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High-order virtual excitations play an important role in microscopic models of nuclear reactions
at intermediate energies. However, the factorial growth of their complexity has prevented their
consistent inclusion in ab initio many-body calculations. For infinite systems at finite temperature,
such drawbacks can be overcome using diagrammatic Monte Carlo (DiagMC) techniques to resum
entire series of Feynman diagrams. We present a DiagMC algorithm that can be applied to self-
bound systems with discrete energy levels at zero temperature, and demonstrate its potential for
the Richardson model of nuclear pairing. We show that sampling the topological space of diagrams
allows the inclusion of high-order excitations that are neglected in state-of-the-art approximations
used in nuclear physics and quantum chemistry. We propose that sampling the diagrammatic
space can overcome the long-standing gap between our microscopic understanding of structure and
reactions in nuclear physics.

Ab initio nuclear theory has significantly advanced
over the past two decades by combining effective field the-
ories (EFT) of the nuclear force with the latest computa-
tional approaches to the quantum many-body problem.
Several high-precision methods can predict the ground
state properties of medium-light nuclei [1, 2], and recently
reached heavy elements [3, 4]. The EFT interactions used
in modern literature are rooted in the symmetries of QCD
and avoid relying on the phenomenology of stable nu-
clei, so that controlled and accurate predictions remain
feasible even toward the limits of nuclear existence. Ex-
otic neutron-rich nuclei far from stability are essential
for studying many fundamental open problems of mod-
ern physics, such as the evolution of the shell structure
and the formation of heavy elements [5, 6]. In particular,
the role of unstable nuclei in the astrophysical r-process
in neutron star mergers cannot be overestimated [7, 8].
State-of-the-art and future facilities that work with un-
stable beams rely on nuclear reaction models to discover
new isotopes and interpret experimental results [9–15].
Despite the success of the structure calculations discussed
above, the microscopic description of nuclear reactions
is more challenging [16]. Among the available ab ini-
tio methods [17–21], the self-consistent Green’s function
(SCGF) approach is suited for a unified description of
structure and reactions because of the wealth of phys-
ical information contained. The exact spectral distri-
bution (which gathers all one-nucleon addition and re-
moval spectroscopy), the ground-state energy and den-
sity profiles, and the exact microscopic optical potential
are consistently included in the formalism [22–25]. The
Green’s function G is the exact solution of the Dyson

equationGαβ(ω) = G
(0)
αβ(ω)+

∑
γδ G

(0)
αγ (ω)Σ⋆

γδ(ω)Gδβ(ω),

where G(0) describes a freely propagating particle (or
hole) and the term G(0)Σ⋆G introduces recursive dy-
namic interactions with the other particles of the sys-
tem. In this picture, the self-energy Σ⋆ is a complex,
nonlocal, energy-dependent microscopic optical potential

[22, 23, 26]. SCGF theory relies on systematically im-
provable many-body truncations of the self-energy [27],
however, current approximation schemes do not include
high-order configurations that dominate mid-energy scat-
tering [19]. Due to the factorial growth of the Feyn-
man diagrams (see Fig. 1), improving the accuracy of
ab initio optical potentials requires to go beyond order-
by-order addition of terms and to aim for a stochastic
resummation by sampling a limited number of represen-
tative higher order diagrams.

Sampling different diagram topologies is the funda-
mental idea of the diagrammatic Monte Carlo (DiagMC)
approach [29]. This method has first gained much in-
terest in the field of condensed matter physics, where
it was employed to study infinite systems at finite tem-
perature such as the polaron [30] and the unitary Fermi
gas [31, 32]. More recent advances in the DiagMC frame-
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FIG. 1. Approximate number of Feynman diagrams con-
tributing to the self-energy for two and three-body forces.
Tha values shown in green give the exact number of Feynman
diagrams for the first three orders [28] while valuse at higher
order are estimated based on theoir factorial scaling. For each
order, very few representative diagrams are shown.
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work have been applied to study single-particle excita-
tions in the electron gas [33, 34] and the real-time dynam-
ics of dissipative quantum impurity models [35]. To our
knowledge, DiagMC has still been poorly investigated for
bound systems at zero temperature such as atomic nuclei,
where (large) discrete bases are usually needed. Further-
more, applications to scattering theory require satisfying
the causality principle, which is encoded in a dispersive
spectral relation. This property is naturally broken by
sharp truncations in the Feynman perturbation series,
and it has never been enforced in previous DiagMC calcu-
lations. In this Letter, we introduce a DiagMC algorithm
for the Richardson model and impose the correct disper-
sive relation by representing the stochastic self-energy
with a parameterization suitable for finite systems.

The Richardson model was introduced as a simplified
description of nuclear superfluidity. It explains pair-
ing correlations in Sn and Pb isotopes with consider-
able accuracy [36, 37], as well as in quantum chemistry
systems [38]. Furthermore, it provides stringent tests
for quantum many-body theories that aim to describe
strongly correlated Fermi liquids [39], and has challenged
quantum neural networks [40] and eigenvector continua-
tion [41]. The availability of exact solutions makes it
suitable for precise benchmarks.

The Richardson Hamiltonian includes a contact inter-
action between nucleons that occupy the same energy
level [42]. We consider D doubly degenerate and equidis-
tant energy levels and we focus on the half-filled system
with A = 2P fermions,

H(D) = ξ
D∑

p=1

∑

s=↑,↓
(p− 1) c†pscps −

g

2

D∑

p,q=1

c†p↑c
†
p↓cq↓cq↑,

(1)
where we set ξ = 1 without loss of generality. The ground
state of this Hamiltonian can be written analytically as
the product of the P lowest correlated-pair creation op-
erators, b†i , such that |ΨA

0 ⟩ =
∏P

i=1 b
†
i |0⟩ [43].

The propagator theory of the Richardson model was ex-
plored in Refs. [27] and [44]. The one-body propagator
is diagonal and invariant under spin exchange, and hence
only its D diagonal and spin-up components need to be
considered. Furthermore, we found that ladder diagrams
greatly dominate the self-energy expansion of the prop-
agator in the perturbative regime. We will focus on this
subset of diagrams in our sampling and show that this
is sufficient to compute the full correlation energy within
the stochastic error and the error induced by a finite reg-
ulator.

Diagrammatic Monte Carlo. Standard Monte Carlo
integration has been used to compute many-body per-
turbation theory (PT) for nucleonic matter reaching up
to the full fourth order [45] but relies on the cumbersome
determination and evaluation of every single PT contri-
bution [46]. The DiagMC framework used in this work
overcomes this limitation by promoting diagram topolo-

a)

p, ω

p, ω

p, ωb

p, ω′

p, ω′

p, ωb + ω − ω′

Figure 1: Update Change ω.

p, ω

p, ω

p, ωb

q1, ω1

q2, ω2

q3, ω3

p, ω

p, ω

p, ω′b

q1, ω1 − ωb + ω′b

q2, ω2 − ωb + ω′b

q3, ω3 − ωb + ω′b

Figure 2: Update Change internal frequencies.

4

b)

p, ω

p, ω

p, ωb

p, ω′

p, ω′

p, ωb + ω − ω′

Figure 1: Update Change ω.

p, ω

p, ω

p, ωb

q1, ω1

q2, ω2

q3, ω3

p, ω

p, ω

p, ω′b

q1, ω1 − ωb + ω′b

q2, ω2 − ωb + ω′b

q3, ω3 − ωb + ω′b

Figure 2: Update Change internal frequencies.

4

c)

p, ω

p, ω

p, ωb

p, ω

p, ω

p, ωb

q3, ω3 q3, ω − ω3 + ωb

Figure 4: Update Add (Remove) Ladder, here depicted for the second and third-order ladder diagrams.
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the second one appearing on the left-hand side of the ladder.
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FIG. 2. Updates used to sample the entire ladder diagram-
matic expansion [43]. Rules a), b) and d) yield the standard
Monte Carlo evaluation of single diagrams. Rule c) allows to
span the topological space of all self-energy ladder diagrams.

gies on the same footing as internal quantum numbers
and frequencies [29, 31]. We express the exact self-energy
according to the fundamental identity

Σ⋆
p(ω) = Zp

∫
dC |Dp (ω; C)|

Zp
exp [i argDp (ω; C)] , (2)

where Dp is a diagram characterized by its topology and
internal single-particle quantum numbers and frequen-
cies, which we collectively label C, and Zp is a normaliza-
tion factor. The integral over dC includes the sum over
all topologies. If the diagrams are sampled according to a
probability distribution ∝ |Dp (ω; C)|, the self-energy can
be calculated as a stochastic sum of the phases of the dia-
grams. The sampling of ladder diagrams is implemented
through a Markov chain in the space of diagrams. At each
step of the chain, one of the updates in Fig. 2 is called at
random, and a walker in C-space is generated using the
Metropolis-Hastings algorithm [47, 48]. We refer to the
Supplemental Material for a comprehensive overview of
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the present DiagMC implementation [43].

The DiagMC algorithm is built upon the Feynman per-
turbation expansion which, if truncated sharply at each
order, can break important non-perturbative features of
the exact self-energy. Most notably, the causality prin-
ciple that is important for scattering events may require
full all-order summations. Causality is expressed through
the boundary condition of the Källén-Lehmann represen-
tation for the exact self-energy:

Σ⋆
p↑ (ω) = Σ(∞)

p +
∑

n=1

An
p

ω −Bn
p + iη

+
∑

k=1

Ak
p

ω −Bk
p − iη

,

(3)

with A
n/k
p > 0. Note that the dispersion relation implies

that only the static mean-field term, Σ
(∞)
p , and the imag-

inary part of (3) are required to reconstruct the entire
self-energy [25]. The algebraic diagrammatic construc-
tion (ADC) that is state-of-the-art for nuclear physics
and quantum chemistry was developed with the specific
aim of retaining this structure exactly [27, 49, 50].

The Σ
(∞)
p term is a tadpole diagram that plays a spe-

cial role in the DiagMC algorithm. Its expression in-
cludes a convergence factor eiωη that makes the Monte
Carlo integration inefficient; however, it can be easily
calculated with standard numerical methods. Moreover,
DiagMC calculates the self-energy only up to the over-
all (real) factor Zp of equation (2). To fix this ambigu-
ity and at the same time address the convergence prob-
lem of the tadpole diagrams, we approached the problem

in a novel way. First, the Σ
(∞)
p diagram, and any di-

agram that includes repetitions of it, are simple enough
that they can be evaluated exactly with an analytical fre-
quency integration followed by standard integration over
the remaining single-particle quantum numbers. Hence,
we compute it separately to avoid any Monte Carlo insta-
bility. Second, the Markov chain walker of DiagMC can
still be implemented to retain all steps over the tadpole
diagrams: simply such contributions are ignored in the
sum of Eq. (2) to avoid any double counting. This fact
gives us the additional freedom needed to determine the
overall normalization. We replace the tadpoles diagrams
with unphysical ones that have an exactly known ana-
lytical solution and compare it with the partial DiagMC
resummation over the same terms. We can deduce the
overall normalization factor by counting the times the un-
physical diagram is visited compared to the total number
of samples [43].

Within the radius of convergence for the perturbation
expansion, an increase in the truncation order must bring
the simulation closer to the correct Källén-Lehmann rep-
resentation. An important novelty in our approach is to
perform a nonlinear least-square minimization (NLLSM)
that fits the imaginary part of the self-energy calculated
with DiagMC as a sum of Lorentzians. Dispersion re-

7.5 10.0 12.5 15.0 17.5 20.0

0.15

0.10

0.05

0.00

Im
[

1(
)]

DiagMC
NLLSM Fit

5.0 2.5 0.0 2.5 5.0
0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

Im
[

6(
)]

FIG. 3. Imaginary part of the diagonal components p = 1, 6
of the irreducible self-energy. The self-energy was calculated
with DiagMC and fitted via NLLSM with a sum of Lorentzian
functions. The simulation was performed with a HF reference
propagator in a model space of dimension D = 10 and A = 10
particles. We used g = 0.3, η = 0.1. DiagMC sampled the
ladder series up to the eighth order. The Lorentzian repre-
sentation is very accurate due to the small stochastic noise,
which is barely visible only in the far tails.

lations are used to recover a natural parameterization
of the full self-energy that fulfills the causality principle.
This approach allows to control the Monte Carlo noise
of the simulation by translating it into a (small) error on
the fitted parameters [43].
Results. We perform calculations in the so-called sc0

framework [51, 52]. This is a standard prescription in
nuclear theory that consists in imposing a fully self-
consistent calculation for the static component of the

self-energy, Σ
(∞)
p , while the dynamic part is expanded

with respect to a mean-field reference propagator. Fig-
ure 3 reports the components p = 1 and p = 6 of the
imaginary part of the irreducible self-energy for g = 0.3,
η = 0.1, and D = 10. The results were obtained with a
Hartree-Fock (HF) reference propagator by sampling lad-
der diagrams up to order eight. The simulated self-energy
shows only small deviations from the exact analytic form
(3), so that the NLLSM fit is extremely precise.
Our implementation of DiagMC carries three sources

of uncertainty. The first is the statistical error that is
intrinsic to any Monte Carlo approach and can be con-
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FIG. 4. Correlation energy for different values of the regu-
lator η. The figure shows results for the coupling constants
g = 0.1 and g = 0.3. The solid lines are the full configuration
interaction (FCI) results, and they are obtained from the ex-
act diagonalization of the Richardson Hamiltonian.

trolled to a good extent by additional sampling. Second,
we do perform a many-body truncation by restricting our
diagram space up to eighth order in PT and to ladder
diagrams only. The error involved is negligible because
excluded diagram topologies are known to be irrelevant
for the Richardson Hamiltonian [27] and the first eight
PT orders are substantially converged. The comparison
between the NLLSM fit of Eq. (3) and the DiagMC sam-
pling, shown in Fig. 3, demonstrates the quality of our
simulations. Finally, we have a dependence on the reg-
ulator parameter η [43]. In principle, the exact result is
recovered in the limit η → 0, where it would cause nu-
merical instabilities. In fact, however, a finite value of η
simply sets the energy resolution of our simulations, and
how ’small’ it should be depends on the specific applica-
tion.

To study the dependence of our results on η we per-
formed simulations using different regulator values in the
model space D = 10 for g = 0.1 and g = 0.3. Fig. 4
shows a moderate dependence on the regulator η. The
deviation between our calculations and the true correla-
tion energies is at most 1% for both g = 0.1 and g = 0.3.
Hence, we take 1% as the error for all our calculations of
correlation energies and always use η = 0.1.

The correlation energies derived from the Migdal-
Galitskii-Koltun (MGK) sum rule [53, 54] are bench-
marked against the exact full configuration interaction
(FCI) solutions and the ADC(3) many-body truncation
values in Fig. 5. The left panel shows the correlation
energy dependence on the coupling constant g within
the model space of size D = 10. The right panel shows
the correlation energy per particle with changing model
space size D, at half-filling, and g = 0.3. We find agree-
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FIG. 5. Correlation energy of the Richardson model at half
filling. The errors reported in the plot are 1% of the correla-
tion energy. The regulator was set at η = 0.1. Top panel: De-
pendence of the correlation energy on the coupling constant
g in the model space D = 10. Bottom panel: Correlation
energy per particle for different model space dimensions and
g = 0.3.

ment with the exact energies within the error bars of
the Monte Carlo uncertainty, confirming that the present
ladder resummation dominates the self-energy expansion.
Remarkably, DiagMC with the HF reference propagator
outperforms ADC(3). This discrepancy is to be ascribed
to the presence of time inversion terms in the ladder se-
ries, which is resummed to all orders in ADC(3) but only
in a Tamm-Dancoff fashion [27]. DiagMC correctly re-
sums the Feynman ladders, accounting for all possible
time orderings.

Conclusion. For the weak-coupling regime, we con-
clude that DiagMC on bound systems (with discrete
spectra) can match and even supersede state-of-the-art
methods for computing many-body propagators, includ-
ing the ADC(3) truncation scheme employed in ab initio
nuclear physics and quantum chemistry. The Richardson
model could be solved without the need to exploit conve-
gence acceleration methods, such as the Borel resumma-
tion that has already been widely used by DiagMC appli-
cations to condensed matter [55, 56]. This leaves room
for approaching more realistic problems. It should be
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stressed that this work focused on the Green’s function;
however, DiagMC can be extended to other methods
based on diagrammatic expressions, such as coupled clus-
ter amplitudes or many-body PT contributions. There-
fore, DiagMC holds significant potential for advancing
various fields of physics involving bound many-fermion
systems at zero temperature. The success of the present
calculations signifies an initial step towards a unified de-
scription of nuclear structure and reactions by perform-
ing a stochastic sampling over the space of Feynman di-
agrams of a simplified pairing Hamiltonian.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

Exact solution of the Richardson model

The Richardson Hamiltonian has an exact analytic solution [1]. For P pairs of fermions this is

|Ψ⟩ =
P∏

i=1

b†i |0⟩ , (S1)

where

b†i =
D∑

p=1

1

2 (p− 1)− Ei
c†p↑c

†
p↓ (S2)

and the parameters Ei are the D solutions of the equations

1− g

2

D∑

p=1

1

2 (p− 1)− Ei
− g

P∑

j=1,j ̸=i

1

Ei − Ej
= 0 ∀i = 1, . . . , D (S3)

The exact ground state energy is given by

EGS =

P∑

i=1

Ei, (S4)

where Ei are the P lowest energy solutions.

Basic DiagMC formalism

Diagrammatic Monte Carlo (DiagMC) is based on the Dyson equation approach to the Green’s function. The
self-energy Σ⋆ is given by all one-particle irreducible Feynman diagrams1. In the self-consistent approach, the self-
energy expansion is further reduced by including only skeleton diagrams, and hence DiagMC must sample one-particle
irreducible skeleton diagrams. We build our DiagMC extension to the Richardson model building upon the formalism
set in Ref. [2]. To lighten up the notation we will imply spin-up unless otherwise specified and define for all one-body
quantities Op := Op↑,p↑.
The self-energy is given by

Σ⋆
p (ω) =

∑

T

∑

q1,...,qn

∫
dω1 . . . dωmDp (ω; T , q1 . . . qn, ω1 . . . ωm) 1T ∈SΣ⋆ , (S5)

where D is a diagram with topology T , internal single-particle quantum numbers q1 . . . qn, and internal frequencies
ω1 . . . ωm. The characteristic function 1T ∈SΣ⋆ selects one-particle irreducible, skeleton topologies. Due to its analytic
form, we expect the self-energy to be appreciably different from zero over a finite interval of energies ω. We can
divide this interval into bins and expand inside each bin [ωi, ωi+1] over a basis {Bn (ω)}∞n=0. We choose the complete
orthonormal basis

Bn (ω) =

√
2n+ 1

ωi+1 − ωi
Ln

(
2

ωi+1 − ωi
(ω − ωi)− 1

)
n = 0, 1, 2, . . . (S6)

1A diagram is said to be one-particle irreducible if it cannot be separated into two distinct diagrams by cutting one propagator line.
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where Ln (x) is the n-th Legendre polynomial. Since the order n is also the number of nodes, a high-order expansion
would introduce a strong source of sign problem. Accordingly, we truncate the expansion at nmax = 2 and adapt the
size of for each bin to avoid significant oscillations inside the interval. From the exact analytic form of the self-energy
we can estimate the width of the Lorentzians to be of the order of the regulator η. Hence, bins of dimension ≈ η
ensure an accurate low-order truncation. Note that to avoid an unnecessary large number of bins for small values of
η, one can use an adaptive mesh in which intervals near Lorentzian peaks have size ≈ η, while all other bins are of
much larger, even of the order of a few tens of energy units. A preliminary computation with large intervals and few
samples would suffice to estimate the pole position and the optimal mesh.
For the present model, it wasn’t necessary to adopt this refinement because there were just a few closeby poles2.
The self-energy expansion on the basis (S6) gives

Σ⋆
p (ω) =

+∞∑

n=0

Σ(n)
p Bn (ω) ≈

2∑

n=0

Σ(n)
p Bn (ω) , (S7)

with

Σ(n)
p =

∫ ωi+1

ωi

dω Bn (ω) Σ
⋆
p (ω) . (S8)

The DiagMC simulation calculates the coefficients (S8) inside each bin for every p and allows reconstructing the
self-energy through equation (S7).
We can substitute (S5) into (S8), and using the short-hand notation C := (T , q1, . . . , qn, ω1, . . . , ωm) we get

Σ(n)
p =

∫ ωi+1

ωi

dω

∫
dC Bn (ω)Dp (ω; C) 1T ∈SΣ⋆ . (S9)

The main idea of DiagMC is to rewrite this expansion as a weighted average over a probability distribution function

wp. Choosing wp to be independent of n is convenient because we can evaluate the coefficients Σ
(n)
p for every n with a

single simulation instead of having to perform separate simulations for each n up to nmax. We still require a different
simulation for every basis-state level p = 1, . . . , D. To this aim, we rewrite (S9) as

Σ(n)
p = Zp

∫ ωi+1

ωi

dω

∫
dC |Dp (ω; C)|

Zp
exp [i argDp (ω; C)]Bn (ω) 1T ∈SΣ⋆ . (S10)

Zp is a normalization factor given by

Zp :=

∫ ωi+1

ωi

dω

∫
dC |Dp (ω; C)|. (S11)

We can define the probability distribution function

wp (ω; C) :=
|Dp (ω; C)|

Zp
(S12)

and rewrite Eq. (S10) as

Σ(n)
p = Zp

∫ ωi+1

ωi

dω

∫
dC wp (ω; C) exp [i argDp (ω; C)]Bn (ω) 1T ∈SΣ⋆ . (S13)

2For D = 10 there are five closeby poles.
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If we can sample diagrams {Dp (ωj ; Cj)}Nj=1 according to the probability distribution function (S12), we can calculate

(S13) with

Σ(n)
p = Zp lim

N→∞
1

N

N∑

j=1

exp [i argDp (ωj ; Cj)]Bn (ωj) 1Tj∈SΣ⋆ . (S14)

The normalization factor Zp is estimated during the DiagMC simulation by selecting a subset of diagrams SN ,
called normalization sector, with a known weight ZN

p . Since

ZN
p :=

∫ ωi+1

ωi

dω

∫

T ∈SN

dC |Dp (ω; C)|, (S15)

we can estimate the normalization factor by counting the number of times these diagrams are sampled. If the number
of visits to the normalization sector is N , the probability distribution function (S12) implies

lim
N→∞

N
N

=
ZN
p

Zp
(S16)

and Eq. (S14) becomes

Σ(n)
p = ZN

p lim
N→∞

1

N
N∑

j=1

exp [i argDp (ωj ; Cj)]Bn (ωj) 1Tj∈SΣ⋆ . (S17)

We discuss the normalization sector in depth in the next subsection.

Hartree-Fock and normalization sectors

The Hartree-Fock diagram in Fig. S1 has the analytic expression

DHF
p = i

g

2

∫ ∞

−∞

dω1

2π
Gp↓p↓ (ω1) e

iω1ϵ = i
g

2

∫ ∞

−∞

dω1

2π
Gp (ω1) e

iω1ϵ, (S18)

where the last equality is due to the spin up - spin down symmetry.

Hartree-Fock sector

The Hartree-Fock diagram in Figure 6 has the analytic expression

DHF
𝑝 = 𝑖

𝑔

2

∫ ∞

−∞

𝑑𝜔1
2𝜋

𝐺 𝑝↓𝑝↓ (𝜔1) 𝑒𝑖𝜔1𝜖 = 𝑖
𝑔

2

∫ ∞

−∞

𝑑𝜔1
2𝜋

𝐺 𝑝 (𝜔1) 𝑒𝑖𝜔1𝜖 , (20)

where the last equality is due to the spin up - spin down symmetry.

𝑝 ↑
𝑝 ↑

𝑝 ↓
𝑝 ↓

𝜔1

Figure 6: First-order (tadpole) diagram. This diagram accounts for the static part of the self-

energy (19).

This equation is difficult to calculate with DiagMC due to the infinitesimal 𝜖 that needs to

be sent to 0+ after the integral. The strategy we employ is to calculate the integral analytically,

giving

DHF
𝑝 = −𝑔

2

∑︁
𝑘

|Y𝑘
𝑝 |2. (21)

Eq. (21) is the total static self-energy. To avoid the problems of eq. (20), we calculate the

static self-energy exactly through eq. (21) and simulate the dynamic self-energy with DiagMC.

This is equivalent to considering 𝑆Σ★ in (19) as the subset of skeleton diagrams of order greater

than 1.

18

FIG. S1. First-order (tadpole) diagram. This diagram accounts for the static part of the self-energy [3].

This equation is difficult to calculate with DiagMC due to the infinitesimal ϵ that needs to be taken to 0+ after the
integral. Thus, we compute the result analytically from

DHF
p = −g

2

∑

k

|⟨Ψ2P−1
k |cp|Ψ2P

g.s.⟩|2. (S19)

Eq. (S19) is the total static self-energy. To avoid the problems of Eq. (S18), we calculate the static self-energy
exactly through Eq. (S19) and simulate the dynamic self-energy with DiagMC. This is equivalent to considering SΣ⋆

in (S17) as the subset of skeleton diagrams of order greater than 1.
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Since the Hartree-Fock diagram has been removed from the set of sampled diagrams, and we include only skeleton
diagrams in the self-energy simulation, we can redefine the self-closing propagator to

G̃p (ω1) =
iAγ

ω2
1 + γ2

, (S20)

with A, γ > 0. The redefined self-closing propagator will be drawn as a zigzag line, as shown in Fig. S2. This
substitution allows us to take the limit ϵ → 0+ before performing the integral.
The redefinition of the HF diagram allows the manipulation of the weight (and hence the amount of sampling) of

the diagram. This is a useful feature to keep under control the normalization sector. Hence, we take as normalization
sector SN the HF diagram in Figure S1, with the closed propagator replaced by the unphysical zigzag propagator
(S20). The weight of the normalization sector is found analytically from Eq. (S15)

ZN
p =

|g|
2

∫ ωi+1

ωi

dω

∫ +∞

−∞

dω1

2π

Aγ

ω2
1 + γ2

=
|g|
4
A∆ω := ZN , (S21)

which is independent of p and where ∆ω := ωi+1 − ωi. The parameters A and γ can be adjusted to optimize the
sampling of normalization diagrams. It was sufficient to choose γ ≈ 15 and A ≈ 3 throughout this work, although
they could be fine-tuned according to the coupling constant g, the model space dimension, and the order of the
perturbative expansion.

𝐺 𝑝 (𝜔1) =
𝑝

𝑝
𝜔1

𝑝

𝑝
𝜔1 :=

𝑖𝐴𝛾

𝜔2
1 + 𝛾2

Figure 7: Self-closing physical and unphysical propagators. The self-closing physical propa-

gator (represented by a double solid line) is replaced with an unphysical propagator (represented

by a zigzag line) with a value chosen arbitrarily.

Updates

Eq. (19) implies sampling in the space of Feynman diagram topologies. In theory, we have to

include all skeleton diagrams of order greater than one, however, the diagrammatic expansion

of the Richardson model is dominated by ladder diagrams. Hence, we limit ourselves to this

subset. In actual calculations, we introduce a cutoff at the eighth order, but the same algorithm

could be used to reach higher-order contributions. We perform a Markov chain in the space of

topologies, quantum numbers, and frequencies. The first diagram of the Markov chain is taken

as the normalization diagram. The following diagrams are proposed by randomly choosing one

of five possible updates that modify the diagram at the previous step. To reproduce the correct

probability distribution function (14), we accept or reject the update according to Metropolis-

Hastings update ratios (46, 47). The updates we used to sample ladder contributions are

• Change 𝜔

This update changes the external frequency 𝜔 of the diagram. To preserve frequency

20

FIG. S2. Self-closing physical and unphysical propagators. The self-closing physical propagator (represented by a double solid
line) is replaced with an unphysical propagator (represented by a zigzag line) with an arbitrarily chosen value.

Updates

Eq. (S17) implies sampling the space of Feynman diagram topologies. While this includes all skeleton diagrams
of order greater than one, the diagrammatic expansion of the Richardson model is dominated by ladder diagrams.
Here, we limit ourselves to this subset and sample diagrams up to the eighth order. The same algorithm can be
pushed to higher-order contributions without modifications. We perform a Markov chain in the space of topologies,
quantum numbers, and frequencies. The first diagram of the Markov chain is taken as the normalization diagram.
The following diagrams are proposed by randomly choosing one of five possible updates that modify the diagram at
the previous step. To reproduce the correct probability distribution function (S12), we accept or reject the update
according to Metropolis-Hastings algorithm [4, 5]. The updates we used to sample ladder contributions are as follows:

• Change of ω

This update changes the external frequency ω of the diagram. To preserve frequency conservation, we change
the frequency of the backward-going propagator as in Figure S3.

The new frequency ω′ is chosen according to a uniform distribution in the bin [ωi, ωi+1] and the Metropolis-
Hastings acceptance ratio is

4



conservation, we change the frequency of the backward-going propagator as in Figure 8.

𝑝, 𝜔

𝑝, 𝜔

𝑝, 𝜔𝑏

𝑝, 𝜔′

𝑝, 𝜔′

𝑝, 𝜔𝑏 + 𝜔 − 𝜔′

Figure 8: Update Change 𝜔.

The new frequency 𝜔′ is chosen according to a uniform distribution in the bin [𝜔𝑖, 𝜔𝑖+1]

and the Metropolis-Hastings acceptance ratio is

𝑞𝜔 =
|𝐺 𝑝 (𝜔𝑏 + 𝜔 − 𝜔′) |

|𝐺 𝑝 (𝜔𝑏) |
. (24)

• Change internal frequencies

This update changes the frequency 𝜔𝑏 of the backward-going propagator that connects

the two ends of the ladder. We choose the new frequency 𝜔′
𝑏

according to a Lorentzian

distribution 𝐿 (𝜔) centered around zero with width 𝛾. The Lorentzian is particularly

suitable because it samples high-frequency contributions with good statistics. This is

important because the propagator has asymptotic behavior ∼𝜔→∞
1
𝜔

. The propagators on

the left-hand side of the ladder diagram have their frequency 𝜔𝑖 changed to 𝜔𝑖 −𝜔𝑏 +𝜔′
𝑏
.

The update is shown in Figure 9.

21

FIG. S3. Update Change ω.

qω =
|Gp (ωb + ω − ω′)|

|Gp (ωb)|
. (S22)

• Change of the internal frequencies

This update changes the frequency ωb of the backward-going propagator that connects the two ends of the
ladder. We choose the new frequency ω′

b according to a Lorentzian distribution L (ω) centered around zero with
width γ. The Lorentzian is particularly suitable because it samples high-frequency contributions with good
statistics. This is important because the propagator has asymptotic behavior ∼ 1

ω for ω → ∞. The propagators
on the left-hand side of the ladder diagram have their frequency ωi changed to ωi − ωb + ω′

b. The update is
shown in Figure S4.

𝑝, 𝜔

𝑝, 𝜔

𝑝, 𝜔𝑏

𝑞1, 𝜔1

𝑞2, 𝜔2

𝑞3, 𝜔3

𝑝, 𝜔

𝑝, 𝜔

𝑝, 𝜔′
𝑏

𝑞1, 𝜔1 − 𝜔𝑏 + 𝜔′
𝑏

𝑞2, 𝜔2 − 𝜔𝑏 + 𝜔′
𝑏

𝑞3, 𝜔3 − 𝜔𝑏 + 𝜔′
𝑏

Figure 9: Update Change internal frequencies.

The acceptance ratio of the update is

𝑞𝜔 𝑖𝑛𝑡 =
𝐿 (𝜔𝑏)

𝐿

(
𝜔′
𝑏

) |𝐺 𝑝

(
𝜔′
𝑏

)
|

|𝐺 𝑝 (𝜔𝑏) |

order−1∏
𝑗=1

|𝐺𝑞 𝑗

(
𝜔 𝑗 − 𝜔𝑏 + 𝜔′

𝑏

)
|

|𝐺𝑞 𝑗

(
𝜔 𝑗

)
|

. (25)

• Change single particle quantum numbers and frequencies

This update chooses a random propagator on the left-hand side of the ladder and proposes

to change its frequency and single-particle quantum number. The new frequency is selected

along the same Lorentzian of the update Change internal frequencies. The new single-

particle quantum number is taken along uniform probability distribution on the integers

[1, 𝐷]. The propagator on the right-hand side has its frequency changed to conserve the

total frequency. The single-particle quantum number on the right-hand side is also changed

to match the one on the left, as required by the particular form of the interaction.

22

FIG. S4. Update Change of the internal frequencies.

The acceptance ratio of the update is

qω int =
L(ωb)

L(ω′
b)

|Gp (ω
′
b)|

|Gp (ωb)|
order−1∏

j=1

|Gqj (ωj − ωb + ω′
b)|

|Gqj (ωj)|
. (S23)

Notice that this is the only update that can move over the entire real axis the frequency of the backward-going
propagator connecting the two ends of the ladder. This is in contrast to the update Change ω, which can only
change ωb by an amount within the interval [ωi, ωi+1]. As such, this update is needed to perform the integration
over ωb.
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• Change of single particle quantum numbers and frequencies

This update chooses a random propagator on the left-hand side of the ladder and proposes to change its frequency
and single-particle quantum number. The new frequency is sampled from the same Lorentzian distribution of the
update Change of the internal frequencies. The new single-particle quantum number is drawn from a uniform
probability distribution on the integers [1, D]. The propagator on the right-hand side has its frequency changed
to conserve the total frequency. The single-particle quantum number on the right-hand side is also changed to
match the one on the left, as required by the particular form of the interaction.

𝑝, 𝜔

𝑝, 𝜔

𝑝, 𝜔𝑏

𝑞1, 𝜔1

𝑞2, 𝜔2

𝑞3, 𝜔3

𝑞1, 𝜔 − 𝜔1 + 𝜔𝑏

𝑞2, 𝜔 − 𝜔2 + 𝜔𝑏

𝑞3, 𝜔 − 𝜔3 + 𝜔𝑏

𝑝, 𝜔

𝑝, 𝜔

𝑝, 𝜔𝑏

𝑞1, 𝜔1

𝑞′2, 𝜔
′
2

𝑞3, 𝜔3

𝑞1, 𝜔 − 𝜔1 + 𝜔𝑏

𝑞′2, 𝜔 − 𝜔′
2 + 𝜔𝑏

𝑞3, 𝜔 − 𝜔3 + 𝜔𝑏

Figure 10: Update Change single particle quantum numbers and frequencies. We assumed

that the random propagator chosen was the second one appearing on the left-hand side of the

ladder.

The update ratio of the update depicted in Figure 10 is

𝑞𝑞,𝜔 =
𝐿 (𝜔2)

𝐿

(
𝜔′

2

) |𝐺𝑞′2

(
𝜔′

2
)
𝐺𝑞′2

(
𝜔 − 𝜔′

2 + 𝜔𝑏

)
|

|𝐺𝑞2 (𝜔2)𝐺𝑞2 (𝜔 − 𝜔2 + 𝜔𝑏) |
. (26)

• Add/Remove Ladder

The Add/Remove Ladder updates are a pair of complementary updates that propose to

add (remove) a pair of propagators to (from) the top of the diagram. When called on the

normalization diagram, the Add Ladder update proposes to turn it into the second-order

ladder, while Remove Ladder is always rejected. When Remove Ladder is called upon

the second-order diagram, it proposes returning to the normalization sector. Accordingly,

the backward-going propagator that connects the ends of the ladder is changed into the

unphysical propagator in Figure 7, and vice-versa when moving to the second-order ladder

diagram. The simulations are performed with an order cutoff implemented by rejecting the

23

FIG. S5. Update Change single particle quantum numbers and frequencies. We assumed that the random propagator chosen
was the second from the bottom appearing on the left-hand side of the ladder.

The update ratio of the update depicted in Figure S5 is

qq,ω =
L (ω2)

L(ω′
2)

|Gq′2 (ω
′
2)Gq′2 (ω − ω′

2 + ωb)|
|Gq2 (ω2)Gq2 (ω − ω2 + ωb)|

. (S24)

• Add/Remove Rung

The Add/Remove Rung updates are a pair of complementary updates that propose to add (remove) a pair of
propagators to (from) the top of the diagram. When called on the normalization diagram, the Add Rung update
proposes to turn it into the second-order ladder, while Remove Rung is always rejected. When Remove Rung
is called upon the second-order diagram, it proposes returning to the normalization sector. Accordingly, the
backward-going propagator that connects the ends of the ladder is changed into the unphysical propagator in
Figure S2, and vice-versa when moving to the second-order ladder diagram. The simulations are performed
with an order cutoff implemented by rejecting the Add Rung update when called on diagrams of the maximum
order. We show the update in Figure S6. The frequency on the left-hand side of the top pair is drawn from the
same Lorentzian function L (ω) of the other updates, and the frequency of the right propagator is adjusted to
preserve frequency conservation. The single-particle quantum number is chosen randomly among the integers
[1, D].

The update ratio of the Add Rung depicted in figure S6 is

qAL =
|g|
4π

D

L (ω3)
|Gq3 (ω3)Gq3 (ω − ω3 + ωb)|, (S25)

while for the Remove Rung it is

qRL =
1

qAL
. (S26)

The updates presented can sample all ladder diagrams ergodically up to arbitrarily high orders.
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Figure 11: Update Add (Remove) Ladder. The example in the picture shows the second and

third-order ladder diagrams.

Add Ladder update when called on diagrams of the maximum order. We show the update

in Figure 11. The frequency on the left-hand side of the top pair is chosen according to the

same Lorentzian function 𝐿 (𝜔), and the frequency of the right propagator is adjusted to

preserve frequency conservation. The single-particle quantum number is picked uniformly

among the integers [1, 𝐷].

The update ratio of the Add Ladder depicted in figure 11 is

𝑞𝐴𝐿 =
|𝑔 |
4𝜋

𝐷

𝐿 (𝜔3)
|𝐺𝑞3 (𝜔3)𝐺𝑞3 (𝜔 − 𝜔3 + 𝜔𝑏) |, (27)

while for the Remove Ladder it is

𝑞𝑅𝐿 =
1

𝑞𝐴𝐿

. (28)

The updates presented sample all ladder diagrams ergodically up to arbitrarily high orders.

24

FIG. S6. Update Add/Remove Rung. The example in the picture shows the second and third-order ladder diagrams.

Dyson matrix diagonalization

DiagMC calculates the coefficients (S8) of the self-energy expansion of Eq. (S7). The causality principle constrains
the full form of the dynamic self-energy by its imaginary part. Consequently, we can focus on the imaginary part
of the self-energy and perform a non-linear least-square minimization to fit the imaginary part of the self-energy as
a sum of Lorentzian functions. The functional form of the fit is motivated by the exact analytic form of the self-
energy. The representation is generally broken by perturbation theory, however, if the coupling constant lies within
the convergence radius of the series expansion, the perturbative expansion must approach the analytic form of the
exact self-energy. We focus on this small coupling regime. If the regulator η of the propagator is finite, the imaginary
part of the self-energy goes from being a sum of Dirac δ functions [3] to a sum of Lorentzian functions with finite
width,

Im
[
Σ⋆

p (ω)
]
=

∑

j

±Cj
pA

j
p(

ω −Bj
p

)2

+ Cj
p
2
, (S27)

where Aj
p, C

j
p > 0 and the overall sign is + (−) for hole (particle) poles. Each Lorentzian has three free parameters:

the strength Aj
p, the centroid Bj

p, and the width Cj
p. This set of parameters, combined with the static self-energy

given by the HF diagram, gives the full self-energy

Σ⋆
p (ω) = Σ∞

p +
∑

j

Aj
p

ω −Bj
p ∓ iCj

p

. (S28)

This form lets us take the limit Cj
p → 0+. The dependence on the regulator is suppressed in the explicit expression

of the self-energy, however, it is still hidden in the parameters Aj
p and Bj

p.

The exact analytic form of the propagator is

Gp (ω) =
∑

j

|Zj
p |2

ω − ε±j ± iη
, (S29)

where Zj
p are the overlap amplitudes for quasiparticle (ε+j ) and quasihole (ε−j ) solutions.

We can find the poles and residues of the propagator by solving the Dyson equation. This equation can be recast
into a standard eigenvalue problem [6]. We can further exploit the diagonal nature of the propagator to divide the
eigenvalue problem into D smaller eigenvalue problems of the form
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


p− 1 + Σ∞
p

√
A1

p

√
A2

p . . .
√

AN
p√

A1
p B1

p 0 . . . 0√
A2

p 0 B2
p . . . 0

...
...

...
. . .

...√
AN

p 0 0 . . . BN
p







Zj
p

W 1

W 2

...
WN




= ε±j




Zj
p

W 1

W 2

...
WN




(S30)

with p = 1, . . . , D. To determine whether a pole is particle-like or hole-like we look at the position of its energy ε±j
with respect to the Fermi energy. If ε±j lies above the Fermi energy it is a particle pole, otherwise it is a hole. We
compute the Fermi energy by requiring that the total spectroscopic factor of the lowest energy states (the hole states)
equals the number of particles. Then, the Fermi energy is taken as the average between the energy of the last hole
state and that of the first particle state.
Eq. (S30), complemented with the normalization condition

|Zj
p |2 +

N∑

k=1

|W k|2 = 1, (S31)

fully determines the propagator.

Convergence of the perturbation series

To determine the convergence of the ladder expansion we computed the exact ladder resummation, and then we
performed DiagMC calculations at increasing ladder order. Figure S7 shows the imaginary part of the component
p = 1 of the self-energy. The self-energy was calculated in the model space of size D = 10 for the coupling constant
g = 0.3 and regulator η = 0.1. The perturbation expansion is approaching the exact resummation as the order
increases and it reaches convergence at the 8-th order.

Error determination

Our DiagMC implementation produces an error on the fitted parameters given by a combination of the stochastic
Monte Carlo error, the error due to a sharp truncation at order eight of the ladder expansion, and the use of a finite
regulator. The latter has been studied in detail in the main text. In this section we focus on the uncertainity on the
parameters of the fit once the regulator has been fixed. The uncertainty on the parameters, σ, is defined so that a
deviation of ±1σ corresponds to an increase in the total chi-squared (χ2) by the reduced chi-squared (χ2

red) from its
minimum value. For each parameter, we assume a Gaussian distribution with standard deviation σ and mean value
given by the best-fit result. We then sample values of Aj

p and Bj
p from this distribution and solve the Dyson matrix

eigenproblem of Eq. (S30). Repeating this process ∼ 104 times, we get a convergent standard deviation for the final
correlation energy. We found this error to be an order of magnitude smaller than the one induced by the regulator.

A further (more qualitative) check on the error of our stochastic simulations can be performed by looking at the
spectral function of our system. Fig. S8 displays the spectral function for g = 0.3 andD = 10 calculated with DiagMC.
There are 10 dominant peaks (5 quasiholes and 5 quasiparticles) that account for almost all of the spectral strength
(showing that the Richardson model is only weakly fragmented) and 50 smaller peaks, induced by the correlations.
Our DiagMC implementation accurately reproduces the particle-hole symmetry of the spectral function around the
Fermi energy. Such an accurate result is possible due to the small stochastic noise of our simulations.
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FIG. S7. Imaginary part of the component p = 1 of the self-energy. The values of the parameters of the calculation are g = 0.3,
η = 0.1 and D = 10.
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FIG. S8. Spectral function of the Richardson model. We show results obtained in a model space of dimension D = 10 at half
filling and g = 0.3, η = 0.1. The spectral function is calculated at the eight-order ladder expansion with DiagMC and a HF
reference propagator in the sc0 scheme.
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