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n Goal of Snowmass:
Ø Focus on a “set of questions” and the “scientific

merits” of the various collider options and
proposals

Ø Develop a global picture and a future roadmap

n BSM Physics
Ø EF08: Model specific explorations (simplified

models): SUSY, composite models, extra
dimensions, …

Ø EF09: More general explorations: New bosons,
new fermions, MET signatures, long-lived particles,
EFT, ...

Ø EF10: Dark matter at colliders 3

Snowmass & BSM Physics
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European Strategy  Report

n SUSY is the main model considered

n Other models are more like EFT

Ø Composite Higgs (EF02)

Ø Contact interactions (EF09)

n Dark Matter Simplified Models (EF10)

n Need to think broadly about which models to consider based on
our goals (CEPC/SPPC)

Ø Want a broad but achievable set of models

àSome Leptoquarks



n EF08-01: SUSY and Dark Matter at the CEPC, FCC_ee, and ILC
(Tianjun Li; Lei Wu; Xuai Zhuang; Chengcheng Han etc.)

n EF08-02: SUSY global fits with future colliders using GAMBIT
(Yang Zhang)

n EF10-01: Dark Matter: Top + jet + missing Energy (Peiwen Wu)
n EF10-02: Dark Matter: Asymmetric DM by displaced lepton jets

(Mengchao Zhang)
n EF10-03: Dark Matter: Higgs portal (Xin Shi)
n EF10-04: Dark Matter: Lepton portal dark matter, gravitational

waves and collider phenomenology (Jia Liu etc.)
n More BSM:

n EF02: EW Physics: Higgs Boson as a portal to new physics
n EF03: EW Physics: Heavy flavor and top quark physics
n EF02-01: Electroweak Phase Transition with Exotic Higgs Decays (Shu Li)
n EF02-02: Heavy Neutrino Search in Lepton-rich Higgs boson rare decays

(Yu Gao)
n EF03: Probing top quark FCNC couplings tqγ, tqZ at CEPC (Peiwen Wu)
n ……
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Contributions from China



n SUSY is one of the most favorite candidate for physics
BSM, which can
Ø provide a natural solution to the gauge hierarchy problem,

Ø provide DM candidate with PRC，
Ø achieve gauge coupling unification,

Ø ……

n However, SUSY searches at LHC have already given very
strong constrains on SUSY parameters, see next slide:
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SUSY Introduction
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Current status: EU Strategy- gaugino 

ILC 500/CEPC240: discovery in all scenarios up to kinematic limit: √s/2
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Current status: EU Strategy- higgsino

CEPC/FCCee(240)

Disappearing tracks exclusion is actually off the scale



Gaugino (left) & higgsino(right)
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n Light gauginos have larger
x-sec in lepton colliders
with lower energy

n The naturalness conditions
from the low-energy fine-
tuning measures 【1-3】
generically predict the
light Higgsinos

------------------------------
1. Phys. Lett. B 631, 

58 (2005)
2. Phys. Rev. D 73, 

095004 (2006) 
3. arXiv:1212.2655 

From Xuai Zhuang, Jiarong Yuan, Huajie Cheng



Stau & smuon
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ẽ  ẽR R
+ -

µ̃  µ̃R R
+ -
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n In the super-natural SUSY
[arXiv:1403.3099], the observed DM
relic density is realized via the LSP
neutralino-light stau coannihilation,
LSP neutralino is Bino dominant,
the sleptons are light as well

n The muon g-2 excess can be
naturally explained by light smuon

From Xuai Zhuang, Jiarong Yuan, Huajie Cheng



13

Preliminary Results

Higgsino 
LSP

Bino LSP5% syst. 0% syst.

5% syst. 5% syst.

CEPC240(FCCee/ILC): discovery for gauginos up to kinematic limit: √s/2

From Xuai Zhuang, Jiarong Yuan, Huajie Cheng
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Preliminary Results

5% syst.

5% syst.

CEPC240(FCCee/ILC): discovery for slepton nearly up to kinematic limit: √s/2

stau stau

smuon

From Xuai Zhuang, Jiarong Yuan, Huajie Cheng



Bino NLSP at CEPC
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n Besides above popular WIMP
DM candidates, SUSY also
predicted Gravitino/Axino DM
from light bino decay

From Junmou Chen, Chengcheng Han, Jinmin Yang, Mengchao Zhang

n Bino mass around 100 GeV can be probed at the 2σ (5σ) level for a
slepton below 2 TeV (1.5 TeV) with a luminosity 5.6 ab−1 .

n For a bino mass around 10 GeV, a slepton mass less than 4.5 TeV
(3.5 TeV) can be probed at the 2σ (5σ) level.

n It is much beyond the reach of the LHC for direct slepton searches.

arXiv-2101.12131
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Light Neutralino Searches at CEPC
We have two typed of Light neutralinos solutions that is
solutions with correct relic density (Z-resonamce and
h-resonance)1 and neutralino with large density 2

At CEPC we can probe it via
e+e� ! e+e� + � ! �̃0

1(bino) + �̃0
1(bino) + �

1arXiv:1709.06371
2arXiv:1409.3930

1 / 1
Generalized Minimal Supergravity (GmSUGRA)

Rescaled spin-independent ( ξ σ SI( χ , p)) rate 
vs. LSP neutralino mass m ˜χ1

0

Aqua points satisfy the
REWSB and LSP neutralino
conditions.
Red, blue and green solutions
represent the sets of points
with relic density consistent
with, greater than and smaller
than 5σ WMAP9 bounds,
respectively

LUX 

XENONnT（～20year）

XENON1T+2years 
XENON1T 

The two dips around 45 GeV and 62 GeV
indicate the Z-pole and Higgs-pole solutions

From Tianjun Li, Shabbar Raza and Waqas Ahmed
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Light Neutralino Searches at CEPC

The light neutralinos with large relic density may also be
probed at the CEPC

At the CEPC, the bino can be pair-produced via t� channel
selecton and then bino decays into axino and photon
(�̃0

1 ! ã�) as follows

e+e� ! �̃0
1(bino) + �̃0

1(bino) ! 2ã+ 2�

2 / 1

From Tianjun Li, Shabbar Raza and Waqas Ahmed

GmSUGRA scaning is going on
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SUSY global fits with CEPC using GAMBIT
From Yang ZHANG

Purpose: 

n Study the impact of CEPC on global fits of the
SUSY models, such as CMSSM, NUHM1, NUHM2
and pMSSM-7.

n Judge the discovery prospects and reaches of
future colliders for SUSY models.

n Provide a further motivation for the construction
of future electron-positron colliders.
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SUSY global fits with CEPC using GAMBIT
From Yang ZHANG

Method: 

n Using the projected precisions for Higgs
properties and assuming the results are SM-like or
centering on the present SUSY best-fit point, we
can build likelihoods for CEPC.

n Comparing the preferred regions and best fits with
and without the likelihoods, we can estimate the
prospective reaches and discovery prospects of
CEPC.

n As for the preferred regions without the CEPC
likelihoods, we can use the publicly available
GAMBIT data.
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From Yang ZHANG

arXiv:1705.07935 
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From Yang ZHANG
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Curves contributed to a Snowmass report 
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Dark Matter
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Summary and Outlook

n The BSM analyses to snowmass are going on

smoothly, some analyses are in paper draft stage

(gaugino, slepton, light bino etc.)

n The detailed results to be presented at Yangzhou

conference

n Paper drafts to be provided as inputs for snowmass

white paper

n BSM physics white paper for CEPC?
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Backup
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Focus and interaction with others
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Snowmass Process



额外维
粒⼦
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暗物质

leptoquark

额外夸克

重费米子

其他

Contact 
interactions

28



Dark Matter

Searches with MET+X or mediator

• Searches in the Mono-X
f i n a l s t a t e s : Many
models constrained up to
1.6 TeV

• Searches also in the Di-
Jet final states exclude
up to 2.6 TeV for almost
whole DM range

29



Lepton portal DM

30

Y. Bai and J. Berger, 1402.6696 



Lepton portal DM

31
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HL-LHC: DM

ATL-PHYS-PUB-2018-038

γ+E Tmiss

https://atlas.web.cern.ch/Atlas/GROUPS/PHYSICS/PUBNOTES/ATL-PHYS-PUB-2018-038/


Mono-photon (SUSY, ED,DM)
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EU Strategy- SUSY: ~g  
https://arxiv.org/pdf/1910.11775.pdf

https://arxiv.org/pdf/1910.11775.pdf
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EU Strategy- SUSY: ~q  
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EU Strategy- SUSY: ~t 
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EWK-ino production

39

Mass splitting of the EWKinos depends on M1, M2, µ and tanb

Standard wino-bino
case: large Dm
between N1 and C1/N2; 
è MET + hard leptons

N1,N2,C1 almost 
degenerate: 
experimental 
challenging; 
è MET + soft leptons

è Lower xsec than
higgsino LSP;

è WW+MET
dominant;

Bino LSP Higgsino LSP
higgsino

bino

wino

bino

higgsino

wino
µ

M2

M1

Wino LSP

wino

bino

higgsino
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appropriate amount of cold dark matter but cannot be excluded by cosmological constraints.
Here we want to study whether both regions where the LEP chargino limit is reduced can be
excluded by the experimental data on aµ.

As emphasized in ref. [11] the supersymmetric contributions to aµ coming from smuon-
neutralino and sneutrino-chargino loops are significant and the present experimental bound
already sets important constraints on the parameters, especially if tanβ is large. For tanβ ! 1,
the supersymmetric contribution is approximately given by

δaµ "
α

8π sin2 θW

m2
µ

m̃2
tan β " 15 × 10−10

(
100 GeV

m̃

)2

tan β , (11)

where m̃ represents the typical mass scale of weakly-interacting supersymmetric particles. It
is evident from eq. (11) that, if tan β ! 1, the experimental constraint on δaµ can set bounds
on the supersymmetric particle masses which are competitive with the direct collider limits.
Indeed, the case tanβ " mt/mb ! 1 has some special theoretical appeal. First of all, it allows
the unification of the bottom and tau Yukawa couplings at the same energy scale at which gauge
couplings unify, consistently with the prediction of the minimal SU(5) GUT model. Also it
allows a dynamical explanation for the top-to-bottom mass ratio, with approximately equal top
and bottom Yukawa couplings at the GUT scale, consistently with the minimal SO(10) GUT
[19].

The supersymmetric contribution to aµ is

δaχ0

µ =
mµ

16π2

∑

mi




−
mµ

6m2
µ̃m

(1 − xmi)
4

(
NL

miN
L
mi + NR

miN
R
mi

)

×
(
1 − 6xmi + 3x2

mi + 2x3
mi − 6x2

mi ln xmi

)

−
mχ0

i

m2
µ̃m

(1 − xmi)3
NL

miN
R
mi(1 − x2

mi + 2xmi ln xmi)

}

(12)

δaχ+

µ =
mµ

16π2

∑

k

{
mµ

3m2
ν̃ (1 − xk)

4

(
CL

k CL
k + CR

k CR
k

)

×
(
1 + 1.5xk + 0.5x3

k − 3x2
k + 3xk ln xk

)

−
3mχ±

k

m2
ν̃ (1 − xk)

3 CL
k CR

k

(

1 −
4xk

3
+

x2
k

3
+

2

3
ln xk

)}

(13)

where xmi = m2
χ0

i
/m2

µ̃m
, xk = m2

χ±

k

/m2
ν̃ ,

NL
mi = −

mµ

v1
UN

3i U
µ̃
Lm +

√
2g1U

N
1i U

µ̃
Rm

NR
mi = −

mµ

v1
UN

3i U
µ̃
Rm −

g2√
2
UN

2i U
µ̃
Lm −

g1√
2
UN

1i U
µ̃
Lm

CL
k =

mµ

v1
Uk2

CR
k = −g2Vk1 (14)
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where the errors are due to the electroweak, lowest-order

hadronic, and higher-order hadronic contributions, respectively.

The difference between experiment and theory

∆aµ = aexp
µ − aSM

µ = 255(63)(49)× 10−11 , (15)
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Figure 2: Compilation of recently published
results for aµ (in units of 10−11), subtracted
by the central value of the experimental aver-
age (3). The shaded band indicates the exper-
imental error. The SM predictions are taken
from: HMNT [18], JN [4], Davier et al.,
09/1 [17], and Davier et al., 09/2 [15]. Note
that the quoted errors do not include the un-
certainty on the subtracted experimental value.
To obtain for each theory calculation a result
equivalent to Eq. (15), the errors from theory
and experiment must be added in quadrature.

(with all errors combined in quadrature) represents an inter-

esting but not yet conclusive discrepancy of 3.2 times the

estimated 1σ error. All the recent estimates for the hadronic

contribution compiled in Fig. 2 exhibit similar discrepancies.

Switching to τ data reduces the discrepancy to 1.9σ, assuming

July 30, 2010 14:34

Muon Anomalous Magnetic Moment

Present status:  Discrepancy between Theory and 
Experiment  at more than  three Standard Deviation level

New Physics at the Weak scale can fix this 
discrepancy.  Relevant example : Supersymmetry

Masses of the order of the weak scale lead to a natural 
explanation of the observed anomaly !

7

QCD, excellent agreement between data and theory is
found [18].
A full compilation of all contributions to ahad,LOµ is

given in Table II of Ref. [18].

Muon magnetic anomaly. Adding all lowest-
order hadronic contributions together yields the estimate
(this and all following numbers in this and the next para-
graph are in units of 10�10) [18]

ahad,LOµ = 692.3± 1.4± 3.1± 2.4± 0.2± 0.3 , (12)

where the first error is statistical, the second channel-
specific systematic, the third common systematic, corre-
lated between at least two exclusive channels, and the
fourth and fifth errors stand for the narrow resonance
and QCD uncertainties, respectively. The total error
of 4.2 is dominated by experimental systematic uncer-
tainties. The new result is �3.2 · 10�10 below the pre-
vious one [26]. This shift is composed of �0.7 from
the inclusion of the new, large photon angle data from
KLOE, +0.4 from the use of preliminary BABAR data
in the e+e� ⇥ ⇥+⇥�2⇥0 mode, �2.4 from the new high-
multiplicity exclusive channels, the re-estimate of the un-
known channels, and the new resonance treatment, �0.5
from mainly the four-loop term in the QCD prediction of
the hadronic cross section that contributes with a nega-
tive sign, as well as smaller other di�erences. The total
error on ahad,LOµ is slightly larger than that of Ref. [26]
owing to a more conservative evaluation of the inter-
channel correlations.
Adding to the result (12) the contributions from higher

order hadronic loops, �9.79± 0.09 [44], computed using
a similar dispersion relation approach, hadronic light-by-
light scattering (LBLS), 10.5 ± 2.6 [46], estimated from
theoretical model calculations (cf. remark in Footnote 5),
as well as QED (7), and electroweak e�ects (10), one
obtains the full SM prediction

aSMµ = 11 659 180.2± 4.2± 2.6± 0.2 (4.9tot) , (13)

where the errors have been split into lowest and higher or-
der hadronic, and other contributions, respectively. The
result (13) deviates from the experimental average (4) by
28.7± 8.0 (3.6⇤).5

A compilation of recent SM predictions for aµ com-
pared with the experimental result is given in Fig. 7.

Update of � -based g�2 result. Since the majority
of the analysis in the aµ analysis also a�ects the ⌅ -based
result from Ref. [22], a reevaluation of the correspond-
ing ⌅ -based hadronic contribution has been performed
in Ref. [18]. In the ⌅ -based analysis [47], the ⇥+⇥�

5 Using alternatively 11.6±4.0 [14] for the light-by-light scattering
contribution, increases the error in the SM prediction (13) to 5.8,
and reduces the discrepancy with experiment to 3.2⇤.
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FIG. 7: Compilation of recent results for aSM
µ (in units of

10�11), subtracted by the central value of the experimental
average (4). The shaded vertical band indicates the exper-
imental error. The SM predictions are taken from: DHMZ
10 [18], HLMNT (unpublished) [43] (e+e� based, including
BABAR and KLOE 2010 �+�� data), Davier et al. 09/1 [22]
(⇥ -based), Davier et al. 09/1 [22] (e+e�-based, not including
BABAR �+�� data), Davier et al. 09/2 [26] (e+e�-based in-
cluding BABAR �+�� data), HMNT 07 [44] and JN 09 [45]
(not including BABAR �+�� data).

cross section is entirely replaced by the average, isospin-
transformed, and isospin-breaking corrected ⌅ ⇥ ⇥�⇥0��
spectral function,6 while the four-pion cross sections, ob-
tained from linear combinations of the ⌅� ⇥ ⇥�3⇥0��
and ⌅� ⇥ 2⇥�⇥+⇥0�� spectral functions, are only eval-
uated up to 1.5 GeV with the ⌅ data. Due to the lack
of statistical precision, the spectrum is completed with
the use of e+e� data between 1.5 and 1.8 GeV. All the
other channels are taken from e+e� data. The complete
lowest-order ⌅ -based result reads [18]

ahad,LOµ [⌅ ] = 701.5± 3.5± 1.9± 2.4± 0.2± 0.3 , (14)

where the first error is ⌅ experimental, the second esti-
mates the uncertainty in the isospin-breaking corrections,
the third is e+e� experimental, and the fourth and fifth
stand for the narrow resonance and QCD uncertainties,
respectively. The ⌅ -based hadronic contribution di�ers
by 9.1 ± 5.0 (1.8⇤) from the e+e�-based one, and the
full ⌅ -based SM prediction aSMµ [⌅ ] = 11 659 189.4 ± 5.4
di�ers by 19.5±8.3 (2.4⇤) from the experimental average.
This ⌅ -based result is also included in the compilation of
Fig. 7.

6 Using published ⌅ � ⇥�⇥0�� spectral function data from
ALEPH [48], Belle [49], CLEO [50] and OPAL [51], and using
the world average branching fraction [36] (2009 PDG edition).
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3.6� Discrepancy

Here m̃ represents the weakly interacting supersymmetric particle masses.

For tan� ' 10 (50), values of m̃ ' 230 (510) GeV would be preferred.

Friday, November 2, 2012

Grifols, Mendez’85,  T. Moroi’95, 
Giudice, Carena, C.W.’95,  Martin and Wells’00 ....

Finally, Eq. (3.12) shows a strong dependence of the SI cross section with the value of |µ|,

a behavior that is related to its dependence on the square of the Higgsino components.

The spin dependent (SD) cross section, instead, depends only on the coupling to the

Z [60, 61], and hence to the di↵erence of the squares of the up and down Higgsino compo-

nents. From the expression given in Eq. (3.6), one can see that

�
SD

/
m

4
Z

µ4
cos2(2�) , (3.14)

where we have again assumed that µ
2
� m

2
e�0
1
. Hence, in the large tan� regime and

for |µ| su�ciently large, the SD cross section is suppressed by four powers of µ, without

any other strong parametric suppression. This behavior should be contrasted with the SI

cross section which, in spite of its overall suppression by only two powers of µ, may be

further suppressed due to a reduction of the neutralino coupling to the 125 GeV Higgs

boson together with interference e↵ects. As we will show, for negative values of µ, and

|µ| su�ciently large to avoid the SD cross section limits, the SI cross section tends to be

below the current experimental bounds on this quantity. However, it can come closer to

the current limits depending on the precise value of tan� and mH .

4 Anomalous Magnetic Moment of the Muon

The anomalous magnetic moment of the muon is a very relevant quantity since it may be

measured with great precision and is sensitive to physics at the weak scale. The theoretical

prediction within the SM may be divided in four main parts

aµ = a
QED
µ + a

EW
µ + a

had
µ (vac. pol.) + a

had
µ (� ⇥ �) , (4.1)

where aµ ⌘ (gµ � 2)/2. The first term a
QED
µ represents the pure electromagnetic contri-

bution, and is known with great accuracy, up to five loop order [62]. The second term

denotes the electroweak contributions, which are known at the two-loop level, and are

about (153.6±1.)⇥10�11 [63]. The hadronic contributions contain the largest uncertainty

in the determination of aµ. While the vacuum polarization contributions can be extracted

from the scattering process of e+e� to hadrons and are of order of (7⇥ 10�8 [64–66]), the

so-called light by light contributions ahadµ (� ⇥ �) cannot be related to any observable and

have to be estimated theoretically. These are estimated to be about 105⇥ 10�11 [67] and

hence of the order of the electroweak contributions.

Overall, the theoretical calculation of aµ in the SM [68] di↵ers from the result measured

experimentally at the Brookhaven E821 experiment [69] by

�aµ = a
exp
µ � a

theory
µ = 268(63)(43)⇥ 10�11

, (4.2)

where the errors are associated with the experimental and theoretical uncertainties, respec-

tively. The discrepancy, of order 3.5�, is of similar size as the electroweak contributions

and hence can be potentially explained by new physics at the weak scale. The E821 exper-

imental result will be tested by the upcoming Muon g � 2 Experiment at Fermilab [70].

– 9 –

In the supersymmetric case the most relevant contributions are associated with the

interchange of charginos and the superpartners of the neutral second generation leptons

(sneutrinos) [71–78]. Assuming that there are no large mass hierarchies in the supersym-

metric electroweak sector, one can write, approximately,

�aµ '
↵

8⇡s2
W

m
2
µ

em2
Sgn(µM2) tan� ' 130⇥ 10�11

✓
100 GeV

em

◆2

Sgn(µM2) tan� , (4.3)

where ↵ is the electromagnetic fine structure constant, and em is the characteristic mass of

the weakly interacting sparticles. This implies that for tan� of order 10 (20), the overall

weakly interacting sparticle mass scale must be of order 250 GeV (350 GeV) in order to

explain the current discrepancy between theory and experiment.

In our work, we shall consider chargino and slepton masses that are quite di↵erent from

each other and hence, it is relevant to provide an analytical understanding of the behavior

of aµ in that parameter regime. In the relevant approximation where |µ| >⇠ 2|M2|
>⇠ 4MW

and m
2
e⌫

>⇠ µ
2, one gets,

�aµ ' �
3↵

4⇡s2
W

m
2
µ

m
2
e⌫

M2µ tan�

µ2 �M
2
2

⇢
[f1(x1)� f1(x2)] +

1

6
[f2(x1)� f2(x2)]

�
, (4.4)

where the first term inside the curly brackets corresponds to the chargino contributions, the

second term to the neutralino contributions, x1 = M
2
2 /m

2
e⌫ and x2 = µ

2
/m

2
e⌫ . In addition,

f1(x) =
1� 4x/3 + x

2
/3 + 2 log(x)/3

(1� x)4
, (4.5)

and

f2(x) =
1� x

2 + 2x log(x)

(1� x)3
. (4.6)

In the above we have ignored the small hypercharge induced contributions. It is important

to note that for x ⌧ 1, f1(x) is negative and increases logarithmically in magnitude,

f1(x) ' 1+8x/3+2(1+4x) log(x)/3, whilef2(x) tends to one, namely f2(x) ! 1+2x(3/2+

log(x)). On the other hand, in the limit of x ! 1, f1(x) ! �2/9 and f2(x) ! 1/3. In

general, as stressed above, the lightest chargino contribution is dominant, but the heavier

chargino and the neutralino contributions have the opposite sign to the lighter chargino

one, providing a significant reduction of the anomalous magnetic moment with respect to

the one obtained considering only the lightest chargino contribution. We also note that

Eq. (4.4) is symmetric under the interchange of µ and M2, and is indeed valid also in the

region in which the second lightest neutralino is Higgsino like, |M2|
>⇠ 2|µ| >⇠ 4MW , and

me⌫
>⇠ |M2|.

Let us stress that while the reduction of the SI cross section is obtained for negative

value of µ⇥M1, the explanation of the anomalous magnetic moment of the muon demands

positive values of µ⇥M2. Hence, a simultaneous explanation of the absence of DM direct

detection signals and of the measured value of aµ may be naturally obtained for opposite

values of the hypercharge and weak gaugino masses, namely M2 ⇥M1 < 0.

– 10 –

https://indico.cern.ch/event/687651/contributions/3400865/attachme
nts/1850992/3038683/Wagner-LHCP2019.pdf
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CrossSections

Cross-section based on Madgraph
calculation

Neutralino1-neutralino1



TECHNICAL DETAIL

• About CEPC
ECM=240GeV, higgs factory, 100 km circumference, 2 interaction points.
ILD-like detector

• Software
Signal samples: MadGraph+Pythia8
Simulation: Mokka
Reconstruction: Marlin

• Normalized to 5050 fb!"

• Dominant backgrounds: 
Ø SM processes with two-e or two-𝝁 or two-𝝉 and large missing energy final states.

42

process Cross Section [fb]

𝜇𝜇 4967.58

𝜏𝜏 4374.94

𝑊𝑊 → ℓℓ 392.96

𝑍𝑍𝑜𝑟𝑊𝑊 → 𝜇𝜇𝜈𝜈 214.81

𝑍𝑍𝑜𝑟𝑊𝑊 → 𝜏𝜏𝜈𝜈 205.84

𝜈𝑍, 𝑍 → 𝜇𝜇 43.33

𝑍𝑍 → 𝜇𝜇𝜈𝜈 18.17

𝜈𝑍, 𝑍 → 𝜏𝜏 14.57

𝑍𝑍 → 𝜏𝜏𝜈𝜈 9.2

𝜈𝜈𝐻,𝐻 → 𝜏𝜏 3.07

𝑒𝜈𝑊,𝑊 → 𝜇𝜈 429.2

𝑒𝜈𝑊,𝑊 → 𝜏𝜈 429.42

𝑒𝑒𝑍, 𝑍 → 𝜈𝜈 29.62

𝑒𝑒𝑍, 𝑍 → 𝜈𝜈 𝑜𝑟 𝑒𝜈𝑊,𝑊 → 𝑒𝜈 249.34
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SIGNAL SAMPLES

Direct stau Direct 
smuon

Chargino (Bino) Chargino (Higgsino)
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Higgsino LSP

Bino LSP

Signal Region             

GAUGINO SEARCH
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Higgsino 
LSP

Bino LSP5% syst. 0% syst.

5% syst. 5% syst.

CEPC240(FCCee/ILC): discovery in all scenarios up to kinematic limit: √s/2

GAUGINO SEARCH
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SLEPTON SEARCH

stau smuon
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SLEPTON SEARCH

5% syst.

5% syst.

CEPC240(FCCee/ILC): discovery up to kinematic limit: √s/2

stau
stau

smuon
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Light Neutralino from GmSUGRA (preliminary results)

Gray points satisfy REWSB and neutralino as LSP conditions. Dark green points satisfy additional spartcile mass
and B-physics bounds including mh = 125 ± 3GeV bounds.

3 / 1
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Light Neutralino from GmSUGRA (preliminary results)

Gray points satisfy REWSB and neutralino as LSP conditions. Dark green points satisfy additional spartcile mass
and B-physics bounds including mh = 125 ± 3GeV bounds.
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Light Neutralino from GmSUGRA (preliminary results)

Gray points satisfy REWSB and neutralino as LSP conditions. (Left) Blue, green and orange points satisfy spartcile
mass and B-physics bounds including mh = 125 ± 3GeV bounds respresent bino-componet, wino-component and
higgsino-components respectively.(Right) Blue points show bino-type neutralino solutions and green points
represent wino-dominant solutions.

5 / 1
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Point 1 Point 2 Point 3 Point 4
m0 1387 1439 1449 1537
m

Q̃
1280.8 1316 1358.3 1404.1

m
Ũc 1748.5 1851.1 1765.8 1981.3

m
D̃c 1790.6 1857.7 1715.7 1945.9

m
L̃

19.8 140 912.9 475.7
m

Ẽc 472.6 192.6 756.2 132.2
M1 0.1588 1.822 96.81 132.6
M2 790.9 1015 812.9 1023
M3 -1186 -1517.9 -977.33 -1203
At = Ab 3944 3693 3632 4981
A⌧ 241 -536.3 -403.1 -238.2
tan � 28.3 34.7 17.6 21.3
mHu

673.5 836.3 2631 3284
mH

d
1193 647.3 2618 3284

mh 123 122 123 125
mH,A 1582,1572 1394, 1385 2515,2499 3060,3040
m

H± 1585 1397 2516 3061
mg̃ 2638 3297 2220 2676
m

�̃0
1,2

5.84,682 8.8, 878 45.9,326 62,355

m
�̃0
3,4

2152, 2152 2461,2461 337, 712 363, 882

m
�̃±
1,2

684, 881 2155, 2462 333,704 362,876

mũ
L,R

2625,2832 3165,3342 2374,2542 2752,2975

m
t̃1,2

1838, 2056 2394,2607 1173, 1731 1069 ,1811

m
d̃
L,R

2627, 2880 3166, 3388 2375,2561 2753, 3016

m
b̃1,2

1957, 2500 2447,2813 1717 ,2433 1812,2777

m⌫̃(1,2),3
437, 434 549,522 978, 935 670, 532

mẽ
L,R

447, 574 550, 546 984 ,909 683,

m⌧̃1,2
356,618 265,627 816, 941 264 ,549

�SI (pb) 3.151⇥10�13 3.98⇥10�13 8.05⇥10�11 7.33⇥10�11

⌦CDMh
2 574 86 0.11 0.103 6 / 1
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