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Supersymmetric extensions of the Standard Model with scalar superpartners above 10 TeV are well
motivated since the Higgs boson mass can be explained by quantum corrections while maintaining
gauge coupling unification. If supersymmetry breaking is transmitted to gauginos via anomaly
mediation, the gaugino masses are loop suppressed compared to scalar masses, and the lightest
supersymmetric particle is the Higgsino or wino, which can be the dark matter. In this setup,
we identify the regions of parameter space that reproduce the observed Higgs boson mass and the
thermal abundance of dark matter. We analyze the effects of complex phases in the gaugino mass
parameters on the electron electric dipole moment (EDM) and the dark matter scattering cross
section. We find that, for scalar masses up to 10 PeV and any size of the complex phases, the
model with Higgsino dark matter is within reach of planned experiments—Advanced ACME via
electron EDM and LUX-ZEPLIN via dark matter direct detection—with complementary discovery
potentials, and the model with wino dark matter is within reach of future electron EDM experiments.

I. INTRODUCTION

Supersymmetry (SUSY) remains a promising exten-
sion to the Standard Model of particle physics. It pro-
vides for unification of the gauge couplings [1], and the
lightest superpartner can provide an explanation for the
abundance of dark matter (DM) [2, 3] if stabilized via R-
parity. Pressure from a number of experiments, includ-
ing colliders (see reviews [4–6]), Flavor Changing Neu-
tral Current (FCNC) experiments (see Refs. [7–9] or a
review [10]), and proton decay searches [11–13], tends to
push sfermion masses well above the TeV scale. While
such heavy scalars strain traditional notions of natural-
ness, there is no firm empirical reason to exclude this pos-
sibility (further discussion on naturalness can be found
in [14–16]).

In the minimal supersymmetric standard model
(MSSM), the lightest Higgs boson has mass less than the
Z boson at tree level. However, one-loop corrections can
be significant [17–20] and scale with the logarithm of the
separation of the SM and the SUSY scales. The observed
value of the Higgs boson mass may be explained if the
stop squarks are heavy, with masses of order 10 − 100
TeV. One possibility is that the scalars receive a large,
soft supersymmetry breaking mass of this size [21], but
the gaugino masses are suppressed, as can occur if there
is no singlet in the SUSY-breaking sector. In this case an
anomaly-mediated contribution to the gauginos is domi-
nant [22–24]. This generates gaugino masses suppressed
by a loop factor relative to gravitino mass, which we take
to be equal to a universal scalar masses, m0 ' m3/2.1

The anomaly-mediated contributions to gaugino

1 Anomaly mediation also generates one-loop suppressed contribu-
tions to scalar trilinear couplings as well as two-loop suppressed

masses are proportional to the relevant gauge beta func-
tion, with numerical values given by

M3 ≈ 3M1 ≈ 10M2 ≈ m0/30, (1)

with the wino mass being the lightest at M2 ∼ m0/300,
and M1,3 being the bino and gluino masses respectively.

Under the above assumptions, we can specify the
MSSM spectrum with four parameters, the universal
scalar mass m0, the ratio of the Higgs boson vacuum ex-
pectation values tanβ, the Higgsino mass parameter µ,
and the associated soft term Bµ. We are agnostic to the
origin of the µ term and the Bµ term. Generically, in a
pure anomaly mediation setup, we might expect that Bµ
would receive a contribution O(m0µ) from the conformal
anomaly, but here we will allow the possibility of addi-
tional contributions to this term, and as discussed below,
we will fix this term as well as tanβ by the requirement
of proper electroweak (EW) symmetry breaking.

In this setup, depending on the value of µ, either the
Higgsino or wino will be the lightest superpartner. As
these are both electrically neutral and weakly interacting,
they are candidates for DM that can be produced via
thermal freeze-out in the early universe [25, 26]. In order
for the lightest superpartner to form the entirety of the
known DM relic density, it must have mass mχ = 1.1±0.2
TeV in the case of Higgsino DM [27–30], or mχ = 2.8±0.2
TeV for wino DM [30–32], implying µ = 1.1 TeV or m0 '
1.2 PeV, respectively.

We will explore the model we have described above,
namely split SUSY with universal scalar masses equal to

contributions to scalar (mass)2. The former have negligible ef-
fects in the scenarios considered here, and the latter are subdom-
inant to the universal piece considered above, though both are
included in this analysis.
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the gravitino mass and with gaugino masses and trilin-
ear couplings specified by their anomaly-mediated values.
Within this framework we find the regions of parameter
space with thermally produced Higgsino or wino DM. We
assume that the unified scalar masses are specified at the
GUT scale and that the Higgs sector parameters µ and
Bµ take on values that meet the requirements for EW
symmetry breaking. The free parameters will then be
the scalar mass m0 and tanβ. We will find the latter
will be fixed by choice of m0 if we require Higgsino DM,
and the former will be fixed by the anomaly-mediated
formula for gaugino mass for wino DM. We will explore
the implications for relaxing the assumption that the soft
masses of the Higgs fields take on this universal value. We
will also explore the implications of allowing the relation-
ship between the scale for anomaly mediation and m0 to
vary.2 Lastly, the physically relevant CP-violating phase
will be assumed to be order one, though smaller values
will be considered in the case of Higgsino DM.

Similar split SUSY models have been studied previ-
ously [29, 33–36], some focusing on Higgsino DM [37–40]
or wino DM [41–43]. We identify regions in parameter
space that reproduce the observed Higgs boson mass. We
will discuss in Section II how in the Higgsino DM case,
EW symmetry breaking requirements limit our model
into a region with a somewhat tuned, unified scalar mass,
and we will analyze the general implications of the SM
Higgs boson mass, see also Ref. [21]. In Section III we
will discuss how electric dipole moment (EDM) and di-
rect detection experiments may reach the entirety of this
space for Higgsino DM. In Section IV we will similarly
discuss how EDM experiments may reach the entire space
of wino DM models. All of this work will be in the service
of our central point, which is to elaborate how this moti-
vated model of supersymmetry will either be discovered
or entirely ruled out in the near future.

II. FINE TUNING IN ELECTROWEAK
SYMMETRY BREAKING FOR LIGHT

HIGGSINOS

A. Constraint from electroweak symmetry
breaking

EW symmetry breaking imposes relationships between
the Higgs boson soft mass parameters mHu

,mHd
, the Z

boson mass, the Higgsino mass parameter µ, and Bµ. In
our setup, the former two of these are set at high scales to
the unified scalar scale, m0. As we will see, to achieve the
observed Z-boson mass, µ and B are comparable to m0

except in particular circumstances. We are interested in

2 Namely, we add an enhancement factor to the gaugino masses
and trilinear couplings.

the possibility that µ� m0 so as to reproduce Higgsino
dark matter. We will discuss the precise relationship this
requires between m0 and tanβ (see also Ref. [21]), along
with the constraints imposed by the SM Higgs mass, and
how these requirements can be eased by relaxing the re-
quirement of unification of the scalar sfermion masses
and the SUSY-breaking Higgs boson masses.

The potential for the neutral Higgs bosons is

VMSSM =
(
|µ|2 +m2

Hu

) ∣∣H0
u

∣∣2 +
(
|µ|2 +m2

Hd

) ∣∣H0
d

∣∣2
−
(
BµH0

uH
0
d + c.c.

)
+

1

8

(
g2 + g′2

) (∣∣H0
u

∣∣2 − ∣∣H0
d

∣∣2)2 . (2)

The minimum of this potential sets the two Higgs vacuum
expectation values (vevs), with the Standard Model vev
v = 246 GeV given by v2 = v2u+v2d, and the ratio between
them defining β such that tanβ ≡ vu/vd. One can find
the minimum for this potential at the respective Higgs
vevs, giving

m2
Hu

+ |µ|2 −Bµ cotβ − m2
Z

2
cos 2β = 0,

m2
Hd

+ |µ|2 −Bµ tanβ +
m2
Z

2
cos 2β = 0.

(3)

These equations can be used to solve for µ and Bµ in
terms of MZ , tanβ and quantities set by our chosen uni-
fied scalar mass:

|µ|2 =
1

2

(∣∣m2
Hd
−m2

Hu

∣∣√
1− sin2 2β

−m2
Hu
−m2

Hd
−m2

Z

)
, (4)

Bµ =

(
m2
Hu

2
+
m2
Hd

2
+ |µ|2

)
sin 2β. (5)

Reproducing the observed Higgs boson mass requires
stop masses (and hence m0) much larger than the EW
scale. We therefore expect mHu and mHd

to be similarly
large, and Eq. (4) then indicates that µ will generally be
on the order of the unified scalar mass, m0, unless can-
cellations occur. In Fig. 1, we show contours of µ in the
tanβ-m0 plane. Indeed, over much of the plane µ is of
the same order as m0. However, up to corrections of the
order of mZ , when mHu

runs to a value at the symmetry
breaking scale given by

mHu
(mSUSY) =

mHd
(mSUSY)

tanβ
' m0

tanβ
, (6)

µ vanishes at mSUSY. Here mSUSY indicates the parame-
ters are run from their GUT-scale value m0 down to the
SUSY scale,

mSUSY =
√
mt̃L

mt̃R
. (7)

Since mHd
runs negligibly, it is approximately m0 at

the SUSY scale. For mHu
greater than the condition
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FIG. 1. Contours of µ (purple), M2 (red), and Bµ/µ (cyan),
where the gaugino masses are set by AMSB at high scale
and µ is set as needed for EW symmetry breaking, assuming
mHu and mHd are m0 at the GUT scale. EW symmetry
is unbroken in the purple shaded region. The contour with
µ = 1.1 TeV, of interest for dark matter, is indistinguishable
from the µ→ 0 boundary, see text for details.

in Eq. (6), EW symmetry is preserved due to the large
values of the SUSY breaking Higgs masses. For masses
below this condition, EW symmetry is broken either by
the Bµ term or by m2

Hu
running negative. Within the

purple region of Fig. 1, m2
Hu

runs sufficiently slowly rel-
ative to the value of m0 that EW symmetry is in this
way preserved. At the boundary, the contributions from
m2
Hu

and m2
Hd

in Eq. (4) cancel, leaving very small
µ. For Higgsino-like thermal DM, the Higgsino mass is
1.1± 0.1 TeV� m0, in a split SUSY model [27–30].

Shifts in m0 at the GUT scale tend to cause similarly
sized shifts in the value of mHu(mSUSY ). Because we are
interested in m0 � µ, the allowed fractional change in
m0 that maintains a small µ is quite small for fixed tanβ.
This is why the curves for µ = 0 and for the desired DM
mass µ = 1.1 TeV are imperceptibly close to one another
in Fig. 1. In this figure, we also show two contours forM2.
The contour for M2 = 2.8 TeV, determined by the AMSB
relation from m0 ' m3/2 should be taken as indicative of
the parameter space that reproduces wino DM [30–32].
If the dark matter is to be Higgsino with mass 1.1 TeV,
the wino must have a larger mass, so m0 must lie above
the M2 = 1.1 TeV contour.

As alluded to above, in this setup, Higgsino dark mat-
ter requires a particular value of m0 for each value of
tanβ. This is emphasized in Fig. 2, where we have dis-
played the value of µ as a function of m0 as determined by
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FIG. 2. (Upper) the value for µ needed for EW symme-
try breaking given m0 and tanβ. The curve rises following
roughly µ2 ≈ m2

0/
(
tan2 β − 1

)
then drops off rapidly at large

m0, as mHu runs close to mHd/ tanβ at the SUSY scale. At
any larger m0, EW symmetry breaking fails. (Lower) ∆m0 as
the width of m0 that corresponds to 1 TeV ≤ µ ≤ 1.2 TeV.
This narrow parameter space is a result of requiring an ap-
propriate µ for Higgsino DM. As tanβ gets larger, the range
of possible m0 values for small µ gets thinner.

the relationship of Eq. (4) for different choices of tanβ.
Note that µ falls off rapidly as the tuning condition is
achieved. We can rewrite Eq. (4) as

mHd
−mHu tanβ ≈

|µ|2
(
tan2 β − 1

)
mHd

+mHu
tanβ

∼ |µ|
2

m0
. (8)

This implies that as tanβ decreases (and hence the m0

value needed for small µ gets larger), the difference of
mHd

and mHu tanβ is enhanced by a factor of m0/µ, so
the degree to which they must match to maintain small µ
gets larger. This is reflected in the lower panel in Fig. 2,
as the range of values for m0 that reproduces a Higgsino
mass within 10% of the value needed for DM at a given
tanβ value has a width that grows narrower at smaller
tanβ.

The value for B within the small µ regime can be in-
tuited by simplifying Eq. (5). For µ � m0, mHd

' m0



4

1.8 2.0 2.2 2.4 2.6 2.8 3.0
105

106

107

108

tan β

m
0
(G
eV

)

no electroweak

symmetry breaking

|mh
calc - mh

exp
| > 3 GeV

126
G
eV
m
h
calc

=
125±1.5

GeV

m
h
calc
=
124±1.5 GeV

m
h
calc
=
123±1.5 GeV

m
h
calc
=
122±1.5

GeVM2 = 2.8 TeV

M2 = 1.1 TeV
μ = 1.1 TeV

FIG. 3. The parameter space of interest for split SUSY with
AMSB gauginos, where the black contours are labeled (text
above each curve) by the computed mass of the SM Higgs bo-
son, and the gray region is then excluded at 2σ. The red lines
are contours of constant M2, the purple contour is constant
µ = 1.1 TeV, with a thin, not discernible separation to the
boundary of the purple region, in which EW symmetry is not
broken, making the theory no longer viable.

and mHu ' m0/ tanβ, we get

B ∼ m2
0

µ
cotβ. (9)

Indeed, even far from the EW symmetry preserving re-
gion, B follows roughly as m0 when µ gets large, but near
that region, µ falls off. In particular, along the contour
of µ = 1.1 TeV, imperceptibly close to the µ = 0 contour
in Fig. 1, B ranges from 107 GeV to 1011 GeV along the
regime of interest. This corresponds to (102-104)×m0,
which is a relatively conspicuous enhancement.

B. Constraint from Higgs boson mass

In addition to discussing constraints from EW symme-
try breaking, we must also consider implications from the
constraint of obtaining the 125 GeV mass of the SM-like
Higgs boson. In the MSSM, this mass can be calculated
in terms of known SM quantities and SUSY loop correc-
tions. We compute the Higgs mass and theoretical errors
using SusyHD [44], a package designed to calculate the
Higgs mass to two-loop order within an MSSM model
with parameters specified at the SUSY scale. We take the
SUSY breaking scalar masses to be m0 at the GUT scale

and take gaugino masses set by the AMSB relations with
m0 = m3/2, and find the required SUSY scale masses
through renormalization group evolution. We find tanβ,
µ, and the pseudoscalar mass mA0

through EW sym-
metry breaking requirements, and calculate the unified
trilinear coupling described by anomaly mediation [23].

Given the resulting SUSY scale masses, SusyHD finds
the mass of the SM-like Higgs boson and gives the re-
maining theoretical uncertainty to the Higgs mass calcu-
lation, which is close to 1 GeV across our parameter space
of interest. Additional parametric sources of uncertainty,
dominantly the experimental uncertainty in the mass of
the top quark, 172.76± 0.30 GeV [45], contribute an ad-
ditional uncertainty of approximately 1 GeV. Accounting
for these sources of uncertainty, we restrict our model to
regions with a calculated Higgs mass of 125 ± 3 GeV at
2σ, shown in contours over the full scope of the parame-
ter space of m0 and tanβ in Fig. 3. For the Higgsino DM
case (along the boundary of the purple region), the viable
parameter space is constrained to the segment above the
M2 = 1.1 TeV contour so the Higgsino is in fact the LSP.
Values of m0 higher than 108 GeV that have tanβ < 1.8
are less motivated due to concerns over the perturba-
tivity of the top quark Yukawa coupling and the degree
of gauge coupling unification. For wino DM (long the
M2 = 2.8 TeV contour), the Higgs mass constraints also
significantly limit the available region to tanβ & 2. On
the other hand, the requirement for a wino LSP requires
tanβ . 2.35.

C. Easing the tuning with Higgs sector freedom

In Sec. II A, we found that our ansatz of universal
scalar masses, combined with the requirement of Hig-
gsino DM, led to both very particular choices of m0 and
large values for B/m0. Here we explore the robustness
of this conclusion when the Higgs sector parameters mHu

and mHd
vary independently of the universal scalar mass.

These parameters cannot take on arbitrary values. In
particular, m2

Hu
cannot be too much larger than m2

0;
otherwise it will induce tachyonic masses for the stop
squarks. To see this, note that at large the m2

Hu
, the

one-loop beta function of the right-handed stop squark
soft mass is dominated by the up-type Higgs mass,

β
(1)
m2

u
= 4m2

Hu
|λt|2 + · · · , (10)

for top Yukawa coupling λt. This running implies any
increase in m2

Hu
will cause m2

u to deviate farther from m2
0

due to running from the GUT scale to the SUSY scale.
For unified sfermion mass values around the PeV scale
specified at a GUT scale ∼ 2 × 1016 GeV, m2

Hu
& 3m2

0

will imply tachyonic right-handed stop squarks at the
SUSY scale. There is a similar effect with a heavy down-
type Higgs, but the running is suppressed by g21/(5|λt|2)
as compared to the up-type Higgs effect.
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The Higgs soft masses also cannot be made arbi-
trarily small. If m2

Hu
runs below zero at the SUSY

scale, then Eq. (4) forbids µ parametrically smaller than
|mHu

(mSUSY)| ∼ m0. This observation places a lower
bound on the GUT scale value of mHu

that will be
roughly 90% of m0. To aid in intuition, we observe
that m2

Hu
runs roughly linearly with the log of the en-

ergy scale between the SUSY scale and the GUT scale
for m0 between 105 and 108 GeV.3 It runs through
m2

0/ tan2 β ≈ m2
0/4 near the SUSY scale. This means for

it to pass through zero at the SUSY scale, m2
Hu

would
have to be reduced by roughly one quarter its value, so
mHu

≈ 0.87m0. While this description ignores details,
it is accurate within roughly 10%. For any GUT scale
value of m2

Hu
below this, m2

Hu
would run below zero at

the SUSY scale, which would forbid a Higgsino mass sig-
nificantly lighter than m0 as is required for Higgsino DM.

Allowingm2
Hu

andm2
Hd

to vary while imposing the DM
Higgsino constraint µ = 1.1 TeV, we arrive at the con-
tours shown in Fig. 4. Taking advantage of the freedom
in the Higgs soft masses, m0 need no longer be speci-
fied as precisely, but as can be seen from the figure, the
requirements on mHd

at a given mHu
,m0, and tanβ re-

main strict. The value for B varies substantially as the
SUSY scale Higgs sector parameters vary. In particular,
there is a narrow regime in which B is of similar order
to m0, to the left and below the leftmost blue contours
in Fig. 4. By comparing the two panels, we can see, as
tanβ gets larger, the region allowed by the Higgs boson
mass constraints (between the black contours) is at lower
m0 and smaller B/m0 value.

III. EXPERIMENTAL SEARCHES FOR
HIGGSINO DARK MATTER

We will focus on two experimental probes for split
SUSY with AMSB gauginos and thermal Higgsino DM
models, the direct detection of dark matter and searches
for the electron EDM. We will discuss how next gener-
ation experiments have the potential to explore the en-
tirety of the available parameter space, which itself is
constrained by requiring a 125 GeV Higgs boson.

The interaction between DM and nucleons on which
direct detection depends is dominated by the tree-level
scattering mediated by the the light Higgs boson for
Higgsino and wino DM [46–48]. We calculated the nu-
cleon scattering cross section with MicrOMEGAs5.0 [49]
and compared against limits placed by Xenon1T [50] and
against the expected reach for LUX-ZEPLIN (LZ) [51].

3 While this holds true beyond this range, as seen in the previous
sections this is the range between models that are ruled out by
colliders and models that require tanβ small enough to imply
perturbativity issues in the top Yukawa
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FIG. 4. Contours of B/m0 with tanβ = 2 (upper) or 2.4
(lower). At each value of m0 and mHu , mHd is chosen to
give µ = 1.1 TeV. All three of these input parameters are
taken at the GUT scale, 2×1016 GeV and run down to find µ
and B at the SUSY scale based on the requirements for EW
symmetry breaking. m2

Hu
< 0 is excluded as µ is near m2

0 in
this regime, and the region significantly above the displayed
range is excluded due to tachyonic stop squarks. Contours of
constant mHd/m0 are included in orange to aid in intuition,
and the outer bounds and preferred value for the calculated
SM Higgs mass are included as well. For larger tanβ, both the
lower and upper bounds for mHu/m0 shift further down, and
the calculated SM Higgs mass increases, pushing the allowed
region left.

Loop order effects tend to be subdominant in this
regime [52, 53]. For m0 & 106 GeV, we have M2 �
µ � mZ , which implies a small wino-Higgsino mixing
angle, so the tree-level dark matter-nucleon scattering
cross section is highly suppressed. Interactions mediated
by Z bosons are also suppressed by a similar factor of
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mZ/µ. While they have a higher dark matter-nucleon
cross section, the spin independent interactions result in
stronger limits [54–56] because the Higgs-mediated inter-
actions described here scale up with the size of the atomic
nucleus due to coherent interactions across nucleons.

For the electron EDM, the dominant contribution at
this level is from two-loop, Barr-Zee diagrams [57], in
which a chargino runs in an internal loop, connected by
EW bosons to a lepton line. One-loop diagrams have
a much smaller contribution for scalar masses above 10
TeV [58, 59]. The degree of CP violation in such two-
loop contributions can be simplified to two irreducible
phases, Im (g̃′∗u g̃

′∗
d M1µ) and Im (g̃∗ug̃

∗
dM2µ), following the

notation of Ref. [60]. These will be referred to as φ1 and
φ2 respectively, as they can be thought of as phases on
the respective gaugino masses. In this work, the gaugino
masses are proportional to the gravitino mass, so both of
these phases are the same. Specific calculations of these
diagrams can be found in Ref. [61]. The electron EDM is
compared against the limit placed by ACME II [62] and
against the expected reach of Advanced ACME [63, 64],
at roughly one order of magnitude lower EDM values
than ACME II.

For Higgsino-like DM, µ ' 1.1 TeV, which requires a
precise relation between m0 and tanβ as shown in Fig. 1.
The range of m0 values for a given tanβ with µ set to
allow thermal Higgsino DM has width ∆m0 . O (100)
GeV as seen in the lower panel of Fig. 2. The fractional
width of this range of m0 values is at most 0.1%. Simi-
larly, the precision of the requirement that Higgsino DM
thermally produce the relic abundance is an O (10%) re-
quirement on µ. Neither of these ranges for m0 or µ offers
substantial changes to our experimental limits.

One of the advantages of split supersymmetry scenar-
ios is that flavor and SUSY CP problems are relaxed,
in which case one might suspect that the CP violat-
ing phase, φCP = φ1 = φ2, is expected to be of order
one, though for this study we include a range down to
10−3. The full set of constraints and discovery potential
from existing and planned experiments within this space
is shown in Fig. 5. The calculated mass of the Higgs
boson is relatively large but is within a 95% confidence
interval from theoretical errors and uncertainties propa-
gated from the top quark mass. The electron EDM is
sufficiently high that, for maximal CP violation, the en-
tirety of the parameter space is excluded due to limits
from ACME II [62]. The projections and limits for elec-
tron EDM experiments weaken as φCP decreases since
the electron EDM scales with sinφCP. Advanced ACME
will reach into O(0.1) CP violation.

The dark matter direct detection projections and lim-
its, on the other hand, scale as cosφCP and strengthen to
an asymptotic maximal reach along m0 at small φCP, as
we can see in Fig. 5, for φCP . 0.1, Xenon1T exclusion
and LZ projections reach 1.7 × 106 GeV and 1.0 × 107

GeV respectively. This builds an interesting complemen-
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electron EDM, Xenon1T (LZ) is the direct detection bound
(prospect), mcalc

h is the calculated Higgs boson mass, and the
wino LSP region is shaded as our assumption of Higgsino DM
is false. As the regime for m0 that gives the needed values for
µ for a given tanβ is a narrow, monotonic band, we display
the corresponding tanβ value as the top x-axis.

tarity, as further refinement on the measured top quark
mass, which would refine the Higgs mass limits, could re-
duce the error on the calculated Higgs mass as far as to
≈ 1 GeV, which would reduce the 95% exclusion curve in
Fig. 5 to 127 GeV, well inside the Xenon1T and ACME
II exclusion regions. Alternatively, results from LZ and
Advanced ACME would have the potential to reach the
entirety of the remaining parameter space, with discov-
ery potential well beyond the 95% exclusion region for
calculated Higgs mass. In either case, we expect near
future experiments to provide a definite answer as to the
validity of this model.

In the case with non-universal Higgs scalar masses,
there is no longer as tight a mapping between the scalar
masses and tanβ for the Higgsino dark matter case. How-
ever, Fig. 5 still roughly applies, using now only the m0

as the x-axis. Throughout the range of m0 shown, tanβ
varies over only a modest range, so the regions of dark
matter direct detection and EDM constraints are still ap-
proximately valid.
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FIG. 6. Constraints for models with thermally produced
winos composing the entirety of DM. The gray region is ex-
cluded by Higgs mass measurements, and the purple region
is excluded as EW symmetry is preserved. The dashed curve
is the projected reach for a future electron EDM experiment,
the dotted curve below is a contour of electron EDM attain-
able by more distant, unspecified future experiments, and the
mcalc

h curves are contours of calculated Higgs mass. Electron
EDMs are calculated assuming maximal CP violation.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL SEARCHES FOR WINO
DARK MATTER

In the case of wino DM, the limits from next generation
electron EDM experiments are more modest, but are not
far from the sensitivity needed to reach the entire space.
By setting M2 = 2.8 TeV to thermally produce the right
DM relic density [30–32], up to O (10%) precision, we
require m0 to be 1.2 PeV. This level of imprecision does
not change any of our qualitative conclusions appreciably.
As we can see in Fig. 3, requiring a ∼ 125 GeV Higgs
boson and EW symmetry breaking places the constraints
tanβ > 2.02 and tanβ < 2.35 respectively. The direct
detection limits and projections are negligible here, as we
will discuss later in this section, and Advanced ACME
projections will reach tanβ > 2.33, but the entire regime
allowed by the Higgs mass constraints will have electron
EDM > 10−31 sinφCP e cm, so will be discoverable in
next-to-next generation experiments.

We can make a more interesting exploration by loos-
ening the rigidity of our model. In particular, we allow
our scales to float relative to one another in the following
way. Given the gravitino mass, we set the scale used for
AMSB masses, relevant for gauginos, and the scale for

the scalar masses as

mAMSB = χ1m3/2, m0 = χ2m3/2, (11)

for some suppression or enhancement factors χi. We can
then define the ratio

Υ =
χ1

χ2
, (12)

as a net relative enhancement factor of the gaugino
masses with respect to m0, which contains all measur-
able effects from χ1 and χ2. In the previous sections, the
scale for anomaly-mediated mass contributions is taken
the same as m0, i.e., Υ = 1. In practical terms, Υ will
vary inversely with m0 for fixed wino mass, so we can
explore the effects of different scalar mass scales, and
thereby different Higgsino masses, on the wino-like DM
regime. The effects of different Υ are shown in Fig. 6.

For large values of Υ, Advanced ACME stands to reach
the entire available parameter space after Higgs mass
constraints. To reach the entirety of the space will re-
quire more futuristic EDM experiments with 1-2 orders
of magnitude more precision.

In contrast to the Higgsino DM case, most of the pa-
rameter space in Fig. 6 is difficult to reach via direct de-
tection. This is because the cross section falls off rapidly
with the mixing angle between gauginos and Higgsinos,
as over most of this figure, µ ∼ m0 ∼ 103 ×M2. For
M2 = 2.8 TeV, Xenon1T only constrains models with
µ . 3 TeV, and LZ reach extends this to µ . 5 TeV.
The direct detection limits and projections are then in a
narrow band along the boundary of the purple region of
Fig. 6. This band has width much less than a percent of
the order of magnitude of the axes so is not visible.

In general, indirect detection limits tend to be heavily
dependent on the nature of the dark matter distribution,
and as such we do not explore them thoroughly in this
paper. However, in the case of wino like DM, the limits
have been shown to be rather severe [42, 43]. In partic-
ular, the entire parameter space is excluded by the High
Energy Spectroscopic System [65] unless the DM distri-
bution shows extremely cored behavior.4 Even for such
cored models, however, the entire parameter space is ex-
pected to be reachable by future CTA measurements [42].

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have shown that split SUSY models with AMSB
gaugino masses and thermally produced DM will be en-
tirely discoverable within the next generations of planned

4 Cored behavior indicates a wide region about the center of the
galaxy with a relatively flat DM distribution. One distribution
sufficiently cored for wino annihilation to remain undetected by
current satellites is a 10 kpc core Burkert profile [66].
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experiments in DM direct detection and electron EDM
measurements. The available parameter space is narrow
and is of limited scope due to EW symmetry breaking
requirements and the consistency with the 125 GeV SM-
like Higgs boson mass. If within this framework the DM
is composed of Higgsinos, the next generation of experi-
ments will provide a definitive answer on the existence of
such new physics. If it is composed of winos, the theory
will be discovered or entirely ruled out within the next
few generations of electron EDM or indirect detection
experiments.

Acknowledgments: The work was supported in part by
the DoE DE-SC0007859 (AP, JW), DE-SC0011842 at
the University of Minnesota (RC), and NSF Graduate
Research Fellowship (BS).

[1] S. Dimopoulos, S. Raby, and F. Wilczek, Supersymme-
try and the Scale of Unification, Phys. Rev. D 24, 1681
(1981).

[2] H. Goldberg, Constraint on the Photino Mass from Cos-
mology, Phys. Rev. Lett. 50, 1419 (1983), [Erratum:
Phys.Rev.Lett. 103, 099905 (2009)].

[3] J. R. Ellis, J. S. Hagelin, D. V. Nanopoulos, K. A. Olive,
and M. Srednicki, Supersymmetric Relics from the Big
Bang, Nucl. Phys. B 238, 453 (1984).

[4] D. Alves (LHC New Physics Working Group), Simplified
Models for LHC New Physics Searches, J. Phys. G 39,
105005 (2012), arXiv:1105.2838 [hep-ph].

[5] A. Canepa, Searches for Supersymmetry at the Large
Hadron Collider, Rev. Phys. 4, 100033 (2019).

[6] H. Baer, V. Barger, S. Salam, D. Sengupta, and K. Sinha,
Status of weak scale supersymmetry after LHC Run 2
and ton-scale noble liquid WIMP searches, Eur. Phys. J.
ST 229, 3085 (2020), arXiv:2002.03013 [hep-ph].

[7] J. F. Donoghue, H. P. Nilles, and D. Wyler, Fla-
vor Changes in Locally Supersymmetric Theories, Phys.
Lett. B 128, 55 (1983).

[8] L. J. Hall, V. A. Kostelecky, and S. Raby, New Flavor
Violations in Supergravity Models, Nucl. Phys. B 267,
415 (1986).

[9] H. Baer, V. Barger, and D. Sengupta, Landscape solution
to the SUSY flavor and CP problems, Phys. Rev. Res. 1,
033179 (2019), arXiv:1910.00090 [hep-ph].

[10] F. Gabbiani, E. Gabrielli, A. Masiero, and L. Silvestrini,
A Complete analysis of FCNC and CP constraints in gen-
eral SUSY extensions of the standard model, Nucl. Phys.
B 477, 321 (1996), arXiv:hep-ph/9604387.

[11] S. Weinberg, Supersymmetry at ordinary energies.
masses and conservation laws, Phys. Rev. D 26, 287
(1982).

[12] N. Sakai and T. Yanagida, Proton Decay in a Class of
Supersymmetric Grand Unified Models, Nucl. Phys. B
197, 533 (1982).

[13] N. Chamoun, F. Domingo, and H. K. Dreiner, Nucleon
decay in the R-parity violating MSSM, Phys. Rev. D 104,
015020 (2021), arXiv:2012.11623 [hep-ph].

[14] C. D. Dijkstra, Naturalness as a reasonable scien-

tific principle in fundamental physics, arXiv e-prints ,
arXiv:1906.03036 (2019), arXiv:1906.03036 [physics.hist-
ph].

[15] G. F. Giudice, Naturally Speaking: The Nat-
uralness Criterion and Physics at the LHC, in
Perspectives on LHC Physics, edited by G. Kane and
A. Pierce (World Scientific Publishing Co. Pte. Ltd.,
2008) pp. 155–178, arXiv:0801.2562 [hep-ph].

[16] J. D. Wells, Evaluation and Utility of Wilsonian Natu-
ralness (2021), arXiv:2107.06082 [hep-ph].

[17] Y. Okada, M. Yamaguchi, and T. Yanagida, Upper
bound of the lightest Higgs boson mass in the minimal
supersymmetric standard model, Prog. Theor. Phys. 85,
1 (1991).

[18] J. R. Ellis, G. Ridolfi, and F. Zwirner, Radiative cor-
rections to the masses of supersymmetric Higgs bosons,
Phys. Lett. B 257, 83 (1991).

[19] H. E. Haber and R. Hempfling, Can the mass of the light-
est Higgs boson of the minimal supersymmetric model be
larger than m(Z)?, Phys. Rev. Lett. 66, 1815 (1991).

[20] Y. Okada, M. Yamaguchi, and T. Yanagida, Renormal-
ization group analysis on the Higgs mass in the softly
broken supersymmetric standard model, Phys. Lett. B
262, 54 (1991).

[21] A. Arvanitaki, N. Craig, S. Dimopoulos, and G. Vil-
ladoro, Mini-Split, JHEP 02, 126, arXiv:1210.0555 [hep-
ph].

[22] G. F. Giudice, M. A. Luty, H. Murayama, and
R. Rattazzi, Gaugino Mass without Singlets, Journal
of High Energy Physics 1998, 027 (1998), arXiv: hep-
ph/9810442.

[23] L. Randall and R. Sundrum, Out Of This World
Supersymmetry Breaking, Nuclear Physics B 557,
10.1016/S0550-3213(99)00359-4 (1999).

[24] T. Gherghetta, G. F. Giudice, and J. D. Wells, Phe-
nomenological consequences of supersymmetry with
anomaly induced masses, Nucl. Phys. B 559, 27 (1999),
arXiv:hep-ph/9904378.

[25] B. W. Lee and S. Weinberg, Cosmological Lower Bound
on Heavy Neutrino Masses, Phys. Rev. Lett. 39, 165
(1977).

[26] G. Steigman and M. S. Turner, Cosmological Constraints
on the Properties of Weakly Interacting Massive Parti-
cles, Nucl. Phys. B 253, 375 (1985).

[27] S. Profumo and C. E. Yaguna, A Statistical analysis of
supersymmetric dark matter in the MSSM after WMAP,
Phys. Rev. D 70, 095004 (2004), arXiv:hep-ph/0407036.

[28] G. F. Giudice and A. Romanino, Split Supersymmetry,
Nuclear Physics B 706, 487 (2005).

[29] A. Pierce, Dark matter in the finely tuned minimal su-
persymmetric standard model, Phys. Rev. D 70, 075006
(2004), arXiv:hep-ph/0406144.

[30] A. Hryczuk, R. Iengo, and P. Ullio, Relic densities in-
cluding Sommerfeld enhancements in the MSSM, JHEP
03, 069, arXiv:1010.2172 [hep-ph].

[31] J. Hisano, S. Matsumoto, M. Nagai, O. Saito, and
M. Senami, Non-perturbative effect on thermal relic
abundance of dark matter, Phys. Lett. B 646, 34 (2007),
arXiv:hep-ph/0610249.

[32] M. Cirelli, A. Strumia, and M. Tamburini, Cosmology
and Astrophysics of Minimal Dark Matter, Nucl. Phys.
B 787, 152 (2007), arXiv:0706.4071 [hep-ph].

[33] J. D. Wells, Implications of Supersymmetry Breaking
with a Little Hierarchy between Gauginos and Scalars,

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.24.1681
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.24.1681
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.50.1419
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(84)90461-9
https://doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/39/10/105005
https://doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/39/10/105005
https://arxiv.org/abs/1105.2838
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.revip.2019.100033
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjst/e2020-000020-x
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjst/e2020-000020-x
https://arxiv.org/abs/2002.03013
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(83)90072-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(83)90072-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(86)90397-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(86)90397-4
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.1.033179
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.1.033179
https://arxiv.org/abs/1910.00090
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(96)00390-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(96)00390-2
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9604387
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.26.287
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.26.287
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(82)90457-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(82)90457-6
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.015020
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.015020
https://arxiv.org/abs/2012.11623
https://arxiv.org/abs/1906.03036
https://arxiv.org/abs/1906.03036
https://doi.org/10.1142/9789812779762_0010
https://arxiv.org/abs/0801.2562
https://arxiv.org/abs/2107.06082
https://doi.org/10.1143/ptp/85.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1143/ptp/85.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(91)90863-L
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.66.1815
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(91)90642-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(91)90642-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2013)126
https://arxiv.org/abs/1210.0555
https://arxiv.org/abs/1210.0555
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/1998/12/027
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/1998/12/027
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9810442
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9810442
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(99)00359-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(99)00429-0
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9904378
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.39.165
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.39.165
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(85)90537-1
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.70.095004
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0407036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2004.11.048
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.70.075006
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.70.075006
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0406144
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2011)069
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2011)069
https://arxiv.org/abs/1010.2172
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2007.01.012
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0610249
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2007.07.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2007.07.023
https://arxiv.org/abs/0706.4071


9

arXiv:hep-ph/0306127 (2003), arXiv: hep-ph/0306127.
[34] N. Arkani-Hamed, A. Delgado, and G. F. Giudice, The

Well-Tempered Neutralino, Nuclear Physics B 741, 108
(2006), arXiv: hep-ph/0601041.

[35] H. Baer, V. Barger, and H. Serce, SUSY under siege from
direct and indirect WIMP detection experiments, Phys.
Rev. D 94, 115019 (2016), arXiv:1609.06735 [hep-ph].

[36] K. Kowalska and E. M. Sessolo, The discreet charm of
higgsino dark matter - a pocket review, Advances in High
Energy Physics 2018, 1 (2018), arXiv: 1802.04097.

[37] G. M. Vereshkov, V. I. Kuksa, V. A. Beylin, and R. S.
Pasechnik, Split light Higgsino from split supersymme-
try as providers of the residual SUSY effects (2005)
arXiv:hep-ph/0510036.

[38] V. A. Beylin, V. I. Kuksa, G. M. Vereshkov, and R. S.
Pasechnik, Renormgroup origin and analysis of Split Hig-
gsino scenario (2007), arXiv:0704.0625 [hep-ph].

[39] H. Baer, V. Barger, and P. Huang, Hidden SUSY at the
LHC: the light higgsino-world scenario and the role of a
lepton collider, JHEP 11, 031, arXiv:1107.5581 [hep-ph].

[40] R. T. Co, B. Sheff, and J. D. Wells, Race to find split
Higgsino dark matter, Phys. Rev. D 105, 035012 (2022),
arXiv:2105.12142 [hep-ph].

[41] J. D. Wells, PeV-Scale Supersymmetry, Physical Review
D 71, 015013 (2005), arXiv: hep-ph/0411041.

[42] T. Cohen, M. Lisanti, A. Pierce, and T. R. Slatyer,
Wino Dark Matter Under Siege, JCAP 10, 061,
arXiv:1307.4082 [hep-ph].

[43] J. Fan and M. Reece, In Wino Veritas? Indirect Searches
Shed Light on Neutralino Dark Matter, JHEP 10, 124,
arXiv:1307.4400 [hep-ph].

[44] J. Pardo Vega and G. Villadoro, SusyHD: Higgs
mass Determination in Supersymmetry, JHEP 07, 159,
arXiv:1504.05200 [hep-ph].

[45] P. A. Zyla et al. (Particle Data Group), Review of Par-
ticle Physics, PTEP 2020, 083C01 (2020).

[46] G. Jungman, M. Kamionkowski, and K. Griest, Super-
symmetric dark matter, Physics Reports 267, 195 (1996).

[47] J. Hisano, K. Ishiwata, N. Nagata, and T. Takesako, Di-
rect Detection of Electroweak-Interacting Dark Matter,
JHEP 07, 005, arXiv:1104.0228 [hep-ph].

[48] J. Hisano, K. Ishiwata, and N. Nagata, Direct Search of
Dark Matter in High-Scale Supersymmetry, Phys. Rev.
D 87, 035020 (2013), arXiv:1210.5985 [hep-ph].

[49] G. Belanger, F. Boudjema, A. Pukhov, and A. Semenov,
micrOMEGAs: A Tool for dark matter studies, Nuovo
Cim. C 033N2, 111 (2010), arXiv:1005.4133 [hep-ph].

[50] E. Aprile et al. (XENON), Dark Matter Search Results
from a One Ton-Year Exposure of XENON1T, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 121, 111302 (2018), arXiv:1805.12562 [astro-
ph.CO].

[51] D. S. Akerib et al. (LUX-ZEPLIN), Projected WIMP
sensitivity of the LUX-ZEPLIN (LZ) dark matter ex-
periment, Physical Review D 101, 052002 (2020), arXiv:
1802.06039.

[52] Q. Chen and R. J. Hill, Direct detection rate of heavy

Higgsino-like and Wino-like dark matter, Phys. Lett. B
804, 135364 (2020), arXiv:1912.07795 [hep-ph].

[53] R. J. Hill and M. P. Solon, WIMP-nucleon scattering with
heavy WIMP effective theory, Physical Review Letters
112, 211602 (2014), arXiv: 1309.4092.

[54] G. Belanger, E. Nezri, and A. Pukhov, Discriminating
dark matter candidates using direct detection, Phys. Rev.
D 79, 015008 (2009), arXiv:0810.1362 [hep-ph].

[55] T. Cohen, D. J. Phalen, and A. Pierce, On the Correla-
tion Between the Spin-Independent and Spin-Dependent
Direct Detection of Dark Matter, Phys. Rev. D 81,
116001 (2010), arXiv:1001.3408 [hep-ph].

[56] C. Cheung, L. J. Hall, D. Pinner, and J. T. Ruderman,
Prospects and Blind Spots for Neutralino Dark Matter,
Journal of High Energy Physics 2013, 100 (2013), arXiv:
1211.4873.

[57] S. M. Barr and A. Zee, Electric Dipole Moment of the
Electron and of the Neutron, Phys. Rev. Lett. 65, 21
(1990), [Erratum: Phys.Rev.Lett. 65, 2920 (1990)].

[58] F. del Aguila, M. B. Gavela, J. A. Grifols, and A. Mendez,
Specifically Supersymmetric Contribution to Electric
Dipole Moments, Phys. Lett. B 126, 71 (1983), [Erra-
tum: Phys.Lett.B 129, 473 (1983)].

[59] C. Cesarotti, Q. Lu, Y. Nakai, A. Parikh, and M. Reece,
Interpreting the Electron EDM Constraint, Journal of
High Energy Physics 2019, 59 (2019), arXiv: 1810.07736.

[60] N. Arkani-Hamed, S. Dimopoulos, G. F. Giudice, and
A. Romanino, Aspects of split supersymmetry, Nuclear
Physics B 709, 10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2004.12.026 (2005).

[61] G. F. Giudice and A. Romanino, Electric Dipole Mo-
ments in Split Supersymmetry, Physics Letters B 634,
307 (2006), arXiv: hep-ph/0510197.

[62] V. Andreev et al. (ACME), Improved limit on the electric
dipole moment of the electron, Nature 562, 355 (2018).

[63] X. Wu, Z. Han, J. Chow, D. G. Ang, C. Meisenhelder,
C. D. Panda, E. P. West, G. Gabrielse, J. M. Doyle,
and D. DeMille, The metastable Q $ˆ3\Delta 2$ state
of ThO: A new resource for the ACME electron EDM
search, New Journal of Physics 22, 023013 (2020), arXiv:
1911.03015.

[64] C. D. Panda, C. Meisenhelder, M. Verma, D. G. Ang,
J. Chow, Z. Lasner, X. Wu, D. DeMille, J. M. Doyle,
and G. Gabrielse, Attaining the shot-noise-limit in the
ACME measurement of the electron electric dipole mo-
ment, Journal of Physics B: Atomic, Molecular and Op-
tical Physics 52, 235003 (2019), publisher: IOP Publish-
ing.

[65] A. Abramowski et al. (H.E.S.S.), Search for Photon-
Linelike Signatures from Dark Matter Annihilations
with H.E.S.S., Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 041301 (2013),
arXiv:1301.1173 [astro-ph.HE].

[66] A. Burkert, The Structure of dark matter halos in
dwarf galaxies, Astrophys. J. Lett. 447, L25 (1995),
arXiv:astro-ph/9504041.

http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0306127
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2006.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2006.02.010
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0601041
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.115019
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.115019
https://arxiv.org/abs/1609.06735
https://doi.org/10.1155/2018/6828560
https://doi.org/10.1155/2018/6828560
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0510036
https://arxiv.org/abs/0704.0625
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2011)031
https://arxiv.org/abs/1107.5581
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.035012
https://arxiv.org/abs/2105.12142
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.71.015013
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.71.015013
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0411041
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2013/10/061
https://arxiv.org/abs/1307.4082
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2013)124
https://arxiv.org/abs/1307.4400
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2015)159
https://arxiv.org/abs/1504.05200
https://doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptaa104
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-1573(95)00058-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2011)005
https://arxiv.org/abs/1104.0228
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.035020
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.035020
https://arxiv.org/abs/1210.5985
https://doi.org/10.1393/ncc/i2010-10591-3
https://doi.org/10.1393/ncc/i2010-10591-3
https://arxiv.org/abs/1005.4133
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.111302
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.111302
https://arxiv.org/abs/1805.12562
https://arxiv.org/abs/1805.12562
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.052002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2020.135364
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2020.135364
https://arxiv.org/abs/1912.07795
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.211602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.112.211602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.79.015008
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.79.015008
https://arxiv.org/abs/0810.1362
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.116001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.116001
https://arxiv.org/abs/1001.3408
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2013)100
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.65.21
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.65.21
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(83)90018-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2019)059
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2019)059
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2004.12.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2006.01.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2006.01.027
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0510197
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-018-0599-8
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/ab6a3a
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6455/ab4a61
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6455/ab4a61
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.110.041301
https://arxiv.org/abs/1301.1173
https://doi.org/10.1086/309560
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9504041

	 Discovery potential for split supersymmetry with thermal dark matter 
	Abstract
	I Introduction
	II Fine tuning in electroweak symmetry breaking for light Higgsinos
	A Constraint from electroweak symmetry breaking
	B Constraint from Higgs boson mass
	C Easing the tuning with Higgs sector freedom

	III Experimental searches for Higgsino dark matter
	IV Experimental searches for wino dark matter
	V Conclusions
	 References


