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Abstract

Non-renormalisable versions of SO(10) based on irreducible representations with lesser degrees
of freedom, are free of running into the catastrophe of non-perturbativity of standard model gauge
couplings in contrast to the renormalisable versions having tensors with many degrees of freedom.
16y is the smallest representation, participates in Yukawa Lagrangian at the non-renormalisable
level, contributing to the charged and neutral fermion masses, and has six distinct scalars with
different B — L charges. We computed the leptoquark and diquark couplings of different pairs of
scalars stemming from all possible decomposition of the term resulting from the coupling of 16y
with the 16 dimensional fermion multiplet of SO(10), i.e. %. Computing the tree and
loop level contribution of different pairs to the effective dimension six, B — L conserving operators,
it turns out only three pairs, viz a(l, 1, ()) —T(3, 1, %), and H(l, 2, —%) —A(3, 2, %), and H—T can
induce proton decay at tree level. Assuming that the Yukawa couplings of the 16y are comparable
to those of the 126y of a realistic SO(10) model and setting the cutoff scale to the Planck scale
typically constrains the B — L breaking scale to be 4 ~ 5 orders of magnitude less than the cutoff
scale (A). Moreover, analysing the branching pattern of the leading two-body decay modes of the
proton, we observed a preference for the proton to decay into second-generation mesons due to the
hierarchical nature of Yukawa couplings. In a realistic SO(10) scenario, we find that M7y > 108
TeV, while Ma could be as light as a few TeVs.
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I. PRELUDE

Even after the experimental verification of the Standard Model (SM) predictions with
unprecedented accuracy, SM is still agnostic about the neutrino masses, baryon number vi-
olation, matter-antimatter asymmetry and many other observational and phenomenological
pieces. Grand Unified Theory (GUT) is an aesthetically appealing and viable candidate
that pragmatically solves some of the SM’s inconsistencies while preserving its mores. GUT
models place quarks and leptons within the same multiplet, which are otherwise scattered
and independent in the SM. Various grand unification models based on different gauge sym-
metries have been known for more than four decades [1-3].

Grand unified models based on SO(10) gauge symmetry accommodates an entire gen-
eration of SM chiral fermions and a right-handed neutrino in a single sixteen-dimensional
irreducible representation (irrep) (16-plet) (cf. [4-7] for review). The necessity of the pres-
ence of the right-handed neutrino is in alignment with the demand of light-neutrinos being
massive, making the theory left-right symmetric above the so called seesaw scale. In ad-
dition to 16-plet, SO(10) GUT also comprises other scalar irreps pertinent to meet some
elementary demands, i.e. 1) to decompose into the standard model, and 2) to reproduce the
observed charged and neutral fermion mass spectrum and mixing angles. Three different
kinds of irreps can, in principle, contribute to the SO(10) scalar potential i) SO(10) gauge
symmetry breaking irreps which are 45y, 54y and 210y [8], ii) irreps which induce rank
reduction, i.e. 16, 126, and are linked to neutrino mass generation [9-12]', and iii) irreps
participating in the Yukawa interactions at renormalisable level, 10y, 126y and 120y, and
at least two of the aforementioned representations are needed for a realistic fermion mass
spectrum [14-22]. Any GUT model utilizes at least one irreps from each case mentioned
in (i, ii, and iii) for a realistic model, and the choice is rather subjective and influenced by
various phenomenological aspects.

Incorporating the typically large tensor representations (LTR) (120y, 126y and 210y)
in the scalar sector accounts for the associated low-energy phenomenology while some of
them contributing in the Yukawa potential at the renormalisable level. However, these large
tensor representations contribute to the S-functions, causing low-energy gauge couplings to
increase with energy. Consequently, the theory becomes strongly coupled in the ultraviolet
(UV), potentially leading to the gauge couplings hitting the Landau pole before the Planck
Scale (M,). This phenomenon, known as asymptotic slavery (non-asymptotic freedom) in
SO(10) gauge theories, results in low-energy gauge couplings becoming unrelated to the
non-perturbative evolution of gauge couplings in the UV, a feature that is uncalled for [23—
29]. In order to evade this concern, one can stick to smaller tensor representations (10y, 16y,
45y and 54y) and adhere to non-renormalisable interactions [30-34]. Non-renormalisable in-
teractions could arise from the presence of another theory valid above a particular cutoff
scale, of which the germane gauge theory could be a low-energy approximation. Likewise,

! Neutrino masses originating from the inclusion of 120y instead of 16y and 126y have been discussed in
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the SM relies on renormalisable interactions to explain the masses of charged fermions and
resorts to non-renormalisable interactions for the masses of neutral fermions, suggesting
the existence of a more fundamental theory at higher energy scales. Moreover, incorporat-
ing higher-dimensional operators is also known to yield desired and viable Yukawa ratios
among different generations of fermions [35, 36], leading to a minimal model in terms of free
parameters.

The smallest representation capable of generating charged and neutral fermion masses,
including the Majorana mass for the light and heavy neutrinos at the non-renormalisable
level, is the 16y representation. It comprises six distinct scalar particles, which are the
scalar counterparts of the SM fermions residing in the 16-dimensional fermion multiplet.
Besides, these distinct particles are also non-trivially charged under B — L symmetry and,
thereby, are capable of mediating baryon (B) and lepton (L) number-changing phenomena
like proton decay [37-45]. The inclusion of only 16y irrep along with the 16-plet fermion,
when decomposed, yields the interaction of two scalars with two SM fermions suppressed
by a cutoff scale. In the absence of any LTR, these Yukawa couplings of 16y can be of
a similar order to those of an irrep coupling at the renormalisable level (preferably 126y)
to yield a realistic fermion mass spectrum and thus one can constrain the spectrum of the
pair of scalars from various phenomenological implications with these determinable Yukawa
couplings of 16y.

This article is a continuation of our previous works in which we have constrained the
spectrum of different scalars stemming from irreps capable of participating in the renormal-
isable SO(10) Yukawa interactions. We have comprehensively classified scalars capable of
inducing B — L conserving and violating two body proton decays [45] and examined the
role played by sextet scalars in different phenomenological implications [46]. In this work,
we thoroughly analyse different pairs of scalars capable of inducing tree and loop-level two
body proton decay emanating from all possible allowed decomposition of 16 16 16y 16y cou-
pling and thereby constraining various mediators from the same. Further, we determine the
extent to which a pair of scalars could be light while adhering to the constraints imposed
by proton decays in a typical realistic non-renormalisable SO(10) model. A similar study
has been performed in the context of supersymmetric non-renormalisable SO(10) GUT in
[47] and recently, proton decay, both at the loop level [48, 49] and via higher-dimensional
operators [50], has gained attention.

This article is organised as follows. In section (II), we explore the decomposition of the
coupling between 16y and 16-plet fermions occurring at the non-renormalisable level. Ad-
ditionally, we identify pairs of scalars within 16y capable of inducing proton decay. The
computation of the contribution from various scalar pairs to the effective proton decay op-
erators is presented in section (IIT). Utilizing these general results, we analyze the branching
pattern of the leading modes of proton decay and constrain the mediators accordingly in
section (IV). Finally, we conclude our study in section (V).
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II. COUPLINGS OF 165 IN SO(10)

A single 16-dimensional irreducible representation (irrep) of SO(10) can accommodate an
entire generation of standard model Weyl fermions along with their hypothetically-missing
ally, a conjugated-right handed neutrino. Once the SO(10) gauge symmetry is broken into
one of its subgroups, i.e. SU(5) x U(1), the 16-plet can be decomposed into the irreps of
SU(5) as shown below [51].

16 = (1,-5) + (5,3) + (10,—-1) (1)

The SU(5) irreps shown in eq. (1) are the matter multiplets and consist of SM quarks
and leptons. The SM Weyl fermions residing in the different SU(5) irreps are shown below.
Throughout this article, we denote generation indices by the uppercase Latin alphabets
(1 < A B, C... < 3), SU(5) indices by lowercase Latin letters (1 < n,op, ..z < 5),
SU(3) indices by lowercase Greek letters (1 <a,fB,7.. < 3), and lowercase Latin alphabets
(4 <a,b,c,...,m < 5) represent the SU(2) indices, unless specified explicitly. Moreover, the
bold letter denotes the fermion representation, while the scalar representations are shown
with subscript H.

1 =%, 5, = £?[°, 5, = d°

107 = & e, 10°" = ¢, 10°7 = e (2)

The two rank SU(2) Levi — Civita tensor used in eq. (2) is defined as 45 = —e54 =
—e% = &5 = 1, while the three rank SU(3) Levi—Civita tensor is defined as 193 = €' = 1,
and similarly for all other cyclic permutations. Additionally, C' is the charge conjugation
matrix in the Lorentz space and is defined as C' = 109, 09 being the Pauli matrix.

Similarly, the canonically normalised decomposition of scalars residing in the 16y-
dimensional scalar representation is as follows [45].

ly = o, 50, = HI

a’

1
105 = t*, 10" = — A, 107 = 0. (3)

V2

16y is the smallest representation, contributing to charged fermion masses and neutrino

5LH = T}

(o2

masses; however, it contributes to the Yukawa Lagrangian at the non-renormalisable level.
Table (I) depicts the different scalar contained in 16y, together with their SM charge and
B — L quantum number. The B — L of any multiplet is related to subgroups U:Y, and U}
contained in SO(10) by the following relation [44].
B—L:Z—lY—lX. (4)
5 5
where, Y and X are respectively the hypercharge and U;¥ charge of the multiplet.
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SM Charges Notation B — L Charges

(17 1, 0) g 1
(3,1,1/3) Ti —1/3
(1,2, ~1/2) o] -1
(37 27 1/6) A 1/3
(3,1, —2/3) SR —1/3
(1,1,-1) tab 1

TABLE I. Classification of scalars present in 16 alongwith their SM and B — L charges

We begin with an SO(10) lagrangian with 16 dimensional fermion multiplet and 16y
scalar representation. The Yukawa Lagrangian of 16 with 165 to the first order in A is
shown below, where A being the typical cutoff scale.

1 1
L2 {yan (164165 165 165) + s (164165 165, 16%,) + H.c. (5)

To decompose the Lagrangian given in eq. (5), one considers all the effectively generated
Yukawa couplings allowed by the integration of all possible irreps (scalar or fermions) con-
sistent with the assumed gauge symmetry. The transformation properties of 16 dimensional
irrep under SO(10) is given as given as follows [8].

16 x 16 = 10+ 120 + 1267
16 x 16" = 1445+ 210 (6)

Eq. (6) suggests that once we have a term like the one in eq. (5), only a few possibilities
of intermediate SO(10) irreps are allowed by SO(10) invariance. The exhaustive ways to
generate the coupling given in eq. (5) is given as follows. In the following, we represent the
coupling as (...)p,(...)p, in a way that the representations inside the first (second) bracket
are contracted to form the D; (Dy), such that Dy x Dy D 1 where 1 transforms trivially
under SO(10). Furthermore, D; (D5) can be either a scalar or a fermion representation.

h h
. %(1@; 165),,, (161 164) . %(16/4 165),,, (16} 16};) 1 .

h h '
2 (164161) 5 (165 1611) g and 22 (16416,1) , (165164 )

A
il 165 1611) 15+ 22 (164 165)

(16A 163) 12007 A

1205 (162’ 16}1)

120 ( 120,

1655 1651) ,, and 2221641651 ,, (165 161) .,

120 ( 120 A

*

161, 16}) . and 222 (16, 1671) 11 (165 1671)

126, ( 126y A
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k k
. % (164 16%;), (165 165,) % (16416}, (165 16) .,
k
and =7 (16416};),,, (165 16}) ., (7)

where, h, h, h, h, q,G,7, 0, f, f . k, k and k are various Yukawa couplings and A corresponds
to the energy scale where the intermediate SO(10) irrep has been integrated out.

Having singled out all possible ways for generating the effective term mentioned in eq.
(5), we further shift to decompose these SO(10) invariant couplings, as given in eq. (6),
into the SU(5) framework, starting with the parameterisation of the coupling between the
16-plet fermion and the 10y [52].

— L3 D Hyp16 C' 165105
- 1 - — .
= i2V2 Hap (10{'1;” C 5,550y + SCpart 1074 ¢t 107 5, — 1% ¢! 51,351[)
+ H.c. (8)

where, the H4p is constrained by its symmetricity in the generation space. In addition, the
scalar fields belonging to the 10y representation are denoted by a tilde placed over them.
Furthermore, the decomposition of the interaction between the 16y and 10y representations
can be expressed analogously to eq. (8), as illustrated below.

— L3 D 116y 164 10y + ME, 10]; 104
- 1 - -
= i2V27n (101;;1 5 by + <Eparst 1071 537 Bty — 1y 5! 51;{)
+ M3, 5550 + He. (9)

To integrate out the 10y representation, we utilise their couplings derived in eqs. (8) and
(9) in their irreducible SU (5) components. By utilizing equations of motion, we solve for the
various SU(5) components of 104 in eq. (9) and subsequently substitute the results into eq.
(8) [53]. Additionally, it is imperative to mention that we integrate out representations with
the same Uj* charge. For instance, the U;¥ charge of 5L C 16y is 3, while the U;¥ charge of
50 C 10y is —2 [8, 54]. Thus, identical SU(5) representations belonging to different SO(10)
representations can differ in their U charges. Consequently, we denote the SU(5) scalars
(and the fermions) intended for integration by placing a tilde (~) over them.

Lxr O hﬂ(lﬁﬁ c! 163>

1616>
A o(HHlo

1

~8h _ 1 _
- AAB [(1()qu C' Byp) (= 1a 5y + gl 1037 103) + (= 15 C71 5y

1
+ 5w 1057 €7 10%) (107 5LH)} + He. (10)
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where, we set LAz = . Similarly, we can derive the decomposition of term associated

M3y, A

with h coupling of eq. (7) as shown below.

- 1 1 1611
Lag O A<6 ¢ 165) (16}, 16},

10f

8hap T po1 & f w
= =B (1047 7 B, 8) (100, 4 5%)
_ 1 1
b (1507 Bt Loy 1007 C10) (= 15+ 210l 100,
+ H.c. (11)

Further, the decomposition of 16-plet fermion with 10 dimensional fermion is shown
below [52].

LY 5 Hyp16 ¢ 10516y

~ = 1 =N\ kT
— V2 Hap (10{';;” C™ By 5 1 + <pars 10P% €71 (B) 1 107

8
— 1h¢ (3)y5hy) + He (12)

where, the fermion representations belonging to 10 are shown by putting tilde (~) over
them. Utilizing eq. (12), the estimation of higher-mass dimensional terms with Yukawa
coefficients h and h, mentioned in eq. (7), is provided as follows:

Ly O 16% ¢! 16H> (mg ¢ 16H>

10

+

10t

A
( c™'16,), (162 = 16H> + He
—8hap

1
<Carstu 105 10%) + A &> B

Z (105" ¢t 5) )(—135;H+8

b [T e 51 ,) (10 51) + (BTaC 105) (B 105)°
1 1 .
+ (= 1507 5l + 2o 1057 CT105) (= 1n5] g + <Eayuer 1071037 ]
+ He. (13)

The expressions provided in egs. (10), (11), and (13) collectively represent the decomposi-
tion of higher-dimensional terms involving an intermediate integrated-out irrep of dimension
10, which can be either scalar or fermionic. By using the embedding of SM fermions into
various irreducible representations of SU(5), as given in eq. (2), and the embedding of dif-
ferent scalars into different SU(5) irreps of 16y as described in eq. (3), these expressions can
be further decomposed into couplings involving two SM fermions and two scalars, preserving
the SM gauge symmetry.



We proceed to calculate the decomposition of effective terms permitted by the integration
of 120-dimensional irrep. Repeating the exercise conducted for the case of the 10-dimensional
irrep, we obtain the following expression.

o= {101 ) (o) S (a0 ) (i),
+ §—<16T ¢ 161) (165 ¢ 164)
AA 120 120
9gAB
+ D8 (16% €1 16u) (165 € 164) .+ He
—4 _ _
= =28 [2(1a €7 B,m) (1035] ) — (1057 €7 5,) (L5
+ 2(5,, C ' B,5) (L 105) +2(14 €71 10%) (50 ;51 )
3 (G 1077 €107 (51,1 10) — 5 (51 10%) (<pgn 107 1047)]
43 _ _
00 (447, 01 ) (1 5) + (1057 €1 B, ) (10],57)

2(5,4C" B,5) (5,5%) +2(1h ¢! 10%) (1100, ;) +2(5,4C~" 10%) (5%, 10},)

1
+ 5 (057 €71 107) (7108, 4 100, )]

)
494B [ 2(1% ¢7'sl ) (105 5] ) — (EZA U5ty (1 10%)

3A
1

(G 1057 €7 107) (5,510
49aB
3A
_ — * 1 T zn\*

+ (5,407 5hr) (B Sh) " + 5 (Eparst 10X €71 1037) (0t 107 1057) ]

+ H.c. (14)

[(10qu0—1 50 ) (105 50,) +2(5 ;71 10%) (5,5 10%5)"

Eq. (14) provides the coupling of two SU(5) fermion multiplets and two scalar multiplets
resulting from the integration of the 120 representation. It recieves contributions from g, g,
g, and g, where the former two couplings are antisymmetric in nature.

We now turn to the computation of terms when the intermediate integrated out irrep is
126 dimensional. In contrast to the case of 10y and 120y, fewer possibilities of decomposition
of the term mentioned in eq. (5) mediated by 126 are allowed. The latter is due to the
transformation property of 126-dimensional irrep [51].

Analogous to the case of 10y and 120y, we calculate the decomposition of higher-
dimensional terms comprising two 16 and two 16y representations, mediated by the 126-
dimensional irrep. This analysis considers both possibilities of the 126 being either a scalar
or a fermion.

fap -
Lyp D =7 (164 €71 165) 0 (16} 16)) 5,



+

+

fap

(164 C71 161) 156, (165 1611),,, + H.c.
—4 B -
s [(47 ¢4 108) (1010], ) — (5,4 € 5,m) (5% 5)

3 1 = 1 r — s 1 uvwa:

5(12; C'5,5+ S3Cumsn 105 C L10%) (1 5 + 21 107, 100 1)

(105" ¢ 5,5) (10!, 4, 5) — L (Epgnue 1057 €7 107%) (™™ 107, 10LH)]
pq 4\/3 Y

Man [(52, ¢ 57) (B €1 5))" + (1037 ¢ 5),) (1035,)°

(5,.C110%) (5,5 10%)" + % (2pqten 1O C7H10%) (Cuvtun 1057 107"

2;8 (pgtuw LOGT C™1 10%) (Swatun 107 10#)*] + He. (15)

We have, so far, computed the couplings where two alike 16-plets transform. Now, we
consider the case when one 16-plet couples to its conjugate, and the handful of resulting out-
comes are possible and mentioned in eq. (6). The irreducible representations resulting from
the decomposition of 16 and its conjugate are called the adjoint representations, which are
real representations. Unlike the cases of 10, 120, and 126, only the fermionic representations
of these adjoint irreps will generate the expression presented in eq. (5). The interaction of
16-plet with 45 is parameterised below [53].

— LY D kap16 ¢! 455161,

LNr D

1
- ——[5(—1£C*1 1y + —

~ 3 1 ~
Fas [\/5(55§A clsh,+—10%" ¢t 1ol — 1% ¢ 1}1) iy

7
7 10 pq H
1 .
stT 1 rstE -1 t *
+ (—10 7! Ly + 55, €7 10, ) (10),,
1 .
( 100,y + S 1057 7 5;,) 107

+ 2(102(T ¢ 10t — 5., ¢ )24 | + He (16)

Using the decomposition given in eq. (16), the effective coupling between two 16 and
162 mediated by 45 is computed as follows

k -
XB (16T ¢ 16}1)45 (163 16;{)45

i 3
AB 1097 ¢ 100+ © g 5,0 5) (—15 14

2A 10

1 3_
+ 103 101, + = =Bip By) + 4(10 " ctao! 4,) (104 101 )
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—4(105 " ¢t 10!, ) (5,8 5%) —4(5,4 €1 5Y) (105 ¢ 10l )

+ 4(5PA C'5%) (g C 5Y)
+ ( _ 10%‘]71 C—l 1H + %ETStpq gir C_l 10;51‘[) ( - 1B 1OLQH + %Euvaq]_ouv 5%):|
+ H.c. (17)

Analogous to eq. (17), one can compute the coupling of 16 and 16}1 with 1 and 210 and
obtain the effectively generated couplings mediated by them which are shown below.

kap

Lyr > == (1657 16%), (165 16%;), + k*“TB (16% ¢ 16}),,, (165 16};),,, + Hec.
— _kATB [(13; Ctig+ % 1057 ¢ 100, — 5,4 CH %) (1 1n
- ; 10 10}, — 5, 53) |
-~ 22“3 [2(3; C™' 574 %mjﬁ“T C' 10} ) (5y55" + %101;3" 101, )
+ g( 11010qu ¢t 10l + %3;4 C'5h) (1ply + %10“ 107, + ;553 5%)
+ z(wqu g+ é e=is C7h 101, ) (1100 + %awwmlouv 5%)
1

1 - s
+ 55 (Epara 1057 €71 5)) (€7 B 107 ,) + 16(10qu ¢t 10l ) (105 10! )

+ (54C" 1n) (155)| + He. (18)

The SU(5) invariant expressions given in eqs. (10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 17, and 18) depict
the different ways of arriving at the term given in eq. (5). It demonstrates that incorpo-
rating the SO(10) invariant combination of two 16-plets and 16y, along with its conjugate
partner, at the leading non-renormalisable level, can be decomposed into several SU(5) in-
variant expressions. The latter arises from the various possibilities of contracting the same
SO(10) invariant term. When further decomposed into expressions respecting the SM gauge
symmetry, they yield the couplings of a pair of scalars from Table(I) with the SM fermions.
The resulting dimension-5 coupling can have various phenomenological implications, rang-
ing from contributing to fermion masses (charged and neutral) to baryon number-violating
processes (nucleon decay).

We intend to constrain the spectrum of scalars residing in 16y from nucleon decay. The
respective scalar must have leptoquark and diquark couplings to mediate proton decay. In
Table (IT), we gather the couplings of respective pairs of scalars with SM fermions obtained
after the decomposition of eqs. (10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 17, and 18). Furthermore, we are
interested in pairs of scalars with both diquark and leptoquark vertices. Therefore, we only
consider the coupling of scalar pairs capable of inducing proton decay, while suppressing the
SU(3), SU(2), family indices.

A few comments are in order regarding table (II).
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Pair Of Scalar Diquark Leptoquark
oc—o X X
o—-T qq;u€ d® qliu® e
oc—H qu®; qd¢ X
oc—A X dc 1
c—0 d® d® X
o—t X X
T-T d® d¢ X
T_H qul* qeC*
T—-A qd® X
T—-0 qq;u€ d® ql;uC €
T—t X d®e¢
H-H qq; d¢d° X
H-A qq;u€ d® ql;u® e
H-06 X lu®
H—t qd® X
A—A qq; u®d® ql; ue¢
A—© qul* qeC*
A —+t un* qu’*
-0 u®d’; d¢ d¢ X
O—t qq;u® d® ql;u® e®
t—1t X X

TABLE II. Coupling of different pair of scalars with the SM fermions. The “X” represent the

respective coupling (diquark or leptoquark) is absent.

e The depiction of a pair of scalars in the table II stands for all possible ways the scalars
can appear in the egs. (10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 17, and 18), so o — T stands for ¢ — T,
o—T* o =T and o* — T".

A scalar coupling with its conjugate partner, in principle, couples with any SM
fermions with their conjugate partner; hence, those couplings are not mentioned in
the table (II).

The couplings of v in the table (II) have been omitted as they cannot contribute to
proton decay at dimension 8.

Out of twenty different pairs of scalars, only eight have the leptoquark and diquark
coupling, hence can induce proton decay. These different pairs of scalars are o — T,
T—-HT-A H-AA-—A A—0O, A—tand © —t.

It is apparent that A can couple to any scalar mentioned in Table (I), and can yield
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a diquark and leptoquark vertices.

After summarizing the diquark and leptoquark vertices of different pairs of scalars re-
sulting from the decomposition of various computed SU(5) invariant expressions, we further
focus on their explicit contributions to the various effective nucleon decay operators in terms
of their Wilson coefficients.

I11. DIMENSION SIX EFFECTIVE OPERATORS

The standard model gauge symmetry preserving and B— L conserving (or B+ L violating)
effective mass dimension-six (D = 6) operators capable of inducing nucleon (free proton or
a bound neutron) decay are shown below [37-39]. As they conserve B — L, these operators
are responsible for two-body nucleon decays, in which the nucleon decays into either charged
anti-leptons or neutral ones, accompanied by mesons. The vertices leading to such operators
are forbidden in the SM due to the apparent conservation of baryon and lepton numbers.
Therefore, they result from the integration of degrees of freedom of particles (scalar or
vector) which are not part of the SM.

O1 = 1[4, B,C, D] ey egnea (a8 €1 a) (a7 €7113),

Oy = 2[A, B,C, D]capy g (qi"o‘T c! q%5> (u(:;g c! eg>*,
Os = 3|, B,C, D] 57 g <u§§ c! ng) (qgﬁTc—l z‘;)>*,
O4 = ci|A, B,C, D] % <u§§c—1 ng) (u% cL eg>. (19)

The coefficients c; 23 4 represent various Wilson coefficients associated with the newly intro-
duced degrees of freedom and are the effective strength of the respective operator. Typically,
these coefficients depend on the Yukawa couplings and are suppressed by the mass of the
mediator. Additionally, A, B, C, and D represent the generation indices of SM fermions
involved in the operator. Only specific choices of A, B, C, and D are permitted for tree-
level nucleon decays. Specifically, only up-quarks can participate in the operator and for
down-quarks and charged leptons, only fermions up to the second generation are allowed,
while all three generations are allowed for neutral leptons.

In the present scenario, the Lagrangian contains mass dimension-five terms that can
generate the D = 6 operators, mentioned in eq. (19), through two ways: 1) Integrating out
a pair of scalars resulting in D = 8 operators, with another pair of scalars simultaneously
acquiring a vacuum expectation value (vev), resulting in an effective D = 6 operator (cf.
left diagram of Fig. (1)); 2) The two pairs of scalars effectively generating D = 6 operators
via loop mediation (cf. right diagram of Fig. (1)). These D = 6 effective operators can
arise from specific terms of eqs. (10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 17, and 18), or they can result from a
linear combination of various terms. Integrating various scalars does not necessarily yield
all the four operators mentioned in eq. (19). Moreover, there exists the possibility of other
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FIG. 1. Tree and loop level proton decay topologies generated by the pair o — T', drawn using [56].

B — L conserving effective operators at D = 8, in addition to the operators mentioned in
eq.(19) that can lead to proton decays involving multimeson modes [48, 55]. These decays
are inherently phase space suppressed compared to the two-body decays, and hence, are not
explored in this analysis.

Below, we evaluate the contribution to the operators given in Eq. (19) mediated by
various pairs of scalars. While deriving the contributions to the operators arising from
different pairs of scalars, we have assumed only one particular SO(10) irrep can mediate
the decomposition of term given in eq. (5) at a time. However, in principle, similar operators
arising from the same pair of scalars from the decomposition of different SO(10)-mediated
irreps can mix, a possibility we remain ignorant of.

We focus on the contribution of the ¢ — T pair, capable of inducing proton decay by
coupling to both leptoquark and diquark (cf. Table (II)). This pair induces proton decay
at both tree and loop levels ( cf. Fig. (1)). Integrating out the degrees of freedom of 7'
results in a D = 8 operator. As o is a singlet under SM gauge symmetry, its vev reduces
the D = 8 effective operator to one of the D = 6 operators in eq. (19). Moreover, this pair
also mediates proton decay at the loop level with o and T" as scalars propagating inside the
loop. The contribution to the operators, O; 234, in flavour basis mediated by o — T is as
follows.

(0)> | D(M7, M3)
A2 D2 A?

(0  DMEMON[..- . 8 .
CQ[A,B,C,D] = (AQM%+ ( ;{2 ) [32hABhCD—MfABfoD

a[A,B,C, D] = ( )[32hAB hCD]:

L 6. - _
+ 2kan k’sz + gk?AB (kép + k*Dc)};

o)2  D(M2,M? . _.. 128

cs[A,B,C, D] + (A<2 24% ( XQ >) [64]“3 hep +36hap hep + 9 948 QCD]7
(0)> | D(M7, M7) -

c1[A,B,C, D] = (A2 Az + /:(2 (64 hap hep). (20)

where, M7 and M, are the masses of Triplet and o respectively. The expression inside
the parenthesis of eq. (20) is comprised of two terms: the first term corresponds to the
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contribution at tree-level, while the second term arises from the contribution at loop-level.
In general, <a> # M, and the exact relation between ¢ and M, depend on the contents of
the scalar potential. Moreover, these effective strengths of the various operators depend on
the Yukawa couplings and the mass of the mediators. It is evident from the above coefficients
in eq. (20), 0 — T can generate all the four operators mentioned in eq. (19). Despite o
being charged under B — L, the resulting operators when ¢ acquires vev conserve B — L,
as is expected from the corollary that operators having B — L = 0 typically appear at even
mass dimensions [57, 58].

The loop contribution in eq. (20) depend upon the loop integral, whose definition is as

D) = -] <M210g< ) M21og( )1> o

1672 M} — M3

follows.

The loop function given in the above expression in eq. (21) is symmetric under the exchange
of My and Ms, where M; and M, are the masses of scalars propagating inside the loop.
Furthermore, the renormalisation scale, u, can be chosen as 1 GeV, corresponding to the
scale at which the proton at rest can decay. Ideally, all parameters contributing to proton
decay should be renormalised down to this scale (1 GeV).

Further, the next pair capable of having diquark and leptoquark couplings is T'— © and
the contribution to the effective D = 6 operators upon its mediation is computed below.

1

a|A B,C,D] = 13 D(M3, M§) (—32hap hep)
[A B,C,D] = A12D( [ 64 hap hiap — 8 hag b ]
s[4, B,C.D] = 5 DM M) [0 Gan dip — 2(han + —Fna) (5 — o)
- (kAB - —kBA> (kep — 4Fpo) |
¢4[A, B,C, D] = AQD(MT,M9)<—%gABQCD) (22)

here, My, and Mg are the masses of T" and © respectively. None of the scalars can assume a
vev in this case, as it would violate SUS x U™ symmetry. Consequently, this pair can only
induce proton decay at the loop level and contribute to all four operators mentioned in eq.
(19).

Next, we consider the case when the pair 7' — H mediates the proton decay.

(H#)*  D(Mj, M)
A2 D2 A?

©|A,B,C,D] = —64 ( ) (hac + 15y) (hep +hpg)  (23)

My being the mass of the H. While H typically transforms as the SM Higgs, however, it
is charged under B — L (cf. Table (I)), limiting H from assuming a large vev. This pair
can mediate tree and loop-level proton decays, contributing to effective D = 6 operators.
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However, it can generate only a single D = 6 effective operator, Oy. Additionally, to arrive
at the above expression of eq. (23), Fierz transformation rules for two-component spinors
have been used [59].

Next, we consider the case when the pair H — A mediates the proton decay. Its contri-
bution to effective D = 6 operators is shown below.

o2 D(M2, M2 N ING
a[A,B,C,D] = (A<2 ]\22 + ( /@ A)) (32 hap hep — 9\/_9AB gep)
D(MZ, M2 16 -

©[A,B,C,D] = <A2 M2 /I; )> (16 hap hip + g 948 9&p +32hap hip)

HY?  D(M3, M3 N
c3[A,B,C,D] = <A2 MQ /Ié A)) [32 hag hep + g 9aB 9én)

1 3 3
+ ( AB — 2\/_kBA> ((E 20) kep + <\/§ 20) kDC)

2 3 48 3

HY?  D(M3, M3 _ 32
A<2 ]\Zi ( /I; A)) (32hap hep — RAL gcn) (24)

”(i%_&m) (ﬂ(‘f@”km) (Lhpe+ i’“’”)]

ci[A,B,C,D] = (

My, and Ma being the respective masses of H and A. Analogous to the previous case, this
pair also mediate proton decays at tree and loop levels and contributes to all four effective
D = 6 proton decay operators.

Further, the pair A — A induces only loop-level proton decay, as shown below.

1 10
c1 [A, B,C, D} = A2 D(Mi,Mi) ( 64hap hop + ggAB gCD)
- - 10 8
e,[A,B.C.D] = AQD(Mi, M3) [ = 16V2hap hiop + - Gan 9ep + 77 fa8 fin)
36v/2 - 116
+ 5 kAB kDC’ + 64 (E - ?) kap kpc}
1 * 8 — * 8 ~ ~%
C3 [A, B,C, D} = AQD(MA» MA) (64hAB hep + ggAB gop — 89aB 9op + 9 9gAB gCD)
8 - 8
ci[A,B,C, D] = AQD(Mi, M3) (16hap hep — 3 948 gep) (25)

This particular pair contributes to all the effective D = 6 operators.
The pair A — © mediates proton decay at loop level and contributes to only operator Os.

D(MZ,M2) (o o 16
CQ[Aa B7C’ D] = % |:(hAD + h*DA) (hCB + h*BC) S;/_gAC(gBD +gBD)
16 A
+ 4;/_ fap ch] (26)

Similarly, the pair A — ¢t mediates proton decay at loop only and leads to only operator
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Os.

8v/2

CQ[A,B,C,D] = E

D (M3, M?) [8\/5

A2 9 gac (980 + G5p) — fDa féc] (27)
where, M, is the mass of ¢.
Finally, contribution to operators, O; 234, is shown below when the proton decay is

induced by the pair © — t.

1 - 10
¢1[A,B,C,D] = e D(Mg, M) (16hag hep + g 9aB gcp)
1 - 10 8
[4,5.0.0) = 35 D(MEM?) [165an iy + g Gan o + 5 fan fi)
8 - e -y 160 (20
i % ]{IAB (kCD+kDC) _EkAB (Z kCD+kDC):|
1 8 16
3 [A, B,C, D} = FD(M(%’ Mtz) (64hAB hep + 5948 Gop +494B 96p — ggAB gé[))
1 - 8
c1[A,B,C,D] = FD(Mgf;, M?) (32hap hep — 3 948 gep) (28)

The expressions derived in eqs. (20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27 and 28) quantifies the contribu-
tion of different pairs of scalars capable of mediating B and L violating but B — L conserving
nucleon decays. These coefficients depend on the masses of the scalars and determinable
Yukawa couplings. The following points summarise the notable features of these evaluated
coefficients.

e Only three pairs of scalars can mediate nucleon decay at tree level, viz o — T, H — T
and H— A. 0 —T and H — A contribute to all the operators given in eq. (19), while
H — T contributes to only O,. The immediate consequence of the latter is that H — T
can only induce charged antilepton modes accompanied by neutral mesons, which are
p—etn® p— ut K° and others.

e Other five pairs, T—0, A— A, A— 0, A—t and © — ¢, can induce nucleon decay only
at the loop level. Of these pairs, T'— 0, A — A, and © — ¢ can contribute to all the
four operators and induce proton decaying into charged and neutral anti-lepton while
A —© and A — t can contribute to Oy only.

e For the case of Yukawa couplings, terms with Yukawa coupling iL, g and f can only
give rise to those terms which only contribute to O, and hence offer a clean signature
of detectability.

e Terms with Yukawa couplings & and § contribute to the operators @, and O;.

e Expressions in which the intermediate integrated out irreps are 10y and 120y con-
tribute to all four operators of eq. (19) while when the intermediate integrated out
irrep are 45y and 210y, contributes to operators O, and O3. Additionally, the inte-
gration of 126}, as an intermediate irrep yields only operator O, of eq. (19).
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e Term with Yukawa coupling k£ does not contribute to nucleon decay at all as it only
gives rise to either diquark or dilepton vertices.

e In renormalisable GUTSs, only two scalars, along with their conjugate partners, are
capable of mediating B — L conserving tree-level proton decay modes with SM charges
(3, 1, %) and (3,3, —%) Additionally, B — L violating modes at the tree level are
mediated by the pair (3, 2, %) - (3, 1, %) along with its conjugate partner [45]. However,
in the case of non-renormalisable GUTSs, the lowest dimension at which tree-level B— L
conserving proton decay occurs is D = 8, always mediated by a pair of scalars as

discussed above.

Nevertheless, these pairs of scalars may also contribute to B — L violating two body
proton decays [45, 60, 61]. However, if the lowest dimension at which B — L conserving
proton decays appear is D = 8, we anticipate that B — L violating two-body proton decay
modes would emerge at D = 9 and beyond, specifically odd dimensions, and thus will
be suppressed. Consequently, we constrain the mediators based on the B — L conserving
two-body proton decay modes.

IV. CONSTRAINTS FROM PROTON DECAY

So far, we have identified different pairs of scalars capable of inducing tree as well as loop-
level proton decays and analysed their contribution, in terms of the Wilson coefficient, to the
effective D = 6 proton decay operators. The estimated coefficients depend on the explicit
Yukawa couplings, also contributing to the masses of charged and neutral fermions. In the
current scenario, these couplings appear at the non-renormalisable level in the Lagrangian.

The class of renormalisable SO(10) theories featuring the Yukawa sector with complex
10y and 126L is known for reproducing the observed fermion mass spectrum and mixing
angles [16, 62], and the Lagrangian is shown below.

~Lr = 164 (HAB 105 + Fap 126L) 165 (29)

H and F' are the symmetric Yukawa couplings in the generation space.

One can evade the coupling of 126L with 16-plet fermion and instead include 165 which
couples to 16-plet at non-renormalisable level. The Lagrangian of such a set-up is shown
below.

1
— Ly = Hap164165105 + “TB(laA 165165 1611) + 13 (164165 16}, 16%,) + H.c.

(30)

In the absence of 126L7 its role will be typically performed by 16y for a realistic SO(10)
model. Further, the non-renormalisable term mentioned in eq. (30) can be decomposed only
via 10g-dimensional SO(10) irrep as the coupling of different irreps with 16-plet are denied.
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Such an absence can be ensured by introducing a discrete symmetry which only allows
coupling of 16-plet with 10y at the renormalisable level and with 165 at non-renormalisable
level. Consequently, h and h coupling mentioned in eq. (7) are allowed, and they could
presume the order of Yukawa coupling of 1265 with 16-plet fermion.

(o) (o)
W=~ (31)

Furthermore, we impose the condition that the entries of h and h remain perturbative, i.e.
|h| and |h| < 47. This perturbativity requirement places the lower bound on the parameter
o as 107*°A, while o itself is not subject to an upper bound. We set A as the reduced Planck
scale (~ 10'% GeV), making the B — L scale closer to the typical GUT scale. Opting for a
B — L scale lower than the aforementioned scale renders the couplings f non-perturbative
and thus making SO(10) unrealistic. The best-fit value of the entries of F' can be inferred
from [62].

Further, once the SO(10) gauge symmetry is broken into SM gauge symmetry, the fol-
lowing expressions of effective Yukawa couplings arise.

Yu,d,e,y — CzlL7d7€’VH + <0__> (C;,d,e,l/ h + Cigl,,d,e,y l_l),

A
2
My = 75 (4 ) (32)
where, ¢"*“" are the various O(1) Clebsch Gordan coefficients and can be inferred from

[62]. cgﬁ’g’e’” and 7 are also the O(1) Clebsh Gordan coefficients. When o, B — L charged
singlet-scalar present in 16, assumes vev, Majorana mass associated right-handed neutrinos
is generated, alike the case of renormalisable SO(10). Further, light neutrino masses can be
generated via invoking Type-I seesaw mechanism [63-66].

A. Branching Pattern

In our scenario, we consider the contribution from the non-renormalisable part of the
Yukawa Lagrangian, as presented in eq. (30), to proton decay to be comparable to the
renormalisable part, and collectively both these contributions should adhere to the constraint
imposed by proton decay. Consequently, the Yukawa couplings h and h become the primary
contributors to proton decay stemming from the non-renormalisable couplings. As it is
evident from eq.(20) only the pairs 0 — T and H — A can potentially induce proton decay
at the tree level.

The expressions of partial decay widths of leading proton decay modes are given in
appendix Al. Table (IIT) shows the branching pattern of such proton decay modes, assuming
the contribution of a pair of scalars capable of inducing proton decay at the tree level.

The crucial observations regarding Table (III) are as follows.

(a) In the case of scalar-mediated proton decay, the proton favours decay into the second-
generation mesons compared to the first ones. This is due to the hierarchical nature
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Branching ratio [%] o —T H-A o-T+H-A
Ma — 00 Mp — o0 with My = Ma

BR[p — et 7" <1 <1 <1
BR[p — ptnY 2 2 2

BR[p — i) 12 13 13
BR[p — eT K] <1 <1 <1
BR[p — ut K] 3 2 2

BR[p — vK ] 83 84 82
BR[p — e 1] <1 <1 <1
BR[p — ') <1 <1 <1

TABLE III. Proton decay branching fractions estimated for different hierarchies, assuming <a> =
10" GeV and <H> = 246 GeV.

of Yukawa couplings, which has also been noticed in the case of renormalisable SO(10)
models [45].

The above-mentioned feature of the proton decay spectrum can be understood from the
flavour structure. The realistic fermion mass spectrum in the underlying model leads to the
following hierarchical structure of h and A from which matrices that diagonalises Y. d.e could
be obtained and are given as follows [62].

A A A5t N3 DD
f=f~=F~=X MM X ]|, andUge~| X 1 X |, U~ OQ)
R P LD A3 A2 1
(33)
where A = 0.23 is Cabibbo angle. From eq. (33), we find
A5t N3
A
Ui fUp ~ gxl M XN | =UTfU, (34)
A3 AT
where f, f' = w,d,e. Substitution of the above results of eq. (34) in the expressions of

partial decay widths of the proton as mentioned in the eq. (Al), one finds the following.
The definition of various parameters entering in the following ratios are also defined in the
appendix (A).

p—ort]  (m3—m2.)? (14D F)

——r7 = 5 3 A2~ 2)\?,
Clp — v K¥] (m2 —mi..) <1+mN(D_F)+mN(D+3F)>
mg ma

2
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Ip—efn’  Tp—et K o2
Tlp—pt7®) = Tlp—pt KO~ 7

2
my64 /7 [
Tlp—pt K° (mﬁ—mio)2%< ms (D_F)> + 5047
— (m2—m2,)? (1+ D + [)232?
2
my64 /17 [
Do )t KO (2= md)? %(mLS(D—F)) + 1642
77 + - 2 2 2 ~ ~ ~ ~
Clp — v K¥] (mp my..) <1+7TZ—Z(D—F)+T£—JZ(D+3F)>

~ 0.2,

> ~ 0.2\, (35)

The expressions given in eq.(35) explains the claim mentioned in point (a) and explain
the branching pattern of the proton given in the table (III) mediated by o — T". Further,
the branching pattern of proton decay induced by H — T" yields similar ratios.

(b) In the context of a realistic SO(10) scenario, the precise values of the B — L scale and
A are irrelevant for the tree-level branching pattern of the proton in the case of o — T.

The aforementioned observation can be understood as follows. As indicated by eq. (20), the
2

tree-level contribution of the coefficient of a specific pair effectively scales as ¢ ~ <7\—>22|h
where h represents a particular Yukawa coupling. As deduced from eq. (31), for a realistic

SO(10) scenario, h ~ %,

The nature of h is dictated by the requirement to reproduce the observed fermion mass

rendering the coefficient seemingly independent of <a> and A.

spectrum. However, opting for an alternative value of A independent of o and A introduces
a dependence of the coefficient on the latter, potentially lowering down the mass of the
mediator.

(c) The loop contribution of the pair of scalars to the proton decay is highly suppressed
when the B — L scale is larger than 10! GeV, and hence, the loop contribution has been
ignored while computing the branching pattern of the proton.

Claim (c) can be understood considering the loop contribution of ¢ — T to the proton
decay. Substituting eqs. (20) and (34) into the partial decay width of proton decay, as
provided in eq. (A1), resulting in the decay into v K, yields the following expression.

Tlp - 7K = P

(D(Mz, M2))" (3 — mies)* (1 m
(o)’ 32 mm3 f2 (+_

2
(D-F)+ (D + BF)) 392 )30
mg ma

(36)

where different symbols have their usual meaning provided in the appendix (A) and
D(M%,Mg) is the loop function defined in the eq. (21). The expression given in the
above eq. (36) can modified to yield o as follows.

_ (D(M3, M2))* (m2 = mi.)?
<0> B [TIHVK+ <0'>4 327rm§f7§
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0.25

(1 LD - By + (B 4 3#))2 32? )\30]

mgs ma

Using the current lower bound on the lifetime of p — v Kt [67], we get the following.
0.5
(o) > [D(M3, M2)] 2.5 10" Gev (37)

The loop function provided above reaches its maximum value when both masses are de-
generate, and its value is always less than 1, considering the fact that the maximum mass
the scalar can attain is M,. Consequently, ¢ must be greater than 10" GeV to satisfy the
proton decay bound. In realistic SO(10) scenarios, o typically lies around 10'* GeV, and
lowering o below than 10* GeV hampers the perturbativity of Yukawa couplings. As a
result, the pair that mediates proton decays at the loop level cannot be strictly constrained
in this scenario.

B. Estimation of bound on the mediator

Having obtained the branching pattern of leading proton decay modes by the pair of
scalars able to induce tree-level proton decay modes, we constrain their masses using the
current lower bound on the lifetime of proton [67].

The lower bound on the mass of pair 0 — T from its tree-level contribution is as follows.

M !
— o 33 T
7/BRlp - 7 K"] = 5.9 x 10% yrs x (2.8 100 GeV) . (38)

Similarly, the bound on the mass of A from its tree-level contribution is the following.

— . Ma(o) \' (1))’
7/BR[p = T7K"] = 5.9 x 10° yrs x (4.9><1013Ge\/2> (W) . (39)

Egs. (38) and (39) quantify the bounds on My and Ma respectively. The bound on My
is independent of the B — L scale, while the bound on A depends on the ratio of % Both
mediators, 7" and A, remain independent of the precise value of the cutoff scale (A) due to

the consideration of a realistic SO(10) scenario. Moreover, the mass of A relies on the ratio

L)
(H)’

possibility raises interesting prospects for probing A in future colliders [68-70]. Additionally,

which can be adjusted to achieve a lighter mass for A, preferably at the TeV scale. This

in renormalisable SO(10) models, A also mediates B — L violating proton decay modes. The
bound on its mass from p — v K™ turns out to be greater than 10%° GeV [45]. Thus, the
mass bound on the A gets significantly reduced in our scenario.

V. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Proton decay is one of the crucial predictions of GUTs and is an important yardstick to
constrain the new particles (scalar and vector), which are inextricable parts of the GUTs. Its
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detection would discard the baryon number conservation principle and ultimately provide
hope to unify fundamental interactions.

This study investigates a version of the non-renormalisable SO(10) model that lacks large
tensor representations. The 16y representation is the smallest irrep, which couples with the
16-plet, generating charged and neutral fermion masses at the non-renormalisable level. We
begin with decomposing the coupling of 16y with the 16-fermions, exploring all possible
decompositions allowed by integrating out different SO(10) irreps, into SU(5) invariant ex-
pressions. After that, we calculate the couplings of scalar pairs with SM fermions stemming
from these SU(5) decomposed expressions capable of inducing proton decay. Subsequently,
we assess the tree and loop level contributions of different pairs of scalars to the effective
D =6 B — L conserving operators. We also argued that the 16y irrep could fulfil the role
typically played by 126L in renormalisable SO(10) GUTs, thus assigning its Yukawa cou-
pling to be similar to that of 126%. Finally, we impose constraints on these pairs of scalars
residing in the 16y representation through proton decays. The main features of this study
are summarised as follows.

e The proton decay in the non-renormalisable SO(10) is always mediated by pairs of
scalars and can happen in two distinct topologies, resulting into effective D = 6
operator. Firstly, at the tree level, one scalar is integrated out while the other acquires
a vev, or vice versa. Secondly, both scalars contribute to proton decay through loops.

e In total, there are eight different pairs capable of inducing proton decay. Out of them,
only three can mediate proton decay at the tree level, c — T, H — A and H —T', while
other pairs induce proton decay at the loop level.

e In a non-renormalisable SO(10) model with 10y and 16y participating in the Yukawa
sector, proton decay at the tree level is mediated by the pair o —T and H — A. Due to
the hierarchical Yukawa couplings, proton favours to decay in the second generation
mesons accompanied with charges or neutral antileptons. For a realistic scenario, the
lower bound on My is greater than 10'* GeV, while M is constrained to be at least
1 TeV. The bound on Mx arises from collider searches.

In the renormalisable version of SO(10) GUTs, proton decay at the lowest mass dimen-
sion, i.e. six, is mediated by a single scalar particle, and these mediator can typically remain
lighter than the conventional GUT scale. However, in the case of the non-renormalisable ver-
sion, proton decay at the lowest dimension is always mediated by a pair of scalars. In some
scenarios, these mediators can remain closer to the electroweak scale than the GUT scale,
thus can also account for the lower-energy associated phenomenology. Non-renormalisable
GUT models offer compelling solutions to the inconsistencies of renormalisable GUT mod-
els in the UV regime and may allow a promising avenue for the unification of gravitational
interactions with the known fundamental interactions.

22



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I express my gratitude to Namit Mahajan and Ketan M. Patel for valuable discussions,
suggestions, encouragement, and meticulous review of the manuscript.

Appendix A: Proton Decay Width Expression

The decay width expressions of leading proton decay modes can be computed using the
chiral perturbation theory [71, 72] and are given as follows [7, 50].

2 2 \2 -
Llp—efn’] = O;;;ﬂ:;;; A? <1+3§+ F) (‘ay uy, dy, e ul ]+ By [uf, df, Zc,uch
+ ‘Oéy*[ugd?aei?ul]"‘5@’[“17611,61',”1”2),
Clp—vrt] = %AQ <1—|—D+F> Z’ay ul,dl,uz,dl]—i—ﬂy[ul,dl,yl,dl]’ ,
i—1
Llp — ¢f K% = MAQ HCL_z CRZ+ 2(D - F) (Cf, - C) )2
32mm3 f2 mp

+|Ch 4 O+ 22 (D F)(CZQJrC’ng)H,
mpg

(m2 —m3..)? 2D m D+3Fm
r—>—K+=P—2 ‘ UL o | M ) v

2

Y

(m2 _ mz)z

~ ~ 2
M= el = gt AQEHC;,@ ~ D +3F) 20y,
pd T

~ ~ 2
+ |Ch(1=D+3F) — 205 | (A1)

where,
CLii = acg[ufydgauhei] + [ erfug, do,ug, e,
O]j%:z = acs[uh d27 u?? ezc] + BC4[U?7 dg, u?’ 65)] s
Cilu = —« C;‘;[ulcu dzca dy, Vi] - 501[U17 dy, dy, Vz'] )
Cly = —aguf,df,do] — Berfur, di, do,vy) . (A2)

The various C’s defined in the eq. (A2) are in the flavour basis and should be converted
appropriately into the mass basis. Also, my represents the mass of various hadrons denoted
by H, including protons (p), neutral pions (7°), neutral kaons (K°), charged kaons (K*). mp
signifies the average mass of baryons, while f, denotes the pion-decay constant. Parameters
a, B, D, and F are the input chiral Lagrangian parameter. The parameter A accounts for
renormalization effects in hadronic matrix elements, particularly from the weak scale to the
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proton mass, m,. The numerical values to these parameters in eq. (Al): a = 0.01, GeV3,

D = 0.8, and F' = 0.46 [73, 74]. Furthermore, we utilize the average baryon mass, mp = 1.15

GeV, and the pion decay constant, f, = 130 MeV, alongside various hadron masses sourced
from the Particle Data Group (PDG) [75]. The parameter A is set to 1.43 to accommodate
running effects from the electroweak scale (M) to the proton mass scale. Although typically,

values of F' obtained at the electroweak scale are prone to RGE effects from the GUT scale

to My, we opt for their GUT-scale values due to minimal changes in Yukawa couplings

during running, which shall have negligible impacts on the results [76].
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