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Photo: posing in front of Monte Carlo’s casino, 2021

“It was at that time that | suggested an obvious name for the statistical
method—a suggestion not unrelated to the fact that Stan had an uncle
who would borrow money from relatives because he “just had to go to
Monte Carlo.” The name seems to have endured.”

Nicholas Metropolis, “The beginning of the Monte Carlo method”,
Los Alamos Science Special Issue 1987
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Problem: both types of integrals have infrared (collinear, soft) divergences and thresholds

Many good methods around to deal with this that work either for loop or for phase-
space integrals
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Integration measure is mis-aligned!

For the real contributions, problem known in phase-space subtraction methods

(sectoring, mappings...) Big obstacle to automation
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Observation: solved deltas, phase-space has same dimensionality (redundant dimension)
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Cutkosky result but at the local level
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