arXiv:2110.01198v3 [hep-ph] 4 Jan 2022

Moderately Suppressed Dimension-five Proton Decay in a Flipped SU(5) Model

Naoyuki Haba^a and Toshifumi Yamada^b

a Institute of Science and Engineering, Shimane University, Matsue 690-8504, Japan

b Department of Physics, Kyoto University, Kyoto, Kyoto 606-8502, Japan

Abstract

We study colored Higgsino-mediated proton decay (dimension-five proton decay) in a model based on the flipped SU(5) GUT. In the model, the GUT-breaking 10, 10 fields have a GUTscale mass term and gain VEVs through higher-dimensional operators, which induces an effective mass term between the color triplets in the 5, ¯5 Higgs fields that is not much smaller than the GUT scale. This model structure gives rise to observable dimension-five proton decay, and at the same time achieves moderate suppression on dimension-five proton decay that softens the tension with the current bound on Γ(p → K^+ν̄). We investigate the flavor dependence of the Wilson coefficients of the operators relevant to dimension-five proton decay, by relating them with diagonalized Yukawa couplings and CKM matrix components in MSSM, utilizing the fact that the GUT Yukawa couplings are in one-to-one correspondence with the MSSM Yukawa couplings in flipped models. Then we numerically evaluate the Wilson coefficients, and predict the distributions of the ratios of the partial widths of various proton decay modes.

1 Introduction

Proton decay mediated by colored Higgsinos in supersymmetric grand unified theories (SUSY GUTs) [1, 2], called dimension-five proton decay, is a primary target in the proton decay searches at HyperKamiokande [3], JUNO [4], and DUNE [5, 6]. This is because the GUT gauge boson mass is predicted to be ∼ 2 · 10^{16} GeV in usual SUSY GUTs and the corresponding partial width of GUT gauge boson-mediated proton decay is out of the sensitivity ranges of the above experiments (however, proton decay mediated by (3, 2, 1/6) gauge boson in SUSY SO(10) GUT can be accessible [7]). In non-SUSY GUTs, GUT gauge boson-mediated proton decay can be within the experimental reach, and one can even set upper bounds on the proton lifetime in some cases [8]. Nevertheless, dependence on the choice of split SU(5) multiplets that assist the gauge coupling unification, is inevitable. In contrast, if Nature favors as light SUSY particles as possible (e.g., the SUSY particle mass spectrum is such that the p → K^+ν̄ partial width is narrowly above the current experimental bound [9]) for the naturalness of the electroweak scale, there is a great chance that dimension-five proton decay is observed in forthcoming experiments. (For study on proton decay and the LHC bounds on SUSY particle masses and the Higgs particle mass, see Refs. [10, 11].) In this situation, it is important to study the flavor dependence of dimension-five proton decay in various SUSY GUT models, and compare the partial widths of different decay modes, as in Ref. [12], to bridge theory and proton decay search experiments.

In this paper, we focus on dimension-five proton decay in a model based on the SUSY flipped SU(5) GUT [13, 14]^1. Although the flipped SU(5) GUT by itself cannot address the origin of the U(1) hypercharge quantization, it has attractive features such as the realization of the doublet-triplet splitting, and the suppression of dimension-five proton decay that allows one to lower the sfermion mass without conflicting the current bound on the p → K^+ν̄ decay. In pervasive models of the SUSY flipped SU(5) GUT, dimension-five proton decay is in effect totally suppressed, because the mass term between the color triplets in the 5, ¯5 Higgs fields and that between the color triplets in the GUT-breaking 10, 10 fields, are at the soft SUSY breaking scale, not at the GUT scale. However, if the GUT-breaking 10, 10 fields are allowed to possess a GUT-scale mass term and gain vacuum expectation values (VEVs) through higherdimensional operators, then the color triplets in the 5, ¯5 fields gain an effective mass term not much smaller than the GUT scale, which gives rise to observable dimension-five proton decays. Meanwhile, the operators obtained after integrating out the colored Higgsinos can be O(100) times suppressed compared to those in non-flipped models, which mitigates the tension with the current experimental bound on the p → K^+ν̄ mode. We materialize the

1A non-SUSY model has first appeared in Ref. [15].

above possibility in our model of the SUSY flipped SU(5) GUT, and investigate the flavor dependence of dimension-five proton decay in the model. Interestingly, since the GUT Yukawa couplings for the 5, ¯5 Higgs fields are in one-to-one correspondence with the Yukawa couplings of the minimal SUSY Standard Model (MSSM), we have a strong predictive power on the flavor structure of the Wilson coefficients of the operators relevant to dimension-five proton decay. We take advantage of the above feature and express the Wilson coefficients in terms of diagonalized Yukawa couplings and Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) matrix components in MSSM, plus one unknown unitary matrix and several unknown phases. Then we vary the unknown unitary matrix and phases and predict the distributions of the partial width ratios of different proton decay modes.

Previously, colored Higgsino-mediated proton decay in the SUSY flipped SU(5) GUT has been studied in Ref. [16]. However, since the mass term between the color triplets of the 5, ¯5 Higgs fields and that between the color triplets of the GUT-breaking 10, ¯10 fields are highly suppressed, only chirality non-flipping colored Higgsino exchange is considered, unlike the present paper where we focus on chirality flipping colored Higgsino exchange. For reference, GUT gauge boson-mediated proton decay in SUSY flipped SU(5) GUT models has been investigated in Refs.[17]-[24].

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we describe our model of the SUSY flipped SU(5) GUT. In Section 3, we present the expressions for the Wilson coefficients of dimensionfive operators obtained after integrating out colored Higgs fields and dimension-six operators obtained after integrating out the SUSY particles which contribute to proton decay. In Section 4, we investigate the flavor dependence of the Wilson coefficients by relating them with diagonalized Yukawa couplings and CKM matrix in MSSM. In Section 5, we numerically evaluate the Wilson coefficients using the values of diagonalized Yukawa couplings and CKM matrix based on experimental data, and randomly varying the remaining unknown parameters. The results are presented as a prediction for the distributions of proton decay partial width ratios. Section 6 summarizes the paper.

2 Model

We consider a model based on SU(5) × U(1)_X gauge group and the Z_2 matter parity. The field content is as follows: three generations of chiral superfields in (10, 1), (¯5, −3), (1, 5) representations of SU(5) × U(1)_X and with Z_2 matter parity −1, denoted by 10^i_1, ¯5^i_{−3}, 1^i_5 where i labels the three generations; chiral superfields in (10, 1), (10, −1) representations and with Z_2 matter parity +1, denoted by H, H; chiral superfields in (5, −2), (¯5, 2) representations and with Z_2 matter parity +1, denoted by h, h. Additionally, we introduce a chiral superfield in (24, 0) representation with Z_2 matter parity +1, denoted by Σ, and three generations of chiral superfields in (1, 0) representation with Z_2 matter parity −1, denoted by S^i. The field content is summarized in Table 1.

Table 1: Field content. i labels the three generations.

chiral superfield SU(5) U(1)_X R-parity 10^i_1 10 1 −1 ¯5^i_{−3} ¯5 −3 −1 1^i_5 1 5 −1 H 10 1 +1 H 10 −1 +1 h 5 −2 +1 h ¯5 2 +1 Σ 24 0 +1 S^i 1 0 −1

The fundamental superpotential reads

W^′ = (Y_d)_{ij} 10^i_1 10^j_1 h + (Y_u)_{ij} 10^i_1 ¯5^j_{−3} h + (Y_e)_{ij} ¯5^i_{−3} 1^j_5 h + μ_h hh + λ HHh + λ^′ H H h + M HH + κ ΣHH + 1 2 M_Σ Σ^2 + 1 3 λ_Σ Σ^3

+ (Y_S)_{ij} 10^i_1 S^j H + 1 2 M_Si S^iS^i. (1)

Here we assume that there are no higher-dimensional operators at this stage. The mass terms for the Σ and S^i fields are assumed to originate from some Planck-scale physics and their masses M_Σ, M_Si are about the reduced Planck mass M_P = 2.4 · 10^{18} GeV. On the other hand, μ_h is at the soft SUSY breaking scale, while M is about (GUT scale)^2/M_P , as shown later. The origin of the hierarchy |μ_h| ≪ |M| can be explained by introducing an R-symmetry under which H, H and the matter superfields have R-charge 1 and h, h have 0 and by assuming that the Planck-scale physics that gives rise to M_Σ, M_Si does not respect this R-symmetry. By integrating out Σ and S^i, we obtain the following effective superpotential at scales below M_P :

W = (Y_d)_{ij} 10^i_1 10^j_1 h + (Y_u)_{ij} 10^i_1 ¯5^j_{−3} h + (Y_e)_{ij} ¯5^i_{−3} 1^j_5 h + μ_h hh + λ HHh + λ^′ H H h + M HH − κ^2 2M_Σ HHHH − (Y_S)_{ik}(Y_S)_{jk} 2M_Sk (H10^i_1)(H10^j_1), (2) where HHHH stands for the coupling where SU(5) indices are summed cyclically and (H10^i_1)(H10^j_1) the couplings where SU(5) indices are summed separately in each bracket. The HHHH operator, obtained by integrating out Σ, triggers GUT breaking, while the (H10^i_1)(H10^j_1) operators, obtained by integrating out S^i’s, generate the Majorana mass of the singlet neutrinos. The isospin-doublet components of h, h gain mass only from the μ_h hh term, while the colortriplet components additionally gain GUT-scale mass from the λ HHh + λ H H h terms after GUT-breaking, which achieves the doublet-triplet splitting. Note that the effective superpotential Eq. (2) does not contain higher-dimensional operators giving rise to proton decay 10^i_110^j_110^k_1 ¯5^ℓ_{−3}; proton decay occurs only through the exchange of colored Higgsinos, colored Higgs bosons and GUT gauge bosons (the contributions of the latter two can be neglected in the present model).

Let us write the Standard Model (SM) gauge-singlet, color-triplet and color-anti-triplet components of H as N^c_H , Q_H , D^c_H , and the SM gauge-singlet, color-anti-triplet and color-triplet components of H as N^c_H , Q_H , D^c_H , respectively. N^c_H , N^c_H develop VEVs as ⟨N^c_H ⟩⟨N^c_H ⟩ = 2M M_Σ/κ^2, |⟨N^c_H ⟩| = |⟨N^c_H ⟩| (3) and break SU(5) × U(1)_X into the SM gauge group. The Q_H , Q_H fields are would-be Nambu- Goldstone modes eaten by the GUT gauge boson. Along the GUT breaking, h is decomposed into isospin-doublet H_d and color-triplet D^c_h, and h into isospin-doublet H_u and color-anti-triplet D^c_h. The H_d, H_u fields are identified with the MSSM down-type and up-type Higgs fields, respectively. The D^c_h, D^c_H , D^c_h, D^c_H fields constitute the colored Higgs fields. Along the GUT breaking, 10^i_1, ¯5^i_{−3}, 1^i_5 fields are decomposed as 10^i_1 → Q^i, D^{c i}, N^{c i}, ¯5^i_{−3} → U^{c i}, L^i, 1^i_5 → E^{c i} where Q^i, U^{c i}, D^{c i}, L^i, E^{c i}, N^{c i} are identified with the MSSM quark doublets, up-type quark singlets, down-type quark singlets, lepton doublets, charged leptons, and the singlet neutrinos, respectively. Couplings (Y_d)_{ij} , (Y_u)_{ij} , (Y_e)_{ij} are identified with the down-type quark, up-type quark and charged lepton Yukawa couplings of MSSM, respectively.

The tiny active neutrino mass is generated via the Type-1 seesaw mechanism [25]-[29]. The Majorana mass term for the singlet neutrinos is generated from the second term of the third line of Eq. (2) along the GUT breaking as W ⊃ − 1 2 N^{c i}N^{c j} (Y_S )_{ik}(Y_S )_{jk} 2M_Sk ⟨N^c_H ⟩^2. (4)

Since the Dirac mass for N^{c i} and L^j is given by (Y_u)_{ij}v_u/ √ 2 with v_u = sin β · 246 GeV, the active neutrino mass matrix is obtained as M_ν = Y^T_u Y^{T −1}_S M_S Y^{−1}_S Y_u v^2_u ⟨N^c_H ⟩^2 (5) where M_S = diag(M_S1 , M_S2 , M_S3 ). We estimate the scale of the components of Y_S . Consider a special case where M_S = M_P diag(1, 1, 1) and Y_u is given by

Y_u = diag(y_u, y_c, y_t) U^†_{MNS} (6)

in the basis where the lepton-doublet components of ¯5^i_{−3} diagonalize the charged lepton mass matrix. Here U_{MNS} denotes Maki-Nakagawa-Sakata matrix [30]. In this case, we get

Y_S = diag(y_u/ √ m_1, y_c/ √ m_2, y_t/ √ m_3) v_u √ M_P ⟨N^c_H ⟩ , (7)

where m_1, m_2, m_3 are the active neutrino masses. For |⟨N^c_H ⟩| ≃ 3 · 10^{16} GeV, v_u ≃ 246 GeV, and for the normal hierarchy with m_2 ≫ m_1, the following numerical values reproduce the measured neutrino mass differences:

Y_S = diag(a, 0.006, 0.9) with a > 10^{−4}. (8)

We expect that in general cases suppression of some components of Y_S at O(10^{−3}) suffices to reproduce the measured neutrino mass differences.

3 Wilson Coefficients Contributing to Proton Decay

We focus on proton decay mediated by colored Higgsinos. The mass matrix for the colored Higgs fields reads W ⊃ ( D^c_h D^c_H ) M_{HC} ( D^c_h D^c_H ) , M_{HC} = ( μ_h λ^′⟨N^c_H ⟩ λ⟨N^c_H ⟩ M ) . (9)

The colored Higgs fields couple to the matter fields as

W ⊃ (Y_d)_{ij} Q^iQ^j D^c_h + (Y_d)_{ij} D^{c i}N^{c j} D^c_h + (Y_u)_{ij}Q^iL^j D^c_h + (Y_u)_{ij}D^{c i}U^{c j} D^c_h + (Y_e)_{ij} U^{c i}E^{c j} D^c_h.(10)

Integrating out the colored Higgs fields, we obtain the following dimension-five operators responsible for proton decay:

−W_5 = 1 2 C^{ijkl}_{5L} (Q^kQ^l)(Q^iL^j ) + C^{ijkl}_{5R} E^{c k}U^{c l}U^{c i}D^{c j} (11)

where in the first term isospin indices are summed in each bracket, and the Wilson coefficients satisfy

C^{ijkl}_{5L} (μ = μ_{HC} ) = (M^{−1}_{HC} )_{11} { (Y_d)_{kl}(Y_u)_{ij} − 1 2 (Y_d)_{li}(Y_u)_{kj} − 1 2 (Y_d)_{ik}(Y_u)_{lj} }| | |_{μ=μHC} , C^{ijkl}_{5R} (μ = μ_{HC} ) = (M^{−1}_{HC} )_{11} {(Y_e)_{lk}(Y_u)_{ji} − (Y_e)_{ik}(Y_u)_{jl}}|_{μ=μHC} (12) where μ denotes the renormalization scale and μ_{HC} is about the colored Higgs mass eigenvalues. The effective inverse of the D^c_h, D^c_h fields, (M^{−1}_{HC} )_{11}, is obtained from Eq. (9) as

(M^{−1}_{HC} )_{11} = − M λλ^′⟨N^c_H ⟩⟨N^c_H ⟩ = − κ^2 2λλ^′M_Σ , (13)

where we have used the fact that μ_h is negligible compared to the GUT-scale, and used Eq. (3) in the second equality. When |κ^2/(2λλ^′)| = 1 and M_Σ = M_P , the Wilson coefficients C^{ijkl}_{5L} , C^{ijkl}_{5R} are about 100 times suppressed compared to non-flipped models, where (M^{−1}_{HC} )_{11} is given by the inverse of the colored Higgs mass ∼ 2 · 10^{16} GeV. The resulting 10^4 suppression on proton decay partial widths allows the model to evade the current stringent experimental bound on the p → K^+ν̄ decay without enormously raising sfermion masses. Still, the suppression is not strong, and leaves the possibility of observing proton decay in near-future experiments.

Integrating out the SUSY particles, we obtain the following operators responsible for proton decay: −L_6 = C^{ijkl}_{LL} (ψ^k_{uL} ψ^l_{dL} )(ψ^i_{dL} ψ^j_{νL} ) + C^{ijkl}_{LL} (ψ^k_{uL} ψ^l_{dL} )(ψ^i_{uL} ψ^j_{eL} ) + C^{ijkl}_{RL} (ψ^k_{νL} ψ^l_{dL} )(ψ^i_uc_R ψ^j_dc_R ) (14) where ψ denotes a SM Weyl spinor and spinor index is summed in each bracket. Those Wilson coefficients which contribute to proton decay are C^{dα ud}_{LL} , C^{sα ud}_{LL} , C^{dα us}_{LL} , C^{uβ ud}_{LL} , C^{uβ us}_{LL} , C^{ud τ d}_{RL} , C^{ud τ s}_{RL} , C^{us τ d}_{RL} with α = e, μ, τ and β = e, μ. They satisfy, at the soft SUSY breaking scale μ = μ_{SUSY},^2

C^{dα ud}_{LL} (μ_{SUSY}) = M_{~W} m^2_{q̃} F ( |M_{~W} |^2/m^2_{q̃} , m^2_{ℓ̃α} /m^2_{q̃} ) g^2 ( C^{dα ud}_{5L} − C^{uα dd}_{5L} ) |_{μ=μSUSY} , (15)

C^{sα ud}_{LL} (μ_{SUSY}) = M_{~W} m^2_{q̃} F ( |M_{~W} |^2/m^2_{q̃}, m^2_{ℓ̃α} /m^2_{q̃} ) g^2 ( C^{sα ud}_{5L} − C^{uα ds}_{5L} ) |_{μ=μSUSY} , (16)

C^{dα us}_{LL} (μ_{SUSY}) = M_{~W} m^2_{q̃} F ( |M_{~W} |^2/m^2_{q̃}, m^2_{ℓ̃α} /m^2_{q̃} ) g^2 ( C^{dα us}_{5L} − C^{uα ds}_{5L} ) |_{μ=μSUSY} , (17)

C^{uβ ud}_{LL} (μ_{SUSY}) = M_{~W} m^2_{q̃} F ( |M_{~W} |^2/m^2_{q̃} , m^2_{ℓ̃β} /m^2_{q̃} ) g^2 ( −C^{uβ ud}_{5L} + C^{dβ uu}_{5L} ) |_{μ=μSUSY} , (18)

C^{uβ us}_{LL} (μ_{SUSY}) = M_{~W} m^2_{q̃} F ( |M_{~W} |^2/m^2_{q̃}, m^2_{ℓ̃β} /m^2_{q̃} ) g^2 ( −C^{uβ us}_{5L} + C^{sβ uu}_{5L} ) |_{μ=μSUSY} , (19)

C^{ud τ d}_{RL} (μ_{SUSY}) = μ_h m^2_{t̃R} F̃ ( |μ_h|^2/m^2_{t̃R} , m^2_{τ̃R} /m^2_{t̃R} ) (V^{ckm}_{td} )^∗ y_ty_τ C^{udτ t}_{5R} |_{μ=μSUSY} , (20)

C^{ud τ s}_{RL} (μ_{SUSY}) = μ_h m^2_{t̃R} F̃ ( |μ_h|^2/m^2_{t̃R} , m^2_{τ̃R} /m^2_{t̃R} ) (V^{ckm}_{ts} )^∗ y_ty_τ C^{udτ t}_{5R} |_{μ=μSUSY} , (21)

C^{us τ d}_{RL} (μ_{SUSY}) = μ_h m^2_{t̃R} F̃ ( |μ_h|^2/m^2_{t̃R} , m^2_{τ̃R} /m^2_{t̃R} ) (V^{ckm}_{td} )^∗ y_ty_τ C^{usτ t}_{5R} |_{μ=μSUSY} . (22)

Here F, F̃ are loop functions given by F(x, y) =^1_{x−y} (^x_{1−x} log x−^y_{1−y} log y)/16π^2+^1_{x−1} (^x_{1−x} log x+ 1)/16π^2 and F̃(x, y) =^1_{x−y} (^x_{1−x} log x−^y_{1−y} log y)/16π^2, and M_{~W} , μ_h, m_{q̃}, m~_ℓα , m~_{tR} , m_{τ̃R} respectively denote the Wino mass, μ-term, mass of 1st and 2nd generation isospin-doublet squarks (assumed degenerate), mass of isospin-doublet slepton of flavor α, mass of isospin-singlet top squark, and mass of isospin-singlet tau slepton (mixings between isospin-doublet and singlet sfermions are neglected). y_t, y_τ , V^{ckm} denote the top quark and tau lepton Yukawa couplings and CKM matrix, respectively. Finally, C^{dα ud}_{LL} , C^{sα ud}_{LL} , C^{dα us}_{LL} , C^{uβ ud}_{LL} , C^{uβ us}_{LL} , C^{ud τ d}_{RL} , C^{ud τ s}_{RL} , C^{us τ d}_{RL} at a hadronic scale μ = μ_{had} determine proton decay amplitudes.

4 Flavor Dependence of Wilson Coefficients

We investigate the flavor dependence of the Wilson coefficients C^{dα ud}_{LL} , C^{sα ud}_{LL} , C^{dα us}_{LL} , C^{uβ ud}_{LL} , C^{uβ us}_{LL} , C^{ud τ d}_{RL} , C^{ud τ s}_{RL} , C^{us τ d}_{RL} (α = e, μ, τ and β = e, μ) by relating them with diagonalized

2When writing C^{sα ud}_{5L} , we mean that Q_i is in the flavor basis where the down-type quark Yukawa coupling is diagonal and that the down-type quark component of Q_i is exactly s quark (the up-type quark component of Q_i is a mixture of u, c, t). Likewise, Q_k is in the flavor basis where the up-type quark Yukawa coupling is diagonal and its up-type component is exactly u quark, and Q_l is in the flavor basis where the down-type quark Yukawa coupling is diagonal and its down-type quark component is exactly d quark. The same rule applies to C^{uα ds}_{5L} and others.

Yukawa couplings and the CKM matrix in MSSM. We can write C^{dα ud}_{LL} (μ_{had}) = C^0_{LLα} {(Y_d)_{uLdL} (Y_u)_{dLαL} − (Y_d)_{dLdL} (Y_u)_{uLαL} }|_{μ=μHC} , (23) C^{sα ud}_{LL} (μ_{had}) = C^0_{LLα} {(Y_d)_{uLdL} (Y_u)_{sLαL} − (Y_d)_{dLsL} (Y_u)_{uLαL} }|_{μ=μHC} , (24) C^{dα us}_{LL} (μ_{had}) = C^0_{LLα} {(Y_d)_{uLsL} (Y_u)_{dLαL} − (Y_d)_{dLsL} (Y_u)_{uLαL} }|_{μ=μHC} , (25) C^{uβ ud}_{LL} (μ_{had}) = C^0_{LLβ} {(Y_d)_{uLuL} (Y_u)_{dLβL} − (Y_d)_{uLdL} (Y_u)_{uLβL} }|_{μ=μHC} , (26) C^{uβ us}_{LL} (μ_{had}) = C^0_{LLβ} {(Y_d)_{uLuL} (Y_u)_{sLβL} − (Y_d)_{uLsL} (Y_u)_{uLβL} }|_{μ=μHC} , (27) C^{ud τ d}_{RL} (μ_{had}) = C^0_{RL} (V^{ckm}_{td} )^∗|_{μ=μSUSY} {(Y_e)_{tRτR} (Y_u)_{dRuR} − (Y_e)_{uRτR} (Y_u)_{dRtR} }|_{μ=μHC} , (28) C^{ud τ s}_{RL} (μ_{had}) = C^0_{RL} (V^{ckm}_{ts} )^∗|_{μ=μSUSY} {(Y_e)_{tRτR} (Y_u)_{dRuR} − (Y_e)_{uRτR} (Y_u)_{dRtR} }|_{μ=μHC} , (29) C^{us τ d}_{RL} (μ_{had}) = C^0_{RL} (V^{ckm}_{td} )^∗|_{μ=μSUSY} {(Y_e)_{tRτR} (Y_u)_{sRuR} − (Y_e)_{uRτR} (Y_u)_{sRtR} }|_{μ=μHC} . (30)

Here C^0_{LLα} (α = e, μ, τ), C^0_{RL} are defined as

C^0_{LLα} = 3 2 (M^{−1}_{HC} )_{11} A^{MSSM}_{Lα} M_{~W} m^2_{q̃} F ( |M_{~W} |^2/m^2_{q̃}, m^2_{ℓ̃α} /m^2_{q̃} ) A^{SM}_{LL} g^2|_{μ=μSUSY} , (31)

C^0_{RL} = (M^{−1}_{HC} )_{11} A^{MSSM}_{Rtτ} μ_h m^2_{t̃R} F̃ ( |μ_h|^2/m^2_{t̃R} , m^2_{τ̃R} /m^2_{t̃R} ) A^{SM}_{RL} y_ty_τ |_{μ=μSUSY} (32)

where A^{MSSM}_{Lα} represents renormalization group (RG) corrections for C^{ijkl}_{5L} in MSSM that involve three light-flavor (1st and 2nd generations) quarks and one lepton of flavor α, and A^{MSSM}_{Rtτ} those for C^{ijkl}_{5R} in MSSM that involve two light-flavor quarks, one top quark and one tau lepton. A^{SM}_{LL} and A^{SM}_{RL} respectively represent RG corrections for C^{ijkl}_{LL} , C^{ijkl}_{LL} and C^{ijkl}_{RL} in SM involving no top quark. When defining A^{MSSM}_{Lα} , A^{MSSM}_{Rtτ} , A^{SM}_{LL} , A^{SM}_{RL}, we neglect the 1st and 2nd generation Yukawa couplings in MSSM, and the Yukawa couplings other than the top quark’s in SM. (Then we have A^{MSSM}_{Le} = A^{MSSM}_{Lμ} , but we adhere to the redundant notation with A^{MSSM}_{Lα} for brevity.)

The Yukawa coupling components in Eqs. (23)-(30) are related to diagonalized Yukawa couplings and CKM matrix components as follows: Since Y_d is a symmetric matrix, and since Y_d by definition satisfies (Y_d)_{dLdR} = y_d, (Y_d)_{sLsR} = y_s, (Y_d)_{bLbR} = y_b, (Y_d)_{dLsR} = (Y_d)_{dLbR} = (Y_d)_{sLdR} = (Y_d)_{sLbR} = (Y_d)_{bLdR} = (Y_d)_{bLsR} = 0, we have

(Y_d)_{dLdL} = y_d e^{i ϕ1} , (Y_d)_{sLsL} = y_s e^{i ϕ2} , (Y_d)_{bLbL} = y_b e^{i ϕ3} , (Y_d)_{dLsL} = (Y_d)_{sLbL} = (Y_d)_{bLdL} = (Y_d)_{sLdL} = (Y_d)_{bLsL} = (Y_d)_{dLbL} = 0 (33)

where y_d, y_s, y_b denote the diagonalized Yukawa couplings for the down, strange and bottom quarks, respectively, and ϕ_1, ϕ_2, ϕ_3 are unknown phases. Combining Eq. (33) with the definition of the CKM matrix, we get

(Y_d)_{uLdL} = (V^{ckm}_{ud} )^∗ (Y_d)_{dLdL} = (V^{ckm}_{ud} )^∗ y_d e^{i ϕ1} , (Y_d)_{uLsL} = (V^{ckm}_{us} )^∗ (Y_d)_{sLsL} = (V^{ckm}_{us} )^∗ y_s e^{i ϕ2} , (Y_d)_{uLuL} = (V^{ckm}_{ud} )^∗ (Y_d)_{dLdL} (V^{ckm}_{ud} )^∗ + (V^{ckm}_{us} )^∗ (Y_d)_{sLsL} (V^{ckm}_{us} )^∗ + (V^{ckm}_{ub} )^∗ (Y_d)_{bLbL} (V^{ckm}_{ub} )^∗ = (V^{ckm}_{ud} )^{∗2} y_d e^{i ϕ1} + (V^{ckm}_{us} )^{∗2} y_s e^{i ϕ2} + (V^{ckm}_{ub} )^{∗2} y_b e^{i ϕ3} (34)

where V^{ckm}_{ij} denote components of the CKM matrix. From the definition of Y_u and the CKM matrix, we get, for α = e, μ, τ, (Y_u)_{uLαL} = (Y_u)_{uLuR} U_{uRαL} = y_u U_{uRαL} , (Y_u)_{dLαL} = V^{ckm}_{ud} (Y_u)_{uLuR} U_{uRαL} + V^{ckm}_{cd} (Y_u)_{cLcR} U_{cRαL} + V^{ckm}_{td} (Y_u)_{tLtR} U_{tRαL} = V^{ckm}_{ud} y_u U_{uRαL} + V^{ckm}_{cd} y_c U_{cRαL} + V^{ckm}_{td} y_t U_{tRαL} , (Y_u)_{sLαL} = V^{ckm}_{us} y_u U_{uRαL} + V^{ckm}_{cs} y_c U_{cRαL} + V^{ckm}_{ts} y_t U_{tRαL} (35)

where y_u, y_c, y_t denote the diagonalized Yukawa couplings for the up, charm and top quarks, respectively, and U_{ij} is a component of an unknown unitary matrix U that transforms the flavor basis of ¯5^i_{−3}’s as ¯5^{uR}_{−3} ¯5^{cR}_{−3} ¯5^{tR}_{−3} = U ¯5^{eL}_{−3} ¯5^{μL}_{−3} ¯5^{τL}_{−3} . (36)

Combining the definition of Y_e with Eq. (36), we get (Y_e)_{tRτR} = U^∗_{tRτL} y_τ , (Y_e)_{uRτR} = U^∗_{uRτL} y_τ . (37) Eq. (33) gives that the flavor basis of 10^i_1 is transformed as 10^{dR}_1 10^{sR}_1 10^{bR}_1 = e^{i ϕ1} 0 0 0 e^{i ϕ2} 0 0 0 e^{i ϕ3}

10^{dL}_1 10^{sL}_1 10^{bL}_1 . (38)

Combining Eq. (38) with the definition of CKM matrix, we get

(Y_u)_{dRuR} = e^{−i ϕ1} (Y_u)_{dLuR} = e^{−i ϕ1} V^{ckm}_{ud} y_u, (Y_u)_{dRtR} = e^{−i ϕ1} (Y_u)_{dLtR} = e^{−i ϕ1} V^{ckm}_{td} y_t, (Y_u)_{sRuR} = e^{−i ϕ2} (Y_u)_{sLuR} = e^{−i ϕ2} V^{ckm}_{us} y_u, (Y_u)_{sRtR} = e^{−i ϕ2} (Y_u)_{sLtR} = e^{−i ϕ2} V^{ckm}_{ts} y_t. (39)

Inserting Eqs. (33)-(35),(37),(39) into Eqs. (23)-(30), we obtain C^{dα ud}_{LL} (μ_{had})/C^0_{LLα} = e^{i ϕ1} { (V^{ckm}_{ud} )^∗y_d(V^{ckm}_{ud} y_u U_{uRαL} + V^{ckm}_{cd} y_c U_{cRαL} + V^{ckm}_{td} y_t U_{tRαL} ) − y_d y_uU_{uRαL} } (40) C^{sα ud}_{LL} (μ_{had})/C^0_{LLα} = e^{i ϕ1} (V^{ckm}_{ud} )^∗ y_d (V^{ckm}_{us} y_u U_{uRαL} + V^{ckm}_{cs} y_c U_{cRαL} + V^{ckm}_{ts} y_t U_{tRαL} ) (41) C^{dα us}_{LL} (μ_{had})/C^0_{LLα} = e^{i ϕ2} (V^{ckm}_{us} )^∗ y_s (V^{ckm}_{ud} y_u U_{uRαL} + V^{ckm}_{cd} y_c U_{cRαL} + V^{ckm}_{td} y_t U_{tRαL} ) (42) C^{uβ ud}_{LL} (μ_{had})/C^0_{LLβ} = {( (V^{ckm}_{ud} )^{∗2} y_d e^{i ϕ1} + (V^{ckm}_{us} )^{∗2} y_s e^{i ϕ2} + (V^{ckm}_{ub} )^{∗2} y_b e^{i ϕ3} ) × ( V^{ckm}_{ud} y_u U_{uRβL} + V^{ckm}_{cd} y_c U_{cRβL} + V^{ckm}_{td} y_t U_{tRβL} ) −(V^{ckm}_{ud} )^∗ y_d e^{i ϕ1} y_u U_{uRβL} } , (43) C^{uβ us}_{LL} (μ_{had})/C^0_{LLβ} = {( (V^{ckm}_{ud} )^{∗2} y_d e^{i ϕ1} + (V^{ckm}_{us} )^{∗2} y_s e^{i ϕ2} + (V^{ckm}_{ub} )^{∗2} y_b e^{i ϕ3} ) × ( V^{ckm}_{us} y_u U_{uRβL} + V^{ckm}_{cs} y_c U_{cRβL} + V^{ckm}_{ts} y_t U_{tRβL} ) −(V^{ckm}_{us} )^∗ y_s e^{i ϕ2} y_u U_{uRβL} } , (44) C^{ud τ d}_{RL} (μ_{had})/C^0_{RL} = e^{−i ϕ1} (V^{ckm}_{td} )^∗ y_τ (U^∗_{tRτL} V^{ckm}_{ud} y_u − U^∗_{uRτL} V^{ckm}_{td} y_t), (45) C^{ud τ s}_{RL} (μ_{had})/C^0_{RL} = e^{−i ϕ1} (V^{ckm}_{ts} )^∗ y_τ (U^∗_{tRτL} V^{ckm}_{ud} y_u − U^∗_{uRτL} V^{ckm}_{td} y_t), (46) C^{us τ d}_{RL} (μ_{had})/C^0_{RL} = e^{−i ϕ2} (V^{ckm}_{td} )^∗ y_τ (U^∗_{tRτL} V^{ckm}_{us} y_u − U^∗_{uRτL} V^{ckm}_{ts} y_t), (47)

where the diagonalized Yukawa couplings and CKM matrix components are evaluated at scale μ = μ_{HC} , except for V^{ckm}_{ts} , V^{ckm}_{td} , which are evaluated at μ = μ_{SUSY}. The right-hand sides of Eqs. (40)-(47) contain diagonalized Yukawa couplings and components of the CKM matrix, and mostly determine the order of magnitude of each Wilson coefficient.

5 Numerical Analysis

We numerically evaluate the right-hand sides of Eqs. (40)-(47) by randomly varying the unknown unitary matrix U and unknown phases ϕ_1, ϕ_2, ϕ_3. The result is presented in the form of the ratios of the proton decay partial widths below,

Γ(p → π^+ν̄) = ∑ α=e,μ,τ Γ(p → π^+ν̄_α), (48)

Γ(p → K^+ν̄) = ∑ α=e,μ,τ Γ(p → K^+ν̄_α), (49)

Γ(p → π^0β^+), (50) Γ(p → η β^+), (51) Γ(p → K^0β^+), (β = e, μ), (52) which are suitable for the presentation because they are observable quantities.

The partial width of each mode is given by

Γ(p → π^+ν̄_β) = C | | |β_H (μ_{had}) 1 f_π (1 + D + F ) C^{dβ ud}_{LL} (μ_{had}) | | |^2 (β = e, μ), (53)

Γ(p → π^+ν̄_τ ) = C | | |β^H (μ^{had}) 1 f_π (1 + D + F ) C^{dτ ud}_{LL} (μ_{had}) + α_H (μ_{had}) 1 f_π C^{ud τ d}_{RL} (μ_{had}) | | | 2 , (54)

Γ(p → K^+ν̄_β ) = C | | |β^H (μ^{had}) 1 f_π {( 1 + D 3 + F ) C^{sβ ud}_{LL} (μ_{had}) + 2D 3 C^{dβ us}_{LL} (μ_{had}) }| | | 2 (β = e, μ), (55)

Γ(p → K^+ν̄_τ ) = C | | |β^H (μ^{had}) 1 f_π {( 1 + D 3 + F ) C^{sτ ud}_{LL} (μ_{had}) + 2D 3 C^{dτ us}_{LL} (μ_{had}) }

+α_H (μ_{had}) 1 f_π {( 1 + D 3 + F ) C^{ud τ s}_{RL} (μ_{had}) + 2D 3 C^{us τ d}_{RL} (μ_{had}) }| | | 2 , (56)

Γ(p → π^0β^+) = C | | | |β^H (μ^{had}) 1 f_π 1 √ 2 (1 + D + F ) C^{uβ ud}_{LL} (μ_{had}) | | | | 2 (57)

Γ(p → η β^+) = C | | | |βH (μhad) 1 f_π √ 3 2 ( 1 − D 3 + F ) C^{uβ ud}_{LL} (μ_{had}) | | | | 2 (58)

Γ(p → K^0β^+) = C | | |β^H (μ^{had}) 1 f_π (1 − D + F ) C^{uβ us}_{LL} (μ_{had}) | | | 2 , (β = e, μ), (59)

where C =^{mN}_{64π} ( 1 −^{m2K}_{m2N} )_2 , and α_H , β_H denote hadronic matrix elements, and D, F are parameters of the baryon chiral Lagrangian. The mass splittings among nucleons and hyperons are neglected.

In the evaluation of the proton decay partial widths, the baryon chiral Lagrangian parameters are given by D = 0.804, F = 0.463, and the hadronic matrix elements are taken from Ref. [31] as α_H (μ_{had}) = −β_H (μ_{had}) = −0.0144 GeV^3 for μ_{had} = 2 GeV.

In the calculation of C^0_{LLα}, C^0_{RL}, defined in Eqs. (31),(32), we assume two benchmark SUSY particle mass spectra. In one spectrum, the pole masses and tan β satisfy

m_{sfermion} = m_H0 = m_H± = m_A = |M_{~g}| = |M_{~W} | = |μ_h| = 100 TeV, tan β = 5, (60)

and in the other spectrum, they satisfy

m_{sfermion} = m_H0 = m_H± = m_A = |M_{~g}| = |M_{~W} | = |μ_h| = 30 TeV, tan β = 50, (61) where all the sfermions are mass-degenerate. The relative phase between M_{~W} and μ_h, which determines the relative phase between C^0_{LLα} and C^0_{RL}, is varied randomly. The first spectrum represents the case with low tan β and the second spectrum the case with high tan β. In both spectra, the correct electroweak symmetry breaking and the values of m_H0 , m_H± , m_A can be achieved by a fine-tuning of soft SUSY breaking parameters m^2_{Hu} , m^2_{Hd} , Bμ (since m_H0 , m_H± , m_A are much above the electroweak scale, the equality m_H0 = m_H± = m_A holds to a good precision). Both spectra satisfy the 1-loop matching condition [47] for the SM Higgs quartic coupling around scale μ = m_{sfermion} (with vanishing A-terms) and thus can realize the correct Higgs particle mass 125 GeV. For the first spectrum, the model evades the current experimental bounds on proton decay, including the 90% CL bound on the p → K^+ν̄ mode, 1/Γ(p → K^+ν̄) > 5.9 × 10^{33} yrs [9], when (M^{−1}_{HC} )_{11} ≲ 0.02/M_P (slightly smaller than the estimate after Eq. (13)). For the second spectrum, the model evades the current experimental bounds when (M^{−1}_{HC} )_{11} ≲ 2/M_P . The SUSY particle masses can be made smaller and be at TeV scale if we set (M^{−1}_{HC} )_{11} ≪ 1/M_P by taking |κ| ≪ 1. However, since such small κ is not natural, we adhere to the relation (M^{−1}_{HC} )_{11} ∼ 1/M_P and assume O(10) to 100 TeV SUSY particle mass spectra. We comment on the unification of the SU(3)_C and SU(2)_L gauge couplings g_3, g_2 under the above SUSY particle mass spectrum. Let us focus on the case with |λλ^′| ∼ 1 and where the GUT-breaking VEVs are smaller than the Planck scale. We note that in this case the colored Higgs masses M_{HC1} , M_{HC2} originate mostly from the GUT-breaking VEVs and satisfy M_{HC1} M_{HC2} = |λλ^′⟨N^c_H ⟩⟨N^c_H ⟩|.^3 On the other hand, the GUT gauge boson mass M_G satisfies M^2_G = g^2_3|⟨N^c_H ⟩⟨N^c_H ⟩| (g_{23} denotes the unified gauge coupling). Then we get M_{HC1} M_{HC2} ∼ M^2_G, and we can use the 1-loop unification condition, 1 g^2_3 (μ) − 1 g^2 (μ)

= 2 log μ^2 M_{HC1} M_{HC2} + 4 log μ M_G . (62)

Numerically evaluating the condition, we obtain

M^2_GM_{HC1} M_{HC2} = (1 · 10^{16} GeV)^4 (63)

with negligible dependence on tan β. The unification of g_3, g_2 constrains the colored Higgs masses and GUT gauge boson mass as above.

The RG corrections for the Wilson coefficients in MSSM and SM are calculated by using 1-loop RG equations in Ref. [32, 33]. We fix μ_{HC} = 2 · 10^{16} GeV and μ_{SUSY} = m_{sfermion}.

The right-hand sides of Eqs. (40)-(47) are evaluated by solving the 2-loop RG equations of the Yukawa couplings in SM and MSSM with the above SUSY particle mass spectrum.

3To see this, note that the vacuum condition Eq. (3) gives |⟨N^c_H ⟩| = |⟨N^c_H ⟩| ≫ M. Then the mass matrix Eq. (9) leads to M_{HC1} M_{HC2} = |λλ^′⟨N^c_H ⟩⟨N^c_H ⟩|.

The input values of the RG equations are given in terms of quark and lepton masses and Wolfenstein parameters, and are taken from the central values of the following experimental data: The isospin-averaged quark mass and strange quark mass in MS scheme are obtained from lattice calculations in Refs. [34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39] as^1_2 (m_u + m_d)(2 GeV) = 3.373(80) MeV and m_s(2 GeV) = 92.0(2.1) MeV. The up and down quark mass ratio is obtained from an estimate in Ref. [40] as m_u/m_d = 0.46(3). The MS charm and bottom quark masses are obtained from QCD sum rule calculations in Ref. [41] as m_c(3 GeV) = 0.986−9(α^{(5)}s (M_Z )−0.1189)/0.002±0.010 GeV and m_b(m_b) = 4.163 + 7(α^{(5)}s (M_Z ) − 0.1189)/0.002 ± 0.014 GeV. The top quark pole mass is obtained from the latest measurement of the CMS Collaboration [43] as 170.5 ± 0.8 GeV. The values of the Wolfenstein parameters are taken from the CKM fitter result [42]. For the QCD and QED gauge couplings, we use α^{(5)}s (M_Z ) = 0.1181 and α^{(5)}(M_Z ) = 1/127.95. For the lepton and W, Z, Higgs pole masses, we use the values in Particle Data Group [44].

We comment on the impact of the choice of the benchmark spectrum in Eq. (60). If the spectrum deviates from Eq. (60) and the masses of isospin-doublet sleptons ℓ̃^α are split, this gives rise to a splitting in C^0_{LLα}’s, which affects proton decay partial width ratios. However, since the right-hand sides of Eqs. (40)-(47) have a large hierarchy, the possible splitting in C^0_{LLα}’s has only a minor impact on proton decay partial width ratios. Likewise, a splitting in the 1st and 2nd generation isospin-doublet squark masses does not change the result significantly.

The unknown unitary matrix U is varied with the Haar measure given by [45, 46] U = e^{i η}e^{i ω1λ3+i ω2λ8} 1 0 0 0 cos θ_{23} sin θ_{23} 0 − sin θ_{23} cos θ_{23} cos θ_{13} 0 sin θ_{23}e^{−i δ} 0 1 0 − sin θ_{23}e^{i δ} 0 cos θ_{13} × cos θ_{12} sin θ_{12} 0 − sin θ_{12} cos θ_{12} 0 0 0 1 e^{i χ}1^λ3^{+i χ}2^λ8 , (64)

dU = d sin^2 θ_{23} d cos^4 θ_{13} d sin^2 θ_{12} dη dω_1 dω_2 dδ dχ_1 dχ_2, (65)

where λ_3 = diag(1, −1, 0), λ_8 = diag(1, 1, −2)/ √ 3. The use of the Haar measure is justifiable because we have no information on the flavor basis of ¯5^i_{−3}’s and the Haar measure is invariant under an arbitrary unitary transformation on the basis. The unknown phases ϕ_1, ϕ_2, ϕ_3 and the relative phase between M_{~W} and μ_h are varied with the flat distribution.

We present the result of the numerical analysis. Since Γ(p → K^+ν̄) is the largest partial width in the entire parameter space, the phenomenologically most meaningful quantities are the ratios of Γ(p → K^+ν̄) and the other partial widths. Therefore, we show the distributions of Γ(p → π^+ν̄) Γ(p → K^+ν̄) , Γ(p → π^0β^+) Γ(p → K^+ν̄) , Γ(p → ηβ^+) Γ(p → K^+ν̄) , Γ(p → K^0β^+) Γ(p → K^+ν̄)

(β = e, μ) (66)

corresponding to randomly varied values of the unknown unitary matrix U, unknown phases ϕ_1, ϕ_2, ϕ_3, and relative phase between M_{~W} and μ_h. Figs. 1, 2 are the distributions for tan β = 5, 50, respectively.

Figure 1: Distributions of proton decay partial width ratios corresponding to randomly varied values of the unknown unitary matrix U, unknown phases ϕ_1, ϕ_2, ϕ_3, and relative phase between M_{~W} and μ_h. The vertical axis is linear and in arbitrary units. Here we assume tan β = 5.

Figure 2: Same as Fig. 1 except that we assume tan β = 50.

From Figs. 1,2, we find that for low tan β such as tan β = 5, the ratio^{Γ(p→π+ν̄)}_{Γ(p→K+ν̄)} can be in the range 0.1-0.2 with O(0.1) probability. Therefore, future sensitivity study on the p → π^+ν̄ mode should be performed seriously, to examine the possibility of observing both decay modes. The other partial width ratios are mostly below 0.05 for both low and high tan β. However, for low tan β such as tan β = 5, there is a non-negligible probability that^{Γ(p→π0β+)}_{Γ(p→K+ν̄)} and^{Γ(p→ηβ+)}_{Γ(p→K+ν̄)} are in the range 0.05-0.1. In this case, the current bound on Γ(p → K^+ν̄) [9] and the future sensitivity reach for Γ(p → π^0β^+) [3] imply that p → π^0β^+, along with p → K^+ν̄, can be discovered. Also, the distributions of^{Γ(p→K0β+)}_{Γ(p→K+ν̄)} show a long tail above 0.05, which indicates that there is a non-zero probability that p → K^0β^+ can be discovered with a large rate with

Γ(p→K^0β^+) Γ(p→K^+ν̄) = O(0.1).

6 Summary

We have studied dimension-five proton decay in a model based on the flipped SU(5) GUT. In the model, the GUT-breaking 10, 10 fields have a GUT-scale mass term and gain VEVs through operators suppressed by the Planck scale. This structure induces an effective mass term not much smaller than the GUT scale between the color triplets in the 5, ¯5 Higgs fields. This mass term gives rise to observable dimension-five proton decay, and at the same time achieves moderate suppression on dimension-five proton decay amplitudes, which is estimated to be 0.01 if the coefficients in the superpotential Eq. (2) satisfies |γ_1/(λλ^′)| = 1.

We have investigated the flavor structure of the Wilson coefficients of the operators contributing to dimension-five proton decay, and expressed them in terms of diagonalized Yukawa couplings and CKM matrix components in MSSM plus an unknown unitary matrix U and unknown phases. We have numerically evaluated the Wilson coefficients by randomly varying U and the unknown phases, and presented the result in the form of the distributions of the partial width ratios of various proton decay modes for a benchmark SUSY particle spectrum. We have found that the ratio^{Γ(p→π+ν̄)}_{Γ(p→K+ν̄)} can be in the range 0.1-0.2 with O(0.1) probability for low tan β such as tan β = 5. Also, for such low tan β, it is possible that^{Γ(p→π0β+)}_{Γ(p→K+ν̄)} and^{Γ(p→ηβ+)}_{Γ(p→K+ν̄)} are in the range 0.05-0.1, and there is a non-zero probability that^{Γ(p→K0β+)}_{Γ(p→K+ν̄)} = O(0.1).

Acknowledgement

This work is partially supported by Scientific Grants by the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology of Japan Nos. 17K05415 and 21H000761 (N.H.) and

No. 19K147101 (T.Y.).

References

[1] S. Weinberg, “Supersymmetry at Ordinary Energies. 1. Masses and Conservation Laws,” Phys. Rev. D 26, 287 (1982).

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

[3] K. Abe et al. [Hyper-Kamiokande], “Hyper-Kamiokande Design Report,” [arXiv:1805.04163 [physics.ins-det]].

[4] F. An et al. [JUNO], “Neutrino Physics with JUNO,” J. Phys. G 43, no.3, 030401 (2016) [arXiv:1507.05613 [physics.ins-det]].

[5] R. Acciarri et al. [DUNE], “Long-Baseline Neutrino Facility (LBNF) and Deep Underground Neutrino Experiment (DUNE): Conceptual Design Report, Volume 2: The Physics Program for DUNE at LBNF,” [arXiv:1512.06148 [physics.ins-det]].

[6] B. Abi et al. [DUNE], “Deep Underground Neutrino Experiment (DUNE), Far Detector Technical Design Report, Volume II: DUNE Physics,” [arXiv:2002.03005 [hep-ex]].

[7] N. Haba, Y. Mimura and T. Yamada, “Detectable dimension-6 proton decay in SUSY SO(10) GUT at Hyper-Kamiokande,” JHEP 07, 155 (2019) [arXiv:1904.11697 [hep-ph]].

[8] N. Haba, Y. Mimura and T. Yamada, “Proton Lifetime Upper Bound in Non-SUSY SU(5) GUT,” Phys. Rev. D 99, no.7, 075018 (2019) [arXiv:1812.08521 [hep-ph]].

[9] K. Abe et al. [Super-Kamiokande Collaboration], “Search for proton decay via p → νK^+ using 260 kiloton*year data of Super-Kamiokande,” Phys. Rev. D 90, no. 7, 072005 (2014) [arXiv:1408.1195 [hep-ex]].

[10] J. Ellis, J. L. Evans, N. Nagata, K. A. Olive and L. Velasco-Sevilla, “Supersymmetric proton decay revisited,” Eur. Phys. J. C 80, no.4, 332 (2020) [arXiv:1912.04888 [hep-ph]].

[11] K. S. Babu, I. Gogoladze and C. S. Un, “Proton Lifetime in Minimal SUSY SU(5) in Light of LHC Results,” [arXiv:2012.14411 [hep-ph]].

[12] N. Haba, Y. Mimura and T. Yamada, “Enhanced Γ(p → K^0μ^+)/Γ(p → K^+ν̄_μ) as a signature of minimal renormalizable SUSY SO (10) GUT,” PTEP 2020, no.9, 093B01 (2020) doi:10.1093/ptep/ptaa097 [arXiv:2002.11413 [hep-ph]].

[13] J. P. Derendinger, J. E. Kim and D. V. Nanopoulos, “Anti-SU(5),” Phys. Lett. B 139, 170-176 (1984)

[14] I. Antoniadis, J. R. Ellis, J. S. Hagelin and D. V. Nanopoulos, “Supersymmetric Flipped SU(5) Revitalized,” Phys. Lett. B 194, 231-235 (1987)

[15] S. M. Barr, “A New Symmetry Breaking Pattern for SO(10) and Proton Decay,” Phys.

Lett. B 112, 219-222 (1982)

[16] M. Mehmood, M. U. Rehman and Q. Shafi, “Observable proton decay in flipped SU(5),” JHEP 02, 181 (2021) [arXiv:2010.01665 [hep-ph]].

[17] J. R. Ellis, J. L. Lopez, D. V. Nanopoulos and K. A. Olive, “Flipped angles and phases:

A Systematic study,” Phys. Lett. B 308, 70-78 (1993) [arXiv:hep-ph/9303307 [hep-ph]].

[18] J. R. Ellis, J. L. Lopez and D. V. Nanopoulos, “Lowering alpha-s by flipping SU(5),” Phys.

Lett. B 371, 65-70 (1996) [arXiv:hep-ph/9510246 [hep-ph]].

[19] J. R. Ellis, D. V. Nanopoulos and J. Walker, “Flipping SU(5) out of trouble,” Phys. Lett.

B 550, 99-107 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0205336 [hep-ph]].

[20] I. Dorsner and P. Fileviez Perez, “Distinguishing between SU(5) and flipped SU(5),” Phys.

Lett. B 605, 391-398 (2005) [arXiv:hep-ph/0409095 [hep-ph]].

[21] T. Li, D. V. Nanopoulos and J. W. Walker, Phys. Lett. B 693, 580-583 (2010) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2010.09.015 [arXiv:0910.0860 [hep-ph]].

[22] T. Li, D. V. Nanopoulos and J. W. Walker, “Elements of F-ast Proton Decay,” Nucl. Phys.

B 846, 43-99 (2011) [arXiv:1003.2570 [hep-ph]].

[23] J. Ellis, M. A. G. Garcia, N. Nagata, D. V. Nanopoulos and K. A. Olive, “Proton Decay:

Flipped vs Unflipped SU(5),” JHEP 05, 021 (2020) [arXiv:2003.03285 [hep-ph]].

[24] K. Hamaguchi, S. Hor and N. Nagata, “R-Symmetric Flipped SU(5),” JHEP 11, 140 (2020) [arXiv:2008.08940 [hep-ph]].

[25] P. Minkowski, “μ → eγ at a Rate of One Out of 10^9 Muon Decays?,” Phys. Lett. 67B, 421 (1977).

[26] T. Yanagida, “Horizontal Symmetry And Masses Of Neutrinos,” Conf. Proc. C 7902131, 95 (1979).

[27] M. Gell-Mann, P. Ramond and R. Slansky, “Complex Spinors and Unified Theories,” Conf.

Proc. C 790927, 315-321 (1979) [arXiv:1306.4669 [hep-th]].

[28] S. L. Glashow, “The Future of Elementary Particle Physics,” NATO Sci. Ser. B 61, 687 (1980).

[29] R. N. Mohapatra and G. Senjanovic, “Neutrino Mass and Spontaneous Parity Violation,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 44, 912 (1980).

[30] Z. Maki, M. Nakagawa and S. Sakata, “Remarks on the unified model of elementary particles,” Prog. Theor. Phys. 28, 870-880 (1962)

[31] Y. Aoki, T. Izubuchi, E. Shintani and A. Soni, “Improved lattice computation of proton decay matrix elements,” Phys. Rev. D 96, no.1, 014506 (2017) [arXiv:1705.01338 [hep-lat]].

[32] J. Hisano, H. Murayama and T. Yanagida, “Nucleon decay in the minimal supersymmetric SU(5) grand unification,” Nucl. Phys. B 402, 46-84 (1993) [arXiv:hep-ph/9207279 [hepph]].

[33] T. Goto and T. Nihei, “Effect of RRRR dimension five operator on the proton decay in the minimal SU(5) SUGRA GUT model,” Phys. Rev. D 59, 115009 (1999) [arXiv:hep-ph/9808255 [hep-ph]].

[34] A. Bazavov et al. [MILC Collaboration], “MILC results for light pseudoscalars,” PoS CD 09, 007 (2009) [arXiv:0910.2966 [hep-ph]].

[35] S. Durr et al., “Lattice QCD at the physical point: light quark masses,” Phys. Lett. B 701, 265 (2011) [arXiv:1011.2403 [hep-lat]].

[36] S. Durr et al., “Lattice QCD at the physical point: Simulation and analysis details,” JHEP 1108, 148 (2011) [arXiv:1011.2711 [hep-lat]].

[37] C. McNeile, C. T. H. Davies, E. Follana, K. Hornbostel and G. P. Lepage, “High-Precision c and b Masses, and QCD Coupling from Current-Current Correlators in Lattice and Continuum QCD,” Phys. Rev. D 82, 034512 (2010) [arXiv:1004.4285 [hep-lat]].

[38] T. Blum et al. [RBC and UKQCD Collaborations], “Domain wall QCD with physical quark masses,” Phys. Rev. D 93, no. 7, 074505 (2016) [arXiv:1411.7017 [hep-lat]].

[39] A. Bazavov et al., “Staggered chiral perturbation theory in the two-flavor case and SU(2) analysis of the MILC data,” PoS LATTICE 2010, 083 (2010) [arXiv:1011.1792 [hep-lat]].

[40] S. Aoki et al., “Review of lattice results concerning low-energy particle physics,” Eur.

Phys. J. C 77, no. 2, 112 (2017) [arXiv:1607.00299 [hep-lat]].

[41] K. G. Chetyrkin, J. H. Kuhn, A. Maier, P. Maierhofer, P. Marquard, M. Steinhauser and C. Sturm, Phys. Rev. D 80, 074010 (2009) [arXiv:0907.2110 [hep-ph]].

[42] J. Charles et al. [CKMfitter Group], “CP violation and the CKM matrix: Assessing the impact of the asymmetric B factories,” Eur. Phys. J. C 41, no. 1, 1 (2005) [hep-ph/0406184], updated results and plots available at: http://ckmfitter.in2p3.fr

[43] A. M. Sirunyan et al. [CMS], “Measurement of tt̄ normalised multi-differential cross sections in pp collisions at √ s = 13 TeV, and simultaneous determination of the strong coupling strength, top quark pole mass, and parton distribution functions,” Eur. Phys. J. C 80, no.7, 658 (2020) [arXiv:1904.05237 [hep-ex]].

[44] P. A. Zyla et al. [Particle Data Group], “Review of Particle Physics,” PTEP 2020, no.8, 083C01 (2020)

[45] N. Haba and H. Murayama, “Anarchy and hierarchy,” Phys. Rev. D 63, 053010 (2001) [arXiv:hep-ph/0009174 [hep-ph]].

[46] X. Lu and H. Murayama, “Neutrino Mass Anarchy and the Universe,” JHEP 08, 101 (2014) [arXiv:1405.0547 [hep-ph]].

[47] S. A. R. Ellis and J. D. Wells, “High-scale supersymmetry, the Higgs boson mass, and gauge unification,” Phys. Rev. D 96, no.5, 055024 (2017) [arXiv:1706.00013 [hep-ph]].