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SO(10): a Case for Hadron Colliders
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We study the mass scales in the SO(10) grand unified theory based on the following minimal Higgs
representation content: adjoint 45H, spinor 16H and complex vector 10H, with higher dimensional
operators on top of renormalizable interactions. Assuming no judicial cancellations in proton decay
amplitudes, the consistency of the theory requires scalar weak triplet, scalar doublet leptoquark
and scalar gluon octet to lie roughly below 10TeV energy and potentially accessible even at the
LHC. Under the same assumption, these signatures are intimately connected with an expectation
of proton lifetime below 1035yr, to be probed in the new generation of proton decay experiments.

I. INTRODUCTION

Grand Unification has been one of the main candidate
theories beyond the Standard Model (SM). It provides
a rationale for charge quantization in nature and leads
to the prediction of proton decay and the existence of
magnetic monopoles [1, 2]. With time, the original en-
thusiasm for the unification of the SM vaned since the
gauge couplings do not unify, as it originally seemed [3] -
α1 meets α2 too early. Since the SM augmented with low
energy supersymmetry predicted gauge coupling unifica-
tion [4–7] at energy on the order of 1016GeV, the field
turned to supersymmetric grand unification.

However, grand unified theories necessarily contain
new physical states whose contribution to the evolu-
tion of gauge couplings may change the SM predic-
tions. It is thus important to reassess the original, non-
supersymmetric, grand unification.

The minimal SU(5) gauge symmetry [8] is a logi-
cal starting point, but just as the SM, it fails to unify
gauge couplings and is tailor made for massless neutrinos.
While there are minimal non-renormalisable extensions
that can cure both problems [9, 10] - and moreover [10]
predicts new light states at today’s energies - it is nat-
ural to turn to the SO(10) theory, which from the out-
set implied non-vanishing neutrino mass, and moreover
unifies a generation of fermions, otherwise fragmented
in SU(5). Furthermore, it has been text-book wisdom
for decades that the gauge couplings unify naturally in
SO(10) through an intermediate scale MI and the desert
between MW and MI

In this Letter, we revisit the SO(10) model with
small representations, which allows to treat unification
constraints without any assumption on the particle mass
spectra. Surprisingly, we find that the desert picture
fails against all prejudice. Instead, we find a nearby oasis
with the following scalar particles at today’s energies:
scalar gluon octet, scalar analogs of W and Z and scalar
leptoquark doublet. Moreover, these predictions are tied
to a likely observability of proton decay in the planned
experiments.

II. SO(10) THEORY

The SO(10) symmetry group [11, 12], by unifying a
generation of fermions in a spinor representation 16F,
predicts a Right-Handed (RH) neutrino and a small
neutrino mass through the seesaw mechanism [13–16].
The gauge coupling unification is naturally achieved [17–
19] through an intermediate scale in the form of the
Left-Right(LR) [20–22] or the Pati-Salam quark-lepton
(QL) [23] symmetries.

The minimal version of the theory (with small repre-
sentations) contains three 16F spinors (fermion genera-
tions), augmented with the following Higgs scalars

45H; 16H; 10H , (1)

where the representation content is specified in obvious
notation. The 45H field is an adjoint, used for the GUT
symmetry breaking down to an intermediate scale which
is then broken by the vacuum expectation value of the
spinor 16H to the SM gauge symmetry. Finally, a com-
plex 10H vector is used to complete the breaking down to
charge and color gauge invariance, in the usual manner.

The minimal Higgs sector would employ a real 10H,
but then we would have a single Yukawa coupling and a
single vacuum expectation value, predicting all fermion
masses being equal (in particular incurable top-bottom
mass equality) - thus the need to complexify 10H.

Even the complex 10H cannot suffice at the renormal-
izable d = 4 level, since it predicts equal down quark
and charged lepton masses. The way out is through the
addition of higher-dimensional operators, whose contri-
bution is suppressed by 〈45H〉/Λ, Λ being the scale where
gravity becomes strong (or the scale of some new physics
between that scale and the GUT one). In what follows
we take Λ & 10MGUT, in order for this expansion to be
perturbatively valid.

Notice though that in the case of the third gener-
ation, the dominant contribution comes from the tree
level Yukawa coupling in order to guarantee the large
top quark mass. This implies an important relation for
the third generation neutrino Dirac mass term

mD3 = mt . (2)
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This relation plays a crucial role in the rest of the paper.

It is well known that at the tree level 〈45H〉 keeps
SU(5)× U(1) symmetry unbroken. Since 〈16H〉 lies in
the SU(5) singlet direction, the theory appears to be un-
realistic. However, when the effective Coleman-Weinberg
potential [24] is taken into account [25], besides the
SU(5)× U(1) case, 〈45H〉 breaks SO(10) to an interme-
diate symmetry based on SU(2)L×SU(2)R×U(1)B−L×
SU(3)C (LR) or SU(2)L × U(1)R × SU(4)C (QL) gauge
groups, and then 〈16H〉 completes the breaking down to
the SM as required. It turns out, though, that the scalar
masses end up being constrained.

On the other hand, it is straightforward to show (the
details are left for a longer paper, now in preparation
[26]) that the inclusion of higher-dimensional operators
in the scalar potential allows for the realistic symmetry
breaking as above - however without restrictions on the
mass spectrum. We will stick to this in what follows in
order to be as general as possible and claim predictions
independent of the parameter space.

Before we plunge into details, a comment is in order.
From the failure of the minimal SU(5) theory to suc-
cessfully unify gauge couplings, one expects single step
breaking of SO(10) or the SU(5) intermediate symmetry
to fail similarly - and indeed both do, as we have verified.
In short, one needs LR or QL intermediate symmetry for
unification to work, and hereafter we shall stick to them.

The vacuum expectation values of the 45H can thus be
written in the canonical form

〈45H〉LR= vGUT i σ2 ⊗ diag(1, 1, 1, 0, 0)

〈45H〉QL= vGUT i σ2 ⊗ diag(0, 0, 0, 1, 1) , (3)

for the LR and QL preserving cases, respectively. The
potentially possible case where both vevs above do not
vanish, would leave SU(2)L×U(1)R×U(1)B−L×SU(3)C
symmetry, which from the point of view of running is
equivalent to the SM symmetry and thus also ruled out.

Once 〈16H〉 = MI gets turned on, through the inter-
action 16H 45H 16∗H, the zeroes in (3) get corrected by
MI/MGUT. As explained above, unification constraints
require MGUT ≫ MI.

Independently of the choice of the intermediate sym-
metry, neutrino mass plays an essential role in constrain-
ing the scales of symmetry breaking. The argument goes
as follows.

The RH neutrino (N) mass originates from the d = 5
operator 16F16F16

∗
H16

∗
H/Λ which gives

mN ≃ M2
I

Λ
, (4)

where MI is the intermediate-mass scale corresponding
either to LR or QL symmetry. There is also a well-known
two-loop diagram [27], which amounts to
mN ≃ (α/π)2M2

I /MGUT.

Clearly, the latter contribution is necessarily smaller
since Λ must lie below the Planck scale. It has been

argued convincingly that Λ . MPl/
√
N [28, 29], where

N is the number of degrees of freedom of the theory in
question, at least of order 102, strengthening the case for
a higher dimensional source for RH neutrino mass.

Using then (4) and (2), one gets for the neutrino mass
from the seesaw mechanism

mν ≃ (m3D)
2

mN

≃ m2
tΛ

M2
I

≃

≃ eV

(

mt

100GeV

6 · 1014Gev

MI

)2 (
Λ

4 · 1016GeV

)

, (5)

where we normalize the scales in question by the most
suitable choice, see the Table below. Eq. (5) is valid at
MGUT. The running of mν to high energies1 [30] approx-
imately doubles its value. Notice that mt ≃ 100GeV at
MGUT, see e.g. Table 3 in [31].

Combining this with the direct upper limit on neu-
trino mass from KATRIN experiment [32] mν < 0.8eV
leads to MI & 4 × 1014GeV, where we allow a relative
uncertainty of a factor 2 in (4). There is also an indi-
rect GERDA limit mν . 0.2 eV [33] from neutrinoless
double beta decay, relevant for Majorana neutrinos, but
due to the possible mixing angles suppression less rele-
vant. We will stick here to mν < 0.8eV - lowering it only
strengthens our results.

The smallness of neutrino mass sends a clear message:
the intermediate scale in this SO(10) theory must be
huge, close to the GUT scale. We are thus in a situa-
tion very similar to the minimal SU(5) theory - and the
learned reader [10] can guess that there ought to be some
light states at today’s energies in order for the model to
unify.

At the same time, the cutoff Λ should be as small as
possible. Since, on the other hand, Λ & 10MGUT, this,
in turn, implies that the GUT scale should be as low
as possible, making a case for the potential discovery
of proton decay. The issue however is the connection
between the proton lifetime and the unification scale,
which depends on whether one is willing to accept judi-
cial cancellations [34, 35] in the proton decay amplitudes.
In the rest of this work, we follow both the conventional
and established approach of shying away from such a
possibility. Therefore, from the bound on proton lifetime
τp & 1034 yr [36], one gets MGUT & 4 · 1015GeV.

III. UNIFICATION CONSTRAINTS

As we said above, in the SM α1 and α2 unify too early.
An intermediate scale MI with U(1) embedded into a

1 We thank the Referee for reminding us of this correction.
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non-abelian symmetry helps since it slows down the rise
of α1. One would expect MI much below MGUT - but as
we shall see, this simply implies too large neutrino mass.

Let us first elaborate on the particle content of the
theory. Besides the three generations of fermions and
the SM gauge bosons, we also have the following scalar
particles with non-vanishing SM quantum numbers (thus
present in renormalization group equations).

From 45H and 16H: scalar gluons with mass m8 and
scalar W,Z states with mass m3, scalar up quark with
mass msup, scalar lepton doublet with mass msl, scalar
quark doublet with mass msq, scalar down quark with
mass msdown and scalar electron with mass msel. The
reader should not be confused with our language bor-
rowed from supersymmetry - it is just a shorthand to
particle properties.

From 10H: two Higgs doublets (including the SM one),
and their color triplet partners that mediate proton decay
and are forced to lie close to the GUT scale.

Our main result stems from the following unification
condition

MGUT

MZ

≃ exp
[ π

10

(

5α−1
1 − 3α−1

2 − 2α−1
3

)

]

·
[

(

MZ

MI

)22 (
M2

Zmselmsup

m3m8m2
sq

)

]
1
20

, (6)

where couplings are evaluated at the scaleMZ. It is based
on the one-loop renormalization group flow valid for both
the LR and QL breaking patterns. Higher-dimensional
effects in the gauge coupling sector are ignored for the
moment.

As we said above, the crux is to have MGUT large
enough for the sake of the proton’s longevity. Before
LEP, when α1 was thought to be smaller, it seemed that
the exponential pre-factor term could do the job even
without any intermediate symmetry and with all new
states superheavy, but today we know that it does not
work. An obvious way out is small MI . 1013GeV as
usually assumed, but as (5) shows, neutrino mass con-
siderations force a large MI & 4 × 1014GeV. Thus the
burden is then on the scalar states to save the theory.

In other words, M2
Zmselmsup/m3m8m

2
sq has to be as

large as possible. Clearly, the color octet, weak triplet
and a scalar quark doublet field contribute in the right
direction if light, while the scalar electron and scalar up-
quark states have the opposite effect. A numerical esti-
mate shows that former states ought to lie close to the
electroweak scale, and the latter ones are forced to be
heavy, close to the GUT scale. The other fields simply
decouple from this particular combination of couplings.

To support our results, a two-loops analysis was per-
formed. We spare the reader of the computational tedium
here - the numerical details of this complete analysis will
be presented in a longer paper, now in preparation [26].
For the present discussion it should be noted that unifica-
tion can be achieved only for MI . 6×1014GeV. Simply,

the effect of an even higher MI cannot be traded for light
scalar states. It follows then that the intermediate scale
is effectively fixed due to its lower bound coming from
neutrino mass expression (5), MI ≃ 5× 1014GeV.

Significant corrections to the running come from
higher-dimensional operators. In fact, the couplings do
not have to unify at the GUT scale due to the possible
presence of higher dimensional effective kinetic energy
terms [37]

TrFµνF
µν 〈45H〉2

Λ2
. (7)

It is easy to see that the liner term in 〈45H〉 vanishes due
to the asymmetry of the adjoint representation. Using(3)
one gets (ǫ = MGUT/Λ)

δαLR
1 = δαQL

1 = ǫ2 ; δαLR
3 =

5

2
ǫ2 ; δαQL

2 =
5

3
ǫ2 , (8)

(and zero otherwise), for the LR and QL cases, respec-
tively, with . The relative factors 5/2 and 5/3 come from
the normalization of the U(1) generator. Interestingly,
for the QL case, these effects can help raise both MI,
needed for neutrino mass and MGUT in order to ensure
proton stability. It should be noted that corrections to
the zeroes in (3) - of the order (MI/MGUT)

2 - to this
small contribution can be safely ignored.

IV. PREDICTIONS

The LR symmetry breaking pattern ends up being
ruled out since the intermediate scale turns out to be
not higher than about MI . 1014GeV, too small to be
compatible with neutrino mass in (5). On the other hand,
the QL breaking pattern provides a viable scenario with
MI ≃ 1015GeV, as required by the smallness of neutrino
mass. This reduction of the parameter space makes the
theory even more predictive.

There is more to it. The QL case does not correct
md = me relations, however, 〈45H〉 in (3) gets corrections
from 〈16H〉 which breaks the QL symmetry. In other
words, the relation mb = mτ gets corrected by MI/Λ. A
possible operator accounting for the required correction is
162F45H10H. Notice that 45H10H ⊃ 120 which breaks QL
symmetry when going through the 45H induced VEV2.
Such contribution is, however, antisymmetric3 which still
keeps the down quarks and charged lepton masses over-
constrained, and no realistic spectrum emerges.

2 Another coupling of similar magnitude is 162
F
162

H
where the

Higgs doublet VEV in 16H is induced upon electroweak sym-
metry breaking. Effectively this also generates a 120 correction
to Yukawa couplings, therefore not affecting our discussion.

3 We thank the referee for noticing this.
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Spectrum
Particle 3C 2L 1Y Mass range
scalar quark doublet
(leptoquark)

(3, 2, 1/6) . 10TeV

weak triplet (1, 3, 0) . 10TeV
color octet (8, 1, 0) . 10TeV
scalar lepton doublet (1, 2,−1/2) 103GeV −MI

second Higgs doublet (1, 2,−1/2) 103GeV −MGUT

scalar down quark (3, 1,−1/3) 1012GeV −MGUT

color triplet Higgs
partners

(3, 1, 1/3) 1012GeV −MGUT

scalar up quark (3, 1, 2/3) 1014GeV −MGUT

scalar electron (1, 1, 1) 1014GeV −MGUT

TABLE I. Mass spectrum for QL breaking pattern. MGUT ≃

0.1Λ ≃ 4 · 1015GeV, MI ≃ 5 · 1014GeV. The light particles
have to satisfy the lower limits on their masses from the LHC.

However, further corrections come from d = 6 oper-
ators such as 162F45

2
H10H ⊃ 126 (and thus symmetric

in generation space), easily seen to be sufficiently large.
This makes the QL breaking corrections to the Yukawa
couplings effectively arbitrary, and ensures a viable low-
energy spectrum.

This provides an independent argument for having the
QL intermediate scale close to the GUT one, and at the
same time, Λ ≃ 10MGUT. This happens precisely be-
cause the unification constraints eliminate the alterna-
tive LR scenario, in which case QL symmetry would be
broken already at the GUT scale, and per se MI could be
much lower. In other words, neutrino mass consideration
was necessary to establish the large MI argument, which
was essential in establishing new light states.

The resulting spectrum is reported in Table I. Neces-
sity of unification requires the scalar weak triplet, the
scalar quark weak doublet and the scalar color octet to
have masses no larger than approximately 10TeV. The
scalar quark doublet is actually a leptoquark4 - we dis-
cuss this below in the short section on Phenomenology -
an exciting possibility due to its exotic properties.

As expected from (6), the up quark-like and electron-
like scalars need to be heavy and lie around MGUT or
at most two orders of magnitude below. Thus, if one of
these states was to be observed in near future, it would
serve to invalidate the theory.

On the other hand, the scalar lepton and second Higgs
doublet impact the running weakly and their masses are
basically arbitrary. In the Table, we show their masses
varying from 103GeV up to the GUT scale (of course,
they must lie above their experimental limits).

The scalar color triplets, the partners of Higgs dou-
blets in 10H and the scalar down quark are taken to be
be heavy, above 1012GeV, because they mediate proton
decay (they mix). Since these states have small charges

4 Light leptoquarks have been long contemplated, see e.g., [9, 38].

under the SM gauge group, they have negligible impact
on the unification constraints and their masses are ba-
sically unconstrained. If one allows for cancellations in
their Yukawa couplings so that proton decay would be
suppressed, they could lie even at TeV energies [39, 40].

Finally, independently of the specific spectrum real-
ization, there emerges an upper limit for the unification
scale MGUT < 1016GeV, which suggests, in turn, the up-
per limit on proton lifetime τp . 1035yr - making the the-
ory relevant also in view of next-generation proton decay
experiments. It is noteworthy that the unification con-
straints with high enough MI require a low GUT scale,
as does the independent consideration of neutrino mass
from (5).

As we said before, these predictions follow from not
assuming the flavour rotation of proton decay. However,
if partial suppressions were allowed for, our predictions
of light scalars would be weakened, and even lost for
big enough cancellations in proton decay amplitudes.
For example, for a unificaton scale MGUT three times
smaller than the one considered, our predictions would
be completely lost. Namely, we found viable unification
scenarios where all new particles states were heavier
than 100TeV. We should stress, though, that in such a
case no grand unified model would be able to predict its
particle spectra.

V. PHENOMENOLOGY

The light predicted states, the weak triplet, the color
octet and the scalar quark doublet are easily produced
through their gauge interactions. LHC has established
lower limits on their masses on the order of TeV [41].
While the color octet is clearly degenerate, the mass split-
tings of the scalar quark doublet are small compared to
its mass.

What about their decays? The octet has tiny couplings
to fermions which arise from d = 5 Yukawa terms and
are of order MW/Λ, implying Γ8 ≃ m8M

2
W/(8πΛ2) ∼

10−28GeV for m8 ≃ O(TeV).

The scalar quark doublet has a number of possible de-
cay channels and the situation becomes quite complex.
For this reason we leave the discussion for a longer paper
now in preparation [26].

The weak triplet can decay in the same manner as the
color octet through the d = 5 interaction, but there is
more to it. Through the effective terms 10H45H10H and
10H45

2
H10H, one gets µΦ†3HΦ, where Φ stands for the

SM Higgs doublet. This makes the triplet phenomeno-
logically very interesting, since through the µ-term its
neutral component develops a vacuum expectation value

〈3H〉 = v3 ≃ µ

(

MW

m3

)2

. (9)
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Notice that v3 modifies the SM value of W-mass, while
keeping the Z-boson mass unchanged. From the high-
precision success of the SM, one gets v3 . O(GeV). This
could be rather exciting in view of the recent CDF an-
nouncement [42] of a possible deviation from the SM
W− mass value. If true, the CDF result would imply
v3 ≃ 5GeV. The fact that this triplet, added ad-hoc to
the SM, can account for the CDF anomaly was pointed
out in [43–45].

In the context of grand unification, it turns out more-
over that the low-energy effective theory of the triplet
becomes rather predictive as pointed out [46] in the con-
text of a simple realistic SU(5) grand unified theory [10].
In principle the scalar quark doublet could impact the
CDF result at the loop level through its mass splitting.
However, as can be easily seen, it is simply too heavy and
thus it effectively decouples. As long as the additional
Higgs doublets are not fine-tuned to be light, the physics
of the weak triplet is remarkably predictive: its decays
into the SM particles are determined by its mass and the
mixing ϑ = g v3/MW, where g =

√
4π α2, induced by v3,

with the SM Higgs doublet [46].

The triplet contains a real CP-even field H0 and the
charged field H+, with mH0 = mH+ ≡ mH [46]. H0

decays into pairs of W , Z and Higgs bosons h0, while the
charged component H+ decays mainly into a WZ and
Wh0, with the following decay rates [46]

Γ(H0 → W+W−) ≃ 2Γ(H0 → ZZ) ≃ 2Γ(H0 → h0h0)

≃ Γ(H+ → W+h0) ≃ Γ(H+ → W+Z) ≃ ϑ2 g2

64π

m3
H

M2
W

.

(10)

Notice that the gauge boson and Higgs final state rates
are equal, since at high energies the SM symmetry break-
ing can be ignored. Moreover, since H0 and H+ are de-
generate, all the decay rates are correlated.

The decay rate of Σ into fermion-antifermion pairs is

only relevant in the case of the third generation, with [46]

Γ(H+ → tb) ≃ Γ(H0 → tt) ≃ ϑ2 3g
2

32π

m2
tmH

M2
W

. (11)

Clearly, H0 has to be heavy enough in order to decay
into tt̄ final state. Moreover, if the triplet is heavier than
the color octet and/or the scalar quark doublet, it can
also decay into these final states. The above decay rates
are however unaffected by these new channels.

VI. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

The SO(10) grand unified theory is the minimal struc-
ture that unifies both the SM forces and a generation of
quarks and leptons. We have revisited here the version
of the theory based on the smallest possible Higgs rep-
resentations: an adjoint, a spinor and a complex vector
and studied the unification constraints.
We find that the consistency of the theory (assuming

no cancellations in proton decay amplitudes) requires the
existence of new physical states at energies accessible at
the next hadron collider, if not already at the LHC - see
Table I. One of these has quantum numbers of a scalar
quark doublet, others are new scalar colored octet and
a scalar weak triplet. The last one is of particular phe-
nomenological relevance since it generically develops a
small VEV that modifies the W-mass. This can natu-
rally account for the recent CDF result [42] in which case
one would end up with a clear and predictive low-energy
effective theory.
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