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Abstract

We discuss the potential of future proton decay experiments on the exploration of the flavour space

of grand unification. We focus on an economical SU(5) grand unified model (GUT) with the fermion

sector extended by including only one copy of 24-plet. Neutrino masses are generated via type-(I+III)

seesaw mechanism with the lightest neutrino massless. Gauge unification requires masses of fermions

in the 24-plet to be hierarchical, in particular, the electroweak singlet and triplet heavy leptons to be

around the canonical seesaw scale and TeV scale, respectively. We address how extra parameters in

the flavour space which cannot be touched in flavour measurements can be tested by a multi-channel

analysis in future proton decay measurements.
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1 Introduction

Grand unification has always been the pursuit of physicists, as it can naturally unify three fundamental

forces into a single force and unveil new physics beyond the Standard Model (SM). Grand unified theory

(GUT) utilizes the power of symmetries to embed the SM gauge group SU(3)C × SU(2)L × U(1)Y in

a simple gauge group. The simplest one is proposed by H. Georgi and S. Glashow in 1974, based on

SU(5) gauge group [1]. Since quarks and leptons are embeded in common irreducible representations of

the GUT group, it predicts the decay of proton, which can be mediated by GUT gauge bosons [2]. This

impressive prediction makes GUT models in principle testable by current and future experiments.

It is well-known that the Georgi-Glashow model has been ruled out due to the prediction of massless

neutrinos, wrong mass relations between down-type quarks and charged leptons, and the failure of gauge

couplings [3]. Two distinctive ways have been proposed to save this theory. One effective way is to utilize

higher-dimensional operators to correct above problems, especially dimension 5 operators [4–6]. Another

is to introduce more fields in the approach of model building, causing many minimal extended SU(5)

theories on the market. One can generate neutrino masses through different seesaw mechanisms. By

introducing a new symmetric Higgs representation 15H [7, 8], the scalar triplet (1,3, 1)∆ is responsible

for generating neutrino masses through type-II seesaw mechanism [9–11]. Alternative approach is to add

an additional fermionic representation 24F [12,13] instead of 15H . The fields responsible for generating

neutrino masses through type-I and -III seesaw mechanisms are (1,1, 0)N and (1,3, 0)Σ. An interesting

prediction is the weak triplet fermions should be light enough to increase unification scale, maybe within

the reach of LHC [12]. Further developments of these extensions are found in [14–22].

As the most dramatic prediction of grand unified theories, proton decay is a powerful window

to test if a GUT model is allowed by current experimental limits and within the ability of future

experiments. Typical channels p → π0e+ and p → K+ν̄ have been constrained in the measurement

in Super-Kamiokande (SK) experiments with the best lower bound of proton partial lifetime τπ0e+ >

2.4 × 1034 years [23], τK+ν̄ > 6.6 × 1033 years [24] at 90% confidence level (CL). Furthermore, future

experiments will push the sensitivity of proton lifetime measurement to a higher precision level, e.g.,

τK+ν̄ > 9.6 × 1033 years in JUNO [25], τK+ν̄ > 1.3 × 1034 years in DUNE [26], and τπ0e+ > 7.8 × 1034

years and τK+ν̄ > 3.2 × 1034 years in Hyper-Kamiokande (HK) [27]. Another channels will also be

measured up to a higher sensitivities [28].

Following the above discussion, one can think about different realistic extensions of the Georgi-

Glashow model. In this article, we construct a simple renormalizable extension of the Georgi-Glashow

model that corrects the three major problems by including extra fermionic 24F multiplets. This article

is organised as follows. In Section 2, we construct the framework of this model and derive mass matrices

of particles. In Section 3, we realise gauge coupling unification and scan the parameter space of new

particles, obtain the range of unification scale. In the rest of this paper, we will limit our discussion in

the minimal extension, i.e., only one copy of 24F introduced. Section 4 discusses how the light neutrino

masses are generated via type-(I+III) seesaw. In Section 5, we focus on the correlation between the

flavour space and partial lifetime of proton in multi decaying channels. Comparing with current and

future experimental limits, we point out targeted parameter space for future experiments to explore.

2 The framework

We give a brief description of the particle contents and their interactions in this section.
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The SM matter fields in the SU(5) gauge space are arranged in a 5̄-plet and a 10-plet. They are re-

spectively represented as rank-(0, 1) and rank-(2, 0) tensors in the space of fundamental representations,

which are, in detail, written to be

5F =


dcrR
dcgR
dcbR
eL

−νL

 , 10F =
1√
2


0 ucbR −ucgR −urL −drL

−ucbR 0 ucrR −ugL −dgL
ucgR −ucrR 0 −ubL −dbL
urL ugL ubL 0 −ecR
drL dgL dbL ecR 0

 . (1)

We include one more matter field which transforms as a 24-dimensional adjoint representation of SU(5),

24F =


U crR Dc

rR

{λaQa8 − 2√
30
N}ij U cgR Dc

gR

U cbR Dc
bR

UrL UgL UbL
1√
2
Σ0 + 3√

30
N Σ+

DrL DgL DbL Σ− −1√
2
Σ0 + 3√

30
N

 , (2)

where i, j = 1, 2, 3, and λa for a = 1, 2, ..., 8 are Gell-Mann matrices. This multiplet includes a SM

gauge singlet fermion N and an electroweak triplet Σ. They help to generate tiny neutrino masses via

seesaw mechanisms. It further includes a colour-octant fermion Q8 and a pair of colour-triplet vector-like

fermions Q = (UL, DL)
T , (UR, DR)

T . These particles are all assumed to be heavier than the electroweak

scale and have important contributions to cure the gauge unification as will be discussed in the next

section.

In the Higgs sector, we include two Higgs, 5H and 45H , for the decomposition to the standard model

Higgs and to give different masses for the SM quarks and leptons. In order to split masses for fermions

in the 24F representation, additional Higgses are required, 24Φ and 75Φ. These representations include

singlets of the SM gauge symmetry. In this work, from the economical point of view, we will assume

they are heavy enough thus only their vacuum expectation values (VEVs) contributes to the low-energy

phenomenology.

Lagrangian terms to generate down quark and charged lepton masses are

−L ⊃ 5̄F (Y15
†
H + Y245

†
H)10F + 10F (Y35H + Y445H)10F

+ 5̄F (Y55H + Y645H)24F + 24F (M1 + κ124Φ + κ275Φ)24F + h.c. , (3)

where C = iγ2γ0 is the charge-conjugate matrix. The first two terms lead to Yukawa coupling matrices

for down-type quarks and charged leptons, the third and fourth terms generate up-type quark masses.

In the left-right convention (i.e., ψLMψψR), these mass matrices are written as

Me = aY ∗
1 − 3bY ∗

2 ,

Md = aY †
1 + bY †

2 ,

Mu = cY ∗
3 + dY ∗

4 . (4)

The fifth and sixth terms generate Dirac neutrino mass between νL and N , as well as that between νL

and Σ,

MI =
√
3fY ∗

5 +
√
5gY ∗

6 ,
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Fields SU(5) ⊃ SU(3)c × SU(2)L × U(1)Y

Fermion 10F → (3,2,+1
6)qL + (3,1,−2

3)ucR + (1,1,+1)ecR
5F → (3,1,+1

3)dcR + (1,2,−1
2)ℓL

24F → (1,1, 0)N + (1,3, 0)Σ + (3,2,−5
6)QL

+ (3,2, 56)Qc
R
+ (8,1, 0)Q8

Higgs 5H → (1,2, 12)h1
45H → (1,2, 12)h2
24Φ → (1,1, 0)φ1

75Φ → (1,1, 0)φ2

Table 1: Particle contents of SU(5) and their decomposition to the SM gauge group SU(3)c×SU(2)L×
U(1)Y . The subscript for each representation indicates the label of the corresponding field. In the

fermion sector, both 10F and 5F have 3 copies, which are decomposed to all fermion fields in the

SM. Extra nf copies of fermion presentation 24F are introduced to generated light neutrino mass via

type-(I+III) seesaw mechanism.

MIII =
√
5fY ∗

5 −
√
3gY ∗

6 . (5)

The last three terms give the Majorana mass for Σ and N and split their masses from Q8 and Q. In

order to split the mass of Σ from those of other fermions in the 24F representation, we include two

representations of scalars, 24Φ1 and 75Φ2 . Both include trivial singlet representations of SU(3)c ×
SU(2)L×U(1)Y , which are indicated as φ1 and φ2 as shown in Table 1. VEVs of these singlets help to

split masses of N , Σ, Q and Q8 and do not breaking the SM gauge symmetry. After the SM-singlets of

Φ1 and Φ2 gain VEVs, all entries of 24Ψ representation gain masses as

MN =M1 −M24 + 5M75 ,

MΣ =M1 − 3M24 − 3M75 ,

MQ =M1 −
1

2
M24 +M75 ,

MQ8 =M1 + 2M24 −M75 , (6)

where M24 = κ1⟨φ1⟩ and M75 = κ2⟨φ2⟩. The light neutrino mass matrix is obtained via type-(I+III)

seesaw formula

Mν =MIM
−1
N MT

I +MIIIM
−1
Σ MT

III . (7)

3 Unification of gauge couplings

3.1 RG running of gauge couplings

Given the Standard Model (SM) gauge group GSM = SU(3)C × SU(2)L ×U(1)Y with respect to gauge

couplings

{gi} =

g3g2
g1

 , (8)
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the renormalisation group (RG) running equation for each coupling is given by

dαi(t)

dt
= βi(αj) , (9)

where t = log(µ/µ0) and αi = g2i /(4π). Here we fix µ0 at mZ . The β function at two-loop level is

expressed in the form [29]

βi =
1

2π
α2
i (ai +

1

4π

∑
j

bijαj) . (10)

Here, ai and bij are the coefficients obtained from one- and two-loop corrections, respectively. Given

gauge symmetries Hi ×Hj , they are generically given by

ai = −11

3
C2(Hi) +

2

3

∑
F

T (ψi) +
1

3

∑
S

T (φi) ,

bij = −34

3
[C2(Hi)]

2δij +
∑
F

T (ψi)[2C2(ψj) +
10

3
C2(Hi)δij ]

+
∑
S

T (φi)[4C2(φj) +
2

3
C2(Hi)δij ] , (11)

where the ψ and φ indices sum over the fermions and complex scalar multiplets, respectively, and ψi

and φi are their representations in the group Hi, respectively. C2(Hi) is the quadratic Casimir of the

adjoint presentation of the group Hi, and in particular, C2(SU(N)) = N and C2(U(1)) = 0. C2(Ri) (for

Ri = ψi, φi) denotes the quadratic Casimir of the representation Ri in groupHi, and for the fundamental

irrep N of SU(N), C2(N) = (N2 − 1)/2N . T (Ri) is the Dynkin index of representation Ri of group

Hi. For SU(N), the Dynkin index is expressed as T (Ri) = C2(Ri)d(Ri)/(N
2 − 1) where d(Ri) is the

dimension of Ri. If Hj = U(1), bij should be obtained by replacing C2(Rj) and T (Rj) with the charge

square [Qj(R)]
2 of the field multiplet R in U(1).

The coefficients bi and bij account for degrees of freedom of fields running in loops. Their explicit

values depend on the degrees of freedom of fermions and scalars introduced in the theory. Above the

electroweak scale, all SM particles contribute as

{aSMi } =

 −7

−19
6

41
10

 , {bSMij } =

−26 9
2

11
10

12 35
6

9
10

44
5

27
10

199
50

 . (12)

Here, i = 1, 2, 3 labels the three gauge interactions in SU(3)C , SU(2)L, and U(1)Y , respectively, fol-

lowing the ordering in Eq. (8). We further include contributions of extra fermions introduced from the

24-plet in Table 1. Note that these fermions may have hierarchical masses thus their contributions to

the RG running are scale-dependent. For each copy of fermion, the corresponding β coefficients are

given by

{aΣi } =

0
4
3

0

 , {bΣij} =

 0 0 0

0 64
3 0

0 0 0

 ,

{aQi } =


4
3

2
10
3

 , {bQij} =


76
3 3 5

3

8 49
2

5
2

40
3

15
2

25
6

 ,
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{aQ8
i } =

2

0

0

 , {bQ8
ij } =

 48 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

 . (13)

We emphasise that the above coefficients account for only one copy’s contribution. If there are nf

copies of 24F involved above a certain scale, a factor nf should be included for all these coefficients. It

is notable that these particles contribute only if the threshold effect is open, i.e., the scale µ larger than

the mass of relevant particles.

The RG equation, Eq. (10), can be analytically solved. We first discuss the solution at the one loop

level by ignoring bij contributions. Gauge couplings are then solved to be

α−1
i (t) = α−1

i (0)− aSMi
2π

t−
∑
I

aIi
2π

(t− tI)θ(t− tI) , (14)

Here, the last term on the right hand side refers to the one-loop threshold correction induced by the new

particle I with its massMI deviating from the symmetry breaking scale, where θ(t− tI) is the Heaviside
step function and tI = log(MI/mZ). In this paper, we consider only the fermion sector contributes to

the threshold effect, i.e., I = Σ, Q,Q8, and mZ < MI < MGUT. We assume all particles have masses

between the electroweak scale and the GUT scale. By taking t = tGUT, gauge couplings at the GUT

scale are given by

α−1
i (tGUT) = α−1

i (0)− aSMi
2π

tGUT −
∑
I

aIi
2π

(tGUT − tI) . (15)

As gauge couplings are unified at the GUT scale, we have tree-level matching conditions,

α−1
1 (tGUT) = α−1

2 (tGUT) = α−1
3 (tGUT) . (16)

Once the matching condition is satisfied, we derive the GUT scale tGUT with respect to tI as

tGUT =
2πδα−1

32 +
∑

I δa
I
32tI

δaSM32 +
∑

I δa
I
32

. (17)

While the one-loop results help to demonstrate the analytical behaviour between different mass

scales required by the gauge unification, a qualitative restriction on these scales from proton decay

measurements requires the RG equation up to the two-loop level. We take the two-loop RG running

effect into account, and the solution of RG equation is then modified to

α−1
i (tGUT) = α−1

i (0)− ãSMi
2π

tGUT −
∑
I

ãIi
2π

(tGUT − tI) , (18)

where

ãSMi = aSMi −
∑
j

bSMij log(1− wj(0)tGUT)

2aSMj tGUT
,

ãIi = aIi −
∑
j

bIij log[1− wj(tI)(tGUT − tI)]

2aSMj (tGUT − tI)
, (19)

wj(t) = αj(t)a
SM
j /(2π). As seen from the above formula, we also take two-loop threshold correction,

represented by bIij , into account. This effect, as later shown in Fig. 2, can be quantitatively important
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if some mass MI has a large deviation from the symmetry breaking scale. To a good approximation, we

replace αj(t) in the expression of wj(t) by the one-loop result in Eq. (14). Furthermore, two-loop RG

running equations require one-loop matching conditions for self consistency, and the latter are given by

α−1
3 (tGUT)−

3

12π
= α−1

2 (tGUT)−
2

12π
= α−1

1 (tGUT) . (20)

3.2 Correlation between heavy lepton masses and MGUT

In the gauge space, the SM matter fields belong to 5̄- and 10-plets. In the SU(5) model, the new

matter fields are included in the 24-plets, the field decomposition from SU(5) to the SM gauge group

SU(3)c×SU(2)L×U(1)Y and the particles contained in each representation are listed in Table 1. New

particles which have contribution to RG equations are Σ, Q,Q8. We calculate the β coefficients of these

new particles in Eq. (13). Using Eq. (20), we obtain the parameter space ofMΣ andMGUT and show the

dependence of MQ and MQ8 upon them. Furthermore, we will set MΣ ≥ 103 GeV for simplicity while

performing scan. This is consistent with the lower bound of heavy leptons set by the collider searches

at ATLAS (MΣ > 910 GeV at 95% confidence level) [30]. By fixing the copy of 24F at nf = 1, 2, 3,

correlations of these scales are presented in the upper, middle and lower panels of Fig. 1. Here we

have assumed masses of all particles in 24F not heavier than MGUT such that the theory is always in

the perturbative regime. For nf = 2, 3, degenerate masses between different copies are assumed for

illustration. As seen in the plots, the allowed parameter space gradually increases as the copy of 24F

increases. When 24F has only one copy (nf = 1), the maximum value of MGUT is about 2.63 × 1015

GeV (MΣ = 103 GeV),MΣ ranges from 1 TeV to 63 TeV under the condition whereMGUT ≥ 1015 GeV.

This means a strongly fine tuning between M1, M24 and M75 is required to generate a much smaller

value of MΣ. In the rest of this work, we only focus on the situation where 24F has only one copy.

By setting nf = 1, we further show an example of gauge couplings running respectively at one- and

two-loop levels in Fig. 2 with MΣ = 103 GeV and MQ = MGUT fixed. As seen in the figure, the two-

loop RG running helps to enhance the GUT scale MGUT by roughly 40% compared with the one-loop

running, namely, MGUT = 2.63 × 1015 GeV at two-loop compared with MGUT = 1.84 × 1015 GeV at

one-loop. This enhancement is quantitatively important to obtain the proton lifetime because the latter

is proportional to M4
GUT.

Based on the masses of N , Σ, Q and Q8 calculated in Eq. (6), first, we assume M75 = 0. Then, we

can get the following mass correlation of N , Σ, Q and Q8

MN =
4

5
MQ +

1

5
MΣ ,

MQ8 = 2MQ −MΣ . (21)

Combing it and with the one-loop matching condition in Eq. (20), we obtain MGUT ⩽ 1.78× 1014 GeV,

where the maximal value is taken at MΣ = 103 GeV. This is obviously inconsistent with the current

experimental limit.

We consider the general case withM75 ̸= 0. The correlation among N , Σ, Q and Q8 masses becomes

MQ8 = 3MQ − 5

4
MN − 3

4
MΣ . (22)

Combining with correlations between heavy lepton masses and the GUT scale required by the gauge

unification in Fig. 1, MN is only relevant to MΣ and MGUT. Setting MΣ = 1, 2, 4×103 GeV, we get the

6



Figure 1: Correlations between heavy lepton masses and the GUT scale required by the Gauge Unifi-

cation. Contours for MQ (left panel) and MQ8 (right panel) are given with MΣ and MGUT treated as

variables. Mass ranges MΣ in 103 ∼ 1010GeV and MGUT in 1015 ∼ 1017GeV are considered and the

mass scale hierarchy MΣ,MQ,MQ8 ⩽MGUT is required. nf = 1, 2, 3 denotes the number of 24F ’s copy.
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Figure 2: Running of gauge couplings at one-loop (dashed) and two-loop (solid) levels. With MΣ = 103

GeV and MQ = MGUT fixed, the GUT scale is calculated to be MGUT = 1.84 × 1015 at one-loop and

2.63× 1015 GeV at two-loop, respectively.

relation betweenMGUT andMN , illustrated in Fig. 3. As we can see, under the conditionMGUT > MN ,

the maximal value of MGUT is about 2.14 × 1015 GeV with MΣ = 103 GeV. When MGUT ranges in

(1, 2.14)× 1015 GeV, MN is constrained in (3.20× 1013, 2.14× 1015) GeV. The maximal value of MGUT

and the range of MN gets small while MΣ gets larger. When MΣ = 103 GeV, the maximal value of

MGUT is 2.14× 1015 GeV, which is allowed by gauge unification.

We check the influence of extra higgs doublet on the gauge unification. In our model, it it natural

to have both Higgs EW-doublets decomposed from 5H , 45H exist at scales much lower than the inter-

mediate scale MΣ. We consider a simple case with two-Higgs-Doublet Model (2HDM) running from the

EW scale. Then, the β coefficient including the extra doublet Higgs contribution is given by

{a2HDM
i } =

−7

−3
21
5

 , {b2HDM
ij } =

−26 9
2

11
10

12 8 6
5

44
5

18
5

104
25

 , (23)

which is slightly different from those in the SM case. As a comparison to Fig. 2, we show an example of

RG running of gauge couplings at two-loop level in Fig. 4 in 2HDM situation, where all inputs keep the

same. The maximal value of MGUT is increased by approximately a half compared to that in Fig. 2.

4 Fermion masses and mixing

All charged fermion Yukawa coupling matrices can be bilinearly diagonalised by two unitary matrices,

UuŶuU
′†
u = Yu, UdŶdU

′†
d = Yd, UeŶeU

′†
e = Ye, (24)

where a hatted matrix represents a diagonal matrix with all non-vanishing entries positive, and and

Uu, Ud, Ue, U
′
u, U

′
d, U

′
e are unitary matrices. Without loss of generality, we will work in the diagonal

8



Figure 3: The relation between MGUT and MN by setting MΣ = 1, 2, 4× 103 GeV, respectively.
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Figure 4: Running of the couplings at one-loop level and two-loop level with two-Higgs-Doublets Model

(2HDM) assumed at the electroweak scale. Same inputs and setups are included as the last figure.

MGUT is calculated to be 2.61× 1015 and 3.78× 1015 GeV.

charged-lepton flavour basis where Ue = U ′
e = 1.

The CKM matrix is defined as VCKM ≡ U †
uUd. Dismissing the five unphysical phases, the CKM

matrix is parametrised as

VCKM =


cq12c

q
13 sq12c

q
13 sq13e

−iδq

−sq12c
q
23 − cq12s

q
13s

q
23e

iδq c12c
q
23 − sq12s13s23e

iδq cq13s
q
23

sq12s
q
23 − cq12s

q
13c

q
23e

iδq −cq12s
q
23 − sq12s

q
13c

q
23e

iδq cq13c
q
23

 , (25)
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where sqij = sin θqij , c
q
ij = cos θqij . In the numerical calculation below, we will fix values of CKM mixing

angles (θ) and CP violating phase at

θq12 = 0.227, θq23 = 4.858× 10−2, θq13 = 4.202× 10−3, δq = 1.207 , (26)

where are obtained by running their experimental best-fit values to the GUT scale MGUT [31,32]. Note

that there is a large redundancy of free parameters in the flavour sector.

In the neutrino sector, the Majorana mass matrix for light neutrino is in general a symmetric and

complex matrix, which can be diagonalised by a unitary matrix Uν via,

UνM̂νU
T
ν =Mν . (27)

The product U †
eUν gives the PMNS matrix. The latter is parametrised as

UPMNS =


c12c13 s12c13 s13e

−iδ

−s12c23 − c12s13s23e
iδ c12c23 − s12s13s23e

iδ c13s23

s12s23 − c12s13c23e
iδ −c12s23 − s12s13c23e

iδ c13c23

× diag{1, eiα21/2, eiα31/2}, (28)

up to three unphysical phases. We apply the best-fit values from NuFIT 5.3 [33, 34] in the latter

numerical calculation,

θ12 = 33.66◦, θ23 = 49.1◦, θ13 = 8.54◦, δ = 197◦,

∆m2
21 = 7.41× 10−5 eV2, ∆m2

31 = 2.511× 10−3 eV2. (29)

The two Majorana phases α21 and α31 on the right hand side of Eq. (28) are undetermined. In our

model, we only focus on the case with only one copy of 24F , which contributes only two right-handed

heavy leptons N and Σ for the generation of light neutrino masses. A well-known consequence is that,

via the seesaw mechanism, the lightest neutrino is predicted to be massless, namely, m1 = 0 in the

normal ordering (NO, m1 < m2 < m3) or m3 = 0 in the inverted ordering (IO, m3 < m1 < m2)

for neutrino masses. Once the lightest neutrino becomes massless, we are left with only one physical

Majorana phase, which will be denoted as ϕ, ϕ = (α21 − α31)/2 for NO or ϕ = α21/2 for IO.

We connect the Dirac Yukawa couplings YI and YIII with the neutrino masses and the mixing angles.

In the case with only one copy 24-plet fermion, the light neutrino mass matrix is simplified into

Mν =
v2

2MN
YIY

T
I +

v2

2MΣ
YIIIY

T
III , (30)

where a global minus sign is dismissed. Keeping in mind Eq. (27) and UPMNS = Uν in the charged

flavour diagonal basis, we apply Casas-Ibarra parametrization [35–37] and obtain

Y α
I =

√
2MN

v
(
√
m2 cos z U∗

α2 +
√
m3 sin z U∗

α3) ,

Y α
III =

√
2MΣ

v
(−

√
m2 sin z U∗

α2 +
√
m3 cos z U∗

α3) (31)

for the NO, where Uαi (for α = e, µ, τ and i = 1, 2, 3) is the (α, i) entry of the PMNS matrix UPMNS,

and z = Rez + i Imz is a complex parameter.
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Figure 5: The absolute value of Yukawa couplings |Y i
I | and |Y i

III| as a function of Im(z) for NO, MN =

1014 GeV (left panel) and MN = 1015 GeV(right panel) are displayed, ϕ = 0 and MΣ = 103 GeV are

determined.

In the above analysis, we have set MΣ = 103 GeV and MN ranges in the allowed range consistent

with gauge unification, i.e., (3.20 × 1013, 2.14 × 1015 GeV). Then, when ignoring the influence of the

Majorana phase ϕ, the Yukawa couplings Y only depend on the complex parameter z. It is transparent

that the real part of z leads to a simple oscillatory nature, the imaginary part of z actually affects the

size of the couplings Y most. In Fig. 5, we set ϕ = 0 and MN = 1014, 1015 GeV and show the relative

size of the Yukawa couplings |Y i
I | and |Y i

III| as a function of Im(z) for NO with MΣ = 103 GeV. As we

can see, |Y i
III| is smaller than |Y i

I | by a few orders of magnitude due to the large hierarchy between MN

andMΣ. When Im(z) is smaller then 2 (referring toMN = 1014GeV) or 1 (referring toMN = 1015GeV),

|Y i
III| is no more than O(1). In our case, the smallness of three left-handed neutrinos is attributed to

the smallness of |Y i
III| and the largeness of MN .

5 Proton decays

The instability of the proton is one of the most attractive predictions of grand unified theories. In this

part, our target is to understand if the model satisfies the current proton decay bounds and if it can

be tested in future experiments. Partial decay widths of some typical channels of proton decay into a

lepton and a meson are given by [38,39]

Γ(p→ π0e+α ) = fπ0

[∣∣⟨π0|(ud)LuL|p⟩∣∣2∣∣c(ecα, d)∣∣2 + ∣∣⟨π0|(ud)RuL|p⟩∣∣2∣∣c(eα, dc)∣∣2] ,
Γ(p→ K0e+α ) = fK0

∣∣⟨K0|(us)RuL|p⟩
∣∣2[∣∣c(eα, sc)∣∣2 + ∣∣c(ecα, s)∣∣2] ,

Γ(p→ K+ν̄) = fK+

∑
i

[∣∣⟨K+|(us)RdL|p⟩
∣∣2∣∣c(νi, d, sc)∣∣2 + ∣∣⟨K+|(ud)RsL|p⟩

∣∣2∣∣c(νi, s, dc)∣∣2] ,
Γ(p→ π+ν̄) = fπ+

∑
i

∣∣⟨π+|(du)RdL|p⟩∣∣2∣∣c(νi, d, dc)∣∣2 . (32)
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Here fM is the phase space contribution ignoring charged lepton masses,

fM =
1

8π

(
1−

m2
M

m2
p

)2(
gGUT√
2MGUT

)4

A2
LDA

2
SD . (33)

ALD and ASD parametrising the long-distance and short-distance effect of the baryon-number-violating

operators [40], accounting for renormalisation contribution of the QCD running from mt to the proton

mass scale

ALD =

(
α3(mp)

α3(mc)

) 2
9
(
α3(mc)

α3(mb)

) 6
25
(
α3(mb)

α3(mt)

) 6
23

(34)

and that from the GUT scale down to mt

ASD =
∏

I=1,2,...

(
α1(MI)

α1(MI−1)

)− 23

30(aSM1 +∆aI1)
(

α2(MI)

α2(MI−1)

)− 3

2(aSM2 +∆aI2)
(

α3(MI)

α3(MI−1)

)− 4

3(aSM3 +∆aI3) , (35)

respectively, where we considered the extra matter at a single intermediate scale MI and ∆ai ≡
∑

I a
I
i .

The revelant hadronic matrix elements can be obtained by using QCD lattice simulation. We use the

best-fit values reported in the recent paper [41], i.e.,

⟨π0|(ud)LuL|p⟩ = 0.134(5)(16) GeV2, ⟨π0|(ud)RuL|p⟩ = −0.131(4)(13) GeV2,

⟨π+|(ud)RdL|p⟩ = −0.186(6)(18) GeV2, ⟨π+|(ud)LdL|p⟩ = −0.189(6)(22) GeV2,

⟨K0|(us)RuL|p⟩ = 0.103(3)(11) GeV2, ⟨K0|(us)LuL|p⟩ = 0.057(2)(6) GeV2,

⟨K+|(us)RdL|p⟩ = −0.049(2)(5) GeV2, ⟨K+|(us)LdL|p⟩ = 0.041(2)(5) GeV2,

⟨K+|(ud)RsL|p⟩ = −0.134(4)(14) GeV2, ⟨K+|(ud)LsL|p⟩ = 0.139(4)(15) GeV2,

⟨K+|(ds)RuL|p⟩ = −0.054(2)(6) GeV2, ⟨K+|(ds)LuL|p⟩ = −0.098(3)(10) GeV2,

⟨η|(ud)RuL|p⟩ = 0.006(2)(3) GeV2, ⟨η|(ud)LuL|p⟩ = 0.113(3)(12) GeV2. (36)

The c coefficients appearing in these formulas are [38]

c(ecα, d) = (U ′T
u Uu)11(U

T
d U

′
e)1α + (U ′T

u Ud)11(U
T
u U

′
e)1α ,

c(ecα, s) = (U ′T
u Uu)11(U

T
d U

′
e)2α + (U ′T

u Ud)12(U
T
u U

′
e)1α ,

c(eα, d
c) = (U ′T

u Uu)11(U
′T
d Ue)1α ,

c(eα, s
c) = (U ′T

u Uu)11(U
′T
d Ue)2α ,

c(νi, d, d
c) = (U ′T

u Ud)11(U
′T
d Uν)1i ,

c(νi, d, s
c) = (U ′T

u Ud)11(U
′T
d Uν)2i ,

c(νi, s, d
c) = (U ′T

u Ud)12(U
′T
d Uν)1i , (37)

where α, β = 1, 2. There are a large number of free parameters introduced by the unitary matrices.

In the above section, we have used a basis where Ue = U ′
e = 1. Even in this case, we still have large

redundancies. In the following phenomenological discussion, we will further concentrate on the following

three specified scenarios.

S1) Diagonal down-type quark Yukawa couplings, Yd = Ŷd, leading to Ud = U ′
d = 1.

S2) Diagonal up-type quark Yukawa couplings, Yu = Ŷu, leading to Uu = U ′
u = 1.

S3) Hermitian quark Yukawa couplings, Yd = Y †
d and Yu = Y †

u , leading to Uu = U ′
u and Ud = U ′

d.

Detailed discussions on these scenarios are given below.
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S1) Yd = Ŷd

In this scenario, we have Uu = UdV
†
CKM = V †

CKM. U ′
u is in general different from Uu. Sizes of each entries

of VCKM satisfy |Vcd| ≃ |Vus| ≡ λ, |Vts| ≃ |Vcb| ∼ λ2, |Vtd| ∼ λ3 and |Vub| ∼ |Vtd|/2, where λ = sin θC

and θC is the Cabibbo angle. When calculating the c coefficients in proton decay lifetime, we consider

precision up to the order O(λ) and ignore smaller quantities. Then, proton partial decay widths can be

expressed more straightforwardly,

Γ(p→ π0e+) ≈ fπ0

[∣∣⟨π0|(ud)LuL|p⟩∣∣2∣∣2(U ′
u)11V

∗
ud + (U ′

u)21V
∗
us

∣∣2
+
∣∣⟨π0|(ud)RuL|p⟩∣∣2∣∣(U ′

u)11V
∗
ud + (U ′

u)21V
∗
us

∣∣2] ,
Γ(p→ π0µ+) ≈ fπ0

∣∣⟨π0|(ud)LuL|p⟩∣∣2∣∣(U ′
u)11V

∗
us

∣∣2 ,
Γ(p→ K0e+) ≈ fK0

∣∣⟨K0|(us)RuL|p⟩
∣∣2∣∣(U ′

u)21V
∗
ud

∣∣2 ,
Γ(p→ K0µ+) ≈ fK0

∣∣⟨K0|(us)RuL|p⟩
∣∣2[|(U ′

u)11V
∗
ud + (U ′

u)21V
∗
us|2 + |(U ′

u)11V
∗
ud + 2(U ′

u)21V
∗
us|2

]
,

Γ(p→ π+ν̄) ≈ fπ+

∣∣⟨π+|(du)RdL|p⟩∣∣2∣∣(U ′
u)11

∣∣2 ,
Γ(p→ K+ν̄) ≈ fK+

[∣∣⟨K+|(us)RdL|p⟩
∣∣2∣∣(U ′

u)11
∣∣2 + ∣∣⟨K+|(ud)RsL|p⟩

∣∣2∣∣(U ′
u)21

∣∣2] . (38)

Obviously, we are left with only two free parameters (U ′
u)11 and (U ′

u)21, which are relevant to some

degrees of freedom associated with the right-handed up-type quark fields. To see more clearly the

dependence of proton lifetime upon the parameters, we assume MΣ = 103 GeV and MGUT = 2 ×
1015 GeV, values of which are consistent with gauge unification discussed in the last section. The

proton partial decay lifetime can be obtained numerically as

τ(p→ π0e+) ≈ 7.1× 1032 yr

|(U ′
u)

2
11 + 0.2747(U ′

u)11(U
′
u)21 + 0.0209(U ′

u)
2
21|

,

τ(p→ π0µ+) ≈ 6.6× 1034 yr

|(U ′
u)

2
11|

,

τ(p→ K0e+) ≈ 1.1× 1034 yr

|(U ′
u)

2
21|

,

τ(p→ K0µ+) ≈ 5.7× 1033 yr

|(U ′
u)

2
11 + 0.6911(U ′

u)11(U
′
u)21 + 0.1327(U ′

u)
2
21|

,

τ(p→ π+ν̄) ≈ 1.7× 1033 yr

|(U ′
u)

2
11|

,

τ(p→ K+ν̄) ≈ 4.7× 1034 yr

|(U ′
u)

2
11 + 7.4622(U ′

u)
2
21|

, (39)

where we have used values of CKM matrix elements Vud, Vus from Particle Data Group [42]. A short

lifetime for p→ π0e+ is predicted if U ′
u ≃ 1. Namely, to generate a signal consistent with current data,

the unitary matrix U ′
u must deviates from the diagonal matrix.

We perform a numerical scan for illustration. (U ′
u)11 and (U ′

u)21 are assumed to be real and (U ′
u)11 ∈

(−1, 1) and (U ′
u)21 ∈ (0, 1) are restricted. The unitarity of U ′

u requires |(U ′
u)11|2 + |(U ′

u)21|2 ≤ 1. An

explicit analysis should include a relative phase between (U ′
u)11 and (U ′

u)21 if they are relaxed to be

complex. This phase is less important and ignored here. Instead, the positive and negative signs for

(U ′
u)11 refer to two extremal cases for the relative phase at 0 and π, respectively. Obviously the proton

lifetime tends to infinity as (U ′
u)11, (U

′
u)21 tend to zero. Then we show the predictions for the six channels

13
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Figure 6: Predictions for the partial lifetime of proton decay in different channels p → π0e+, π0µ+,

K0e+, K0µ+, π+ν̄, and K+ν̄. MGUT = 2 × 1015 GeV and MΣ = 103GeV are assumed. The region

hatched in gray curves are excluded by SK, referring to τ(p→ π0e+) > 2.4× 1034 years (top-left) [23],

τ(p → K+ν̄) > 6.6 × 1033 years (botton-right) [24]. SK also set the lower bounds for other channels,

τ(p → K0µ+) > 3.6 × 1033 years [43], τ(p → π+ν̄) > 3.9 × 1032 years [44], τ(p → π0µ+) > 1.6 × 1034

years [23] and τ(p → K0µ+) > 3.6 × 1033 years [43], which are consistent with all the flavour space.

The green curve shows future sensitivity in JUNO, τ(p → K+ν̄) > 9.6 × 1033 years [25]. The cyan

curve shows that in DUNE, i.e., τ(p → K+ν̄) > 1.3 × 1034 years [26]. The red, yellow and purple

curves show the sensitivities for different channels in HK, i.e., τ(p → π0e+) > 8 × 1034 years [45],

τ(p→ K+ν̄) > 3.2× 1034 years [27], τ(p→ π0µ+) > 7.7× 1034 years [27].

14



Figure 7: Correlation between (U ′
u)11 and (U ′

u)21 within future experiments scope.

above in Fig. 6. Here, we observe that for the K+ν̄ channel, a large range of the parameter space of

(U ′
u)11 and (U ′

u)21 is still consistent with the Hyper-Kamiokande (HK) bound. However, most of this

range has been excluded in the π0e+ channel measurement, as expected from the analytical formula in

Eq. (38). The prediction of proton decay lifetime for the channel p → K0µ+ is much longer than the

upper bound set by Super-Kamiokande (SK). As we can see, the prediction of proton decay lifetime for

the channel p→ π+ν̄ is bigger than the limit of SK completely.

We further check the testability of the the flavour space in light of the JUNO, DUNE and HK

experiments. We zoom in Fig. 7 the parameter space of (U ′
u)11 and (U ′

u)21 within the touch of these

experiments. The parameter space targeted by HK via the π0e+ channel is intersected with that

targeted by JUNO, DUNE and HK via the K+ν̄ channel, but each meaurements all have their own

respectively targeted regions. It is notably to menion that as MGUT gets larger, the allowed parameter

space increases, τ(p→ K+ν̄) gets larger and exceeds JUNO’s ability, even exceeds DUNE’s ability. To

sum up, there is hope to test this theory in future proton decay experiments, especially in the JUNO,

DUNE and HK experiments.

S2) Yu = Ŷu

In S2), we have Ud = UuVCKM = VCKM. U ′
d in general should be different from Ud. Similar to S1),

proton partial decay widths can be written in simple way, e.g.,

Γ(p→ π0e+) ≈ fπ0

[∣∣⟨π0|(ud)LuL|p⟩∣∣24∣∣Vud∣∣2 + ∣∣⟨π0|(ud)RuL|p⟩∣∣2∣∣(U ′
d)11

∣∣2] ,
Γ(p→ K+ν̄) ≈ fK+

[∣∣⟨K+|(us)RdL|p⟩
∣∣2∣∣Vud∣∣2 + ∣∣⟨K+|(ud)RsL|p⟩

∣∣2∣∣Vus∣∣2] . (40)

The numerical expression of the above equation is

τ(p→ π0e+) ≈ 3.4× 1033 yr

|(U ′
d)

2
11 + 3.9737|

,

τ(p→ K+ν̄) ≈ 3.58× 1034 yr . (41)
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once MΣ = 103 GeV and MGUT = 2× 1015 GeV are fixed. Here, Γ(p → K+ν̄) is just a number which

is not relevant to U ′
d. However, we have checked that the prediction for the p→ π0e+ channel is always

less than 8.7×1032 years, which is obviously not meeting current limits of SK, τ(p→ π0e+) > 2.4×1034

years [23]. Therefore, this scenario is excluded.

S3) Y †
d = Yd and Y †

u = Yu

In S3), we have Ud = UuVCKM. Uu is a free unitary matrix. Similar to the discussion in S1), we obtain

proton partial decay widths here as

Γ(p→ π0e+) ≈ fπ0

[∣∣⟨π0|(ud)LuL|p⟩∣∣2∣∣2(Uu)11Vud + (Uu)12Vcd
∣∣2

+
∣∣⟨π0|(ud)RuL|p⟩∣∣2∣∣(Uu)11Vud + (Uu)12Vcd

∣∣2] ,
Γ(p→ π0µ+) ≈ fπ0

[∣∣⟨π0|(ud)LuL|p⟩∣∣2∣∣2(Uu)21Vud + (Uu)22Vcd
∣∣2

+
∣∣⟨π0|(ud)RuL|p⟩∣∣2∣∣(Uu)21Vud + (Uu)22Vcd

∣∣2] ,
Γ(p→ K0e+) ≈ fK0

∣∣⟨K0|(us)RuL|p⟩
∣∣2[∣∣2(Uu)11Vus + (Uu)12Vcs

∣∣2 + ∣∣(Uu)11Vus + (Uu)12Vcs
∣∣2] ,

Γ(p→ K0µ+) ≈ fK0

∣∣⟨K0|(us)RuL|p⟩
∣∣2[∣∣2(Uu)21Vus + (Uu)22Vcs

∣∣2 + ∣∣(Uu)21Vus + (Uu)22Vcs
∣∣2] ,

Γ(p→ π+ν̄) ≈ fπ+

∣∣⟨π+|(du)RdL|p⟩∣∣2∣∣Vud∣∣2 ,
Γ(p→ K+ν̄) ≈ fK+

[∣∣⟨K+|(us)RdL|p⟩
∣∣2∣∣Vud∣∣2 + ∣∣⟨K+|(ud)RsL|p⟩

∣∣2∣∣Vus∣∣2] , (42)

In this scenario, four free parameters are involved, (Uu)11, (Uu)12, (Uu)21 and (Uu)22. Formulas for

p → π0e+ and p → π0µ+, as well as those for p → K0e+ and p → K0µ+, are almost the same except

the replacements (Uu)11 → (Uu)21 and (Uu)12 → (Uu)22. Γ(p→ K+ν̄) and Γ(p→ π+ν̄) are independent

of any entries of Uu. By fixing MΣ = 103 GeV and MGUT = 2× 1015 GeV, we obtain

τ(p→ π0e+) ≈ 7.1× 1032 yr

|(Uu)211 + 0.2707(Uu)11(Uu)12 + 0.0203(Uu)212|
,

τ(p→ K0e+) ≈ 4.3× 1034 yr

|(Uu)211 + 5.2162(Uu)11(Uu)12 + 7.5581(Uu)212|
,

τ(p→ π0µ+) ≈ 7.1× 1032 yr

|(Uu)221 + 0.2707(Uu)21(Uu)22 + 0.0203(Uu)222|
,

τ(p→ K0µ+) ≈ 4.3× 1034 yr

|(Uu)221 + 5.2162(Uu)21(Uu)22 + 7.5581(Uu)222|
,

τ(p→ π+ν̄) ≈ 1.8× 1033 yr ,

τ(p→ K+ν̄) ≈ 3.58× 1034 yr , (43)

where values of CKM matrix elements Vud, Vcd, Vus, Vcs have been taken from Particle Data Group(PDG)

[42]. We show the dependence of proton partial lifetime upon entries of Uu in Fig. 8. The last two

channels, which are independent of Uu, predicts fixed partial lifetime consistent with current SK bounds

[24,44]. In particular, the p→ K+ν̄ channel is beyond the future sensitivities of HK [27].

To end this section, we comment on the case with 2HDM. Following the discussion in the end of

Section 3, the main effect of including one more Higgs doublet at the electroweak scale is an enhancement

of the GUT scale, but not to the flavour space. We expect that, once the GUT scale fixed at the same

scale, the restriction on the parameter space of (U ′
u)11 and (U ′

u)21 in Figs. (6) and (5), as well as
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Figure 8: Predictions for the proton decay in S3). MGUT = 2 × 1015 GeV and MΣ = 103 GeV are

assumed. The region hatched in gray curves are excluded by SK, i.e., τ(p→ π0e+) > 2.4×1034 years [23]

(top-left) and τ(p→ π0µ+) > 1.6× 1034 years [23] (top-right). Future sensitivities in HK are shown in

red curves, i.e., τ(p→ π0e+) > 8× 1034 years [45], τ(p→ π0µ+) > 7.7× 1034 years [27]. In the bottom

panels, current experimental lower bounds for p → K0e+ and K0µ+, i.e., τ(p → K0e+) > 1 × 1033

years [46] and τ(p → K0µ+) > 3.6 × 1033 years [43], are smaller than the prediction for all parameter

space of Uu and thus shows no constraints to the latter. The partial lifetime for p → π+ν̄ and K+ν̄ is

independent of Uu and thus not shown.

that of (Uu)11 and (Uu)21 in Fig. (8), keep almost the same. Assuming a higher GUT scale, e.g.,

MGUT = 3×1015 GeV, which are not consistent with SM but 2HDM, a longer proton decay is predicted

and the restriction on the flavour space is weaker.

6 Conclusion

We discussed economical extensions of SU(5) model by including extra 24F fermion multiplets. These

multiplets include electroweak singlets and triplets, which may play important roles in light neutrino

mass generation through type-I or type-III seesaw mechanisms. Including the 24F fermions saves the

gauge unification and predicts proton decay lifetime compatible with current experimental bounds. We

focus on the minimal case that only one copy of 24F is introduced. Light neutrino masses are generated

via type-(I+III) seesaw and the lightest neutrino keeps massless. The electroweak singlet N and triplet
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fermion Σ are restricted to be around the canonical seesaw scale and TeV scale, respectively. We have

checked that all data of lepton flavour mixing can be reproduced, but large hierarchy between Yukawa

for N and that for Σ has to be included.

We further study contribution of free parameters in the flavour space to different channels of nucleon

decays. We have considered three scenarios: S1) down-type quark Yukawa matrix is diagonal; S2) up-

quark Yukawa matrix is diagonal; and S3) both Yukawa matrices are Hermitian. In S1), only two

free parameters in the flavour space contribute to the proton decay channels we discussed in this work,

p→ π0e+, π0µ+,K0e+,K0µ+, π+ν̄,K+ν̄. Combining π0e+ and K+ν channel for analysis excludes most

of the parameter space of S1), but there is still some space for future experiments to test, such as JUNO

and HK. S2) predicts a short partial lifetime for p → π0e+ and has fully been excluded by SK. In S3),

more free parameters are involved in different channels of the nucleon decay, but not to the K+ν̄ and

π+ν̄ channels. With the development of precise experimental measurement in the future, we expect

a multi-channel analysis will potentially provide extra information of the flavour space of GUTs that

cannot be obtained in the traditional measurements for quark and lepton flavours.
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