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How fast can protons decay?

Hooman Davoudiasl* and Peter B. Denton'
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Current laboratory bounds imply that protons are extremely long-lived. However, this conclusion may not
hold for all time and in all of space. We find that the proton lifetime can be ~ 15 orders of magnitude shorter
in the relatively recent past on Earth, or at the present time elsewhere in the Milky Way. A number of terrestrial
and astrophysical constraints are examined and potential signals are outlined. We also sketch possible models
that could lead to spatial or temporal variations in the proton lifetime. A positive signal could be compelling
evidence for a new long range force of Nature, with important implications for the limitations of fundamental

inferences based solely on laboratory measurements.

I. INTRODUCTION

Longevity of matter is important for having a Universe that
is 13.8 billion years old [1] and has not qualitatively changed
for the past few billion years. This has allowed for steady en-
vironments like our solar system, and the emergence of com-
plex life forms within it. The stability of protons was initially
assumed to be a law of Nature and it took decades before this
assumption was questioned and became the subject of exper-
imental investigation [2]. The early experimental bounds on
the proton lifetime, > 102° yr [3], established that its decay
is at best a remarkably rare process. The current lower bound
on the lifetime of the proton is extremely large, with the most
stringently constrained channel given by

7(p — %t) > 2.4 x 103 yr, (1

at 90% confidence level (CL) from the Super-Kamiokande
(SK) [4] data. Such lower bounds are generally taken to im-
ply that any mechanism for proton decay is either at very high
scales, as in Grand Unified Theories (GUTs) [5-7], or else
well sequestered from the Standard Model (SM) particles.

It is noteworthy that the above limit is about 24 orders of
magnitude larger than the age of the Universe! Such an enor-
mous “margin of safety” makes one wonder what the mini-
mum proton lifetime would have to be, in order to avoid con-
flict with established data on cosmological evolution and as-
trophysics. And, if all other considerations do not require a
lifetime near the bound (1), could the laboratory measure-
ments be a reflection of local effects, in the vicinity of the
solar system, or peculiar to the current cosmological era?

The above considerations lead us to ask: How fast could
protons have decayed in the past on Earth, or decay today
far away from us? In this paper, we attempt to answer this
question. We examine a number of constraints including geo-
logical data, cosmological bounds on decaying relics, and as-
trophysical observations. What we find is that protons could
have decayed faster, by many orders of magnitude, here on
Earth until relatively recently and that this could be happen-
ing elsewhere in the Milky Way, and beyond.
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We will provide simple models that show the above varia-
tions in the proton lifetime can be realized in a fairly straight-
forward fashion, if one invokes new ultralight scalars with fee-
ble couplings to dark sectors. Ultralight bosons have rich phe-
nomenology touching on dark matter — see Ref. [8] for a re-
cent review on ultralight dark matter — and lead to unique phe-
nomenological signatures such as superradiance, see Ref. [9]
for a comprehensive review of superradiance. We also outline
some of the expected signals of proton decay due to a cou-
pling to an ultralight scalar. A detection of such effects could
be compelling evidence for ultralight scalars and long range
forces that have yet to be discovered.

II. THE MAIN IDEA

We will assume that proton decay to a dark state [10—12]
may be fast, if kinematically allowed. For the purposes of
demonstration in this work, we will assume that the dark state
is a fermion v, with no gauge charges, but having baryon
number B(t)) = +1[11], which we take to be associated with
a good symmetry. No cosmological abundance is assumed for
1, and for parameters relevant to the constraints derived be-
low, we find this assumption is valid by many orders of mag-
nitude. Hence, proton decay processes such as p — 771
would be baryon number preserving. On general grounds, we
would then expect that the conventional decay channels con-
taining only SM states, such as p — 7°e™, to be suppressed
relative to the dark decay. If in the distant past, or far from the
Earth, the dark fermion mass satisfies m,, < m, — m,, with
my =~ 0.94 GeV and m, ~ 0.14 GeV, then proton decay into
a 1 final state could be much faster than implied by labora-
tory experiments. Other decay channels, like p — K1), can
also be considered with straightforward modifications of the
above.

We will consider two cases where the above circumstance
may be realized, both requiring an ultralight scalar field: (1)
One could entertain the possibility that proton decay was
much faster in the distant past, everywhere in the Universe.
(II) Alternatively, one could have a more parochial view and
think of the proton decay rate as controlled by the local Galac-
tic environment around our solar system.

Later on, we will present models that can in principle re-
alize cases (I) and (II) above. These models generically also
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FIG. 1. The various constraints on the proton lifetime along with the approximate timescale; see the text for details. Existing constraints are
in solid colors and potential future constraints are shown hatched. Each constraint probes a different region of space and time and are thus
complementary. The NS constraint may also improve in coming years with JWST observations.

lead to fast neutron decay in nuclei. Hence, one can consider
the more general case of phenomenological constraints on fast
nucleon decay, setting current laboratory bounds aside. Often,
the decay rates for the proton and neutron are close and differ
by O(1) factors. There may be environments in which neu-
tron decays would constrain these models more tightly, such
as in a neutron star (NS) with a sub-dominant proton popula-
tion; in these scenarios one would also end up with an implied
bound on the proton lifetime that may be more stringent than
a model-independent one. However, we will focus on protons
in what follows, but the above proviso should be kept in mind
when a particular model is considered.

III. NOVEL CONSTRAINTS

As a point of reference for the constraints derived below,
we cite the current 90% CL laboratory lower bound [, 13]

7(p — 7tv) > 3.9 x 1032 yr, )

which would mimic p — 711, because both v and v would
go undetected as missing energy. We will next consider other
constraints that can be obtained, independently of the contem-
porary experimental result (2).

A. Geology

Let us begin close to home, here on Earth. Stringent limits
on proton decay — like those in (1) and (2) — have existed only
for the past few decades. One could ask how short the proton
lifetime could have been before the modern era. We focus on
the heat output of the Earth and consider how much more heat
it would take to melt its solid iron core.

A recent estimate using a model of heat output and transfer
in the Earth suggest that the Earth’s inner core has been solid
for roughly the past 1-1.3 Gyr [14]. Other estimates in the lit-
erature range from 0.7 to 4.2 Gyr [15—-17]. Independent mag-
netic measurements suggest an increase in the Earth’s mag-
netic field 1-1.5 Gyr ago [18], which is consistent with this
picture, although there is also a brief period of inconsistency
around 0.6 Gyr ago [19].

The melting point of the iron core, which is under extreme
pressure ~ 330 GPa, is estimated to be 6230+£500 K; the core
temperature is expected to be close to this value [20]. Conser-
vatively, we then estimate the amount of extra heat it would
take to raise this temperature by ~ 50%, sufficient to melt the
inner core. Assuming a black body radiation approximation,
we then need to have about 4 times more heat generated. The
thermal flow out of the core is estimated to be ~ 1013 W [14],
which implies that we need an excess of ~ 4 x 103 W. The
core mass is about 10%¢ g. The most abundant iron isotope is
58 Fe and hence about 46% of this mass is made up protons
for a total number of N5 ~ 3 x 109, We thus estimate the
heat output required to melt the inner core due to proton decay
by

Sommp N5 Ty, ~ 4 x 10" s, 3)

where I',, is the needed proton decay rate and fgy denotes
the fraction of the energy in proton decay that goes into SM
states (not including neutrinos), which we take to be deposited
entirely in the Earth. We estimate fgy; ~ 0.5. (This estimate
is fair in the case of our sample decay mode, where 7+ takes
roughly half the energy and stops over distances much smaller
than the size of the core [1].) We then find the required proton
lifetime 7, = I'; ! for keeping the inner core solid to be given
by

22 x 10% yr. (Solid Earth Core) 4)
This constraint implies that the proton decay rate cannot have
been faster than this for a significant amount of time over
the last ~billion years, but does not exclude exotic scenarios
where the rate was briefly much higher.

B. Astrophysics

There are many potential places to look for anomalous heat
generation is astrophysical settings. However, we will focus
on neutron star (NS) heating as a promising signal. In cases
where there is sufficient information on the NS galactic en-
vironment, observations of the effects assigned to fast proton
decay can be interpreted within the context of model classes



(D) and (IT) above, leading to more insights on the origin of the
phenomenon.

To obtain a constraint, we will use the upper bound 7' <
42000 K on the temperature of the coldest known pulsar PSR
J2144-3933 which is ~ 0.3 Gyr old, based on the obser-
vational data form the Hubble Space Telescope [21]. For
this analysis, a mass of 1.4M was assumed, where Mg ~
2 x 1032 g is the solar mass. As we are focused on the proton
lifetime, we will only consider the protons in the NS which is
about 10% of the total baryon content [22] across most of the
star. This yields N;:IS ~ 2 x 1079 as the number of protons in
the NS. Assuming the NS is in a steady state, we expect the
temperature of the NS to be given by

fommpN) STy, & 4w R{gospT* (5)

where ogg = 72/60 is the Stefan-Boltzmann constant and
Rns = 11 km is the assumed radius of the NS [21]. We thus
find

7p 2 1.5 x 10® yr. (NS Heating) (6)

Thus, the proton decay rate could not have been much faster
than allowed by the geological constraint (4), over the last few
hundred million years as this NS, which is near the Earth, or-
bited the Milky Way. Future observations, for example by the
James Webb Space Telescope (JWST), have been projected
potentially to be able to measure NS temperatures about an or-
der of magnitude lower [23, 24]. This could lead to an O(10*)
improvement of the bound (6).

C. Cosmology

We also look to cosmology to constrain proton decay. To
this end, we examine existing lower bounds on DM life-
times. The constraints may rely on diffuse or line emis-
sion of radiation from the decay products of DM [25] or em-
ploy constraints from Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB)
[26, 27]. The CMB bounds are generally stronger and also
avoid issues regarding the spatial distribution of the input data.
To use the DM bounds, we note that the proton can be treated
as a ~ GeV scale relic that carries 2,/Qpas ~ 0.2 fraction

of the DM abundance. Using the results of Ref. [27], we then
roughly estimate
7, 22x 107 yr,  (CMB) (7)

where we have used the constraint for ~ 100 MeV ete™ de-
cay final states. This is not an exact constraint for the case
of proton decay, given that its final states do not necessarily
include eTe™. However, up to O(1) factors, this gives a rea-
sonable estimate of the CMB bound on proton decay in high
redshift z 2 100 environments.

We briefly mention that Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN)
is also sensitive to fast proton decay at times even before
the CMB. Due to lower precision measurements and shorter
timescales in play, however, the constraints are many orders of
magnitude weaker than those of the CMB. In addition, obser-
vations of Pop-II stars in the Milky Way, which formed very

early in the Universe (< 1 Gyr after the Big Bang) and have
low metalicity [28, 29], can constrain the proton lifetime at the
7, ~ 10' yr level. This is due to the inferred abundance of
boron in very old stars [28], which can be enhanced by the de-
cay of carbon, as one of its protons decays. The above bound
is less competitive than other constraints in the Milky Way,
but does probe the intermediate ages of the Universe, before
the geological time scales considered here.

D. Paleo detectors

Assuming a 10% systematic uncertainty on the kaon pro-
duction rate from cosmic rays, we find that the results of
Ref. [30] imply that scanning 100 g of Gyr olivine from the
Earth could yield a limit on the proton lifetime of

Tp 2 3 X 10%2 yr, (Paleo Earth, Projection)  (8)

assuming a background rate of 400 kaons/100 g/Gyr and a
10% systematic uncertainty on the background. While such a
study does not yet exist, it is feasible to be done in the coming
years and would represent a very significant improvement in
the lifetime of the proton on Earth as our solar system has
undergone several orbits of the Milky Way over this time, with
a period of ~ 230 Myr. Further improvement to surpass SK’s
limit may also be possible by collecting samples beneath the
lunar surface which would further reduce backgrounds from
cosmic ray showers.

Such a paleo measurement would provide a constraint on
the foral number of protons decayed over the last Gyr and is
thus slightly different from the Earth’s core constraint which
in principle allows brief periods of rapid proton decay.

Another terrestrial constraint comes from the extremely low
ratio of "*C/'2C ~ 2 x 10~!'® abundance in natural gas mea-
sured by BOREXINO [31]. Proton decay would feed an addi-
tional source of *4C, which itself has a half life of 5700 years,
from 1°N. The '°N abundance in the Earth is within 1% of
that in the atmosphere and is 4 x 10~3 [32]. The carbon to
nitrogen ratio in the Earth varies [33], but we conservatively
take it to be ~ 1. Combined, we find that this places a limit
on the lifetime of a proton at the level of 1019 years, but is
only applicable over timescales of the last few thousand years.
That is, if fast proton decay stopped much earlier than that, as
may be expected in typical underlying models, the produced
14C abundance would have been efficiently depleted below the
observed level.

There are additional means of probing anomalously fast
proton decay such as looking at decay products from An-
dromeda or dwarf spheroidals [34, 35]; we find that these con-
straints are not competitive with those listed here, but could
conceivably be relevant in alternative implementations of our
idea.

IV. TWO MODELS

The underlying assumption in our work — that protons could
have much shorter lifetimes over astronomical time and dis-



tance scales — would not present a compelling possibility un-
less it can be realized by feasible physical mechanisms. Be-
low, we will provide sample models that can potentially re-
alize the general scenarios of types (I) and (II), which were
briefly described before.

A. A type (I) model

This scenario could, for example, be effected by the time
evolution of a modulus ¢ with a tiny mass m,, that governs
the size of my,. As ¢ evolves, we require that m,, () be much
smaller in the past, billions of years ago, allowing fast proton
decay into 9, but sufficiently large today m () 2 mp, so
that such decays are shut off. This typically implies m, 2
Hy, where Hy ~ 1.5 x 10733 eV ~ (14.5 Gyr)~! is the
Hubble expansion rate today. We assume that the potential for
the ultralight scalar ¢ is given by

1

Ve = 5mple —¢2)°, ©)
where @, is the minimum of the potential. The scalar starts
its oscillation when m, ~ 3H. The current cosmological
era is marked by accelerated expansion and the Hubble rate
Hy, which we assume to be due to a cosmological constant.
Hence, if m,, > 3Hj then ¢ starts to track its potential in the
matter dominated era, eventually oscillating around ¢, with a
period At = 27 /m,,.

We will assume that there is a Yukawa coupling between ¢
and 1 given by

Aoy, (10)

with A < 1. For a small initial value ¢; < ¢, the dark
fermion v could be light, but as the scalar approaches the min-
imum of its potential ¢ can start to get heavy enough that fast
p — m is shut off, assuming that other dimension-6 opera-
tors that could mediate its decay are suppressed by very high
scales, as is conventionally assumed.

Let us consider a situation where ¢ could nearly complete
a 1/4 period, starting from the onset of dark energy domina-
tion at a time ¢t ~ 2/(3Hp) ~ 10 Gyr. We then demand that
At ~ w/(2my,) ~ 4 Gyr, given that the age of the Universe
is about 13.8 Gyr [1]. This yields m,, ~ 6Hy ~ 10732 eV. In
order to make sure that we do not perturb standard cosmology
significantly, we will take the contribution of V,, to dark en-
ergy to be small. A cosmological constant would have energy
density pp =~ (2 x 1072)* eV%. Hence, we require

Lzg? « 11
9 @90* PA 5 ( )
which implies

@, < 10'8 GeV. (12)

This then allows for a monotonically increasing m,, which
would then shut off the decay of protons to 1 at some crit-
ical point in the past. By further modifying the oscillation
timescales in the above description, more exotic scenarios can
be achieved where proton decay may have been temporarily
viable due to the oscillatory nature of the field.

B. A type (II) model

As an example, take an ultralight scalar ¢, with a Compton
wavelength ~ kpc, that has a feeble coupling to dark matter
(DM). Then, ¢ would be sourced as a background field whose
value depends on DM density over galactic scales. As in case
(I) above, if my(¢) < my, — m, then p — 7+ could have
been fast in the past. This requires the distribution of DM near
the solar system change over cosmological times, as generally
expected due to local variations — see e.g. Ref. [36] — with
the present value of m.;(¢) large enough to eliminate the fast
proton decay channel.

Here, we adapt a model proposed in Ref. [37] for sourc-
ing neutrino masses from the Galactic DM population, but we
apply it to generating a spatially varying mass for ¢ sourced
by the DM, X, via a long-range mediator, ¢. This can be
straightforwardly done by introducing an interaction

Yoy, (13)

where y < 1 is the Yukawa coupling between the ultralight
scalar ¢ of mass my and the dark fermion ). As in the model
of Ref. [37], we also assume that the ¢ couples to the DM, X,
through a feeble interaction

gx o XX, (14)

with gx < 1. We will assume that mg ~ 10~26 ¢V, corre-
sponding to an O(kpc) Compton wavelength, encompassing
galactic distance scales. One can show that the induced ¢
background is given by

gxnx
~ 2
mg

¢

; 15)

where nx is the DM number density. Substituting the above
in Eq. (13), we may then deduce [37]

Yy > gX/mX
10-9/ \ 10-19 GeV~!

2
px ) 10726 eV
- , 16
% (0.4 GeVem—3 ( Mg (16)

where px ~ 0.4 GeVem™? is the DM density in our Galactic
neighborhood [1, 38].

The above implies that in the outer regions of the Milky
Way, or in the intergalactic space, where the DM density is
much smaller than near the Earth, m,, can be much smaller
and allow fast proton decay. Similarly, if the solar system
has gone through underdense regions of the Milky Way DM
halo, cosmological epochs marked by fast proton decay could
have existed on Earth, in the past. For example, if such a
region has a size of O(kpc) — which may be typical of galactic
substructures [39] — given that the solar system moves at a
speed of ~ 10~ through the Milky Way, we may expect such
an epoch to last for a few million years.

My ~ GeV(

V. DISCUSSION

We summarize our results in Fig. 1 which shows the life-
times disfavored due to different observations. As we can see,



the derived bounds based on general considerations from the
CMB, astrophysics, and geology yield limits that are at the
level of ~ 10'8 yr, or less. A projection based on the “paleo”
technique of looking for particle tracks in terrestrial miner-
als [30] could potentially provide a very impressive reach, not
far from contemporary laboratory bounds, for stability of pro-
tons over cosmological time scales of O(Gyr). However, this
is only a simple projection and requires further investigation,
using actual geological samples and data.

Setting aside the paleo projection, we may ask: What is the
ultraviolet scale implied for a minimum proton lifetime lower
bound obtained here? To this end, we need to assume a par-
ticular set of higher dimension operators that would mediate
our sample decay process p — 7w 1. For simplicity, we may
choose the following dimension-6 operator

uddys,
Mz

a7

where u and d denote SU(2) singlet up and down quarks, re-
spectively, and R denotes right-handed chirality. This opera-
tor can lead to the neutron n mixing with ¢). Such a mixing,
through a baryon number preserving low energy hadronic cou-
pling mnp, can lead to our proton decay process. This process
is schematically illustrated in Fig. 2.

As a phenomenological possibility, it could be tempting to
identify the state ¢)p as a massive Majorana “right-handed”
neutrino [10, 40]. In that case, the modulation of m,, may
be correlated with changes in the SM neutrino masses across
space or time, through a seesaw mechanism. This could lead
to a scenario with interesting implications, but we do not in-
vestigate it further here.

We may use the results of Ref. [10] for the interaction (17),
derived using a chiral perturbation formalism [4 1], to estimate
the size of M for a given proton lifetime set by p — 7. If ¢
is relatively light, we may expect a lifetime of ~ 6 x 103! yr
for M = 10 GeV [10], with the lifetime scaling as M*.
Assuming a lifetime of ~ 102° yr, not far above the bounds
derived here, we would then find M ~ 102 GeV, which is far
below the typical GUT scales 2> 10'® GeV. We also note that
in a GUT model, a time or spatial variation in the proton decay
could also correlate the time variation of other fundamental
parameters such as «, see e.g. [42-50].

We have not assumed any other interactions for ¢ with the
SM. However, it could possibly have couplings that do not
lead to nucleon decay. Given that we would typically expect
a light ¥ in our scenario, one could possibly entertain the idea
that this state may be accessible in low energy experiments
that probe the GeV scale. However, we do not elaborate fur-
ther on this possibility here.

Finally, we mention that it is conceivable to have a positive
signal for time or spatial dependent proton decay. One ap-
proach is a correlated set of measurements such as a geologi-
cal period of anomalous heating of the Earth’s core combined
with paleo measurements from different epochs that show no
proton decay up to a certain period and do show proton decay
over the same period as the Earth’s core heating at a consistent

rate. Another approach is if anomalous neutron star heating
is observed that is only present in neutron stars in low dark

7T+/

FIG. 2. An example of a proton decay process, p — 7+, mediated
by the dimension-6 operator (17) containing a dark fermion . The
dot represents nucleon non-conservation through n-1) mixing.

matter densities which is a trend that goes in the opposite di-
rection as typical dark matter heating models. Other possible
combinations of data sets may also lead to convincing positive
signals.

VI. SUMMARY

In this paper, we have taken the point of view that the pro-
ton decay rate may vary throughout space and time, due to
its dependence on an ultralight modulus. This modulus could
possibly be undergoing cosmological evolution, resulting in a
time varying effect. However, this field may also be sourced,
for example by dark matter, in which case one could generally
expect both spatial and temporal modulations of the proton
decay rate. In this type of scenario, the lower bound on the
proton lifetime deduced from modern terrestrial data could be
a transient effect, and that protons could be decaying much
faster far from the Earth or at much earlier times. We then
inquired what lower bounds on the proton lifetime could be
derived, independently of laboratory constraints.

We considered constraints from geology, astrophysics,
and cosmology, and found that geological data provide our
strongest constraints for the stability of terrestrial protons over
the last billion years. We expect that “paleo” techniques —
based on examination of ancient minerals for signs of charged
particle tracks — could in principle strengthen the local con-
straints by many orders of magnitude. Examples of models
that can realize our scenarios were also provided. The relative
simplicity of these models make the underlying assumptions
of our work worth further theoretical and experimental inves-
tigations. A positive signal for the phenomena outlined here
could imply that laboratory experiments only offer a snapshot
of local microphysics that is susceptible to change, due to the
influence of as yet unknown long range forces.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank Patrick Stengel for helpful comments. This work
is supported by the US Department of Energy under Grant
Contract DE-SC0012704. No digital data were generated for
the results presented in this work.



[1] R. L. Workman et al. (Particle Data Group), Review of Particle
Physics, PTEP 2022, 083C01 (2022).

[2] M. Goldhaber and L. R. Sulak, An Overview of Current Exper-
iments in Search of Proton Decay, Comments Nucl. Part. Phys.
10, 215 (1981).

[3] E. Reines, C. L. Cowan, and M. Goldhaber, Conservation of the
number of nucleons, Phys. Rev. 96, 1157 (1954).

[4] A. Takenaka et al. (Super-Kamiokande), Search for proton de-
cay viap — e* 7% and p — pt7° with an enlarged fiducial
volume in Super-Kamiokande I-IV, Phys. Rev. D 102, 112011
(2020), arXiv:2010.16098 [hep-ex].

[5] H. Georgi and S. L. Glashow, Unity of All Elementary Particle
Forces, Phys. Rev. Lett. 32, 438 (1974).

[6] J. C. Pati and A. Salam, Lepton Number as the Fourth Color,
Phys. Rev. D 10, 275 (1974), [Erratum: Phys.Rev.D 11, 703—
703 (1975)].

[7] S. Dimopoulos, S. Raby, and F. Wilczek, Supersymmetry and
the Scale of Unification, Phys. Rev. D 24, 1681 (1981).

[8] D. Antypas et al., New Horizons: Scalar and Vector Ultralight
Dark Matter, (2022), arXiv:2203.14915 [hep-ex].

[9] R. Brito, V. Cardoso, and P. Pani, Superradiance: New Fron-
tiers in Black Hole Physics, Lect. Notes Phys. 906, pp.1 (2015),
arXiv:1501.06570 [gr-qc].

[10] H. Davoudiasl, Nucleon Decay into a Dark Sector, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 114, 051802 (2015), arXiv:1409.4823 [hep-ph].

[11] J. Heeck, Light particles with baryon and lepton numbers, Phys.
Lett. B 813, 136043 (2021), arXiv:2009.01256 [hep-ph].

[12] S. Fajfer and D. Susi¢, Colored scalar mediated nucleon de-
cays to an invisible fermion, Phys. Rev. D 103, 055012 (2021),
arXiv:2010.08367 [hep-ph].

[13] K. Abe et al. (Super-Kamiokande), Search for Nucleon Decay
vian — o7’ and p — ot in Super-Kamiokande, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 113, 121802 (2014), arXiv:1305.4391 [hep-ex].

[14] Y. Zhang, M. Hou, G. Liu, C. Zhang, V. Prakapenka, E. Green-
berg, Y. Fei, R. Cohen, and J.-F. Lin, Reconciliation of ex-
periments and theory on transport properties of iron and
the geodynamo, Physical Review Letters 125, 10.1103/phys-
revlett.125.078501 (2020).

[15] F. Stacey and D. Loper, A revised estimate of the conductivity
of iron alloy at high pressure and implications for the core en-
ergy balance, Physics of the Earth and Planetary Interiors 161,
13 (2007).

[16] K. Ohta, Y. Kuwayama, K. Hirose, K. Shimizu, and Y. Ohishi,
Experimental determination of the electrical resistivity of iron
at earth’s core conditions, Nature 534, 95 (2016).

[17] Z. Kondpkovd, R. S. McWilliams, N. Gémez-Pérez, and A. F.
Goncharov, Direct measurement of thermal conductivity in
solid iron at planetary core conditions, Nature 534, 99 (2016).

[18] A.J. Biggin, E. Piispa, L. J. Pesonen, R. Holme, G. Paterson,
T. Veikkolainen, and L. Tauxe, Palaecomagnetic field intensity
variations suggest mesoproterozoic inner-core nucleation, Na-
ture 526, 245 (2015).

[19] R. K. Bono, J. A. Tarduno, F. Nimmo, and R. D. Cottrell, Young
inner core inferred from ediacaran ultra-low geomagnetic field
intensity, Nature Geoscience 12, 143 (2019).

[20] S. Angzellini, A. Dewaele, M. Mezouar, P. Loubeyre, and
G. Morard, Melting of iron at earth’s inner core boundary
based on fast x-ray diffraction, Science 340, 464 (2013),
https://www.science.org/doi/pdf/10.1126/science.1233514.

[21] S. Guillot, G. G. Pavlov, C. Reyes, A. Reisenegger, L. Ro-
driguez, B. Rangelov, and O. Kargaltsev, Hubble Space Tele-

scope Nondetection of PSR J2144-3933: The Coldest Known
Neutron Star, Astrophys. J. 874, 175 (2019), arXiv:1901.07998
[astro-ph.HE].

[22] N. F. Bell, G. Busoni, and S. Robles, Capture of Leptophilic
Dark Matter in Neutron Stars, JCAP 06, 054, arXiv:1904.09803
[hep-ph].

[23] S. Chatterjee, R. Garani, R. K. Jain, B. Kanodia, M. S. N. Ku-
mar, and S. K. Vempati, Faint light of old neutron stars and
detectability at the James Webb Space Telescope, Phys. Rev. D
108, L021301 (2023), arXiv:2205.05048 [astro-ph.HE].

[24] N. Raj, P. Shivanna, and G. N. Rachh, Exploring reheated sub-
40000 Kelvin neutron stars with JWST, ELT, and TMT, Phys.
Rev. D 109, 123040 (2024), arXiv:2403.07496 [astro-ph.HE].

[25] N. F. Bell, A. J. Galea, and K. Petraki, Lifetime Constraints
for Late Dark Matter Decay, Phys. Rev. D 82, 023514 (2010),
arXiv:1004.1008 [astro-ph.HE].

[26] T.R. Slatyer and C.-L. Wu, General Constraints on Dark Matter
Decay from the Cosmic Microwave Background, Phys. Rev. D
95, 023010 (2017), arXiv:1610.06933 [astro-ph.CO].

[27] C. Xu, W. Qin, and T. R. Slatyer, CMB limits on decay-
ing dark matter beyond the ionization threshold, (2024),
arXiv:2408.13305 [astro-ph.CO].

[28] B. Edvardsson, B. Gustafsson, S. G. Johansson, D. Kiselman,
D. L. Lambert, P. E. Nissen, and G. Gilmore, Boron in the Ex-
treme Pop II Star HD 140283 and the Production of Light Ele-
ments in the Early Galaxy, Astron. Astrophys. 290, 176 (1994),
arXiv:astro-ph/9403002.

[29] C. Siqueira-Mello, S. M. Andrievsky, B. Barbuy, M. Spite,
F. Spite, and S. A. Korotin, High-resolution abundance analysis
of HD 140283, Astronomy and Astrophysics 584, A86 (2015),
arXiv:1509.00658 [astro-ph.SR].

[30] S. Baum, C. Little, P. Sala, J. Spitz, and P. Stengel, The Final
Frontier for Proton Decay, (2024), arXiv:2405.15845 [hep-ph].

[31] G. Alimonti et al. (Borexino), Measurement of the C-14 abun-
dance in a low-background liquid scintillator, Phys. Lett. B 422,
349 (1998).

[32] Y. Li, The origin and evolution of earth’s ni-
trogen, National Science Review 11, nwae201
(2024), https://academic.oup.com/nsr/article-

pdf/11/6/nwae201/58441597/mwae201.pdf.

[33] B. Marty, The origins and concentrations of water, carbon, ni-
trogen and noble gases on earth, Earth and Planetary Science
Letters 313-314, 56 (2012).

[34] M. G. Baring, T. Ghosh, F. S. Queiroz, and K. Sinha, New
Limits on the Dark Matter Lifetime from Dwarf Spheroidal
Galaxies using Fermi-LAT, Phys. Rev. D 93, 103009 (2016),
arXiv:1510.00389 [hep-ph].

[35] C. A. Argiielles, D. Delgado, A. Friedlander, A. Kheirandish,
I. Safa, A. C. Vincent, and H. White, Dark matter decay to
neutrinos, Phys. Rev. D 108, 123021 (2023), arXiv:2210.01303
[hep-ph].

[36] S. H. Lim, E. Putney, M. R. Buckley, and D. Shih, Mapping
Dark Matter in the Milky Way using Normalizing Flows and
Gaia DR3, (2023), arXiv:2305.13358 [astro-ph.GA].

[37] H. Davoudiasl, G. Mohlabeng, and M. Sullivan, Galactic Dark
Matter Population as the Source of Neutrino Masses, Phys. Rev.
D 98, 021301 (2018), arXiv:1803.00012 [hep-ph].

[38] P. Salucci, F. Nesti, G. Gentile, and C. F. Martins, The dark
matter density at the Sun’s location, Astron. Astrophys. 523,
A83 (2010), arXiv:1003.3101 [astro-ph.GA].

[39] B. Moore, S. Ghigna, F. Governato, G. Lake, T. R. Quinn,


https://doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptac097
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.96.1157
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.112011
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.112011
https://arxiv.org/abs/2010.16098
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.32.438
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.10.275
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.24.1681
https://arxiv.org/abs/2203.14915
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-19000-6
https://arxiv.org/abs/1501.06570
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.114.051802
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.114.051802
https://arxiv.org/abs/1409.4823
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2020.136043
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2020.136043
https://arxiv.org/abs/2009.01256
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.055012
https://arxiv.org/abs/2010.08367
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.121802
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.113.121802
https://arxiv.org/abs/1305.4391
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.125.078501
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.125.078501
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41561-018-0288-0
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1233514
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://www.science.org/doi/pdf/10.1126/science.1233514
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/ab0f38
https://arxiv.org/abs/1901.07998
https://arxiv.org/abs/1901.07998
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2019/06/054
https://arxiv.org/abs/1904.09803
https://arxiv.org/abs/1904.09803
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.L021301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.L021301
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.05048
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.123040
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.123040
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.07496
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.82.023514
https://arxiv.org/abs/1004.1008
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.023010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.023010
https://arxiv.org/abs/1610.06933
https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.13305
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9403002
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201526695
https://arxiv.org/abs/1509.00658
https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.15845
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(97)01565-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(97)01565-7
https://doi.org/10.1093/nsr/nwae201
https://doi.org/10.1093/nsr/nwae201
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://academic.oup.com/nsr/article-pdf/11/6/nwae201/58441597/nwae201.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://academic.oup.com/nsr/article-pdf/11/6/nwae201/58441597/nwae201.pdf
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2011.10.040
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2011.10.040
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.103009
https://arxiv.org/abs/1510.00389
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.123021
https://arxiv.org/abs/2210.01303
https://arxiv.org/abs/2210.01303
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.13358
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.021301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.021301
https://arxiv.org/abs/1803.00012
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201014385
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201014385
https://arxiv.org/abs/1003.3101

J. Stadel, and P. Tozzi, Dark matter substructure within galac-
tic halos, Astrophys. J. Lett. 524, L19 (1999), arXiv:astro-
ph/9907411.

[40] J. C. Helo, M. Hirsch, and T. Ota, Proton decay and light sterile
neutrinos, JHEP 06, 047, arXiv:1803.00035 [hep-ph].

[41] M. Claudson, M. B. Wise, and L. J. Hall, Chiral Lagrangian for
Deep Mine Physics, Nucl. Phys. B 195, 297 (1982).

[42] X. Calmet and H. Fritzsch, The Cosmological evolution of
the nucleon mass and the electroweak coupling constants, Eur.
Phys. J. C 24, 639 (2002), arXiv:hep-ph/0112110.

[43] P. Langacker, G. Segre, and M. J. Strassler, Implications of
gauge unification for time variation of the fine structure con-
stant, Phys. Lett. B 528, 121 (2002), arXiv:hep-ph/0112233.

[44] T. Dent and M. Fairbairn, Time varying coupling strengths, nu-
clear forces and unification, Nucl. Phys. B 653, 256 (2003),
arXiv:hep-ph/0112279.

[45] K. A. Olive, M. Pospelov, Y.-Z. Qian, A. Coc, M. Casse, and

E. Vangioni-Flam, Constraints on the variations of the funda-
mental couplings, Phys. Rev. D 66, 045022 (2002), arXiv:hep-
ph/0205269.

[46] C. Wetterich, Probing quintessence with time variation of cou-
plings, JCAP 10, 002, arXiv:hep-ph/0203266.

[47] M. Dine, Y. Nir, G. Raz, and T. Volansky, Time variations in
the scale of grand unification, Phys. Rev. D 67, 015009 (2003),
arXiv:hep-ph/0209134.

[48] X. Calmet and H. Fritzsch, Symmetry breaking and time vari-
ation of gauge couplings, Phys. Lett. B 540, 173 (2002),
arXiv:hep-ph/0204258.

[49] V. V. Flambaum and E. V. Shuryak, Limits on cosmological
variation of strong interaction and quark masses from big bang
nucleosynthesis, cosmic, laboratory and Oklo data, Phys. Rev.
D 65, 103503 (2002), arXiv:hep-ph/0201303.

[50] H. Fritzsch, A Time variation of the QCD coupling constant,
Frascati Phys. Ser. 30, 497 (2003), arXiv:hep-ph/0304287.


https://doi.org/10.1086/312287
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9907411
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9907411
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2018)047
https://arxiv.org/abs/1803.00035
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(82)90401-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10052-002-0976-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10052-002-0976-0
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0112110
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(02)01189-9
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0112233
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(03)00043-9
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0112279
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.66.045022
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0205269
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0205269
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2003/10/002
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0203266
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.67.015009
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0209134
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(02)02147-0
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0204258
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.65.103503
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.65.103503
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0201303
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0304287

	How fast can protons decay?
	Abstract
	Introduction
	The main idea
	Novel constraints
	Geology
	Astrophysics
	Cosmology
	Paleo detectors

	Two models
	A type (I) model
	A type (II) model

	Discussion
	Summary
	Acknowledgments
	References


