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Abstract

This article summarizes the talk given at the LCWS 2021 conference on the status
and news of the WHIZARD Monte Carlo event generator. We presented its features
relevant for the physics program of future lepton and especially linear colliders as
well as recent developments towards including NLO perturbative corrections and a
UFO interface to study models beyond the Standard Model. It takes as reference the
version 3.0.0β released in August 2020 and additionally discusses the developments
that will be included in the next major version 3.0.0 to be released in April 2021.
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1 About WHIZARD

WHIZARD is a multi-purpose Monte Carlo event generator for hadron and lepton collider physics [1]
providing all parts of event generation. It is a general framework for all types of colliders, but with
a special emphasis on the physics program of past and future lepton colliders. WHIZARD has been
applied in many lepton collider studies including the design reports for ILC, CLIC and FCC-ee [2–6].
WHIZARD is shipped with a collection of subpackages. For the generation of hard scattering matrix
elements, WHIZARD allows to make use of its intrinsic tree-level matrix element generator O’Mega [7]
which applies the color-flow formalism for QCD [8].
Besides O’Mega, WHIZARD provides interfaces to the external matrix element generators OpenLoops2 [9,
10], Recola [11, 12] and Gosam [13, 14] which can also be used to access loop matrix elements to
include next-to-leading order perturbative corrections.
To integrate those matrix elements, WHIZARD originally employed the Monte Carlo integrator
VAMP [15] which recently has been superseded by VAMP2 [16], a complete re-implementation of the
original VAMP algorithm parallelized via a message-passing interface (MPI).
Specifically for lepton collider physics, WHIZARD is able to take into account lepton collider beam
spectra using the CIRCE1 [17] and CIRCE2 subpackages.
Concerning the code base, WHIZARD is written in modern Fortran 2008 and compilable by gfortran

compilers newer than version 5.4.0, nagfor compilers newer than version 6.2 and ifort compilers
newer than version 18.0.0 while O’Mega is written in OCaml supporting OCaml compiler versions
newer than 4.02.3.
WHIZARD’s functionality is secured by a continuous integration system including roughly 500 unit
and functional tests hosted by the University of Siegen.

2 Lepton collisions with WHIZARD

WHIZARD is predominantly employed to study lepton collider physics for a number of reasons. On the
one hand, it offers the possibility to take into account non-trivial beam energy spectra. Beam energy
spectra at high energy lepton colliders are non-trivial for the reason that dense beam bunches are
required to achieve high collider luminosities. Dense beam bunches cause the strong electromagnetic
fields of both bunches to influence each other leading to energy loss of the beams and thus of
the colliding particles. In WHIZARD, this is accounted for by the packages CIRCE1 and CIRCE2.
Both packages fit the energy spectrum obtained from GuineaPig [18–20]. While CIRCE1 used a
multi-parameter fit using a pre-defined function, CIRCE2 samples a two dimensional histogram in
the energy fractions x1 and x2 from both beams that enter the hard interaction and then uses
a Gaussian filter to remedy artifacts from limited GuineaPig statistics. Both versions of CIRCE

thus generate collider specific files containing the fitted spectrum for use with WHIZARD. For a large
number of frequently studied collider setups, these files are available on the WHIZARD HepForge
page1. Alternatively, WHIZARD also allows to simulate simple Gaussian beam energy spreads.
On the other hand, the colliding partons lose energy due to bremsstrahlung also known as initial-state
radiation (ISR). Because of the small electron mass, this energy is predominantly converted into
the emission of soft and collinear photons. While soft photon emission can be resummed to all
orders [21, 22], the hard-collinear photons need to be resummed order by order. In WHIZARD, this
resummation is performed up to the leading-logarithmic order in the strict collinear limit of the
emission [23]. When generating events however, having purely collinear photon emission is not
sufficient anymore. To generate a non-trivial transverse-momentum spectrum for the emission,
WHIZARD uses an isr_handler which adds one photon with non-zero transverse momentum per
beam to the event record and Lorentz-boosts the remaining event to reinstate energy-momentum
conservation. The number of photons as well as their tranverse-momentum distribution are currently
heuristically motivated and could be improved in the future by taking into account higher orders of

1https://whizard.hepforge.org/circe_files/
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resummation.
The proposed future lepton colliders CLIC and ILC will offer the possibility to study collisions
of polarized electrons with, in the case of ILC also polarized, positrons. To keep up with these
advancements in technology, WHIZARD supports event generation with arbitrary polarization setups
including circular and longitudinal polarization and for massive colliding particles also transverse
polarization with arbitrary polarization axes and fractions for both beams. It is thus well suited for
the simulation of lepton collisions at future machines.
In the past decades, the computational power of single cores rose almost linearly with time [24]. This
progression however slowed down in recent years while the computational effort spend on Monte
Carlo event generators continued to increase. To avoid studies beeing limited by the statistical
uncertainties of Monte Carlo events without relying on increasing single-core performance, it is
inevitable to provide parallelizable software able to run distributed over a large number of cores at
the same time. For this reason, WHIZARD’s traditional doubly-adaptive multi-channel Monte Carlo
integrator VAMP has been superseded by a fully MPI-parallelizable re-implementation of the original
VAMP algorithm, dubbed VAMP2. This allows to achieve speedups of a factor of 10 to 30 and scales
up to a usage of O (100) CPU cores making WHIZARD ready for applications on larger computing
clusters.
Monte Carlo event generators are usually just one part in a larger toolchain. The events generated
by a fixed order Monte Carlo event generator still need to be processed by other tools for example
detector simulations. In order for this to be possible, events need to be exchanged between programs.
Besides direct interfaces, the most common option to interchange event records is to write them
to disk. WHIZARD supports exporting events in many different event formats. In the basic version
without any external tools, WHIZARD can output events in the formats StdHEP, LHA, ascii, LHEF2
and LHEF3 [25] as well as a number of different internal formats used for debugging purposes.
Additionally, WHIZARD can be linked to LCIO [26] or HepMC2 [27] or HepMC3 [28] in order to export
events in the corresponding formats including ROOT-trees [29] via the HepMC3 interface. In summary,
WHIZARD supports to simulate many lepton collider specific physics features and fits very well in the
toolchains of large scale applications.

3 WHIZARD 3.0: Status and News

3.1 NLO QCD – fixed order cross sections

In the second quarter of 2021, the next major version 3.0.0 of WHIZARD will be released. Its main
innovation is the full support of perturbative NLO QCD corrections for total cross sections and
fixed-order events at hadron and lepton colliders.
WHIZARD’s journey to become an NLO Monte Carlo program started already more than a decade
ago with hard-coded NLO electroweak corrections for chargino production [30, 31] at the ILC and
hard-coded NLO QCD corrections to the production of two bottom-quark pairs at the LHC [32, 33].
A decade later, NLO QCD corrections have been implemented in a general and process independent
way using the Frixione-Kunszt-Signer (FKS) subtraction scheme [34]. All tree-level diagrams
required for this computation can be provided by O’Mega while virtual amplitudes are taken from
an external one-loop provider such as OpenLoops2 [9, 10] or Recola [11, 12]. The construction of
the subtraction terms, the book keeping of matrix elements required for the integration as well as
the event generation are then performed internally in WHIZARD.
As a first step, we validated a large number of NLO QCD cross sections for processes common at
lepton and hadron colliders by comparison with the Monte Carlo event generator MG5 aMC [35]. For
this, we chose a setup similar to the one chosen in [36], namely

•
√
s = 1 TeV for lepton collider processes and

√
s = 13 TeV for hadron collider processes,

• mh = 125 GeV, mt = 173.2 GeV, ΓZ = ΓW = Γtop = 0,

• a diagonal CKM matrix,
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• to compute all processes with explicit b-quarks in the final state in the four-flavor scheme
using MSTWnlo2008 [37] PDFs with nf = 4 and to use the five-flavor scheme and MSTWnlo2008

PDFs with nf = 5 otherwise,

• a scale given by µ = µF = µR = HT/2 = 1
2

∑
i

√
p2T,i +m2

i where the sum runs over all

final-state particles,

• an anti-kT jet clustering algorithm [38, 39] with R = 0.5 and we required all Born jets to
satisfy pT > 30 GeV and |η| < 4.

A selection of this endeavor’s results are shown in Tab. 1 for lepton collider processes and Tab. 2 for
hadron collider processes. Among these processes, we computed cross sections for jet production
at a lepton collider for up to six jets in the final state. With each additional final-state jet, the
amount of possible final-state-flavor combinations and the complexity of the virtual amplitudes
grows tremendously. While the cross section for e+e− → jjjjj has been computed before in [36], to
our knowledge, this is the first time that the cross section for e+e− → jjjjjj at a lepton collider has
been computed with NLO QCD accuracy. These fixed-order NLO QCD cross sections are publicly
available from WHIZARD version 3.0.0α on.

Process MG5 aMC WHIZARD

σlo[fb] σnlo[fb] K σlo[fb] σnlo[fb] K σstdnlo

e+e− → jj 622.70(5) 639.30(12) 1.027 622.737(8) 639.39(5) 1.027 0.69
e+e− → jjj 340.4(7) 317.3(8) 0.932 340.6(5) 317.8(5) 0.933 0.53
e+e− → jjjj 104.09(20) 103.67(26) 0.996 105.0(3) 104.2(4) 0.992 1.11
e+e− → jjjjj 22.35(5) 24.65(4) 1.103 22.33(5) 24.57(7) 1.100 0.99
e+e− → jjjjjj – – – 3.583(17) 4.46(4) 1.245 –

e+e− → tt̄ 166.32(11) 174.5(3) 1.049 166.37(12) 174.55(20) 1.049 0.14
e+e− → tt̄j 47.95(9) 53.336(10) 1.112 48.12(5) 53.41(7) 1.110 1.05
e+e− → tt̄jj 8.608(18) 10.515(19) 1.222 8.592(19) 10.526(21) 1.225 0.39
e+e− → tt̄jjj 1.0371(21) 1.415(4) 1.364 1.035(4) 1.405(5) 1.357 1.56

Tab. 1: Selection of validated lepton collider processes at LO and NLO QCD. Results from MG5 aMC

were first computed in [36] but have been recomputed by us to include corrections and improvements
made after the original paper has been published.

Process MG5 aMC WHIZARD

σlo[fb] σnlo[fb] K σlo[fb] σnlo[fb] K σstdnlo

pp→ jj 1.1593(23) · 109 1.6040(29) · 109 1.384 1.162(4) · 109 1.601(5) · 109 1.378 0.10
pp→ jjj 8.940(21) · 107 7.619(19) · 107 0.852 9.01(4) · 107 7.46(9) · 107 0.828 1.73

pp→ tt̄ 4.584(3) · 105 6.746(14) · 105 1.472 4.589(9) · 105 6.740(10) · 105 1.469 0.35
pp→ tt̄j 3.133(5) · 105 4.095(8) · 105 1.307 3.123(6) · 105 4.087(9) · 105 1.309 0.66
pp→ tt̄jj 1.363(3) · 105 1.784(3) · 105 1.309 1.360(4) · 105 1.775(7) · 105 1.305 1.18
pp→ tt̄tt̄ 4.505(5) 9.076(13) 2.015 4.485(6) 9.070(9) 2.022 0.38

pp→ tt̄W± 3.777(3) · 102 5.668(18) · 102 1.501 3.775(5) · 102 5.674(5) · 102 1.503 0.32
pp→ tt̄W±j 2.352(3) · 102 3.434(8) · 102 1.460 2.356(7) · 102 3.427(8) · 102 1.455 0.62
pp→ tt̄Zj 3.953(4) · 102 5.079(14) · 102 1.285 3.943(14) · 102 5.069(17) · 102 1.286 0.45
pp→ tt̄ZZ 1.349(14) 1.843(4) 1.366 1.3590(29) 1.842(3) 1.355 0.20
pp→ HZ 6.468(8) · 102 7.693(19) · 102 1.189 6.474(11) · 102 7.679(12) · 102 1.186 0.62

Tab. 2: Selection of validated hadron collider processes at LO and NLO QCD. Results from MG5 aMC

were first computed in [36] but have been recomputed by us to include corrections and improvements
made after the original paper has been published.

3



3.2 NLO QCD – fixed order differential distributions

In the most recently released version 3.0.0β of WHIZARD, the NLO QCD capabilities have been
extended from fixed-order cross sections to fixed-order differential distributions. So, from version
3.0.0β onwards, WHIZARD is able to generate differential distributions at fixed NLO QCD for both,
leptonic and hadronic initial states. For example, Fig. 1 shows the distributions of the transverse
momentum and the absolute value of the rapidity for the hardest jet in e+e− → jjjjj at LO and
NLO from WHIZARD compared with the NLO results from MG5 aMC and Sherpa. For this comparison
at the level of events, a similar setup to the one used for the fixed-order cross sections has been
used. The only differences to the setup described before are

• a fixed scale choice of µ = µF = µR = mZ to avoid effects of minor differences in the running
of the strong coupling in MG5 aMC, Sherpa and WHIZARD

• the usage of the generalized kt jet clustering algorithm [38, 40, 41] with R = 0.5 and p = −1
which is better suited for e+e− collisions.

As a conclusion, we observe very good agreement between the different Monte Carlo event generators
also at the level of differential distributions.
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(a) Transverse momentum distribution of the hardest jet
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(b) Rapidity distribution of the hardest jet

Fig. 1: Comparison of kinematic distributions of the hardest jet in e+e− → jjjjj at fixed-order
NLO QCD between MG5 aMC, Sherpa and WHIZARD. The vertically centered subplot shows the ratio
over WHIZARD’s NLO distribution while the lower subplot shows the K factor given by σNLO/σLO. The
scale uncertainty bands are obtained by varying the scale µ by a factor of 2 up and down. For
Sherpa and WHIZARD, 5 · 108 event groups have been generated while for MG5 aMC, a factor of 5 less
event groups contribute.

3.3 NLO QCD – top-pair production at the threshold

One more example application of WHIZARD’s NLO QCD corrections is the inclusion of non-relativistic
effects to the top-anti-top threshold resummation at NLL matched to NLO QCD corrections as
described in [42]. A selection of the main results is shown in Fig. 2. It depicts in Fig. 2a the
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total production cross sections of exclusive W+bW−b production at a lepton collider for varying
center-of-mass energies

√
s for both, the fixed-order prediction as shown in blue and the predictions

including tt form factors for the NLL threshold resummation derived in non-relativistic QCD
matched to the full fixed-order QCD prediction valid in the continuum. All of these predictions
are implemented and available in WHIZARD and thus allow to study also differential observables
with the same accuracy. For example, Fig. 2b shows the distribution of the invariant mass of the
reconstructed top quark around the top pole. Taking these effects into account is crucial for the
top-mass determination at any future lepton collider running at a centre-of-mass energy close to the
top threshold and for the assessment of experimental systematic uncertainties.

(a) Matched total production cross section (b) Invariant mass distribution of the reconstructed top
quark at

√
s = 344GeV

Fig. 2: Total production cross section and the distribution of the invariant mass of the reconstructed
top quark consisting of the W+ and the b-jet in e+e− →W+bW−b. The blue line shows the fixed-
order NLO QCD predicsion while the red line shows the matched predictions at NLO QCD+NLL.
The bands depict the full combination of symmetrized scale variations and for the matched curve
also the matching parameter variations. Taken from [42].

3.4 WHIZARD beyond the Standard Model

Besides the work on including NLO QCD corrections in our predictions, we also aim to allow making
LO predictions for arbitrary physics models beyond the Standard Model with WHIZARD. WHIZARD2
already offers a wide range of efficiently hard-coded models ranging from different simplified or more
detailed versions of the Standard Model including non-diagonal CKM matrix elements or Higgs
couplings for light fermions over simple extensions of the Standard Model such as the inclusion of a
Z ′ Boson or the Two-Higgs-Doublet model to various flavors of the Little(st) Higgs model. From
version 2.8.5 on, WHIZARD additionally offers the possibility to compute cross sections and generate
events at the LO for any model formulated in the Universal Feynman Output (UFO) format [43] as
provided e.g. by FeynRules [44] and SARAH [45]. The matrix element code generated from these
models is not as highly optimized but these models are more flexible than the hard-coded ones. So
far, this includes models with particles with arbitrary spin values, arbitrary Lorentz structures, up
to 5- and 6-point vertices and also BSM models given in the SLHA input format [46, 47]. Models
with Majorana fermions however will only fully be supported from version 3.0.0 onwards also fully
supporting the UFO extensions from SMEFTsim 3.0 [48]. Additionally, version 3.0.0 will include a
number of technical bug fixes to tolerate SLHA 2 QNUMBER blocks and particles with negative
particle ID and to allow more flexible propagator definitions as well as fractional hypercharges.
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3.5 WHIZARD beyond version 3.0.0 – POWHEG matching

The differential distributions shown in Sec. 3.2 are only accurate up to fixed order in NLO QCD.
In the case of e+e− → jjjjj, this means that all the events that pass through the analysis either
feature 5 or 6 QCD particles in the final state which then are clustered into up to 6 jets. Although
this prescription is theoretically well defined, in order to achieve agreement with experimental
measurements, a resummation of large logarithms stemming from soft and collinear QCD emissions
in form of a parton shower is missing. However, if we applied a parton shower naively to the
fixed-order events, we would take into account diagrams with one more final-state QCD parton
than present at LO described by both, the hard matrix element as well as the parton shower, so
twice in total. We need to apply a proper matching scheme to circumvent this double counting of
contributions. There are several different schemes known in the literature for matching an NLO
prediction to a parton shower, most notably MC@NLO [35] and POWHEG matching [49, 50]. In WHIZARD,
we decided to implement the POWHEG matching as it fits best to how NLO matrix elements are
organized in the FKS subtraction scheme. The name POWHEG stands for positive-weight hardest
emission generator and as this suggests, POWHEG matching also has the advantage of yielding matched
NLO events without any negative weights which is very desirable for processing the event weights
in statistical analyses afterwards. The work to implement POWHEG matching in the Monte Carlo
generator WHIZARD has already started a few years ago [51] but has so far been validated only for
the processes e+e− → tt and e+e− → tth. The generalization of the POWHEG matching to arbitrary
processes is one of the projects we are working on which will be released in one of the versions after
WHIZARD 3.0.0.

3.6 WHIZARD beyond version 3.0.0 – NLO EW

The second project we are currently working on is the inclusion of next-to-leading order electroweak
corrections in predictions for cross sections as well as differetial distributions. There are several
things to do for the transition from NLO QCD corrections to NLO EW corrections. First of all, while
for NLO QCD we allowed gluon emissions off quarks and gluon splittings into quarks to construct
the possible real flavor structures based on a given Born flavor structure, we replaced these by
photon emissions off charged fermions and photon splittings for real NLO QED corrections. We also
implemented the corresponding electroweak couplings and splitting functions for the construction of
the electroweak subtraction terms. For the full NLO EW corrections, we additionally had to take
into account W and Z and Higgs bosons in the virtual amplitudes.
There are still a number of things that need to be taken care of. These include the correct treatment
of the photon content in the proton PDFs and the implementation of algorithms for electron-photon
recombination to guarantee infrared-safe observables. As a next step, we aim to allow for electron
PDFs to access the photon content of the electron [52, 53] and an infrastructure for mixed coupling
expansions to enable predictions with combined NLO QCD and NLO EW accuracy.
Nevertheless, a number of processes shown in Tab. 3 could already be validated. For pp→ ZZZ,
we chose a setup similar to the one chosen in [54] while the setup for the remaining two processes
differs slightly in some parameter choices. The settings that differ from [54] are the choice of

• a fixed scale µ = mZ ,

• heavy boson masses of mZ = 91.1882 GeV and mW = 80.385 GeV

• and particle widths of ΓZ = 2.4955 GeV and ΓW = 2.0897 GeV

for both, MG5 aMC and WHIZARD.
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Process MG5 aMC WHIZARD

σlo[fb] σnlo[fb] σlo[fb] σnlo[fb] σnlo/σlo σstdnlo

pp→ ZZZ 1.0761(1) · 101 0.9741(1) · 101 1.0752(8) · 101 0.9727(9) · 101 0.905 1.00
pp→ νeνe 3.2947(4) · 106 3.3136(4) · 106 3.2949(10) · 106 3.3138(10) · 106 1.006 0.02
pp→ e+νe 1.78224(13) · 107 1.77598(15) · 107 1.78224(21) · 107 1.77621(21) · 107 0.997 0.93

Tab. 3: Selection of validated hadron collider cross sections at NLO EW. MG5 aMC results partially
taken from [54].

4 Summary

These proceedings document the advantages of using WHIZARD as a Monte Carlo event generator
for computing cross sections and simulating events at future lepton colliders as well as the new
features that will be contained in the soon-to-be released version 3.0.0 as depicted in a talk given
at the LCWS 2021 conference. These features mainly include the full support of NLO QCD cross
sections and event generation at fixed order as well as the full support of the UFO format to specify
models beyond the Standard Model. It also contains a glimpse on the developments beyond version
3.0.0 which are the support for POWHEG matching to match NLO QCD events to a parton shower
for general processes as well as the inclusion of NLO EW corrections in the predictions of cross
sections and events.
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