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ILC in a nutshell 
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Stands for:   International Linear Collider 
Collides:   electrons and positrons 
CM energy:   250-500 GeV baseline, ~1 TeV upgrade option 
Beam pol.:   P(e-,e+) = (±80%, ±30%) 
Length:   31 km @ 500 GeV à extend for higher energy 
Organization:  Multinational Laboratory is proposed 
Site:    Strong interest from Japan 
Project phase:  Engineering Design / Waiting for Green Light 
Timeline:   If decision in ~2016, first beam in ~2028 
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Physics Case and Research Strategy 

Detector Design (Research Directorate process) 

Accelerator Design (Global Design Effort process) 

TDR 

1st Ecm range 
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Higgs	


B. Barish (GDE)	


S. Yamada (RD)	




Linear Collider Collaboration (LCC) 
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Linear Collider Board 
Chair: Sachio Komamiya	


ICFA	


Director 
Lyn Evans	


Deputy Director 
Hitoshi Murayama	


CLIC Accelerator 
Steinar Stapnes	


ILC Accelerator 
Mike Harrison	


Physics & Detectors 
Hitoshi Yamamoto	


PAC 
Chair: Norbert Holtkamp	


Linear Collider Collaboration (LCC)	


Regional Directors 
Harry Weerts, Brian Foster	


ICFA = International Committee for 
Future Accelerators	


PAC = Project Advisory Committee	




Recent Developments (2013~) 

•  With the completion of the Technical Design Report (Dec 2012), the project 
is in the Engineering Design Phase.  The site-specific design will be based 
on the proposed candidate site in Japan (Aug 2013). 

•  ILC is featured in various future strategy documents around the world: 
–  European Strategy (May 2013), AsiaHEP/ACFA (July 2013),  

USA P5 (May 2014) 

•  In Japan, the ILC project has been / is being reviewed by 
–  Scientists (Science Council of Japan, Oct 2013) 
–  Government (MEXT, expected completion by Mar 2016) 

•  Ongoing high-level talks between governments in preparation for 
international partnership (cost/personnel sharing) 
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Kitakami Mountains 
in Tohoku Region �

Proposed Candidate Site 

Granite

50
km

"2

geology

Stable granite rock capable 
of hosting 50+ km tunnel	


Tokyo	


•  Candidate site proposed by LCC (Aug. 2013) 
•  Official decision pending government approval 

•  Ongoing site-specific engineering design 

Aerial view of the region	
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~400 km	




Construction Cost 

Estimated 7.8 billion US$ (2012) 
for a baseline 500 GeV ILC, averaged over three regions 

to be refined by engineering design 
 

LCC proposes host country to pay for about half the construction cost 
à an international project 7	


3.2. Accelerator Layout & Design

Figure 3.5
ILC TDR Value esti-
mate cost basis.

Lab + contractor 
estimate  

24%

Lab engineering
estimate  

32%

Industrial 
Study
15%

EXFEL 
procurement
18%

Vendor 
quote
11%

 

 

Figure 3.6
Distribution of cost by
sub-system.
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These totals represent an increase of 7% in value and a reduction of 8% in explicit labour relative
to the estimates made for the 2007 Reference Design Report (after adjustment for inflation from
2007 to 2012). The major contribution to the increase was the cryomodule cost which was based on
current industrial studies and actual European XFEL contracts extrapolated to ILC quantities, rather
than older industrial studies and engineering estimates. This increase was o�set in several areas due
in large part to the more e�cient TDR design.

Any schedule for a project such as the ILC is determined by the availability of resources and the
ability to utilise them e�ciently. Without knowledge of the chosen Governance and Project Manage-
ment structure and funding profiles, a more accurate schedule cannot be formulated. Nonetheless,
making some reasonable assumptions in these areas, it appears that the overall construction schedule
is determined by the civil construction activities in the central campus region covering the detector
halls, the damping rings, and the injectors. These elements are site dependent. The Main Linac
schedule is determined by the delivery of the SCRF cryomodules, which are the technical components
with the longest lead time. A funding profile which peaks at 15% of the total project cost in year four
is consistent with a nine-year period between ground breaking and the start of beam commissioning.
Machine installation starts in year seven. A representative schedule for a mountainous site is shown in
Fig. 3.7.
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SCRF Cavities	


Tunnels	


cost-constrained design of ILC: minimized cost maintaining physics capabilities	


(ILC TDR, Vol.I) 



Power Consumption 

Chapter 11. Conventional Facilities and Siting

Figure 11.34
Typical ventilation
scheme.

11.6.4 Electrical

Electrical load tables were compiled for each area and the systems designed. The ML has about
70 % of the total loads. The conventional loads are from the components associated with running
support facilities for the experimental equipment and facilities, such as pumps, fans and other
mechanical/electrical systems not provided by the experiment. The power-factor value used for
equipment sizing is the actual expected, if given, or a 90 % for all other equipment. Table 11.17
shows a summary of the power loads distributed by component and Accelerator section.

Table 11.17
Summary of power
loads (MW) by Accel-
erator section. ‘Con-
ventional’ refers to
power used for the util-
ities themselves. This
includes water pumps
and heating, ventila-
tion and air condition-
ing, (HVAC). ‘Emer-
gency’ power feeds
utilities that must re-
main operational when
main power is lost.

Accelerator
section

RF
Power

RF
Racks

NC magnets
& Power
supplies

Cryo
Conventional

TotalNormal
load

Emergency
load

e≠ source 1.28 0.09 0.73 0.80 1.02 0.16 4.08
e+ source 1.39 0.09 4.94 0.59 2.19 0.35 9.56
Damping Ring 8.67 2.97 1.45 1.84 0.14 15.08
RTML 4.76 0.32 1.26 part of ML cryo 0.12 0.14 6.59
Main Linac 58.1 4.9 0.914 32 8.10 5.18 109.16
BDS 10.43 0.41 0.24 0.28 11.36
Dumps 1 1.00
IR 1.16 2.65 0.09 0.17 4.07

Total 74.2 5.4 22.4 37.9 14.6 6.4 161

The electrical power supply is divided into major systems by function:
• supply: 345 kV large overhead interconnect with the local Utility transmission grid;

• transmission: 69 kV and 34.5 kV main feeders serving local substations;

• medium voltage distribution: 34.5 kV distribution lines from local substations to service trans-
formers distributed throughout the project;

• medium voltage standby power distribution: 4.16 kV distribution lines from generators to
dedicated power transformers that serve standby loads;

• low voltage distribution: 480 and 208/120 V local distribution lines that directly serve loads;

• low voltage standby power distribution: 480 and 208/120 V local distribution lines that directly
serve standby power loads.
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Breakdown of estimated AC power (ILC TDR, Vol.3II; Unit in MW)	


8	


Modest power consumption (cf. circular colliders)	


161 MW for a 500 GeV ILC (baseline)	




Scalability (short-term) 

Baseline	
 Luminosity Upgrade	


CM Energy	
 GeV	
 250	
 500	
 1000	
 250	
 250	
 500	

Luminosity	
 1034 cm-2 s-1	
 0.75	
 1.8	
 4.9	
 1.5	
 3.0	
 3.6	


Collision rate	
 Hz	
 5	
 5	
 4	
 5	
 10	
 5	


Number of bunches	
 Hz	
 1312	
 1312	
 2450	
 2625	
 2625	
 2625	

Avg. total beam power	
 MW	
 5.9	
 10.5	
 27.2	
 11.8	
 21.0	
 21.0	


AC power	
 MW	
 122	
 163	
 300	
 161	
 204	
 204	


Relative cost	
 69%	
 100%	
 166%	
 74%	
 106%	
 106%	


ILC TDR	


Luminosity can be enhanced by increasing the number of bunches and the collision rate. 
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Higgs Whitepaper for Snowmass (arXiv:1310.0763)	


Luminosity upgrade available at a relatively small footprint; 
à the way to go if additional funds become available 

in a tunnel for 500 GeV ILC 



Scalability (long-term) 
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Baseline (2030~)	


250-500 GeV	


~1 TeV machine with 
ILC technology in 50 km tunnel 

~3 TeV machine with 
CLIC technology 

1+ TeV machine with other 
technologies, e.g. plasma 

wakefield afterburners 

Upgrade in same/extended tunnel (2050~?)	


e-	
 e+	


e-	
 e+	


e-	
 e+	


e-	
 e+	


Linear acceleration provides a clear path toward the future	

Choice determined by physics & availability of technology	




Physics at ILC 
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Weak	
 EM	
Strong	


Electroweak Unification	


Grand Unification ?	


Quantum Gravity ? 

Gravity	


10-43 s	


10-10 s	


380 kyr	


13.8 byr	


10-36 s 
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Towards a fundamental theory 

ILC	


Many observables 
at the EW scale	
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ATLAS: Status of SM Higgs searches, 4/7/2012 
44 

Combined results:  the excess 

5σ 
Expected  

from SM  

Higgs at 

given mH 

Global significance: 4.1-4.3 σ (for LEE over 110-600 or 110-150 GeV)  

Maximum excess observed at  

Local significance (including energy-scale systematics)  

mH = 126.5 GeV 

5.0 σ 

Expected from SM Higgs mH=126.5  4.6 σ 

Probability of background up-fluctuation 3 x 10-7 

Expected  

from SM  

Higgs at 

given mH 

July 4, 2012 



Electroweak Symmetry Breaking 

•  With the discovery of the Higgs boson, we now understand how electroweak 
symmetry breaking (EWSB) occurs: via the expectation value of the Higgs field. 
However, we do yet know the physics behind the EWSB. 

•  Many new physics models which attempt to explain EWSB predict the existence 
of new forces/particles and modifications to the (SM) properties of Higgs boson, 
top quark, and W/Z bosons. 

•  It is important to test these predictions since they could be connected to the 
well-established observed phenomena which must require new physics, e.g. 
–  baryon asymmetry 
–  neutrino mixing 
–  dark matter 
–  … 
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Physics behind EWSB at TeV scale 

There are two possible scenarios for the physics behind EWSB 
around the TeV scale: 
 
1.  Supersymmetry (SUSY): SUSY breaking triggers EWSB. 

2.  Composite Higgs: a QCD-like theory is behind EWSB. 
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The Higgs boson and the top quark are crucial 
probes to distinguish these possibilities. 



Higgs Physics at ILC 
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Deviation in Higgs Couplings 

mass 

mh 

mA 

Many new physics models predict deviations in the properties of SM 
particles.  The size of the deviation depends on the scale of new 
physics. 

ghbb

ghSMbb
=

gh��

ghSM��
� 1 + 1.7%

�
1 TeV
mA

�2

New physics at 1 TeV gives only a few percent deviation.   
e+e- collider is needed to probe these scales via Higgs couplings. 
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Example 1: MSSM (tanβ=5, radiative corrections ≈ 1) 

Example 2: Minimal Composite Higgs Model 

ghV V

ghSM V V
� 1 � 8.3%

�
1 TeV

f

�2

heavy Higgs mass	


composite scale	
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Impact of BSM on Higgs Sector 

Standard Model 

Supersymmetry 
(MSSM) 

Composite Higgs 
(MCHM5) 

Lumi 1920 fb-1, sqrt(s) = 250 GeV 
Lumi 2670 fb-1, sqrt(s) = 500 GeV 

Deviations in Higgs couplings is a signature of 
many BSM theories.  The pattern of the 
deviations is often specific to certain 
models. The precision Higgs coupling 
measurements at the ILC at the 1%-level 
enable us to discriminate the different models. 
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Chapter 2. Higgs Boson
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Figure 2.4.7: Production cross section for the e+e� ! Zh process as a function of the
center of mass energy for mh = 125 GeV, plotted together with those for the WW and ZZ
fusion processes: e+e� ! ⌫⌫H and e+e� ! e+e�H.

experimental uncertainties due to bremsstrahlung. It should be noted that it is the
capability to precisely reconstruct the recoil mass distribution from Z ! µ+µ� that
defines the momentum resolution requirement for an ILC detector.

The reconstructed recoil mass distributions, calculated assuming the Zh is pro-
duced with four-momentum (

p
s, 0), are shown in Fig.2.4.8. In the e+e�X channel

FSR and bremsstrahlung photons are identified and used in the calculation of the
e+e�(n�) recoil mass. Fits to signal and background components are used to extract
mh. Based on this model-independent analysis of Higgs production in the ILD de-
tector, it is shown that mh can be determined with a statistical precision of 40 MeV
(80 MeV) from the µ+µ�X (e+e�X) channel. When the two channels are combined
an uncertainty of 32 MeV is obtained [71,72]. The corresponding model independent
uncertainty on the Higgs production cross section is 2.5 %. Similar results were ob-
tained from SiD [73]. It should be emphasized that these measurements only used
the information from the leptonic decay products of the Z and are independent of
the Higgs decay mode. As such this analysis technique could be applied even if the

42 —DRAFT— Last built: February 18, 2013

Higgs Production at ILC 

250 GeV 500 GeV 
σ(e+e− à ZH) 303 fb 100 fb 

σ(e+e− à ννH) 16 fb 150 fb 

Int. Luminosity 250 fb-1 500 fb-1 

# ZH events 76,000	
 50,000	


# ννH events 4,000	
 75,000	


Z⇤

Z

H

e�

e+

W�

W+

H

e�

e+

⌫

⌫̄

WW fusion 
dominates at high energies	


Higgs-strahlung 
peaks around 250 GeV	


ILC TDR, cross section by WHIZARD 

Expected number 
of Higgs events	
 19	




Higgs Recoil Mass 

Reconstruct Z boson leptonic decay. 
Reconstruct Higgs mass without 
looking at the Higgs decay 
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Model-independent, absolute measurement of the Higgs mass and σ(Zh): 
Δmh ≤ 15 MeV, σZh ≤ 1.2% (√s=250 GeV, L=1150 fb-1) 



Higgs Coupling Determination 

Z⇤

Z

H

e�

e+

W�

W+

H

e�

e+

⌫

⌫̄

BR(HàZZ*)	


Γ(HàZZ*)	

Γ(HàWW*)	


BR(HàWW*)	


Total decay width needed to fix the absolute couplings 

Partial Width & Branching Ratio measurements with Z/W: 

g2
i � �i = BRi � �H
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Very small cross section at 250 GeV. 
Clean reaction at 500 GeV	


ZHH at 250 GeV alone requires very 
high statistics since BR(HàZZ*) ~ 2%.	


Combination of 250 GeV & 500 GeV data essential 
for the precise determination of Higgs couplings	




Higgs Couplings (1/2) 
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[With assumptions; not model-independent.]	




Higgs Couplings (2/2) 
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Model-independent coupling determination unique to ILC 23	


Top Yukawa improves 
by going to 550 GeV	


Better hγγ with 
LHC/ILC 
synergy	


Excellent 
b-tagging 
c-tagging 
at ILC	




MSSM Heavy Higgs Bosons 

HL-LHC 3000 fb-1 ILC (1150 fb-1@250 GeV & 1600 fb-1@500 GeV) 

Cahill-Rowley, Hewett, Ismail, Rizzo, arXiv:1407.7021 [hep-ph] 
Exclusions of pMSSM points via Higgs couplings (combining hγγ, hττ, hbb) 
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Heavy Higgs mass	
 Heavy Higgs mass	

ta

nβ
	


ta
nβ
	


Precision Higgs coupling measurements 
sensitive probe for heavy Higgs bosons 
mA ~ 2 TeV reach for any tanβ at the ILC 
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shows the cross sections of these two processes as a function of the center of mass energy. The double Higgs-strahlung
process is expected to be dominant at around the center of mass energy of 500 GeV and to be taken over by the WW
fusion process at higher energy at around 1 TeV. Their tree-level Feynman diagrams are respectively shown in Figure
2 and Figure 3. However, in both cases, there exist the irreducible Feynman diagrams which have the same final-
state particles but don’t concern the Higgs self-coupling. The interferences between the interested Higgs self-coupling
related diagrams and these irreduciable diagrams make the measurement of the Higgs self-coupling more complicated.
As a result of the interferences, the cross sections (�) of e+e� ! ZHH and e+e� ! ⌫⌫̄HH , as a function of the
Higgs self-coupling (�), can be formulated as � = a�2+ b�+ c, where constant a comes from the contribution of Higgs
self-coupling diagram, c comes from the contribution of the irreducible diagrams and b comes from the contribution
of the interference between them. For a particular value of the Higgs mass of MH = 120 GeV, Figure 4 shows these
functions, by which we can infer the Higgs self-coupling from the cross sections of the two processes. And at the value
of the standard model, the precision of the Higgs self-coupling ( ��� ) is determined to be 1.8 times of the precision of
the cross section of e+e� ! ZHH ( ��� ) at 500 GeV,

��

�
= 1.8

��

�
. (2)

In case of e+e� ! ⌫⌫̄HH at 1 TeV, the factor will be 0.85,

��

�
= 0.85

��

�
. (3)

Here we see the complication caused by the interference, without which the factor will always be 0.5. A new weighting
method developed recently [20] shows we can enhance the coupling sensitivity, as a result of which the above factors
can be improved correspondingly to 1.66 and 0.76
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FIG. 1: The separate and combined production cross sections for the ZHH and ⌫⌫̄HH processes as a function of the center of
mass energy assuming the Higgs mass of 120 GeV. The red line is for the ZHH process, the blue line is for the ⌫⌫̄HH fusion
process and the green line is for the combined result.

III. SIMULATION FRAMEWORK

[This Part is to be added later, which nevertheless is common for all the DBD benchmark analyses.
In this analysis the �� to low pt hadrons background has not been overlaid.]

Higgs Self-Coupling 
Existence of hhh coupling = 
Direct evidence of vacuum condensation 
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1.3 Double Higgs production and the Higgs self-coupling 31

Table 1-24. Estimated experimental percentage uncertainties on the double Higgs production cross
sections and Higgs self-coupling parameter � from e+e� linear colliders. The expected precision on �
assumes that the contributions to the production cross section from other diagrams take their Standard
Model values. ILC numbers include bbbb and bbWW ⇤ final states and assume (e�, e+) polarizations of
(�0.8, 0.3) at 500 GeV and (�0.8, 0.2) at 1000 GeV. ILC500-up is the luminosity upgrade at 500 GeV, not
including any 1000 GeV running. ILC1000-up is the luminosity upgrade including running at both 500
and 1000 GeV. CLIC numbers include only the bbbb final state. The two numbers for each CLIC energy
are without/with 80% electron beam polarization. ‡ILC luminosity upgrade assumes an extended running
period on top of the low luminosity program and cannot be directly compared to CLIC numbers without
accounting for the additional running period.

ILC500 ILC500-up ILC1000 ILC1000-up CLIC1400 CLIC3000
p

s (GeV) 500 500 500/1000 500/1000 1400 3000R
Ldt (fb�1) 500 1600‡ 500+1000 1600+2500‡ 1500 +2000

P (e�, e+) (�0.8, 0.3) (�0.8, 0.3) (�0.8, 0.3/0.2) (�0.8, 0.3/0.2) (0, 0)/(�0.8, 0) (0, 0)/(�0.8, 0)

� (ZHH) 42.7% 42.7% 23.7% – –

� (⌫⌫̄HH) – – 26.3% 16.7%

� 83% 46% 21% 13% 28/21% 16/10%

1.3.7 Photon collider

Higgs pairs can be produced at a photon collider via o↵-shell s-channel Higgs production, �� ! H⇤ ! HH.
The process was studied in Ref. [84] for an ILC-based photon collider running for 5 years, leading to 80 raw
�� ! HH events. Jet clustering presents a major challenge for signal survival leading to a sensitivity of
only about 1�.

1.3.8 Muon collider

Double Higgs production at a muon collider can proceed via s-channel o↵-shell Higgs production, µ+µ� !
H⇤ ! HH. However, the cross section for this non-resonant process is very small, of order 1.5 ab at the
optimum energy of ⇠ 275 GeV, providing less than one signal event in 500 fb�1 before branching ratios and
selection e�ciencies are folded in.

1.3.9 Summary

Expected precisions on the triple Higgs coupling measurement, assuming that all other Higgs couplings are
SM-like and that no other new physics contributes to double-Higgs production, are summarized in Table 1-25.

These same numbers are used to estimate precisions possible from a combination of facilities as shown in
Table 1-26. As can be seen, the precision is usually dominated by the precision achieved by one of the collider
options in the combination.

Community Planning Study: Snowmass 2013

Ongoing analysis improvements towards O(10)% measurement 

arXiv:1310.0763 

Challenging measurement because of: 
•  Small cross section (Zhh 0.2 fb at 500 GeV) 
•  Many jets in the final state 
•  Presence of interference diagrams 
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Baryon Asymmetry of Universe 
There are different models of baryogenesis at different energy scales.  Some examples: 
•  EW scale: EW baryogenesis à can be probed at the ILC 
•  Middle scale: Affleck-Dine baryogenesis 
•  GUT scale: Leptogenesis 
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Region where EW 
baryogenesis is 
viable 

Minimum value of 
Higgs self-coupling 
for EW baryogenesis 

A generic feature of new physics models with electroweak baryogenesis typically predict 
large deviations in Higgs coupling measurements which can be tested at the ILC 

Example of EW baryogenesis in a 
2HDM model (Senaha, Kanemura): 
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Top Physics at ILC 
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Top quark mass 
•  The top quark mass is a fundamental parameter for both SM and BSM. 
•  With L=100 fb-1 at the ILC around the pair production threshold (~350 GeV), the 

top mass in the MSbar scheme can be measured to 100 MeV.  (At least factor 5 
improvement over HL-LHC.)  The measurement is limited by the theoretical 
uncertainty associated with the slow convergence in the perturbation theory. 
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Figure 1: Left: SM RG evolution of the gauge couplings g1 =
p

5/3g0, g2 = g, g3 = gs, of the
top and bottom Yukawa couplings (yt, yb), and of the Higgs quartic coupling �. All couplings are
defined in the MS scheme. The thickness indicates the ±1� uncertainty. Right: RG evolution of
� varying Mt, Mh and ↵s by ±3�.

the Yukawa sector and can be considered the first complete NNLO evaluation of ��(µ).

We stress that both these two-loop terms are needed to match the sizable two-loop scale

dependence of � around the weak scale, caused by the �32y4t g
2
s + 30y6t terms in its beta

function. As a result of this improved determination of ��(µ), we are able to obtain a

significant reduction of the theoretical error on Mh compared to previous works.

Putting all the NNLO ingredients together, we estimate an overall theory error on Mh of

±1.0GeV (see section 3). Our final results for the condition of absolute stability up to the

Planck scale is

Mh [GeV] > 129.4 + 1.4

✓

Mt [GeV]� 173.1

0.7

◆

� 0.5

✓

↵s(MZ)� 0.1184

0.0007

◆

± 1.0th . (2)

Combining in quadrature the theoretical uncertainty with the experimental errors on Mt and

↵s we get

Mh > 129.4± 1.8 GeV. (3)

From this result we conclude that vacuum stability of the SM up to the Planck scale is

excluded at 2� (98% C.L. one sided) for Mh < 126GeV.

Although the central values of Higgs and top masses do not favor a scenario with a

vanishing Higgs self coupling at the Planck scale (MPl) — a possibility originally proposed

2

Degrassi et al., JHEP 1208 (2012) 098 
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Impact of BSM on Top Sector 

Deviations for different models for new physics scale at ~1 TeV. 
Based on F. Richard, arXiv:1403.2893	


Composite Higgs with SO(5)/SO(4)	

RS warped with Hosotani mechanism	


RS with Custodial SU(2)	


Little Higgs	


Composite Top	


AdS5 with Custodial O(3)	


RS with SU(2)R×SU(2)L×U(1)X	


5D Emergent	


HL-LHC 3000 fb-1 (approx.) 
Based on Baur, Juste, Orr, Rainwater, PRD71, 054013 (2005) 

ILC, √s = 500 GeV 
Lumi = 500 fb-1 

Composite Higgs theories have an impact on the top sector. Composite Higgs 
models can be tested at the ILC through precise measurements of the top 
couplings.  Beam polarization (both e- and e+) is essential to distinguish the ttZ and 
ttγ couplings. 

SM / SUSY	


�tLtLZ

tLtLZ

�tRtRZ

tRtRZ
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Deviation in ttZ coupling 
of left-handed top quark	


Deviation in ttZ coupling 
of right-handed top quark	




Top Coupling Measurements 

energies available at ILC should resolve current questions concerning the precision
determination of ↵

s

. We recall that these estimates are the results of a precision
theory of the relation between the threshold mass and the t quark MS mass. A
comparable theory does not yet exist for the conversion of the t quark mass measured
in hadronic collisions to the MS value.

The precise determination of the t quark mass is likely to have important impli-
cations for fundamental theory. A value of the top quark mass accurate at the level
that a linear collider will provide is for example a key input to models of the vacuum
stability of the universe.

3 Probing the top quark vertices at the ILC

At higher energy, the study of tt pair production concentrates on the precise
measurements of the couplings of the t quark to the Z0 boson and the photon. In
contrast to the situation at hadron colliders, the leading-order pair production process
e+e� ! tt goes directly through the ttZ0 and tt� vertices. There is no concurrent
QCD production of tt pairs, which increases greatly the potential for a clean mea-
surement. A commonly used expression to describe the the current at the ttX vertex
is [40]

�ttX

µ

(k2, q, q) = ie

⇢
�
µ

⇣
eFX

1V (k
2) + �5 eFX

1A(k
2)
⌘
+

(q � q)
µ

2m
t

⇣
eFX

2V (k
2) + �5 eFX

2A(k
2)
⌘�

.

(1)
where X = �, Z and the eF are related to the usual form factors F1, F2 by

eFX

1V = � �
FX

1V + FX

2V

�
, eFX

2V = FX

2V , eFX

1A = �FX

1A , eFX

2A = �iFX

2A . (2)

In the Standard Model the only form factors which are di↵erent from zero are
F �

1V (k
2), FZ

1V (k
2) and FZ

1A(k
2). The quantities F �,Z

2V (k2) are the electric and weak
magnetic dipole moment (EDM and MDM) form factors. The presence of the �/Z0

interference in electro-weak production gives sensitivity to the actual sign of the cou-
pling constants. This is a distinct di↵erence to the associated vector boson production
at the LHC, which is only sensitive to their absolute values.

In the following section, we will review the importance of measuring these cou-
plings precisely. Then we will describe studies of the experimental capabilities of the
ILC to perform these measurements. A great asset to test the chiral structure is the

6

Measure cross section σ and asymmetries AFB, Ahel to 
measure the top form factors Fttγ
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Figure 9: Reconstructed forward backward asymmetry together with residual Standard
Model background compared with the prediction by the event generator WHIZARD after
the application of a on �2 < 15 for the beam polarisations P, P 0 = �1,+1 as explained in
the text. Note that no correction is applied for the beam polarisations P,P 0 = +1,�1

error due to the ambiguities is expected to be significantly smaller than the statistical
error.

P ,P 0 (At

FB

)
gen.

At

FB

(�
AFB/AFB

)
stat.

[%]
�1,+1 0.339 0.326 1.8 (for P ,P 0 = �0.8,+0.3)
+1,�1 0.432 0.420 1.3 (for P ,P 0 = +0.8,�0.3)

Table 2: Statistical precisions expected for At

FB

for di↵erent beam polarisations.

7 Determination of the slope of the helicity angle distribu-
tion

The helicity approach has been suggested for top studies at Tevatron [27]. In the
rest system of the t quark, the angle of the lepton from the W boson is distributed
like:

1

�

d�

dcos✓
hel

=
1 + �

t

cos✓
hel

2
=

1

2
+ (2F

R

� 1)
cos✓

hel

2
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Fig. 2. – Comparison of statistical precisions on CP -conserving form factors expected at the
LHC, taken from [7] and at the ILC. The LHC results assume an integrated luminosity of L =
300 fb−1. The results for ILC assume an integrated luminosity of L = 500 fb−1 at

√
s = 500GeV

and a beam polarization P = ±0.8, P ′ = ∓0.3.

that the urgent issue to be resolved in this program is actually reducing the theoretical
uncertainties. The QCD corrections for e+e− → tt̄ are known up to N3LO [8-10] and
the estimated theoretical uncertainties are at a per mil level. On the other hand, the
electroweak corrections are known only at one-loop level [11,12], and the estimated errors
in the cross section and in the forward-backward asymmetry are, respectively, about 5%
and 10%, which exceeds the experimental precision. An advance of the theoretical efforts
towards this direction is most appreciable. On the other hand, knowing the origin of the
theoretical uncertainties, we may also look for new observables which receive milder elec-
troweak corrections. Indeed, as mentioned earlier, the unique angular correlations of the
top production and decay may be used to find such new observables.
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At 500 GeV: large asymmetries & high statistics 
Polarization needed to extract all observables 

Reconstructed top angle 	
 Expected precision	




Searches for direct production of  
SUSY / DM at the ILC 
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Sensitivity to SUSY 

0	
 1	
 2	
 3	

M3 (TeV) ~ Gluino mass	


Bino LSP 
(Gravity  
mediation) 

Wino LSP 
(Anomaly  
mediation) 

Higgsino LSP 

Examples of model-independent SUSY searches 
•  LHC: Gluino search 
•  ILC: Chargino/Neutralino search 
Compare using gaugino mass relations 

ILC 500 GeV 
ILC 1 TeV 

LHC 8 TeV (heavy squarks) 
            LHC 300 fb-1, √s=14 TeV 
                        LHC 3000 fb-1, √s=14 TeV 

4	
 5	


[Assumptions: MSUGRA/GMSB relation M1 : M2 : M3 = 1 : 2 : 6;  AMSB relation M1 : M2 : M3 = 3.3 : 1 : 10.5] 

Preliminary 

(no relation between µ and M3) 
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WIMP Dark Matter @ ILC 
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Figure 1. Feynman diagrams for radiative WIMP pair-production in e+e� collisions, in the

operator formalism.

2 Setup

While the operator formalism can be used for WIMPs of any spin, we will assume,

for concreteness, that the WIMP is a spin-1/2, Dirac fermion �. The coupling of the

WIMPs to electrons and positrons has the form

L
int

=
1

⇤2

Oi , (2.1)

where ⇤ roughly corresponds to the energy scale of new physics that provides the

coupling, and Oi is one of the following four-fermion operators [6]:

OV = (�̄�µ�)(¯̀�
µ`) , (vector)

OS = (�̄�)(¯̀̀ ) , (scalar, s� channel)

OA = (�̄�µ�5�)(¯̀�
µ�5`) , (axial� vector)

Ot = (�̄`)(¯̀�) , (scalar, t�channel). (2.2)

The notation in parenthesis describes the simplest kind of a mediator particle that

would induce each operator. We will always consider the case when the mediator mass

is well above the collision energy
p
s, and our results will not depend on how the opera-

tors (2.2) are induced; the names are only used as a convenient way to label operators.

Since the WIMPs do not interact in the detector, the 2 ! 2 process e+e� ! �̄� is

invisible; an extra “tag” particle needs to be added to the final state to make it observ-

able. A photon can always be emitted from the initial state independently of the nature

of the WIMPs and their couplings, making it a robust choice for the tag particle [1].

We will thus consider the process e+e� ! �̄��, mediated by Feynman diagrams in

Fig. 1, and leading to the observable � +E/ final state. We have computed the double-

di↵erential cross sections, d2�
dE�d cos ✓

, analytically for each of the four interactions listed

– 4 –

à DM mass sensitivity 
nearly half the CM energy 

SUSY-specific signatures (decays to DM) 
•  light Higgsino, light stau, etc. 

Higgs Invisible Decay Monophoton Search 
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WIMP searches at colliders are complementary to direct/indirect searches. 
Examples at the ILC: 



Higgsino decays to DM with small mass differences 

Berggren, Bruemmer, List, Moortgat-Pick, Robens, Rolbiecki, Sert, 
EPJ C73 (2013) 2660 [arXiv:1307.3566] 

Study of Higgsino pair production, with ISR tag 
 
Benchmark models with 
m(NLSP) – M(LSP) = 1.6 GeV and 0.8 GeV 

√s=500 GeV, Lumi=500 fb-1, P(e-,e+)=(-0.8,+0.3) 
LSP mass resolution ~1% 

�(e+e� � �̃+
1 �̃�

1 ) = 78.7 (77.0) fb
�M = 1.60 (0.77) GeV
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Study of stau pair production at the ILC 
Observation of lighter and heavier stau states with decay to DM + hadronic tau 
 
Benchmark point: m(LSP) = 98 GeV, m(stau1) = 108 GeV, m(stau2) = 195 GeV 

Bechtle, Berggren, List, Schade, Stempel, arXiv:0908.0876, PRD82, 055016 (2010) 

Slepton decays to DM with small mass differences 

Signal 
SM bkg 
SUSY bkg 

√s=500 GeV, Lumi=500 fb-1, P(e-,e+)=(+0.8,-0.3) 
Stau1 mass ~0.1%, Stau2 mass ~3% à LSP mass ~1.7% 

�(e+e� � �̃+
1 �̃�

1 ) = 158 fb
�(e+e� � �̃+

2 �̃�
2 ) = 18 fb

35	




Baltz, Battaglia, Peskin, Wizansky 
PRD74 (2006) 103521, arXiv:hep-ph/0602187 
*This particular benchmark point is excluded.  Update is in progress. 

DM Relic Abundance 

Figure 24: Relic density for point LCC2. There are two overlapping very high peaks at
Ωχh2 < 0.01, with maxima at dP/dx = 122 and 165, due to the wino and Higgsino solutions
to the LHC constraints. See Fig. 8 for description of histograms.

gaugino-Higgsino mixing angles in a way similar to the relic density.

The microscopic determination of the annihilation cross section allows us to in-
terpret observations of gamma rays from dark matter annihilation and to directly
measure the density distribution ⟨J(Ω)⟩ for a source of dark matter. In Section 4.4,
we described some specific exercises based on the capabilities of GLAST. At LCC2,
the annihilation cross section is about 50 times larger, leading to 172 signal photons
(over 360 background) in the GLAST observation of the galactic center and 168 sig-
nal photons (over 60 background) in the GLAST observation of the reference subhalo
dark matter clump. Folding the photon statistics with the likelihood distributions
from Fig. 27, and including a 5% uncertainty in the background from the galactic
center, we find for LCC2 the predictions shown in Fig. 29 for the reconstructed val-
ues of ⟨J(Ω)⟩. For the large annihilation cross section characteristic of LCC2, we
obtain measurements of ⟨J(Ω)⟩ at the 10% level. Such measurements would be very
powerful constraints on models of dark matter clustering and galaxy formation.

5.4 Direct detection cross section

In a similar way, we can repeat the analysis of Section 4.3 for the direct detection
cross section. The likelihood distribution of the cross section values given by our

60

Once a DM candidate is 
discovered, crucial to check the 
consistency with the measured DM 
relic abundance. 
 
à ILC precise measurements of 
mass and cross sections 

ESA/Planck WMAP/Planck (68% CL) 
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Z’ : Heavy Neutral Gauge Bosons 
New gauge forces imply existence of heavy gauge bosons (Z’) 
Complementary approaches LHC/ILC 
•  LHC: Direct searches for Z’ (mass determination) 
•  ILC: Indirect searches via interference effects (coupling 

measurements and model discrimination) – beam 
polarizations improve reach and discrimination power 

�/Z⇤

e�

e+

f̄

f

Z’ 

3.3. Quark and lepton compositeness

Figure 3.3
95% confidence regions
in the plane of the
couplings of left- and
right-handed leptons to
a ZÕ boson, for the ILC
with

Ô
s = 500 GeV

and 1000 fb≠1 and
80%/60% electron and
positron polarization,
for MZÕ = 2 TeV (left
panel) and 4 TeV (right
panel). For further
details, see [16].
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precision measurements.
The results for the measurement of leptonic Z Õ couplings are presented in Fig. 3.2. Systematic

uncertainties of 0.2% for the leptonic observables and the luminosity are taken into account; a 0.25%
error on beam polarization measurement is assumed. The Z Õ coupling to b-quarks resulting from a
simultaneous fit to lepton and bb final states is shown in Fig. 3.2, where a systematic uncertainty of
0.5% is assumed for b-quark observables.

It is evident that increasing the center-of-mass energy is more e�cient than collecting more
luminosity. At high luminosities systematic uncertainties limit the sensitivity, and even in case of
negligible systematic errors doubling the luminosity would improve the range for the Z Õ couplings
only by a factor 0.84. A rough scaling for Z Õ couplings and mass with energy and luminosity is given
by the relation g/mZÕ Ã (s · Lint)≠1/4.

3.2.4 Z Õ model discrimination

Since every model predicts a particular pattern of Z Õ couplings to SM fermions, a measurement of
these couplings makes it possible to distinguish between models. For example, expected accuracy of
the measurement of the Z Õ couplings to charged leptons, in a variety of popular Z Õ models, is shown
in Fig. 3.3 (from [16]). The predictions of the benchmark models are quite distinct. Most models can
be readily distinguished even for a Z Õ as heavy as 4 TeV, at a 500 GeV ILC. It should be emphasized
that beam polarization plays a crucial role in this analysis.

3.3 Quark and lepton compositeness

In many extensions of the SM, quarks and leptons themselves are composite particles, resolved into
more fundamental constituents at an energy scale �. The e�ect of such compositness in 2 æ 2
fermion scattering processes at energies well below � is to induce contact-interaction type corrections,
similar to the corrections due to a heavy resonance discussed above. The e�ects can be parametrized
by adding four-fermion operators to the Lagrangian with coe�cients proportional to inverse powers of
� [17]. Currently, the strongest bounds on four-lepton and eeqq operators are � >≥ 10 TeV [18,19].
These bounds come from experiments at LEP. The LHC is unlikely to improve these limits, since at
the LHC we have only limited polarization observables in 4-fermion reactions and we do not know the
flavor of initial state quarks. The ILC can dramatically increase the reach, with sensitivity to scales as
high as 50 ≠ 100 TeV depending on the helicity structure of the operators (see Fig. 3.4.)

Physics ILC Technical Design Report: Volume 2 57

Z’ = 2 TeV 
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Z’ Search / StudyarXiv:0912.2806 [hep-ph]
hep-ph/0511335

Z’(2TeV)

1ab^-1 @ 500 GeV

ILC’s Model ID capability is expected to exceed that of LHC 
even if we cannot hit the Z’ pole.

Beam polarization is essential to sort out various possibilities. 

Two-Fermion Processes

15
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•  ILC is a proposed energy frontier machine in e+e- collisions.  The 
technology is ready.  We have a country interested in hosting it.  The 
extendability of linear colliders provide a clear path for the future. 

•  ILC will address fundamental questions in particles physics associated 
with new physics at the TeV scale. 
•  What is the physics behind the electroweak symmetry breaking? 

•  Supersymmetry, composite Higgs, … 
•  Precise measurements of Higgs / top and direct searches 

•  What is the nature of dark matter? 
•  Searches complementary to direct/indirect/LHC 

•  Higgs invisible width, monophotons, SUSY-specific 
•  Cross section measurements à relic abundance 

Summary 
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Additional Slides 
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Proposal for a Staged ILC in Japan 
The Higgs discovery 
prompted a staged 
construction of the 
ILC. 
 
Statement of 
Japanese HEP 
community (JAHEP), 
Oct 2012 

A Proposal for a Phased Execution of the International Linear Collider Project

In March 2012, the Japan Association of High Energy Physicists (JAHEP) accepted 
the recommendations of the Subcommittee on Future Projects of High Energy 
Physics(1) and adopted them as JAHEP's basic strategy for future projects.  In July 
2012, a new particle consistent with a Higgs Boson was discovered at LHC, while in 
December 2012 the Technical Design Report of the International Linear Collider 
(ILC) will be completed by a worldwide collaboration.

On the basis of these developments and following the subcommittee's 
recommendation on ILC, JAHEP proposes that ILC be constructed in Japan as a 
global project with the agreement of and participation by the international 
community in the following scenario: 

(1) Physics studies shall start with a precision study of the "Higgs Boson", and then 
evolve into studies of the top quark, "dark matter" particles, and Higgs self-
couplings, by upgrading the accelerator.  A more specific scenario is as follows: 

　(A)  A Higgs factory with a center-of-mass energy of approximately 250 GeV shall 

  be constructed as a first phase.  

　(B)  The machine shall be upgraded in stages up to a center-of-mass energy of
 ~500 GeV, which is the baseline energy of the overall project. 

 
　(C)  Technical extendability to a 1 TeV region shall be secured.

(2) A guideline for contributions to the construction costs is that Japan covers 50% 
of the expenses (construction) of the overall project of a 500 GeV machine.   The 
actual contributions, however, should be left to negotiations among the 
governments.  

                 October, 2012      The Japan Association of High Energy Physicists

Reference
(1)  http://www.jahep.org/office/doc/201202_hecsubc_report.pdf

             The subcommittee’s recommendations are attached in the next page. 
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Europe & Asia 
2 CERN-Council-S/106 
  

!

accelerator R&D programme, including high-field magnets and high-gradient accelerating 
structures, in collaboration with national institutes, laboratories and universities worldwide. 
 
e) There is a strong scientific case for an electron-positron collider, complementary to the LHC, 
that can study the properties of the Higgs boson and other particles with unprecedented precision 
and whose energy can be upgraded. The Technical Design Report of the International Linear 
Collider (ILC) has been completed, with large European participation. The initiative from the 
Japanese particle physics community to host the ILC in Japan is most welcome, and European 
groups are eager to participate. Europe looks forward to a proposal from Japan to discuss a 
possible participation. 
 
f) Rapid progress in neutrino oscillation physics, with significant European involvement, has 
established a strong scientific case for a long-baseline neutrino programme exploring CP violation 
and the mass hierarchy in the neutrino sector. CERN should develop a neutrino programme to pave 
the way for a substantial European role in future long-baseline experiments. Europe should 
explore the possibility of major participation in leading long-baseline neutrino projects in the US 
and Japan. 
 

Other scientific activities essential to the particle physics programme 

g) Theory is a strong driver of particle physics and provides essential input to experiments, witness 
the major role played by theory in the recent discovery of the Higgs boson, from the foundations of 
the Standard Model to detailed calculations guiding the experimental searches. Europe should 
support a diverse, vibrant theoretical physics programme, ranging from abstract to applied topics, 
in close collaboration with experiments and extending to neighbouring fields such as astroparticle 
physics and cosmology. Such support should extend also to high-performance computing and 
software development. 
 
h) Experiments studying quark flavour physics, investigating dipole moments, searching for 
charged-lepton flavour violation and performing other precision measurements at lower energies, 
such as those with neutrons, muons and antiprotons, may give access to higher energy scales than 
direct particle production or put fundamental symmetries to the test. They can be based in national 
laboratories, with a moderate cost and smaller collaborations. Experiments in Europe with unique 
reach should be supported, as well as participation in experiments in other regions of the world. 
 
i) The success of particle physics experiments, such as those required for the high-luminosity LHC, 
relies on innovative instrumentation, state-of-the-art infrastructures and large-scale data-intensive 
computing. Detector R&D programmes should be supported strongly at CERN, national institutes, 
laboratories and universities. Infrastructure and engineering capabilities for the R&D programme 
and construction of large detectors, as well as infrastructures for data analysis, data preservation 
and distributed data-intensive computing should be maintained and further developed. 
 
j) A range of important non-accelerator experiments take place at the overlap of particle and 
astroparticle physics, such as searches for proton decay, neutrinoless double beta decay and dark 
matter, and the study of high-energy cosmic-rays. These experiments address fundamental 
questions beyond the Standard Model of particle physics. The exchange of information between 
CERN and ApPEC has progressed since 2006. In the coming years, CERN should seek a closer 
collaboration with ApPEC on detector R&D with a view to maintaining the community’s capability 
for unique projects in this field. 
 
k) A variety of research lines at the boundary between particle and nuclear physics require 
dedicated experiments. The CERN Laboratory should maintain its capability to perform unique 
experiments. CERN should continue to work with NuPECC on topics of mutual interest. 

European Strategy, adopted by CERN Council on May 30, 2013	
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Considering the above situation, Asia-Pacific High Energy Physics Panel 

(AsiaHEP) discussed the ILC related issues at the 3rd meeting, held in 

parallel with the 12th Asia-Pacific Physics Conference at Makuhari, and 

came to the following conclusions, which will be reported to the Asian 

Committee for Future Accelerators (ACFA) for endorsement. 

 

AsiaHEP/ACFA deems that a next generation electron positron collider 

allowing a detailed study of the Higgs boson and capable of being upgraded 

to the TeV energy scale will provide an unparalleled opportunity to explore 

the Higgs boson and physics beyond the Standard Model. 

 

AsiaHEP/ACFA acknowledges the technical feasibility of the ILC based on 

cold technology has been demonstrated with the completion of the TDR after 

eight years of concerted and persistent efforts coordinated by the 

International Linear Collider Steering Committee (ILCSC) and the GDE. 

 

AsiaHEP/ACFA believes that the ILC is the most promising electron positron 

collider to achieve next generation physics objectives. 

 

Considering the broad support for the ILC from the worldwide HEP 

community, including many research groups in the Asia-Oceania region, and 

considering the size and the complexity of the accelerator, the ILC will 

inevitably be realized as an international cooperative endeavor. 

AsiaHEP/ACFA therefore supports the activities at the Linear Collider 

Board (LCB) and the Linear Collider Collaboration (LCC), recently 

established by the International Committee for Future Accelerators (ICFA) 

to coordinate and promote the ILC. AsiaHEP/ACFA also supports the 

preparatory work at KEK. 

 

AsiaHEP/ACFA welcomes the proposal by the Japanese HEP community for 

the ILC to be hosted in Japan. AsiaHEP/ACFA looks forward to a proposal 

from the Japanese Government to initiate the ILC project. 

Asia ACFA-HEP, 3rd ACFA-HEP Meeting on July 17, 2013 in Chiba, Japan	


41	




USA 
Particle Physics Project Prioritization Panel (P5) Report, May 2014 

Report of the Particle Physics Project Prioritization Panel 11

The interest expressed in Japan in hosting the International 
Linear Collider (ILC), a 500 GeV e+e– accelerator upgradable 
to 1 TeV, is an exciting development. Following substantial 
running of the HL-LHC, the cleanliness of the e+e– collisions 
and the nature of particle production at the ILC would result 
in significantly extended discovery potential as described in 
the Drivers sections, mainly through increased precision of 
measurements such as for Higgs boson properties. The ILC 
would then follow the HL-LHC as a complementary instrument 
for performing these studies in a global particle physics pro-
gram, providing a stream of results exploring three of our 
Drivers for many decades. 

The U.S. has played key roles in the design of the ILC acceler-
ator, including leadership in the Global Design Effort. Continued 
intellectual contributions to the accelerator and detector design 
are still necessary to enable a site-specific bid proposal, which 
would take advantage of unique U.S. accelerator physics exper-
tise such as positron source design, beam delivery, supercon-
ducting RF, and the accelerator-detector interface. Particle 
physics groups in the U.S. also led the design of one of the two 
ILC detector concepts. The required capabilities of the detectors 
to perform precision measurements are challenging and need 
continued technology development. Support for both the accel-
erator and advanced detector development efforts would 
enhance expertise and ensure a strong position for the U.S. 
within the ILC global project.

Participation by the U.S. in ILC project construction depends 
on a number of key factors, some of which are beyond the 
scope of P5 and some of which depend on budget Scenarios. 
As the physics case is extremely strong, we plan in all Scenarios 
for ILC support at some level through a decision point within 
the next five years. If the ILC proceeds, there is a high-priority 
option in Scenario C to enable the U.S. to play world-leading 
roles. Even if there are no additional funds available, some 
hardware contributions may be possible in Scenario B, depend-
ing on the status of international agreements at that time. If 
the ILC does not proceed, then ILC work would terminate and 
those resources could be applied to accelerator R&D and 
advanced detector technology R&D.

Recommendation 11: Motivated by the strong scientific 
importance of the ILC and the recent initiative in Japan to 
host it, the U.S. should engage in modest and appropriate 
levels of ILC accelerator and detector design in areas where 
the U.S. can contribute critical expertise. Consider higher 
levels of collaboration if ILC proceeds.

Neutrino Oscillation Experiments
Short- and long-baseline oscillation experiments directly probe 
three of the questions of the neutrino science Driver: How are 
the neutrino masses ordered? Do neutrinos and antineutrinos 
oscillate differently? Are there additional neutrino types and 
interactions? There is a vibrant international neutrino commu-
nity invested in pursuing the physics of neutrino oscillations. 
The U.S. has unique accelerator capabilities at Fermilab to 
provide neutrino beams for both short- and long-baseline 
experiments, with some experiments underway. A long-baseline 
site is also available at the Sanford Underground Research 
Facility in South Dakota. Many of these current and future 
experiments and projects share the same technical challenges. 
Interest and expertise in neutrino physics and detector devel-
opment of groups from around the world combined with the 
opportunities for experiments at Fermilab provide the essentials 
for an international neutrino program.

Recommendation 12: In collaboration with international 
partners, develop a coherent short- and long-baseline neu-
trino program hosted at Fermilab.

For a long-baseline oscillation experiment, based on the science 
Drivers and what is practically achievable in a major step for-
ward, we set as the goal a mean sensitivity to CP violation2 of 
better than 3ı (corresponding to 99.8% confidence level for a 
detected signal) over more than 75% of the range of possible 
values of the unknown CP-violating phase įCP. By current esti-
mates, this goal corresponds to an exposure of 600 kt*MW*yr 
assuming systematic uncertainties of 1% and 5% for the signal 
and background, respectively. With a wideband neutrino beam 
produced by a proton beam with power of 1.2 MW, this exposure 
implies a far detector with fiducal mass of more than 40 kilotons 
(kt) of liquid argon (LAr) and a suitable near detector. The 
minimum requirements to proceed are the identified capa-
bility to reach an exposure of at least 120 kt*MW*yr by the 

 2 Three of the most important symmetry operations in physics are charge conjugation, C, in which particles are replaced by their antiparticles; parity inversion, P, in 
which all three spatial co-ordinates are reversed; and time reversal, T.  CP violation, the lack of invariance under the combined operations of C and P, is involved in the 
dominance of matter over antimatter in the Universe. Why there is matter but very little antimatter is still a big mystery that likely requires physics beyond the Stan-
dard Model.
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Neutrino Oscillation Experiments
Short- and long-baseline oscillation experiments directly probe 
three of the questions of the neutrino science Driver: How are 
the neutrino masses ordered? Do neutrinos and antineutrinos 
oscillate differently? Are there additional neutrino types and 
interactions? There is a vibrant international neutrino commu-
nity invested in pursuing the physics of neutrino oscillations. 
The U.S. has unique accelerator capabilities at Fermilab to 
provide neutrino beams for both short- and long-baseline 
experiments, with some experiments underway. A long-baseline 
site is also available at the Sanford Underground Research 
Facility in South Dakota. Many of these current and future 
experiments and projects share the same technical challenges. 
Interest and expertise in neutrino physics and detector devel-
opment of groups from around the world combined with the 
opportunities for experiments at Fermilab provide the essentials 
for an international neutrino program.

Recommendation 12: In collaboration with international 
partners, develop a coherent short- and long-baseline neu-
trino program hosted at Fermilab.

For a long-baseline oscillation experiment, based on the science 
Drivers and what is practically achievable in a major step for-
ward, we set as the goal a mean sensitivity to CP violation2 of 
better than 3ı (corresponding to 99.8% confidence level for a 
detected signal) over more than 75% of the range of possible 
values of the unknown CP-violating phase įCP. By current esti-
mates, this goal corresponds to an exposure of 600 kt*MW*yr 
assuming systematic uncertainties of 1% and 5% for the signal 
and background, respectively. With a wideband neutrino beam 
produced by a proton beam with power of 1.2 MW, this exposure 
implies a far detector with fiducal mass of more than 40 kilotons 
(kt) of liquid argon (LAr) and a suitable near detector. The 
minimum requirements to proceed are the identified capa-
bility to reach an exposure of at least 120 kt*MW*yr by the 

 2 Three of the most important symmetry operations in physics are charge conjugation, C, in which particles are replaced by their antiparticles; parity inversion, P, in 
which all three spatial co-ordinates are reversed; and time reversal, T.  CP violation, the lack of invariance under the combined operations of C and P, is involved in the 
dominance of matter over antimatter in the Universe. Why there is matter but very little antimatter is still a big mystery that likely requires physics beyond the Stan-
dard Model.

Drivers: 
Higgs* 
Neutrino Mass 
Dark Matter* 
Dark Energy/Inflation 
New Particles/Interactions* 
 
*where the ILC can contribute	


Strong emphasis on global 
cooperation!	
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⁄ FNAL 

NML facility　ILC RF unit test	

Under construction　 

⁄ 
DESY 

TTF/FLASH (DESY) ~1 GeV 
ILC-like beam　ILC RF unit 
(* lower gradient) STF (KEK) operation/construction 

ILC RF unit test 

⁄ 
KEK, Japan ⁄ Cornell 

CesrTA (Cornell) 
electron cloud 
low emittance 

⁄ INFN Frascati 

DAfNE (INFN Frascati) 
kicker development 
electron cloud 

ATF & ATF2 (KEK) 
ultra-low emittance 
Final Focus optics	

KEKB electron-cloud 

Accelerator R&D 
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Detector R&D 

Detector collaborations encompass 
concept groups to avoid duplicate effort.!
•  TPC : LC-TPC

•  Calorimeter : CALICE

•  Silicon tracker : SiLC!
•  Forward detector : FCAL 

SiLC	
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 International Collaboration  
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2.1
ILC

Accelerator
Param

eters

Table 2.1. Summary table of the 250–500 GeV baseline and luminosity and energy upgrade parameters. Also included is a possible 1st stage 250 GeV parameter set (half the original main
linac length)

.

Baseline 500 GeV Machine 1st Stage L Upgrade E
CM

Upgrade

A B
Centre-of-mass energy E

CM

GeV 250 350 500 250 500 1000 1000

Collision rate f
rep

Hz 5 5 5 5 5 4 4
Electron linac rate f

linac

Hz 10 5 5 10 5 4 4
Number of bunches n

b

1312 1312 1312 1312 2625 2450 2450
Bunch population N ◊1010 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.74 1.74
Bunch separation �t

b

ns 554 554 554 554 366 366 366
Pulse current I

beam

mA 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.8 8.8 7.6 7.6

Main linac average gradient G
a

MV m≠1 14.7 21.4 31.5 31.5 31.5 38.2 39.2
Average total beam power P

beam

MW 5.9 7.3 10.5 5.9 21.0 27.2 27.2
Estimated AC power P

AC

MW 122 121 163 129 204 300 300

RMS bunch length ‡
z

mm 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.250 0.225
Electron RMS energy spread �p/p % 0.190 0.158 0.124 0.190 0.124 0.083 0.085
Positron RMS energy spread �p/p % 0.152 0.100 0.070 0.152 0.070 0.043 0.047
Electron polarisation P≠ % 80 80 80 80 80 80 80
Positron polarisation P

+

% 30 30 30 30 30 20 20

Horizontal emittance “‘
x

µm 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Vertical emittance “‘

y

nm 35 35 35 35 35 30 30

IP horizontal beta function —ú
x

mm 13.0 16.0 11.0 13.0 11.0 22.6 11.0
IP vertical beta function —ú

y

mm 0.41 0.34 0.48 0.41 0.48 0.25 0.23

IP RMS horizontal beam size ‡ú
x

nm 729.0 683.5 474 729 474 481 335
IP RMS veritcal beam size ‡ú

y

nm 7.7 5.9 5.9 7.7 5.9 2.8 2.7

Luminosity L ◊1034 cm≠2s≠1 0.75 1.0 1.8 0.75 3.6 3.6 4.9
Fraction of luminosity in top 1% L

0.01

/L 87.1% 77.4% 58.3% 87.1% 58.3% 59.2% 44.5%
Average energy loss ”

BS

0.97% 1.9% 4.5% 0.97% 4.5% 5.6% 10.5%
Number of pairs per bunch crossing N

pairs

◊103 62.4 93.6 139.0 62.4 139.0 200.5 382.6
Total pair energy per bunch crossing E

pairs

TeV 46.5 115.0 344.1 46.5 344.1 1338.0 3441.0
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CLIC: Compact Linear Collider 

CDR published in 2012 
à Most mature technology for multi-TeV lepton collider 



European XFEL 
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European XFEL: 
Pulsed X-ray source based on 
TESLA-type superconducting RF 
cavities (same as ILC) 
 
800 SRF cavities @ 23.6 MV/m 
in 3.4 km tunnel 

The European X-Ray Free-Electron Laser Facility 

29 Niobium cavities, cryostats, magnets…,,  

ASEPS2013, Chiba, 16.07.2013                                             Massimo Altarelli, European XFEL GmbH, Hamburg                                                      

M. Altarelli, ASEPS13	


ILC will benefit from this experience. 
(~16,000 SRF cavities @ 31.5 MV/m for ILC) 



Key Technologies of ILC 
Superconducting RF Cavities 
Average of three regions 

Nanometer-sized beams 
ATF2 at KEK 

Yield: 94% at >28 MV/m 
Average: 37.1 MV/m 
(Target: 31.5 MV/m)	


Achieved: 44 ± 3 nm @ 1.3 GeV (June 2014) 
(Target beam size: 37 nm, 
Equivalent to 5 nm @ 250 GeV)	
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•  Multi-OTR installed 
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ILC Detector Concepts 

ILD (International Large Detector)	
 SiD (Silicon Detector)	

Height x Length	
 16 m x 14 m	
 14 m x 11 m	


Weight	
 14,000 t	
 10,100 t	


Magnetic field	
 3.5 T	
 5 T	


ECAL inner radius	
 1.8 m	
 1.3 m	


Tracker	
 TPC	
 Silicon strip	


Both optimized for particle flow performance ~BR2	
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ILC Detector R&D 
HCAL 

ECAL 

TPC 

Beam line 

VTX 
SIT 
FTD 

ETD 

SET 

Return Yoke 

Coil 

Forward 
components 

~15 m 

•  Vertex Detector: low mass pixel sensors 
•  Time Projection Chamber: high resolution & 

low mass 
•  Calorimeters: high granularity sensors, 

5x5mm2 (ECAL), 3x3cm2 (HCAL); absorbers 
for compact showers 

•  Solenoid: outside ECAL + HCAL 
Sensor Size ILC ATLAS Ratio 

Vertex 5×5 mm2 400×50 mm2 x800 

Tracker 1×6 mm2 13 mm2 x2.2 

ECAL 5×5 mm2 (Si) 39×39 mm2 x61 

Optimized for Particle Flow Algorithm 
Identify calorimeter hits for each particle 
•  use best energy measurement for each particle 
•  offers unprecedented jet energy resolution 

 Charged Tracks  à Tracker 
 Photons    à ECAL 
 Neutral Hadrons  à HCAL 
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Vertex resolution for b/c tagging 
•  Higgs BRs: Separation of H à bb,cc,gg 
•  Top Yukawa: ttH à bWbWbb 
•  Higgs self-coupling: ZHH à qqbbbb  

51	


2.5x     7x LHC	


10x LHC	


Detector Requirements 

�1/pT
� 2 � 10�5 GeV�1

Momentum resolution for 
precise recoil mass 
•  Higgs mass, production cross 

section, invisible Higgs decay: e+e- 
à ZH à µµH  

�r� = a µm � b

p(GeV) sin3/2 �
µm

~2x LHC	


�Ej

Ej
=

�
0.3/

�
E(GeV) for E � 100 GeV

0.03 for E � 100 GeV

Jet energy resolution to separate W, Z, H 
•  Higgs self-coupling: Z/H separation 
•  SUSY: Separation of 

–  e+ e− à χ1
+ χ1

− à χ1
0χ1

0W+W− 
–  e+ e− à χ2

0 χ2
0 à χ1

0χ1
0Z0 Z0 

•  Strong EWSB: e+ e− à ννW+W−,ννZ0 Z0 

a (µm)	
 b (µm GeV)	


LEP	
 25	
 70	


SLC	
 8	
 33	


LHC	
 12	
 70	


RHIC-II	
 13	
 19	


ILC	
 < 5	
 < 10	




6.1. ILD performance

Figure III-6.4
Fractional jet energy
resolution plotted
against | cos ◊| where
theta is the thrust axis
of the event.
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rectly associate the calorimetric energy deposits to the particles and the confusion term increases.
The single jet energy resolution is also listed. The jet energy resolution (rms

90

) is better than 3.7 %
for jets of energy greater than 40 GeV. The resolutions quoted in terms of rms

90

should be multiplied
by a factor of approximately 1.1 to obtain an equivalent Gaussian analysing power[274]. Despite, the
inclusion of dead material in the Monte Carlo simulation, the resolutions achieved are between 2 %
and 7 % better than for the previous detector model described in [198]. In part this reflects a number
of improvements to the particle flow reconstruction software. Nevertheless, it can be concluded that
the additional dead material associated with services does not significantly degrade the jet energy
resolution.

Figure III-6.4 shows the jet energy resolution for Z æuds events plotted against the cosine
of the polar angle of the generated qq pair, cos ◊

qq

, for four di�erent values of
Ô

s. Due to the
calorimetric coverage in the forward region, the jet energy resolution remains good down to ◊ = 13¶

(cos ◊ = 0.975).

6.1.4 Flavour tagging performance

Identification of b-quark and c-quark jets plays an important role within the ILC physics programme.
The vertex detector design and the impact parameter resolution are of particular importance for
flavour tagging. The LCFIPlus flavour tagging software uses boosted decision trees to discriminate b
jets from udsc jets (b-tag), c jets from udsb jets (c-tag), and c jets from b jets (bc-tag).

The flavour tagging performance [384] of ILD was previously studied for the two vertex detector
geometries considered, three double-sided ladders (VTX-DL) and five single-sided (VTX-SL) ladders.
No significant di�erences in the input variables for the multivariate analysis were seen. Here results
are presented only for the double-layer layout. The flavour tagging performance is studied using
simulated and fully reconstructed samples for Z æ qq reactions, shown in Figure III-6.5a, and

Table III-6.1. Jet energy resolution for Z æuds events with | cos ◊
qq

| < 0.7, expressed as, rms

90

for the di-jet
energy distribution, the e�ective constant – in rms

90

/E = –(Ejj)/


Ejj/GeV, and the fractional jet energy
resolution for a single jets, ‡Ej /Ej . The jet energy resolution is calculated from rms

90

.

Jet Energy rms

90

rms

90

/


Ejj/GeV ‡Ej /Ej

45 GeV 2.4 GeV 24.7 % (3.66 ± 0.05) %

100 GeV 4.0 GeV 28.3 % (2.83 ± 0.04) %

180 GeV 7.3 GeV 38.5 % (2.86 ± 0.04) %

250 GeV 10.4 GeV 46.6 % (2.95 ± 0.04) %
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Jet Energy Resolution 

Physics Performance

3.3.6 Strong EWSB
If strong electroweak symmetry breaking (EWSB) is realised in nature, the study of the
WW-scattering processes is particularly important. At the ILC, the W+W� !W+W� and
W+W� ! ZZ vertices can be probed via the processes e+e� ! ⌫

e

⌫
e

qqqq where the final
state di-jet masses are from the decays of two W-bosons or two Z-bosons. Separating the
two processes through the reconstruction of the di-jet masses provides a test of the jet energy
resolution of the ILD detector.

Strong EWSB can be described by an e↵ective Lagrangian approach in which there are two
anomalous quartic gauge couplings, ↵4 and ↵5 [38] which are identically zero in the SM. The
WW scattering events are generated at

p
s = 1TeV with WHiZard [39] assuming ↵4 = ↵5 =

0. Results are obtained for an integrated luminosity of 1 ab�1 with P (e+, e�) = (+0.3,�0.8).
Event selection cuts, similar to those of [38, 40, 41, 42], reduce the backgrounds from processes
other than the quartic coupling diagrams to ⇠ 20 % of the signal. Of the three possible jet-
pairings, the one which minimises |m

ij

� m
W/Z

| ⇥ |m
kl

� m
W/Z

| is chosen. Figure 3.3-22
shows, for ⌫

e

⌫̄
e

WW and ⌫
e

⌫̄
e

ZZ events, a) the reconstructed di-jet mass distribution, and b)
the distribution of average reconstructed mass, (m

ij

+ m
kl

)/2.0. Clear separation between
the W and Z peaks is obtained.
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FIGURE 3.3-22. a) The reconstructed di-jet mass distributions for the best jet-pairing in selected ⌫e⌫̄eWW
(blue) and ⌫e⌫̄eZZ (red) events at

p
s = 1TeV . b) Distributions of the average reconstructed di-jet mass,

(mij + mB
kl)/2.0, for the best jet-pairing for ⌫e⌫̄eWW (blue) and ⌫e⌫̄eZZ (red) events.

The parameters ↵4 and ↵5 are obtained from a binned maximum likelihood fit to the two-
dimensional distribution (10⇥10 bins) of the boson polar angle in the reference frame of boson
pair and the jet polar angle in the reference frame of each boson, giving �1.38 < ↵4 < +1.10
and �0.92 < ↵5 < +0.77. These sensitivities are slightly tighter than those from a previous
fast simulation study with the TESLA detector concept [41, 42].

3.3.7 Lepton production in SPS1a’
SUSY may provide a rich spectrum of kinematically accessible particles at the ILC oper-
ating at

p
s = 500GeV, for example the production of gauginos and sleptons with masses

below 250 GeV. The signals for new physics consist of a complex mixture of dominant and
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3-4% jet energy resolution 
à Good W/Z separation 	
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Full simulation ILD detector model for TDR	
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Heavy Higgs Predictions 
If deviations in Higgs couplings consistent with an extended Higgs sector 
are found, the heavy Higgs mass can be predicted from the size of the 
deviation.  Here we give an example based on the MSSM. 

The effect of the multiple Higgs fields 
manifests as deviations in Higgs 
couplings of the lightest (SM-like) 
Higgs boson. 
 
The size of the deviations depends on 
the mass of the heavy Higgs (MSSM) 
 
The mass of the heavy Higgs can be 
predicted with precise Higgs 
measurements at the ILC 
 
n.b. systematic uncertainties are suppressed by 
taking the ratio of the couplings. 

Lumi 1920 fb-1, sqrt(s) = 250 GeV 
Lumi 2670 fb-1, sqrt(s) = 500 GeV 

Preliminary 
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Improving hγγ coupling precision 
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Beautiful example of 
LHC/ILC synergy 

Combine: 
1.  HL-LHC g(hγγ)/g(hZZ) 
2.  ILC g(hZZ) 
(both model-independent) 
 
à Precise model-independent 
measurement of g(hγγ) ! 

M. Peskin, arXiv:1312.4974 
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Higgs Hadronic Decays: Flavor Tagging 
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b-jet tagging	
 c-jet tagging	


Zàqq, ECM=91.2 GeV, ILD Full Simulation [Suehara, TT]	


ILC detectors allow high performance b/c/g tagging 
Precise measurement of BR(Hàbb, cc, gg) 
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SUSY Precision Measurements 
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Figure 59: a) Energy spectrum of the W± candidates reconstructed from events selected as
�̃±1 pairs and b) Energy spectrum of the Z0 candidates reconstructed from events selected
as �̃0

2 pairs. From [94].

7.5.2 Gravitinos

If the gravitino is lighter than the lightest neutralino, the neutralino could decay into
a photon plus a gravitino. In such a case, the lifetime of the neutralino is related
to the mass of the gravitino: ⌧� ⇠ m2

3/2M
2
Pl/m

5
�. Therefore the measurement of

the neutralino lifetime gives access to m3/2 and the SUSY breaking scale. A similar
statement applies to models in which a di↵erent particle is the lightest Standard
Model superpartner, decaying to the gravitino. A well-studied example is that of the ⌧̃
NLSP. The experimental capabilities of a Linear Collider in scenarios with a gravitino
LSP have been evaluated comprehensively many years ago [97], where it has been
demonstrated that with the permille level mass determinations from threshold scans,
the clean environment and the excellent detector capabilities, especially in tracking
and highly granular calorimetry, fundamental SUSY parameters can be determined
to 10% or better.

Although this study was based on minimal GMSB models (which are currently
disfavoured by the CERN 125 GeV resonance measurement), the signatures and ex-
perimental techniques remain perfectly valid. They could apply to other non-minimal
scenarios including general gauge mediation. Aspects of the detector performance
which were still speculative when the studies in [97] were performed have been es-
tablished in the intervening time with testbeam data from prototype detectors. For
instance, the performance of neutralino lifetime determination from non-pointing clus-
ters in the electromagnetic calorimeter has recently been reevaluated based on full

171

Large mass differences between 
chargino/neutralino; decays to jets. 
O(1)% mass precision 

Small mass differences between 
chargino/neutralino; ISR photon tag. 
O(1)% mass precision 
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Berggren, Bruemmer, List, Moortgat-Pick, Robens, 
Rolbiecki, Sert, EPJ C73 (2013) 2660 [arXiv:1307.3566] Suehara, List, arXiv:0906.5508 
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DM: Effective Operator Approach 
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LHC sensitivity: Mediator mass up to Λ~1.5 TeV 
ILC sensitivity: Mediator mass up to Λ~3 TeV for DM mass up to ~√s/2 

Lint =
1

�2
Oi

OV = (��µ�)(��µ�) OA = (��µ�5�)(��µ�5�)

Chaus, List et al. Chaus, List et al. 
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Figure 1. Feynman diagrams for radiative WIMP pair-production in e+e� collisions, in the

operator formalism.

2 Setup

While the operator formalism can be used for WIMPs of any spin, we will assume,

for concreteness, that the WIMP is a spin-1/2, Dirac fermion �. The coupling of the

WIMPs to electrons and positrons has the form

L
int

=
1

⇤2

Oi , (2.1)

where ⇤ roughly corresponds to the energy scale of new physics that provides the

coupling, and Oi is one of the following four-fermion operators [6]:

OV = (�̄�µ�)(¯̀�
µ`) , (vector)

OS = (�̄�)(¯̀̀ ) , (scalar, s� channel)

OA = (�̄�µ�5�)(¯̀�
µ�5`) , (axial� vector)

Ot = (�̄`)(¯̀�) , (scalar, t�channel). (2.2)

The notation in parenthesis describes the simplest kind of a mediator particle that

would induce each operator. We will always consider the case when the mediator mass

is well above the collision energy
p
s, and our results will not depend on how the opera-

tors (2.2) are induced; the names are only used as a convenient way to label operators.

Since the WIMPs do not interact in the detector, the 2 ! 2 process e+e� ! �̄� is

invisible; an extra “tag” particle needs to be added to the final state to make it observ-

able. A photon can always be emitted from the initial state independently of the nature

of the WIMPs and their couplings, making it a robust choice for the tag particle [1].

We will thus consider the process e+e� ! �̄��, mediated by Feynman diagrams in

Fig. 1, and leading to the observable � +E/ final state. We have computed the double-

di↵erential cross sections, d2�
dE�d cos ✓

, analytically for each of the four interactions listed

– 4 –
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