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Muon g -2 and lepton flavor violation in supersymmetric GUTs
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We present a class of supersymmetric (SUSY) GUT models that can explain the apparent discrepancy
between the SM predictions and experimental values of muon g —2 while providing testable signals
for lepton flavor violation in charged lepton decays. Moreover, these models predict LSP neutralino
abundance that is compatible with the Planck dark matter bounds. We find that scenarios in the framework
of SU(4),. x SU(2), x SU(2)g unification, with additional symmetries to explain fermion masses and
neutrino oscillations, provide interesting benchmarks for the search of SUSY by correlating a possible
manifestation of it in dark matter, rare lepton decays, and LHC signals.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In addition to providing a solution to the hierarchy
problem by shielding the Higgs boson mass from quad-
ratically divergent radiative corrections, supersymmetry
(SUSY) is a well-motivated extension of the Standard
Model (SM) since it also offers a plausible dark matter
(DM) candidate. In addition, the supersymmetric partners
of the SM particles provide new contributions to the muon
anomalous magnetic moment (muon g —?2) to better fit
with the current experimental measurements [ 1—4]. Finally,
a successful unification of the SM gauge couplings in its
minimal supersymmetric extension (MSSM) motivates
one to build SUSY grand unified theories (GUTs) that
are spontaneously broken at the grand unification scale
(Mgur ~2 x 10'® GeV). A solution to the muon g—2
problem together with a compelling explanation of the
Higgs boson mass and plausible DM candidates can lead
to mass relations among the SUSY particles which can be
tested in the current experiments. For instance, while the
muon g — 2 favors a relatively light SUSY mass spectrum,
the observed Higgs boson mass of 125 GeV [5,6] requires a
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fairly heavy set of SUSY particles. Some GUT relations
among the soft gaugino masses can alleviate this challenge
by predicting heavy gluinos, which enhance the squark
masses through the renormalization group equations
(RGEs), while the sleptons remain relatively light [7-24].
These schemes can be compatible with flavor-mixing scalar
soft terms at the GUT scale, where the scalar masses
are mostly induced by flavor-independent large gaugino
masses through the RGEs [25]. In these cases, flavor
violation is suppressed in the quark sector, while the lepton
sector can still yield interesting phenomenology, especially
since it is favored by the muon g — 2 solution.

Nevertheless, since MSSM is built on the same gauge
symmetry as SM, the SM implications for flavor mixing in
the charged leptons, neutrino masses, and mixing remain
intact in the MSSM framework. Addressing it may require
additional fields and symmetries, which induce lepton
flavor violation (LFV) processes. The bounds on such
processes [26—28] provide a remarkable complementarity
to direct SUSY searches at the Large Hadron Collider
(LHC). For instance, if the MSSM is extended via a seesaw
mechanism to accommodate neutrino masses and mixings,
it can also lead to a misalignment between the leptons and
sleptons at the loop-level and induce LFV processes in the
charged lepton sector [29-32]. In addition, if the MSSM is
supplemented with flavor symmetries above the GUT scale,
the flavor dependence of the Kihler potential may enhance
such a misalignment [33-38].

In this work, we consider a class of SUSY GUTs based
on SU(4).x SU(2), x SU(2)p gauge group (hereafter,
abbreviated as 4 —2 —2) [39], which is broken to the
MSSM gauge group together with the Left-Right (LR)
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symmetry as described in [23]. We also assume a U(1)
flavor symmetry above the GUT scale. If the SUSY
breaking in such models is primarily mediated by
supergravity, these assumptions together lead to flavor
mixing in the sfermion mass matrices and yield LFV
processes [25]. The implications for these processes
can be strongly motivated if one explores the interplay
between them and the new muon g — 2 contributions,
since the particles enhancing muon g — 2 also contribute
to the LFV processes. The solutions yielding consistent
LFV implications together with the desired contribu-
tions to muon g—2 can be further constrained by
requiring the lightest supersymmetric particle (LSP)
to be a suitable DM candidate in agreement with the
cosmological constraints.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: We will
review in Sec. II the muon g — 2 contributions and LFV
processes with the relevant particles and parameters. We
summarize the experimental constraints and selection rule
for the solutions in our scans in Sec. III. In Sec. IV we
present our results for LFV implications and the impact on
the parameter space, muon g — 2, and SUSY mass spec-
trum and some prospects for tests at the LHC probe in
several subsections. After exemplifying our findings with
two tables listing the benchmark points, we summarize our
results in Sec. V.

II. SUPERSYMMETRIC CONTRIBUTION
TO MUON g-2 AND LFV

The SUSY contributions to muon ¢g—2 can arise at
one-loop from the electroweak gauginos, Higgsinos, and
sleptons through the diagrams shown in Fig. 1 [40—42], and
these contributions potentially fill the gap between the
latest measurements [2] and the muon g — 2 predctions
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FIG. 1.

SM [43]. However, the current experimental constraints,
especially from the Higgs boson mass, can exclude the
required relatively large contributions in the simplest
SUSY models such as CMSSM. In [23] we have shown
that MSSM models derived from the 4 —2 — 2 scheme
described above can explain muon g — 2. Here, we will
discuss in addition that when leptons and sleptons mass
matrices are not aligned in the same superfield basis, lepton
flavor violating (LFV) processes can occur through very
similar topologies as shown in Fig. 2. In this section, we
consider the muon g — 2 and LFV processes and emphasize
the interplay between them.

A. A 4-2-2 SUSY-GUT framework

In this subsection we review some aspects of the
4 —2 -2 symmetry relevant for extracting the MSSM
framework that we will use in our computations. The
4 —2 -2 is one of the symmetries containing the SM
[39,44,45] that can be preserved in different breaking
schemes of SO(10) [46-53], for instance, through the
vacuum expectation values (VEVs) of the Higgs fields
residing either in 54 or 2105 Higgs multiplets. The
breaking through the VEV in 54, preserves the so-called
C — parity [54,55], which transforms the left-handed and
right-handed fields into each other. However, if one imple-
ments the SO(10) breaking through the 2105 VEV, the
C — parity is broken [56]. In this work we will adopt the
latter scheme, assuming left and right fields belong to
disconnected 4 — 2 — 2 representations.

The breaking of 4 — 2 — 2 to the MSSM can be driven at
the GUT scale by the Higgs fields [57]

H=(4,1,2) = (u$;, d$;, 15, €5;)
H = (4,1,2) = (a5, d$;, 15, &) (2.1)
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The leading contributions to muon g — 2 involving neutralino and chargino loops. The cross in the top-left diagram denotes the

chirality flip between the left- and right-handed smuons, while the dots in the other diagrams represent the mixing between different
neutralino species. In the top-right diagram, there is another loop which is formed by the particles given in the parentheses.
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FIG. 2. One-loop diagrams for the decay u — ey: I represents a charged slepton (left) or sneutrino (right), and 7°, 7" represent

neutralinos and charginos respectively.

through the VEVs of their neutral components (v5,) =
(T5,) ~ Mgyr, leaving intact the hypercharge generator Y,

where
3 2
Y = \/;131? + \/;(B - L).

here I3 and B — L represent the diagonal generators
of SU(2), and SU(4),., respectively. Taking into account
supersymmetry breaking yields the following relation
among the three soft-SUSY breaking (SSB) gaugino
masses at the GUT scale:

(2.2)

M —3M —|—2M
1_5 2R 5 45

(2.3)
where M,, and M, denote the gaugino mass terms for
SU(2)g and SU(4),, respectively, and M3 = M, at Mgyr-.
If the LR breaking in the gaugino sector is parametrized
as Mor = y;gM,;, where M, is the SSB mass of SU(2),
gaugino, the SSB gaugino masses become independent.
This is crucial in order to find a supersymmetric solution
to the muon g — 2, since typically models with universal
gaugino masses add a small contribution to it. This is a
consequence of the large SUSY spectrum resulting from
the gluino mass bound. In contrast, nonuniversal gaugino
masses contribute selectively to a SUSY spectrum where
large squark masses coexists with lighter sleptons that can
explain the muon g — 2 anomaly.
The squarks and leptons reside in the representations

u, U, Uy U
Fi=(4,21), = J ,
l ( )l <dr dg db el>,’

Fim@an,= (" " MY
I di dg dj ej),

where i = 1,2, 3 is the family index and r, g, b, [ denote the
four colors of SU(4).

The broken LR symmetry, in general, implies nonuni-
versal masses for the soft left- and right-handed matter
scalar masses which can be quantified as mp = x;5 - my,
where mpy (m;) denotes the SSB mass of the right-handed
(left-handed) fields. In this work, we assume that the
4 — 2 —2 symmetry is broken to the MSSM gauge group
near the GUT scale, and thus we require the solutions to
maintain approximate unification of the MSSM gauge
couplings at Mgyt. The 4 — 2 — 2 particle spectrum con-
tains right-handed neutrinos, which play a role in explain-
ing neutrino oscillations established by the current
experiments [58]. However, an extenision of the MSSM
with tiny neutrino masses by a seesaw mechanism requires
either very heavy right-handed neutrinos or negligible
couplings between the MSSM particles and the right-
handed neutrinos (¥, < 1077) [59-61], and so the right-
handed neutrinos effectively decouple from the MSSM
spectrum. Nevertheless, they can leave signals in LFV
processes as we will see later.

Regarding the MSSM Higgs sector, both Higgs doublets,
H,, H;, can be contained in the 4 —2 — 2 representation
h = (1,2,2), allowing for Yukawa coupling unification
[62]. However, in this work we consider a more general
scenario where the MSSM Higgs fields are realized as
superpositions of the appropriate Higgs fields residing
in different representations mentioned in the SO(10) and
4 —2 —2 breakings. Hence, we relax the condition of
Yukawa unification and keep free the ratio of the Higgs
VEV’s, tan f = v, /v,. Also, we assume independent SSB
mass terms for the MSSM Higgs fields.

Thus, the model below Mgyt turns out to be MSSM
with some relations among the SSB parameters at the
GUT scale:

(i) Gaugino masses. Although there is a 4 -2 -2

relation among gaugino masses, the identification
Msy = M, and M, = M, , together with breaking of
the L/R symmetry that implies Mg = y;r - My,
results in independent MSSM gaugino masses.

(i1) Scalar masses. Common masses for squarks and

leptons but distinction between the left and right
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fields mp = x;p - m; . Different Higgs mass param-
eters: my, = X, My, my, = x5 M.
To summarize, the 4 — 2 — 2 GUT symmetry determines
an MSSM with the following free parameters:

My Mo,y p- My X R, X, X0, A0/ My tanf,  (2.5)

where the masses can go up to the TeV scale while the
parameters y; g, Xz g, Xu» Xg» and Ag/ M are of order unity.
Using the relations explained above, it is possible to
identify the extracted MSSM framework with

M3,Mz,Ml,ML,MR,mHu,de,Ao,tanﬂ, (26)

as free parameters.

The model is complemented with a mechanism that can
introduce LFV without interfering with the flavor conserv-
ing SUSY contributions to muon g —2 and DM studied
in [23]. This can be done by assuming a seesaw mechanism
that generates LFV slepton masses below the GUT scale, or
additional U(1) family symmetries that explain the flavor
structure of the Yukawa couplings and are broken at a scale
above the Mgyt introducing family dependent soft sfer-
mion masses that still preserve the 4 — 2 — 2 symmetry.
In the resulting MSSM, the fermions and sfermions mass
matrices are not aligned in the same superfield basis leading
to a SUSY contribution to flavor violating processes in
charged leptons [63,64] and quarks, like B and kaon
systems [65-68], imposing strong bounds on the flavor
structure of the models [33,35]. However, the renormaliza-
tion group equations (RGE) gaugino contribution to soft
masses is flavor independent such that potential flavor
mixing soft masses introduced at GUT can be substantially
reduced at the EW scale [25]. Furthermore, in the 4 — 2 — 2
framework under consideration, despite the fact that
squarks and sleptons get common SSB terms, the splitting
of the gaugino masses induce squark masses much larger
than the sleptons ones. Therefore, in this framework we
can find significant SUSY contributions to LFV without
enhancing FV in the quark sector.

B. SUSY contribution to muon g -2

The supersymmetric contributions at the leading one-
loop level are shown in Fig. 1. The dominant contributions
calculated by the mass insertion [42,69-71] can be sum-
marized as

AaSUSY ~ (AaEﬂLﬁR + Aa;(;—i{)f% + Aa’<l~_B)ﬁR
(~_W)ﬁL —|—Aa}(¢~_ﬁ>ﬂ”),

+ Aay, (2.7)

where the contribution from each diagram can be expressed
as [70]:

B 2 miutanf  (mi  m?

A Biiy fig :g_Y w F AL : AR ’ 2.8
W g My P\ M M2 (2.82)
U 2 2 2 2
(A-Bjix 9y mMptanf (M7 p

Aa,, MR — _@!TFIJ m—g,—% . (28b)
HR KR HR
- 2 2 2 2
(B-fp, _ 9y MMptanf M7 u
e T i retcsl H
103 103 KL
P 2 2 2 2
(W-H)p, g~ myMoputan M5 u
Aa,, == 5 ) Fh S T | (28(1)
167 mg, mz, AL
o 2 2 2 2
(W-iyp, g~ myMpptanf M5 p
Aa = Pl ) (289
with,
Fo(ry) 1 {(x—l)(x—3)+21n(x)
a\Xs =
YTy (x=1)?
(=D —=3)+2In(y) (2.92)
(y=1)° ’
Fyy) 1 {(x—l)(x+1)+2xln(x)
X,y) = —
R TE) (r=1)?
_(y—l)(y+1)+2y1n(y)} (2.9)
(y=1)°

In the framework of the 4 — 2 — 2 symmetry presented
in Ref. [23], we find models that can provide simultaneous
explanations for the measured muon g — 2 and the desired
DM candidate consistent with the Planck measurements
[72]. Typically, the main SUSY contributions to muon
g — 2 in our models come from the processes represented
with the top-left and bottom-right diagrams of Fig. 1,
corresponding to Eqgs. (2.8a) and (2.8e), respectively. The
dominance of one or the other diagram can be associated
with different features of the model, such as the nature of
LSP and its mass difference with the other SUSY particles
that coannihilate with it in order to explain the observed
DM abundance. All contributions are proportional to
utan B, however, the value of this term is limited by
RGE-induced electroweak symmetry breaking (EWSB)
and the vacuum stability of the MSSM scalar potential [73].

C. LFYV decays in SUSY 4-2-2

We will work within the 4 — 2 — 2 framework presented
in Ref. [23]. The relevant SUSY parameters at the GUT
scale are listed in Table I. As previously shown, in this

095003-4
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TABLE I. The fundamental parameters determining the super-
symmetric contributions to muon g — 2 at the low scale (left) and
the GUT scale (right).

SUSY scale GUT scale
mh , My, my,
Mg mg

Mj M,
MVV M2L

H My, My,
A, Ay

tan tan

framework the muon g — 2 solutions favor heavy gluinos,
while the LSP can still be a good DM candidate with
masses lighter than about 500 GeV. The heavy gluinos
enhance the squark masses through RGEs, thus leading
to a significant splitting between the squarks and slepton
masses. This can easily be seen by using the approximate
RGE solutions provided in Refs. [74,75] that show an
approximate relation between the GUT scale parameters
and the low-energy mass terms. Although the results
presented in subsequent sections are obtained by running
the full RGE set by using the public code SPheno [76,77],
these approximations allow us to understand the relations
among SUSY masses in the different models and thus, the
relevance of the SUSY contributions to the processes
under consideration.

1

szi :m%+K3—|—K2 +%K1,

2 2 4
m[]i :mR+K3 +§K1,

2 2 1

2 2 1
méLi =my +K2+ZK1a
mg = mpg + K. (2.10)

The quantities K5, K,, and K; from the RG running
proportional to the gaugino masses. Explicitly, they are
found at one-loop order by solving the RGEs, as given for
example in Ref. [75]:

3/5 U e
Ki(Q) = 3/4 pxs [ oo
7 JInQ
4/3
(i=1,2,3), (2.11)

where the running parameters g;(Q) and M,(Q) obey
the RGEs given in Ref. [75]. With the values of

0 = Mgysy = \/m; m;, that we find in our models, the
ranges of these amounts are:

K, ~0.15 x (MSYT)2,
Ky~ (43 -6.7) x (M§UT)2.

K, ~ (03 -0.5) x (M§UT)2,
(2.12)

Although this approximation is only valid for cases where
first- and second-generation Yukawa couplings can be
neglected still it provides a good picture of the mass
splitting among sqarks and sfermions. Furthermore, these
equations can show how a possible flavor dependence of
the scalar soft terms can be transmitted to the low-energy
observables. For instance, we observe that the sfermion
masses at the TeV scale have a flavor-independent
component arising from gauginos in addition to the
contribution from the soft-scalar masses that can be flavor
dependent. This may induce misalignments between the
fermion Yukawa and the sfermion mass matrices.

Typically, in SUSY models the flavor mixture of the
soft terms results in fermionic flavor violating decays,
heavily constrained by the strong experimental bounds
[33-35]. However, in the 4 — 2 — 2 framework we find
that the large gluino masses suitable for explaining muon
g — 2, and the lower masses for M;, M, that can explain
DM, help suppress such processes in the quark sector
while being less restrictive in the leptonic sector. For
instance, although all the sfermions may get flavor
violating masses the same order at the GUT scale,
according to Eq. (2.10) only the diagonal mass terms
grow with gaugino masses, and thus the flavor mixing in
the squark mass matrices are washed out by the large
gluino contribution to the diagonal ones. Therefore, the
SUSY contribution to sensitive systems like kaon decays
[78] is not significant. On the other hand, the moderate
values we find for the lighter gauginos do not suppress the
effect of the slepton mass mixing terms, leading to the
prediction of charged lepton violating (cLFV) decays on
the range of the experimental searches [25].

Flavor-dependent scalar soft terms can be induced below
the GUT scale through the RGEs when a mechanism like
the seesaw is present in the theory to explain neutrino
masses. Also, the flavor dependence can be generated
above the GUT scale if the GUT symmetry is combined
with additional ones to explain the favor hierarchy in the
Yukawa interactions.

In the current work, we use gauge group 4 —2 —2
without imposing LR symmetry (for a detailed description
see Refs. [23,62] and references therein). Such symmetries
can emerge from SO(10) breaking by the Higgs fields in
2104 representation [56]. Assuming we seesaw, cLFV will
be induced below the GUT scale. The running of the
slepton masses from Mgyt to My is affected by the Dirac
neutrino Yukawa coupling matrix Y,, that can be of the
same order as the fermion Yukawa couplings. Therefore,
flavor-changing terms for the slepton masses are introduced
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since Y, cannot be diagonalized in the same basis as the
charged lepton Yukawa matrix Y. For instance, in a basis
where Y, is diagonal at the leading-log approximation [79],
the nondiagonal terms of the lepton mass matrix take the
following form at scale Mp:

1 R Mg
(m%)ij ~1c 2 (6m(2) + 2A(2))(Yu} Yy)ij log (M—UT) s

167° R
(me%)ijNO’

3 ¥ Mgur
Ay ~—=AoY, (YY) log| —— ). 2.13
(A~ o ¥ (1,11, o (M) .13

In addition, to explain fermion flavor it is possible to
combine family symmetries with the GUT group to build
predictive Yukawa textures [80-85]. In some of these
frameworks, the appropriate hierarchy among couplings
can be reproduced with a single parameter obtained
through the Froggatt—Nielsen mechanism [86]. Moreover,
in models with soft-SUSY breaking terms derived from
supergravity, flavor-dependent scalar soft terms can be
induced above the GUT scale when the unifying symmetry
is combined with additional groups under which the
fermion families carry different charges. Consider, for
instance, higher-order operators at some high scale M:

Qlai—a;+an)

odlogts . 2.14

where ®@; and <I>jf (i, j = 1,2,3) denote quark/lepton super-
fields, h is a Higgs superfield, and @ represents the flavon
field, which develops a nonzero VEV such that a small
expansion parameter is induced, € = %, where () is the
flavon VEV. If the flavor symmetry is chosen to be an
Abelian U(1) group, the hierarchy among the flavors can
arise from nonuniversal charges of the families under this
group. Even if flavor-independent soft terms are assumed
above the GUT scale, the soft terms generated at Mgyt are
flavor dependent. Their flavor structure depends on the
family charges, normalization of Kahler potential, and the
rotation of the Yukawa matrices [34,38]. Therefore, in a
field basis where the fermion mass matrices are diagonal,
the corresponding sfermion matrix takes the form:

I el el
m]% = €q12 1 €q23 X mio, (215)
€q|2 €q23 1

where ¢/ are combinations of charges of the generations
i,j=1,2,3, and m o is a common soft-SUSY breaking
mass.

Due to the lack of LR symmetry, the sfermions mass
matrices are independently induced for the left- and

right-handed fields, and their flavor-dependent forms can
be written as follows:

12 13
1 el el

2 12 23 2
mf = elr 1 elr X my,
12 23
el el 1
12 13
1 €% ¢

12 23
m%;z er 1 e xm%,

(2.16)

12 23
elr e 1

where m; and mpy are the SSB masses for the left- and
right-handed sfermions. These matrices are induced both in
the squark and the slepton sectors. However, because of the
heavy squarks driven by the heavy gluinos through RGE:s,
the flavor mixing in these matrices is suppressed and their
flavor mixing in essentially coincides with the CKM
matrix. Therefore, sensitive processes like rare kaon decays
[78] are not significantly affected in this models. On the
other hand, even though the charged lepton Yukawa matrix
remains diagonal in this basis, the nondiagonal form of the
slepton mass-squared matrix can induce the cLFV proc-
esses such as [; — [;y at the loop level, as shown diagram-
matically in Fig. 2.
In summary we classify the LFV scenarios according to
the scale where mixing of the soft terms is introduced:
(i) LFV below the GUT scale. In this case the soft
terms are taken to be universal at Mgy, and LFV is
induced through a type I seesaw mechanism. We
use the simplified scenario presented in Ref. [87],
where a simple but representative case was obtained
by considering a common right handed (RH) neu-
trino mass My is assumed for the three species.
In this case, using [88], we find for the seesaw
parameters that enter Eq. (2.13):

. 2
v

u

(2.17)

Using a basis in which the charged lepton Yukawa
matrix is diagonal, U can be identified with the
Pontecorvo-Maki—Nakagawa—Sakata (PMNS) ma-
trix, while m® is the diagonal neutrino mass matrix.
U is set to the central values of the experimental
data [89], while the values m% = Diag(1.1 x 1073,
8x107%,5x 1072) eV are compatible with the
observed neutrino oscillations, assuming direct mass
hierarchy. With the assumption of common masses
for the heavy Majorana neutrinos, the LFV effects
are independent of textures for the matrices M and
Y,, which in some cases can lead to some cancella-
tions in the LFV branching ratios [90]. However,
these ratios are strongly dependent on M. Here,
we assume Mp = 2.5 x 10'2 GeV and, with this

095003-6



MUON g -2 AND LEPTON FLAVOR VIOLATION IN ...

PHYS. REV. D 110, 095003 (2024)

choice, we obtain values for BR(u — ey) of the
order of the current or projected experimental
bounds.

(i1) Family symmetries with flavor dependent soft terms
at Mgyt In this case, we assume flavor mixing
among the charged leptons from Eq. (2.16).
We consider two separate cases, namely weak
flavor mixing (¢=0.05), and strong flavor
mixing (¢ = 0.2). In our computations we select
g =q’ =3, ¢i° =2 and g =4, and g =
g¥ = 2. These values, together with e, provide
predictions for BR(u — ey) that are compatible with
both the experimental data and the results we obtain
from the seesaw model. We should remark that our
choice of charges and values for € is not aimed at a
full explanation of the hierarchy of the Yukawa
coupling matrices that may require, in addition to the
family symmetries, a complex Higgs potential that
splits quarks and leptons from the L and R multiplets
in 4 —2 —2 [84,85]. Also, we neglect in this case
the possible seesaw effects which can be consistent
with the assumption of right-handed neutrinos
masses My < O(10'°) GeV, accompanied by very
small Dirac Yukawa couplings between the Higgs
boson and neutrinos (Y, < 1077) [59-61,91], lead-
ing to tiny contributions to LFV processes.

III. FUNDAMENTAL PARAMETERS AND
EXPERIMENTAL CONSTRAINTS

In [23] we have shown the existence of models with soft
terms derived from the 4 —2 — 2 model that can simulta-
neously explain muon g — 2 without running into conflict
with the observed DM relic density. The input parameters at
the GUT level for these models correspond to values of the
4 — 2 — 2 parameters in Eq. (2.6) as follows:

o<  my <5Tev
< M, <5TeV
3< M <5TeV
3< Ay/m, <3
1.2< tanfp <60 (3.1)
XLR <3
-3< ymr <3
0< X4 <3
-1 x, <2.

The low-energy spectrum and phenomenological con-
straints are obtained using SPheno-4.0.4 [76,77], which is
implemented by SARAH-4.14.4 [92]. This is done by using
the MSSM parameters listed in Eq. (2.5) and using MSSM
and the seesaw type I packages included in the SPheno

distribution. The selected models are compatible with
EWSB and satisfy the GUT unification condition as
described in [23]. In addition, we vary the universal trilinear
scalar interaction term A, by requiring that the magnitude
of its ratio to m; is not greater than 3, to avoid the color/
charge breaking minima of the scalar potential [93-95].
In scanning the parameter space we use the Metropolis—
Hastings algorithm [96,97], and generate the solutions by
following flat priors [98].

In our search, we keep the points that satisfy the
constraints:

my, = 123 — 127 GeV,
my > 2.1 TeV(800 GeV if it is NLSP),
0.8 x 10 <BR(B, — utu~) <62 x 107 (20),

299 x 107 <BR(B — X,y) <3.87x 107*(20). (3.2)
The SM Higgs boson mass is computed by SPheno which
runs three-loop RGEs by considering the effective SM Higgs
potential between M, and Mgygy and imposing the two-
scale matching condition at M gygy [99]. The SPheno outputs
are transferred to micrOMEGASs [100], which calculates the
relic density and the scattering cross sections of the DM
candidates. We consider the 5-¢ Planck range [101]:

0.114 < Qcpuh? < 0.126. (3.3)
In general, we keep models that are not in contradiction
with these bounds. That is, models that predict DM relic
density below the upper bound in the above equation.
However, we will present some of our results for the
subsets of models predicting DM predictions within the
Planck range.

In contrast to the study presented in [23], here we
perform a more selective scan accepting only models that
explain muon g —2 at 2¢. The discrepancy between the
combined BNL and Fermilab results [2] and the data-driven
theoretical value is [43]:

Aa, = (249 +4.8) x 10~719, (3.4)
The impact on the SUSY models from more restrictive
ranges, for instance like the ones arising from lattice
calculations, are studied in detail in Ref. [24].

As indicated in the previous section, we introduce LFV
in three different scenarios. One is a simplified seesaw
type I, where the flavor mixing among left sleptons is
induced by the RGEs. The other two scenarios mix the
slepton flavors at scales above M gyr. The texture is chosen
so that, for ¢ = 0.05, it provides values for BR(y — ey)
comparable to the seesaw case, while for ¢ =0.2 it
may strongly restrict the GUT values of the soft
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the right one uses ¢ = 0.2.

masses, allowing only models comparable with “no-scale”
SUSY [102-107]. We impose the bounds [89]:

BR(u — ey) < 4.2 x 1071, (3.5)
BR(7 = ey) < 4.3 x 1078, (3.6)
BR(7 — uy) <3.2x 1073, (3.7)

The DM constraints together with the muon ¢g—2
condition and the cLFV bounds impose a severe restriction
on the possible DM scenarios, that are limited to the
following cases:

(1) y-annihilations. This scenario implies low mass

values for the SUSY partners involved in the muon
g — 2 computations. The LSP is mostly a bino with
an annihilation cross section large enough to explain
DM. The lightest sleptons are mostly right handed.

(i) y — 7-coannihilations. This scenario implies a wider
spectrum than the previous one. The LSP is also a
bino but, in this case, models explaining the muon
g — 2 require low values for mostly right sleptons,
that also decrease the DM abundance to Planck
levels.

(iii) y — 7 — D-coannihilations. This scenario is enabled
by L/R-symmetry breaking, which allows for the
possibility of left sleptons lighter than the right ones.
In this scenario, the light  becomes the next to
lightest SUSY particle (NLSP) that enters the
coannihilation scenario and also increases the con-
tribution to muon g — 2.

(iv) y — 7*-coannihilations. This scenario is allowed
because of the gaugino mass relations introduced
by the 4 — 2 — 2 symmetry. In this case, the LSP is a

wino while the lightest chargino is the NLSP. Values
of the chargino masses are close to neutralinos and
sleptons allow for relatively large values for muon
g — 2. However, many of the models predict relic
densities below the Planck bounds. Therefore, the
models, while cosmological viable, cannot resolve
the DM problem.

Figure 3 displays the values of €, h? vs the LSP mass
for the three different scenarios under consideration. Each of
the coannihilation scenarios listed above is shown with
different colors and symbols as given in legends. We observe
that a particle coannihilates with the LSP when its mass is up
to 30% larger than the LSP. In many cases, there are other
particles in this range of mass in addition to the NLSP. We
find models with m,, below 100 GeV that satisfy the Planck
bounds without coannihilations. Such solutions represent the
annihilation of LSP into the SM particles.

Different DM areas can be associated with the dominant
contributions to the muon g — 2. In models with binolike
LSP, the dominant contribution [Eq. (2.8a)] arises from the
upper left diagram of Fig. 1, while the lower right diagram
is the dominant one in scenarios with winolike LSP
[Eq. (2.8e)]. The contribution from this diagram is also
enhanced by a light 7,. The LR asymmetry of the soft
terms, together with M, > M/, allows the left sleptons to
become lighter than the right ones. This selection of soft
terms favors both SUSY contributions to muon g — 2 and a
relic density of LSP below the upper Planck bound.
However, the small mass differences between the lightest
SUSY particles produce significant changes in Qh?.
Indeed, models in Fig. 7 change from bino to wino LSP
as M, increases. In regions with M; ~ M,, we obtain a
zone between models with 7 (orange points) or chargino
NLSP (black crosses), where 7, becomes the NLSP
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(red points). The nature of the LSP also plays an important
role in DM implications. In the solutions with winolike
LSP, we obtain a zone between models with 7 (orange
points) or chargino NLSP (black crosses), where 7,
becomes the NLSP (red points). Such solutions can be
associated with M| ~ M,.

IV. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
A. Slepton masses and LFV

As previously mentioned, flavor violation is induced
through the flavor-dependent mass matrices, but the large
values of M5 (see Fig. 8) drives the diagonal entries to be
quite large in the squark mass-squared matrices. Thus, the
flavor-violating entries do not have a strong impact in the
quark sector. On the other hand, the desired muon g — 2
values require moderate masses for the sleptons and
electroweak gauginos, which implies M, M, < M5. In
this context, the GUT scale mass-squared matrices with the
flavor violating entries can have considerable effects in the
slepton mass spectrum, especially in the solutions leading
to slepton-neutralino coannihilation processes.

The predictions for BR(u — ey) vs m,, are displayed in
Fig. 4 for the three mixing scenarios under consideration.
Confronting the results for 4 — ey with the scales of m;
and mp shown in Fig. 5, we can summarize our findings as
follows:

(1) In the seesaw scenario the constraint from y — ey is
very restrictive for the solutions with m; 2 100 GeV,
while it is less so for larger my values. In contrast
to the other scenarios, where the LFV terms are
induced at Mgy, solutions with low values of m; /g
are not allowed in the seesaw scenario. The LEP
limit on masses of the charged particles leads to a
lower bound on m; and my of about 20 GeV due to
the light staus.

(i1) In the scenario with ¢ = (0.05 (middle planes in
Figs. 4 and 5), the 4 — ey constraint restricts the
scales for the sfermion masses as m; < 90 GeV and
mp < 50 GeV, while beyond these limits the LFV
processes become significant. In the region where
the relic density is inside the Planck bound, the
prediction for BR(u — ey) is one or two orders of
magnitude lower than the experimental limit. The
LSP in these regions is mostly binolike, and the
desired DM relic density can be realized through
stau-neutralino coannihilation and annihilations of
LSP pairs, while models with chargino-neutralino
coannihilations predict a relic DM density below the
Planck bound.

(iii) The third scenario with ¢ = 0.2 is obviously affected
more by the LFV constraints (left panel of Fig. 2).
Comparing with the left panel of Fig. 5, the only
solutions consistent with the LFV constraints lie in
the regions where m; < 15 GeV and my < 40 GeV.
The LSP neutralino relic density is reduced to the
required ranges through the chargino-neutralino
coannihilations in these solutions. Even though
the LFV constraints are weaker for large values of
mpg, it is also possible to realize some solutions
consistent with the LFV constraints and even DM
observations in the regions where m; < mp~
100 GeV.

In summary, the y — ey constraint seems more restric-
tive in models where flavor mixing is introduced above
Mgyt- The seesaw mechanism induces LFV only in the
left-handed sleptons while the scenarios with nonzero e
generate flavor mixing in both the left- and right-handed
sfermions, thus enhancing the rates for the flavor violat-
ing processes. This can be potentially dangerous for
decays such as b — sy [35]. Even though this enhance-
ment can be suppressed by heavy masses as in the case of
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FIG.4. BR(u — ey) vs m, for the three models discussed in the text. Order of the panels, symbols, and color codes are as in Fig. 3. In
all the models the prediction for QA2 is below the upper limit of Eq. (3.3), the subset of points that are also above the lower bound are

marked in green.
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squarks, the condition of the muon g — 2 solution within
26 does not allow heavy masses for sleptons and
electroweak gauginos. In the mass scales favored by
the muon g — 2 solution, the cLFV rates are enhanced
by the masses of sleptons, and as a result, we observe a
stronger impact on m; and mpy from cLFV constraints in
these two scenarios.

Another important observation is the correlation of the
BR(u — ey) with other cLFV decays, such as 7 — uy.
Generic seesaw models predict more or less the same rate
for these decays, while the experimental bounds differ by
several orders of magnitude. On the other hand, in general,
the prediction for flavor mixing related to the family
symmetry can allow a different hierarchy for the LFV 7
and u decays. In Fig. 6 we display BR(u — ey) vs
BR(7 — puy), and observe that scenarios with family
symmetries can predict branching ratios for these decays
in ranges closer to the experimental values. In addition
to fitting the models with the current cLFV constraints,
the solutions will be potentially tested soon by the

improvements and upgrades in MEG II [108-110],
Mu2e [111], COMET [112], and DeeMe [113].

B. Muon g -2 and SUSY masses

As discussed in the previous sections, the muon g — 2
condition imposed within 26 band of its experimental
measurements shapes the mass spectrum for the sleptons
and electroweak gauginos. Figure 7 shows the allowed
scales for M, and M, for each scenario. As a result of the
allowed cLFV processes, the parameter space is squeezed
from left to right in these panels. These two soft masses
play a crucial role in determining the LSP composition. As
seen in all the planes, the chargino-neutralino coannihila-
tions (black plus) mostly happen for M, < M/, where the
LSP is composed mostly of wino. Even though these
solutions are not excluded by the cosmological observa-
tions, they yield a very low relic density for LSP neutralino
and therefore cannot account for the observed DM abun-
dance. If the bino takes part in the LSP composition, the
stau (and stau-sneutrino)-neutralino coannihilations can
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FIG. 6. BR(u — ey) vs BR(z — puy), the panels, color codes, and symbols represent the same models as in the previous Fig. 4.
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also be identified. For very light (<200 GeV) M4, or if M,
is relatively heavy (2700 GeV), the NLSP mass is beyond
the range for suitable coannihilation scenarios and the LSP
relic density is reduced through pair annihilations.

We have also displayed the scales for M5 in Fig. 8
which summarizes the statements of suppressed flavor
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GUT values of M5 vs M;. Order of panels, symbols, and colors are as in Figs. 3 and 5.

mixings in the quark sector due to the heavy gluinos in
the regions favored by the muon g — 2 condition. Recall
that despite the light scales for m; and mp, the dominant
enhancement in the squark masses arises mostly from M5
through RGEs. The large squark masses due to the heavy
gluinos are also helpful in realizing the desired SM-like
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FIG. 9. tanf vs m,. Order of panels, symbols, and colors are as in Figs. 3 and 5.
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FIG. 11. Spin-independent cross section in correlation with the LSP mass. Order of panels, symbols, and colors are as in Figs. 3 and 5.
The solid lines are bounds from XENONNT [114] (black) and LZ [115] (red), while dashed lines are the projected limits from XENON-
nT [118] (black) and DARWIN [119] (blue). The points of the upper panels predict neutralino relic density below the upper bound in
Eq. (3.3), while the subset of points contained in the lower panels are also above the lower bound in Eq. (3.3).
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where Mgysy = \/mi;, i, The first line of Eq. (4.1)
represents the contributions from the stops, and the
contributions depicted in the second line come from
the sbottom and stau, respectively. The contribution from
stops is dominant in Eq. (4.1), whereas the contributions
from the sbottom and stau can be important for moderate
and large tan f values. However, large tan f values cannot
simultaneously accommodate together with the muon
g — 2 condition due to the inconsistently light SM-like
Higgs boson mass (for details, see Ref. [23]). Even
though tan can be as high as about 40 and 35 in the
models displayed in the left and middle planes of Fig. 9,
the Higgs boson mass bounds limit it to tan# < 17 in the
models with ¢ = 0.2, as shown in the right plane.

A good prediction for the Higgs boson mass favors
maximal mixing of the stops [23], but it disfavors the
SUSY contribution to muon g — 2. However, it is possible
to find some values of the u-term that allow compatible
predictions for both observables. For instance, in Fig. 10
we show that some solutions can be realized for
1 <p <2 TeV, while most of the solutions yield values
from 2 Tev to 6 TeV. In addition, we observe that imposing

the DM bounds requires the values of M3 and u to be
strongly correlated.

The discussion of muon ¢g—2 and SUSY mass
spectra together with the DM implications should be
supplemented with the possible DM detection scenarios
in the direct detection experiments. In particular, the
model predictions are within reach of the current
sensitivities in underground experiments [114-117]
and the projected limits from XENON-nT [118] and
DARWIN [119]. However, the prediction for spin-
dependent cross sections are lower than 1077 pb, and
therefore below the current bounds from [120]. As seen
from the panels of Fig. 11, there are models which
satisfy the DM relic density consistent with the Planck
measurements. The solutions lying between the solid
and the dashed curves provide a potential test for these
models via the direct detection experiments of DM, and
the solutions lying close to the current LUX-ZEPLIN
(LZ) bound are expected to be tested soon. As shown in
Fig. 11, most of the predictions consistent with the
Planck DM bounds will be explored. Moreover, all of
the models with ¢ = (0.2 will be tested.
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FIG. 12. m; — m, plots for models with BR(u — ey) below the current bounds. Order of panels, symbols and colors are as in Figs. 3

and 5. The solid lines indicate the contours extracted by the LHC searches, while the cyan marks highlight models with BR(u — ey) one
order of magnitude below the current bound. The points of the upper panels predict neutralino relic density below the upper bound in
Eq. (3.3), while the subset of points contained in the lower panels are also above the lower bound in Eq. (3.3).
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C. LFV versus LHC spectroscopy

As seen in the previous section, the muon g —2 con-
dition favors light neutralinos and charginos as well as
smuons and its sneutrinos. This also implies the prediction
of much lighter staus due to the larger L/R mixing in the
third family. In this context, the interplay among muon
g— 2, DM, and LFV constraints plays an essential role in
selecting the parameter space and extracting experimental
predictions. For instance, the light mass scales for stau,
chargino, and neutralino present an exciting opportunity
for the current LHC experiments. Indeed, the light stau
prediction can be tested in the collider analyses searching
for the stau-pair production in which the staus decay into
the LSP neutralino together with z. Even though all of the
solutions presented in Fig. 12 fall below the bound from
these analyses (red curve) due to the hadronic decays
of 7, the uncertainties are typically large since the desired
precision in these analyses requires staus heavier than the
LSP neutralino by 50 GeV or more [121,122]. Thus, most
of the solutions are still viable and there is considerable
potential for future tests through upgrades in LHC pre-
cision. Moreover, the predictions for BR(u — ey) in many

1200

of these models are less than an order of magnitude below
the current bound, and therefore observable in the coming
upgrade of MEG 1II [109,110].

A similar discussion holds for the charginos as displayed
in Fig. 13 together with the bounds from the current
LHC analyses. As seen here, all the models offer solutions
which can be tested over a variety of different events such
as those with leptons and/or b-quarks in the final states.
Furthermore, even the most restricted models with ¢ = 0.2
(right panel) provide some solutions that can be tested in bb
and Ibb events at the LHC. The compressed spectrum, on
the other hand, has to wait for higher precision analyses to
be tested. Therefore, the chargino-neutralino coannihilation
solutions remain beyond the reach of the current collider
experiments. However, the predictions for y — ey in
these models can be observable in the coming upgrade
of MEG 1I [109,110].

In order to make an explicit summary of the impact of
LFV on signals from the MSSM models derived from
4 -2 -2, we chose some representative points in the
allowed solutions displayed in Figs. 12 and 13. These
points can provide an indication of the magnitude of the
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FIG. 13.  my- — m, plots for models with BR(u — ey) below the current bounds. Order of panels, symbols, and colors are as in Figs. 3
and 5. The solid curves indicate the contours extracted by the LHC searches, while the cyan marks highlight models with BR(u — ey)
one order of magnitude below the current bound. The points of the upper panels predict neutralino relic density below the upper bound in
Eq. (3.3), while the subset of points contained in the lower panels are also above the lower bound in Eq. (3.3).
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TABLE II.

Benchmark points for models type I seesaw, these models satisty the same constraints of Eq. (3.2).

All the points can explain the muon g — 2 problem at 2-¢ and predict neutralino relic density below the upper limit of
the Planck measurements given in Eq. (3.2). We display in bold the masses of the LSP and those which can
coannihilate with LSP: P1 can explain relic density just with y annihilations, and P2 corresponds to y — 7 — 7, P3 to
y—7% and P4 to y — 7*.

Psl Ps2 Ps3 Ps4
M, M, 495.4, 1373.4 727.3, 555.7 545.3, 542.6 649.5, 396.3
M, 4970.7 3561.1 -970.9 2939.7
mjp, my 275.6, 247.0 263.7, 485.7 105.8, 246.9 369.5, 377.7
Ag/mj 0.5952 0.8346 1.463 —0.6759
tan 8 15.7 12.6 22.6 13.0
U, My 4994.1, 5000.7 3743.1, 3753.5 1103.4, 1034.3 3219.0, 3214.1
My, My 124.8, 5000 124.9, 3753 124.1, 1035 124.4, 3214
My M 186.0, 1098.0 294.2, 409.7 242.6, 473.6 262.3, 283.6
My M 5027.6, 5028.1 3768.8, 3769.3 1109.9, 1114.3 3239.3, 3239.8
Mys s 1098.0, 5028.2 409.9, 3769.4 473.8, 1115.0 283.8, 3240.5
m; 9773.2 7189.0 2141.8 6013.3
my my. 238.2, 359.5 297.2, 356.4 255.0, 319.0 296.4, 391.3
mj,, mj, 359.9, 814.2 356.7, 562.1 319.3, 387.3 391.8, 457.4
mj, mj, 814.3, 818.4 562.2, 572.8 387.5, 415.0 457.8, 498.6
my, mg, ;. 794.4, 810 336.7, 348 371.9, 379 372.8, 384
my, my, 8217.6, 8245.6 6092.9, 6109.4 1870.6, 1884.4 5121.9, 5126.7
m;, m;, 7129.8, 7695.7 5297.7, 5695.0 1593.0, 1755.1 4412.6, 4776.5
my, mg, 8224.2, 8246.0 6093.4, 6112.2 1867.4, 1886.1 5122.6, 5129.1
my, g, 7688.2, 8165.2 5684.2, 6082.7 1726.2, 1817.2 4763.4, 5101.3
Aa, x 101 14.8 15.4 17.5 16.3
Qh? 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.09
o4 (pb) 1.86 x 10713 6.82 x 10713 3.57 x 10711 1.01 x 1012
osp(pb) 1.12 x 10710 3.52 x 10710 5.90 x 1078 6.90 x 10710
BR(u — ey) 8.7 x 10~1° 1.8x 1074 6.5x 10714 5.7 x 10714
BR(z — uy) 4.8 x 10714 3.1x10713 1.1 x 10712 1.2 x 10714
BR(z = ey) 6.6 x 10710 42 % 10715 1.5x 10714 1.6 x 10714

SUSY particles in models that satisfy g —2 due to large
gluino contributions, the implication of DM in the pre-
diction of compress SUSY spectrum, and the relevance of
alternative experimental signals to complement the LHC
SUSY searches. Finally, we display two tables of bench-
mark points that are representative of our findings. The
points listed in Table II belong to the seesaw models, and
those in Table III represent the solutions realized in models
with € = 0.05 and € = 0.2, as indicated in the header of
Table III. All of the benchmark points of seesaw scenario
presented in Table II are compatible with the muon g — 2
solutions within 2o, the Planck bound on the LSP neu-
tralino relic density, and the constraint from y — ey. In
addition, all these points, including P1, remain outside the

contours of the current LHC bounds on the chargino and
stau masses.

Similarly, the points in Table III depict several coanni-
hilation scenarios realized in the other models as summa-
rized in the caption. Although they are compatible with the
muon g — 2 requirement and the cLFV constraints, only P1
and P5 can be consistent with the Planck measurements.
The remaining solutions usually lead to LSP neutralinos
with a small relic density. The chargino-neutralino coanni-
hilation solutions, in particular, yield a relatively small LSP
relic density as shown with P4 and P6. The latter is one
order of magnitude smaller than P4, since it simultaneously
permits stau-neutralino coannihilations and chargino-
neutralino coannihilations. However, these solutions
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TABLE IIL

Benchmark points for models with family-dependent soft terms at the GUT scale; these models satisfy the same

constraints as in Table 1. Points P1 — P4 correspond to the models with ¢ = 0.05 and P5 — P6 assume ¢ = 0.2. We display in bold the
masses of the LSP and those which can coannihilate with the LSP: P1 and P5 can explain relic density just with y annihilations, and P2
corresponds to y — 7 — ¥, P3 to y — %, P4 and P6 to y — 7*.

Pl, € = 0.05 P2, € = 0.05 P3, e = 0.05 P4, e = 0.05 PS5, e =02 P6, e = 0.2
M, M, 375.8, 1318.6 694.7, 561.4 736.2, 662.1 1552.7, 240.8 146.6, 793.6 1281.4, 237.2
M, 4065.4 2788.7 3038.3 3052.5 —1131.3 2172.6
my, mp 227.8, 185.7 221.7, 207.4 221.3, 2332 94.8, 172.4 32.7, 96.4 17.2, 19.4
Ao/m; 1.015 1.31 1.47 —0.82 0.013 —0.18
tan 3 13.4 7.5 8.9 13.5 9.7 10.6
U, My 4172.0, 4208.3  3021.4, 3140.3,  3243.3,3325.8  3312.4, 3297.3 1240.7, 1342.5  2448.7, 2460.0
My, My 124.9, 4208.3 123.2, 3140.4 123.9, 3325.9 124.5, 3297.3 123.8, 1343.5 123.2, 2460.0
Mg M 136.9, 1059.7 282.8, 424.6 300.8, 507.9 144.1, 652.5 72.0, 684.9 156.1, 535.9
My M 4200.1, 4200.7 3041.6, 3042.6 3265.5, 3266.4  3334.2, 3334.7 1248.9, 12549  2463.9, 2464.8
Mg s 1059.7, 4200.8 424.8, 3043.2 508.1, 3266.8 144.3, 33352 685.1, 1255.4 156.3, 2465.6
mg 8086.3 5079.0 6181.5 6250.9 2460.1 4542.6
my my, 194.11, 280.9 2943, 358.4 316.9, 380.7 172.8, 232.0 110.0, 129.1 181.9, 218.5
my, my, 281.2, 795.4 361.3, 363.8 381.2, 419.5 232.2, 601.8 129.5, 518.1 218.6, 476.7
my, my, 795.4, 798.2 366.7, 409.9 420.0, 457.3 601.8, 604.3 518.2, 518.7 476.8, 482.8
Mg, My, 5., 782.3, 791 348.8, 353 406.8, 412 204.4, 218 510.5, 511.8 197.8, 203.9
mg, my, 6822.3, 6858.0  4860.4, 4864.1 5254.6, 5258.9  5311.2,5331.1  2117.0,2177.5  3882.5, 3897.2
m;, ,m;, 5905.6, 6405.4  4196.3, 4553.6  4544.6,4922.3  4603.6, 4956.7  1822.1,2051.4  3346.9, 3629.9
my my, 6828.0, 6858.5 4864.0, 4864.8 5257.5,5259.6  5311.8,53252  2118.9,2178.9  3883.3, 3890.8
my g, 6396.5, 6790.6  4540.3, 4854.8 4910.2, 52443  4943.8,52953  2036.4, 21120  3612.2, 3876.4
Aa, x 1010 14.5 14.8 14.5 14.5 133 13.4
Qn? 0.10 0.88 0.095 6.2 x 107 0.11 7.4 x 1074
o5 (pb) 3.22x 10713 2.52 x 10712 1.68 x 10712 6.17 x 10712 1.18 x 10711 2.07 x 10711
osp(pb) 2.23 x 10710 7.53 x 10710 5.90 x 1078 9.9 x 107 2.98 x 1078 3.30 x 1078
BR(u — ey) 1.5x 10713 3.9x 10713 2.1x10713 2.6 x 10714 24 x10713 1.1x 10713
BR(z — uy) 1.2x107° 5.1x 1071 43 x 1071 2.8 x 10712 29x 1078 6.3 x 10713
BR(z = ¢y) 1.1 x107° 1.9 x 10711 2.3 x 107! 8.5x 10713 2.8x1078 4.6 x 1071

can be consistently embedded in scenarios with multi-
component DM.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have explored the predictions for LFV in a class of
SUSY GUTs in which the SO(10) breaks viathe 4 —2 — 2
symmetry to the MSSM. The resulting theory does not
preserve the LR symmetry among the scalar soft terms, and
the universality of the gaugino masses at the GUT scale,
which leads to low-energy SUSY models with very
interesting phenomenological predictions. For instance,
in Ref. [23] we have shown that in this framework we
are able to find models that are compatible with the
measurement of the muon g —2 within 1 — 20, and also
predict a DM relic abundance in agreement with the Planck
measurements. Here, we have shown that an extension of

the theory to models that can explain neutrino oscillations
and/or fermion flavor leads to predictions testable in rare
lepton decays, as well as a SUSY spectrum with some
masses within reach of the LHC.

In the above framework we found that a combination of
SUSY masses that can explain muon g — 2 and with the
desired DM relic density below the Planck bound can also
provide LFV prdictions in the range of current experiments.
For instance, the contrast of light sfermions against heavy
squarks results in measurable rates for LFV without being
in conflict with the observed rates for flavor violation in the
quark sector. Furthermore, even if we introduce fermion
family mixings in the sfermion sector above the GUT scale,
these predict important low-energy effects only in the
lepton sector. The reason can be found in the large RGE
contribution from the gluino masses to squarks that is flavor
blind and therefore washes out any generational mixings in
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the squark soft terms due to the growth of the diagonal
terms. In contrast, the electroweak gauginos are lighter,
thus allowing for generational mixings to survive in the
sleptons after the RG evolution to low energies. Hence,
LFV violation can be induced by nonuniversal soft terms
associated with symmetries above the GUT scale to explain
neutrino masses or fermion mass hierarchies.

The resolution of the muon g — 2 discrepancy within 26
requires relatively low masses for the participating SUSY
particles, which results in an upper limit of about 350 GeV
on the LSP neutralino mass. This neutralino can have a
composition varying from mostly bino to mostly wino, and
depending on this composition and the mass spectrum
of SUSY particles, we can find several DM scenarios.
Although a binolike DM typically yields a large relic
density, it is still possible to find scenarios where neutralino
anihilations are sufficient to explain the DM relic density.
However, for the majority of models, this is achieved via
coannihilation with suitable SUSY particles. The 4 —2 — 2
symmetry establishes mass relations among SUSY par-
ticles that favors these coannihilations, while enhancing
the SUSY contribution to muon g — 2. For instance, the
gaugino mass relations allow neutralino-chargino coanni-
hilations. However, these models predict a low LSP
contribution to the DM relic density. For a binolike LSP
the LR asymmetry of the scalar masses allows sneutinos to
participate in the coannihilations, thus allowing SUSY
scenarios different from the ones where only staus can be
the NLSP. The mass of these particles is within reach of the

LHC, but characteristics of the spectrum required to satisfy
muon g — 2 work against its detection at the LHC due to
their mass proximity, which makes it hard to detect their
signals [123,124]. In contrast, we have shown that LFV
predictions for these models can be tested in the ongoing
and proposed experiments.

In summary, we presented a general seesaw model where
lepton flavor is violated below the GUT scale and other
cases where additional flavor symmetries may induce
flavor-dependent soft terms above the GUT scale. These
scenarios present different signatures that can be correlated
with the DM predictions and the SUSY spectrum.
Furthermore, among the benchmark points we have high-
lighted, LFV in p and 7z decays of experimental interest is
predicted.
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