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ABSTRACT

Supersymmetry is still a viable explanation for the muon g − 2 anomaly, if the sleptons and

electroweak gauginos are O(100) GeV. However, for supersymmetry breaking masses this light, the

SUSY flavor and CP-problem are exacerbated. To address this issue, we consider a flavor-safe

gauge mediated explanation of the muon g− 2 with additional Higgs soft supersymmetry breaking

mass parameters. The setup provides a generic parameter space within minimal gauge mediation.

Furthermore, we show that the problematic CP violating phase can be dynamically suppressed.

We find that gauge mediation models have large portions of parameter space where the muon g−2

can be explained at 1σ level. The interplay between the slepton and the CP-odd Higgs masses

also makes the majority of this model’s parameter space testable at the LHC through searches for

sleptons or additional Higgs bosons.
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1 Introduction

The disagreement between the standard model prediction of gµ − 2 and the measured value
has a long history, with the discrepancy first showing up more than 20 years ago [1]. The
recent experimental measurement at Fermilab [2], when compared with recent theoretical
predictions [3–7], has further increased the significance of this disagreement which is now at
4.2 standard deviations. Although not at the level of observation,1 this deviation warrants
our attention.

Although explaining gµ− 2 is not so difficult phenomenologically, it is non-trivial to find
a model which is motivated. One of the best explanations for the deviation of gµ− 2, which
is motivated beyond just its prediction of gµ − 2, is supersymmetry. In fact, gµ − 2 merely
constrains the mass parameters of supersymmetry, since it already contains the necessary
particles and order one couplings with the muon to explain gµ − 2 [9–11]. Furthermore,
these constraints on the spectra prefer light soft masses and so tend to support the other
nice features of supersymmetry not contradict them. For example, in [12–15] it was shown
that supersymmetric dark matter could be realized in models which explain gµ − 2. And,
of course, naturalness is unaffected by these constraints since it prefers light soft masses.
Clearly, supersymmetry is a prime candidate for explaining gµ − 2. The main challenge
for explaining gµ − 2 in supersymmetry is avoiding exclusion limits or theoretical problems.
For example, the LHC slepton searches [16, 17], the chargino/neutralino searches [18–20]
and the vacuum stability of the stau-Higgs potential [21–23] place strong constraints on
the light needed slepton spectra. These constraints on the spectra are relatively easy to
avoid if the correction to gµ − 2 arises from a chargino loop.2 An important theoretical
consideration, which we do not consider here, is can gµ−2 be explained in models consistent
with grand unification. It was shown that, at least in some unification models, it can be
rectified [14, 28–31].

Although recent studies of the supersymmetric explanation for gµ−2 are interesting, they
tend to make assumptions about the sleptons and often neglect explaining key features of
the needed spectrum like the lack of flavor and CP violation. These features of the spectrum
are unavoidable when attempting to explaining gµ− 2, since the slepton masses must be less
than about 1 TeV. If there are large amounts of flavor mixing or CP violation, the models are
completely excluded. Since, generically, we expect order one flavor and CP violation in su-
persymmetry an explanation of their absence is needed. The flavor changing neutral current
(FCNC) problem can be easily solved if supersymmetry breaking is mediated by gauge inter-
actions.3 Gauge mediation provides a reliable solution to the FCNC problem based on four
dimensional quantum field theory within perturbation theory. In gauge mediated models,

1Some lattice calculations have weakened the significance of this deviation [8] but are ongoing.
2If the flavor universality of sleptons is violated and the staus are significantly heavier than the other

sleptons at low energy, the LHC and vacuum stability constraints can be avoided even when gµ− 2 anomaly
is explained by a bino-loop [23–25]. A low scale stau mass, which is heavy enough and does not lead to flavor
problems, can be realized through loop effects if the down-type Higgs boson soft mass is tachyonic and large
at the ultraviolet scale [26, 27].

3Gaugino mediation also offers a solution to the FCNC problem. However, it is in tension with the seesaw
mechanism [32–34] if the sleptons are light enough to explain gµ − 2 [35].
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since sfermion masses are generated by gauge interactions, they have no generation mixing
and viable models can be found [36, 37] which avoid FCNC. CP violation, on the other hand,
is not so simple of a problem to solve, even within gauge mediation since the gauginos and
Higgs bilinear mass can still have order one CP violating phase.4 In fact, the constraints
on the CP violating phase associated with these parameter are so severe that their phases
need to be less than about 10−5, as will be shown later, or the electric dipole moment of the
electron will exceed experimental limits. Mindlessly setting the CP violation to zero in the
SUSY breaking sector seems unnatural since we know that CP is almost maximally broken
in the SM sector and generation of the CP violating phase in the Yukawa couplings from CP
conserving models is non-trivial [39–43].

An important question that remains for the supersymmetric explanation of gµ− 2 is can
an intelligent model produce the needed features in the slepton mass spectrum. This is the
question we will examine here placing particular emphasis of the effects of CP violation. As
we will take advantage of here, gauge mediation offers a dynamical means for suppressing
the CP violating phases of the gaugino masses and Higgs B-term [44].5 This solves the last
major hurdle for explaining gµ− 2, since gauge mediation already solves the FCNC problem
and can be made consistent with all other relevant constraints. The aim of this work is to
extend this original CP-safe gauge mediation model so that it can consistently explain the
observed gµ − 2 anomaly. In particular, we will show that the CP-safe mechanism proposed
in Ref. [44] becomes simpler and more generic by including anomaly mediated effects, which
are usually neglected in gauge mediated models.

2 g − 2 anomaly and CP-violation

In this section, we review the gauge mediation model in [37] and its explanation of the gµ−2
anomaly. At the end of this section, we will show that this model, like most models, has
problematically large CP violating phases unless the phases are taken to be unnaturally
small.

The gauge mediation sector of the model in [37] has an effective superpotential:

W = (κLZ +ML)ΨLΨL̄ + (κDZ +MD)ΨDΨD̄, (1)

where Z is a SUSY breaking field whose F -component, FZ , has a non-zero vacuum expec-
tation value, and ΨL and ΨD̄ have the same SM charges as the left-handed leptons and
down-type quarks, respectively, and ΨL̄ and ΨD are their conjugate fields. We have formu-
lated the messenger sector so that (ΨD̄,ΨL) transform as 5∗ of SU(5)GUT. However, we do
not assume the existence of a grand unified theory (GUT). In fact, violation of the GUT
relations, κL/ML 6= κD/MD,6 is necessary or explaining gµ − 2 and a 125 GeV Higgs boson

4In [28], it was shown that both the flavor and CP-problem are solved within gaugino mediation. The
CP-problem is solved by assuming a shift symmetry where the imaginary part of the SUSY breaking field
receives a constant shift [38]. See also [31] for another construction of a CP-safe gaugino mediation model.

5In Ref. [45], another mechanism to suppress the CP violating phases is proposed within gauge mediation.
6This combination is invariant under renormalization group evolution. Therefore, if we impose kL = kD

and ML = MD at the ultraviolet scale (e.g., the GUT scale), κL/ML = κD/MD holds at all scales.
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mass becomes impossible due to competing requirements on the masses of sleptons and elec-
troweak gauginos. This incongruence arises because the slepton masses are proportional to
κL 〈FZ〉 /ML while the squark and gluino masses are proportional to κD 〈FZ〉 /MD. The large
stop mass needed to enhance the Higgs mass is inconsistent with light sleptons and the elec-
troweak gaugino masses required for gµ−2 unless |κD/MD| � |κL/ML|. Therefore, the GUT
relations on these couplings and masses must be broken such that |κD/MD| � |κL/ML|. (We
have neglected the U(1)Y gauge coupling in this discussion since it is a subleading effect,
see Eqs. (5) and (7) below for the complete formulas.) Note, although one may consider
messenger fields in other representations of SU(5)GUT such as 10(+10) and a 24, gauge
mediated models with these messenger fields are not advantageous for explaining gµ−2 [36].

Here, we show the necessity of additional contributions to the Higgs soft masses beyond
those provided by gauge mediation. These additional soft masses are vital for decoupling
the explanation of a 125 GeV Higgs boson mass from the value of the µ parameter. To
explain a Higgs boson mass of 125 GeV in gauge mediation, which has a relatively small
stop trilinear mass term, the stop mass needs to be at least 5 TeV. Stop masses this large
generate large radiative corrections to the Higgs soft masses. The electroweak symmetry
breaking conditions then force µ & 2 TeV. With µ this large, the chargino-loop contribution
to the gµ−2 is quite suppressed. The bino loop contribution, on the other hand, is enhanced
by µ tan β and so might seem like a viable alternative for explaining gµ − 2. However, if
the bino loop contribution to gµ − 2 is to explain the gµ − 2 anomaly, the sleptons need
to be particularly light and µ tan β needs to be rather large. Here, tan β is a ratio of the
Higgs vacuum expectation values (VEVs). This spectrum is, unfortunately, excluded by
the wino mass limits (>∼ 660 GeV) of the LHC [46] and/or the vacuum stability constraints
from the stau-Higgs potential [21–23]. The strong limits on the wino mass arise because
|κD/MD| � |κL/ML| is needed to get the stop mass large enough to explain the Higgs
boson mass. In this limit, the NLSP is an (almost) pure wino and so is long-lived. Long
lived charge particles are strongly constrained by disappearing charged track searches at the
LHC [46, 47]. Furthermore, if the trilinear coupling between the staus and Higgs boson,
which is proportional to µ tan β, is too large, a charge breaking minimum which is deeper
than the electroweak symmetry breaking minimum emerges. For staus as light as a few
hundred GeV, µ tan β is strongly constrained by the requirement that the life-time of the
electroweak symmetry breaking minimum is longer than the age of the universe. By taking
µ of O(100) GeV, both these problems are avoided. Then, the gµ−2 can be explained by the
chargino loop contribution. To achieve a small µ-term, our model generates an additional
contribution to the soft SUSY breaking mass squared of the up-type Higgs, m2

Hu
, beyond

the standard gauge mediated piece [36, 37, 48]. (See also Appendix A for an example of how
to generate m2

Hu
and m2

Hd
.)

As it turns out, the down type Higgs soft mass, m2
Hd

, also needs additional contributions
to realize a viable model. In simple gauge mediation models, mHd is equal to the left-handed
slepton mass at the messenger scale, which needs to be of O(100) GeV to explain gµ − 2.
This is not simultaneously consistent with electroweak symmetry breaking conditions or the
LHC constraints.

The problem with a small m2
Hd

can be seen by examining one of the electroweak symmetry
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breaking conditions, which we write as

m2
H/A/H± ' |Bµ(Q)|(tan β + cot β) ' m2

Hd
(Q) + |µ(Q)|2, (2)

where H, A and H± are the CP-even heavy Higgs, CP-odd Higgs and charged Higgs, respec-
tively. The renormalization scale Q is taken to be around the stop mass scale, mstop; Bµ is de-
fined by V 3 BµHuHd+h.c. with the superpotential W = µHuHd. Here, we neglect radiative
corrections to the Higgs potential and terms suppressed by O(tan−2 β). We have removed the
argument of Bµ(Q) by the field redefinition of the Higgs fields, |Bµ(Q)| exp(iθBµ)→ |Bµ(Q)|,
which rotates the phase of the µ term, µ→ µ exp(−iθBµ). In simple gauge mediation cases,
Bµ(Q) = B(Q)µ(Q) and B(Q = mstop) is radiatively generated through the gaugino masses.
Since we need tan β & O(10) to explain gµ− 2, mH/A should be at least 1 TeV to satisfy the
LHC constraints [49]. The larger tan β is the heavier H and A need to be. For example, mH/A

should be & 2 TeV for tan β = 60. In this case, m2
Hd

(Q = mstop) needs to be O(106) GeV2.
This is not achievable in gauge mediation models unless there is an additional source of
m2
Hd

. Lastly, we also consider an additional source for the B-term, since a Bµ(Q = mstop)
generated by only gaugino loops in low scale gauge mediation tends to be inconsistent with
the electroweak symmetry breaking and/or the LHC constraints on mH/A. Generally, the
process that generates a µ term will generate a Bµ term unless additional symmetries are
imposed which forbid operators like K = |Z|2HuHd + h.c..

In summary, the generic parameters of the gauge mediation model for explaining gµ − 2
are as follows:7

Mmess, ΛD ≡ κDFZ/MD, rL ≡ (κL/ML)/(κD/MD), ∆m2
Hu , ∆m2

Hd
, Bµ, N5, (3)

where |MD| = |ML| = Mmess for simplicity; N5 is the number of the messenger pairs (ΨD̄,ΨL),
which we included solely for generality. The Higg soft mass parameters and Bµ can be related
to µ, mA and tan β through the electroweak symmetry breaking conditions. This gives us
an effective set of parameters which we will use below of

Mmess, ΛD ≡ κDFZ/MD, rL ≡ (κL/ML)/(κD/MD), µ, mA, tan β, N5 . (4)

Furthermore, since we apply the electroweak symmetry breaking conditions at the weak
scale, the boundary conditions on the µ, mA, and tan β are set at the weak scale, and thus
mA corresponds to the physical mass of the pseudo-scalar Higgs boson.

In Eq. (3), ΛD, rL and Bµ are in general complex and their phases plus the phase of the
µ parameter cannot be simultaneously removed by any combination of Higgs and messenger
field redefinitions and a U(1)R transformation. Because of this, the predicted electron electric
dipole moment (EDM) will easily exceeds the experimental bound [50] unless the phase is

7The previous models shown in Ref. [37] and [45], can only reproduce a portion of the parameter space
presented here. In Ref. [37], only the case m2

Hu
= m2

Hd
(with B 6= 0 at the messenger scale) is considered

while in Ref. [45], the authors only consider the case where the B-term is essentially zero at the messenger
scale. The differences may seem slight at first glance, but the phenomenological and cosmological implications
for gravitino dark matter and the masses of the heavy Higgs bosons can be quite extreme.
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drastically suppressed. For the moment, we assume ΛD, rL, Bµ and µ can be made real. We
will revisit this issue at the end of this section.

We now give expressions for the soft masses at the messenger scale, which are

Mb̃ ' N5
g2

1

16π2
ΛD

(
3

5
rL +

2

5
g(x)

)
, Mw̃ ' N5

g2
2

16π2
rLΛD, Mg̃ ' N5

g2
3

16π2
ΛDg(x), (5)

where g1, g2 and g3 are the SM gauge couplings of U(1)Y , SU(2) and SU(3), x = |κDFZ/M2
D|

and g(x) is a loop function given in Ref. [51],

g(x) =
1

x2
[(1 + x) ln(1 + x)] + (x→ −x) , (6)

and the factor of rL in the gaugino masses comes from expanding g(x) in the limit rL � 1.
The soft SUSY breaking masses for sleptons (L̃, Ẽ), squarks (Q̃, Ũ , D̃) and Higgs fields
(Hu, Hd) are

m2
L̃
' N5

|ΛD|2

(16π2)2

(
3

2
|rL|2g4

2 +
1

4
g4

1Λ2
1,eff

)
,

m2
Ẽ
' N5

|ΛD|2

(16π2)2

(
g4

1Λ2
1,eff

)
,

m2
Q̃
' N5

|ΛD|2

(16π2)2

(
8

3
g4

3f(x) +
3

2
|rL|2g4

2 +
1

36
g4

1Λ2
1,eff

)
,

m2
Ũ
' N5

|ΛD|2

(16π2)2

(
8

3
g4

3f(x) +
4

9
g4

1Λ2
1,eff

)
,

m2
D̃
' N5

|ΛD|2

(16π2)2

(
8

3
g4

3f(x) +
1

9
g4

1Λ2
1,eff

)
,

m2
Hu ' m2

L + ∆m2
Hu ,

m2
Hd
' m2

L + ∆m2
Hd
, (7)

where

Λ2
1,eff =

6

5

[
3

5
|rL|2 +

2

5
f(x)

]
,

f(x) =
(1 + x)

x2

[
ln(1 + x)− 2Li2

(
x

1 + x

)
+

1

2
Li2

(
2x

1 + x

)]
+ (x→ −x). (8)

The |rL|2 in the sfermion masses again comes from expanding f(x) in the limit that rL � 1
From these expressions, it is clear that light sleptons and electroweak gauginos are ob-

tained for |rL| = |κL/κD| � 1 while the squarks and gluino remain heavy. It is sometimes
important to include the full function g(x) and f(x) for the contributions coming from ΨD

and ΨD̄ but it is never important for the ΨL and ΨL̄ contribution since we will always take
|rL| � 1. We also see from these expressions that as N5 increases the masses of the elec-
troweak gauginos become larger for fixed slepton masses. This is particularly true when
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Mmess is small.8 If we consider the LHC constraints on slepton masses, it becomes clear that
it is marginally easier to explain gµ − 2 for N5 = 1 than N5 > 1. For N5 > 1, we need an
even larger tan β, which in turn makes the staus lighter as we discuss later. Therefore, we
will focus on the N5 = 1 case in what follows.
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Figure 1: The Mw̃−µ plane for ΛD = 900 TeV. The black lines are contours of mν̃µ and the
orange (yellow) shaded regions are consistent with gµ − 2 at the 1-σ (2-σ) level. The gray
shaded region is excluded due to a tachyonic (or NLSP) stau. In the regions above the red
solid lines, mχ±2

> mτ̃1 . The blue-dotted regions are excluded due to the LHC constraint in

Ref. [20]. The green lines correspond to Bµ(Q = Mmess) = 0.

In Fig. 1, we show regions of parameter space which are consistent with gµ − 2 in the
Mw̃(Q = mstop)−µ plane.9 We take µ > 0 and rL > 0 (and ΛD > 0). Otherwise, the relative
signs of Mw̃ and Mb̃ is opposite leading to some cancellation between the chargino and bino-
loop contributions. This gives a suppression of about ∼ 10% to the prediction for gµ − 2.

8When Mmess is large, this effect is offset by the RG running of the soft masses
9In the figure, when we calculate Mw̃, the threshold correction to g22(Q = mstop) from the higgsino loop

is evaluated with µ = 200 GeV. In the range of µ taken in the figure, the difference between the corrections
for µ = 200 GeV and µ = 700 GeV is less than 0.5%.
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Figure 2: The lightest stau mass as a function of the messenger scale for different mA,
mA = (2300, 2500, 2700) GeV. In the left (right) panel, tan β = 40 (50).
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Figure 3: The maximum value of mH (left) and corresponding tan β (right) as a function of
mν̃µ when we require 19.2 ≤ (aµ)SUSY × 1010 and the NLSP is a neutralino.
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For these figures, we take ΛD = 900 TeV, and rL and µ are varied. The other parameters are
taken to be (Mmess/GeV, tan β,mA/GeV)=(106, 50, 2500),(108, 40, 2100),(1010, 40, 2350) and
(1012, 40, 2450) for the four figures.10 In the orange (yellow) regions, the gµ − 2 is explained
at the 1σ (2σ) level.11 For mν̃e,µ & 660 GeV, the LHC constraints on the first and second
generation sleptons can be avoided [16, 17, 45]. In the gray region of the top-left panel, the
stau is either the NLSP or tachyonic. This region is essentially excluded since the parameter
sets where the stau is the NLSP and tachyonic are almost identical. For larger messenger
scales, we have regions consistent with Bµ(Q = Mmess) = 0, which are seen as the green lines.
The blue dotted regions are excluded due to the constraints from LHC chargino/neutralino
searches with W/Z/h final states [20]. The constraints are applied when the the left-handed
stau is heavier than the wino. In the case where the wino-like chargino/neutralino decays
to the stau or the tau sneutrino, the effective cross section with the W/Z/h final states
decreases to about 50 % and the constraints in Ref. [20] are not directly applicable anymore.
The predicted mass of the standard model-like Higgs (h) is ≈ 124.5 - 125.5 GeV in the region
where aµ is in the 1σ range.12 In the analysis, we use SOFTSUSY 4.1.12 [54] to evaluate the
SUSY mass spectra, FeynHiggs 2.18.0[55–61] to calculate the lightest Higgs boson mass,
and GM2Calc 2.1.0 [62, 63] to evaluate the SUSY contribution to the gµ − 2.

Now, we discuss the upper bound on mH/A. A meaningful upper bound is obtained when
the sleptons are heavier, since explaining the gµ − 2 then requires tan β to be pushed to
larger values. The upper bound on mH/A then comes from the requirement that the lightest
stau is not the next-to-lightest SUSY particle (NSLP) or tachyonic.13 Although the vacuum
stability constraint from the stau-Higgs potential can be avoided easily in the small µ case,
the soft SUSY breaking masses for the staus still give a meaningful constraint since the
stau becomes the NSLP or even tachyonic when tan β and/or m2

Hd
are large. This can be

understood by examining the renormalizaton group equations:

m2
Hd

d lnQ
3 1

16π2

[
6(m2

Q3
+m2

D3
+m2

Hd
)Y 2

b + 2m2
Hd
Y 2
τ

]
m2
L3

d lnQ
3 1

16π2
(2m2

Hd
Y 2
τ )

m2
E3

d lnQ
3 1

16π2
(4m2

Hd
Y 2
τ ), (9)

where Yb and Yτ are the bottom and tau Yukawa couplings, respectively; mQ3 and mD3

(mL3 and mE3) are left and right handed sbottom (stau) masses. From the first equation

10We take these values of mA so that the Bµ = 0 line appears on the figure. The other aspects of these
figures are fairly insensitive to these small changes.

11There are regions where the higgsino and wino are as light as 150-200 GeV. In these regions, the
predicted W -boson mass can be larger than the SM prediction by 3-6 MeV [52, 53]. The large mass shift
recently reported by CDFII is very hard to explain in the present model. This will be checked in future
experiments.

12For the small µ case, the negative contribution to m2
h from the sbottom loop is proportional to (µ tanβ)4

and so suppressed. Therefore, the stop mass required to explain a 125 GeV Higgs boson mass becomes
somewhat smaller.

13These are effectively the same upper bound.
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we see that m2
Hd

(Q = Mmess) must be much larger than m2
Hd

(Q = mstop) as it receives large
corrections from sbottom loops.14 This is particularly true when tan β is large since Yb and
Yτ grow with tan β. Since the stau masses receive corrections proportional to |Yτ |2m2

Hd
, they

tend to be suppressed as the messenger scale is increased. In Fig. 2, the lightest stau mass
as a function of the messenger scale is shown. The stau mass monotonically decreases as
the messenger scale increases. For large mH/A ∼ mHd(Q = mstop) and large tan β, the staus
mass will be too small or tachyonic. As the slepton masses are increased, the required tan β
for explaining gµ − 2 becomes larger leading to an upper bound on mH/A. Since the mass
suppression discussed above is definitely smaller for the lower messenger scales, we will take
a low messenger scale as a reference point. (The complications are much more severe for
larger SUSY breaking mediation scales like the Planck or GUT scales. In this sense, gauge
mediation is advantageous for explaining gµ − 2 via the chargino loop contribution.)

In the left panel of Fig. 3, we show the upper bound on mH(' mA) as a function of the
muon sneutrino mass, mν̃µ . The right panel shows the value of tan β for the maximal value
of mH . In these figures, we scan the following parameter ranges:

0.1 ≤ rL ≤ 0.3, 20 ≤ tan β ≤ 70, 1000 ≤ mA/GeV ≤ 6000. (10)

We require that (aµ)SUSY explain the experimental value of the gµ − 2 at 1 σ level and the
NLSP is a neutralino. The messenger scale and µ are fixed to be Mmess = 106 GeV and
µ = 200 GeV so that the chargino contribution to the gµ − 2 is (almost) maximized and the
negative contribution to the square of the stau masses from renormalization group running is
minimized. We also take ΛD = 900 TeV. This shows that for larger mν̃µ , the maximum value
of mH/A becomes smaller while tan β becomes larger. In particular, for mν̃µ & 900 GeV, we
get mH/A ≤ 3 TeV and tan β & 56. This shows the possibility to detect the heavy Higgs
bosons, H and A, at the LHC, using the channel H/A → ττ is quite good since Yb and Yτ
are quite large.

In table 1, we show the mass spectra, (aµ)SUSY, the life-time of the lightest chargino, and
production cross section (bbH) of H/A at

√
s = 14 TeV and branching ratios of H/A for four

different mass spectra. We also show the required ∆m2
Hu

, ∆m2
Hd

and Bµ at the messenger
scale. The production cross sections are calculated using SusHi 1.7.0 package [64, 65] with
NNPDF4.0 [66] used for the parton distribution functions. At the point P4, the production
cross section of H/A is quite large. In fact, P4 is marginally consistent with the current
bound from the heavy Higgs search [49] and it is expected that the point will be checked
soon [67].

Concerning the constraints from the chargino/neutralino searches at the LHC, for P2 and
P4, with the left-handed stau lighter than the wino, about 26-27%of wino-like charginos and
neutralinos (χ±2 ) decay to the stau or tau sneutrino. Therefore, the exclusion limits using
the W/Z/h final states become weaker as the effective cross section decreases to about 50%.
Note, we cannot directly apply the exclusion limit in Ref. [20]. In order to check the LHC
constraints, including those in Ref. [20], we used SModelS package [68–75] with the wino
production cross sections at NLO+NLL estimated using resummino [76–82]. We found P2
and P4 were not excluded.

14Because the weak gauginos are light, they have a subdominat effect.
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Lastly, we discuss the problem of CP violation. Since the smuons and electroweak gaugi-
nos need to be as light as O(100) GeV to explain the gµ−2 and we consider gauge mediation,
the selectrons must be light as well. The electron (EDM) constraints then require Bµ, rL
and ΛD to be almost completely real.

To analyze the electron EDM, we rotate the fields so that Bµ(Q) is real and 〈H0
u〉 and

〈H0
d〉 are in turn real and positive. We then take µ = |µ| exp(−iθB). In this basis, the

potentially problematic phases are:15

θw̃ = Arg(Mw̃|µ| exp(−iθB)) = Arg(Mw̃(Bµ/µ)∗),

θb̃ = Arg(Mb̃(Bµ/µ)∗), (11)

where all relevant parameters are defined at the low energy scale. The phases of these mass
combinations are important because the same diagrams with the same combination of masses
contribute to gµ− 2 and the electron (EDM) calculation.16 As is the case for the gµ− 2, the
chargino diagram gives the largest contribution to the electron EDM and θw̃ is most strongly
constrained.

Furthermore, since ae and the electric dipole moment of the electron, de, come from the
real and imaginary parts of the same amplitude, tan(Arg(Amplitude))ae is equal to 2mede/e.
Combining these relations, we find

(de/e)SUSY ' tan θw̃
me

2m2
µ

(aµ)SUSY

≈ θw̃

(
(aµ)SUSY

2.2× 10−9

)
× 10−24 cm, (12)

where we used the fact that the chargino contribution dominates in our model.17

In order to satisfy the ACME experimental constraint [50], |de/e| < 1.1 × 10−29 cm, θw̃
should be smaller than about 10−5. The constraint on θb̃ is somewhat weaker, θb̃ ≤ O(10−4),
since the bino loop contribution only makes up O(10%) of the anomalous magnetic moment
calculation. It is extremely difficult to achieve such a small CP violating phase unless the
complex arguments of ΛD, rLΛD and Bµ/µ are identical to a very high level of precision. The
requirement on ΛD is due to the fact that the complex arguments of Mb̃, Mw̃, Mg̃ are mixed
through two-loop RG running. Thus, the phases of all gaugino masses feed into the phase
of Bµ/µ from RG running. This leaves only one possible conclusion; the complex arguments
of Mb̃, Mw̃, Mg̃ and Bµ/µ must be aligned at some higher energy scale, i.e. the messenger
scale.

15Although the complex argument of the scalar trilinear coupling, the A-term, is also relevant, we focus on
the above mentioned arguments as the contribution to the EDM from picking up the A-term is not enhanced
by tanβ.

16The one-loop SUSY contribution to ae, the anomalous magnetic moment of the electron, is (me/mu)2

times aµ as the selectron and smuon masses are nearly degenerate.
17The phase θb̃ is also constrained by the electron EDM measurement, but to a lesser degree. However,

the model we give below will suppress all problematic phases.
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To estimate this effect, we can approximate the Higgs B-term at the low scale as [83]

Bµ(Q)/µ(Q) ≈ (Bµ/µ)− 1

16π2

(
6g2

2Mw̃ +
6

5
g2

1Mb̃

)
ln
Mmess

Q

+
1

8π4
g2

3(Y 2
t + Y 2

b )Mg̃

[
ln
Mmess

Q

]2

, (13)

as long as the messenger scale is not too high. Also, we have taken Q = mstop. Although
the gluino mass contribution is loop suppressed compared to the wino and bino mass contri-
bution, the loop suppression of the gluino contribution is offset by a larger mass and larger
couplings and so can be comparable or even larger than the bino and wino contributions in
the parameter space of interest. From Eq. (13) it becomes clear, Bµ(Q)/µ(Q) picks up a
portion of all the complex arguments of the gaugino masses. This, combined with the RG
mixing of the gaugino masses, tells us we need a model that predicts the complex arguments
of ΛD, rLΛD and Bµ/µ are aligned. How to achieve the needed alignment/suppression of the
phases of ΛD, rLΛD, Bµ and µ will be explained in the next section.

3 A CP-safe gauge mediation model for the g−2 anomaly

In this section, we give an explicit model, which explains θw̃ = θb̃ = 0, after the gravitino
mass is rotated to be real and positive, m3/2 ∈ R>0. Our model is based on a discrete
symmetry, Z(3)1 × Z(3)2 × Z(3)3 × Z4R with the following superpotential interactions:

W =
λi
3
S3
i + kiSiΨiΨ̄i(i = 1, 2, 3). (14)

We also introduce tachyonic soft SUSY breaking masses for Si of

Vsoft = −m2
Si
|Si|2. (15)

An example model for generating m2
Si

is given in Appendix A. Here, Ψ1 = Hu (Ψ̄1 = Hd),
Ψ2 = ΨL̄,Ψ3 = ΨD̄, where ΨD̄ and ΨL are the anti-quark and lepton-like messengers with
charge assignments of a 5∗ representation in an SU(5)GUT theory. However, we do not assume
grand unification in this paper. The charges of Si, Ψi and Ψ̄i under Z(3)1×Z(3)2×Z(3)3×Z4R

are given in Table 2 in Appendix A. The discrete R symmetry, Z4R, is anomaly free with one
pair of Ψ2,3 and Ψ̄2,3 [84]. Therefore it could be a gauge symmetry and left unbroken even
with gravitational effects [85–90] included. The λi can be made real and positive by a field
redefinition of the Si without any loss of generality. Using a U(1)R rotation, we take the
gravitino mass, m3/2 = 〈W 〉∗ /M2

PL, to be real and positive. Due to the tachyonic mass, both
the scalar and F component of the superfield Si obtain a non-zero VEV, giving the SUSY
preserving and SUSY breaking masses for the messenger and Higgs fields. Note that, as
shown in the previous section, there are some regions of parameter space which can explain
gµ−2 and the Higgs B-term vanishes at the messenger scale. In this case, we only introduce
a higgsino mass term, µHuHd, instead of S1, and the Z4R charge of HuHd should be 2. Since
this modification is straightforward, we do not include any details here.
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Eqs. (14) and (15) give the following tree-level potential for Si:

V = λ2
i |Si|4 − |m2

Si
||Si|2, (16)

with a minimum at 〈|Si|〉 =
√
|m2

Si
|/
√

2λi
2.

The phase direction of the 〈Si〉 are not determined by the tree-level potential and are
only determined once loop corrections are taken into account. At the tree level, the scalar
potential for Si in the framework of supergravity is given by

V = F †SiFSi − 3|W |2/M2
PL, (17)

where

FSi = −
[
λiS

∗2
i + SiW

∗/M2
PL

]
, (18)

and we have assumed that the SUSY breaking field has a negligibly small scalar vacuum
expectation value. We will return to this point later. As is clear from these expressions, the
scalar potential in Eq. (17) does not determine Arg(Si).

The phases of the vevs are determined by the A-term contributions to the potential
induced by anomaly mediated SUSY breaking (AMSB),

V = (Ai)amsb
λi
3
S3
i + h.c. =

m3/2

16π2
(16π2βλi/λi)

λi
3
S3
i + h.c., (19)

where βλi is the beta-function for λi, given by

(16π2)βi/λi = 3(Nc|ki|2 + 2λ2
i ), (20)

and Nc = 2 for i = 1, 2 and Nc = 3 for i = 3. In the previous paper [44], the effects
from anomaly mediation were not considered. 18 For S1, the tree-level contribution, (A1)tree,
shown in Appendix C may also be considered, which dominates over the contribution from
anomaly mediation (A1)amsb and has the opposite sign. By writing 〈Si〉 = | 〈Si〉 |eiθSi (θSi =
Arg(〈Si〉)), in Eq. (19) (and Eq. (56)), θSi has a potential

V 3 Ai
λi
3
S3
i + h.c.→ 2

3
Ai |〈Si〉|3 λi cos(3θSi), (21)

where Ai corresponds to (A2,3)amsb or (A1)amsb + (A1)tree, and is a real number. The above
potential fixes 3θSi = π (3θSi = 0) for Ai > 0 (Ai < 0). Since the SUSY masses for Ψi are

18In the previous paper, the authors introduced higher dimensional operators, K 3 |Si|4/Λ2
4, to fix the

phase direction of the Si. If the cut-off Λ4 is larger than ∼ 10 〈Si〉, the anomaly mediation effects are
dominant.
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ki 〈Si〉 and the B-terms are k1λ1 〈S∗21 〉 for i = 1 and −kiλi 〈S∗2i 〉 for i = 2 and 3,19 we have

Bµ/µ = ±λ1| 〈S1〉 |,
ΛL(= rLΛD) = λ2| 〈S2〉 |,

ΛD = λ3| 〈S3〉 |, (22)

where Bµ/µ is positive (negative) when the tree level contribution (AMSB contribution) to
S3

1 term dominates. All of the above parameters are real. Therefore, there is no CP violating
phase.

However, the above mechanism is not viable generically. This is because, as shown in the
previous section, the phases of the Ai’s should be aligned at the order of 10−5. The required
conditions are summarized as follows:

• For SUSY breaking fields which are charged under some symmetry,20 | 〈Z∗i FZi〉 /M2
PL| �

10−7|m3/2|.

• For moduli type SUSY breaking fields (e.g. axion) where the shift symmetry breaking
is small, mixings with other SUSY breaking fields could be problematic. This effect is
safe if the previous condition is satisfied.

• There are no true singlets, i.e. no charge under any symmetry, SUSY breaking fields
since they generically will have an F -term of O(m3/2MPL) and will couple to Si, as
well as other fields, via a dimension 5 operator with a complex coefficient.

To derive these conditions, we have assumed that higher dimensional operators containing
the SUSY breaking fields, matter fields and/or moduli fields are suppressed by the Planck
scale. If these operators are suppressed by a lower mass scales than the Planck scale, the
conditions of above become even more restrictive. For a class of motivated models, we have
checked that our CP-safe mechanism still holds (see Appendix B).

To realize the above conditions on our mechanism, we assume that the SUSY break-
ing field, Z, which has the largest vev, i.e. | 〈FZ〉 | ∼ |m3/2MPL|, is charged under some
symmetry so that it cannot couple to the matter fields (e.g. Si, Ψi, Ψ̄i and the quark
and lepton chiral superfields) through operators like K = cIJZQ

†
IQJ/MPL + h.c. and W =

c′IJKZQIQJQK/MPL, and gauge fields through operators like
∫
d2θckZW

kW k/MPL + h.c.
(k = {U(1)Y , SU(2)L, SU(3)c}). These operators are dangerous since they will generate
additional contributions to the Ai with unaligned phases. If Z couples to Si through these
operators, it leads to a tree-level Ai ∼ m3/2 and an unconstrained phase, which clearly spoils
our mechanism for solving the CP problem. If Z couples to Ψi or Ψ̄i, it induces Ai at the

19Following the standard convention, the definitions of the B-terms are W = (µ − Bµθ2)HuHd for the
Higgs fields and W = ((Mmess)2,3 + B2,3θ

2)Ψ2,3Ψ̄2,3 for the messenger fields. Note that for λ1 ∼ k1 ∼ 1,
S1 significantly mixes with the Higgs doublets after electroweak symmetry breaking. Therefore, it affects
the electroweak symmetry breaking as well as the collider and cosmological/astrophysical phenomena, which
should be carefully investigated (see e.g., Refs. [91, 92]). On the other hand, for λ1, k1 � 1, S1 decouples
from the standard model, and the effects are limited.

20SUSY breaking field means any field whose F component has a non-zero vacuum expectation value.
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one-loop level. This contribution is comparable to that from anomaly mediation in Eq. (19).
It, therefore, generically will spoil our mechanism. For the case where Z couples to the
gauge fields, Ai is induced at the two-loop level which is still dangerous since it can give
an O(10−2) correction to the phase of Eq. (19). Lastly, when Z couples to the quarks and
leptons, it generates a three-loop level correction to Ai, which can still be dangerous. Thus,
the supersymmetry breaking field must not be a true singlet.

Thus far, we have argued that operators like K = Z|QI |2 + h.c. must be forbidden.
However, even a minimal Kähler potential K = |Z|2 + |QI |2 can be problematic. In this
case, we still have effective couplings between |Z|2 and |QI |2, through the supergravity
corrections to potential, f = −3M2

PL exp [−K/(3M2
PL)]. This induces Planck suppressed

operators which generate trilinear couplings of order Ai = −〈Z〉∗ 〈FZ〉 /M2
PL. For | 〈Z〉 | ∼

MPL, Ai = O(m3/2) . At first glance, this might seem fine since this generates the same A-
term for each Si, phase and all. However, the anomaly mediated contribution, which always
exists, is dependent on λ2

i and |ki|2 and so is not universal for the Ai. The sum of these
contributions then gives a unique phase for each Ai, all of which can cannot be removed by
field redefinitions. Thus, we restrict ourselves to models with | 〈Z〉 | � 10−7MPL.21

For a SUSY breaking field, Z ′, with 〈F ′Z〉 � 〈FZ〉, the above arguments still apply, but
the effects are suppressed by 〈F ′Z〉 / 〈FZ〉. This SUSY breaking field, Z ′, is required to satisfy
| 〈Z ′∗F ′Z〉 |/M2

PL � 10−7|m3/2|. If Z ′ is a singlet of the symmetries, | 〈F ′Z〉 /MPL| � 10−7|m3/2|
is further required. However this condition is very unlikely to be satisfied as this singlet field
has K = c′MPLZ

′+h.c. (c′ = O(1)), which in turn leads to W = c′m3/2MPLZ
′ after a Kähler

transformation.
If Z ′ is a moduli-type field and the shift symmetry is not broken, it will couple to matter

and SUSY breaking fields with real coefficients such as K = cnI (Z ′ + Z ′∗)n|Q′I |2/Mn
PL, where

Q′I represents the matter and SUSY breaking fields that are charged under some symmetry.
Including this term in the Kähler potential gives

−eK/2 〈F ′Z〉 = (K−1)xx

〈
∂K

∂x
W ∗/M2

PL

〉
+ (K−1)xi

〈
W ∗
i +K∗iW

∗/M2
PL

〉
, (23)

where x = Z ′+Z
′∗. The first term is proportional to m3/2MPL with a real coefficient, and the

second term is ∼ 〈Z∗ · FZ〉 /MPL � 10−7m3/2MPL. Since the couplings to the matter fields,
including Si, are given by real constants this does not induce different phases for different
Si.

Lastly, let us discuss the cosmological domain wall problem. In our model, domain walls

21If 〈Z〉 is non-zero, the F -term of the conformal compensator Φ becomes,

〈F 〉 =

(
m3/2 +

1

3M2
PL

〈
∂K

∂Z
FZ

〉)
,

where Φ = φ(1 + Fθ2) and we choose the gauge φ = exp(〈K〉 /6M2
PL) to recover Einstein gravity. In this

case the anomaly mediated effects are changed slightly. However, this does not affect our discussion since
we require the second term to be smaller than O(10−7)m3/2 for any supersymmetry breaking field.
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are formed once the Z3i symmetries are spontaneously broken. The domains eventually
follow a scaling solution and about one domain wall will exists within a Hubble horizon [93–
96]. In this case, their energy density can be approximated by σH−2/H−3 = σH, where σ
is the domain wall tension and H is the Hubble parameter. By comparing this to the total
energy density, 3H2M2

PL, it turns out the domain walls dominate the energy density of the
universe for

Hdom ∼
σ

M2
PL

∼ 〈Si〉
3

M2
PL

. (24)

If the domain walls are stable enough to last until today, the energy density of the domain
walls will dominate. In order to avoid this situation, we need a small Z3i breaking term,
which removes the degeneracy of the three vacua by an amount we label ∆V . The domain
walls collapse when their energy density becomes similar in size to ∆V . The conditions

Hcol ∼
∆V

σ
∼ ∆V

〈Si〉3
> Hdom, (25)

should then be satisfied. Also, it is safer to require the domain walls collapse before big-bang
nucleosynthesis (BBN) starts, which gives

Hcol >
O(MeV2)

MPL

. (26)

∆V should then satisfy the following condition:

∆V > max

(
〈Si〉6

M2
PL

,
O(MeV2)

MPL

〈Si〉3
)
. (27)

Let us consider the following Z3i breaking term, which conserves Z4R symmetry,

W 3 µ2
iSi → V 3 (µ2

iλiS
2∗
i −m3/2µ

2
iSi) + h.c. (28)

The first term gives the dominant contribution to ∆V . The conditions on ∆V lead to

|µ2
i | > O(10−13)GeV2

(
| 〈Si〉 |

106 GeV

)4

, (29)

and

|µ2
i | > O(10−22)GeV2

(
| 〈Si〉 |

300 GeV

)
. (30)

The latter condition from BBN is always weaker than the former one for 〈S2〉 and 〈S3〉.
For 〈S1〉, the BBN constraint can be stronger. On the other hand, in order not to induce
dangerous CP violating phases, |µ2

i | is bounded from above as

|µ2
i | � O(10−5)(Ai)AMSB| 〈Si〉 | ≈ O(10−3)GeV2

( m3/2

10 MeV

)( | 〈Si〉 |
106 GeV

)
. (31)
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These conditions Eqs. (29)-(31) are satisfied as long as Mmess < O(1010-1011 GeV). Here,
m3/2 = 10 MeV is a reference value for S2,3 ' 106 GeV and m3/2 is roughly proportional to
〈S2,3〉 = Mmess/k2,3.

We need to be a bit careful in our treatment of S1 as it mixes with the Higgs doublets,
which could potentially affect Higgs physics. Focusing on

W =
λ1

3
S3

1 + k1S1HuHd, (32)

the superpotential and soft SUSY breaking terms are exactly the same as those of Z3 invariant
Next-to-Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model (NMSSM) (see Refs. [97, 98] for a review).
The CP-even Higgs mass matrix contains

V 3 1

2
m2
hh

2 + vk1 [2µ− sin 2β(Beff + λ1 〈S1〉)]hs+
1

2
(4λ2

1 〈S1〉2 +
k1A

′
1

2

v2

〈S1〉
sin 2β)s2,

≈ 1

2
m2
hh

2 + (2k1vµ)hs+
1

2
(2Beff − 2A′1)2s2, (33)

where h = − sin βh0
u+cos βh0

d and mh ≈ 125 GeV; µ = k1 〈S1〉 , Beff = Bµ/µ ' A′1 +λ1 〈S1〉,
V 3 A′1k1SHuHd + h.c.; A′1 ∼ 100 GeV through gaugino loops at the SUSY mass scale;
Here, we neglect A1. The Higgs B-term, Beff , is estimated to be

Beff '
m2
A

µ tan β
≈ 296 GeV ×

( mA

2000 GeV

)2
(

300 GeV

µ

)(
45

tan β

)
. (34)

To avoid the large mixing between h and s, k1 < O(0.1), is required, and λ1 ∼ k1 due to
Beff ∼ µ. The mass of the singlet-like CP-odd Higgs is

m2
a1
' k1 sin 2β

2
(4Beff − 3A′1)

v2

〈S1〉
− 3A1λ1 〈S1〉 (35)

≈ −3A1λ1 〈S1〉 ≈ 3(Beff − A′1)|A1|, (36)

which can be larger than O(1) GeV. This a1 as well as the imaginary parts of S2,3 (i.e.
axion-like particles) can safely decay before the BBN.

4 Discussion and conclusions

We presented a CP-safe version of the gauge mediated model in [37] by extending the mecha-
nism proposed in Ref. [44] to include anomaly mediation effects. First, we showed that large
portions of the parameter space are still consistent with the gµ − 2 and LHC constraints.
For heavy sleptons, the CP-odd Higgs and the Heavy CP-even Higgs tend to be light and,
therefore, discoverable at the LHC. This analysis is for a generic minimal gauge mediation
model with messengers in the fundamental representation of SU(5).

We also showed that the dangerous CP violating phases can be drastically suppressed
by applying the mechanism first proposed in [44]. This mechanism allows us to dynamically
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suppress the phases of all relevant supersymmetry breaking parameters. This mechanism
aligns the soft mass phases with that of m3/2 through anomaly mediated A-terms in the
messengers and Higgs bosons potential. Then, when the gravitino phase is rotated away all
soft masses become real to a high level of precision leaving no dangerous CP violating phase.
Furthermore, in Appendix A, we give a consistent ultraviolet model for this mechanism.
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A Generation of soft SUSY breaking masses beside the

gauge mediation

Let us first discuss the tachyonic mass generation for Si (i = 1 . . . 3), which determines the
messenger mass scale, the messenger B-terms (therefore ΛL,D), the µ-term and the Higgs
B-term. For this purpose, we introduce new Yukawa couplings for the Si,

W =
k′i
2
SiE

2
i , (37)

where Ei are gauge singlet fields. The tachyonic masses for Si are generated by one-loop
diagrams involving Ei, if the soft SUSY breaking mass squared of Ei is positive. This is
analogous to how the stop loops generate a tacyonic Higgs soft SUSY breaking mass which
generates electroweak symmetry breaking radiatively.

A positive supersymmetry breaking mass is generated for Ei from the following superpo-
tential:

W =
κ

2
ZΨ2 +M0ΨΨ̄ +MiE

′
iĒ
′
i + giEiE

′
iΨ +WIYIT, (38)

where M0 � Mi is assumed, and Ψ, Ψ̄, E ′i and Ē ′i are all gauge singlet fields. A consistent
set of charge assignment for these fields under Z(3)1 × Z(3)2 × Z(3)3 × Z4R is shown in
table 2. We assume the non-anomalous Z4R is a discrete gauge symmetry while the others
are global symmetries. The charges of the matter multiplets in the standard model sector
under Z(3)1×Z(3)2×Z(3)3×Z4R are 5∗(−2, 0, 0, 1),10(−1, 0, 0, 1) and N(0, 0, 0, 1). Here,
we again use SU(5) notation for simplicity and N is for the right-handed neutrinos. These
charge assignments are consistent with the standard model Yukawa interactions.
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The last term in Eq.(38), WIYIT, represents the effective superpotential for dynamical
SUSY breaking based on an IYIT model [99, 100] with an SP (1) = SU(2) gauge theory.
After the quark superfields condense, the superpotential takes the following form:

WIYIT =
1

2
(Q1Q2 +Q3Q4)Z = Λ2Z. (39)

Here, Qa (a = 1 . . . 4) are doublet quarks, and Λ is the dynamical scale. This superpotential
breaks supersymmetry, i.e. FZ = Λ2. The IYIT model with the SP (1) gauge symmetry
has a discrete Z(4) symmetry, where the doublet quarks Qa carry +1 charges and Z has
+2. Accordingly, the gauge singlet fields, Ψ, Ψ̄, E ′i, Ē

′
i carry charges −1, +1, +1 and −1,

respectively. All other fields carry a charge of zero under this Z(4) symmetry. Importantly,
this discrete Z(4) symmetry prohibits a linear term involving Ψ̄ and mass mixing between
E ′i and Ei. The Ei and Ē ′i can still decay before BBN through Planck-suppressed operators

which break S(3)i and Z(4) through operators such as K = E†iHuHd/MPL, Ē
′†
i HuHd/MPL.

The positive squared masses for E ′i, which are generated after integrating out Ψ, Ψ̄, are
estimated using the one-loop formula for the effective Kähler potential [101]. The field
dependent mass matrix for Ψ, Ψ̄ and E ′i is

M =


κZ M0 giEi

M0 0 0

giEi 0 0

 . (40)

The matrix, M†M, has two non-zero eigenvalues, m2
+ and m2

−, which are

m2
± =

1

2

(
2|M0|2 + 2|giEi|2 + |κZ|2 ±

√
|κZ|2

√
|κZ|2 + 4(|M0|2 + |giEi|2)

)
.

(41)

Using this mass matrix, the effective Kähler potential can be written as

Keff = − 1

32π2
Tr

(
M†M ln

M†M
ecrQ2

)
= − 1

32π2

(
m2

+ ln
m2

+

ecrQ2
+m2

− ln
m2
−

ecrQ2

)
. (42)

where Q is the renormalization scale and cr is a scheme dependent constant. We then obtain
the following soft SUSY breaking masses for m2

Ei
:

m2
Ei
' − ∂2Keff

∂(|Ei|2)∂(|Z|2)

∣∣∣∣
|Ei|2=|Z|2=0

|FZ |2 =
|giκ|2

32π2

∣∣∣∣FZM0

∣∣∣∣2 . (43)

Thanks to the fact that this mass squared is positive, a tachyonic mass for the Si is generated
by Ei loops:22

m2
Si
' − |k

′
i|2

16π2
m2
Ei

ln
|M0|2

|m2
Ei
|
. (44)

22The operator in the Kähler potential giving the tachyonic mass, K ∼ 1/(16π2)2|Z|2|Si|2/M2
0 , also induce

A-terms for Si, with 〈Z〉 = O(m3/2) induced by effects from supergravity. However, 〈ZF ∗
Z〉 is real, and it

does not changes the phase direction of 〈Si〉.
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To generate the soft masses for Hu and Hd, we introduce additional pairs of massive
Higgs multiplets H ′u and H̄ ′u, and H ′d and H̄ ′d. The Z(4) charges of H ′u, H̄

′
u, H

′
d and H̄ ′d are

−1, +1, −1 and +1, respectively. The superpotential for these massive Higgs multiplets is
given by

W = λuHuH̄
′
uΨ + λdHdH̄

′
dΨ +MuH̄

′
uH
′
u +MdH̄

′
dH
′
d. (45)

The superpotential which generates the Higgs soft masses is then the same as Eq. (38) with
Ei → Hu,d, E

′
i → H̄ ′u,d, and Ē ′i → H ′u,d. In the limit Mu ∼Md �M0, we then get

∆m2
Hu,d

' |λu,dκ|2

32π2

∣∣∣∣FZM0

∣∣∣∣2 . (46)

B Some motivated extensions

Let us consider the following superpotential:

W = λX0X0(XX̄ − v2) + λXXψψ̄, (47)

where X0 and ΨΨ̄ has a U(1)R (or a discrete R) charge of 2. We consider the case where X
and X̄ break some symmetries like a global U(1)PQ or gauged U(1)B−L. As we will show,

Bψψ̄/Mψψ̄ = real constant×m3/2 = real, (48)

where the B-term and SUSY preserving mass terms are given by

L = Bψψ̄ψψ̄ + h.c., Mψψ̄ = λX 〈X〉 . (49)

Because the ratio of these terms is real, this extension has no effect on our mechanism for
suppressing CP phases. If this were not the case, these extensions could generate dangerously
large CP phases. For instance, in the case of a U(1)PQ, a gluino mass is induced at the one-
loop level and in turn generate S3

3 potential term at the three-loop level. For U(1)B−L

breaking, an A-term is induced for LHuN̄ at the one-loop level and S3
1 is induced at the

three-loop level as well.
The B-term is given by

L = −
[
(λX0X0X̄)∗ + a′m3/2X

]
λXψψ̄ + h.c., (50)

where a′ is a real coefficient given by anomaly mediation. First, we assume 〈X〉 ∼
〈
X̄
〉
∼ v,

which is satisfied when the soft SUSY breaking masses for X and X̄ are the same order,
O(m3/2), and from the minimization conditions we get Arg

〈
XX̄

〉
= Arg(v2). The potential

for X0 is

V = m2
X0
|X2

0 |+ (−2m3/2λX0v
2X0 + a′′m3/2λX0X0XX̄) + h.c., (51)

where a′′ is a real coefficient induced by anomaly mediation and m2
X0

= 2|λX0 |2(|X|2 + |X̄|2)
with |X| = |X̄| = v. The VEV of X0 is fixed to be

〈|X0|〉 ' |λX0m3/2| and Arg(〈X0〉) = −Arg(v2)− Arg(λX0) , (52)
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so that

Arg
(
(λX0X0X̄)∗

)
= Arg(〈X〉), (53)

and Bψψ̄/Mψψ̄ is real.

C The tree-level contribution to A1

Here, we show a model which generates a tree-level contribution to A1 with the opposite
sign of (A1)AMSB. The superpotential is given by

W = kY S
2
1Y/2 +MY Y Ȳ + λ1S

3
1/3. (54)

The scalar potential is

V = |MY |2|Y |2 + |S1|2|λ1S1 + kY Y |2 +
1

4
|kY S2

1 + 2MY Ȳ |2

− (m3/2MY Ȳ + h.c.) +O(M−2
PL ). (55)

By integrating out Y and Ȳ using the equations of motion, ∂V
∂Y

= 0 and ∂V
∂Ȳ

= 0, the effective
scalar potential is

Veff = λ2
1|S1|4

|MY |2

|MY |2 + |kY |2|S1|2
−
[

3

2
m3/2λ1S

3
1/3

|kY |2|S1|2

|MY |2 + |kY |2|S1|2
+ h.c.

]
= λ2

1|S1|4
|MY |2

|MY |2 + |kY |2|S1|2
−
[
(A1)treeλ1S

3
1/3 + h.c.

]
, (56)

where we have neglected O(m2
3/2) terms. It can be seen that the sign of S3

1 is opposite

to AMSB. The A-term in Eq. (56) can be larger than (A1)amsb. For instance, by taking
|MY |2 = 10|kY |2|S1|2, the A-term is ≈ −0.14m3/2, which is larger than that of AMSB.
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Table 1: The mass spectra and (aµ)SUSY. The (lightest) squark and gluino masses as well
as ΛD are shown in units of TeV while the others are shown in units of GeV. We also show√

∆m2
Hu

,
√

∆m2
Hd

and
√
Bµ at the messenger scale.

P1 P2 P3 P4

ΛD 900 980 950 980

rL 0.17 0.25 0.14 0.26

Mmess 106 106 108 1.3× 106

µ 210 260 441 250

mA(pole) 2500 2500 2300 2000

tan β 40 60 43 64.5

g̃ 7.0 8.2 6.2 7.1

q̃ 8.3 9.2 8.0 8.9

τ̃1 581 300 459 280

τ̃2 830 584 760 583

µ̃R 985 1091 1118 1177

ν̃µ 687 935 736 987

(χ0
1, χ

±
1 ) (200.2, 206.4) (257.6, 262.5) (322.3, 323.3) (247.2, 252.3)

χ±2 427 667 480 694

χ0
2 223 271 456 260

χ0
3 426 666 471 694

χ0
4 735 923 636 823

mh 125.2 125.2 124.8 125.0

(aµ)SUSY/10−10 22.7 19.3 19.8 19.7

τχ±1 (ns) 5.7× 10−8 2.1× 10−7 1.8× 10−4 1.7× 10−7

σH/A/10−4(pb) 8.1 18.0 17.4 110.3

Br(H → τ τ̄) 0.10 0.14 0.12 0.15

Br(H → bb̄) 0.53 0.66 0.56 0.70√
∆m2

Hu
3887 4139 4878 4137√

∆m2
Hd

3480 4946 3949 5084√
Bµ 385 274 ≈ 0 171
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Table 2: Charge assignment for all the fields.

Operators Z31 Z32 Z33 Z4R Z4

Z 0 0 0 2 2

Qa 0 0 0 0 1

Ψ 0 0 0 0 -1

Ψ̄ 0 0 0 2 1

E ′1 2 0 0 2 1

Ē ′1 1 0 0 0 -1

E ′2 0 2 0 2 1

Ē ′2 0 1 0 0 -1

E ′3 0 0 2 2 1

Ē ′3 0 0 1 0 -1

E1 1 0 0 0 0

E2 0 1 0 0 0

E3 0 0 1 0 0

H ′u 2 0 0 0 0

H̄ ′u 1 0 0 2 0

H ′d 0 0 0 0 0

H̄ ′d 0 0 0 2 0

S1 1 0 0 2 0

S2 0 1 0 2 0

S3 0 0 1 2 0

ΨD̄ΨD 0 0 2 0 0

ΨLΨL̄ 0 2 0 0 0

Hu 2 0 0 0 0

Hd 0 0 0 0 0

31


	1 Introduction
	2 g-2 anomaly and CP-violation
	3 A CP-safe gauge mediation model for the g-2 anomaly
	4 Discussion and conclusions
	A Generation of soft SUSY breaking masses beside the gauge mediation
	B Some motivated extensions
	C The tree-level contribution to A1

