K ×K unitary matrix of right singular vectors.

The estimator for the asymptotic covariance matrix Θ̂ (Eq. 6 in the main paper) can then be expanded to

Θ̂ = W
T(IN −WNW

T)+W

= (UΣV
T)T[IN − (UΣV

T)N(UΣV
T)T]+(UΣV

T)

= VΣ
T
U

T[IN −UΣV
T
NVΣ

T
U

T]+UΣV
T

= VΣ
T
U

T[UU
T −UΣV

T
NVΣ

T
U

T]+UΣV
T

= VΣ
T
U

T[U(IN −ΣV
T
NVΣ

T)UT]+UΣV
T

= VΣ
T
U

T
U[IN −ΣV

T
NVΣ

T]+UT
UΣV

T

= VΣ
T[IN −ΣV

T
NVΣ

T]+ΣV
T

(A2)

We partition the matrix of singular values Σ into aK×K diagonal region ΣK (of which only the firstL ≤ K diagonal
entries will be nonzero) and an (N −K)×K zero matrix 0:

Σ =

[

ΣK

0

]

(A3)

We can then rewrite the above expression as

Θ̂ = V
[

ΣK 0
]

{[

IK 0

0 I(N−K)

]

−

[

ΣK

0

]

V
T
NV

[

ΣK 0
]

}+ [

ΣK

0

]

V
T

= VΣK [IK −ΣKV
T
NVΣK ]+ΣKV

T (A4)

We note that pseudoinversion of the quantity in brackets now only requires O(K3) work, though this can be further
reduced to O(L3) work if the reduced SVD is used.

The singular values ΣK and matrix of right singular vectors V can easily be computed from the eigenvalue de-
composition of WT

W:

W
T
W = (UΣV

T)T(UΣV
T)

= VΣ
T
U

T
UΣV

T

= V(ΣT
Σ)VT (A5)
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In the case that W has full column rank (because all qk(x), k = 1, . . . ,K are different) then we can make further
progress. Using Eq. A4, we can write

Θ̂ = [VΣ
−1
K (IK −ΣKV

T
NVΣK + 11

T)Σ−1
K V

T]−1

= [V(Σ−2
K )VT −N]+

= [(WT
W)−1 −N]+ (A6)

We note that WT
1N = 1K , and WN1K = 1N , and so W

T
WN1N = 1K , and observe that [(WT

W)−1−N] has rank
K − 1 with kernel 1K

[(WT
W)−1 −N]1K = (WT

W)−1
1K −N1K

= (WT
W)−1

W
T
WN1K −N1K

= N1K −N1K

= 0

We can supplement the quantity in brackets with b1K1
T
K , where b is some nonzero scalar, without changing the

covariance values computed from it, and make it invertible:

Θ̂ = [(WT
W)−1 −N+ b1K1K ]−1 (A7)

We choose b = N−1 to ensure the inversion is well-conditioned (as in [19]). This relation appears as Eq. 8 in the main
paper.

APPENDIX B: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN BAR AND THE CURRENT METHOD

We start with Eq. 13 in the main paper, the maximum likelihood measure estimator for the free energy. For ease
of use, we define ∆f = f2 − f1 and ∆u(x) = u2(x) − u1(x) and M = lnN2/N1 Without loss of generalization,
we examine the self-consistent equation for f1. fi here refers to the maximum likelihood estimate, not the true free
energy.

f1 = − ln
2

∑

k=1

Nk
∑

n=1

exp[−u1(xkn)]
2
∑

k′=1

Nk′ exp[fk′ − uk′(xkn)]

exp[−f1] =

N1
∑

n=1

exp[−u1(x1n)]
2
∑

k′=1

Nk′ exp[fk′ − uk′(x1n)]

+

N2
∑

n=1

exp[−u1(x2n)]
2
∑

k′=1

Nk′ exp[fk′ − uk′(x2n)]

1 =

N1
∑

n=1

exp[f1 − u1(x1n)]

N1 exp[f1 − u1(x1n)] +N2 exp[f2 − u2(x1n)]
+

N2
∑

n=1

exp[f1 − u1(x2n)]

N1 exp[f1 − u1(x2n)] +N2 exp[f2 − u2(x2n)]

=

N1
∑

n=1

1

N1 +N2 exp[∆f −∆u(x1n)]
+

N2
∑

n=1

1

N1 +N2 exp[∆f −∆u(x2n)]

N1 =

N1
∑

n=1

1

1 + N2

N1

exp[∆f −∆u(x1n)]
+

N2
∑

n=1

1

1 + N2

N1

exp[∆f −∆u(x2n)]

N1 =

N1
∑

n=1

1

1 + exp[M +∆f −∆u(x1n)]
+

N2
∑

n=1

1

1 + exp[M +∆f −∆u(x2n)]
(B1)

We make the additional observation that

1

1 + exp(x)
− 1 = −

1

1 + exp(−x)
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which allows us to write Eq. B1 as:

0 =

N1
∑

n=1

[

1

1 + exp[M +∆f −∆u(x1n)]
− 1

]

+

N2
∑

n=1

1

1 + exp[M +∆f −∆u(x2n)]

=

N1
∑

n=1

1

1 + exp[M +∆f −∆u(x1n)]
−

N2
∑

n=1

1

1 + exp[−M −∆f +∆u(x2n)]

Which is exactly the equation for BAR presented in Shirts et al. [9]. We note that this equation is unchanged upon
reversal of the state indices 1 and 2, indicating that the choice of f1 at the beginning was indeed arbitrary.

We now examine the expression for the variance limited to two states. The covariance matrix given in Eq. 8 of the
main paper is

Θ = [(WT
W)−1 −N+ 1K1

T
K/N ]−1

where we have from Eq. 7 of the main paper

Wnk =
exp(fk − uk(xn))

K
∑

k′=1

Nk′ exp(f ′
k − uk′(xn))

Defining f as the Fermi function (not to be confused with the free energies fi, which are constants and have
subscripts), and Xn =M +∆f −∆u(xn)), then in the case of two states Wn1 = N−1

1 f(Xn) and Wn2 = N−1
2 f(−Xn).

The matrix W
T
W can then be written as:

W
T
W =

N
∑

n=1

(

N−2
1 f(Xn)

2 N−1
1 N−1

2 f(Xn)f(−Xn)
N−1

1 N−1
2 f(Xn)f(−Xn) N−2

2 f(−Xn)
2

)

(B2)

If we represent the matrix (WT
W)ij = aij , the determinant |WT

W| will be D = a11a22 − a21a12. The variance of
ratios is actually independent of multiplicative factor used in front of 1K1K , as we will show below, so we will use
b in place of 1/N for generality. The inverse of the covariance matrix is then:

Θ
−1 = (WT

W)−1 −N+ b 1N1
T
N =

(

a22

D −N1 + b −a21

D + b
−a12

D + b a11

D −N2 + b

)

The determinant will then be:

|Θ−1| =
1

D
−
N2a22 −N1a11

D
+N1N2 − b(N1 +N2) + b

a11 + a22 + a12 + a21
D

(B3)

However, we note that (WT
W)−1 − N is singular, as shown in Appendix A, and thus the sum of the first three

terms in Eq. B3 equals zero. Additionally, because it has kernel 1K , it must also satisfy a22 − a21 − N1D = 0 and
a11 − a12 −N2D = 0. Because we know by symmetry that a12 = a21, which we denote by simply a, this determinant
then becomes:

|Θ−1| =
b

D
[a11 + a22 + a12 + a21 − (N1 +N2)D]

=
4ab

D

We then obtain:

Θ = [(WT
W)−1 −N+ b 1N1

T
N ]−1 =

D

4ab

(

a11

D −N2 + b a
D − b

a
D − b a22

D −N1 + b

)

The variance in f1 − f2 will be Θ11 +Θ22 − 2Θ12, which reduces to:

Var(f1 − f2) =
D

4ab

[

a11 −N1D + bD + a22 −N2D + bD − 2a+ 2bD

D

]

=
1

4ba
[(a11 − a−N2D) + (a22 − a−N1D) + 4bD]

=
D

a
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Which is indeed independent of b 6= 0. Since a22 = N1 + a and a11 = N2+ a, given D = a11a22− a2 (as noted above),

we can find that D = N−1
1 N−1

2 (1 −Na). We then obtain:

Var(f1 − f2) =
a11a22 − a2

a

=
1−Na

N1N2a

=
1

N1N2a
−

N

N1N2

=
1

N
∑

i=1

f(Xn)f(−Xn)

−
N

N1N2

=

[

N
∑

i=1

1

2 + 2 cosh(Xn)

]−1

−
N

N1N2

=
1

N

[

〈

1

2 + 2 cosh(M +∆f −∆u(x))

〉−1

−

(

N

N2
+
N

N1

)

]

This is the equation for the covariance of BAR in Shirts et al. [9]


