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featuring supersymmetry, and the other needing a modification of the Coleman-Weinberg
potential to stabilise the breaking of Eg to the standard model gauge group.
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1 Introduction

Although the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics has been tested to high precision
in recent years, there are hints pointing towards new physics beyond it. Among these lie
the questions regarding the origin of neutrino mass [1], dark matter [2] (and dark energy),
and the lightness of the Higgs boson mass [3] in spite of seemingly large loop corrections.
This prompts the search for new theories that could potentially account for some, if not
all, of these puzzles. One elegant and minimal idea is to assume that the SM is super-
seded by a single, simple gauge group at higher energies, which encompasses the entire
SM gauge structure and results in the unification of gauge forces [4]. The conventional
paradigm behind the construction of Grand Unified Theories (GUTs) stems from the ob-
servation that the gauge couplings converge to similar values at high energies under their
renormalisation group evolution. Consequently, quantitative unification is anticipated at a
specific scale, AquT, where the three couplings would meet and beyond which an extended
gauge symmetry is restored. The classical and minimal examples are based on SU(5) [4]
or SO(10) [5, 6]. At the scale AguT, the GUT gauge symmetry must be broken through a
mechanism analogous to the Higgs mechanism in the SM, typically necessitating numerous
scalar fields in large representations. This path of using Higgs-like mechanisms turns out
to be a dangerous one for the validity of the theory at high energy, as large representations



modify the running of the unified gauge coupling, implying the possible presence of Landau
poles not far above the unification scale (especially in supersymmetric GUTSs).

Asymptotic unification [7] represents an alternative to this standard picture of unifi-
cation, from which they mainly differ in the presence of Ultra-Violet (UV) fixed points for
the renormalisation evolution of the couplings. Henceforth, in the context of asymptotic
Grand Unification Theories (aGUTSs) [8], the three gauge couplings do not cross each other
at some high scale, but instead they flow asymptotically towards the same UV fixed point.
One way to achieve asymptotic unification is to formulate theories in extra dimensions [9].
Perturbative computations allow us to show the emergence of a UV fixed point in 4 4 €
dimensions, which can be extended non-perturbatively up to 5 dimensions (5D) [10, 11].
In addition, the requirement for an UV fixed point makes these models renormalisable and
valid up to high energy scales in the deep UV. Hence, in this work we will focus on 5D
theories, where the first examples of aGUT were proposed in Refs. [8, 12, 13].

The breaking of gauge symmetry in the context of higher-dimensional gauge theo-
ries can proceed via the technique of orbifolding [14-16]. This involves imposing discrete
symmetries on the space of the additional space-like dimensions, hence leading to specific
boundary conditions for various components of the gauge multiplets. An orbifold is then
simply a manifold with singularities where these symmetries act non-trivially [17-20]. The
use of orbifolds, therefore, plays a crucial role in reducing large gauge symmetries down to
those observed in the SM, and in obtaining massless chiral fermions in the reduced effective
4D theory.

Another appealing idea of using extra dimensions consists in the gauge-Higgs unifica-
tion mechanism [21], discussed for both the 5D [22-24] and 6D [25-27] cases. It is well
known that gauge symmetries can be broken by the presence of extra-dimensional gauge
fields, a phenomenon that is called the Hosotani mechanism or Wilson-line symmetry break-
ing [28, 29]. It relies on the idea that massless zero modes of the extra-space component
of the gauge fields, which we call the gauge-scalar, can be identified with the Higgs field
[30]. The potential of the gauge-scalar will be protected by the residual gauge invariance
after orbifolding and thus, it will be generated radiatively at one loop. Gauge invariance
will also ensure the insensitivity of the Higgs mass with respect to the high-scale cut-off,
therefore potentially providing an explanation for the lightness of the Higgs boson [31].

The construction of realistic aGUT models is not straightforward, as many require-
ments must be met. A general recipe has been established in Refs. [13, 32]. In 5D, the most
general orbifold S1'/Zy x Z), is defined in terms of two Zy parities, P; x Pz, each breaking
the bulk gauge group G to subgroups H; and Hs2. Hence, the unbroken gauge group in
the 4D effective theory is H = H1 N Hy. The rules of the game for the construction of a
minimal aGUT is the following: 1) Find the parity such that H = Ggym x U(1)", where
Gsm = SU(3) x SU(2)r, x U(1)y is the SM gauge group and we allow for additional U(1)
factors; 2) Ensure that the fermion zero modes only contain SM fermions being chiral under
Gsm; 3) Ensure the existence of UV fixed points for both gauge and Yukawa couplings; 4)
Ensure that the orbifold is stable. The last condition relies on the loop-generated potential
for the gauge-scalars [32]. A non-minimal extension could allow for an extension of the
unbroken 4D gauge group beyond the SM, like, for instance, the Pati-Salam (PS) partial



unification [33], based on SU(4) x SU(2); x SU(2)g, which occurs, for instance, in the
SO(10) aGUT [34]. A complete classification for the groups SU(N), Sp(2N) and SO(N)
has been presented in Refs. [13, 32], showing that only three models pass all requirements:
one based on SU(6), and two PS ones based on SO(10) and SU(8). In this work, we will
complete the classification by analysing exceptional groups, Ga, Fy, Fg, F7 and Eg. It
should be noted that G2 and Fy do not accommodate the SM gauge symmetry [35], while
Eg can only be broken to real subgroups via Zy parities [36], hence only Eg and E; offer
interesting aGUT possibilities. One supersymmetric aGUT model based on Eg has been
presented in Ref. [12].

The paper is organised as follows: In Section 2 we define our strategy to find stable
orbifolds for the exceptional groups, based on finding the maximal common subgroups
shared by the two parities. In Section 3 we apply the analysis to all exceptional groups,
and we focus on two examples based on Eg and E7, which have some interest for aGUT
model building. Finally, we present our conclusions and perspectives in Section 4. Other
cases and more details are relegated to the appendices.

2 The maximal subgroup criterion

We consider the most general 5D orbifold, S'/Z x Z}, defined in terms of two independent
Z, parities. Each parity breaks the bulk gauge group G to a regular maximal subgroup H.
As discussed in Ref. [36], the parities and symmetry-breaking patterns can be classified via
the subgroups. As shown there, every maximal regular subgroup can be generated by an
orbifold twist. This allows us to label all possible parities P; in terms of their unbroken
maximal subgroups H; C G. We indicate with Py the identity, for which Hy = G. For
the most general orbifold S'/Z; x Z), one needs to find the unbroken group H = H; N H,
that stems from a stable orbifold, i.e. it is not destabilised by a vacuum expectation
value (VEV) of the massless gauge-scalars. For the ordinary groups SU(N), Sp(2N) and
SO(N), a complete classification has been provided in Ref. [32] by studying all the possible
alignments of the parity projection matrices within the group G. This procedure, however,
can be rather involved for the exceptional groups. Hence, here we propose to only study
cases where H is a maximal subgroup of both H; and H;. As we will prove here, this
procedure allows us to find all the stable orbifolds for the non-exceptional groups listed in
Ref. [32].

In all generality, we can identify three template situations:

A) For Py x P;, the maximal subgroup is H;, without gauge-scalars. No other alignment
is possible; hence orbifolds of this type are always stable.

B) For P; x P; with i # 0, the maximal subgroup is H; with gauge-scalars in the coset
G/H;, consisting of all components of the adjoint of G that are not in the adjoint of
H;. Tt is easy to check that all components of the adjoint of G have parities (4, +)
or (—,—), hence their contribution to the gauge-scalar potential has a minimum at
zero [31, 32]. All orbifolds of this type are, therefore, always stable.



C) For P; x P; with ¢ # j, the maximal common subgroup may not be uniquely iden-
tifiable. Hence, the stable orbifold alignment of the two parities needs to be studied
case by case.

We checked, by considering only the maximal common subgroups, that it is possible to
identify all the stable orbifolds for the groups SU(NV), Sp(2N) and SO(N). We provide
below some details for SU(N'), where the other groups offer a trivial generalisation. In the
next section, we will apply the same strategy to the exceptional groups.

2.1 The SU(N) example

For SU(N), there exist [N/2] ! non-trivial parities P4 with A= N —[N/2],..., N —1. The
action of the parity on the fields is characterised by a diagonal parity matrix with A entries
+1 and N — A entries —1. Each P4 parity breaks the SU(N) gauge group on a boundary:

U(A) x U(N — A)
U(1) ’

SU(N) — (2.1)
with
Adj — (Adj,1) @ (1,Adj) ® (F,F) @ (F,F), (2.2)

where F' and Adj indicate the fundamental and the adjoint representation of the corre-
sponding group. Note that we have defined A > N/2 to avoid double counting, as the
overall sign of the parity matrix is not important.

It was shown in Ref. [32] that the only stable orbifolds feature either two or three
SU factors, with specific gauge-scalar spectra. For the three-block case, stable orbifolds
always feature one SU(X) block with X > N/2 and a gauge-scalar transforming in its
fundamental representation. The two-block cases correspond trivially to the orbifold types
A) and B), which are always stable. Three-block orbifold, instead, can be obtained as in C)
by combining two different parities. When combining P4 x Pp with A # B, the unbroken
subgroup can be identified by the alignment of the £1 entries in the two parity matrices.
The maximal common subgroup is obtained by aligning the signs in the largest blocks of
the two, of dimension A and B respectively. Hence, assuming for simplicity A > B, we

obtain:
U(B) x U(A—B) x U(N — A)

u(1) ’
with a gauge-scalar ¢ = (F,1, F). This configuration exactly matches the stable three-

block case in Ref. [32], as B > N/2. Hence, all stable SU(/N) orbifolds match the criterion
of unbroken maximal subgroup.

,H:

(2.3)

3 Stable exceptional orbifolds

All Z5 parities and the related symmetry-breaking patterns of exceptional groups have
been listed in Ref. [36], which is used to construct Table 1, including the decomposition of
the adjoint representation [35]. In Table 2 we compile all the maximal unbroken subgroups

Y[N/2], the integer part of N/2, is equal to n for SU(2n) and SU(2n + 1) groups.



’ Group ‘ Parity ‘ Unbroken group ‘ Adjoint decomposition ‘

1Go | P | SU@xSU@) | Blael3)e 24 |

Fy Py SO(9) 36 © 16

Py Sp(6) x SU(2) | (21,1) & (1,3) @ (14,2)
FEg P1 SO(lO) X U(l) 450 P 1o P 16_35 & Eg

Py | SU(6) xSU2) | (35,1) @ (1,3) & (20,2)
E; Py SU(8) 63 @ 70

Py | SO(12) x SU(2) | (66,1) @ (1,3) @ (321),2)

Ps FEg x U(l) T8 ® 1y ® 274 B 77_4
Es Py SO(16) 120 @ 128

Py Er x SU(2) (133,1) @ (1,3) @ (56, 2)

Table 1: List of all breaking patterns for the exceptional groups generated by a Zs
parity [36]. Note that for F7 broken by P, the 32 can be either the spinorial or the 32’
representation, indicating two possible alignments. The representations in the coset are
highlighted in blue.

obtainable by combining two parities. We see that for the rank-two group, Gs, only one
parity is defined, hence all maximal orbifolds are stable. For the rank-four group, Fj,
two parities are defined. The only nontrivial combination has a single maximal subgroup,
Sp(4) x SU(2) x SU(2). We explicitly computed the potential for the gauge-scalar in the
(4,1, 2) representation to check the stability of such configuration, see Appendix A.1.

For the higher rank groups, Fg, E;7 and Eg, in many cases two possible maximal
subgroups can be defined, and we expect only one of these to give a stable parity alignment.
Hence, an explicit computation of the gauge-scalar potential is necessary to determine
which one corresponds to a stable orbifold. As shown in Table 2, these cases are Fg with
P1 X Py, E7 with Py x Py and Py x Ps3, and Eg with Py x Po. We explicitly checked the
stability of the Fg and E7 cases, with the answer indicated in the last column of Table 2.
In the following we focus on the two cases that are relevant for aGUT model building, as
we will discuss below, i.e. Eg with P; X Py and E7 with P2 x P3. We do not consider
further the Eyg case, as the unbroken groups are always real, and they do not allow for the
inclusion of chiral fermion content as present in the SM.

Before introducing the two examples, it is convenient to recap the main notation for
the gauge-scalar potential computation. We refer the reader to Ref. [32] and references
therein for more details. The VEVs of the gauge-scalars can always be expressed in terms
of ‘angles’ a;, where the potential has a shift symmetry by integers, a; — a; +k with k € Z.
The potential is expressed in terms of the contribution of bulk gauge bosons, fermions, and
scalars as follows:

Veg(a:) =C x | =3 Vro +4 Y Vi, — Y Vr.| (3.1)
f s

where the functions V only depend on the representations of the gauge adjoint G, and



’ Group ‘ Parities

|

Unbroken group

‘ Gauge-scalar ‘ Stable? ‘

|Gy | Py xP1 | SU(2) x SU(2) | Nome/(2,4) | Yes |

Fy Poj1 x P1 SO(9) None/16 Yes
Pos2 X Po Sp(6) x SU(2) None/(14,2) Yes
P1 x Py Sp(4) x SU(2) x SU(2) (4,1,2) Yes
Es Poj1 X P1 SO(10) x U(1) None/16_3 Yes
Poj2 X P2 SU(6) x SU(2) None/(20, 2) Yes
P1 X P2 SU(5) x U(1) x U(1) 10-1,—3 Yes
SU(4) x SU(2) x SU2) x U(1) | (4,1,2)3 No
Ex Poj1 x P1 SU(8) None/70 Yes
Poj2 X P2 SO(12) x SU(2) None/(32,2) Yes
Posz X Ps Eg x U(1) None/27, Yes
Py X P SU(4) x SU(4) x U(1) (4,4)_2 Yes
SU(6) x SU(2) x U(1) (20,2)0 No
Pl X Pg SU(G) X SU(Q) X U(l) (15, 1)4 Yes
732 X Pg SU(G) X SU(Q) X U(l) (6, 2),4 No
SO(10) x U(1) x U(1) 1614 Yes
Ey Poj1 x P SO(16) None/128 Yes
Po2 X P2 E; x SU(2 None/(56, 2) Yes

PL x Py SO(12) x SU(2) x SU(2) (32,1,2) ;

SU(8) x U(1) 28 4 -

Table 2: List of all maximal subgroups obtained by combining two parities. When two
possibilities are present, we find that only one is stable (the unstable one is highlighted in
red). The Ejg case is included for completeness, though we do not study its stability due
to the lack of relevance for aGUT model building.

the bulk fermions f and real scalars s. Here, C' = 1/(327%R*) is a positive normalisation
constant. The functions V can be expressed in terms of two functional templates:

oo

3 cos(2mna)
Ft(a)== _— 3.2
stemming from components with parities (£, +), and
_ 3 — ,, cos(2mna) + R
Fo(a) =5 (-)"—— = =—F"(a) + ;- F"(20) (3.3)

n=1

stemming from components with parities (£, F). It is important to recall that —F*(a) has
a minimum at a = 0, while —F'~(a) has a minimum at a = 1/2. Hence, while the former
tends to stabilise the orbifold, the latter destabilises it.



3.1 An Eg example

The breaking of Eg by P1 x Py is of relevance, as one possible maximal subgroup H consists
of PS symmetry, SU(4) x SU(2)r x SU(2)g, with an additional U(1),, factor [37], hence it
could be used to construct aGUT models. We recall that the two parities break:

P1 = Eg — SO(10) x U(1),,
P2 = Eg — SU(6) x SU(2)r,

where we have identified the unbroken SU(2) with SU(2)g. Since the gauge-scalar trans-
forms as a doublet under the unbroken SU(2) present in Eq. (3.5), it could be used to reduce
the PS symmetry to the SM one, by breaking SU(2)r. From Table 2, we see that there are
two possible maximal subgroups that could correspond to the stable parity alignment:

- SU(5) x U(1)y x U(1)y, where SU(5) x U(1),, € SO(10). The fundamental and adjoint
of Eg decompose in the following way, where we also indicate the intrinsic parities
under P x Pa:

27 » 104, @55, @175, @5, L, @5 5, @157, (3.6)
78 - 240§ @ 1§ @15 ®10f; ® 10, ®10°]_;® 10,5 @
s " g
By 3 ®5 33®1°7 3137, (3.7)

Hence, this pattern has a gauge-scalar transforming as pgys = 10_1,_3 + c.c..

- SU(4) x SU(2)r, x SU(2)g x U(1)y, where SU(4) x SU(2)r, x U(1),, C SU(6). The
fundamental and adjoint decompose as

27 = (42,1)7T e (4,1,2)]" @ (6,1,1)=3 ®(1,2,2)5; & (1,1,1); 7,  (3.8)
78 — (15,1, )T @ (1,3, )T @ (1,1,3)f T @ (1,1, 1)§ T @ (6,2,2)f ~ @
4,2, )2F e (4,2,1);7 @ (4,1,2);” @ (41,2)~5 . (3.9)

In this case, the gauge-scalar transforms as ¢ps = (4,1,2)3 4 c.c.. This identifica-
tion of the SU(2) factors was chosen in such a way that the gauge-scalar vacuum
expectation value could be used to break the PS group to the SM one [33].

To check which configuration yields a stable orbifold, it is necessary to compute the
one-loop effective potential for the gauge scalars. We find it most convenient to compute it
for the PS configuration; see Appendix A.2 for more details. The gauge scalar ¢ppg allows
for two independent vacuum expectation values, which we label a and b. The contribution
of the adjoint gauge multiplet reads:

Vadj = Z [F*(2a) + F*(20)] +% [F*(2a+2b) + F*(2a — 2b)|+2 [F (a+b) + F (a —D)] .

(3.10)
Contours of the two-dimensional potential are shown in the left panel of Fig. 1. The
two global minima non-related by the periodicity are (0,1/2) and (1/2,0). We also note



here the presence of local minima at (0,0) and (1/2,1/2). At the global minima, the PS
group is broken to the SM one, however, due to the maximal value of the VEV, additional
zero modes appear, which reconstruct the SU(5) invariance. Hence, the unbroken gauge
symmetry at the global minima is SU(5) x U(1)?, hence demonstrating that this is the
stable orbifold.
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Figure 1: Plot of the gauge contributions to the effective potential (left) and the full
effective potential (right) in function of the two VEVs a and b.

The above conclusion holds based only on the contribution of the gauge fields. How-
ever, before completely discarding the PS symmetry breaking, one would need to try and
construct a realistic aGUT model including bulk fermion and scalar fields, following the
rules established in Ref. [13]. We recall that under Pati-Salam, one generation of SM
fermions transforms as a left-handed (4,2,1) and a right-handed (4,1,2), while the SM
Higgs is embedded in a (1,2,2). From Eq. (3.8), it is clear that the minimal field content
consists of fundamentals of Fg.? For matter fields, we can assign overall parities, which flip
the intrinsic parities listed in Eq. (3.8): hence, the left-handed fermions can be obtained
from a \I/g';' , while the right-handed ones from \I/%F . The Higgs instead emerges from a
scalar @5, . One can check that the additional zero modes transform under real represen-
tations of the PS group; hence they acquire mass once the U(1)y is broken.? The field
content allows for one Yukawa coupling in the bulk:

Lvak =Y Wﬁ\I/27(I>27 + h.c. (3.11)

As such, we have computed the renormalisation group equations for the gauge and Yukawa
couplings in 5D [13], and found that for n, “families” of fermions, the following fixed points

exist:
. 27 « (224 16ng)m
Q

_ _ 22+ 16ng)m 3.12
97 41 —8n,0 Y 135(41—8ny) (3.12)

2 A non-minimal scenario could be obtained by embedding the left-handed fermions in the adjoint [12, 20].
%Note that the model has 4D anomalies involving the U(1), current, which can be cancelled by localised
chiral fermions and/or localised Chern-Simons terms [38-40].



where a; = 2?/(4m). These UV fixed points are well defined as long as n, < 5. Adding
the contribution of scalars and three generations of fermions to the gauge-scalar potential,
we obtain the right panel of Fig. 1. This confirms the global minima at the SU(5) x U(1)?
orbifold.

Note, finally, that if the gauge-scalar VEV would move away from the maximal value,
ie. (0,x) with 0 < z < 1/2, the unbroken gauge group would be the SM one, hence
leading to a potentially interesting model. Hence, a realistic aGUT could be constructed if
the potential can be destabilised via the addition of more fields and/or interactions, leading
to a non-minimal model.

3.2 An E; example

Having three independent parities F7; offers more possibilities in terms of symmetry-
breaking patterns. Among the possibilities listed in Table 2, two are potentially interesting
for aGUT model building.

The first corresponds to the SU(4) x SU(4) x U(1) obtainable via P; x Po. While QCD
colour has been extended to SU(4) in the Pati-Salam fourth-colour model [33], attempts
to extend the SU(2). to SU(4) have also been explored in the literature [41-44], showing
some interesting features for leptons. However, in the E7; embedding, the fundamental
only contains bi-fundamentals. This makes it impossible to embed the SM gauge symmetry
within the SU(4) x SU(4) structure while obtaining the correct SM fermions [45, 46]. Hence,
this case can be discarded. For completeness, we checked that the gauge-scalar potential
prefers the SU(4) x SU(4) x U(1) alignment; see Appendix A.3.

The second possibility is offered by the SU(6) x SU(2) x U(1) pattern, which can
be obtained by all three non-trivial parity combinations. The idea would be to embed
SU(4) x SU(2)r, of Pati-Salam within SU(6), while the remaining SU(2) is identified with
SU(2)g. This setup would lead, technically, to a non-minimal aGUT as the quantitative
unification of two SM couplings is required. Nevertheless, we discuss this case to exhaust all
possible exceptional model-building cases, and because it offers some interesting features.
The SM fermions must be embedded in the following two representations of SU(6)x SU(2) g:

(15,1) — (6,1,1) ® (4,2,1) @ (1,1,1), (3.13)
(6,2) = (4,1,2) @ (1,2,2), (3.14)
where we show the decomposition under the PS group. The correct zero mode structure,

however, can only be obtained in the model based on Py x Ps, for which a second possible
alignment is present, see Table 2. Hence, we first study the stability of this orbifold.
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Figure 2: Plot of the gauge contributions to the effective potential (left) and the full
effective potential (right) as a function of the two VEVs a and b for the E7 model.

The two parities break E7 as follows (c.f. Table 1):
Py = E7 — SO(12) X SU(Q)R, (3.15)
Ps = Er — Fg x U(l)X . (316)
The two alignments listed in Table 2 lead to the following unbroken groups:

- SO(10) x U(1)y x U(1)x, where SO(10) x U(1)y, C Eg. The fundamental and adjoint
of E7 decompose as follows:

56 — 167 ", ® 1075 , ® 177, @167, ® 10,5 ® 11,0155 @ 157, (3.17)
133 — 4504 @ 15 ®15J ® 1675, @165, © 167, 16, _, @
05,01, @10, @17 . (3.18)
Hence, the gauge-scalar transforms as ¢go(10) = 1614 + c.c..
- SU(6) x SU(2)r x U(1)x where SU(6) x SU(2)r C Eg and SU(6) x U(1)x C SO(12).
The fundamental and adjoint of E7 decompose as:
56 — (15,1)"3 @ (1,1)5~ @ (6,2); @ (15,1); ~ & (1,1)-§ @ (6,2)75 ,(3.19)
133 — 35, 1) e (1L,3) e (L) Te (5 ) e (15,1 @
(6,2)"; @ (6,2); & (20,2),". (3.20)
Hence, the gauge-scalar transforms as ¢gy) = (6,2)_4 + c.c..

We computed the gauge-scalar potential for the latter, see Appendix A.3 for more
details. Two vacuum expectation values are allowed, which we label a and b, leading to
the following potential contribution from the gauge multiplet:

Vagj = g [F*(2a) + FY(20)] + 2 [F T (a+b)+ Fr(a—b)] + 6 [F (a+b) + F (a—1)] .
(3.21)

~ 10 —



This potential is shown in the left panel of Fig. 2, and it features global minima at (0,1/2)
and (1/2,0). These configurations break SU(6) x SU(2)r — SU(5) x U(1), however, ad-
ditional zero modes appear that reconstruct invariance under SO(10). Hence, the stable
orbifold is the SO(10) x U(1)? case, similar to what we observed for the Fg case.

Before concluding the discussion on this model, we need to include the effect of bulk
matter fields. A complete SM generation can be embedded into a single bulk fermion 56
with parities (+, —), so that the field W34 contains a right-handed zero mode (15,1)_
and a left-handed one (6,2)2, with an additional right-handed singlet (1,1)_g. The gauge
scalar decomposes as

Psu(e) — (4, 1, 2)_4 S5) (1, 2, 2)_4 + c.c. (322)

so that it contains a Higgs doublet candidate (the second term) together with a scalar
that could break the PS symmetry to the SM one. Hence, the SM Yukawa couplings are
generated directly from gauge interactions, as in Gauge-Higgs unification models. The only
bulk coupling, the gauge one, has a fixed point

N 2m

- = 3.23
97 63—8n,’ (3:23)

o
for ny < 7 fermion generations. To check the orbifold stability, we included the contribution
of the bulk fermions:
3 3

Vierm. = 76 [F*(2a +2b) + F*(2a — 2b)] + 1 [F*(2a) + F*(20)] . (3.24)
The total potential for three families is illustrated in the right panel of Fig. 2, confirming
that the global minima prefer the alignment SO(10) x U(1)2. We also remark that desta-
bilising the potential for the gauge-scalar would not lead to a feasible model, as it can only
break SU(6) x SU(2)g to a flipped SU(5) model.

Finally, we also note that this Fr case contains the Ejg orbifold given by Py x Pa, c.f.
Table 2. The main difference is that the Eg case is automatically stable on the breaking
of SU(6) x SU(2) without any gauge-scalar. Hence, the Higgs and the scalar responsible
for the breaking of SU(6) x SU(2) to Pati-Salam must be added in the bulk, leading to a
non-minimal aGUT.

4 Conclusions and perspectives

In this work we investigated the stability of orbifolds based on exceptional groups in 5D,
compactified on S'/Zy x Z,,. We only studied alignments of the parities leading to maximal
unbroken subgroups, as they always contain the stable configurations for SU(N), Sp(2N)
and SO(N) cases [32]. We applied such results to the construction of minimal aGUTs,
following the prescriptions established in Refs. [13, 32]. Realistic models can only be built
based on Eg and E7, as Fg always leads to real unbroken subgroups in 5D while G5 and
Fy do not contain the SM gauge symmetry. However, we demonstrated that all minimal
aGUT models one could build, which fully embed the SM, are based on unstable orbifolds,
hence they are not feasible.
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Nevertheless, our exploration allows us to define possible non-minimal model-building
avenues. The only promising one is based on FEg, broken by the only two un-equivalent
parities, P; x Py. The stable orbifold would break Eg — SU(5) x U(1)?, hence requiring
quantitative unification before the extra dimension appears. However, we found that by
turning on one vacuum expectation value for the gauge-scalar, this is connected to another
alignment leading to Eg — SU(4) x SU(2)? x U(1): for non-extreme values, the unbroken
symmetry is exactly that of the SM, hence a realistic model could be constructed if the
one-loop potential for the gauge-scalar is suitably modified via non-minimal interactions.

Another possibility is still offered by the same Fg orbifold, if the theory is supersym-
metric. In such a case, the one-loop potential for the gauge scalar is vanishing, unless
supersymmetry is broken. A feasible model has been constructed in Ref. [12], with the
interesting feature that left-handed SM fermions arise from the gaugino fields and the
Yukawa couplings are generated by gauge interactions. Hence, all couplings are guaran-
teed to flow towards the attractive UV fixed point. The stability of this orbifold is tightly
related to the breaking of supersymmetry, and we leave a detailed study of this model for
future publications.
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A Computation of the effective potential

We provide some details on the computation of the one-loop effective potential for the
gauge-scalars in the non-trivial Fy, Eg and E7 orbifolds. The potential in Eq. (3.1) is fully
determined by the dependence of the spectrum on the various VEVs of the gauge-scalar,
i.e. on the interactions between the bulk fields and the fifth polarisation of the gauge field
As. The most general procedure consists in defining the VEVs of A5 and then computing
their effect on the various components of the bulk fields. To simplify the task, we employ
a trick first proposed in Ref. [47] in order to recast the computation in terms of known
ordinary groups such as SU(N) and Sp(2N), for which general results are presented in
Ref. [32]. The trick consists in identifying a subgroup K of the bulk group G, satisfying
the following two criteria:

- K D H, i.e. it contains the 4D unbroken group of the orbifold;

- the parities defining the orbifold break X — H on both boundaries, so that the
adjoint of I contains the zero mode gauge-scalars.

Hence, one can decompose each representation of G in representations of X, and compute
the contribution to the potential of each component. We will see how this works in the

following examples.
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A.1 The F, orbifold

As outlined in Table 2, the only non-trivial combination of parities breaks Fy to SO(9)
on one boundary and to Sp(6); x SU(2)2 on the other, leading to the 4D remnant group
H = Sp(4) x SU(2); x SU(2)2, where Sp(4) x SU(2); C Sp(6);. Under H, the adjoint of
F, decomposes as:

52 — (10,1, )" e (1,3, )" @ (1,1,3)" 8 (5,2,2) T & (4,1,2) 7 & (4,2,1)" ", (A1)

with a gauge scalar in the (4,1, 2) representation.
We note that the components with parities (£, +) can be accommodated in an adjoint
of an Sp(6) group, leading to the identification of

K= Sp(6)2 X SU(2)1 s (AQ)

where Sp(6)2 D Sp(4) x SU(2)2. Under K, the gauge-scalar is part of the adjoint of Sp(6)a,
and the decomposition of the F); adjoint will be given by:

52 — (1,3)" @ (21, 1)t @ (14,2)". (A.3)

In the above notation, the first two terms in eq. (A.3) contain components with (£, =+)
parities, while the last term includes the (4, F) contributions. From Eq. (A.3), we can
schematically write the gauge contribution to the effective potential:

Vadjlp, = Va1 +2 V1w . (A.4)

The two terms can now be computed using the results for the breaking of Sp(6) — Sp(4) x
Sp(2). The gauge-scalar VEV can be parametrised in terms of a single non-zero entry, a,
and following Ref. [32], we obtain:

Voi(a) =2 [FT(2a) +2F(a)] , (A.5)

while the 14’ with negative parity contributes as:
Vig(a) =2 F~ (a). (A.6)
For Eq. (A.6) we took into account the opposite parity of this representation with respect

to the Sp(6) adjoint. The total gauge contribution to the potential then becomes:

Vaaly, (@) = 3 F*(2a). (A7)

The global minimum sits at a = 0, thus making this case stable.

A.2 The Eg orbifold

The relevant combination of parities stems from P; breaking Eg — SO(10) x U(1) on one
boundary, and Py breaking Eg — SU(6) x SU(2)r on the other boundary, see Table 2.
There are two possible maximal 4D remnant groups: SU(5) x U(1)? and SU(4) x SU(2), x
SU(2)r x U(1).
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For aGUT model-building purposes, we are interested in the latter case, under which
the adjoint of Eg decomposes according to Eq. (3.9), with a gauge-scalar in the (4, 1, 2)3+-c.c.
representation. We remark that SU(6) D SU(4) x SU(2)r. To compute the gauge-scalar
potential, the group broken on both boundaries, which also contains this gauge-scalar, is
given by:

K =SU(6)r x SU(2)L . (A.8)
It is, therefore, enough to study the breaking of SU(6)r — SU(4) x SU(2)g, for which
general formulae can be found in Refs. [32, 48]. Under K, the Eg adjoint decomposes as:

78 — (1,3)" @ (35,1)" @ (20,2), (A.9)

Similarly to the Fy case, the first two terms include the (4, +) parity states, while the
third contains (4, F) contributions. The gauge contribution to the potential can then be
written as:

VAdj‘EG =V35+2 Vo (A.lO)

The gauge-scalar allows for two independent VEVs, a and b. The contributions V35 and
Vs to the effective potential coming from the adjoint 35 and the 3-index antisymmetric 20
representations of SU(6) are computed explicitly in Refs. [32, 48]:

Vis(a,b) = FT(2a) + F*(20) +2 [Ft(a+b)+ F"(a—b)|+4 [F*(a)+ F*(b)], (A.11)

Vao(a,b) =2 [F~(a+b)+F (a—b)+ F (a)+ F (b)] . (A.12)

As before, we notice the presence of F~ functions in Eq. (A.12), compared to F in
Eq. (A.11), due to the opposing parities of these representations in Eq. (A.9). Adding
them together, the total gauge contribution is found to be:

Vagjlz* (a,b) :% [F*(2a) + F*(2b)] + é [F*(2a+ 2b) + F"(2a — 2b)]
+2[F (a+b)+F (a—0)],

(A.13)

with global minima at (a,b) = (1/2,0) and (0,1/2), hinting towards the instability of this
orbifold.

As mentioned in Subsection 3.1, the fermionic and scalar degrees of freedom reside in
separate fundamental 27 representations. To find the corresponding potential, we decom-
pose the 27 under K:

27 = (6,2)" @ (15,1), (A.14)

such that the potential generated by this representation becomes:
Vor =2 Vs + Vi5. (A.15)

Using the SU(N) general formulae [32, 48] for the fundamental 6 and the 2-index antisym-
metric 15 of SU(6), we find the contribution of a field in the fundamental 27 of Eg with
parities (4, +) to be given by:

Var(a,b) = F(a+b)+ F (a—b) +2[F*(a) + FT(b) + F(a) + F(b)] .  (A.16)
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The above formula is valid for bulk fields with overall parities (+, +) and (—, —), as it is the
case for one bulk fermion and the bulk scalar. For bulk fields with overall parities (4, —)
and (—, +), it suffices to exchange the functions F* <+ F~. Hence, in the model, the bulk
scalar contribution reads:

Vscalar (@, b) = 2 [; [F*(2a) + FT(2b)] + [F (a+b) + F (a — b)]] : (A.17)

where the factor of 2 accounts for the complexity of the field. The fermionic content
is embedded in two copies of the fundamental 27, with parities (+,+) and (—,+) per
generation, giving an overall contribution:

Viermion (@, b) = % [F+(2a) + F(2b) + i [F*(2a 4 2b) + F*(2a — 2b)]} . (A.18)

Combining the contributions as in Eq. (3.1), the total effective potential for the Eg aGUT
model still has global minima at (a,b) = (1/2,0) and (0,1/2).

To see what symmetry-breaking pattern occurs at the minimum of the potential, we
need to study the effect of the gauge-scalar VEV on the zero-mode spectrum of the gauge
fields. Firstly, it is clear that turning on a single VEV would break

SU(4) x SU(2)L, x SU(2)g x U(1)y — SU(3) x SU(2), x U(1)?, (A.19)

that is to the SM gauge group with an additional U(1) factor. Next, we focus on the
components of the gauge multiplet that have parities (£, F): they have masses given by
n + 1/2 in units of the extra dimension radius; hence a shift by 1/2 given by the maximal
VEV would generate zero modes. From the gauge coupling, we see that there is only one
relevant coupling of the gauge-scalar, written as follows:

As A AR D (4,1,2)75 (6,2,2)F (4,2,1); 7 +hec. (A.20)

where the components stem from the corresponding field, i.e. the first stems from A5 while
the other two from the vectors. The gauge-scalar VEV, therefore, couples with a (3,2)
state under the SM gauge group and induces a new zero mode in such a state once the
VEV is maximally equal to 1/2. This new zero-mode gauge boson, therefore, reconstructs
the gauge group SU(5), hence indicating that the gauge symmetry at the minimum of the
potential is enlarged to SU(5) x U(1)2.

A.3 The E7 orbifolds
A.3.1 7P, x P3 breaking

The parity combination in this case consists of P, breaking F7; — SO(12) x SU(2)g on
one boundary, and Ps , breaking E7 — Eg x U(1) x on the other. The maximal subgroups,
c.f. Table 2, are SU(6) x SU(2)g x U(1)x and SO(10) x U(1)y x U(1)x.

For the potential computation, it is most convenient to use the former case, for which
the gauge-scalar is in the (6,2)_4 representation of the unbroken group H. The group
broken on both boundaries is

K =SU(8), (A.21)

~15 —



which contains the gauge-scalar in its adjoint representation. We can decompose the E7
adjoint in this basis to find:
133 - 63T & 70", (A.22)

where the SU(8) adjoint contains the (£, ) states, while 4-index antisymmetric the (£, F)
ones. We write the gauge contribution to the effective potential in a similar fashion:

Vadilg, = Vo3 + Vro, (A.23)

where Vg3 is the contributions from the SU(8) adjoint and Vy¢ from the 4-index antisym-
metric representation 70. The first term can be computed with the general formula for two
VEVs, a and b [32, 48]:

Ves(a,b) = FT(2a)+F1(2b)+2 [F*(a+b)+ F(a—b)]+8 [F"(a) +8FT(b)] . (A.24)
The contribution from the 4-index antisymmetric representation 70 yields:
Vio(a,b) =6 [F(a+b)+F (a—0b)] +8 [F (a)+ F(b)] . (A.25)
We thus find the gauge contribution to the effective potential to be:

Vaaily, (a,0) =5 [F*(20) + F¥2)] +2 [F¥(a+b)+ F*(a—b)
+6 [F (a+b)+F (a—b)] .

(A.26)

This potential has minima at (a,b) = (1/2,0) and (0,1/2).

As mentioned in Section 3.2, a potential non-minimal aGUT would contain a family of
SM fermions within a single fundamental representation of Er with parities (4, —), \11;6_ .
No bulk scalar is needed, as the SM Higgs field emerges from Gauge-Higgs unification. The
contributions to the effective potential coming from \Il;rg can be computed by considering
the decomposition of 56 in terms of the SU(8) basis:

56 — 28T © 287, (A.27)

where 28 is the 2-index antisymmetric representation of SU(8), and the two components
have opposite parities. The contribution of a single 28 gives:

Vas(a,b) =4 [F*(a)+ FH(b)] + Ff(a+b)+ Ff(a—1), (A.28)
such that, taking into account the opposite parities,
1 1
Vse(a,b) = 1 [F*(2a) + F"(2b)] + i [F*(2a + 2b) + F*(2a — 2b)] . (A.29)

Adding this contribution to the potential leaves the global minima at the same places,
(1/2,0) and (0,1/2).

As for the Ej orbifold, one can check that at the minimum, SU(6) x SU(2) g — SU(5) x
U(1)2, while additional zero modes complete an unbroken group SO(10) > SU(5) x U(1),
so that the stable orbifold corresponds to the unbroken maximal group SO(10) x U(1)2.
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A.3.2 P; x Py breaking

In this case, the orbifold is defined by the parities P, breaking E7 — SU(8) on one
boundary and Ps , breaking E7 — SO(12) x SU(2) on the other. The maximal groups are
SU(4) x SU(4) x U(1)x and SU(6) x SU(2) x U(1)z, where SU(4) x SU(4) C SO(12) and
SU(6) x U(1)z € SO(12).

For the potential computation, it is most convenient to consider the former case, with

H =SU(4) x SU(4) x U(1)x. The decomposition of the adjoint under H is:
133 —(15, 1) " @ (L15){ " @ (L1){ " @ (4,4)7 & (4,47, & (6,6)5+ (4.30)
© LY +QD e 4D e @,4);, '

with gauge-scalars in the (4,4)_5 and (4, 4)5 representations. The group broken on the two
boundaries, and whose adjoint contains the gauge-scalar, is

K =Su(s), (A.31)
misaligned to the SU(8) preserved by P;. Under K, the adjoint of E7 decomposes as:
133 — 63T @707, (A.32)

where the 63 and 70 dimensional representations are the adjoint and the 4-index anti-
symmetric of SU(8), respectively. As for the previous case, the gauge contribution to the
effective potential can be written:

Vadjlg, = Vo3 + Vro - (A.33)

We can, once again, employ the general SU(N) formulae [32, 48] to compute the potential,
which will now be a function of four VEVs, a; with i = 1,2, 3,4. This leads to the following
partial contributions:

Ves3(a;) ZF+ (2a;) +2 Z t(a; + aj) + FT(a; —aj)] , (A.34)
and
V70(ai) :F+(a1 + a2+ a3+ a4) + ZF+(ai +a;+ap— al) + ZF+((IZ' +a; —a;— ak)
ijlk ijlk

+22 az+aj +F (ai—aj)],

(A.35)

where >, and >, contain all uniquely recurring combinations of the indices. Taking
into account the opposite parity of the 70 with respect to the 63, the total gauge potential
reads:

Vadil g, (ai) ZF+ (2a;) + = Z [F*(2a; + 2a;) + FT(2a; — 2a;)] +
ij

F*(a1+a2+a3+a4)+ZF*(ai+aj+al —ag) +ZF7((Z¢+CL]‘ —a; —ag) .
ijlk ijlk
(A.36)
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This potential has a global minimum at a; = 0, proving that this is the stable orbifold

symmetry breaking pattern.
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