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What ingredients are on our hands?
For calorimeter and a large detector for high-energy e+e- colliers



20-year generic calorimeter R&D

• 1986-1992: the secrets of 
compensation were unraveled


• CALOR 1997, Tucson, USA: 
Dual-Readout calorimeter was 
proposed


• 35 papers for 20 years 
- We joked we produced the 
largest number of papers per 
particle
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CALOR 1997, Tucson, USA

• Quartz Fibers and the Prospects 
for Hadron Calorimetry at the 1% 
Resolution Level


• Richard Wigmans proposed a 
fiber calorimeter consisting of 
scintillating and quartz fibers


• Scintillating fibers: the visible 
energy


• Quartz fibers: the em energy

Figure 4: The nuclear binding energy lost in spallation reactions induced by 1 GeV pions on
63Cu nuclei.

in excess of 10−3. The most probable exclusive reaction (1 GeV π− + 63Cu→ 61Ni
+ n +p + pions) occurs with a relative probability of only 5.7%. The distribution of
nuclear binding energy losses associated with the different spallation reactions and
their relative probabilities of occurring is shown in fig. 4.

Similar distributions can also be obtained for incident hadrons of any other energy.
The total∆B incurred in a certain hadronic shower development is the result of a large
number of different nuclear reactions that take place over the entire detector volume
in which the shower develops.

The asymmetry in the ∆B distribution observed for reactions initiated by one
particylar type of hadrons (e.g., 1 GeV π−, see fig. 4), rapidly disappears when many
such contributions are convoluted. This is illustrated in fig. 5, which shows the ∆B
distribution for events in which 50 pions with an average energy of 200 MeV initiate
nuclear reactions in 63Cu.

The figure shows that a combined nuclear binding energy loss of about 1.15 GeV
exhibits event-to-event fluctuations at the level of ∼ 15%. Since the e/h value of
neutron insensitive Cu calorimeters is typically ∼ 1.6, one may conclude that the
total binding energy loss constitutes, on average, 0.6/1.6∼ 35% of the non-em energy
component. The observed fluctuations in nuclear binding energy loss (σ = 178MeV)
thus apply to an average non-em energy of ∼ 3.3 GeV [14].

They represent the irreducible fluctuations that limit the precision of the measure-
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2001
[1] NIM A 462 (2001) 411-425

• Beam tests of a thin dual-readout calorimeter for detecting cosmic rays 
outside the Earth’s atmosphere

transported through internal reflection to the fiber
ends, where they were converted into photoelec-
trons in the photocathode of a photomultiplier
tube (PMT). The digitized output of these PMTs
comprised the calorimeter signals.

The fiber ribbons were inserted between the
absorber plates according to the following scheme
(see also Fig. 3). Plate 1 was followed by a layer of
quartz fibers oriented in the x direction (Qx), plate
2 by a layer of quartz fibers oriented in the y
direction (Qy). The first layer of scintillating fibers
(Sx, oriented in the x direction) was located behind
absorber plate 3. Plates 4–6 were followed by
layers of the types Qx; Qy and Sy, respectively.
This pattern for the first six sampling layers was
repeated subsequently. In total, the calorimeter
contained 13 sampling layers of the types Qx and
Qy each and six sampling layers of the types Sx

and Sy each.
Each fiber layer consisted of five 40 mm wide

ribbons. They were inserted in 1 mm wide slots
between the absorber layers. The instrumented
detector volume thus comprised a surface area of
20! 20 cm2 that extended over a depth of 28 cm.
The length of the fibers varied between 40 and
55 cm. The five ribbons were read out separately,

combined with the corresponding ribbons located
at other depths in the structure. For example, the
Sx ribbons located behind absorber layers #3; 9;
15; 21; 27 and 33 were ganged together into five
bunches and read out by five PMTs. The Qx

ribbons behind absorber layers #1; 4; 7; 10; 13; 16;
19; 22; 25; 28; 31; 34 and 37 were ganged together in
five bunches read out by five other PMTs. Also the
Sy and Qy ribbons were read out by five PMTs
each, giving a total of 20 electronic channels.

Because of the way the signals from the active
material were read out, the calorimeter had a
tower structure for particles entering it perpendi-
cular to its front surface (i.e., at a 908 angle
with the fibers). In total, there were 25 square
cylindrical towers, each with a cross-section of
4! 4 cm2, both for the scintillating-fiber and
quartz-fiber signal readout.

The calorimeter contained in total " 20 000
quartz fibers and " 4800 scintillating fibers. The
fiber bunches were machined and polished and
coupled with an air gap to a Hamamatsu metal-
channel PMT.3 During our tests, these PMTs were
operated at a gain of typically a few times 105.

Fig. 1. Schematic layout and a photograph of the dual-readout calorimeter. Thin lead plates are interleaved with 4 cm wide ribbons of
scintillating and quartz fibers, which both provide readout in two coordinates.

3R5900U, 10-stage.
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The scintillator signal distribution, i.e., the
projection of the scatterplot on the horizontal
axis, is shown in Fig. 7a. The fact that this
distribution is skewed to the low-energy side may
be expected as a result of shower leakage. As we
argued in Section 1, the relative strength of the
quartz signal might be used as a handle on that
leakage, event-by-event. Since the Cherenkov
signal is predominantly produced by p0 showers
that are contained even in this thin detector, a
relatively large (small) Cherenkov signal would
indicate that a relatively small (large) fraction of
the energy escaped from the detector. For this
reason, we investigated the merits of the ratio of
the signals from the quartz fibers and from the
scintillating fibers, Q=S, as an event-by-event
measure of the shower leakage.

In Fig. 8a, the signal ratio Q=S corresponds to
the slope of a line through the bottom left corner
of the scatter plot. The two lines drawn in this
figure represent Q=S ¼ 1 and Q=S ¼ 0:5, respec-
tively. Fig. 8b shows the distribution of the Q=S
signal ratio. On average, this ratio amounted to
0.77 at 375 GeV. The average value of the Q=S
distribution was not very different for the other
energies at which we performed our studies. The
fact that the Q=S ratio is smaller than 1.0 indicates
that a significant fraction, typically 20–25%, of the

scintillator signal in this detector is caused by non-
relativistic shower particles, predominantly pro-
tons released from nuclei in spallation processes,
or recoiling from elastic neutron scattering in the
plastic fibers.

Fig. 9 shows the signal distributions measured
with the scintillating fibers for 375 GeVp"-induced
showers, for subsets of events selected on the basis
of their Q=S value. In Fig. 9a, the signal distribu-
tion is given for events with a small Q=S value
(Q=S50:45). These events indeed populate the
left-side tail of the calorimeter’s response function
(Fig. 7a). This distribution is very different from
the one obtained for events with Q=S ratios near
the most probable value, shown in Fig. 9b. The
average values of the scintillator signal distribu-
tions in Figs. 9a and b differ by about a factor of
two.

When selecting events with a large Q=S value,
one would expect to be predominantly sensitive to
showers in which a large fraction of the initial
energy was used for p0 production in the first
interaction. Such events should be well contained
in this detector and one would thus expect to select
events from the high-energy tail of the spectrum.
The signal distribution for events with a large Q=S
value, shown in Fig. 9c, does indeed contain an
anomalous fraction of events with a large pulse

Fig. 8. Results of tests of the dual-readout calorimeter with 375 GeV pions. Scatter plot of the signals recorded in the quartz fibers vs.
those in the scintillating fibers (a). Distribution of the ratio of the signals observed in the quartz fibers and the scintillating fibers (b).

V. Nagaslaev et al. / Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research A 462 (2001) 411–425 419
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• Muon detection with a dual-readout calorimeter
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0.8 mm and a length of 2.50 m. The fiber pattern
was the same for all rods, and is shown in Fig. 1.

The DREAM calorimeter consisted of 5580
such rods, 5130 of these were equipped with fibers.
The empty rods were used as fillers, on the
periphery of the detector. The instrumented
volume thus had a length of 2.0 m, an effective
radius of

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi

5130! 0:16=p
p

¼ 16:2 cm, and a mass
of 1030 kg. The effective radiation length (X 0) of
the calorimeter was 20.1 mm, the Moliére radius
ðrMÞ was 20.4 mm and the nuclear interaction
length ðlintÞ 200mm. The composition of the
instrumented part of the calorimeter was as
follows: 69.3% of the detector volume consisted
of copper absorber, while the scintillating and
Cherenkov fibers occupied 9.4% and 12.6%,
respectively. Air accounted for the remaining
8.7%. Given the specific energy loss of a mini-
mum-ionizing particle (mip) in copper (12.6 MeV/
cm) and polystyrene (2.00 MeV/cm), the sampling

fraction of the copper/scintillating-fiber structure
for mip’s was thus 2.1%.
The fibers were grouped to form 19 towers.

Each tower consisted of 270 rods and had an
approximately hexagonal shape (80mm apex to
apex). The layout is schematically shown in Fig. 2:
A central tower, surrounded by two hexagonal
rings, the Inner Ring (6 towers) and the Outer
Ring (12 towers). The towers were longitudinally
unsegmented.
The depth of the copper structure was 200 cm,

or 99 X 0 ð10:0lintÞ. The fibers leaving the rear of
this structure were separated into bunches: One
bunch of scintillating fibers and one bunch of
Cherenkov fibers for each tower, 38 bunches in
total. In this way, the readout structure was
established (see Fig. 3). Each bunch was coupled
through a 2 mm air gap to a PMT.4In the case of
the scintillating fibers, the window of the PMTs
was covered with a yellow filter.5 Since the
dominant blue light from these fibers is attenuated
by self-absorption (resulting from overlap of the

ARTICLE IN PRESS

Fig. 2. Layout of the DREAM calorimeter. The detector
consists of 19 hexagonal towers. A central tower is surrounded
by two hexagonal rings, the Inner Ring (6 towers) and the Outer
Ring (12 towers). The towers are not longitudinally segmented.
The arrow indicates the (projection of the) trajectory of a muon
traversing the calorimeter oriented in position Dð6%; 0:7%Þ.Fig. 1. The basic building block of the DREAM calorimeter is

a 4! 4mm2 extruded hollow copper rod of 2 meters length,
with a 2.5mm diameter central hole. Seven optical fibers (four
Cherenkov and three scintillating fibers) with a diameter of 0.8
mm each are inserted in this hole, as shown.

4Hamamatsu R-580, 10-stage, 1.5 in. diameter.
5Kodak, Wratten #3.

N. Akchurin et al. / Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research A 533 (2004) 305–321 307

are compared for the scintillator and the Cher-
enkov channels. The radiative tails of both spectra
seem identical, but the energy at which the spectra
reach their maximum is very different for both
spectra. Fits with a Landau distribution yielded
the following values for the most probable value of

the calorimeter signal: 2:417! 0:005GeV and
1:236! 0:004GeV for the scintillator and Cher-
enkov signals, respectively. A difference of a factor
of two! At lower energies, the relative difference
was even larger, but the absolute difference between
the two values remained the same, as illustrated by
Table 1, which summarizes these results. The same
data are also shown in Fig. 17.
The explanation of this remarkable phenomenon

is as follows. Muons traversing the calorimeter lose
energy by ionization and by radiation. In the latter
process, the particles radiate photons which, if
sufficiently energetic, develop electromagnetic
showers. Since the calorimeter was calibrated with
em showers, the signal distribution for this energy
loss component should be exactly the same for the
two readout media. Where they differ is in the
ionization component. If we ignore the effects of
multiple scattering, the muon travels at an angle of 6
degrees with the fibers. Particles that generate a
signal in the Cherenkov fibers need to traverse these
fibers at an angle that falls within a trapping cone
around an axis that is oriented at 46" (the Cherenkov

ARTICLE IN PRESS

Fig. 14. Signal distributions for 40, 100 and 200 GeV muons,
measured with the scintillating fibers in the DREAM calori-
meter.

Fig. 15. Average signal from muons traversing the DREAM
calorimeter, as a function of the muon energy. The detector was
oriented in position Dð6"; 0:7"Þ.

Fig. 16. Signal distributions for 200 GeV muons, measured
with the scintillating and the Cherenkov fibers in the DREAM
calorimeter.

N. Akchurin et al. / Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research A 533 (2004) 305–321 317

showers to those of minimum ionizing particles
depositing the same amount of energy in the
calorimeter. Since the sampling fraction and the
amount of energy lost in the detector by a mip are
precisely known from the composition of the
calorimeter and from the specific ionization losses
ðhdE=dxi) in the various materials composing it, a
measurement of the e/mip value is equivalent to an
absolute measurement of the sampling fraction for
an em shower.

Our calorimeter consists of 69.3% copper, 9.4%
plastic scintillator, 8.0% clear plastic, 4.6% quartz
and 8.7% air. It is 200 cm long. A mip thus
deposits, on average, 1834 MeV in this structure,
out of which 37.6MeV is deposited in the plastic
scintillator. The sampling fraction of a mip in the
plastic scintillator is thus 2.05%. Since the total
track length of the muons in the Dð6"; 0:7"Þ
geometry is 195 cm, a mip loses on average 1788
MeV in the calorimeter in these measurements.
According to Tables 1 and 2, a 40 GeV muon loses
on average 2.432 GeV and the most probable
value of the energy loss amounts to 2.133 GeV. If

we interpret the latter number as the mip value
(which is certainly incorrect for thin absorbers
because of the stochastic nature of the energy loss
process), we find an e/mip value of
1788=2133 ¼ 0:838% 0:015, where the error is
statistical only. The corresponding sampling frac-
tion for em showers in the copper/plastic-scintil-
lator structure is 0:838& 2:05% ¼ 1:72%, and this
number may be compared to Monte Carlo
simulations.
Fig. 19 shows the results of EGS4 calculations,

together with experimental e/mip values from this
and other experiments. The agreement with the
results of these calculations seems to be good.
However, it should be pointed out that the precise
value of the e/mip ratio depends on the sampling
frequency of the detector [10]. The calculations of
which the results are depicted in Fig. 19 concern a
‘‘sandwich’’ geometry, in which 1 X 0 thick
absorber plates are alternated with 2.5 mm thick
slabs of plastic scintillator. The shower sampling
tends to be more efficient (i.e. a larger e/mip ratio)
in fiber calorimeters.
The problem with the above analysis, which

follows the examples set by HELIOS [7], ZEUS [8]
and SPACAL [9], is that a 40 GeV muon is not a
mip. As a matter of fact, mip’s are hypothetical
particles, they do not exist. Since a muon is the
closest thing to a mip that nature provides us with,
we use the muon data for doing this analysis.

ARTICLE IN PRESS

Fig. 18. Average signal from muons traversing the DREAM
calorimeter, as a function of the muon energy. The detector was
oriented in position Dð6"; 0:7"Þ. Results are given separately for
the scintillating and the Cherenkov fibers. Also shown is the
difference between the average signal values from both media.

Fig. 19. The e/mip ratio of the Cu/scintillator structure,
together with other published results and the prediction of
EGS4 for metal/scintillator calorimeters.

N. Akchurin et al. / Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research A 533 (2004) 305–321 319
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• Electron detection with a dual-readout calorimeter
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the scintillating fibers is shown in Fig. 7a, and the
distribution of the signals from the Cherenkov
fibers in Fig. 7b. A Gaussian fit describes the
Cherenkov signals much better than the scintilla-
tor ones. The scintillator signal distribution
exhibits a more or less flat plateau near its
maximum. But upon closer inspection, also the
Cherenkov distribution is not perfectly described
by the fit, which has a reduced w2 of 4.5 (208 for 46
degrees of freedom). The w2=Ndof value of the fit to
the scintillator distribution was 15 times worse.

The origin of these effects becomes clear when
we look at similar distributions (for 100GeV
electron showers) with the detector oriented in
the ‘‘z-scan position’’, Cð24"; 0"Þ (see Fig. 3).
The scintillator distribution exhibits a striking
double-hump structure, that seems as if it is the
result of a superposition of two distributions
with different mean values (Fig. 8a). The variable
distinguishing these separate distributions is
the y-coordinate of the impact point of the
electron. This coordinate was determined with

ARTICLE IN PRESS

Fig. 7. Signal distributions for 40GeV electrons, recorded from
the scintillating (a) and the Cherenkov (b) fibers, with the
DREAM calorimeter in the untilted position, Að2"; 0:7"Þ:

Fig. 6. The procedure for obtaining a pure 150GeV electron sample. See text for details.

N. Akchurin et al. / Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research A 536 (2005) 29–5136

So far, we have only looked at the scintillator
signals. However, it is interesting to compare the
described effects with those observed for the
Cherenkov signals. Fig. 11b shows how the
average Cherenkov signal varies with the y-
coordinate of the impact point. The same oscilla-
tions that were observed for the scintillator signals
(Fig. 11a) are also present in this case, but they are
clearly less pronounced. Fig. 11b also exhibits
some indication of a gradual overall change of the
Cherenkov response over the impact region. This
is consistent with the results of detailed studies of
non-uniformities in the central calorimeter region
(see Fig. 18b).

In Fig. 12, the energy dependence of these
effects is shown separately for both detector
orientations, Að2"; 0:7"Þ and Bð3"; 2"Þ: The frac-
tional difference between the maximum and
minimum values of the calorimeter response is
given as a function of energy, for both the
scintillator and the Cherenkov signals. In both
detector orientations, the effects are considerably
smaller for the latter. A comparison of both panels

also shows the dramatic decrease in the effects for
the scintillator signals that results from a small
increase in the tilt angle. At low energies, the
differences between the average signals from
particles entering the detector in a horizontal fiber
plane and in the copper in between such planes
seems to decrease. This is not a real effect, but
rather reflects the fact that at low energies the
correlation between the hodoscope coordinates
and the impact point of the particle in the
calorimeter deteriorates, mainly as a result of
increased beam dispersion and multiple scattering
in the material in between the hodoscope and the
calorimeter.
In evaluating the consequences of the results

depicted in Figs. 10–12 for the calorimeter
performance, one should realize that the systema-
tic uncertainty in the calorimeter response for a
particle entering the detector at a random position
is represented by the srms value of distributions
such as those shown in Figs. 10 and 11. The results
from Fig. 12 concern the relative difference
between the maximum and minimum values of
such distributions, which for sinusoidal distribu-
tions corresponds to 2

ffiffiffi

2
p

srms:
The differences observed in Fig. 12 between the

scintillator and Cherenkov signals allow for an

ARTICLE IN PRESS

Fig. 11. Average calorimeter signal as a function of the y-
coordinate of the impact point, for the scintillator (a) and
Cherenkov (b) signals from 100 GeV electrons entering the
DREAM calorimeter oriented in the untilted position,
Að2"; 0:7"Þ: Note the different vertical scales.

Fig. 12. The average fractional difference between the response
for particles entering the DREAM calorimeter in a horizontal
fiber layer and the response for particles entering in the copper
in between such layers. Results are given separately for the
scintillator and Cherenkov signals, with the detector oriented in
the untilted position, Að2"; 0:7"Þ (left) or the tilted position,
Bð3"; 2"Þ (right).

N. Akchurin et al. / Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research A 536 (2005) 29–51 39

resolution decreases as well. The value of B found
in fits of the experimental data to Eq. 2 would then
be an average value, too high at high energies and
too low at low energies. Table 2 summarizes the
results of the fits of expressions (1) and (2) to the
measured energy resolutions.

A comparison of the fit results in Figs. 19a and b
shows that the difference between the values of the
scaling parameter ða;AÞ found with expressions (1)
and (2) rapidly grows with the value of the
constant term ðb;BÞ: For small deviations from
E#1=2 scaling, both expressions become equivalent.
Such small deviations occur in Fig. 20, where the
em energy resolutions for the two readout media
of our calorimeter are compared, for the tilted
orientation, Bð3$; 2$Þ: This comparison shows that
the E#1=2 term for the quartz readout is larger than
that for the scintillating fibers. On the other hand,
the deviation from E#1=2 scaling is somewhat
smaller for the signals measured with the Cher-
enkov fibers (see also Table 2).

For small tilt angles, there are substantial
differences between the contributions of non-
uniformities to the energy resolutions measured
with the scintillation and the Cherenkov signals.
This difference is due to (irreducible) non-uni-
formities deriving from the impact-point depen-
dence of the sampling fraction discussed in Section
5.1. As the angle increases, this effect rapidly
vanishes (see, for example, also Fig. 10), and any
remaining non-uniformities for angles y42$ are
the result of (avoidable) effects, such as the ones

discussed in Section 5.3. In that context, it is
interesting to note that the remaining constant
term B % 2% is very similar to the signal varia-
tions observed in Fig. 18.
In Section 5.1, we saw that the effects of all

non-uniformities could be eliminated, or at least
greatly reduced, by selecting an event sample
with the same impact points. In this way, for
example, a Gaussian response function could be
obtained (Fig. 13). We investigated if similar
improvements could be achieved with regard

ARTICLE IN PRESS

Table 2

Results of the fits of expressions of the types s=E ¼ aE#1=2 þ b and s=E ¼ AE#1=2 ( B to the measured experimental energy
resolutions

Coefficient Untilted, Að2$; 0:7$Þ Tilted, Bð3$; 2$Þ

S C S C

a 14:0) 0:2 38:2) 0:4 20:5) 0:3 34:9) 0:4
b 5.6 ) 0.1 0.8 ) 0.1 1.5 ) 0.2 1.1 ) 0.2

w2=Ndof 22/6 94/6 373/6 125/6

A 23:8) 0:3 40:0) 0:6 23:7) 0:3 37:5) 0:5
B 6:7) 0:2 2:2) 0:3 2:8) 0:2 2:6) 0:2
w2=Ndof 137/6 26/6 910/6 47/6

All numbers are given in %. The w2 values were calculated on the basis of statistical errors only.

Fig. 20. The energy resolution as a function of energy,
measured with the scintillating (squares) and Cherenkov fibers
(circles), for electrons entering the calorimeter in the tilted
position, Bð3$; 2$Þ:

N. Akchurin et al. / Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research A 536 (2005) 29–5146
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average signal is shown as a function of the
average depth at which it was generated. These
data are well described with an exponential curve
with a slope of 5m, the measured attenuation
length of the scintillating fibers.

In the analyses described in the next sections,
the scintillator signals were corrected for the
effects of light attenuation. All scintillator signals
were multiplied by a factor exp½"ðzeff " 30Þ=500%;
where zeff represents the average depth at which
the scintillation light was generated for the event in
question. In this way, the hadron signals were
normalized to the ones produced by 40GeV
electrons, which were found to generate light at
an average depth of 30 cm (15X 0). As discussed in
Section 3.3, the signals from 40GeV electrons were
used to calibrate the detector. By following this
procedure, hadron signals are thus expressed
in the same units as the electron signals. The
effects of this correction were small. On average,
the scintillator signals were reduced by & 2%:
No corrections were applied for the Cherenkov
signals.

5. Experimental results

5.1. Single pions

We describe here some results obtained with
negative pions with energies ranging from 20 to
300GeV (data sets 1 and 2, described in Section
4.1).

Fig. 9 shows the signal distributions for 100GeV
p" as measured with the scintillating (Fig. 9a) and
Cherenkov (Fig. 9b) fibers, with the calorimeter
oriented in the untilted position, Að2'; 0:7'Þ: These
distributions exhibit the characteristics typical of
non-compensating calorimeters:

( They are asymmetric,
( They are broad (with resolutions srms/mean of
12.3% and 19.0%, respectively),

( The mean values are considerably smaller than
those for electrons of the same energy, which
were used to set the scale: 81.7 and 64.0GeV for
the scintillator and Cherenkov signals, respec-
tively, vs. 100GeV for electrons.

The energy dependence of the energy resolution
is shown in Fig. 10. This resolution is well
described by a linear sum of a E"1=2 scaling term
and a constant term (e.g., w2=Ndof ¼ 7:0=6 for the
Cherenkov channel). The results of least-squares
fits to the experimental points are indicated in the
figure. We checked that a quadratic sum of two
such terms does not describe the data well
(w2=Ndof ¼ 247=6 for the Cherenkov channel), as
expected for a calorimeter whose resolution is
dominated by the effects of non-compensation [1].
The calorimeter is also considerably non-linear

for pion detection. This is illustrated in Fig. 11,
which shows the calorimeter response, in terms of
scintillation light, as a function of the pion
energy. Over the energy range covered by these
experiments, the scintillator response increased
by & 20%:
The hadronic calorimeter response, either for

the scintillation or the Cherenkov light, can be
expressed in terms of the em shower fraction (f em)

ARTICLE IN PRESS

Fig. 9. Signal distributions for 100GeV p" recorded by the
scintillating (a) and Cherenkov (b) fibers of the DREAM
calorimeter, oriented in the untilted position, Að2'; 0:7'Þ: The
signals are expressed in the same units as those for em showers,
which were used to calibrate the detector (em GeV).
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through the origin of the scatter plot. The two lines
drawn in this figure represent Q=S ¼ 1 and 0:5;
respectively.

Fig. 25 illustrates the fact that there is merit in
this Q=S ratio. The scintillator signal distributions
for two event samples selected on the basis of the
measured Q=S signal ratio are shown in Fig. 25a.
The first sample concerns events with
0:62oQ=So0:64; the second sample events with
0:85oQ=So0:89: Both distributions are narrower
than the total (leakage corrected) distribution,
i.e. the projection of the scatter plot from Fig. 24a
on the horizontal axis, which is shown for
comparison in Fig. 25b. The mean value of the
distribution clearly increases with the value of
Q=S; which is to be expected since the response
increases with the em fraction. And finally, the
asymmetry of the response function is greatly
reduced in these distributions.
The procedure to exploit these features for

improving the hadronic calorimeter performance
was the same for single pions and for jets. In the
following, we illustrate the entire procedure for the
200GeV high-multiplicity ‘‘jets’’, created by pions
interacting in the upstream target. Starting from
the measured signals in the scintillator and
Cherenkov channels, this procedure consists of
the following steps.

(1) First, the scintillator signals are corrected for
the effects of lateral shower leakage, using
Eq. (6). Fig. 26 shows the distribution of the
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Fig. 24. Cherenkov signals versus scintillator signals for 100GeV p" in the DREAM calorimeter. These plots were derived from the
raw data (Fig. 12) after applying corrections for shower leakage, using Eq. (6) (a) and, in addition, for the effects of non-compensation,
using Eq. (7) (b).

Fig. 25. Scintillator signal distributions for 100GeV p" in the
DREAM calorimeter. The distributions for events within two
narrow Q=S bands (a) are compared with the total distribution
obtained after correcting, event by event, for the effects of
shower leakage (b).
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corrected jet data gave the following result:

s=E ¼
64%

ffiffiffiffi

E
p þ 0:6%

This illustrates that the effects of non-compensa-
tion on the jet energy resolution have been almost
completely eliminated. At the highest energies
accessible in these tests, we achieved jet resolutions
better than 4%. For comparison, the resolutions
measured with the two types of fibers before the
Q=S correction method was applied are also
shown in this figure.

We want to stress that knowledge of the beam
energy was not used in any stage of the analysis
described in this subsection. Yet, the Q=S method
also brought the ‘‘jet’’ response much closer to
that of electrons, which were used to calibrate the
detector. Moreover, it improved the hadronic
signal linearity. This can be seen from Fig. 31,
which shows the (scintillator) response to ‘‘jets’’
before and after the corrections were applied.

Somewhat surprisingly, the resolution for single
pions did not benefit as much from the Q=S
correction method as the resolution for ‘‘jets’’.

This is illustrated in Fig. 32. Most likely, this is due
to the effects of longitudinal shower leakage. A
detector of this type is extremely sensitive to such
leakage, since the fibers exiting from its rear
represent a region with a sampling fraction of
100%, compared to 2% for the detector itself.
Therefore, any longitudinal leakage is strongly
amplified in the signals [14]. This explanation is
supported by the fact that the asymmetry in the
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Fig. 32. The energy resolution for single pions as a function of energy, measured with the scintillation fibers and the Cherenkov fibers,
and after corrections made on the basis of the measured Q=S signal ratio (a). Comparison of the corrected resolutions for jets and
single pions (b).

Fig. 33. Q=S-corrected scintillator signal distributions for
single pions at 20, 50, 100 and 200GeV. The curves represent
Gaussian fits.

N. Akchurin et al. / Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research A 537 (2005) 537–561558



2009
[16] NIM A 598 (2009) 710

• Neutron Signals for Dual-Readout Calorimetry

the shower axis, the neutrons represented an increasing fraction
of the measured signal. This should be expected on the basis of the
fact that the neutrons (unlike the pions produced in the shower)
were not traveling in any preferred direction and because of their
relatively large mean free path between subsequent elastic
collisions. Similar observations for signals from individual towers
in our previous studies led us to conclude that the tail in the time
structure exhibits indeed the characteristics expected from a
neutron component [7].

3.2. Neutrons in individual events

The signal from the Innerþ Outer Rings integrated from
t ¼ 20–40 ns also formed the basis for the event-by-event

determination of the neutron contribution to the total scintillator
signal, and for the analysis described below.

Fig. 5a shows the event-by-event distribution of this signal for
the 200 GeV ‘‘jet’’ event sample, while Fig. 5b depicts the event-
by-event distribution of the fraction of the total scintillator signal
represented by the signals from Fig. 5a. We will refer to this
fraction in the following as f n, which is thus defined as

f n ¼
R 40 ns

t¼20 ns

P19
i¼2 SiR1

t¼0

P19
i¼1 Si

. (1)

Fig. 5b shows that f n, defined in this way, varied between 0.04 and
0.10. There are of course many other ways in which the neutron
fraction could possibly be defined. We have explored various other
choices, and found that the conclusions of the analysis described
in the following were not affected by this particular definition
of f n.

3.3. The neutron fraction and other event characteristics

A major purpose of the present study was to investigate if and
to what extent event-by-event measurements of the neutron
content of the signals could provide information about the
invisible energy and thus might be used to improve the hadronic
performance of the calorimeter.

Fig. 6 shows a scatter plot in which the relationship between
the neutron fraction, as defined in Eq. (1), and the total Cherenkov
signal is displayed, for the 200 GeV ‘‘jet’’ event sample. Each dot
represents one event from this sample. The figure shows a very
clear (anti-)correlation between the total Cherenkov signal and
the fractional contribution of neutrons to the total scintillator
signal: the larger the neutron fraction, the smaller the total
Cherenkov signal. Since neutrons, as we saw before (Fig. 4), did
not contribute to the Cherenkov signal, this result should not
come as a surprise.

Perhaps more interesting is Fig. 7. In this scatter plot, the
relationship between f n and the total Cherenkov/scintillator signal
ratio (the so-called Q=S ratio) is displayed. This Q=S ratio is
directly related to the electromagnetic shower fraction, f em, as

Q
S
¼

f em þ 0:21ð1$ f emÞ
f em þ 0:77ð1$ f emÞ

¼
0:21þ 0:79f em

0:77þ 0:23f em
(2)

where 0.21 and 0.77 represent the h=e values of the Cu/quartz and
Cu/scintillator calorimeter structures [9]. Therefore, as f em varies
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Fig. 4. Average time structure of the Cherenkov and scintillation signals recorded
for 200 GeV ‘‘jets’’ developing in the DREAM calorimeter. The scintillation signals
exhibit a tail with a time constant of about 20 ns, which is absent in the Cherenkov
signals.

Fig. 5. The contribution of neutrons to the total hadronic scintillator signals from 200 GeV ‘‘jets’’. Shown are the event-by-event distributions of the signals integrated from
t ¼ 20–40 ns in the Innerþ Outer Rings (a) and of the fraction of the total scintillator signal represented by this signal component (b).

N. Akchurin et al. / Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research A 598 (2009) 422–431426

signal ratio in a dual-readout calorimeter [9]. The main reason for
this difference is the fact that the resolution is dominated by
fluctuations in f em, and while f em and f n are correlated, this (anti-)
correlation is not perfect, as illustrated in Fig. 12.

Perhaps even more important than the improvements in the
energy resolution and the shape of the response function is the
fact that the event-by-event measurement of the em shower
fraction makes it possible to reconstruct the correct hadronic
shower energy, in an instrument calibrated with electrons, and
achieve hadronic signal linearity in the process. Fig. 12 shows how
the em shower fraction could be derived from the measured
fractional contribution of neutrons to the hadronic scintillator
signals. The linear relationship

f em ¼ 1:986" 22:032f n (5)

derived for 200 GeV ‘‘jets’’ and represented by the straight line in
the figure, also gave a reasonable description of the experimental
data at other energies. Once the em fraction is known, the shower
energy E can be found from f em and the measured scintillator

signal Smeas:

E ¼ Smeas
ðe=hÞS

1þ f em½ðe=hÞS " 1'
(6)

It can also be found from the measured Cherenkov signal by
replacing the e=h value for the copper/scintillator calorimeter
structure ðe=hÞS by that for the copper/quartz structure [9].

Unfortunately, it was not possible to check to what extent this
procedure, which was successfully applied before using the
directly measured f em values [9], also worked for f em values
derived from the neutron contribution to the scintillator signals.
The main reason for this was the need to be able to correct event-
by-event for the (substantial) effects of light attenuation in the
fibers on the calorimeter signals. This required that the beam
entered the calorimeter at a small, but non-zero angle with the
fibers, so that the depth of the light production could be
determined from a comparison between the impact point of the
particles and the lateral energy deposit pattern [9]. Since the
calorimeter was oriented at zero degrees in these tests, this was
not possible. However, we do not expect that future tests will
show that the applicability of this technique to eliminate non-
linearities depends on the way in which f em is being determined.

3.5. Neutrons and the invisible energy

In the previous subsection, we have demonstrated that a
measurement of the relative contribution of neutrons to the
hadronic scintillator signals offers similar possibilities for correct-
ing the effects of non-compensation as an event-by-event
measurement of the em shower fraction. However, when both
f em and f n are being measured, even better results may be
expected.

The correction described in Eq. (6) accounts on average for the
invisible energy lost in the shower development process, by
equating the hadronic calorimeter signals, on average, to electro-
magnetic signals of the same energy, i.e., by extrapolating the
measured signals to the value expected for f em ¼ 1. However, if we
would select a subsample of hadronic events, all with the same
f em value, there would still be event-by-event differences in the
share of invisible energy. The nuclear reactions taking place in the
non-em shower development process vary from event to event,
and so does the nuclear binding energy lost in these processes. For
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Fig. 12. Relationship between the average fractional contribution of neutrons to
the scintillator signals and the em fraction of the showers induced by 200 GeV
‘‘jets’’.

Fig. 13. Scatter plot for 200 GeV ‘‘jet’’ events, all of which have either a Q=S signal ratio between 0.40 and 0.42 (the black dots), or between 0.70 and 0.75 (the red crosses).
For each individual event, the combination of the total Cherenkov signal and the fractional contribution of neutrons to the total scintillator signal is given. The neutron
fraction, f n , was determined according to Eq. (1).
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while the relationship between f n and the average Cherenkov
signal was well described by a second-order polynomial, in the
region 1800oQo3500, which covered ! 99% of the signal (see
Fig. 8):

f n ¼ 0:0827þ 0:0119Q $ 0:0062Q 2 (4)

where Q ¼ Q=1000. These fits, which are indicated in Fig. 9, made
it possible to reconstruct the Q=S signal ratio (and thus the em
shower fraction) and the total Cherenkov signal on the basis of the
measured value of f n, i.e., on the basis of the measured time
structure of the scintillator signals alone.

Fig. 10 illustrates how the energy resolution of the Cherenkov
signals could be improved by making use of the measured neutron
contribution to the scintillator signals. The figure shows the signal
distribution for 200 GeV ‘‘jet’’ events before and after a simple
correction based on the measured value of f n was made. The
measured relationship between the average values of f n and the
Cherenkov signal (Eq. (4)) was used to correct the measured
Cherenkov signal such that the f n values of all events were the
same (a value of 0.07 was arbitrarily chosen for this purpose).

Since the Cherenkov signal distribution is the projection of the
data points in the scatter plot of Fig. 6 onto the vertical axis, this
correction represents the effect of a rotation in the f n=Q plane.

The resulting signal distribution is narrower and more
symmetric than the measured distribution. It is also well
described by a Gaussian function. The energy resolution (srms)
improved from 13.5% to 9.0%.

The same procedure was repeated for the other energies at
which ‘‘jet’’ measurements were performed: 100 and 300 GeV. The
energy resolution before and after the event-by-event correction
based on the measured value of the relative contribution of
neutrons to the scintillator signals is shown as a function of the
‘‘jet’’ energy in Fig. 11. Interestingly, after this correction the
energy resolution is observed to scale with E$1=2, as indicated by
the dashed line. The corrections made to the signal distributions
based on the measured contribution of neutrons to the hadronic
scintillator signals thus have eliminated the deviations from E$1=2

scaling typical for non-compensating calorimeters. Whereas these
improvements in hadronic energy resolution are certainly
remarkable, they are not as impressive as those obtained with a
direct measurement of the em shower fraction, through the Q=S
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Fig. 9. The Q=S signal ratio (a) and the total Cherenkov signal (b) as a function of the fractional neutron contribution to the total scintillator signal. The neutron fraction was
determined according to Eq. (1). Data for 200 GeV ‘‘jets’’.

Fig. 10. Distribution of the total Cherenkov signal for 200 GeV ‘‘jets’’ before (a) and
after (b) applying the correction based on the measured value of f n , described in
the text.

Fig. 11. Relative width of the Cherenkov signal distribution for ‘‘jets’’ as a function
of energy, before and after a correction that was applied on the basis of the relative
contribution of neutrons to the scintillator signals.

N. Akchurin et al. / Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research A 598 (2009) 422–431428
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2. Detectors and experimental setup

2.1. Detectors and readout

The calorimeter system used in these experiments consisted of
two sections. The electromagnetic section (ECAL) consisted of 100
crystals of bismuth germanate (Bi4Ge3O12, or BGO), and the hadronic
section (HCAL) was the original DREAM fiber calorimeter [4].

The BGO crystals were 24cm long and tapered. One end face had a
cross-section of 2:4! 2:4cm2, the other onemeasured 3:2! 3:2cm2.
These BGO crystals were previously used in the electromagnetic
calorimeter of the L3 experiment [9]. The 100 crystals used for our
tests formed a projective segment from this calorimeter. This segment
was placed perpendicular to the beam line, as illustrated in Fig. 1. For
particles entering the calorimeter in its geometrical center, the ECAL
thus had an effective thickness of 28cm, which corresponds to 25
radiation lengths (X0) or 1.3 nuclear interaction lengths ðlintÞ.

For the purpose of these tests, this ensemble of crystals was
considered one unit. The PMTs were specially selected for this
application, for which we needed a light detector that was fast,
had a large surface area and a low gain. This unusual combination
of properties was found in XP4362B,2 a 6-stage PMT (nominal gain
104) with a 3-in. active surface area and a nominal rise time of
2.0 ns. Four such PMTs were facing the small end face side of the
crystals. The distance between the PMT photocathodes and the
crystal surface was about 5 cm. Each PMT thus detected light
produced in at least 10 different crystals.

It should be emphasized that this readout arrangement was in
many ways far from ideal. It was necessitated by the fact that, in
order to split the BGO signals into Cherenkov and scintillation
components, the time structure of each BGO signal needed to be
measured in great detail. We had only four electronic channels
available for this purpose (see Section 2.3). Therefore, we chose to
detect this light with four large PMTs, each covering some fraction
of the crystals. This setup had of course several major drawbacks:

(1) No optical contact between the crystals and the photo-
cathodes. Because of the large index of refraction ðn¼ 2:15Þ,
this resulted in large light losses.

(2) Sensitivity to quantum efficiency variations over the photo-
cathode surfaces. This translated directly into large response
non-uniformities, since the signal depended on the crystal in
which the light was produced.

(3) A strong left–right dependence of the calorimeter response, as
a result of the tapered shape of the crystals. Because of

internal reflection, light produced in the right half of the
crystal had a much smaller detection probability than light
produced near the small exit face.

(4) Insensitivity to light produced in the peripheral regions of the
matrix, which were not covered at all by these four PMTs.

However, our goal in these tests was not to set new performance
records for calorimeters, but rather to demonstrate that the dual-
readout principles also work in a hybrid calorimeter systemwhen,
on average, a large fraction of the energy is deposited in the
homogeneous detector section. In view of this limited goal, this
improvised readout scheme turned out to be adequate.

The basic element of the hadronic DREAM calorimeter section
was an extruded copper rod, 2m long and 4! 4mm2 in cross-
section. This rod was hollow, and the central cylinder had a
diameter of 2.5mm. Seven optical fibers were inserted in this
hole. Three of these were plastic scintillating fibers, the other four
fibers were undoped, intended for detecting Cherenkov light. The
instrumented volume had a length of 2.0m (10lint, 100X0), an
effective radius of 16.2 cm and a mass of 1030kg. The fibers were
grouped to form 19 hexagonal towers. The effective radius of each
tower was 37.1mm ð1:82RMÞ. A central tower was surrounded by
two hexagonal rings. The towers were longitudinally unsegmen-
ted. The fibers sticking out at the rear end of this structure were
separated into 38 bunches: 19 bunches of scintillating fibers and
19 bunches of Cherenkov fibers. In this way, the readout structure
was established. Each bunch was coupled through a 2mm air gap
to a PMT.3 More information about this detector, and its
performance in stand-alone mode, is given elsewhere [4,6].

Despite its mass of more than one metric ton, hadronic
showers developing in this structure were not fully contained.
We have shown in an earlier paper [10] that, on average, % 10% of
the energy carried by a 100GeV hadron leaks out, most of it
sideways, in the absorption process in this calorimeter. Event-to-
event fluctuations about this average turned out to be the
dominating factor limiting the hadronic energy resolution of the
DREAM calorimeter, after fluctuations in the em shower fraction
were successfully eliminated.

Of course, the ideal way for dealing with these leakage
fluctuations would be to build a sufficiently large detector.
Measurements of the shower profiles indicated that the mass
had to be increased by a factor of five to limit the contribution of
leakage fluctuations to the hadronic energy resolution to 1% [10].
An alternative method, which fit within our budget, is to surround

Fig. 1. The calorimeter during installation in the H4 test beam, which runs from the bottom left corner to the top right corner in this picture. The 100-crystal BGO matrix is
located upstream of the fiber calorimeter, and is read out by four PMTs on the left (small end face) side. Some of the leakage counters are visible as well (a). The location and
numbering of the PMTs reading out the BGO crystal matrix (b).

2 Manufactured by Photonis, France.

3 Hamamatsu R580, 10-stage, | 38mm, bialkali photocathode, borosilicate
window.
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reconstructed energy was too low. Moreover, the energy
resolution did not scale with E!1=2, while this was an important
characteristic of all methods that were used to eliminate the
effects of fem fluctuations in the DREAM fiber calorimeter [4,13].
Based on the energy dependence of the observed effects (Fig. 18),
we believe that the following effects are responsible for these
differences:

" The non-uniformity of the signals from the BGO crystal matrix.
Contrary to the electron beams with which this matrix was
calibrated and which entered the detector always at the same
spot, the multi-particle events used in this study illuminated
the entire matrix. Therefore, the response differences observed
in the grid scan (Fig. 9) affected the ‘‘jet’’ signal distributions in
a major way. Fig. 9b shows an rms spread of 32% about the
average response value. If we assume that a typical multi-
particle event consisted of 10 different particles developing
showers in the ECAL, then one should expect an energy-
independent contribution to the energy resolution of
32%=

ffiffiffiffiffiffi
10

p
# 10% from this effect alone. This effect would

cause a deviation from E!1=2 scaling.
" The same grid scan also shows that the average response of the

crystal matrix was considerably smaller than the response
obtained in the points at which the detector was calibrated
(41GeV for 50GeV electrons), Of course, this difference causes
the reconstructed energy to be too low, more so at lower
energies. Therefore, the non-uniformity both affected the
energy resolution and the reconstructed ‘‘jet’’ energy.

" The PMTs reading the signals from the crystal matrix only
covered the central portion of that matrix efficiently. In
particular, the PMTs were more or less blind to light produced
in the first row of crystals encountered by the showering
particles. This effect explained the non-linearity observed at
the lowest energies (10–15% at 10GeV, see Fig. 7). Since the
multi-particle threshold on the ITC signals was 10 mips, and
since the number of photons (from p0 decay) in these multi-
particle events was, on average, equal to the number of
charged reaction products, we conclude that the ‘‘jets’’ selected
for our study contained typically at least 10 gs developing
showers in the crystal matrix, with typical energies of less than
10GeV in the 200GeV sample. Therefore, the response of the
crystal matrix to this photon component was even lower than
suggested by the non-uniformity effects discussed above. This

effect led to a further reduction of the reconstructed ‘‘jet’’
energy. And again, it was relatively larger at lower ‘‘jet’’
energies.

" Finally, the light yield of the crystal matrix was so low that it
affected the width of the distributions. A Cherenkov light yield
of 4 photoelectrons per GeV deposited energy translates for
100GeV em energy into an energy resolution of 5%. Especially
at the lower jet energies, this effect might have contributed to a
noticeable broadening of the multi-particle signal distributions.

All these effects could of course have been avoided if the crystal
matrix had been custom-made for this application.

5. Conclusions

We have demonstrated that the dual-readout principles, which
allow for an important improvement of the performance of
hadron calorimeters, can also be applied in a hybrid calorimeter
system consisting of a BGO crystal matrix, followed by a fiber-
based dual-readout calorimeter. High-multiplicity multi-particle
events which deposited, on average, about half of their total
energy in the crystal matrix were used for this study. It turned out
that the time structure of the BGO signals made it possible to
classify these events in terms of their em shower content in the
same way as for the stand-alone fiber calorimeter, where the em
fraction can be directly measured from the ratio of the Cherenkov
and scintillator signals. This information could subsequently be
used to improve the hadronic energy resolution and signal
linearity, and led to a Gaussian response function.

These results were obtained despite the fact that crucial
properties of the crystal matrix used in these studies were far
from ideal. In particular, the light yield was only a small fraction of
what it could have been with a state-of-the-art readout system,
and the response uniformity left very much to be desired. These
characteristics limited the improvement of the energy resolution
and impeded a completely correct reconstruction of the energy of
the showering hadrons, which is one of the hallmark virtues of the
dual-readout method.

Studies with single pions, in which typically only a small
fraction of the beam energy was deposited in the crystal matrix,
indicated that a dominating factor limiting further improvement
of the energy resolution was side leakage. We have demonstrated

Fig. 18. The calorimeter response (a) and the energy resolution (b) for ‘‘jet’’ events detected in the BGOþ fiber calorimeter system, corrected for the effects of fluctuations in
fem by means of Eq. (4) (using xeff ¼ 0:4), as function of the ‘‘jet’’ energy. The results obtained previously for the fiber calorimeter module in stand-alone mode [4] are
indicated by dotted lines.
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What we learned with the prototype DREAM calorimeter

• Reduction of shower leakage (leakage fluctuations)→Build larger detector


• Increase Cerenkov light yield


• Prototype DREAM: 8 p.e./GeV → light yield fluctuations contribute by 35%/
√E


• Reduction of sampling fluctuations


• contribute ~40%/√E to hadronic resolution (single pions) 



RD52 Cu- and Pb-fiber Calorimeters

cables with (for timing purposes) appropriate lengths to the
counting room.

There, the signals to be digitized were fed into charge ADCs.
The signals from the wire chambers were fed into TDCs. The time
information could be converted into (x, y) coordinates of the point
where the beam particle traversed the chamber.

The data acquisition system used VME electronics. Two VME
crates hosted all the needed readout and control boards. The
signals from the calorimeter channels and the auxiliary detectors
were integrated and digitized with a sensitivity of 100 fC/count, on
12-bit QDC V792 CAEN modules. The timing information of the
tracking chambers was recorded with 1 ns resolution in a 16-bit
16-channel CAEN V775N TDC.

Our readout scheme optimized the CPU utilization and the data
taking efficiency thanks to the bunch structure of the SPS cycle,
where beam particles were provided to our experiment during
a spill of 9.6 s, with a repetition period of 48 s.

2.3. Experimental data and analysis methods

The measurements were performed in the H8 beam of the
CERN Super Proton Synchrotron. This beam shares the particle
production target (T4) with another beam (H6), which means in
practice that the momentum (as well as the charge sign)
of secondary particles available to us depended on the measure-
ment program in this other beam line. The electron beams were
derived from secondary beams at 80 GeV and 180 GeV. The beam
particles were sent through a 5 mm thick lead radiator. In practice,
only the electron component of the secondary beam lost
a substantial energy fraction passing through this material,
and electrons of the desired momentum were selected with
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information could be converted into (x, y) coordinates of the point
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The data acquisition system used VME electronics. Two VME
crates hosted all the needed readout and control boards. The
signals from the calorimeter channels and the auxiliary detectors
were integrated and digitized with a sensitivity of 100 fC/count, on
12-bit QDC V792 CAEN modules. The timing information of the
tracking chambers was recorded with 1 ns resolution in a 16-bit
16-channel CAEN V775N TDC.

Our readout scheme optimized the CPU utilization and the data
taking efficiency thanks to the bunch structure of the SPS cycle,
where beam particles were provided to our experiment during
a spill of 9.6 s, with a repetition period of 48 s.

2.3. Experimental data and analysis methods

The measurements were performed in the H8 beam of the
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production target (T4) with another beam (H6), which means in
practice that the momentum (as well as the charge sign)
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shower energy is used to ionize the absorbing medium, in contrast
with hadronic showers where some (variable) fraction of the shower
energy is used to break up atomic nuclei, or escapes detection
altogether. When deviations from linearity are observed for em
calorimeters, these are invariably caused by instrumental effects,
such as saturation effects in the active media or in the readout,
incomplete shower containment, upstream absorption effects, inac-
tive or inefficient volumes, etc.

Because of the logistics of the data taking procedures (see Section
2.3), the signal linearity was studied over two energy ranges: 6–
60 GeV and 60–150 GeV, respectively. Fig. 9 shows the calorimeter
response, defined as the average signal per unit deposited energy,
separately for the scintillation signals and for the Cherenkov signals in
these two energy ranges. The response is constant to within 1% (i.e.,
the gray area in these figures) in both ranges, with the exception of the
lowest energy point (6 GeV), where the response is about 2% lower
than average. At these low energies, the reconstructed energy is most
sensitive to energy losses upstream. Apart from the PSD, the electrons
also lose some energy in the other upstream detectors (trigger
counters, wire chambers), in 10 m of air, beam pipe windows, etc. In
addition, backscattering of soft photons through the front face of the
calorimeter (so-called albedo effects) are also most important for low-
energy showers. And finally, hysteresis effects in the beam magnets,
which affect the precise energy of the beam particles, are most
important at low energies as well.

In any case, the fiber calorimeter is linear for em shower
detection to within 71%, over the energy range 10–150 GeV, both
for the scintillation and the Cherenkov signals.

3.3. Radial shower profiles

It is well known that the radial profiles of electromagnetic
showers are very narrow, especially in the early phase, before the
shower maximum is reached [5]. In that phase, the shower
development is dominated by energetic Bremsstrahlung photons
radiated by the beam particle, and these γs convert into eþ e"

pairs that travel close and parallel to the shower axis. In order
to assess the effects of this on the performance of our calorimeter,
we measured this shower profile, in the following way. We used a
run in which a wide beam of 100 GeV electrons was steered into
the boundary region of Towers 15 and 16. The beam particles
entered the calorimeter parallel to the direction of the fibers
(θ;ϕ¼ 01). We selected events in a 1 mm wide sliver of this beam
spot and moved this area in small steps across the boundary
between the two towers, as illustrated in the insert of Fig. 10.

Fig. 10a shows the signal measured in Tower 16 as a function
of the position of this sliver, separately for the scintillation and
Cherenkov signals. The very steep increase of the signal near the
boundary between towers 15 and 16 is indicative for the very
narrow shower profile. This profile can be extracted from these

Fig. 8. Signal distributions for 40 GeV electrons in the copper-fiber calorimeter. Shown are the distributions measured with the scintillating fibers (a), the Cherenkov fibres
(b) and the sum of all fibers (c). The angle of incidence of the beam particles (θ; ϕ) was (1.51, 1.01). The size of the beam spot was 10$10 mm2.

Fig. 9. The linearity of the copper (a) and lead (b) based fiber calorimeters for em shower detection in the scintillation and Cherenkov channels. See text for details.
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a scale that is linear in E!1=2. Represented in this way, scaling with
E!1=2 is thus represented by a straight line through the bottom
right corner of the plot. The experimental data for the Cherenkov
signals are indeed well described by such a line. On the other
hand, the resolution for the scintillation signals clearly contains a
deviating component, which we estimate to be at the level of 2%–
3%. One effect of this constant term is that the energy resolution at
60 GeV is even better for the Cherenkov signals than for the
scintillation ones. Since the response uniformity is even better for
the latter signals (see Fig. 12), we conclude that this deviation
must be caused by the effects described in Section 3.3. Despite the
very fine sampling, the scintillation calorimeter response is still

affected by the extremely collimated early shower component and
thus depends on the impact point of the beam particles: inside a
fiber or inside the absorber separating the fibers.

We tried to find support for the conclusion that even in this
very fine sampling calorimeter, the scintillation signal depends on
the impact point of the electrons, i.e., inside a scintillating fiber or
in the absorber material separating these fibers. This was done in
the lead matrix, which should not make a difference in this respect
since the fiber structure was very similar (see Fig. 3). A beam of
100 GeV electrons was steered into the center of Tower 15. We
selected a sliver of 1 mm in x and 15 mm in the y coordinate and
looked at the average scintillation signal as this sliver was moved

Fig. 12. Uniformity scan in the aluminized copper module with 20 GeV electrons. Results are given in the form of a response map (left) or a histogram (right), separately for
the scintillation (top) and the Cherenkov signals (bottom). See text for details.

Fig. 13. The energy resolution for electrons in the copper-fiber module, as a
function of the beam energy. Shown are the results for the two types of fibers,
and for the combined signals. The angle of incidence of the beam particles (θ; ϕ)
was (1.51, 1.01). The size of the beam spot was 10"10 mm2.

Fig. 14. The scintillation signal for 100 GeV electrons developing showers in the
lead matrix as a function of the impact point of the beam particles. See text for
details.
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in Fig. 21a and b. Yet, the resolution measured with the scintilla-
tion signals does show a deviation from E!1=2 scaling (Fig. 13).

Apart from the lineshape, such deviations are also indicative for
the mentioned impact point dependence of the energy resolution.
The immunity of the Cherenkov signals in this respect is illustrated
by the fact that no deviation of E!1=2 scaling was observed for the
Cu-fiber RD52 calorimeter. The energy resolutions measured with
the more crudely sampling DREAM and SPACAL calorimeters all
exhibited significantly larger deviations from E!1=2 scaling. As
illustrated in Fig. 22, this was even true for the resolution
measured for the Cherenkov signals in DREAM.

In interpreting the results shown in this figure, it is important to
realize that, apart from differences in construction, there were also
differences in the angle at which the electrons entered the different
calorimeters during the tests. In that sense, it is important that the
results shown for the DREAM and SPACAL calorimeters were obtained
at considerably larger angles than the ones for the RD52 calorimeter.
For example, the DREAM results were obtained for angles θ¼ 31,
ϕ¼ 21. In this geometry, the resolution extrapolated to values of 1.5%
and 1.1% at E¼1 for the scintillation and Cherenkov signals,
respectively. If the angles were reduced to θ¼ 21, ϕ¼ 0:71, the
constant term for the scintillation signals increased to 5.6%, while that
for the Cherenkov signals remained essentially unchanged [3]. The
latter geometry is much closer to the one in which the RD52
calorimeter was tested (θ¼ 1:51, ϕ¼ 1:01, respectively). Therefore, it
is fair to say that the change in geometry has led to a very substantial
improvement in the electromagnetic performance.

4.3. Evaluation of the RD52 results

The RD52 dual-readout calorimeter was primarily designed to offer
superb performance for hadron and jet detection, made possible by
the combination of scintillation and Cherenkov signals. The instrument
of which tests are described in this paper was too small to verify this
goal experimentally. Yet, our tests do show that the same instrument
is also a very good detector of electromagnetic showers.

Fig. 22 shows that at energies above 20 GeV, the em energy
resolution is better than that of any of the other integrated fiber
calorimeters. Further improvements may be expected when response
non-uniformities due to fiber-to-fiber variations, which especially
affect the scintillation signals, can be eliminated. Better fiber polishing
procedures, in combination with the use of light mixers, are foreseen

to this end. We want to emphasize again that this most probably will
not make any significant difference for the hadronic performance.
Because of the large number of fibers that typically contribute to
hadronic signals, these are insensitive to the fiber-to-fiber response
variations that affect the electromagnetic signals.

The results also show that even better resolutions may be
expected for particles that enter the detector at angles larger than
the 1.51 used in these tests. In future tests, we plan to carry out a
systematic study of the angular dependence of the performance.
We are also planning to use high-energy collider data to see what
is the experimental angular distribution of high-energy electrons
and γs entering the calorimeter, in order to assess if special
precautions would have to be taken in the design of an instrument
of this type for a 4π experiment.
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Fig. 21. Comparison of the em response functions measured with the RD52 copper-fiber calorimeter and the original DREAM copper-fiber calorimeter [3], for 40 GeV
electrons. Results are given separately for the scintillation and Cherenkov signals.

Fig. 22. Comparison of the em energy resolution measured with the RD52 copper-
fiber calorimeter, the original DREAM copper-fiber calorimeter [3], and the SPACAL
lead-fiber calorimeter [4].
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10!10 mm2) region located near its geometric center. This was
done both at 20 GeV and at 60 GeV. The information provided by
the auxiliary detectors was used to identify each event either as an
electron, a muon or a pion.

The analyses described in Section 3 were performed on pure
event samples of electrons, muons and pions, with the goal to
determine to what extent the calorimeter information alone could
be used to identify these beam particles, and to measure the
identification and mis-identification probabilities for each particle
type and energy. To that end, the following cuts were applied:

(1) Electrons were identified as particles that produced a signal in
the PSD that was larger than " 200 ADC counts above
pedestal, which corresponds to the combined signals pro-
duced by 2 minimum ionizing particles (mips) traversing this
detector. Additional requirements were that no signals incom-
patible with electronic noise were produced in the tail catcher
and the muon counter. The total scintillation signal in the
calorimeter should be larger than 15 GeV for the 20 GeV beam
and larger than 50 GeV for the 60 GeV beam.

(2) Pions were identified as particles that produced a signal in the
PSD that was compatible with a minimum ionizing particle
traversing it ð0:5osignalo2:0 mipÞ, and no signal incompa-
tible with noise in the muon counter. The total scintillation
signal in the calorimeter should be larger than 7 GeV.

(3) Muons were identified as particles that produced signals in the
PSD, the tail catcher and the muon counter that were compatible
with minimum ionizing particles traversing these detectors.

Fig. 5 shows the results of the cleanup procedures for the 20 and
60 GeV beam. Shown are the total scintillation signal distributions
for events that were classified as muons, pions and electrons based
on the information from the preshower detector, the tail catcher and
the muon counter. The pion samples contained a small contamina-
tion of muons that did not produce a signal in the muon counter,
because of multiple scattering or inefficiencies of this counter. This
contamination was removed by the cuts indicated in the figure.

2.4. Calibration

The calibration of the calorimeter towers was performed with
20 GeV electrons. A beam of these electrons, selected to form a
20!20 mm2 beamspot by means of the beam chambers, was
steered into the centers of each of the 36þ8 calorimeter towers. In
an analysis described elsewhere [4], we found that the electrons
deposited, on average, 85% of their energy in the hit tower, the rest
was distributed over all other towers. We also found that the
energy sharing between the different towers contributing to the
total signals was not significantly different for the scintillation and
Cherenkov signals. The average signals observed in the hit towers
during the calibration runs thus corresponded to 17 GeV, for both
types of signals, and the calibration constants were calculated
accordingly, in terms of GeV per ADC count.

The electrons deposited typically 0.5–1% of their energy in the
preshower detector. The effects of that on the calorimeter signals
were insignificant for the present analyses.

3. Experimental results

3.1. Shower profiles

In traditional calorimeters, composed of an em and an hadronic
section, electron/pion separation is achieved because of the fact
that in high-Z absorbers the longitudinal size of hadron showers is
typically much larger than that of em showers of the same energy.

Therefore, the energy fraction deposited in the em calorimeter
section is much larger for electrons and photons than for hadrons.
However, similar differences apply to the lateral shower size,
which can therefore also be used to distinguish between em and
hadron showers.

One advantage of the RD52 calorimeter structure is that the
lateral granularity can be made arbitrarily small, one can make the
tower size (defined by the number of fibers connected to one
readout element) as large or small as desired. The lateral size of
the RD52 calorimeter towers is 1.6!1.6 Moliere radii, or 0.2!0.2
nuclear interaction lengths, which is considerably smaller than the
granularity of typical calorimeter systems used in modern high-
energy physics experiments. Our measurements show that elec-
trons hitting a tower in its central region deposit typically 85% of
their energy in that tower. For hadrons, the corresponding number
is much smaller, typically 40–50%.

Fig. 6 shows the distribution of the fraction of the shower
energy deposited in the hit tower (fhit) by electrons and by π&

beam particles, at 20 GeV (Fig. 6a) and 60 GeV (Fig. 6b). At the
higher energy, the distribution for electrons is narrower, but
concentrated around the same average value. This confirms that
the average lateral em shower profile is practically energy inde-
pendent. Just like for the response function, the larger width at
20 GeV is the result of increased event-to-event fluctuations. The
figure also shows that the average energy deposited by pions in
the hit tower clearly increases with the energy of the beam
particles. This is a consequence of the fact that the average em
shower fraction increases with the hadron energy, the same
phenomenon that is responsible for the signal non-linearity in
(non-compensating) hadron calorimeters [5].

Fig. 6. Distribution of the energy fraction deposited in the hit tower by electrons
and pions showering in the RD52 calorimeter. Data for 20 GeV (a) and 60 GeV
(b) beam particles.
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As a result of these two phenomena, the effective separability
of electrons and pions on the basis of the lateral shower profile
does not change much as a function of energy, since the effects
tend to cancel each other. Good separation is achieved for fcut
values between 0.7 and 0.8. Table 1 summarizes the efficiency for
electron recognition, as well as the probability for mis-identifying
a pion as an electron, for a number of fcut values in this range.

It should be emphasized that these results, strictly speaking,
only apply to particles entering the calorimeter in a small region
around the center of a tower. However, because of the extremely
collimated nature of em showers, the results are not very different
for other impact points. For example, we measured that electrons

entering a tower as close as 5 mm from the boundary with a
neighboring tower still deposit more than 75% of their total energy
in that tower. In such cases, where a significant fraction of the
energy is deposited in another tower than the one in which the
particle entered the calorimeter, one might use the fraction of
the total energy deposited in the sum of the two towers with the
largest signals as the figure of merit. We found that the e/π
separability in such cases is similar to the one listed in Table 1.

3.2. Cherenkov/scintillator comparison

A unique aspect of the RD52 calorimeter is the fact that two
types of signals are produced: scintillation (S) signals and Cher-
enkov (C) signals. This offers possibilities for particle identification
which are not available in other types of calorimeters. One variable
which is quite effective in distinguishing electrons from pions is
the ratio of the two types of signals, C/S. Since the tower signals
are calibrated with electrons, this ratio is typically around 1.0 for
electron showers, while it is smaller than 1.0 for hadron showers.

Fig. 7 shows the distribution of the C/S signal ratio for electrons
and π! beam particles, at energies of 20 (Fig. 7a) and 60 GeV
(Fig. 7b). Just like in the case of the lateral shower profile (Fig. 6),
the electron distribution becomes narrower as the energy
increases, while the distribution for the pions shifts to larger
values, from an average of "0.6 to "0.7, and the reasons are the
same as the ones given for the lateral shower profile. The width of
the electron distribution shrinks because of the reduced effects of
event-to-event fluctuations, while the average value of the C/S
signal ratio for pion showers increases because of the increased
em shower fraction. And also here, these effects affect the
electron/pion separability in opposite ways and tend to cancel
each other in that respect.

The best separation is achieved for (C/S)cut values around 0.9.
Table 2 summarizes the efficiency for electron recognition, as well
as the probability for mis-identifying a pion as an electron, for a
number of (C/S)cut values.

3.3. Time structure

3.3.1. The start time of the PMT signals
Measurements of the average depth at which the light is produced

inside the calorimeter provide a powerful tool to distinguish between
showers initiated by electrons or hadrons. In earlier studies of long-
itudinally unsegmented calorimeters, this depth was measured from
the displacement of the lateral center-of-gravity with respect to the
entrance point of the beam particles. To use this method, it was
necessary to rotate the calorimeter over a small angle with respect to
the beam line [1]. In the present study, we have explored a different
method to measure this depth, which does not require such a rotation.

Table 1
The electron identification efficiency and the probability for mis-identifying a pion
as an electron, for various choices of the parameter fcut. A particle is defined as an
electron/pion when the fraction of the total shower energy detected in the hit
calorimeter tower (fhit) is larger/smaller than the value of fcut. The statistical
uncertainties are in all cases smaller than 0.1%.

fcut 20 GeV 60 GeV

e id (%) π mis-id (%) e id (%) π mis-id (%)

0.70 99.3 8.4 99.6 13.2
0.72 99.1 6.9 99.5 10.7
0.74 98.8 5.6 99.3 8.5
0.76 98.1 4.5 99.2 6.7
0.78 97.1 3.5 99.1 5.1
0.80 94.6 2.7 98.8 3.8
0.82 92.3 2.4 98.5 3.2

Fig. 7. Distribution of the C/S signal ratio in the hit tower for electrons and pions
showering in the RD52 calorimeter. Data for 20 GeV (a) and 60 GeV (b) beam
particles.

Table 2
The electron identification efficiency and the probability for mis-identifying a pion
as an electron, for various choices of the parameter (C/Scut), which defines a particle
as an electron/pion when its C/S value is larger/smaller than (C/Scut). The statistical
uncertainties are in all cases smaller than 0.1%.

(C/Scut) 20 GeV 60 GeV

e id (%) π mis-id (%) e id (%) π mis-id (%)

0.80 99.8 24.0 99.97 38.0
0.82 99.7 22.5 99.96 35.6
0.84 99.5 19.5 99.95 31.0
0.86 99.0 16.9 99.95 26.7
0.88 98.1 14.5 99.93 22.6
0.90 96.4 12.4 99.8 18.9
0.92 91.8 9.5 98.0 13.9
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have been detected. Yet, clear evidence for the broadening of the
pion signals was observed in these measurements, which were
performed for electrons and pions at 30 and 80 GeV. Fig. 11 shows
the distribution of the ratio of the integrated charge and the
amplitude of the signals. This ratio is typically larger for the pion
signals compared to the electron ones, and reflects the increased
width of the pion signals. The figure, and Table 4, where details
of the electron/pion separation as a function of the parameter
(Q/A)cut are listed, show that the electron/pion separation that can
be achieved on the basis of this event characteristic is comparable
for the two energies, but not spectacular.

However, since the effects responsible for the electron/pion
difference are very different from the ones that determine the
difference in the starting time of the PMT signals, the combined

information may be considerably better than that for either of the
timing-based methods.

3.4. Combining the different e=π separation methods

One may wonder to what extent the different methods
described in the previous subsections are correlated, in other
words to what extent the mis-identified particles are either the
same or different ones for each method. We investigated this issue
for the 60 GeV particles, for which data obtained with three
different methods were available. The cuts were chosen such as
to achieve a preset overall electron efficiency, e.g., 99%, 98%, etc.
and to select the pions that passed all the cuts used to achieve this.
We also used multivariate data analysis for this purpose [9].

It turns out that by combining different e/π separation meth-
ods, important improvements can be achieved in the capability of
our longitudinally unsegmented calorimeter to identify electrons
with minimal contamination of mis-identified particles. For exam-
ple, 99.1% of electrons and less than 0.5% of the pions passed the
combination of the cuts f cut40:70 and tsðcutÞ428:0 ns. This
illustrates that these two types of cuts are completely uncorre-
lated, which is no surprise since the first cut discriminates on the
basis of the lateral shower shape, and the second cut on the depth
at which the pion shower started. Using the Cherenkov/scintilla-
tion characteristics, a cut ðC=SÞcut40:85 further improved the
purity of the electron sample. The remaining mis-identified pions
are predominantly particles that interact close to the front face of
the calorimeter and transfer a large fraction of their energy to one
or several π0s. Charge exchange reactions ðπ# þp-π0þnÞ fall into
this category.

Of course, there are in principle many different combinations of
cuts that achieve approximately the same results as quoted above.
The multivariate neural network analysis showed that the best e/π
separation achievable with the three variables used for the 60 GeV
beams was 99.8% electron identification with 0.2% pion misidenti-
fication (for MLP40:17, see Fig. 12). Further improvements may
be expected by including the full time structure information of the
pulses, especially if the upstream ends of the fibers are made
reflective [6].

Finally, we want to point out that any electron contamination of
the pion sample, for example by electrons that traversed the PSD
producing a signal equivalent to that of a mip, would set an upper

Fig. 11. Distribution of the ratio of the integrated charge and the amplitude of the
signals produced by electrons and pions in one module of the RD52 fiber
calorimeter. Data for 30 (a) and 80 GeV (b).

Table 4
The electron identification efficiency and the probability for mis-identifying a pion
as an electron, for various choices of the parameter (Q/A)cut, which defines a
particle as an electron/pion when the ratio of the integrated charge and the pulse
amplitude (Q/A) is smaller/larger than (Q/A)cut. The statistical uncertainties in the
electron identification efficiency are in all cases smaller than 0.1%.

(Q/A)cut 30 GeV 80 GeV

e id (%) π mis-id (%) e id (%) π mis-id (%)

9.3 90.1 12.072.6 75.0 9.870.6
9.4 96.1 17.173.0 89.3 12.670.7
9.5 98.6 20.373.2 96.1 16.970.8
9.6 99.7 26.673.5 98.7 22.070.9
9.7 99.9 35.473.8 99.6 27.471.0

Fig. 12. Results from the multivariate analysis of the electron/pion separability at
60 GeV, which made simultaneous use of the lateral shower profile, the Cherenkov/
scintillation signal ratio and the starting time of the PMT signals as the event
characteristics that allowed distinguishing electrons from pions. The multi-layer
perception (MLP) response indicates that 99.8% of all electrons could be identified
with a combination of criteria that rules out 99.8% of all pions as electron
candidates.
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And unlike the displacement method, it is also expected to work for
jets and neutral particles.

This new method is based on the fact that the light in the optical
fibers travels at a lower speed than the particles that generate this
light. The effective speed of the light generated in the fibers is c/n, with
n the index of refraction. For an index of 1.59, typical for polystyrene
based fibers, this translates into a speed of 17 cm/ns. On the other
hand, the shower particles that are responsible for the generation of

light in the fibers typically travel at a speed close to c. The effects of
this are illustrated in Fig. 8, which shows how the starting time of the
PMT signal varies with the (average) depth at which the light is
produced inside the calorimeter.

The deeper inside the calorimeter the light is produced, the
earlier the PMT signal. For the polystyrene fibers, the effect
amounts to 2.55 ns/m. For the tested calorimeter, which had an
effective nuclear interaction length ðλintÞ of #27 cm, this corre-
sponds to # 0:6 ns=λint.

We tested this method experimentally with 60 GeV electron
and pion event samples, using the TDC readout of Tower 15. The
TDC was started by the signal produced by trigger counter T1, and
stopped by the signal from Tower 15. Fig. 9a shows the TDC signal
distribution for the electron showers. In these showers, the light is,
on average, produced at a depth of # 12 cm inside the calorimeter
(10X0), with event-to-event variations at the level of a few cm. The
width of this distribution, # 0:5 ns, is thus a good measure for the

Fig. 8. Dependence of the starting time of the PMT signals on the average depth (z)
inside the calorimeter where the light is produced (the dash-dotted line). This time
is measured with respect to the moment the particles entered the calorimeter. Also
shown are the time it takes the particles to travel to z (the dashed line) and the
time it takes the light to travel from z to the PMT (the dotted line).

Fig. 9. The measured distribution of the starting time of the calorimeter's scintillation signals produced by 60 GeV electrons (a) and 60 GeV pions (b). This time is measured
with respect to the moment the beam particle traversed trigger counter T1, installed upstream of the calorimeter (see Fig. 4). These data were used to determine the
distribution of the average depth at which the light was produced in the hadron showers (c).

Table 3
The electron identification efficiency and the probability for mis-identifying a pion
as an electron, for various choices of the parameter ts(cut), which defines a particle
as an electron/pion when the starting time of its PMT signal is larger/smaller than
ts(cut). Data for the scintillation signals from 60 GeV beam particles. The statistical
uncertainties are in all cases smaller than 0.1%.

ts(cut) (ns) e id (%) π mis-id (%)

28.0 99.5 15.0
28.2 99.1 11.3
28.4 97.5 5.9
28.6 95.8 4.1
28.8 88.7 1.9
29.0 82.5 1.2
29.2 74.0 0.8
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have been detected. Yet, clear evidence for the broadening of the
pion signals was observed in these measurements, which were
performed for electrons and pions at 30 and 80 GeV. Fig. 11 shows
the distribution of the ratio of the integrated charge and the
amplitude of the signals. This ratio is typically larger for the pion
signals compared to the electron ones, and reflects the increased
width of the pion signals. The figure, and Table 4, where details
of the electron/pion separation as a function of the parameter
(Q/A)cut are listed, show that the electron/pion separation that can
be achieved on the basis of this event characteristic is comparable
for the two energies, but not spectacular.

However, since the effects responsible for the electron/pion
difference are very different from the ones that determine the
difference in the starting time of the PMT signals, the combined

information may be considerably better than that for either of the
timing-based methods.

3.4. Combining the different e=π separation methods

One may wonder to what extent the different methods
described in the previous subsections are correlated, in other
words to what extent the mis-identified particles are either the
same or different ones for each method. We investigated this issue
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different methods were available. The cuts were chosen such as
to achieve a preset overall electron efficiency, e.g., 99%, 98%, etc.
and to select the pions that passed all the cuts used to achieve this.
We also used multivariate data analysis for this purpose [9].

It turns out that by combining different e/π separation meth-
ods, important improvements can be achieved in the capability of
our longitudinally unsegmented calorimeter to identify electrons
with minimal contamination of mis-identified particles. For exam-
ple, 99.1% of electrons and less than 0.5% of the pions passed the
combination of the cuts f cut40:70 and tsðcutÞ428:0 ns. This
illustrates that these two types of cuts are completely uncorre-
lated, which is no surprise since the first cut discriminates on the
basis of the lateral shower shape, and the second cut on the depth
at which the pion shower started. Using the Cherenkov/scintilla-
tion characteristics, a cut ðC=SÞcut40:85 further improved the
purity of the electron sample. The remaining mis-identified pions
are predominantly particles that interact close to the front face of
the calorimeter and transfer a large fraction of their energy to one
or several π0s. Charge exchange reactions ðπ# þp-π0þnÞ fall into
this category.

Of course, there are in principle many different combinations of
cuts that achieve approximately the same results as quoted above.
The multivariate neural network analysis showed that the best e/π
separation achievable with the three variables used for the 60 GeV
beams was 99.8% electron identification with 0.2% pion misidenti-
fication (for MLP40:17, see Fig. 12). Further improvements may
be expected by including the full time structure information of the
pulses, especially if the upstream ends of the fibers are made
reflective [6].

Finally, we want to point out that any electron contamination of
the pion sample, for example by electrons that traversed the PSD
producing a signal equivalent to that of a mip, would set an upper
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particle as an electron/pion when the ratio of the integrated charge and the pulse
amplitude (Q/A) is smaller/larger than (Q/A)cut. The statistical uncertainties in the
electron identification efficiency are in all cases smaller than 0.1%.
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Fig. 12. Results from the multivariate analysis of the electron/pion separability at
60 GeV, which made simultaneous use of the lateral shower profile, the Cherenkov/
scintillation signal ratio and the starting time of the PMT signals as the event
characteristics that allowed distinguishing electrons from pions. The multi-layer
perception (MLP) response indicates that 99.8% of all electrons could be identified
with a combination of criteria that rules out 99.8% of all pions as electron
candidates.
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Fig. 11. Signal distributions for 20 GeV ⇡
* particles. Shown are the measured Éerenkov (a) and scintillation (b) signal distributions as well as the signal distribution obtained by

combining the two signals according to Eq. (2), using � = 0.45 (c).
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Fig. 12. The hadronic response of the RD52 lead–fiber dual-readout calorimeter, for single pions (a) and protons (b). Shown are the average Éerenkov signal and the dual-readout signal
(Eq. (2)) per unit deposited energy, as a function of the energy.

40

35

30

25

20

15

10

5

0

20 30 50 100 200 1000

0.25 0.20 0.15 0.10 0.05 0

Fig. 13. The hadronic energy resolution of the RD52 lead–fiber dual-readout calorimeter,
for single pions. Shown are the results for the Éerenkov signals alone, and for the dual-
readout signals, obtained with Eq. (2).

E
*1_2 scaling. The straight line fit through the experimental data points

suggests a 5% resolution at infinite energy. This is a consequence of the

fact that the event-to-event fluctuations in the em shower fraction (fem)
are not stochastic.

The statistical errors on the results presented in Figs. 12 and 13
are smaller than the size of the data points in these figures. Sources
of systematic errors include

÷ The value of the dual-readout parameter � (Eq. (2)). We have
varied the value of this parameter between 0.4 and 0.5 (see
Fig. 10), and found that the energy resolutions changed only by
1%–2%. On the other hand, the reconstructed energy varied by
4%–5% over this parameter range. The effect is larger since the
reconstructed energy continuously increases with the value of
� , while the energy resolution reaches a minimum value in the
chosen parameter range.

÷ The effects of light attenuation. Hadronic showers deposit their
energy deeper inside the calorimeter than the electrons that were
used to calibrate the signals. Because of light attenuation in the
fibers, the signals increase when the light is produced closer to
the PMTs, i.e., deeper inside the calorimeter. This is illustrated
in Fig. 7. Because we selected event samples in which more
than 20% of the total leakage signal was produced in the first
ring of leakage counters, the effects of light attenuation were
limited, in two ways. First, the event-to-event fluctuations in
light attenuation were reduced, thus minimizing the effect on the
energy resolution and the shape of the response function. Second,
the difference between the hadronic and electronic energy scales
was minimized. Based on the light attenuation characteristics of
the fibers, we estimated this difference to be about 2%.
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for single pions. Shown are the results for the Éerenkov signals alone, and for the dual-
readout signals, obtained with Eq. (2).
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÷ The value of the dual-readout parameter � (Eq. (2)). We have
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Fig. 10), and found that the energy resolutions changed only by
1%–2%. On the other hand, the reconstructed energy varied by
4%–5% over this parameter range. The effect is larger since the
reconstructed energy continuously increases with the value of
� , while the energy resolution reaches a minimum value in the
chosen parameter range.

÷ The effects of light attenuation. Hadronic showers deposit their
energy deeper inside the calorimeter than the electrons that were
used to calibrate the signals. Because of light attenuation in the
fibers, the signals increase when the light is produced closer to
the PMTs, i.e., deeper inside the calorimeter. This is illustrated
in Fig. 7. Because we selected event samples in which more
than 20% of the total leakage signal was produced in the first
ring of leakage counters, the effects of light attenuation were
limited, in two ways. First, the event-to-event fluctuations in
light attenuation were reduced, thus minimizing the effect on the
energy resolution and the shape of the response function. Second,
the difference between the hadronic and electronic energy scales
was minimized. Based on the light attenuation characteristics of
the fibers, we estimated this difference to be about 2%.
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The statistical errors on the results presented in Figs. 12 and 13
are smaller than the size of the data points in these figures. Sources
of systematic errors include

÷ The value of the dual-readout parameter � (Eq. (2)). We have
varied the value of this parameter between 0.4 and 0.5 (see
Fig. 10), and found that the energy resolutions changed only by
1%–2%. On the other hand, the reconstructed energy varied by
4%–5% over this parameter range. The effect is larger since the
reconstructed energy continuously increases with the value of
� , while the energy resolution reaches a minimum value in the
chosen parameter range.

÷ The effects of light attenuation. Hadronic showers deposit their
energy deeper inside the calorimeter than the electrons that were
used to calibrate the signals. Because of light attenuation in the
fibers, the signals increase when the light is produced closer to
the PMTs, i.e., deeper inside the calorimeter. This is illustrated
in Fig. 7. Because we selected event samples in which more
than 20% of the total leakage signal was produced in the first
ring of leakage counters, the effects of light attenuation were
limited, in two ways. First, the event-to-event fluctuations in
light attenuation were reduced, thus minimizing the effect on the
energy resolution and the shape of the response function. Second,
the difference between the hadronic and electronic energy scales
was minimized. Based on the light attenuation characteristics of
the fibers, we estimated this difference to be about 2%.
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Table 2
Percentage of hadronic events with pedestal signals in both Threshold Éerenkov counters.
Beam energy (GeV) Pedestals in É1,É2 Beam energy (GeV) Pedestals in É1,É2

+40 27.3% *40 5.1%
+60 35.0% *60 3.6%
+80 53.5% *80 4.6%

Fig. 4. Signal distributions in one of the Threshold Éerenkov counters for positive particles of 40 GeV (a) and 100 GeV (b). The gas pressure was such that protons would not produce a
signal, but pions would.

3. Experimental results

3.1. The dual readout method

The Dual-Readout approach for measuring hadron showers exploits
the fact that the energy carried by the non-em shower component of
hadron showers is mostly deposited by non-relativistic shower particles
(protons), and therefore does not contribute to the signals of a Éerenkov
calorimeter. By measuring simultaneously the visible deposited energy
(dE_dx) and the Éerenkov light generated in the shower absorption
process, one can determine fem event by event and thus eliminate (the
effects of) its fluctuations. The correct hadron energy can be determined
from a combination of both signals.

This principle was first experimentally demonstrated by the DREAM
Collaboration [6], with a Cu/fiber calorimeter. Scintillating fibers
measured dE_dx, and quartz fibers measured the Éerenkov light. The
response ratio of these two signals was related to fem as

C

S
=

fem + 0.21 (1 * fem)
fem + 0.77 (1 * fem)

(1)

where 0.21 and 0.77 represent the h_e ratios of the Éerenkov and scin-
tillator calorimeter structures, respectively. The hadron energy could be
derived directly from the two signals [7]:

E = S * �C

1 * �
, with � =

⌧
1 * (h_e)

S

�

⌧
1 * (h_e)

C

� ˘ 0.3. (2)

The e_h values, and thus the value of the parameter � are a bit different
when lead absorber is used.

3.2. Impact of the leakage counters

In order to study the effectiveness of the described leakage counters,
we first studied the correlation between the signals from these counters
and the scintillation signals from the fiber calorimeter. The result,
shown in Fig. 5 for 60 GeV ⇡

*, indicates that there is indeed a good
anti-correlation between the average signals. However, the resolution
improvement depends of course on the event-by-event anti-correlation.
The counters turned out to be indeed somewhat effective in that respect.

Fig. 5. Relationship between the average signals from 60 GeV ⇡
* showers measured in

the scintillation channels of the calorimeter and in the array of leakage counters.

An extreme example of this effectiveness is shown in Fig. 6, in
which the signal distribution for all events (Figs. 6a) is compared with
the signal distribution for the events in which no shower leakage was
observed, i.e., the (small fraction of the) events that were entirely
contained in the fiber calorimeter. The latter distribution exhibits an
energy resolution that is almost a factor of two better, and is in addition
well described by a Gaussian function. These signal distributions were
obtained with the standard dual-readout procedure (Section 3.1).

The signal distribution for all 60 GeV ⇡
* events shows deviations

from a Gaussian shape. The type of deviations indicates that effects
of light attenuation in the (scintillating) fibers are responsible for
this [8]. The response of the fibers is not uniform in depth. Because
of light attenuation, the response gradually increases as the light is
produced closer to the PMTs, i.e., deeper inside the calorimeter.
The convolution of the attenuation curve with the longitudinal light
production profile in hadron showers leads to a response function with
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Fig. 14. Signal distributions of the RD52 Dual-Readout lead/fiber calorimeter for 60 GeV pions. Scatter plot of the two types of signals as recorded for these particles (a) and rotated
over an angle ✓ = 30˝ around the point where the two lines from diagram a intersect (b). Projection of the latter scatter plot on the x-axis (c).

Table 3
The reconstructed energy and the energy resolution for proton and pion showers, mea-
sured with the rotation method. See text for details.

Particles Í äC signalÎ ÍReconstructed energyÎ �_E �_E �
˘
E (GeV)

(GeV) (GeV) (%) (%)

20 GeV ⇡
+ 8.00 20.5 6.61 29.5

20 GeV p 6.76 20.2 6.48 29.0
40 GeV ⇡

+ 21.7 41.3 4.49 28.4
40 GeV p 18.5 40.7 4.38 27.6
60 GeV ⇡

* 38.5 61.0 3.90 30.2
80 GeV ⇡

+ 51.5 80.7 3.22 28.8
80 GeV p 47.1 80.4 3.34 29.9
125 GeV ⇡

+ 84.8 127 2.63 29.4
125 GeV p 77.8 126.5 2.85 31.9

fractional energy resolution (�_E) and the fractional energy resolution
multiplied with

˘
E.

These results exhibit some very important features:

÷ The calorimeter is very linear, both for pion and for proton detec-
tion. The beam energy is correctly reconstructed at all energies
within a few percent, using the energy scale for electrons, which
were used to calibrate the signals. Fig. 16 shows the calorimeter
response to protons and pions, i.e., the average signal per unit
deposited energy, as a function of energy. Variations of ±1%
about the average value are indicated by the shaded band. The
vertical scale is normalized to the electron response. The hadron
signals are thus a few percent larger than those for em showers
of the same energy.

÷ The reconstructed signal distributions are very narrow, narrower
than those reported by any other detector we know of.

÷ The reconstructed signal distributions are very well described by
Gaussian functions. This is illustrated in Fig. 17, which shows
signal distributions for hadrons at the low and high end of the
spectrum of particles studied here. The normalized �

2 values
varied between 1.02 and 2.27 for all particles listed in Table 3.

÷ The fractional width of the reconstructed signal distribution also
scales very well as expected for an energy resolution dominated
by Poissonian fluctuations. Over the full energy range of 20–
125 GeV we find: �_E = (30±2%)_

˘
E. This result is represented

by the straight line in Fig. 18, which shows the experimental data
points, separately for protons and pions, as a function of the beam
energy.

4.3. The rotation method for multiparticle events

This method was used with the same rotation angle (✓ = 30˝) for
multiparticle events, samples of which were available for beam energies
of +40, +60, +100 and +125 GeV. During these dedicated runs, the
Interaction Target was installed in the beam line (see Fig. 3). Events
were selected by requiring that the beam hadrons produced a signal
compatible with a mip in the upstream PSD and a signal of at least 6
mip in the downstream scintillation counter. No distinction was made
between protons and pions for this analysis. Otherwise, the conditions
were identical to the ones used for the single-hadron analysis.

Fig. 19 shows an example of the signal distribution for 125 GeV
multiparticle events obtained with the rotation method. This distribu-
tion shows similar features as those for single hadrons (Fig. 17): A rather
narrow distribution, centered at approximately the correct (energy)
value, well described by a Gaussian function. However, there are also
some differences, which become more obvious when we look at the
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Table 4
The reconstructed energy and the energy resolution for showers induced by pions and by multiparticle events (‘‘jets’’), measured
with the rotation method. See text for details.

Particles Í äC signalÎ ÍReconstructed energyÎ �_E �_E �
˘
E (GeV)

(GeV) (GeV) (%) (%)

40 GeV ⇡
+ 21.7 41.3 4.49 28.4

40 GeV ‘‘jets’’ 14.7 37.9 8.32 52.6
60 GeV ⇡

* 38.5 61.0 3.90 30.2
60 GeV ‘‘jets’’ 27.6 58.0 6.83 52.9
100 GeV ‘‘jets’’ 54.9 97.1 5.30 52.9
125 GeV ⇡

+ 84.8 127 2.63 29.4
125 GeV ‘‘jets’’ 69.0 122.6 4.79 53.6

Fig. 17. Signal distributions for 20 GeV ⇡
+ (a) and 125 GeV protons (b) obtained with the rotation method described in the text. The energy scale is set by electrons showering in this

detector.
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Fig. 18. The fractional width of the signal distribution, �_E, as a function of energy, for
pions and protons in the 20–125 GeV energy range. The line represents �_E = 30%_

˘
E.

distributions of protons and pions [15], but their ‘‘offline compensation’’
methods required prior knowledge of the particle type to eliminate these
differences.

Yet, while we have managed to obtain very narrow signal distri-
butions for the beam particles using only the calorimeter information,
we do not think it is correct to interpret the relative width of these
distributions as a measure for the precision with which the energy of
an arbitrary particle absorbed in this calorimeter may be determined.
The determination of the coordinates of the rotation point, and thus the
energy scale of the signals, relied on the availability of an ensemble of
events obtained for particles of the same energy. In practice, however,

Fig. 19. Signal distribution for 125 GeV multiparticle events obtained with the rotation
method described in the text. The energy scale is set by electrons showering in this
detector.

one is only dealing with one event, of unknown energy, and the
described procedure can thus not be used in that case.

The DREAM Collaboration has developed a procedure to determine
the energy of an unknown particle showering in the dual-readout
calorimeter that is not affected by this problem. In this procedure,
described in Section 3.1, the em shower fraction (fem) of the hadronic
shower is derived from the ratio of the Éerenkov and scintillation
signals. Using the known e_h values of the two calorimeter structures,
the measured signals can then be converted to the em energy scale
(fem = 1). The energy resolutions obtained with this method are worse
than the ones given in this section, although it should be mentioned
that they are dominated by incomplete shower containment and the
associated leakage fluctuations, and are likely to improve considerably
for detectors that are sufficiently large [10]. However, the same is
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4. The Limits of the Hadronic Energy Resolution

For the prediction of the limits of the hadronic energy resolution, we simulate a very large

absorber to contain the entire hadron showers with GEANT 4.10.3 and FTFP BERT physics

list. The simulations were carried out by sending pions into the Cu and Pb absorbers. The pion

beam energies are 10, 20, 50, 100, 200, 500 and 1000 GeV. From these simulations, we extract

the information of the em shower fraction, total nuclear binding energy loss and the total kinetic

energy of the neutrons. The em shower fraction is determined by summing the energy carried

by ⇡0
’s and �’s, and dividing it by the total pion energy. The binding energy loss is found by

multiplying the number of released nucleons by the binding energy of nucleon in each nuclear

reaction. The total kinetic energy of the neutrons is obtained by taking all neutrons produced

in nuclear reactions into account.

Figure 6. The correlations between the binding energy loss and the em shower fraction (a),

and the neutron kinetic energy (b) obtained from GEANT 4 simulation in the case that 100

GeV pions produce hadron showers in the lead absorber.

Figure 6 (a) and (b) are the scatter plots for the em shower fraction and the kinetic energy

of neutrons versus the binding energy loss when 100 GeV pions produce hadron showers in

the lead absorber. Figure 6 shows the em shower fraction and the neutron kinetic energy are

correlated with the binding energy loss. The em shower fraction appears to be better correlated.

This fraction is the quantity that is measured with the dual-readout method. By subtracting

the em shower fraction from 1, the fraction of the non-em component can be obtained. In

real experiment, for dual-readout calorimeters, the non-em component can be found with the

measured em shower fraction and the corrected energy using dual-readout formula. This fact

indicates that the non-em component has better correlation with the binding energy loss than

the total neutron kinetic energy.

The left and right in Figure 7 are the distributions of the ratios of binding energy loss to

total non-em energy and the neutron kinetic energy to binding energy loss. From Figure 7, the

correlations between the binding energy loss and the non-em energy, and total neutron kinetic

energy can be found by dividing the rms by mean values. The non-em energy has the better

correlation to the binding energy losses.

Figure 8 (a) is the average em shower fraction and the average fraction of the binding energy

losses as a function of the pion energy. The red is copper and the blue is lead. As the pion energy

increases, the average em shower fraction increases and the average fraction of the binding energy

losses decreases. Figure 8 (b) shows the limits of the hadronic energy resolution in absence of DR

or compensation. It is the energy resolution as a function of 1/
p

E. The resolution was found

by dividing the rms of the binding energy loss distribution by the visible energy. The visible

energy was obtained by subtracting the average binding energy loss from the beam energy. The

energy resolution improves with energy, but does not scale with 1/
p

E.
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Figure 7. Correlations between the binding energy loss and the total non-em energy (left), and

the neutron kinetic energy (right) for hadron showers produced with 20 GeV pions.

Figure 8. The average em fraction and the average fraction of the nuclear binding energy loss

as a function of the pion energy (a), and the limit on the hadronic energy resolution in the

absence of dual-readout or compensation (b).

Figure 9 predicts the limits of the hadronic energy resolutions for dual-readout and

compensation in the cases of Cu and Pb absorbers. The energy resolution for each pion energy

was found by multiplying the average fraction of the binding energy losses by the correlation

between the total non-em energy and the binding energy losses or the total kinetic energy of

neutrons and the binding energy loss. Black is compensation, and both red and blue are dual-

readout. The hadronic energy resolution scales with 1/
p

E for both compensation and dual-

readout. The limits of the hadronic energy resolution for dual-readout are 12% and 13%/
p

E
for Cu and Pb, respectively. For compensation, the limits are 19% and 21%/

p
E for Cu and Pb,

respectively. Dual-readout has lower limits of the hadronic energy resolution than compensation.

This conclusion is supported by experimental results. Figure 10 (a) is the distribution of

the Cerenkov signal for 100 GeV pions measured with the prototype Cu-fiber dual-readout

calorimeter [5]. This event sample is divided into the three subsamples based on the three em

shower fraction ranges shown in Figure 10 (b). Figure 10 (a) and (b) shows that the total

Cerenkov signal distribution is the superposition of the narrow Gaussian signal distributions in

Firgure 10 (b). The distribution in Figure 10 (c) is also the Cerenkov signal distribution for 200

GeV multiparticle events. The distributions of the subsamples in Figure 10 (d) are obtained

by the selection of events on the basis of the neutron fraction in the scintillation signal. From

Figure 10 (c) and (d), we can conclude that the total Cerenkov signal distribution is also the

superposition of the Gaussian signal distributions. Comparing Figure 10 (b) with Figure 10 (d),
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Figure 9. The limits of the hadronic energy resolutions for dual-readout and compensation

obtained by the simulations with pion showers developing in Cu (a) and Pb (b) absorbers.

Figure 10. The distribution of the Cerenkov signal for 100 GeV pions measured with the

Cu-fiber dual-readout calorimeter (a) and the Cerenkov signal distributions of the subsamples

selected by the three em shower fraction ranges (b) [5]. The distribution of the Cerenkov signal

for 200 GeV multiparticle events (c) and the distributions of the subsamples selected by the

neutron fractions in the scintillation signal (d) [6].

the signal distributions derived on the basis of the neutron fraction are obviously broader than

those obtained by the em shower fraction. This fact is consistent with the results introduced in

Figure 9, which can be interpreted as dual-readout method mitigate the e↵ect of fluctuations of

the invisible energy loss more e↵ectively.

5. Conclusion

In conclusion, dual-readout and compensation approaches remedy the poor hadronic

performance caused by fluctuations of the invisible energy loss. The limits of the hadronic
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LoI 4th concept for ILC: John Hauptman (Iowa State U.), et al.

• Pixel chamber + Cluster-timing drift chamber + Dual-Readout Calorimeter + Dual Solenoid (Iron Free) + 

6. a final strength of a big detector (especially one built under scheduling or funding
duress) is a design that is resistant to “engineering creep” (for lack of a better term).
All big detectors undergo the successive transitions from ideas to physics prototypes, to
beam tests, to engineering designs, to larger-scale prototypes, to system beam testing,
to a large-scale industrial manufacturing stage, and finally to installation and in situ
testing. During these stages of a big project, engineering necessities of tolerances,
gravitational supports, and internal stand-offs and supports are almost always solved
by adding materials to the detector.4 Good physics intentions are lost at this point.

Figure 1: The 4th detector showing final focus transport, the dual solenoids for iron-free flux return,
the vertex and tracking systems, and the calorimeters in yellow: inner one is dual-readout crystal
and outer is dual-readout fiber, both with time history readout. The total depth is 10 λI and all
calorimeter channels are projective with the origin. The frame is non-magnetic and easily able to
contain the magnetic pressure ∝ B2. The gross dimensions are 12 meters in diameter and 16 meters
long, excluding the beam delivery.

Finally, in the simplest sense, a good detector should have a zero-mass tracking system
(vertex and central tracker) and an infinite-mass calorimeter that only muons (and neutrinos)
can penetrate, all of which are continuously sensitive on the nanosecond time scale, and which
have momentum and energy resolutions comparable to the intrinsic widths of important
states, e.g., ΓW ∼ ΓZ ∼ 1 GeV/c2. We have designed 4th to be as close as reasonably
possible to this ideal detector. With these in mind, we describe the optimization of the
4th detector shown in Fig. 1 starting from actual beam tests of essential components. We

4Both the cms and atlas detectors have 1.5X0 and 6X0, respectively, of material in their tracking systems near
η ≈ 1.5. Neither of these number were intended.
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Figure 2: The vertex detector as simulated in ILCroot.

the end plates holding the tension of the wires, and to the gas mixture used, the contribution
to the measurement error on the momentum resolution due to multiple Coulomb scattering
can be minimized.

This proposed solution, based mechanically on the successful kloe design, will prove to
be ideal for the ILC, where momentum resolution is needed at the level of a few tenths of a
percent for 100 GeV/c momentum particles (i.e., a few MeV/c) and where accuracies of the
order of a few percent in dE/dx might be useful for particle identification and flavor tagging.

The motivations for choosing a helium based, fully stereo, gas drift chamber with cluster
timing readout as the central tracker of the 4th Concept appear evident by comparing this
solution to the only two reasonable alternatives: a silicon tracker and a gas TPC.

The silicon tracker case In an axial magnetic field, parallel to the axis of a cylindrical
tracking system, the transverse momentum resolution can be expressed as the sum of the
contributions due to the sagitta measurement error and to the multiple scattering through
the inner wall and the tracking media of the tracking device [3], [2](e):

∆p⊥
p⊥

=

√
320 · σxy

0.3 · B · "2 ·
√

n
· p⊥ ⊕

5.4 × 10−2

B · "

√

"

X0

(1)

(transverse length ", σxy and X0 in [m], B field in [T], momentum in [GeV/c]). Higher
transverse momentum resolution can be achieved by optimizing each single parameter in Equ.
(1). However, the increase in the number of measurements is limited by considerations on the
multiple scattering contribution. The increase in the B field, apart from costs, shortens the

15

Figure 4: Experimental transverse position resolution as a function of the impact parameter of the
tracks with respect to the sense wire, for large (3 cm) cells. The contributions due to the time
resolution of the electronics chain (TDC, trigger time resolution, time-to-distance relation, etc),
the ionization statics, and the electrons longitudinal diffusion are added in quadrature and closely
follow the data. [Data from kloe]

Figure 5: Schematization of the cross view of a

drift tube with the definitions used in the text.

Figure 6: Definition of the various quantities

used in the formulas in the text.

∆b = d1 − b =
√

b2 − λ2
1 − b, with λ1 ∈ (0,λ/2). (6)

In general, for values of λ typical of an argon gas mixture, the ionization statistics con-
tribution to the impact parameter does not represent a problem since, integrated over the

20

towers is approximately 1.4 degrees, with no longitudinal segmentation, and its depth is
1.5 meters, corresponding to a total absorption length of roughly 7.3 λ. It has a projective
geometry, and the two endcaps have an exact spherical shape following the tracking chamber.
It covers the whole solid angle down to θ ≈ 2.8 degrees. Fig. 22 shows the azimuthal
projection at z = 0 and the r − z projection of the hadronic calorimeter.

Figure 22: Azimuthal segmentation of the hadronic
calorimeter at z = 0. There are 256 towers in each of the 32
slices in θ. At left the r − z projection, where one can see
the segmentation of 32 concentric tower arrangements of the
end cap. In blue are the contours of the CluCou chamber.
The space between the chamber and the fiber calorimeter
is filled with the crystal (em) calorimeter.

The basic building block of the
fiber calorimeter is a projective
tower. There are a total of about
1600 fibers per tower. The dimen-
sions of the inner faces of the tow-
ers in the barrel section depend on
the θ angle, ranging from about
(4.4 cm)2 at θ=90 degrees up to
about 6.3 × 4.4 cm2 at θ = 45 de-
grees. The outer face of a tower
has a size almost twice that of
the inner side. The towers on the
endcap section cover a perfectly
spherical surface. The scintillat-
ing fibers and the Cerenkov fibers
are grouped, at the outer side, in
separate bunches and readout by
their respective photoconverter de-
tectors. The total number of tow-
ers is 16384 in the barrel section
and 7450 in the endcaps.

The dual-readout crystal calori-
meter is in front of the fiber
calorimeter, is fully projective, and
extends from 150.4 cm to 178.5 cm radially in the barrel region, and from 212.7 cm to 241.0
cm in the endcap region, including the thickness of the photo-converters and the carbon fiber
supports.

The basic building block of the crystal calorimeter is a projective crystal (BGO is being
considered, in spite of its cost) approximately 25 cm long. Due to the projective geometry,
the dimensions of the faces of the crystals in the barrel depend on the θ angle. The inner
faces range from about 0.9 × 0.9 cm2 at θ = 90 degrees to approximately 1.3 × 0.9 cm2 at
θ = 4 degrees. The outer faces range from 1.0×1.0 cm2 at θ = 90 degrees to 1.4×1.0 cm2 at
θ = 45 degrees. The dimensions of the inner faces of the crystals in the endcaps are 1.3×1.0
cm2 and the dimensions of the outer faces are 1.5× 1.1 cm2. The total number of crystals is
262144 in the barrel section and 119200 in the endcaps. There are 4 × 4 crystals in front of
each tower of the fiber calorimeter.13

13These numbers are for crystals of (1 cm)2 front face, but we may choose (2 cm)2 crystals, lowering the channel
counts by a factor of 4.
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Figure 24: Cut view of the two solenoids and
their supports.

Figure 25: Detail of the conductors in the dual
solenoids.

field will be done with NMR probes throughout the entire volume of the detector with
absolute accuracy < 10−4. The field uniformity is shown for slightly elongated solenoids in
Fig. 26. and with a completely safe peak B fields inside the superconducting cables, as
shown in a blow-up of the region of the Helmholtz coils at the ends of the inner solenoid in
Fig. 27. A view of the dual solenoids in their cyrostats in the IR is shown in Fig. 24.

The magnetic field in this air volume between the two solenoids will back-bend the muons
for a second momentum measurement (after the calorimeter) to achieve high precision with-
out the limitation of multiple scattering in Fe. This field is filled with the same technology
CluCou wires (within tubes, as in atlas will be read-out by cluster timing electronics, and
therefore also serve as a continuous volume time monitor of all activity outside the calorime-
ter. If anomalously ionizing particles appear outside the calorimeter, the 3.5% dE/dx specific
ionization measurement by cluster-counting may provide some particle identification for these
particles.

This open magnetic geometry also allows final focus (FF) elements inside the detector
and both openness and flexibility for a future γγ-collider option. The dual-solenoids allow a
reversal of the "B field everywhere, and therefore a cancellation of detector-induced asymme-
tries in the measurements of c, b quark asymmetries. This also applies to τ+τ− polarization
measurements. The dual-solenoids allow running at reduced "B field. A zero-field detector
has been advocated and implemented by several groupss, notably D0 at Fermilab and UA2
at CERN, on the grounds that a magnetic field spreads the charged particles in φ making jet
reconstruction more difficult. Others argue15 that a weak field Bz ∼ 1T to measure the sign
of e±, µ± is sufficient for good physics and to thereafter rely on calorimetry for high-precision
four-vectors. The 4th design allows running at any field16 up to the maximum of Bz = 3.5T.

We note in Sec. 5 many further scientific and machine benefits of an iron-free detector.
We have not been able to marshal the resources to fully study and justify these claims.
However, some of them are self-evident and some are still contentious. The more subtle and

15R. Wigmans.
16The CluCou time-distance relationship changes only a little, and in a predictable way, for lower fields.
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expense, though, of not being able to apply the technique of the cluster timing described
for the tracking chamber). The barrel part consists of 3 staves, each containing 20 layers
of tubes of 4 meters length. Therefore, the total length of the barrel is 12 meters, covering
the range of ±45 degrees in θ, while the total number of tubes in the barrel is 31500. The
chambers are mounted into 12 trapezoidal sectors all made of only 2 building blocks. The
three longitudinal staves have the corresponding drift tubes ganged together and are read
at both ends for the longitudinal position measurement with current division. The endcaps
have a dodecagonal shape, perfectly matching the front shape of the barrel. Each endcap
is made of 3 planar sectors rotated by 120 degrees with respect to each other in order to
have three independent projections, each of 6 tubes. Here also the drift tubes are maximum
4 m length and, where this length is exceeded, the corresponding tubes are ganged. The
total number of tubes in each endcap is thus 4320. The total number of tubes in the muon
spectrometer is 40140. Fig. 31 shows one stave of the barrel and one endcap of the Muon
Spectrometer. The high modularity of the detector assures, by mechanical constraints, a
good positioning of the individual drift tubes, thus avoiding a very costly and complicated
optical alignment system as in atlas.

Figure 31: Schematic view of one stave of the barrel muon
spectrometer and one end cap. Only a few tubes have been
drawn.

Data acquisition (daq) and front-
end electronics The data acqui-
sition in 4th is unchanged since
the Detector Outline Document
(DOD) and its discussion as de-
fined by P. Le Dû. The main di-
agram (not updated) is shown in
Fig. 32. What is new since the
DOD is the effort in the dream

collaboration on the readout of
both crystal and fiber calorime-
ters. We expect to improve the
BGO readout and the fiber read-
out with fast photo-converters, dig-
itizers, zero-suppression electronics
and an integrated readout. All of
this will greatly simplify and make
the realization of the trigger-less
DAQ in the diagram in Fig. 32 eas-
ier to attain.

Detector Calibration in the
Beams with a Giga-Z0 sample:
The high precision instruments in
these detectors will require con-
tinual calibration in the beams
with particles, and the physical ob-
jects with absolute mass, energy-
momentum, or time are the π0 (and
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Entries  21464
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RMS     25.61

 / ndf 2χ  291.061 / 173
nevents   118.8± 10052.7 
m         0.059± 174.206 

   σ  0.05528± 4.65446 
pol0      3.269± -208.198 
pol1      0.03029± 1.74404 
pol2      0.00019692± 0.00195336 
pol4      7.29270e-07± -1.97843e-05 

t quark mass reconstructed with standard model backgrounds.
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O. Leroy32,31, T. Lesiak99, P. Lévai172, A. Leveratto43, E. Levichev23, G. Li97,
S. Li219, R. Li349, D. Liberati41, M. Liepe44, D.A. Lissauer20, Z. Liu312,
A. Lobko95, E. Locci39, E. Logothetis Agaliotis64,182, M.P. Lombardo123,262,
A.J. Long315, C. Lorin39, R. Losito64, A. Louzguiti64, I. Low11, D. Lucchesi129,267,
M.T. Lucchini197, A. Luciani61, M. Lueckhof276, A.J.G. Lunt64, M. Luzum250,
D.A. Lyubimtsev143, M. Maggiora136,274, N. Magnin64, M.A. Mahmoud69,
F. Mahmoudi32,335, J. Maitre27, V. Makarenko95, A. Malagoli43, J. Malclés39,
L. Malgeri64, P.J. Mallon39, F. Maltoni147, S. Malvezzi126, O.B. Malyshev211,
G. Mancinelli32,31, P. Mandrik93, P. Manfrinetti263,43, M. Mangano64, P. Manil39,
M. Mannelli64, G. Marchiori32,154, F. Marhauser237, V. Mariani131,270,
V. Marinozzi127,266, S. Mariotto127,266, P. Marquard50, C. Marquet32, T. Marriott-
Dodington64, R. Martin64, O. Martin170, J. Martin Camalich102,247, T. Martinez34,
H. Martinez Bruzual130,269, M.I. Mart́ınez-Hernández15, D.E. Martins253,
S. Marzani124,263, D. Marzocca137, L. Marzola178, S. Masciocchi77,277,
I. Masina122,261, A. Massimiliano127, A. Massironi64, T. Masubuchi236,
V.A. Matveev143, M.A. Mazzoni133, M. McCullough64, P.A. McIntosh211,
P. Meade227, L. Medina246, A. Meier161, J. Meignan64, B. Mele133,271,
J.G. Mendes Saraiva158, F. Menez27, M. Mentink64, E. Meoni255,121,
P. Meridiani127,266, M. Merk175, P. Mermod303, V. Mertens64, L. Mether56,
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