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Abstract

To address the longstanding tension between the Constrained Minimal Supersymmetric Stan-

dard Model (CMSSM) and recent experimental data, we investigate non-universal gaugino masses

within an SU(5) Grand Unified Theory (GUT) framework, focusing on the g̃-SUGRA scenario

where |M3| ≫ |M1|, |M2|. This hierarchy enables a heavier gluino, thereby evading current experi-

mental bounds on supersymmetric particles. Our analysis reveals that precise Higgs measurements

place stringent constraints on the model, requiring tanβ ≳ 5 and M0 ≳ 20 tanβ GeV. Although

the g̃-SUGRA scenario can help reconcile the persistent (g − 2)µ anomaly, the Higgs constraints

significantly restrict its parameter space, making a large contribution to (g − 2)µ challenging. We

also assess the discovery prospects in upcoming dark matter direct detection experiments, includ-

ing PandaX-xT (200 t.y.), LZ (projected), and XENONnT (20 t.y.), which may not fully cover

the viable parameter space. In contrast, future collider experiments—such as the High-Luminosity

LHC at 3 ab−1 and CLIC1500 at 2.5 ab−1—can comprehensively probe the remaining regions. These

findings highlight g̃-SUGRA as a promising solution to the CMSSM tension and offer clear, testable

predictions for upcoming collider searches.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Standard Model (SM) of particle physics, a foundational framework, has profoundly

shaped our understanding of the fundamental constituents and forces of nature. Its ro-

bustness was confirmed with the discovery of the Higgs boson at the Large Hadron Collider

(LHC) in 2012, a milestone that not only fulfilled a decades-long prediction, but also secured

the central role of the SM in modern physics [1, 2]. Subsequent precision measurements of

the properties of the Higgs boson have consistently confirmed the predictions of the SM

[3, 4]. Despite these successes, the SM has significant limitations. It does not adequately

address critical issues such as the hierarchy problem, the anomalous magnetic moment of the

muon, and the nature of dark matter, indicating the need for new theoretical developments.

The value of the muon magnetic moment predicted by the SM, aSMµ , is reported as [5]:

aSMµ = 116591810(43)× 10−11. (1)

In 2023, Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory (FNAL) reported new measurement results

for the muon magnetic moment [6] :

aexpµ = 116592059(22)× 10−11, (2)

which are fully consistent with previous results from both Brookhaven National Laboratory

(BNL) and FNAL itself [7, 8]. These data represent a 5σ deviation from the SM predictions,
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highlighting a significant challenge to the existing theoretical framework. Further consoli-

dating these findings, the Particle Data Group (PDG) has calculated the world average of

the muon anomalous magnetic moment as [9] :

∆aµ ≡ aexpµ − aSMµ = (24.9± 4.8)× 10−10. (3)

In addition, the Planck Collaboration has released its final full-mission measurements of

cosmological parameters [10], including the relic density of cold dark matter:

Ωh2 = 0.1200± 0.0012. (4)

These phenomena are difficult to explain within the framework of the SM and strongly

suggest the existence of new physics beyond the Standard Model (BSM). To interpret such

experimental results, numerous models have been proposed [11–26]. Among these, the low-

energy supersymmetric model is one of the most widely discussed extensions of the SM

[27–29]. Its primary motivation is to solve the gauge hierarchy problem in a natural way

by introducing supersymmetric (SUSY) particles. These particles can also provide addi-

tional contributions to the muon g-2 anomaly, providing a potential solution to this puzzle.

Moreover, assuming R-parity conservation, the lightest SUSY particle (LSP) is considered a

compelling candidate for dark matter [30], capable of explaining the observed relic density

in the universe.

The Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model (MSSM) [31–34] is the simplest super-

symmetric extension of the SM, known for its robust ability to explain various experimental

anomalies [35–40]. However, it includes over 100 free parameters, making their experimental

determination extremely challenging. In contrast, the Constrained MSSM (CMSSM) [41–47]

simplifies this by assuming unified values for the gaugino masses, scalar masses and trilinear

coupling constants at the Grand Unified Theory (GUT) scale, represented as M1/2, M0 and

A0 respectively. This reduces the number of free parameters to five: M0, M1/2, A0, tanβ

and the sign of µ. The ratio tanβ is defined as Vu/Vd, where Vu and Vd are the Higgs fields

that give mass to the up-type quarks and the down-type quarks and leptons, respectively.

This approach allows these five parameters to determine all low-energy soft SUSY breaking

parameters through the renormalization group equations (RGEs).

The phenomenology of the CMSSM has been extensively studied [48–50]; however, by

reducing the number of free parameters, the CMSSM offers a more constrained interpretation
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of the experimental data compared to the MSSM. In particular, it struggles to account for

the anomalous magnetic moment of the muon while predicting a 125 GeV SM-like Higgs.

This challenge arises because the masses of the light electroweakinos, higgsinos, sleptons,

and neutrinos, which can contribute significantly to the muon anomalous magnetic moment,

are predicted to be heavier than several hundred GeV in the CMSSM under these conditions.

The non-universal gaugino masses within the framework of SU(5) GUT offer a solution

to the tensions observed between the CMSSM and current experimental data. Our study

focuses on the scenario where |M3| ≫ |M1|, |M2|, referred to as g̃SUGRA. We investigate

the constraints imposed by current data on this parameter space, consider the annihilation

mechanisms of dark matter relevant to this scenario, and explore the detection capabilities

of future dark matter experiments. Finally, we evaluate the prospects of future dark matter

direct detection experiments and collider studies of SUSY particles to probe this scenario.

This paper is organized as follows. Section II provides a brief overview of the mecha-

nism for generating non-universal gaugino masses in the g̃SUGRA framework within the

context of the SU(5) GUT. Section III presents the numerical results obtained by applying

the theoretical and experimental constraints, accompanied by a comprehensive theoretical

interpretation. Finally, Section IV provides a summary of our conclusions.

II. NON-UNIVERSAL GAUGINO MASSES IN g̃SUGRA

Based on different mechanisms of SUSY breaking, the CMSSM can be categorized into

three main classes: Gravity Mediated SUSY Breaking (commonly referred to as minimal

Supergravity or mSUGRA) [51–55], Anomaly Mediated SUSY Breaking (AMSB) [56–58],

and Gauge Mediated SUSY Breaking (GMSB) [59, 60]. Among these, mSUGRA is a highly

predictive framework that naturally accommodates a 125 GeV SM-like Higgs boson [61, 62].

In the mSUGRA scenario, the masses of the gauginos (bino, wino, and gluino) are unified

at the GUT scale, expressed as M1 = M2 = M3 = M1/2 .

The GUT of mSUGRA provides a comprehensive framework based on three arbitrary

functions: the superpotential, the Kähler potential, and the gauge kinetic function. This

framework allows for non-universalities in the soft SUSY-breaking parameters, including

scalar masses, gaugino masses, and trilinear couplings [63–68]. In this study, we focus on a

scenario where the gaugino masses are non-universal, while other boundary conditions are

4



maintained at the GUT scale.

The universal boundary conditions for soft parameters can be derived from specific as-

sumptions about the Kähler potential and the gauge kinetic energy function [69]. Generally,

the Kähler potential is assumed to be minimal, while the gauge kinetic terms for the vector

supermultiplet can be expressed in a general form as:

L ⊇
∫

d2θτ

(
W aW a + a1

S

Λ
W aW a + b1

Φab

Λ
W aW b

)
, (5)

where S and Φab represent the singlet and non-singlet chiral superfields of the GUT group,

respectively. The field S can develop a vacuum expectation value (VEV) scaled by Λ or

lower, while non-singlet Φab fields can generate F-term VEV. Soft SUSY-breaking gaugino

masses are induced through these terms. Universal gaugino masses are generated by the

a1 term and associated with the ⟨FS⟩, while non-universal gaugino masses are generated

by the b1 term and associated with the ⟨FΦab
⟩. To obtain non-universal gaugino masses,

the non-singlet Higgs field Φab must acquire non-vanishing F-term VEV. These operators

can also contribute additional non-universalities to other soft SUSY breaking terms, such as

trilinear couplings and sfermion masses.

Within the SU(5) GUT framework, the field Φab can belong to any of the irreducible rep-

resentations arising from the symmetric product of the adjoint representations. Specifically,

the symmetric product of two adjoint representations, 24⊗24, can be decomposed into the

following irreducible representations of SU(5):

(24⊗ 24)symm = 1⊕ 24⊕ 75⊕ 200. (6)

Here, 24, 75, and 200 represent the chiral supermultiplets of SU(5). When Φab is a singlet,

as assumed in mSUGRA, the gaugino masses acquire a uniform value at the GUT scale. In

contrast, if Φab is a non-singlet belonging to a higher-dimensional representation of SU(5),

the gaugino masses become non-uniform but remain interrelated through the representation

invariants. For a representation denoted as n, the three gaugino masses at the GUT scale

possess distinct coefficients relative to the SUSY breaking mass parameter, and take the

following form:

M1,2,3 = Cn
1,2,3M

n
1/2, (7)

where Mn
1/2 is the soft gaugino mass arising from the F-term VEV in the representation n.
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The coefficients Cn
1,2,3 for specific representations are given as:

C1
1,2,3 = (1, 1, 1),

C24
1,2,3 = (−1,−3, 2),

C75
1,2,3 = (−5, 3, 1),

C200
1,2,3 = (10, 2, 1).

(8)

For the Higgs fields belonging to the SU(5) GUT group with representations 24, 75, and

200, along with a gauge singlet S, the Lagrangian can be expressed as:

L =

∫
d2θ

(
θτ

4
W aW b

)
1

Λ

[
c0Sδab + c1(Φ

24)ab + c2(Φ
75)ab + c3(Φ

200)ab
]
. (9)

In particular, it is theoretically possible for the Higgs fields in these high-dimensional repre-

sentations to acquire only the lowest component VEVs, while the singlet S can acquire both

its lowest component VEV and the F-term VEV. This configuration ensures the preserva-

tion of the SU(3)C × SU(2)L × U(1)Y gauge symmetry, corresponding to the gauge boson

superpartners, gluino (g̃), the wino (W̃ ), and the bino (B̃), respectively.

The VEVs of the Higgs fields Φ24, Φ75 and Φ200 can be expressed in their respective

adjoint representations, corresponding to 5 × 5, 10 × 10, and 15 × 15 matrices. These

matrices take on the following specific forms:

⟨Φ24⟩ = vU

√
3

5
diag

(
−1

3
,−1

3
,−1

3
,
1

2
,
1

2

)
,

⟨Φ75⟩ = vU

2
√
3
diag

1, · · · , 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
3

,−1, · · · ,−1︸ ︷︷ ︸
6

, 3

 ,

⟨Φ200⟩ = vU

2
√
3
diag

1, · · · , 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
6

,−2, · · · ,−2︸ ︷︷ ︸
6

, 2, · · · , 2︸ ︷︷ ︸
3

 ,

(10)

where vU denotes the GUT breaking scale, which is assumed to have a universal value

for all Higgs fields. In the most general scenarios, the singlet S and the high-dimensional

representations of Higgs fields are assumed to acquire universal F-term VEVs, FΛ, under

the assumption of trivial kinetic terms. Then M1, M2, and M3 can get contributions from

S, Φ24, Φ75 and Φ200 at GUT scale and the ratio of gauginos is given by:
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M1 : M2 : M3 =[
c0 −

c1

4
√
15

+
5c2

4
√
3
+

5c3

2
√
3

]
:

[
c0 −

3c1

4
√
15

− 3c2

4
√
3
+

c3

2
√
3

]
:

[
c0 +

c1

2
√
15

− c2

4
√
3
+

c3

4
√
3

]
.

(11)

Thus, an arbitrary ratio of M1 : M2 : M3 at the GUT scale can be achieved by appropri-

ately tuning the coefficients. A particularly interesting scenario arises when M3 ≫ M1,M2,

ensuring that the radiative break of the electroweak symmetry is primarily driven by the

gluino. This framework, often referred to as g̃-SUGRA [70], leads to rich phenomenological

implications. In this case, the gluino significantly affects the RGEs of the squarks, con-

tributing to their masses as the RGEs run from the GUT scale to the electroweak scale.

Conversely, at the one-loop level, the gluino does not enter the RGEs of sleptons, leaving

their masses unaffected. Such a scenario predicts heavy squarks, allowing them to escape

current experimental constraints on squark masses. At the same time, the presence of rela-

tively light sleptons can lead to a number of interesting phenomenological consequences.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We use the SuSpect-2.52 [71] package to implement the theoretical and experimental

constraints in our analysis, assuming sign(µ) = +1. The remaining parameters are selected

within the following ranges:

M0, |M1|, |M2| < 1 TeV,

1 TeV < |M3| < 10 TeV,

|A0| < 10 TeV,

1 < tanβ < 50.

(12)

The following constraints are considered in our analysis:

(1) The lightest CP-even Higgs boson is assumed to be the SM-like Higgs boson, with a

mass of 125± 2 GeV [72–75].

(2) The constraints on the squark and gluino masses are derived from the latest results of

the LHC searches [76]:

mg̃ > 2 TeV, mt̃ > 0.7 TeV, mq̃1,2 > 2 TeV, (13)
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while the chargino and slepton mass constraints are derived from LEP results [77]:

mτ̃ > 93.2 GeV, mχ̃± > 103.5 GeV. (14)

(3) Direct searches for low-mass and high-mass resonances have been conducted at LEP,

Tevatron, and LHC. These constraints are implemented in our analysis using the

HiggsSignal-2.6.0 [78] and HiggsBounds-5.10.0 [79] packages.

(4) The dark matter relic density constraints are derived from the Planck observations

[10], while the direct search results for dark matter are based on the 2022 findings

of the LUX-ZEPLIN (LZ) experiment [80]. The relic density and the dark matter

annihilation cross-section are calculated using themicrOMEGAs-5.3.41 package [81, 82].

Since the relic density may also include contributions from other dark matter species,

only the upper bound is applied in this analysis, given as 0 < Ωh2 < 0.12 .

(5) The constraints from B physics, such as B → sγ, Bs → µ+µ−, and B+ → τ+ν are

adopted based on the latest results provided by the PDG 2024 [9]:

Br(B → sγ) = (3.49± 0.38)× 10−4,

Br(B+ → τ+ν) = (1.09± 0.48)× 10−4,

Br(Bs → µ+µ−) = (3.01± 0.87)× 10−9.

(15)

(6) The constraints on the muon anomalous magnetic moment (∆aµ), defined as the differ-

ence between the experimental measurement and the SM prediction, are characterized

by the following features [6, 9]

∆aµ ≡ aexpµ − aSMµ = (24.9± 4.8)× 10−10. (16)

The muon anomalous magnetic moment is calculated at the two-loop level using the

GM2Calc-2.1.0 package [83, 84].

(7) The constraints from direct searches for supersymmetric particles at LEP, Tevatron,

and LHC are incorporated into the analysis. The SModelS-3.0.0 package [85–87] is used

to calculate the expected signal strength r, which is used to evaluate the consistency

of the model with experimental results.
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FIG. 1. Surviving samples in the A0 versus M3 plane (upper left), the tanβ versus M0 plane

(upper middle), and the M1 versus M2 plane (upper right and lower three), with colors indicating

the SM-like Higgs mass mh (upper three), the value of input parameter M3 (lower left), the value

of M2 at the soft SUSY scale (lower middle), and the value of M1 at the soft SUSY scale (lower

right), respectively. The light gray samples are excluded by theoretical constraint, the gray samples

are excluded that cannot give a suitable SM-like Higgs mass, and the black samples are excluded

by the dark matter data. The samples with a larger value of mh are projected on top of smaller

ones (upper panels) and the samples with a smaller value of M3 are projected on top of larger ones

(lower panels).

In Fig. 1, we present all surviving samples in the A0 versus M3 plane (upper left), the

tanβ versus M0 plane (upper middle), and the M1 versus M2 plane (upper right and lower

three), respectively. Their colors indicate the SM-like Higgs mass mh (upper three), the

value of input parameter M3 (lower left), the value of M2 at the soft SUSY scale (lower

middle), and the value of M1 at the soft SUSY scale (lower right), respectively. The light

gray samples are excluded by the theoretical constraints, the gray samples are excluded that
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cannot give a suitable SM-like Higgs mass, and the black samples are excluded by the dark

matter data. The samples with a larger value of mh are projected on top of smaller ones

(upper panels), and the samples with a smaller value of M3 are projected on top of larger

ones (lower panels). Several conclusions can be drawn from these figures:

• The primary constraints on M3, A0, M0 and tanβ arise from theoretical considerations

and Higgs data. In contrast, the primary constraints on M1 and M2 are imposed by

dark matter data. The reasons for these differences will be discussed in more detail

later.

• In the upper right and lower three panels of Fig. 1, the surviving samples in the M1

versus M2 plane can be broadly classified into three categories:

– Class A: M3 > 0 GeV, M1/M2 ≳ 1.5 .

– Class B: M3 > 0 GeV, M1/M2 ≲ 1.5 .

– Class C: M3 < 0 GeV, M1 ≳ 1.5M2 + 200 GeV.

In Fig. 2, surviving samples are shown in the A0 versus M0 planes (upper three), the tanβ

versus M0 planes (lower left and lower middle), and the tanβ versus mA plane (lower right),

with colors indicating the higgsino mass parameter µ (upper left), the pseudoscalar particle

Higgs mass mA (upper middle), the SUSY contributions to muon g-2 ∆aµ (upper right and

lower middle), the lighter smuon mass mµ̃1 (lower left), the branching ratio of Bs → µ+ µ−

(Br(Bs → µ+ µ−)) (lower right), respectively. Meanwhile, samples with larger values of

colors are projected on top of smaller ones for the upper right and lower three panels. By

combining Fig. 1 and Fig. 2, the following conclusions can be drawn:

• From the upper panels of Fig. 1, it is evident that Higgs data impose a strong constraint

on the parameter space. Specifically, the data requires tanβ ≳ 5 and M0 ≳ 20 tanβ

GeV. In addition, a negative M3 is favor to predict a light Higgs mass, whereas a

positive M3 is favor to predict a heavy Higgs mass.

• From the lower left panel of Fig. 1, it can be observed that samples with negative

M3 can only surviving in Class C. In other words, to obtain a negative value of M3

requires M1 ≳ 1.5M2 + 200 GeV. In contrast, the samples with positive M3 only need

M2 ≳ 200 GeV.
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FIG. 2. Surviving samples in the A0 versus M0 planes (upper three), the tanβ versus M0 planes

(lower left and lower middle), and the tanβ versus mA plane (lower right), with colors indicating

the higgsino mass parameter µ (upper left), the pseudoscalar Higgs mass mA (upper middle), the

SUSY contributions to muon g-2 ∆aµ (upper right and lower middle), the lighter smuon mass mµ̃1

(lower left), the branching ratio of Bs → µ+ µ− (Br(Bs → µ+ µ−)) (lower right), respectively. For

the upper right and lower three panels, the samples with larger values of colors are projected on

top of smaller ones.

• From the lower middle and right panels of Fig. 1, it can be observed that, for the same

M1 (M2) at the GUT scale, the samples in Class C result in larger M1 (M2) values at

the soft SUSY scale compared to samples in other classes after RGEs running. This is

because a negative M3 provides a positive contribution to M1 (M2) during the RGEs

evolution, whereas a positive M3 leads to a negative contribution. These results are

consistent with Eqs.(38) and (39) in the Appendix A in Ref. [26].

• From the upper right panel of Fig. 1, it can be observed that samples in Class A
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tend to predict a heavier SM-like Higgs. Furthermore, a heavy SM-like Higgs is also

favored by moderate values of tanβ (around 10) and relatively large M0 (larger than

400 GeV), as shown in the upper middle panel of Fig. 1.

• By combining the upper left and middle panels of Fig. 2, it can be observed that

the Higgsino mass µ is nearly equal to the pseudoscalar Higgs mass mA, and both

are directly proportional to M3. This relationship arises because, in supersymmetric

models, the parameter µ takes the form:

µ2 =
M2

Hd
−M2

Hu
tan2 β

tan2 β − 1
− m2

Z

2
. (17)

Since tanβ ≫ 1, we have tan2 β − 1 ≈ tan2 β and |MHu| ≫ |MHd
|. Under these

approximations, the term M2
Hd

−M2
Hu

tan2 β reduces to M2
Hu

tan2 β, and the first term

in Eq. (17) simplifies to approximately M2
Hu

. Furthermore, since |MHu| ≫ |mZ |, it

follows that µ ≈ MHu . At the same time, the pseudoscalar Higgs mass parameter mA

is given by:

m2
A =

tan2 β + 1

tan2 β − 1

(
M2

Hd
−M2

Hu

)
−m2

Z . (18)

With tanβ ≫ 1 and |MHu | ≫ |MHd
|, one can find that tan2 β − 1 ≈ tan2 β + 1 and

M2
Hd

−M2
Hu

≈ M2
Hu

. This leads to mA ≈ MHu ≈ µ. According to the Eqs.(59) in the

Appendix A in Ref. [26], MHu is nearly directly proportional to M3. Consequently,

both µ and mA are approximately directly proportional to M3.

• By combining the upper right and lower middle panels of Fig. 2, it appears that small

values of |A0|, M3, and M0 tend to provide a larger contribution to ∆aµ. In particular,

a sample with M0 ∼ 250GeV, |A0| ≲ −1TeV, M3 ∼ 4TeV, and tanβ ∼ 10 yields

a sizable contribution to ∆aµ (∼ 2.1 × 10−9). In SUSY, the primary contribution to

∆aµ comes from smuon interactions and is given by [88, 89]:

aµ̃µ ≈ a0
1 + δ2-loop

1 + ∆µ

(
tanβ · (100GeV)2

m2
µ̃L
m2

µ̃R
/(M1µ)

)(
fN
1/6

)
, (19)

where a0 = 1.5 × 10−10. This expression shows that the smuon contribution is pro-

portional to tanβ and inversely proportional to m4
µ̃. Therefore, achieving a significant

supersymmetric contribution to g−2 requires light sleptons and large tanβ. SmallerM0

values can produce lighter smuons, as seen in the lower left panel of Fig. 2. However,
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scenarios with small M0 and large tanβ encounter significant theoretical constraints,

including issues with RGEs due to the presence of non-perturbative effects or Landau

poles. Additionally, these scenarios are also constrained by Higgs data, as they strug-

gle to produce an SM-like Higgs with a mass of 125GeV. Consequently, achieving a

extremely large contribution to g − 2 in this framework is highly challenging.

• From the lower right panel of Fig. 2, it can be observed that a lighter mA ( ∼ 2

TeV) and a larger tanβ (∼ 35) result in a higher branching ratio for Bs → µ+µ−.

This behavior can be explained within SUSY models, where the branching ratio of

Bs → µ+µ− is given by:

Br(Bs → µ+µ−) ∝ m4
tµ

2A2
t tan

6 β

m4
Am

4
t

. (20)

From this expression, it is evident that Br(Bs → µ+µ−) is directly proportional to

tan6 β and inversely proportional to m4
A. This explains why a larger tanβ and a

smaller mA enhance the branching ratio.

In Fig. 3, to understand the dark matter annihilation mechanisms of the surviving sam-

ples, we project them onto the M1 versus M2 planes (upper three and lower left), the lightest

neutralino mass mχ̃0
1
versus the lighter stau mass mτ̃1 plane (lower middle), and the lightest

neutralino mass mχ̃0
1
versus the lightest chargino mass mχ̃±

1
plane (lower right). The colors

indicate the lightest neutralino mass mχ̃0
1
(upper left), the bino component of the lightest

neutralino (upper middle), the wino component of the lightest neutralino (upper right),

and the dark matter relic density Ωh2 (lower three), respectively. Meanwhile, samples with

smaller values of M3 are projected on top of larger ones for the upper left panels, and the

samples with larger values of |N11|2 are projected on top of smaller ones for the upper middle

panel, the samples with a smaller value of |N12|2 are projected on top of larger ones for the

upper right panel, and the samples with larger value of Ωh2 are projected on top of smaller

ones for the lower three panels. The following conclusions can be drawn:

• From the upper left panel of Fig. 3, it is evident that the lightest neutralino mass mχ̃0
1

is nearly proportional to M2 in Class A and Class C, while it is nearly proportional

to M1 in Class B. This behavior suggests the dominant component of the lightest

neutralino χ̃0
1, as M1 and M2 are the mass parameters associated with the bino and

wino, respectively. Furthermore, samples in Class C predict a heavier χ̃0
1 compared
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FIG. 3. Surviving samples in the M1 versus M2 planes (upper three and lower left), the lightest

neutralino mass mχ̃0
1

versus lighter stau mass mτ̃1 plane (lower middle), and the lightest neutralino

mass mχ̃0
1

versus the lightest chargino mass mχ̃±
1

plane (lower right), with colors indicating the

lightest neutralino mass mχ̃0
1

(upper left), the bino component in lightest neutralino (upper middle),

the wino component in lightest neutralino (upper right), and the dark matter relic density Ωh2

(lower three), respectively. The samples with smaller values of M3 are projected on top of larger

ones for the upper left panels, the samples with larger values of |N11|2 are projected on top of

smaller ones for the upper middle panel, the samples with smaller value of |N12|2 are projected on

top of larger ones for the upper right panel, and the samples with larger value of Ωh2 are projected

on top of smaller ones for the lower three panels.

to those in Class A for the same M2. This is attributed to the additional contribution

of M3 to M2 at the soft SUSY scale.

• From the upper middle and right panels of Fig. 3, it can be observed that the lightest

neutralino χ̃0
1 is predominantly wino-like in Class A and Class C, while it is predom-
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inantly bino-like in Class B. Additionally, χ̃0
1 typically does not exhibit wino-bino

mixing, except for samples near the lower edge of Class A and Class B.

• By combining the upper middle, upper right, and lower left panels of Fig. 3, it becomes

clear that a larger dark matter relic density Ωh2 is only achieved when χ̃0
1 is predomi-

nantly bino-like. However, the Ωh2 predicted for bino-like χ̃0
1 is often excessively large

and strongly constrained by experimental dark matter data. This limitation explains

the scarcity of surviving samples in Class B. In contrast, when χ̃0
1 exhibits wino-bino

mixing, a significantly smaller Ωh2 can be achieved, although it remains larger than

in scenarios where χ̃0
1 is predominantly wino-like.

• From the lower left and middle panels of Fig. 3, it can be observed that the mass

of χ̃0
1 (mχ̃0

1
) and the mass of the lighter smuon mτ̃1 are nearly degenerate when χ̃0

1 is

bino-like. In contrast, mτ̃1 becomes significantly larger than mχ̃0
1
when χ̃0

1 is wino-like.

This behavior provides insight into the annihilation mechanisms of χ̃0
1. When χ̃0

1 is

bino-like, its annihilation is primarily mediated by interactions with τ̃1. Since τ̃1 is

only slightly heavier than χ̃0
1, the annihilation process occurs relatively slowly, allowing

for the accumulation of a sufficient relic density.

• From the lower left and right panels of Fig. 3, it can be observed that if χ̃0
1 is wino-

like, its mass is nearly degenerate with the mass of the lightest chargino (mχ̃±
1
), which

aligns with theoretical expectations. Consequently, χ̃0
1 can consistently co-annihilate

with χ̃±
1 in wino-like scenarios. However, due to the high annihilation rate associated

with this co-annihilation process, it is unable to produce a sufficient relic density (Ωh2).

In contrast, if χ̃0
1 is bino-like, the mass of χ̃±

1 is significantly larger than that of χ̃0
1,

making co-annihilation between the two particles inefficient.

After examining the annihilation mechanisms of χ̃0
1 for the surviving samples, we identify

the following primary mechanisms. The main Feynman diagrams illustrating these dominant

annihilation mechanisms are shown in Fig. 4.

• Stau annihilation : τ̃+1 τ̃
−
1 → hh,W+W−, tt̄, τ̃+1 τ̃

−
1 → τ+τ−.

• Neutralino-stau coannihilation : χ̃0
1τ̃

±
1 → τ±h/A.

• Neutralino annihilation : χ̃0
1χ̃

0
1,2 → W+W−.
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FIG. 4. Main Feynman diagrams illustrating χ̃±
1 coannihilation (upper panels) and τ̃ , χ̃0

1 hybrid

annihilation (lower panels).

• Neutralino-chargino coannihilation : χ̃0
1,2χ̃

±
1 → ud̄, cs̄, tb̄.

• Chargino annihilation : χ̃+
1 χ̃

−
1 → W+W−.

The surviving samples can be categorized into four classes based on their dominant an-

nihilation mechanisms:

τ̃ χ̃0
1 coannihilation :

mτ̃1

mχ̃0
1

< 1.1 .

χ̃0
1χ̃

±
1 coannihilation :

mτ̃1

mχ̃0
1

≳ 1.1 , 1 <
mχ̃±

1

mχ̃0
1

≲ 1.05 .

χ̃±
1 χ̃

0
1 coannihilation :

mτ̃1

mχ̃0
1

≳ 1.1 , 1.05 ≲
mχ̃±

1

mχ̃0
1

< 1.1 .

χ̃0
1 annihilation :

mτ̃1

mχ̃0
1

≳ 1.1 ,
mχ̃±

1

mχ̃0
1

≈ 1.1 .

(21)

The dominant annihilation channels for each coannihilation scenario are as follows:

• For τ̃ χ̃0
1 coannihilation, the primary channels are stau annihilation and neutralino-stau

coannihilation.

• For χ̃0
1χ̃

±
1 coannihilation, the major channels are neutralino-chargino coannihilation

and neutralino annihilation.

• For χ̃±
1 χ̃

0
1 coannihilation, the main channels are chargino annihilation and neutralino-

chargino coannihilation.
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TABLE I. The top 10 annihilation channels and their relative contributions to σv for the four

benchmark points.

P1 P2 P3 P4

χ̃+
1 χ̃

0
2 → ud̄, 0.08 τ̃+1 τ̃−1 → hh, 0.17 χ̃0

1χ̃
0
1 → W+W−, 0.18 χ̃0

1τ̃1 → γτ, 0.23

χ̃+
1 χ̃

0
2 → cs̄, 0.08 τ̃+1 τ̃−1 → W+W−, 0.16 χ̃0

1χ̃
0
2 → W+W−, 0.12 τ̃+1 τ̃−1 → τ+τ−, 0.21

χ̃+
1 χ̃

0
2 → tb̄, 0.07 χ̃0

1τ̃
±
1 → hτ±, 0.12 χ̃+

1 χ̃
0
1 → ud̄, 0.07 χ̃0

1τ̃
±
1 → Zτ±, 0.09

χ̃0
2χ̃

0
2 → W+W−, 0.07 τ̃+1 τ̃−1 → tt̄, 0.11 χ̃+

1 χ̃
0
1 → cs̄, 0.07 χ̃0

1χ̃
+
1 → τh, 0.08

χ̃0
1χ̃

0
2 → W+W−, 0.07 χ̃0

1τ̃
±
1 → γτ±, 0.10 χ̃0

2χ̃
0
2 → W+W−, 0.06 τ̃+1 τ̃−1 → hh, 0.07

χ̃0
1χ̃

0
2 → ZW+, 0.06 τ̃+1 τ̃−1 → ZZ, 0.08 χ̃+

1 χ̃
0
2 → ud̄, 0.06 τ̃+1 τ̃−1 → W+W−, 0.06

χ̃+
1 χ̃

+
1 → W+W+, 0.05 τ̃+1 τ̃−1 → τ+τ−, 0.08 χ̃+

1 χ̃
0
2 → cs̄, 0.06 τ̃+1 τ̃−1 → γγ, 0.06

χ̃+
1 χ̃

0
1 → ud̄, 0.04 χ̃0

1τ̃
±
1 → Zτ±, 0.06 χ̃+

1 χ̃
0
1 → tb̄, 0.05 τ̃+1 τ̃−1 → tt̄, 0.05

χ̃+
1 χ̃

0
1 → cs̄, 0.04 χ̃0

1τ̃
±
1 → W±ντ , 0.06 χ̃+

1 χ̃
0
2 → tb̄, 0.04 χ̃0

1τ̃
±
1 → W±ντ , 0.04

χ̃0
1χ̃

0
1 → W+W−, 0.04 τ̃+1 τ̃−1 → γγ, 0.03 χ̃+

1 χ̃
0
2 → ZW+, 0.03 τ̃+1 τ̃−1 → ZZ, 0.03

• For χ̃0
1 annihilation, the dominant channel is neutralino annihilation.

We provide detailed annihilation information for four benchmark points, including their

top 10 annihilation channels and the relative contributions to σv, in Table I. Additional

information about these benchmark points is summarized in Table II.

In Fig. 5, surviving samples are shown in the M1 versus M2 plane (left), the lightest

neutralino mass mχ̃0
1
versus the lighter stau mass mτ̃1 plane (middle), and the lightest neu-

tralino mass mχ̃0
1
versus the lightest chargino mass mχ̃±

1
plane (right). The main annihilation

mechanisms for the samples are indicated by their colors: yellow samples correspond to τ̃ χ̃0
1

coannihilation, blue samples represent χ̃±
1 χ̃

0
1 coannihilation, green samples correspond to

χ̃0
1χ̃

±
1 coannihilation, and red samples indicate χ̃0

1 annihilation. The following conclusions

can be drawn:

• By comparing the upper middle and right panels of Fig.3, along with the left panel of

Fig.5, it is evident that the primary annihilation mechanisms vary between classes:

– InClass A andClass C, χ̃0
1χ̃

±
1 coannihilation dominates, reflecting the tendency

of wino-like χ̃0
1 to engage in this mechanism.

– In Class B, τ̃ χ̃0
1 coannihilation is the main mechanism, characteristic of bino-like

χ̃0
1.
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TABLE II. Detailed information for the four surviving benchmark samples.

P1 P2 P3 P4

tanβ 12.63 9.59 5.81 12.88

A0 [GeV] -4540.0 -9491.1 3812.3 -623.3

M0 [GeV] 582.3 790.1 990.2 216.9

M1 [GeV] 595.0 786.2 303.7 646.8

M2 [GeV] 347.8 828.5 99.0 945.0

M3 [GeV] 1586.7 -6091.1 -5387.8 2276.6

µ [GeV] 2803.7 5850.1 6165.0 2581.0

mh [GeV] 125.6 123.8 123.2 123.1

mA [GeV] 2779.4 5915.4 6315.2 2619.0

mt̃1
[GeV] 1814.0 8551.1 7412.2 3318.0

mτ̃1 [GeV] 397.3 416.0 897.1 273.6

mµ̃1 [GeV] 616.9 805.4 916.6 314.1

mν̃e [GeV] 614.1 883.0 913.1 605.1

mν̃τ [GeV] 530.3 747.5 905.3 605.1

mχ̃±
1

[GeV] 272.2 865.6 193.1 759.1

Br(Bs → µ+µ−)[10−9] 3.19 3.18 3.18 3.18

Br(B → τν)[10−4] 0.837 0.837 0.837 0.836

Br(B → sγ)[10−4] 3.330 3.354 3.355 3.377

∆aSUSY
µ [10−10] 3.98 1.90 0.61 6.49

mχ̃0
1

[GeV] 248.4 406.0 170.9 267.1

mχ̃0
2

[GeV] 270.4 813.1 189.8 716.2

σSI [10−48 cm−1] 10.7 1.03 5.13 5.34

σSD
P [10−46 cm−1] 25.1 0.61 2.04 13.3

σSD
N [10−46 cm−1] 50.2 0.835 2.39 21.3

Ωh2 0.109 0.114 0.118 0.113

– When χ̃0
1 exhibits bino-wino mixing, the dominant mechanism depends on the

masses of χ̃0
1 and χ̃±

1 , alternating between χ̃±
1 χ̃

0
1 coannihilation and χ̃0

1 annihila-

tion.

• From the middle and right panels of Fig. 5, it is observed that for samples with non-

degenerate masses of τ̃ and χ̃0
1, annihilation mechanisms include χ̃±

1 χ̃
0
1 coannihilation,

χ̃0
1χ̃

±
1 coannihilation, and χ̃0

1 annihilation. These mechanisms depend on the masses
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FIG. 5. Surviving samples in the M1 versus M2 planes (left), the lightest neutralino mass mχ̃0
1

versus lighter stau mass mτ̃1 plane (middle), and the lightest neutralino mass mχ̃0
1

versus the

lightest chargino mass mχ̃±
1

plane(right). The main annihilation mechanisms for the samples are

indicated by their colors: yellow samples correspond to τ̃ χ̃0
1 coannihilation, blue samples represent

χ̃±
1 χ̃

0
1 coannihilation, green samples correspond to χ̃0

1χ̃
±
1 coannihilation, and red samples indicate

χ̃0
1 annihilation.

of χ̃0
1 and χ̃±

1 , aligning with theoretical expectations.

In Fig. 6, the surviving samples are shown in the rescaled spin-independent (SI) DM-

nucleon cross-section σSI (rescaled by Ω/Ω0) versus mχ̃0
1
. In the left panel, the colors

represent the dark matter relic density Ωh2. In the right panel, the colors indicate the

primary annihilation mechanisms: yellow for τ̃ χ̃0
1 coannihilation, blue for χ̃±

1 χ̃
0
1 coannihila-

tion, green for χ̃0
1χ̃

±
1 coannihilation, and red for χ̃0

1 annihilation. The red solid curve shows

the spin-independent DM-nucleon cross-section detection limits from LZ in 2022 [80]. The

black dotted, red dot-dashed, and green dashed curves represent future detection limits from

PandaX-xT (200t.y) [90], the projected LZ [91], and XENONnT (20t.y) [92], respectively.

The gray shaded region indicates the neutrino floor [93]. The following conclusions can be

drawn:

• All surviving samples predict a smaller rescaled σSI , with most falling below the de-

tection limits of LZ 2022. From the left panel of Fig. 7, it can be seen that samples

with larger Ωh2 tend to predict larger rescaled σSI , while those dominated by χ̃0
1

annihilation predict very small rescaled σSI , all of which fall below the neutrino floor.

• By combining Fig. 6 with Fig. 4 in Ref. [94] and Fig. 5 in Ref. [95], one can observe
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FIG. 6. Surviving samples in the rescaled spin independence (SI) DM-nucleon cross-section

σSI (rescaled by Ω/Ω0) versus mχ̃0
1

panels. For the left panel, colors indicate dark matter relic

density Ωh2. For the right panel, the main annihilation mechanisms of yellow samples are τ̃ χ̃0
1

coannihilation, the main annihilation mechanisms of blue samples are χ̃±
1 χ̃

0
1 coannihilation, the

main annihilation mechanisms of green samples are χ̃0
1χ̃

±
1 coannihilation, and the main annihilation

mechanisms of red samples are χ̃0
1 annihilation. The red solid curves indicate the spin-independent

(SI) DM-nucleon cross-section detection limits of LZ (2022) [80]. The black dotted, red dot-dashed,

and green dashed curves indicate the future detection limits PandaX-xT(200t.y) [90], LZ Projected

[91], and XENONnT(20t.y) [92], respectively. The gray shaded region indicated the neutrino floor

[93].

that, compared to the higgsino-like dark matter, the bion-like dark matter tends to

predict a significantly smaller rescaled σSI .

• Even with future dark matter detection experiments such as PandaX-xT (200t.y), the

LZ Projected, and XENONnT (20t.y), it will remain difficult to cover all surviving

samples. Many samples lie below the neutrino floor, making them nearly undetectable

by dark matter experiments and requiring examination in collider experiments.

In Fig. 7, the surviving samples are presented in the M1 versus M2 planes (left), the light-

est neutralino mass mχ̃0
1
versus the lighter stau mass mτ̃1 planes (middle) and mχ̃0

1
versus the

lighter chargino mass mχ̃±
1
planes (right). The colors indicate the expected signal strength

ratio r, calculated by SModelS-3.0.0 [85–87]. The right panel highlights the coverage of cur-
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FIG. 7. Surviving samples in the M1 versus M2 planes (left), the lightest neturalino mass mχ̃0
1

versus the lighter stau mass mτ̃1 planes (middle) and mχ̃0
1

versus the lighter chargino mass mχ̃±
1

planes (righ) with Colors indicate the expected r of signal strength. The black, yellow, and red

solid curves of the right panel indicate the detection limits at LHC with 36 fb−1 [96, 97], HL-LHC

compressed (HL-LHCc) with 3 ab−1 [98], and 500 GeV International Linear Collider (ILC) with 0.5

ab−1 [99], respectively. The red dashed, black dotted, yellow dot-dashed, and green dashed curves

indicate the future detectors of 1000 GeV ILC with 1 ab−1 [99], HL-LHC with 3 ab−1 [98], HE-LHC

compressd (HE-LHCc) with 15 ab−1 [100] and 1500 GeV Compact Linear Collider (CLIC1500) with

2.5 ab−1 [101]. The samples with smaller values of excepted r are projected on top of larger ones.

rent and future collider experiments, including the LHC, High-Luminosity LHC (HL-LHC),

High-Energy LHC (HE-LHC), the International Linear Collider (ILC), and the Compact

Linear Collider (CLIC) [102]. Specifically, the black, yellow, and red solid curves of the

right panel indicate the detection limits at LHC with 36 fb−1 [96, 97], HL-LHC compressed

(HL-LHCc) with 3 ab−1 [98], and 500 GeV International Linear Collider (ILC) with 0.5 ab−1

[99], respectively. The red dashed, black dotted, yellow dot-dashed, and green dashed curves

indicate the future detectors of 1000 GeV ILC with 1 ab−1 [99], HL-LHC with 3 ab−1 [98],

HE-LHC compressed (HE-LHCc) with 15 ab−1 [100] and 1500 GeV Compact Linear Collider

(CLIC1500) with 2.5 ab−1 [101]. Moreover, samples with smaller values of the expected r are

projected on top of those with larger values. One can draw several conclusions from Fig. 7:

• Since an expected r of signal strength greater than 1 is considered excluded by the

experiment, it can be observed from the left panel of Fig. 7 that the expected r values

in Class A and Class C are relatively large. This indicates that direct searches
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for supersymmetric particles impose strong constraints on these classes. In contrast,

such constraints are weaker for Class B and the region where Class A and Class B

intersect.

• Combining the left panel of Fig. 6 and the left panel of Fig. 7, an interesting observa-

tion can be made. The samples in Class A and Class C with χ̃0
1χ̃

±
1 coannihilation

exhibit small expected r values of signal strength. This indicates that, although direct

searches for supersymmetric particles impose strong constraints on wino-like χ̃0
1 sam-

ples, these constraints become significantly weaker for wino-like samples with χ̃0
1χ̃

±
1

coannihilation.

• From the middle and right panels of Fig. 7, it can be observed that direct searches

for supersymmetric particles impose strong constraints primarily on two scenarios: (1)

when τ̃1 is light and the masses of τ̃1 and χ̃0
1 are not degenerate, and (2) when the

masses of χ̃0
1 and χ̃±

1 are degenerate. In other cases, these constraints are significantly

weaker.

• From the right panel of Fig. 7, it can be observed that hadron colliders, including the

LHC, HL-LHC, and HE-LHC, have very limited constraints on the compressed mass

interval of the samples. Even with increased energy and luminosity, it remains chal-

lenging to cover all of these samples. In contrast, lepton colliders, such as the ILC and

CLIC, demonstrate significantly better coverage in this region. They can effectively

probe almost all samples with masses less than half of their collision energy, even with

relatively modest integral luminosities. Overall, when the HL-LHC achieves an inte-

gral luminosity of 3 ab−1 and the CLIC1500 reaches 2.5 ab
−1, all surviving samples will

be fully covered by these experiments.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

We investigated non-universal gaugino masses within an SU(5) GUT framework to recon-

cile the CMSSM with current experimental data. In particular, we focused on the g̃-SUGRA

scenario, where |M3| ≫ |M1|, |M2|, so that the gluino mass significantly exceeds the masses

of the other gauginos. Our analysis shows that precise Higgs data restricts the parameter
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space by requiring tan β ≳ 5 and M0 ≳ 20 tan βGeV. Moreover, negative M3 typically

favors a lighter Higgs boson, whereas positive M3 tends to yield a heavier one.

A substantial supersymmetric contribution to the muon anomalous magnetic moment

(g − 2)µ demands both light sleptons and large tan β, yet combining small M0 with high

tan β often makes it challenging to achieve a 125GeV Higgs. Nevertheless, this framework

can still accommodate the muon (g− 2) anomaly. We also observed that negative M3 raises

MSUSY
1 or MSUSY

2 through renormalization-group running, whereas positive M3 lowers them.

Depending on the ratio of M1 to M2, the lightest neutralino χ̃
0
1 can be wino-like, bino-like, or

a wino-bino mixture; only bino-like states typically yield a larger dark matter relic density.

Concerning dark matter annihilation, the primary channels include stau annihilation,

neutralino–stau coannihilation, neutralino–chargino coannihilation, and neutralino–neutralino

annihilation. While these processes efficiently reduce the dark matter relic abundance, many

samples predict extremely small spin-independent scattering cross sections σSI , sometimes

below the neutrino floor, making them difficult to probe via direct detection experiments.

On the other hand, future collider searches hold strong prospects for testing this scenario:

once the High-Luminosity LHC reaches 3 ab−1 and CLIC1500 achieves 2.5 ab−1, the entire

parameter space—including the wino-like region—can be thoroughly examined. Our results

thus indicate that the g̃-SUGRA scenario provides a consistent resolution to the CMSSM

tension, offering clear, testable predictions for collider experiments.
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D. Stöckinger, H. Stöckinger-Kim, and A. Voigt, Eur. Phys. J. C 76, 62 (2016),

arXiv:1510.08071 [hep-ph].

[84] P. Athron, C. Balazs, A. Cherchiglia, D. H. J. Jacob, D. Stöckinger, H. Stöckinger-Kim, and
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