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Abstract: We develop a grand unified theory of matter and forces based on the gauge

symmetry SU(5)L × SU(5)R with parity interchanging the two factor groups. Our main

motivation for such a construction is to realize a minimal GUT embedding of left-right

symmetric models that provide a parity solution to the strong CP problem without the

axion. We show how the gauge couplings unify with an intermediate gauge symmetry

SU(3)cL × SU(2)2L × U(1)L × SU(5)R, and establish its consistency with proton decay

constraints. The model correctly reproduces the observed fermion masses and mixings

and leads to naturally light Dirac neutrinos with their Yukawa couplings suppressed by

a factor MI/MG, the ratio of the intermediate scale to the GUT scale. We call this

mechanism type II-Dirac seesaw. Furthermore, the model predicts δCP = ±(130.4± 1.2)◦

and mν1 = (4.8 − 8.4) meV for the Dirac CP phase and the lightest neutrino mass. We

demonstrate how the model solves the strong CP problem via parity symmetry.
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1 Introduction

Grand unification of forces and matter [1–3] is an appealing framework for beyond the

standard model physics, as it provides an understanding of the disparate forces of nature,

and also provides a connection between apparently diverse building blocks of matter such

as the quarks and leptons. It further promises to elucidate the nature of the neutrino,

explains its tiny mass, and addresses the origin of matter-antimatter asymmetry in the

universe. Concrete realizations of this idea predict new phenomena such as the decay of

the proton which can be used to test this approach and has rightfully spurred dedicated
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decades-long experimental efforts to discover such decays. Grand unification (GUT) has

thus become a widely accepted paradigm for physics beyond the standard model for nearly

half a century.

The most common frameworks for realizing GUTs are based on simple gauge symme-

try groups such as SU(5), SO(10) and E6. While these models are phenomenologically

appealing and quite successful, there has been no direct experimental support for any of

them so far. It is important, therefore, to pursue alternative unification ideas that are

testable. In this paper, we develop and analyze in detail one such alternative based on

the gauge group SU(5)L×SU(5)R with parity symmetry that interchanges the two SU(5)

factors [4–10], so that there is a single unified force. The main motivation for develop-

ing such a theory is to provide a minimal GUT embedding of left-right symmetric models

which solve the strong CP problem via parity symmetry without the axion. A successful

left-right symmetric model of this type was proposed by two of us some time ago [11] which

has been followed up and extended in several recent papers [12–21]. The key idea behind

this solution to the strong CP problem is that the instanton-induced strong CP-violating

Lagrangian term θGG̃ is parity violating and therefore a theory that obeys parity symme-

try could lead to vanishing θ [22–28]. Parity is of course broken in nature, which would

induce nonzero θ, but in the model of Ref. [11] this occurs only at the two-loop level. The

SU(5)L × SU(5)R model with parity symmetry thus has the potential to solve the strong

CP problem without the axion, in the framework of a GUT.

Unified theories based on product groups accompanied by a discrete symmetry, such

as SU(3)c×SU(3)L×SU(3)R trinification with a Z3 symmetry [29, 30], SU(3)q×SU(3)ℓ×
SU(3)L×SU(3)R quartification with a Z4 symmetry [31], as well as SO(10)1×SO(10)2×
SO(10)3 [32] and SU(5)1 × SU(5)2 × SU(5)3 [33] with a Z3 symmetry, where each gauge

group acts on a separate family in the last two cases, have been developed to varying

degrees of detail in the literature. The SU(5)L × SU(5)R model developed here is similar

in spirit to these models, but with the main motivation being parity solution to the strong

CP problem.

Achieving the desired symmetry breaking pattern consistent with gauge coupling unifi-

cation, along with realistic fermion mass generation within SU(5)L×SU(5)R grand unifica-

tion turns out to be somewhat challenging. One reason for this is that the GUT scale value

of the weak mixing angle in this framework is sin2 θW (MG) =
3
16 , as opposed to this value

being sin2 θW (MG) =
3
8 in conventional GUTs such as SU(5). This mixing angle should

therefore increase in running down in energy. Consistent unification can be achieved, as we

show here, with an intermediate symmetry group SU(3)cL × SU(2)2L × U(1)L × SU(5)R.

This is the simplest scenario that we have found for symmetry breaking. With an unbroken

SU(5)R surviving down to the intermediate scale, one should worry about proton decay

mediated by the (Xµ
R, Y

µ
R ) gauge bosons of this group. We have found a natural flavor

structure that emerges within the framework which suppresses proton decay mediated by

these gauge bosons completely, as these couplings always involve a heavy field.

The fermion mass matrices of the model have a general structure that resembles the

universal seesaw mechanism [34, 35] wherein the usual fermions acquire their masses by

mixing with vector-like fermions present in the theory. However, such a seesaw cannot be
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universal with the assumed intermediate symmetry, since in that case there would be rapid

proton decay. In the absence of certain scalars that are needed for universal seesaw, we

find that proton decay is naturally suppressed.

The model developed here is very predictive in the neutrino sector. As we shall see,

neutrinos are naturally light Dirac fermions in this framework, with their Yukawa couplings

suppressed by an overall factor of MI/MG, the ratio of the intermediate scale to the GUT

scale. We call such a suppression mechanism type-II Dirac seesaw due to its similarity

with type-II seesaw in Majorana neutrino models. The model predicts normal ordering of

neutrino masses. The quark-lepton connection present in the unified theory enables us to

predict the Dirac CP phase appearing in neutrino oscillations to be δCP = (130.4 ± 1.2)◦

or (229.6 ± 1.2)◦, and the lightest neutrino mass to be mν1 = (4.8 − 8.4) meV. These

predictions will provide tests of the model. Naturally, there will be no neutrinoless double

beta decay within this model.

The main results of the paper can be summarized as follows. (i) we have presented a

successful embedding of the parity solution to strong CP problem in an SU(5)L × SU(5)R
GUT framework and shown its consistency with gauge coupling unification; (ii) neutrinos

are naturally light Dirac fermions within the model with quantitative predictions for two:

the CP phase and the lightest neutrino mass; (iii) there is no issue with rapid proton

decay even with the intermediate symmetry containing SU(5)R owing to an emergent

flavor structure; and (iv) we have shown the vanishing of θ through one-loop diagrams,

including various contributions from the GUT symmetry breaking sector. The two-loop

induced θ is compatible with neutron electric dipole moment (EDM) limits, with a mild

fine-tuning of parameters at the few percent level. Neutron EDM should be within reach

of forthcoming experiments for the model to be not finely tuned.

The paper is organized as follows. We describe the salient features of the model

including the symmetry breaking sector and its motivations in Sec. 2. The mechanism of

fermion mass generation is discussed in Sec. 3. In Sec. 4, we discuss the unification of gauge

couplings where we also determine the unification scale and the intermediate scale as well as

the values of the various couplings at these scales. In Sec. 5 we show how the neutrino and

the down-type quark mass matrices are connected leading to predictions for the leptonic

CP phases and the lightest neutrino mass. Sec. 6 is devoted to a discussion of proton decay

in the model where we show the consistency of the model. In Sec. 7, we evaluate all the

one-loop corrections to the strong CP parameter θ and show that they are all vanishing.

Here we also estimate the leading two-loop contributions and discuss its implications for

neutron electric dipole moment. In Sec. 8 we conclude. In several appendices we present

various technical details, including decomposition under subgroups, threshold corrections,

and two-loop renormalization group equations for the Yukawa coupling matrices that are

used in our analysis of gauge coupling unification, fermion mass fitting and θ estimation.

2 Model

The unified theory that we develop in this paper is based on the gauge group SU(5)L ×
SU(5)R with parity symmetry which interchanges the two SU(5) factors. This theory
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provides a natural embedding of the left-right symmetric theory of Ref. [11] which provides

a parity solution to the strong CP problem. We start with a brief review of the model of

Ref. [11]. It is based on the gauge group SU(3)c × SU(2)L × SU(2)R ×U(1)B−L with the

assignment of the three families of fermions as follows:

QL (3, 2, 1, 1/3) =

(
uL
dL

)
, QR (3, 1, 2, 1/3) =

(
uR
dR

)
,

ℓL (1, 2, 1,−1) =

(
νL
eL

)
, ℓR (1, 1, 2,−1) =

(
νR
ℓR

)
. (2.1)

This is supplemented by three families of vector-like quarks and leptons denoted as

UL,R(3, 1, 1, 4/3), DL,R(3, 1, 1,−2/3), EL,R(1, 1, 1,−2) . (2.2)

Parity symmetry (P ) can be defined within the model, under which fL ↔ fR where f

stands for any of the fermions, along with Wµ
L ↔ Wµ

R for the SU(2)L,R gauge bosons.

Note the absence of an electrically neutral vector-like lepton, which is crucial for realizing

Dirac neutrinos in the framework [36, 37]. The Higgs sector of the model is very simple,

consisting of a pair of parity symmetric doublets, {χL(1, 2, 1, 1) + χR(1, 1, 2, 1)} with the

transformation χL ↔ χR under P .

We now proceed to embed this model into a grand unified SU(5)L×SU(5)R framework.

To achieve this, we note that under the SU(5)L×SU(5)R gauge symmetry, all left-handed

fermions of Eq. (2.1) neatly fit into 10+5 of SU(5)L, while all right-handed fermions fit into

10+5 of SU(5)R. The vector-like fermions of Eq. (2.2) complete these multiplets without

needing any other fermions. Thus the full fermion content of this left-right symmetric

model fits into two basic anomaly-free chiral representations of SU(5)L × SU(5)R. Their

grouping under SU(5)L × SU(5)R is given by

ψL,R =


Dc

1

Dc
2

Dc
3

e

−ν


L,R

, χL,R =
1√
2


0 U c

3 −U c
2 u1 d1

−U c
3 0 U c

1 u2 d2
U c
2 −U c

1 0 u3 d3
−u1 −u2 −u3 0 Ec

−d1 −d2 −d3 −Ec 0


L,R

. (2.3)

We denote these fields transforming under SU(5)L × SU(5)R as {ψL(5, 1) + ψR(1,5)},
and {χL(10, 1) + χR(1,10)}. There are three copies of them corresponding to the three

generations. As in the left-right symmetric model, right-handed neutrinos, νR, are naturally

present in the ψR(1,5) multiplet. Under parity, the fields transform as ψL ↔ ψR, χL ↔
χR along with V µ

L ↔ V µ
R , where V µ

L,R denote the gauge bosons of SU(5)L,R symmetry.

Parity symmetry would imply that there is a single gauge coupling in the theory, identified

as α5L = α5R = αG. One of the main goals of this paper is to construct a realistic

symmetry breaking chain that admits gauge coupling unification consistent with proton

decay constraints, while reproducing the fermion masses correctly and preserving the parity

solution to the strong CP problem as in the left-right symmetric model of Ref. [11].

– 4 –



To break SU(5)L×SU(5)R spontaneously all the way down to SU(3)c×U(1)em and to

generate realistic fermion masses and mixings, we choose the following Higgs multiplets:1

{ΣL(75, 1) + ΣR(1,75)}, {HL(5, 1) +HR(1,5)}, Φ(5,5), η(15,15) . (2.4)

Here the field ΣL is used to break the SU(5)L symmetry down to SU(3)cL×SU(2)L×U(1)L
and ΣR appears as its parity partner. The HL,R fields and the Φ field are used to generate

fermion masses and to break the surviving symmetry down to SU(3)c×U(1)em. We discuss

the details of fermion mass generation in Sec. 3, with the mass matrices for quarks and

leptons given in Eq. (3.2). The simplest symmetry breaking chain that we have found,

consistent with realistic fermion masses and proton decay constraints, assumes a single

intermediate scale, denoted as MI , and proceeds as follows:

SU(5)L × SU(5)R

↓MG ∼ ⟨ΣL⟩
SU(3)cL × SU(2)L × U(1)L × SU(5)R

↓MI ∼ ⟨Φ⟩, ⟨HR⟩
SU(3)c × SU(2)L × U(1)Y

↓MW ∼ ⟨HL⟩
SU(3)c × U(1)em (2.5)

Here the energy scales ⟨Φ⟩ and ⟨HR⟩ could in principle be different, but with the simplified

assumption of having a single intermediate scale, they are identified. A hierarchy of VEVs

is necessary with MW ≪ MI ≪ MG so as to be consistent with phenomenology, viz.,

proton decay constraints as well as collider constraint on the mass of new gauge bosons.

This is achieved in the model, as we discuss towards the end of this section.

The η(15,15) field of Eq. (2.4) plays no significant role in the symmetry breaking,

which can be arranged by choosing its mass term M2
η > 0, which we shall assume.2 Its

purpose is to enable gauge coupling unification. In order to generate the correct value of

sin2 θW (MZ), which must increase in running down in energy, it is beneficial to have new

matter/scalar multiplets at scales belowMG that transform nontrivially under SU(2)L, but

carry very small U(1)Y charges. The fragment (3,2,−1/6,15) under [SU(3)cL×SU(2)L×
U(1)L] × SU(5)R from the η(15,15) field has all the desired properties, and can lead to

successful unification, consistent with low energy phenomenology, if its mass is assumed to

be at or around MI . Evolution of gauge couplings is discussed in detail in Sec. 4 where

we have shown in Fig. 2 successful unification when this scalar fragment (3,2,−1/6,15)

1While the choice of {(24, 1)+(1,24)} instead of {(75, 1)+(1,75)} is more economical, it will not go well

with the strong CP solution, since terms in the Higgs potential of the type (24, 1)H†
RΦHL and (24, 1)η†ΦΦ

with complex coefficients would be allowed, in spite of parity symmetry. These complex couplings will spoil

the strong CP solution via parity symmetry, owing to scalar–pseudoscalar mixings that they generate. In

presence of such mixings, the loop-induced θ would be typically too large. It is possible to forbid such terms

with an additional discrete symmetry, but not with parity alone.
2However, once the other fields acquire VEVs, η will acquire an induced VEV of order MI .
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has a mass equal to MI . This is a simpler way of achieving gauge coupling unification in

SU(5)L × SU(5)R theories compared to other attempts [4–8].

A scalar field belonging to (10,10) could be considered to help with gauge coupling

unification instead of the η(15,15) field (and has been introduced in Ref. [4, 5, 7, 8]),

which contains a fragment (3,2,−1/6,10) under [SU(3)cL × SU(2)L × U(1)L] × SU(5)R
with the right properties to increase sin2 θW while running down in energies. However,

we find this choice to have three problems in the present context: (i) It would allow the

(2, 2) blocks of the up-type quark and charged lepton mass matrices Mu and Mℓ (see Eq.

(3.2)) to be nonzero, which would result in rapid proton decay mediated by the SU(5)R
gauge bosons having masses of order MI ; (ii) it would lead to complex couplings in the

scalar potential of the type (10,10)∗ΦΦΣL and Φ(10,10)(10,10)ΣL, potentially spoiling

the parity solution to the strong CP problem; and (iii) it would lead to g5R(MI) becoming

non-perturbative while running from MG to MI , making calculations unreliable. This is

the rationale behind adopting the η(15,15) multiplet instead of the (10,10) scalar field.

Under left-right parity symmetry the scalar multiplets transform as

HL ↔ HR , Φ ↔ Φ† , η ↔ η† , ΣL ↔ ΣR . (2.6)

We have constructed the full scalar potential with these fields and cross-checked it against

the software package Sym2Int [38]. We find that there are three non-trivial couplings

allowed by the gauge symmetry that can be complex:

V ⊃ µ1 H
†
RΦHL + µ2 η

†ΦΦ+ λ H†
Lη

†ΦHR + h.c.. (2.7)

However, with the imposition of parity symmetry, see Eq. (2.6), all these couplings become

real. Thus, the full Higgs potential of the model is CP invariant, which would admit a

vacuum structure that preserves CP (for some range of parameters of the potential). In

this case the scalar and pseudoscalar fields would remain unmixed, which is significant for

the theory to provide parity-based solution to the strong CP problem, especially in the

vanishing of the θ parameter at the one-loop level. This is discussed in more detail in Sec.

7.

The real vacuum expectation values (VEVs) of these Higgs fields are denoted as

⟨HL,R⟩ = κL,R (0, 0, 0, 0, 1)T , ⟨Φ⟩ = vΦ diag(1, 1, 1, 0, 0) (2.8)

⟨(ΣL)
ab
cd⟩ = ⟨ΣL⟩(1SM)abcd (2.9)

where the 1SM singlet from the 75 is the (un-normalized) combination given by

(1SM)abcd = ΣL

(
14
14 +

15
15 +

24
24 +

25
25 +

34
34 +

35
35 − 12

12 − 13
13 − 23

23 − 3. 45
45

)
. (2.10)

Here (ΣL)
ab
cd = −(ΣL)

ba
cd = −(ΣL)

ab
dc and (ΣL)

ab
ad = 0 with (a, b, .. = 1...5) [39, 40]. Note that

the SM singlet from the 75, which may be obtained from the product 10×10 = 1+24+75

after removing the 24 and 1 fragments, is the combination (qq − U cU c − 3. EcEc), in the

notation of Eq. (2.3).3 This is the combination appearing in Eq. (2.10).4 The VEV for the

3The SM singlets from the 1 and 24 are respectively (qq+UcUc +EcEc) and (qq− 4. UcUc +6. EcEc).
4This index structure is in agreement with the result given in Ref. [39], after making the interchange

{4 ↔ 1, 3 ↔ 5}.
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ΣR field can be written in an analogous fashion by the replacement L → R in Eqs. (2.9)-

(2.10). The field η will acquire an induced VEV along its SM-singlet component, through

the cubic scalar coupling proportional to µ2 in Eq. (2.7). This induced VEV, which is of

order MI , can be parametrized as

⟨η1111⟩ = ⟨η2222⟩ = ⟨η3333⟩ = 2⟨η1212⟩ = 2⟨η1313⟩ = 2⟨η2323⟩ = vη . (2.11)

Here ηabij = ηabji = ηbaij . This real-valued VEV of η will contribute to the gauge boson

and scalar masses which are of order MI , but otherwise it has no significant effect on the

analysis we have carried out, such as in the one-loop calculation of the θ parameter.

In the symmetry breaking scheme displayed in Eq. (2.5), parity is spontaneously

broken at a scale ⟨ΣL⟩ ∼MG. It can be shown that starting with a P -invariant potential,

a minimum where ⟨ΣR⟩ = 0 and ⟨ΣL⟩ ≠ 0 can be realized, for a certain range of parameters

of the potential [41]. Since at the scale MG, only the ΣL,R fields acquire VEVs, we can

write the relevant potential as5

V (⟨ΣL,R⟩) = −µ2
(
⟨ΣL⟩2 + ⟨ΣR⟩2

)
+ λ̂1

(
⟨ΣL⟩2 + ⟨ΣR⟩2

)2
+ λ̂2

(
⟨ΣL⟩2 − ⟨ΣR⟩2

)2
. (2.12)

Here λ̂1,2 are combinations of various quartic couplings involving the ΣL,R fields that appear

in the potential. For the choice λ̂1 > 0 and λ̂2 < 0, and µ2 > 0, the minimum of the

potential occurs at {⟨ΣL⟩ ̸= 0, ⟨ΣR⟩ = 0}, or at {⟨ΣR⟩ ̸= 0, ⟨ΣL⟩ = 0} [41], among which

we choose the former solution without any loss of generality. For subsequent symmetry

breaking at the intermediate scale MI , the cross couplings of HL and HR fields with the

ΣL,R fields would generate unequal masses for the Higgs doublets in Hd
L and Hd

R. Such a

setup allows for the realization of the hierarchy ⟨Hd
L⟩ ≪ ⟨Hd

R⟩ ∼ ⟨Φ⟩ ≠ 0. We shall adopt

this chain and mechanism of symmetry breaking in our analysis. While we have constructed

the full Higgs potential of the model, we shall only make use of the reality of the couplings

that admits real-valued VEVs, see Eq. (2.7), and the mechanism of spontaneous parity

breaking which leads to a hierarchical VEV structure as discussed here.

3 Fermion Mass Generation

In this section we develop the scheme for fermion mass generation. This includes a natural

mechanism for small Dirac neutrino masses, which we term as type-II Dirac seesaw. We

also show here the predictivity of the model in the neutrino sector, while delegating a

detailed numerical analysis to Sec. 5.

3.1 Yukawa Lagrangian

The most general gauge-invariant Yukawa interactions of the model, that are also invariant

under parity symmetry, are given by the Lagrangian

−LYuk =
(Y ∗

u )ij
4

ϵαβγδρ

{
χαβ
Li χ

γδ
LjH

ρ
L + χαβ

Riχ
γδ
RjH

ρ
R

}
+
√
2 (Y ∗

ℓ )ij

{
ψLiαχ

αβ
LjH

∗
Lβ + ψRiαχ

αβ
RjH

∗
Rβ

}
+ (Y ∗

D)ij ψ
α
LiΦ

β
α ψRjβ + h.c. (3.1)

5The full potential for the model is given in Appendix A.2 and the minimazation conditions relevant for

spontaneous P -breaking are given in Eqs. (A.10)-(A.11).
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Here (i, j) are family indices, while (α, β...) are SU(5)L,R indices. We have (Y ∗
u )ij =

(Y ∗
u )ji by SU(5)L,R symmetry, and (Y ∗

D)ij = (YD)ji, owing to parity. After spontaneous

symmetry breaking, with the VEVs as shown in Eq. (2.8), the mass matrices induced for

the up-type quarks, charged leptons and down-type quarks can be written, in the notation

−Lmass ⊃ fLMffR, as

Mu =

(
0 YuκL

Y †
uκR 0

)
, Mℓ =

(
0 YℓκL

Y †
ℓ κR 0

)
, Md =

(
0 Y T

ℓ κL
Y ∗
ℓ κR YDvΦ

)
. (3.2)

Here the 3 × 3 sub-matrices obey Yu = Y T
u and YD = Y †

D, while Yℓ is a general complex

matrix. While these mass matrices resemble those appearing in the context of universal

seesaw left-right symmetric models of Ref. [11, 34, 42], there is a significant difference in

that the (2, 2) blocks of Mu and Mℓ are zero here. This departure from universal seesaw

is crucial for the model to be compatible with proton decay constraints, with the assumed

SU(5)R intermediate symmetry. Nonzero entries in the (2, 2) blocks of Mu and Mℓ will

lead to significant mixing between u and U quarks as well as between e and E leptons.

This in turn would result in rapid proton decay mediated by the (Xµ
R, Y

µ
R ) gauge bosons

of SU(5)R. With these blocks being zero, as in Eq. (3.2), the (Xµ
R, Y

µ
R ) gauge bosons will

have baryon and lepton number violating couplings only between light fermions and heavy

vector-like fermions, preventing rapid proton decay. This issue is further discussed in Sec.

6.

3.2 Type-II Dirac seesaw for small neutrino masses

Neutrinos turn out to be naturally light Dirac particles within the model. Although baryon

(B) and lepton numbers (L) are both broken by the gauge interactions of SU(5)L×SU(5)R,

(B − L) symmetry is left unbroken, which prevents any renormalizable couplings that

would allow Majorana masses for the neutrinos. There is in fact a natural mechanism for

the Dirac neutrinos Yukawa couplings to be extremely small: They are proportional to

the ratio (MI/MG), the scales associated with intermediate and GUT symmetry breaking.

The effective Dirac neutrino masses and Yukawa couplings are of the form

νL νR

Φ5
5

〈H0
R〉〈H0

L〉

Figure 1: Diagram generating small Dirac neutrino masses via type-II Dirac seesaw. Here

Φ5
5 is the neutral member of a Higgs doublet that has GUT scale mass, which acquires a

small induced VEV after SU(2)L,R symmetry breaking triggered by the VEVs ⟨H0
L,R⟩.

LDirac
ν−mass =

νLνR⟨H0
L⟩⟨H0

R⟩
MG

⇒ Y Dirac
ν ∼ MI

MG
≈ 10−7 . (3.3)
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Here we have inserted the numerical value of the ratio (MI/MG) obtained from gauge

coupling unification, see Eq. (4.17) of Sec. 4, as a reference value. In addition to this

suppression, there are flavor-dependent suppression factors in Y Dirac
ν , leading to consistent

neutrino oscillation phenomenology.

The effective interactions shown in Eq. (3.3) arise as follows. In presence of the cubic

scalar coupling µ1H
†
RΦHL, as given in Eq. (2.7), the neutral member (Φ5

5) of the Higgs

doublet Φd(1, 2, 1/2) (the quantum numbers here refer to SM gauge symmetry) contained

in Φ(5,5) field will acquire an induced VEV, ⟨Φ5
5⟩ = vν , proportional to the product of

VEVs κLκR that break SU(2)L × SU(2)R symmetry, as shown in Fig. 1 [7]. The third

term of the Yukawa Lagrangian of Eq. (3.1) will in turn lead to neutrino masses:

vν ≃ µ1κLκR
M2

Φd
(1, 2, 1/2)

⇒ Mν = Y ∗
D vν . (3.4)

Note here that the mass of Φd(1, 2, 1/2) scalar is at the GUT scale, consistent with the

extended survival hypothesis [43] that we adopt, while κR = MI . The original survival

hypothesis of Georgi [44] applies to fermions in theories with multiple scales and assumes

that only those fermions survive down to lower energy that cannot acquire masses consistent

with symmetries. The extended survival hypothesis generalizes this idea to the scalar

sector and assumes that only those scalar fields that are needed for subsequent symmetry

breaking survive below the GUT scale [43, 45]. We interpret the extended version of

the hypothesis somewhat more broadly to also includes realism in phenomenology, with a

fragment of η(15,15) not involved in symmetry breaking surviving below MG to help with

gauge coupling unification. The mass parameter µ1 can be as large as MG, but it could

be smaller as well. Taking µ1 ∼ MG, one would obtain Y Dira
ν ∼ (MI/MG) ∼ 10−7, which

is the largest allowed value for these couplings. This mechanism is somewhat analogous

to the familiar type-II seesaw mechanism for Majorana neutrinos, where a Higgs triplet

acquires an induced VEV, and leads to an effective d = 5 operator for neutrino masses once

the triplet field is integrated out. We therefore call this type-II Dirac seesaw [46, 47]. This

is in contrast to type-I Dirac seesaw where local symmetries in the right-handed neutrino

sector leads directly to operators of the type (ℓLHL)(ℓRHR)/M [48, 49].

3.3 Reparametrization and predictive neutrino spectrum

Without loss of generality one can work in a basis where the Yukawa coupling matrices YD
and Yu of Eq. (3.2) are chosen to be real and diagonal. This is possible by independent

rotations on the three families of {(10, 1) + (1,10)} and {(5, 1) + (1,5)} fermion fields. In

this basis, the 3× 3 up-type quark mass matrix and the Dirac neutrino mass matrix take

the form:

M̂u ≡ Ŷu κL = diag.(mu, mc, mt), M̂ν ≡ Y ∗
D vν = diag.(mν1 ,mν2 ,mν3) . (3.5)

The 3×3 charged lepton mass matrix Mℓ will have a general form which can be written as

Mℓ ≡ Yℓ κL = Û †
PMNSM̂ℓV

T
R , where M̂ℓ = diag.(me, mµ, mτ ) . (3.6)
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Here ÛPMNS = PUPMNSQ, where UPMNS is the charged lepton mixing matrix written in

the canonical form with a single CP-violating phase δCP , while P and Q are diagonal phase

matrices that are unobservable in weak interactions. (Note that there are no Majorana

phases associated with charged current weak interactions in this model, since neutrinos are

Dirac fermions.) The matrix VR in Eq. (3.6) is an arbitrary unitary matrix.

We redefine the down-type quarks (d,D) and the charged leptons (e, E) to go from the

original basis in which the mass matrices of Eq. (3.2) are written, to a new primed basis

given by

dL = VR P
∗d′L, dR = VR P

∗d′R, DL = QUT
PMNSD

′
L, DR = QUT

PMNSD
′
R

eL = Q∗U †
PMNSe

′
L, eR = Q∗ U †

PMNSe
′
R, νL = Q∗ν ′L, νR = Q∗ ν ′R

EL = V ∗
R PE

′
L, ER = V ∗

RPE
′
R . (3.7)

These primes states are not quite the mass eigenstates; see further redefinitions given below

in Eq. (3.14) that achieve this. The fermion mass matrices of Eq. (3.2) at the GUT scale

in the new primed basis read as

Mu =

(
0 M̂u

M̂u
κR
κL

0

)
, Mℓ =

(
0 M̂ℓ

M̂ℓ
κR
κL

0

)
, (3.8)

Md =

(
0 M̂ℓ

M̂ℓ
κR
κL

vΦ
vν
U∗
PMNSM̂νU

T
PMNS

)
. (3.9)

The charged current interactions of the W±µ
L gauge bosons with the quarks and leptons in

the new basis of Eq. (3.7) read as

Lcc =
g2L√
2

{(
ūLγµVRP

∗d′L
)
Wµ+

L +
(
ē′LUPMNS γµν

′
L

)
Wµ−

L

}
+ h.c. (3.10)

We see that the (e′, ν ′) fields correspond to physical leptons with their interactions written

in the canonical form. In the quark sector, while the up-type quark mass matrix is diagonal,

Md of Eq. (3.9) needs to be diagonalized to get to the physical basis. This can be done

by a bi-unitary transformation:

ξ†LMd ξR = diag.(md, ms, mb, mD1 , mD2 , mD3) (3.11)

where ξL,R are 6× 6 unitary matrices which can be parametrized in 3× 3 block form as

ξL,R =

(
ξ11 ξ12

ξ21 ξ22

)
L,R

. (3.12)

Denoting the light down-type mass eigenstates collectively as d0 and the heavy ones as D0,

we have

d′L = ξ11L d0L + ξ12L D0
L

D′
L = ξ21L d0L + ξ22L D0

L (3.13)
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along with analogous relations for (d′R, D
′
R) obtained with the replacement L → R. The

charged current quark interactions in this basis will involve the matrix VRP
∗ξ11L , which

should be identified as the CKM mixing matrix, V̂CKM. To bring this (essentially) unitary

matrix6 to the canonical form with a single phase, we write V̂CKM = P ′VCKMQ
′, where

VCKM has a single phase, and where P ′, Q′ are diagonal phase matrices. We further

redefine the fields so that the charged current quark interactions have the canonical form

with a single phase in VCKM while also enuring that the mass eigenvalues remain real:

uL = P ′ûL, UR = P ′ÛR

d0L = Q′∗d̂L, d0R = Q′∗d̂R (3.14)

These hatted fields (û, d̂) are the mass eigenstates, and their charged current weak inter-

actions involve the canonical CKM matrix. These unitary transformations are relevant for

proton decay discussions, which will be addressed in Sec. 6.

The CKM matrix, which is given by

VCKM = P ′∗ VR P
∗ ξ11L Q′∗ , (3.15)

is unconstrained in this scenario, as it contains the unspecified unitary matrix VR, along

with certain unspecified diagonal phase matrices. Nevertheless, the mass matrices of Eqs.

(3.8)-(3.9) are constrained, as they have less parameters than observables. To see this,

notice thatMd in Eq. (3.9) contains only a single unknown parameter, the VEV ratio factor

(κR/κL)(vν/vΦ), if we assume complete knowledge of the neutrino masses and mixings.

With this single parameter all three light quark masses (md, ms, mb) should be fitted,

which leads to two quantitative predictions. In practice, in the fit that we carry out in Sec.

5, we use the known quark masses to predict two of the currently unknown parameters

in neutrino oscillations, viz., δCP and mν1 , the Dirac CP phase and the lightest neutrino

mass. It may be noted that in spite of two VEV ratios (κR/κL) and (vΦ/vν) that appear in

the mass matrix Md of Eq. (3.9), only a single combination appears in the light down-type

quark mass matrix. This can be seen by considering a general block matrix of the form

M =

(
0 m

M ′ M

)
(3.16)

which obeys the hierarchy m≪M ′ ∼M . Integrating out the heavy states will lead to the

light-sector mass matrix MLight = m
[
1 − (1 + x x†)−1

]1/2
, or equivalently

MLightM†
Light = m

[
1 − (1 + x x†)−1

]
m† , where x =M−1M ′ . (3.17)

In the limit of x ≪ 1, this matrix reproduces the usual seesaw formula, but Eq. (3.17) is

valid even when x ∼ 1 [50]. It becomes clear then that only a single parameter, the ratio

of (κR/κL) and (vΦ/vν), will appear in the light down-type quark mass matrix. In Sec.

5 where we carry out numerical fits to fermion masses and mixings we have used the full

6The 3 × 3 matrix ξ11L , being a sub-block of the 6 × 6 unitary matrix ξL, is not unitary in general.

However, departure from unitarity in ξL is extremely small, of order (mdi/mDi) ≤ 10−10.
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6 × 6 matrix given in Eq. (3.9), but we have cross-checked with the analytic expression

of Eq. (3.17) for consistency. We defer a discussion of fermion fits to Sec. 5, since that

requires the values of the various Yukawa and gauge couplings at the GUT scale and at

the intermediate scale, to which we now turn.

4 Gauge Coupling Unification

Under parity symmetry the gauge bosons of the two SU(5)L,R groups transform as V µ
L ↔

V µ
R , which requires equality of the two coupling, α5L = α5R ≡ αG. This, in turn, implies

that the three gauge couplings of the SM obey, at the unification scale MG, the relations

2 α3 = α2 =
13

3
αY = αG . (4.1)

The factor 2 in front of α3 arises because the SU(3)c symmetry is embedded as a diagonal

subgroup of SU(5)L × SU(5)R, unlike SU(2)L which is entirely inside SU(5)L. The factor

13/3 in front of αY arises since hypercharge is contained in both SU(5) factors, with the

relations

(B − L) = YL + YR,
Y

2
= T3R +

(B − L)

2
. (4.2)

where the (B−L) charges are those shown in Eqs. (2.1)-(2.2), and T3R is the third compo-

nent of right-handed isospin. The GUT-normalized hypercharge is therefore
√
3/13 (Y/2),

leading to the factor shown in Eq. (4.1).7 This yields sin2 θW (MG) = 3/16 at the unifica-

tion scale, distinct from its value of 3/8 in conventional GUTs such as SU(5). Here sin2 θW
should increase while running down to the weak scale, as opposed to a decreasing value

in conventional GUTs. As discussed in Sec. 2, this can be achieved in a phenomenologi-

cally consistent manner by lowering the mass of the scalar sub-multiplet (3̄,2,−1/6,15) ⊂
(15,15) (under SU(3)cL × SU(2)L × U(1)L × SU(5)R ⊂ SU(5)L × SU(5)R) below the

GUT scale. Above its mass, in going to higher momenta, α2L will decrease faster than αY ,

leading to a smaller value of sin2 θW (MG), while being consistent with phenomenology.8

Inclusion of the η(15,15) preserves the strong CP solution via parity, since it induces no

complex couplings in the Higgs potential, nor does it have any Yukawa interactions.

We have carried out a detailed analysis of the evolution of gauge couplings to see the

prospects for unification of all gauge couplings with the symmetry breaking chain shown

in Eq. (2.5) having a single intermediate scale MI . As shown in Eq. (2.5), above MI , the

gauge symmetry is SU(3)cL × SU(2)L × U(1)L × SU(5)R, while it is the Standard Model

below MI . The two-loop renormalization group equations (RGE) for the gauge coupling

evolution can be written in the form

16π2
dgi
dt

= g3i bi +
g3i

16π2

∑
j

bijg
2
j −

∑
k

CikTr
(
Y †
k Yk

) . (4.3)

7∑
i(Yi/2)

2 = 26/3, where the sum goes over a family of fermions, including vector-like fermions shown

in Eqs. (2.1)-(2.2). With the normalization factor in (Y/2) of
√

3/13 included, this factor becomes 2, which

is the same normalization as for the generators of SU(2)L – a family contains four SU(2)L doublets.
8In the absence of the (3̄,2,−1/6,15) sub-multiplet at the intermediate scale we found that α5R grows

in running down from MG to MI and becomes non-perturbative before reaching MI .
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Figure 2: Evolution of the gauge coupling leading to unification in the model with the

breaking chain given in Eq. (2.5). We have included full three-loop RGE effects in obtaining

this result. See text for a description of the benchmark point used here.

Here bi are the one-loop beta-function (β) coefficients, while bij and Cik are the two-loop

coefficients arising from gauge and Yukawa interactions respectively. Formt < µ < MI , the

indices take the values i, j = (1Y , 2L, 3c) and k = (u, d, ℓ). For mI < µ < MG, we replace

{bi, bij , Cik} by {b′i, b′ij , C ′
ik} where i, j = (1L, 2L, 3cL, 5R) and k = (uL, uR, dL, dR, ℓL, D).

The Yukawa coupling matrices in this momentum range are defined through Eq. (A.22) of

Appendix A.5.

In the momentum rangemt ≤ µ ≤MI we evolve the normalized gauge couplings α1Y =

(13/3)αY , as well as α2L and α3cL. In the range MI ≤ µ ≤ MG we run the normalized

couplings (α1L, α2L, α3L) where α1L = (5/3)αL with the charges under U(1)L of the

various fields given in Eq. (A.1) of Appendix. A.1. The factor (5/3) is the familiar SU(5)

normalization factor, but now associated with U(1)L rather than U(1)Y . The unification

conditions at µ =MG are then

α−1
1L (MG) = α−1

2L (MG) = α−1
3cL(MG) = α−1

5R(MG) ≡ α−1
G . (4.4)

At MI the following boundary conditions hold:

α−1
1Y (MI) =

8

13
α−1
5R (MI) +

5

13
α−1
1L (MI) , (4.5)

α−1
3c (MI) = α−1

3cL (MI) + α−1
5R (MI) . (4.6)

The entire set of fermion fields will survive down to the intermediate scale MI , since

their masses arise only after the intermediate symmetry breaking. These fields, and the
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minimal set of scalar fields at MI needed for symmetry breaking, fermion mass generation,

and to achieve gauge coupling unification, under the gauge group [SU(3)cL × SU(2)L ×
U(1)L]× SU(5)R, are:

Fermions : QL(3,2, 1/6, 1) + χR(1, 1, 0,10) + LL(1,2,−1/2, 1) +DR(3, 1,−1/3, 1)

+ UR(3, 1, 2/3, 1) + ER(1, 1,−1, 1) + ψR(1, 1, 0,5) (4.7)

Scalars : HR(1, 1, 0,5) + ΦD(3, 1,−
1

3
,5) +Hd

L(1,2,
1

2
, 1) + ηK(3̄,2,−1/6,15) (4.8)

The scalar fields (HR, ΦD, H
d
L) of Eq. (4.8) are required for symmetry breaking and fermion

mass generation, while the scalar field ηK(3̄,2,−1/6,15) is used to achieve gauge coupling

unification. This choice of scalar spectrum is consistent with the extended survival hypoth-

esis [43, 45] that we have adopted.

The one-loop and two-loop β-function coefficients below MI are those of the SM (with

the normalization α1Y = (13/3)αY ) and are given by

(b1Y , b2L, b3c) =

(
41

26
,−19

6
,−7

)
, (4.9)

bij =

199/338 27/26 44/13

9/26 35/6 12

11/26 9/2 −26

 , Cik =

17/26 5/26 15/26

3/2 3/2 1/2

2 2 0

 . (4.10)

The gauge symmetry above MI is enhanced to [SU(3)cL × SU(2)L × U(1)L] × SU(5)R.

With the fermions and scalar fields shown in Eqs. (4.7)-(4.8) contributing to the RGE

above MI , the beta function coefficients are:(
b′1L, b

′
2L, b

′
3cL, b

′
5R

)
=

(
74

15
,
13

3
,−7

6
,−20

3

)
, (4.11)

b′ij =


326/75 36/5 332/15 216/5

12/5 310/3 132 504

83/30 99/2 307/3 360

9/5 63 120 6338/15

 , C ′
ik =


17/10 0 1/2 0 3/2 1

3/2 0 3/2 0 1/2 0

2 0 2 0 0 5/2

0 9/2 0 5 0 3/2

 .

(4.12)

These β-functions coefficient are obtained using PyR@TE package [51] and cross-checked

against known results.

Before exploring gauge coupling unification numerically, it is worthwhile to analyze

the analytic solutions to the one-loop RGE, which are given in Eq. (A.16) in Appendix

A.4. There we have also included the calculable threshold effects from the vector-like

fermion sector, which arise owing to the relations MU1 : MU2 : MU3 = mu : mc : mt,

ME1 :ME2 :ME3 = me : mµ : mτ and a less trivial relation for the vector-like down-quark

mass ratios. If we ignore these threshold effects from vector-like fermions for simplicity we

would obtain the following expression for sin2 θW (mt) to one-loop accuracy:

sin2 θW (mt) =
3

16

[
1 +

α

6π

{
13(b1Y − b2L) log

mt

MI
+ (5b′1L − 13b′2L + 8b′5R) log

MI

MG

}]
.

(4.13)
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Substituting the one-loop β-function coefficients from Eqs. (4.9) and (4.11), we obtain

sin2 θW (mt) =
3

16

[
1 +

α

6π

{
−185

3
log

MI

mt
+ (46 + 39) log

MG

MI

}]
. (4.14)

It is clear from the above equation that without the intermediate scale symmetry, which

may be realized by setting MI → MG, sin
2 θW (mt) will be smaller than its value at MG,

which is inconsistent. The factor 39 multiplying log(MG/MI) in Eq. (4.14) arises from the

ηK(3̄,2,−1/6,15) scalar fragment, which helps in realizing the right value of sin2 θW (mt) ≃
0.23, consistent with other phenomenological constraints. Without this contribution, MI

would be too low to be consistent with LHC limits on vector-like quarks, see Eq. (A.21)

and discussions in Appendix A.4.

We have carried out the full two-loop RGE analysis numerically, which improves the

one-loop results. The two-loop coefficient of g5R is relatively large, b′5R5R
= 6338/15,

and has an opposite sign compared to the one loop coefficient of b′5R = −20/3. Since

α5R(MI) ∼ 0.1, the two-loop terms correct the one-loop result significantly. We also

investigated the three-loop beta-function coefficient of the g75R term, and found it to be

[51, 52] b′′5R5R5R
= 2035937/108, which shows slow convergence. For better accuracy we

therefore used the full three-loop beta funcations for our analysis. The following input

values at mt(mt) = 162.8 GeV were used for the gauge couplings.

α1(mt) = 0.01024 , α2(mt) = 0.0340 , α3(mt) = 0.1094 . (4.15)

We first run these gauge couplings using Eq. (4.3) from µ = mt to to the intermediate

scale MI , which is to be determined self-consistently. We have also included the two-loop

threshold effects from the vector-like fermions by evaluating RGE at different vector-like

fermion mass scales. These masses are obtained self-consistently from the fermion mass

fits. For the up-type vector-like quarks and charged leptons we use the ratios MU1 :MU2 :

MU3 = mu : mc : mt, and ME1 : ME2 : ME3 = me : mµ : mτ , and set MU3 = MI , along

withME3 = (mτ/mt)MI . The running masses of the light quarks and leptons are listed at a

scale µ =MI in Table 1, which are used to determine the masses of the vector-like fermions.

For the down-type vector-like quarks we use the values obtained from our fermions mass

fits given for our benchmark point in Eq. (5.9). We ignore all GUT scale threshold effects.

We also ignore such threshold effects from scalar fields atMI . Furthermore, the scalar field

ηK(3̄,2,−1/6,15) is kept at MI for this numerical scan. Since this field is not involved in

symmetry breaking, keeping its mass at MI is not necessary, but is assumed for simplicity.

We have also explored two other scenarios where its mass is kept away fromMI , which will

be discussed later in this section. Above MI , the gauge couplings {α1L, α2L, α3cL, α5R}
were run all the way to the unification scale MG identified from the matching conditions

given in Eq. (4.6). This numerical procedure involved scanning the space of three unknown

parameters {α5R,MI ,MG} numerically such that all four gauge couplings are unified at a

single value at µ = MG. We found successful unification when the gauge couplings at the

intermediate scale take values given by

α1L(MI) = 0.0367, α2L(MI) = 0.0255, α3L(MI) = 0.049, α5R(MI) = 0.106 . (4.16)
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Figure 3: Gauge coupling evolution leading to unification with the mass of

ηK(3̄,2,−1/6,15) ⊂ (15,15) above the intermediate scale. Left (Right) panel corresponds

to keeping its mass at 28 (270) times the intermediate scale MI .

The intermediate scale (MI), unification scale (MG) and the unified gauge coupling (αG)

were found for the benchmark point to be

MI = 9.02× 1010 GeV, MG = 8.0× 1017 GeV, α−1
G = 13.18 . (4.17)

The evolution of the gauge couplings in the various momentum regimes that lead to suc-

cessful unification is depicted in Fig. 2 where we have used the full three-loop RGE. We

note that without the inclusion of the three-loop effects, the values of MI and MG would

be MI = 3.38 × 1010 GeV, MG = 3.09 × 1017 GeV and the gauge coupling α5R would be

α5R(MI) = 0.122. The slow convergence of the loop-expansion can be understood partly

because α5R(MI) = 0.122 is not so small, and partly because the actual expansion pa-

rameter is not α/(4π), but rather Nα/(4π) where N is an effective number of degrees of

freedom, which is also not so small in the present scenario.

Note that the unification scale shown in Eq. (4.17) is below the Planck scale, and the

unified gauge coupling αG has a perturbative value. These aspects are important for the

consistency of the theory and the reliability of calculations. The value of MG is also quite

compatible with proton decay limits. In Sec. 6 we shall establish the consistency of the

framework with proton decay mediated by the SU(5)R gauge bosons which have masses of

order MI ≃ 1011 GeV.

The mass of the scalar field ηK (3̄,2,−1/6,15) ⊂ (15,15) is not required to be at MI ,

as it has no role in symmetry breaking. It is therefore of interest to see how the unification

picture changes if its mass is taken to be different from MI . If its mass is below MI , we

found the unification scale became higher, which may be not desirable. However, if its

mass is above MI , the scale of unification can be somewhat lowered. This is depicted in
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Fig. 3 for two benchmark scenarios. The figure on the left (right) panel corresponds to

keeping the mass ηK (3̄,2,−1/6) at 28×MI (270×MI). The intermediate scale MI , the

unification scale MG, and the various gauge couplings for these two scenarios of Fig. 3 (a)

and (b) are found to be:

(a) mηK = 28 MI :

α1L(MI) = 0.0280, α2L(MI) = 0.0264, α3L(MI) = 0.0472, α5R(MI) = 0.191 ,

MI = 4.08× 109 GeV, MG = 1.65× 1017 GeV, α−1
G = 21.4 . (4.18)

(b) mηK = 270 MI :

α1L(MI) = 0.0252, α2L(MI) = 0.0270, α3L(MI) = 0.0468, α5R(MI) = 0.30 ,

MI = 9.14× 108 GeV, MG = 7.20× 1016 GeV, α−1
G = 25.10 . (4.19)

It is important to note that further increasing the mass of ηK will decrease the GUT scale.

However, such an increase would also result in the increase of the gauge coupling α5R,

making it non-perturbative.

We conclude this section by noting that successful unification of gauge couplings has

been achieved with perturbative values of all gauge couplings and the unification scale lying

below the Planck scale, in the range MG = (7× 1016 − 8× 1017) GeV.

5 Fermion Mass Fitting

In this section, we show that the model can successfully reproduce all fermion masses and

mixings. In fact, the model is quite predictive in the neutrino sector, which can serve as

a test of the model. Having determined the gauge couplings at various momentum scales,

we are now ready to analyze these predictions quantitatively. As discussed in Sec. 3, a

successful fit to all fermion masses would require finding acceptable values of the light

down-type quark masses (md, ms, mb) from the eigenvalues of the 6 × 6 matrix Md of

Eq. (3.9), while being consistent with neutrino oscillation data. In practice, we use the

down-type quark masses as inputs and predict the currently unknown parameters in the

neutrino sector, viz., (δCP , mν1) – the CP-violating oscillation parameter and the lightest

neutrino mass.

Neutrino Dirac masses arise from the Yukawa couplings YD and the induced VEV

vν , given in Eq. (3.4). To obtain fits to the down-type quark masses arising from Md

of Eq. (3.9), we use the neutrino oscillation data (within 3σ uncertainties [53]) as in-

put and find the eigenvalues of M†
dMd from which we derive the light mass eigenvalues

(md,ms,mb). The eigenvectors of Md of Eq. (3.9) do not play any role here, since the

CKM matrix is arbitrary containing an unknown unitary matrix VR (see Eq. (3.15)) which

may be adjusted freely.

We find it convenient to perform the fermion mass fits at the intermediate scale MI ,

rather than at the unification scale MG, where Eq. (3.9) is valid. This is because we don’t

have simple expressions for the eigenvalues of Md that can be applied at MG. The form

of Md will be modified at MI due to the renormalization group evolution of its various
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Figure 4: 1σ (blue) and 2σ (orange) normal hierarchy prediction for δCP and the lightest

neutrino mass mν1 with best fit for δCP = (130.4 ± 1.2)◦ or (229.6 ± 1.2)◦. We use 3σ

uncertainties for the rest of the oscillation parameters.

elements. We express Md(MI) as

Md(MI) =

 0 mℓ(mt)
ηℓη

′
ℓL

η′dL

mℓ(mt)
κR
κL

ηℓη
′
ℓL

η′dR

vΦηνη
2
U

vνη′D
U∗
PMNSM̂νU

T
PMNS

 . (5.1)

Here we have introduced various scaling factors ηi and η′α. The ηi factors correspond to

the running of the Standard Model Yukawa couplings from µ = mt to µ =MI :

ηui,di,ei,νi =
Yui,di,ei,νi(MI)

Yui,di,ei,νi(mt)
. (5.2)

These factors are the same as the ratios of the running masses at the two energy scales.

Since the effect of the lighter quark and lepton Yukawa couplings on the RG evolution is

negligible, we have ηu = ηc, ηe = ηµ = ητ ≡ ηℓ, and ηd = ηs. The factor ηU is the RGE

factor for the running of UPMNS, which is in principle flavor dependent, but all these factors

are essentially one, with the largest deviation from one being proportional to Y 2
τ ∼ 10−4.

It is also worth noting that the η factors appearing in the (2,2) block of Eq. (5.1) may

be absorbed into vΦ, and therefore are not really needed for the fit. The η′α factors are
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the running factors of the various Yukawa couplings of Eq. (A.22) between MI and MG

defined as

η′α =
Yα(MG)

Yα(MI)
for α = (uL, uR, dL, dR, D) . (5.3)

Here again there is a flavor dependence, but the lighter fermions of the same type have the

same RGE factor.

The ηi factors are obtained by solving the SM renormalization group equations to two-

loop accuracy. We choose the benchmark values of MI = 9.02× 1010 GeV, corresponding

to the unification picture shown in Fig. 2. We include the threshold effects from the vector-

like fermions which have masses below MI (except for U3 which has a mass MU3 =MI for

this fit). The ηi values are found to be

{ηu,c, ηt, ηd,s, ηb, ηℓ} = {0.491, 0.537, 0.50, 0.458, 1.00} , (5.4)

where ηℓ ≡ ηe,µ,τ .

To obtain the η′α factors to go from MI to MG, we numerically solve the two-loop

beta functions for the Yukawa couplings (YuL, YuR, YdL, YℓL, YD). These matrices relevant

for MI ≤ µ ≤ MG are defined in Eq. (A.22) in Appendix A.5 along with their boundary

conditions at MG given in Eq. (A.24). The full set of two-loop RGE is presented in

Appendix A.5. Corresponding to the unification picture of Fig. 2 and the values of the

gauge couplings given in Eq. (4.16) and the scales given in Eq. (4.17) we find the η′α factors

to be

{η′uL,cL
, η′tL , η

′
uR,cR

, η′tR , η
′
dL,sL

} = {0.468, 0.48, 0.0951, 0.134, 0.468},
{η′bL , η

′
ℓL
, η′dR,sR

, η′bR , η
′
D} = {0.475, 0.805, 0.150, 0.092, 0.30} . (5.5)

These values are obtained by setting the boundary conditions Yℓ = YℓL and Yu = YuL at

MI and then randomly choosing the rest of the Yukawa couplings and accepting only those

that match the boundary conditions at the GUT scale, YuL = YuR and YdL = YdR = Y T
ℓ ,

see Eq. (A.24). It turns out that due to the smallness of all Yukawa couplings, except for

Yt, in this running no off-diagonal entries in YuL , YuR and YℓL are induced by the RGE

flow. This makes it relatively easy to select the random Yukawa couplings that match the

GUT scale boundary conditions.

We choose as input the quark and lepton masses at a scale µ = mt the values tabulated

in Ref. [54]. These values are summarized in Table 1. Here we also list the running masses

at µ =MI , using the ηi factors given in Eq. (5.4). The goal for the fermion mass fit is then

to reproduce correctly the masses of the down-type quarks arising from Eq. (5.1) with the

charged lepton masses at MI taken as input. For this analysis we set MI = 9.02 × 1010

GeV, see Eq. (4.17), and vary the known neutrino oscillation parameters in their 3-sigma

ranges. We then numerically scan the parameters of Eq. (5.1) to obtain fits to the down-

type quarks masses. Correct masses are reproduced, but only for a narrow range of the

currently unknown parameters mν1 and δCP . The 1-sigma and 2-sigma allowed regions of

these parameters are shown in the (mν1 − δCP ) plane in Fig. 4. At the 2-sigma level this
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µ/GeV mt [54] MI

md/MeV 2.56± 0.18 1.28± 0.090

ms/MeV 50.9± 4.41 25.45± 2.205

mb/GeV 2.702± 0.025 1.237± 0.0114

mu/MeV 1.18± 0.20 0.579± 0.098

mc/GeV 0.594± 0.017 0.2916± 0.0083

mt/GeV 161.98± 0.75 86.98± 0.40

me/MeV 0.48583± 0.00045 0.48568± 0.00045

mµ/GeV 0.102347± 0.000019 0.10231± 0.000019

mτ/GeV 1.73850± 0.00014 1.73815± 0.00014

Table 1: Running masses of the quarks and charged lepton at µ = mt and at µ = MI .

These are obtained with MI = 9.02×1010 GeV, and by including the threshold corrections

arising from vector-like fermions (U,D,E) which have masses below MI .

analysis shows that the neutrino parameters should lie in the range

δCP = (130.4± 1.2)◦ or (229.6± 1.2)◦

mν1 = (4.8− 8.4) meV . (5.6)

The two solutions for δCP , which differ by a change of its sign, lead to the same eigenvalues

of M†
dMd, and cannot be distinguished by the down-type quark masses.

We present a benchmark fit for the masses at the intermediate scale by setting the

parameter vΦηνη
2
u/(vνη

′
D) = 1.0× 107MI :

Md(MI) =



0 0 0 −0.008 0 0

0 0 0 0 0.17 0

0 0 0 0 0 −2.95

−7.53 · 105 0 0 1.19 · 104 4.42 · 106 e1.06 i 9.60 · 106 e2.76 i
0 1.58 · 108 0 • 2.75 · 107 2.03 · 107 e−0.044 i

0 0 −4.38 · 109 • • 2.26 · 107


(5.7)

Here the “ • ” represents the complex conjugated entry such that the lower (2, 2) block

of Eq. (5.7) is hermitian. The matrix Md can be block-diagonalized with a biunitary

transformation given in Eq. (3.11). While the dL − DL mixing angles, parametrized by

the off-diagonal entries of ξL are extremely small, of order mdi/MDi , this is not the case

for dR −DR mixing, which can be as large as O(1). As a result, the seesaw approximation

is not very good when applied to Eq. (5.7). Numerical diagonalization of Eq. (5.7) yields

the light and heavy eigenvalues to be

{md,ms,mb}(MI) = {8.06× 10−4 GeV, 2.83× 10−2 GeV, 1.24 GeV}, (5.8)

{mD1 ,mD2 ,mD3}(MI) = {1.05× 107 GeV, 1.62× 108 GeV, 4.38× 109 GeV}. (5.9)
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This fit corresponds to md (2GeV) = 2.92 MeV, ms(2 GeV) = 0.102 GeV, and mb(mb) =

4.16 GeV. These values are in good agreement with observations, although the value of

md is on the lower side. However, this is consistent with one lattice evaluation which finds

md(2 GeV) = 3.68± 0.29± 0.10 of Ref. [55].

The model only admits normal ordering of neutrino masses. The predictions of the

model for the CP-violating phase and the lightest neutrino mass are shown in Fig. 4

where the allowed region is the shaded one. For values that lie outside of the shaded

region we find that md(2GeV) becomes way smaller than acceptable. For instance, if

δCP = 200◦, which is outside the shaded region, the maximum value of the down-quark mass

is md (2GeV) ≃ 24.9 keV, well below the experimental value. Similarly, for mLightest = 1

meV, which is outside the shaded region, the maximum down-quark mass is found to be

md (2GeV) ≃ 23.5 keV.

With the neutrino fit, we can evaluate the VEV vν and from there the value of the

cubic scalar coupling µ1 (see Eq. (3.4)). For this benchmark fit we find vν = 3.3 × 10−7

GeV, leading to µ1 = 1.36 × 1016 GeV. This shows self-consistency of the analysis and

confirms the naturalness of the small Dirac neutrino masses within the framework.

6 Proton Decay

In this section, we show the consistency of the model with proton decay constraints. Since

the gauge bosons of SU(5)R have masses of order MI ∼ 1011 GeV, it is imperative to

establish that they do not mediate rapid proton decay. The HR(1, 5) Higgs field, which

also has a mass of order MI , contains a color-triplet scalar that could potentially mediate

proton decay which should be consistent with experimental limits. Finally, the (Xµ
L, Y

µ
L )

gauge bosons of SU(5)L would mediate proton decay for which we estimate the lifetime.

The couplings of Xµ
R and Y µ

R gauge bosons of SU(5)R to fermions are given, in the

original basis, as [56]

LXµ
R,Y µ

R
=
g5R√
2

[
ϵαβγ(U

Tγ
L )Cγµu

β
RX

µα
R + (ET

L )Cγµd
α
RX

µ∗
Rα + (DTα

L )CγµeRX
µ∗
Rα

+ ϵαβγ(U
Tγ
L )Cγµd

β
RY

µα
R − (DTα

L )CγµνRY
µ∗
Rα − (ET

L )Cγµu
α
RY

µ∗
Rα

]
+ h.c. (6.1)

It turns out that these interactions do not lead to proton decay, owing to the structure

of the mass matrices of the model, as given in Eq. (3.2). These matrices imply that in

order to identify the light up-type quark and charged lepton fields as (uR, eR), one must

interchange the fields as uR ↔ UR and eR ↔ ER. Furthermore, the fields UL and EL are

heavy with no mixing with the light uL and eL fields. In the down-type quark sector there

exists dR − DR mixing, which could be of order one, as well as dL − DL mixing which

is suppressed by factors of the type (Ydi/YDi)(MW /MI), which turns out to be less than

10−10 for the first two families of quarks relevant for proton decay. It follows then that in

Eq. (6.1) all terms involve at least one heavy field, except for the second last term with the

νR field, with a suppressed coupling when converted to light dL quark field. But this single

term does not lead to proton decay since it conserves baryon and lepton numbers, as can be

seen by assigning B and L numbers of 1/3 and 1 to the Y µ
R gauge boson. We thus conclude
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that the proposed form of the mass matrices, given in Eq. ((3.2)), is consistent with proton

lifetime limits, even when the SU(5)R gauge bosons have masses of order MI ∼ 1011 GeV.

The B-violating interactions of (Xµ
L, Y

µ
L ) gauge bosons of SU(5)L, which have masses

of order MG, are given in the original basis of fermion fields by

LXµ
L,Y

µ
L
=

g5√
2

[
ϵαβγ(U

Tγ
R )Cγµu

β
LX

µα
L + (ET

R)Cγµd
α
LX

µ∗
Lα + (DTα

R )CγµeLX
µ∗
Lα

+ ϵαβγ(U
Tγ
R )Cγµd

β
LY

µα
L − (DTα

R )CγµνLY
µ∗
Lα − (ET

R)γµu
α
LY

µ∗
Lα

]
+ h.c. (6.2)

We now write down this Lagrangian in terms of the physical mass eigenstates of quark and

lepton fields. We adopt the convention where the CKM matrix in the quark sector and the

PMNS matrix in the lepton sector have their canonical forms each with a single phase. The

relevant transformation is given in Eq. (3.7) and Eq. (3.14), along with the interchanges

uR ↔ UR and eR ↔ ER so that the light fields are denoted as (u, d, e). The transformed

Lagrangian is then given by (with the hats and superscript 0 dropped from the fields):

LXµ
L,Y

µ
L
=

g5√
2

[
ϵαβγ(u

Tγ
R )Cγµ(P

′)2 uβLX
µα
L + (eTR)Cγµξ

11
L Q

′∗dαLX
µ∗
Lα

+ (dTα
R )Q′∗(ξ21R )TCγµeLX

µ∗
Lα + ϵαβγ(u

Tγ
R )Cγµ(P

′)2VCKMd
β
LY

µα
L

− (dTα
R )Q′∗(ξ21R )TUPMNSCγµνLY

µ∗
Lα − (eTR)Cγµ(ξ

11
L Q

′∗V †
CKM)uαLY

µ∗
Lα

]
+ h.c.

(6.3)

It is straightforward to derive the baryon number violating effective four-fermion op-

erator by integrating out the (Xµ
L, Y

µ
L ) gauge bosons. It may appear that Eq. (6.3) differs

significantly, owing to the appearance of the matrices (ξ21R )T from its analogues in standard

SU(5) GUT, but this is not the case. The numerical structure of the matrices |ξ11L | and
|ξ21R | corresponding to the benchmark fit for fermion masses, Eq. (5.7), are found to be:

|ξ11L | =

 0.9967 0.0808 0.00029

0.0802 0.989 0.1239

0.00974 0.1235 0.9922

 , |ξ21R | =

 0.9997 0.00545 0.00298

0.00193 0.1948 0.8686

0 0 0.4370

 . (6.4)

This structure implies that the light dR field is contained almost entirely in the original DR

field. For the leading decay mode of the proton, p → e+π0, is a function of (ξ21R )11, which

is close to unity. Thus the model prediction for the lifetime of the proton is very similar

to that in standard SU(5), except that in the present case it is much longer, owing to the

higher unification scale MG = (7 × 1016 − 8 × 1017) GeV. We estimate the corresponding

lifetime of the proton to be of order (1038 − 1042) yrs, which is well beyond the reach of

forthcoming experiments JUNO, HyperKamiokande and DUNE (for reviews on current

status and future prospects see Refs. [57, 58].) We note, however, that if the GUT scale

is lowered in some variations of the present model by a factor of 10, the lifetime of the

proton will be shortened by a factor of 104, in which case the forthcoming experiments will

be sensitive to its decay.

Color-triplet scalars arising from HR(1,5) and HL(5, 1), denoted as Hc
R,L, can mediate

proton decay. Since the mass of Hc
R is at MI , one should verify that this field does not
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mediate rapid proton decay. We shall see that with the flavor structure of the mass matrices

given in Eq. (3.2), Hc
R field having a mass of order MI is indeed safe from proton decay

constraints. The interactions of the Hc
R field with quarks and leptons are given by the

Lagrangian (in the original basis)

LHc
R

Yuk ⊃ (Yu)
∗
ij

[
1

2
(uRidRj − dRiuRj)H

c
R + ULiELj(H

c
R)

∗
]

+ (Y †
ℓ )ij [(νRidRj − eRiuRj)(H

c
R)

∗ +DLiULjH
c
R] + h.c. (6.5)

Analogous interactions of the Hc
L field are obtained by the interchange R→ L in Eq. (6.5),

with identical Yukawa couplings owing to parity symmetry. Now, with the fermion mass

matrix structure of Eq. (3.2), one must make the interchanges {uR ↔ UR, eR ↔ ER} so

that the light states are labeled as (u, e). Furthermore, the (UL, EL) fields are entirely in

the heavy states. These features imply that the Hc
R color-triplet scalar has couplings which

involve at least one heavy state, except for the term νRdRH
c
R, which has terms with only

light fermion fields. However, with this single term, there is no baryon number violation,

as can be seen by assigning Hc
R a B charge of −1/3. The field Hc

R behaves as a leptoquark

in this case, not mediating proton decay.

Let us comment briefly about proton decay mediated by higher dimensional operators

suppressed by the Planck scale. One might worry, with the SU(5)R surviving down to

MI ∼ 1011 GeV, that the gauge bosons could mediate proton decay in presence of such

Planck suppressed operators. One such operator is the χ̄RχLΦΦ/MPl. Such a term, if

present, would induce a bare mass of order M2
I /MP = 10 GeV in the (2,2) block of Mu of

(3.2). Such a mass term would induce u−U mixing, and thus lead to proton decay mediated

by the (Xµ
R, Y

µ
R ) gauge bosons. Keeping in mind that the mass U1 is 10−5MI = 105 GeV,

the uR−UR mixing angle arising from here is about 10−4. The uL−UL mixing is estimated

to be much smaller, of order (mu × 10 GeV)/(105 GeV)2 = 10−12. These operators do not

induce mass terms in the (2,2) block of Mℓ of Eq. (3.2). Consequently, the leading proton

decay diagram from Eq. (6.1) would arise by combining the fourth and fifth term of this

equation. The amplitude of this diagram has a suppression factor of 10−22, arising from

the uL − UL mixing suppression of 10−12 and the dL − DL mixing suppression of order

10−10. The lifetime of the proton arising from these diagrams is of order 1058 yrs, which is

well within limits.

7 Strong CP Solution via Parity

Parity solution to the strong CP problem [22–27] is an alternative to the popular axion

solution [59–61]. The parity solution has an advantage over the axion solution in that unlike

the currently viable invisible axion models [62–65], which are subject to destabilization

by quantum gravitational effects which violate all global symmetries [66–68], these models

are stable as long as the parity breaking scale is less than about 100 TeV [69]. The latter

property makes these low scale parity-symmetric models experimentally testable.

A realistic UV-complete implementation of the parity solution to the strong CP prob-

lem was provided in Ref. [11]. The fermion content of that left-right symmetric model is
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the same as in the present SU(5)L × SU(5)R model. There is therefore a good chance

that the GUT embedding of the model can also solve the strong CP problem via parity

symmetry. Indeed, we find this to be the case, as will be detailed in this section.

7.1 θ at tree-level

The strong interactions admit a CP-violating θ-parameter in the Lagrangian denoted as

Lθ
QCD =

θQCD

32π2
Ga

µνG̃
a
µν (7.1)

where Ga
µν stand for the gluon fields and where G̃a

µν = 1
2ϵµναβ G

aαβ. The parameter θQCD

itself is unphysical, as its value can be altered by chiral rotations on the quark fields. A

physical observable remain invariant and is given by

θ = θQCD + arg {det (Mq)} (7.2)

where Mq is the quark mass matrix. θQCD is odd under parity, and therefore in a parity-

symmetric theory it would vanish. The quark mass matrix is in general not parity symmet-

ric, since its entries arise from parity breaking VEVs. However, if the determinant of the

quark mass matrix is real in a parity-symmetric theory, then θ = 0 at tree-level. Quantum

corrections would in general induce nonzero but finite value for θ, but this may be within

the experimentally allowed range of θ ≤ 1.19 × 10−10, arising from neutron EDM limits

[70, 71].

In the SU(5)L × SU(5)R with parity, the gauge fields transform under P as

Ga
Lµ(t, x) → Ga

Rµ(t,−x)× s(µ)

Ga
Rµ(t, x) → Ga

Lµ(t,−x)× s(µ) (7.3)

where s(µ) =

{
+1 for µ = 0

−1 for µ = i = 1, 2, 3
(7.4)

Here Ga
Lµ are the SU(5)L gauge bosons, while Ga

Rµ stand for their SU(5)R counterparts.

Consistent with this transformation, a certain θ′ term is allowed in the SU(5)L × SU(5)R
theory, which is given by

L′
θ =

θ′

32π2

(
Ga

LµνG̃
a
Lµν −Ga

RµνG̃
a
Rµν

)
. (7.5)

SU(3)c is embedded as a diagonal subgroup of SU(3)cL × SU(3)cR in the full theory. The

axigluons of the broken SU(3) are Ga
Aµ = (Ga

Lµ+G
a
Rµ)/

√
2, while the massless QCD gluons

are Ga
µ = (Ga

Lµ − Ga
Rµ)/

√
2. The terms from Eq. (7.5) involve only the axigluons, and

therefore θQCD involving the usual gluon fields is zero.

With the quark mass matrices given in Eq. (3.2), det[Mq] = det[MuMd] is real in the

present GUT framework, implying that θ = 0 at the tree-level. We now proceed to show

that all one-loop corrections to θ are also vanishing, owing to the structure of the theory.
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7.2 Vanishing of one-loop θ contributions

Here we show that all one-loop diagrams which could potentially generate nonzero con-

tributions to θ are vanishing within the model. We follow the procedure adopted in Ref.

[11] to perform this calculation, which we find very convenient. First of all, we evaluate

the one-loop diagrams at the GUT scale, so that the fermion mass matrices have the form

given in Eq. (3.2). We work in the original basis of fermion fields, before any field rotations

are performed. For ease of writing we shall use the notation Yd which is to be identified as

Y T
ℓ for the Yukawa coupling matrices appearing in Md of Eq. (3.2).

The one-loop contribution to θ are computed from corrections to the quark mass

matrices Mu and Md of Eq. (3.2). These corrections arise via the exchange of scalar fields

as well as gauge fields present in the theory. We summarize these interactions here. The

Yukawa interactions of scalar fields with fermions are contained in the left-right symmetric

Higgs doublet couplings that appear in Mu andMd of Eq. (3.2), the color-triplet couplings

given in Eq. (6.5) and their left-handed counterparts, and the Yukawa couplings of the

Φ(5, 5) field given in Eq. (3.1), which can be expanded to the form

−LYuk ⊃ (Y ∗
D)ij

[(
DRjβD

α
Li

)
(ϕoDD)

β
α +

(
DRjαD

α
Li

)
ϕsDD +

(
DT

RiCνRj

)
ϕDν

+
(
DT

RiCeRj

)
ϕDe +

(
LLiD

c
Rj

)
ϕLD +

(
LLiνRj

)
ϕLν +

(
LLieRj

)
ϕLe
]
. (7.6)

Here the notation used for the various scalar fields is self-explanatory, and their quantum

numbers under the SM gauge symmetry are listed in Eq. (A.15) of Appendix A.3. Other

scalar fields, such as the ΣL(75, 1) and η(15, 15) used in the model play no role in this

calculation, since they have no Yukawa couplings to the fermions.

The gauge bosons of the full SU(5)L×SU(5)R theory have various interactions involv-

ing fermions. In particular, the (Xµ
R, Y

µ
R ) gauge interactions are shown in Eq. (6.1), while

the (Xµ
L, Y

µ
L ) interactions are given in Eq. (6.2). Additionally, the gauge interactions of

the axi-gluon fields Gµ
A and the axi-Z ′ field Zµ

A, which have masses of order MI , are given

by

LGµ
A,Zµ

A = −
√

3

10
g5(YL − YR)

(
f̄ iL,Rγµf

i
L,R

)
Zµ
A − g5√

2
(T aGµa

A )αβ

(
f
i
Lαγµf

i
Lβ − f

i
Rαγµf

i
Rβ

)
.

(7.7)

Here YL and YR are the U(1)L and U(1)R charges of various fields, listed in Eq. (A.1)

of Appendix A.1 (The YR charges are identical to YL charges, but when referred to fields

transforming under SU(5)R). In addition, the theory has W±
R and Z0

R gauge bosons, as

well as the SM gauge bosons. We shall collectively denote the (Gµ
A, G

µ, Zµ, Aµ, Zµ
A) as

V µ. It is noteworthy that all these V µ fields have flavor diagonal couplings to fermions,

unlike the (Xµ
L,R, Y

µ
L,R) gauge bosons. It is also worth noting that the W±

L,R gauge bosons,

having couplings only to fermions of one specific chirality, will not participate in the quark

mass matrix corrections, when evaluated in the Feynman gauge, which we adopt.

Having identified all interactions that can correct the quark mass matrices, we proceed

to evaluate the relevant one-loop diagrams. We adopt standard perturbation theory tech-
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niques to evaluate θ, following the procedure outlined in Ref. [11].9 We work in the flavor

basis, where Eq. (3.2) is written. The mass matrices for Mu and Md are treated as part of

the interaction Lagrangian. All the one-loop diagrams that can potentially contribute to θ

in this basis are shown in Fig. 5 for Md and in Fig. 6 for Mu. The crosses in the internal

fermion lines in these diagrams represent chirality flipping interactions. Since we work in

the flavor basis, there could be multiple such chirality flips which should be summed. This

can be easily done, which leads to the full tree-level propagator with all possible mass

insertion, in the down-type quark sector, given by

fR

(
M†

d

k2

k2 −MdM†
d

)
fL (7.8)

where fR,L ≡ (dR,L, DR,L)
T are 6-component column vectors. Analogous expressions hold

for Mu and Mℓ as well.

We can write down the loop-corrected quark mass matrix as

Mq =M (0)
q + δMq = M (0)

q (1 + C) (7.9)

where M
(0)
q is the tree-level quark mass matrix for q = u, d given by Eq. (3.2) and C =

C1 + C2 + ... is the loop contribution with subscripts denoting 1-loop, 2-loop, etc. Since

Det(M
(0)
q ) is real for q = u, d, one can write θ as

θ = Im TrC1 + Im Tr(C2 −
1

2
C2
1 ) + ... (7.10)

We denote the one-loop correction to the quark mass matrix as

δMq =

(
δM q

LL δM q
LH

δM q
HL δM q

HH

)
, (7.11)

where H,L stand for the heavy and light sector respectively. The induced θ from q = d

sector is then given by

θ = Im Tr

[
− 1

κLκR
δMd

LL(Y
†
d )

−1MDY
−1
d +

1

κL
δMd

LHY
−1
d +

1

κR
δMd

HL(Y
†
d )

−1

]
. (7.12)

Here we have defined MD = YDvΦ, which is the (2,2) block of Md. The contribution for

for q = u can be obtained similarly by replacing Yd → Yu, but without the first term in

Eq. (7.12) since MU = 0. Note that δM q
HH does not contribute to θ at one-loop order. As

a result we do not include diagrams where both external legs are the heavy D-quarks or

U -quarks in Fig. 5 and in Fig. 6. It is also worth noting that the θ corrections arising

from δMu
LL will be automatically zero since MU = 0, even though the correction to the

mass matrix itself is nonzero. We have included such diagrams in Fig. 6 (a) and (h), but

their contribution to θ vanishes.

9More recently, Fock-Schwinger method has been applied to evaluate the loop contributions to θ̄ in

Ref. [72].
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The propagators relevant to the evaluation of Figs. 5 and 6 can be obtained from the

full tree-level propagator of Eq. (7.8) by appropriate projection operators. It is helpful to

define the inverse of the propagator matrix as(
MdM†

d − k2
)−1

≡
(
x(k2) y(k2)

y†(k2) z(k2)

)
. (7.13)

Here x = x†, z = z† and y are 3 × 3 block matrices, which obey the following relations

from matrix multiplication:(
κ2RY

†
d Yd +MDM

†
D − k2

)
y† = −κLMDY

†
d x, (7.14)

κLYdY
†
dX + YdM

†
Dy

† =
1

κL

(
I + k2x

)
, (7.15)

y = −κLHYdM †
Dz, where H = H† =

(
κ2LYdY

†
d − k2

)−1
, (7.16)

κLy
†YdM

†
D + z(MDM

†
D + κ2RY

†
d Yd − k2) = I . (7.17)

Although we have denoted M †
D to be different from MD for generality, in our case owing

to parity symmetry we have MD =M †
D, which we shall adopt. The tree-level interactions

corresponding to the crosses in Fig. (5) can now be read off from the effective Lagrangian

given by

−Ltree
eff = D̄R

[
k4

κL
Y −1
d y(k2)

]
DL + d̄R

[
k2Yd κR z(k2)

]
DL

+ D̄R

[
k2

κL
Y −1
d

[
I + k2 x(k2)

]]
dL + d̄R

[
k2Yd κR y

†(k2)
]
dL + h.c. (7.18)

Similar expressions are valid for the up-type quark sector as well as the charged leptons

sector, except that since MU =ME = 0 for these sectors, y(k2) = 0, and consequently the

analogs of the first and last terms of Eq. (7.18) will be vanishing.

We are now ready to evaluate the contributions of each graph in Fig. 5 and Fig. 6 to

θ. We begin with Fig. 5 (a). The correction to the down quark mass matrix from here is

given by

δMd
LL =

∫
d4k

(2π)4
Yd

1

κL
(Yd)

−1 k2y
(
k2
)
Y †
d λκLκR[

(p− k)2 −M2
H0

L

] [
(p− k)2 −M2

H0
R

] . (7.19)

Here λ is a certain quartic coupling in the Higgs potential. It is important to recall that all

couplings in the Higgs potential are real-valued in the model. While fields with identical

quantum numbers under SU(3)c × U(1)em will mix, there is no mixing between scalar

fields and pseudo-scalar fields owing to the reality of the Higgs potential couplings. Using

Eq. (7.12) one can write the θ contribution as

θ = − ImTr

 λ

κL

∫
d4k

(2π)4
k2y

(
k2
)
MD(Yd)

−1[
(p− k)2 −M2

H0
L

] [
(p− k)2 −M2

H0
R

]
 (7.20)
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The trace can be performed before doing the momentum integral, and we find

Tr
[
y(k2)MD(Yd)

−1
]
= −κLTr

[(
Y †
d Ydκ

2
L − k2

)−1
M †

D z(k2)MD

]
. (7.21)

The matrix that is traced over here is a product of two hermitian matrices, and thus its

trace is real. Consequently the contribution to θ from Fig. (5) (a) is zero.

For the other diagrams we follow the same technique and summarize our results here.

Fig. 5 (b) contains two diagrams. While the diagram with dR incoming and DL outgoing

contributes to δMd
HL, it is the hermitian conjugate of the diagram where dL is incoming

and DR outgoing that contributes to δMd
LH of Eq. (7.11). This remark applies to other

diagrams as well. We summarize the flavor structure of these diagrams and show that each

contribution to θ is vanishing.

• 5-(b): Fig. 5 (b) has the following flavor structure:

dR −DL (δMd
HL) : ImTr [Y †

d Yd z(k
2)Y †

d (Y
†
d )

−1] = 0 (7.22)

DR − dL (δMd
LH) : ImTr [YdY

−1
d [I + k2x(k2)]YdY

−1
d ] = 0 (7.23)

The first trace is over the product of two hermitian matrices, while the second one is

over a hermitian matrix, both of which are real, leading to zero contribution to θ.

• 5-(c):
dR −DL (δMd

HL) : ImTr [Y †
d Yu z(k

2)Y †
u (Y

†
d )

−1] = 0 (7.24)

DR − dL (δMd
LH) : ImTr [YuY

−1
u [I + k2x(k2)]YdY

−1
d ] = 0 (7.25)

• 5-(d):
dR −DL (δMd

HL) : ImTr [Y †
d zT (k2)Y T

u Y
∗
u (Y

†
d )

−1] = 0 (7.26)

DR − dL (δMd
LH) : ImTr [Y T

u [I + k2x(k2)](Y T
u )−1 YdY

−1
d ] = 0 (7.27)

• 5-(e):
dR −DL (δMd

HL) : ImTr [(κ2LY
†
d Yd − k2)−1M †

Dz(k
2)YD] = 0 (7.28)

DR − dL (δMd
LH) : ImTr [(Y †

d Ydκ
2
L − k2)−1M †

Dz(k
2)YD] = 0 (7.29)

• 5-(f):
dR −DL (δMd

HL) : ImTr [z∗(k2)(Y †
d )

−1Y †
d ] = 0 (7.30)

DR − dL (δMd
LH) : ImTr [(I + k2x(k2))∗(Y †

d Yd)
−1] = 0 (7.31)

• 5-(g):
dR −DL (δMd

HL) : ImTr [z†(k2)Y †
d (Y

†
d )

−1] = 0 (7.32)

DR − dL (δMd
LH) : ImTr [(I + k2x(k2))†(YdY

†
d )

−1] = 0 (7.33)

• 5-(h):
dR − dL (δMd

HL) : ImTr [(Y †
d Ydκ

2
L − k2)−1M †

Dz(k
2)MD] = 0 (7.34)
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Now we turn to the diagrams correcting the up-type quark mass matrix shown in Fig.

6 and summarize our results here. As noted earlier, even though the contributions from

Fig. 6 (a) and (h) to δMu
LL are nonzero, they do not contribute to θ owing to the condition

MU = 0, see Eq. (7.12).

• 6-(b):
uR − UL (δMu

HL) : ImTr [Y †
uYdz(k

2)Y †
d (Y

†
u )

−1] = 0 (7.35)

UR − uL(δM
u
LH) : ImTr [YdY

−1
d [I + k2x(k2)]YuY

−1
u ] = 0 (7.36)

• 6-(c):
uR − UL (δMu

HL) : ImTr [Y ∗
d z

T (k2)Y T
d Y

†
u (Y

†
u )

−1] = 0 (7.37)

UR − uL(δM
u
LH) : ImTr [Yu[I + k2x(k2)]T (Y T

d )−1Y T
d Y

−1
u ] = 0 (7.38)

• 6-(d):
uR − UL (δMu

HL) : ImTr [Y †
u z

T (k2)YdY
†
d (Y

†
u )

−1] = 0 (7.39)

UR − uL(δM
u
LH) : ImTr [Yd[I + k2x(k2)]TY −1

d YuY
−1
u ] = 0 (7.40)

• 6-(e):
uR − UL (δMu

HL) : ImTr [z†(k2)Y †
u (Y

†
u )

−1] = 0 (7.41)

UR − uL(δM
u
LH) : ImTr [(I + k2x(k2))†(YuY

†
u )

−1] = 0 (7.42)

• 6-(f):
uR − UL (δMu

HL) : ImTr [Y ∗
u z

∗(k2)(Y †
u )

−1] = 0 (7.43)

UR − uL(δM
u
LH) : ImTr [(Y ∗

u )
−1(I + k2x(k2))∗Y −1

u ] = 0 (7.44)

• 6-(g):
uR − UL (δMu

HL) : ImTr [Y †
uYuz(k

2)Y †
u (Y

†
u )

−1] = 0 (7.45)

UR − uL(δM
u
LH) : ImTr [YuY

−1
u (I + k2x(k2))YuY

−1
u ] = 0 (7.46)

This proves that there is no induced θ in the model at the one-loop level.

7.3 Renormalization group evolution of θ and neutron EDM

We have seen that the one-loop induced θ at the scale MG is vanishing. There is the

possibility that extrapolation of the Yukawa couplings by the renormalization group equa-

tions (RGE) from the GUT scale to the weak scale could generate a nonzero θ̄. To study

this question, we analyze the RG equations for the Yukawa matrices of the model relevant

for the momentum range MI ≤ µ ≤ MG given in Appendix A.5. First we note that the

evolution of θ will involve determinant of the matrix YuLY
†
uR and those with u replaced by

d. From the RG equations given in Appendix A.5, we see that the one loop expression for
d
dt(YuLY

†
uR) is a hermitian matrix, and therefore does not generate θ̄ if the initial θ̄ is zero.

To show this in more detail, we take infinitesimal extrapolations of the θ̄ parameters in

steps of dt. These are given by d
dt(YuLY

†
uR)dt. We see that the induced value of θ̄ depends

on how the integrand behaves. If the integrand is real, no θ̄ is induced in this infinitesimal
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(d) (e) (f)

dR,L dR,L DL,R DL,R

V µ

dR dR dL dL

V µ

(g) (h)

Figure 5: Diagrams leading to one-loop radiative corrections to the down-type quark mass

matrix. Here V µ stands collectively for the gauge bosons (Gµ
A, G

µ, Zµ, Aµ, Zµ
A) which all

have flavor-consering interactions.

interval. Successive iterations can lead to finite shifts in t. The induced θ̄ via RGE from

the up-quark sector can be written as

δ(θ̄) = ImTr

[
d

dt
(YuLY

†
uR)(YuLY

†
uL)

−1

]
. (7.47)

Using the one-loop expressions for the RGE from the Appendix A.5 and setting YuL = YuR
as the initial value, we see that the expression within the bracket is hermitian and therefore

induced δ(θ̄) = 0. They would therefore keep the GUT scale θ̄ value unchanged to one loop.

Several of the two-loop corrections can also similarly be seen to give zero contributions.

However at the two-loop level there are nonzero contributions to θ. In particular, the 8th

term of Eq. (A.28) in the RGE for YuR generates a nonzero θ which can be estimated to

be

θ ≈ 8

(16π2)2
ImTr

[
Y T
dRY

∗
dR
YuRY

†
dR
YdR(YuLY

†
uL

)−1
]
ln

(
MHc

L

MHc
R

)
. (7.48)

This term can be seen to be originating from the two-loop diagram shown in Fig. 7. Note

that this diagram is log-divergent. There is an analogous diagram where the color-triplet

field Hc
R is replaced by Hc

L and the quark helicities are flipped. Since in the computation

of the RGE beta functions, it was assumed that Hc
L has a mass of order MG, while H

c
R is

at MI , only the diagram of Fig. 7 contributes below MG. Above the mass scale of Hc
L, the
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Figure 6: Diagrams leading to one-loop radiative corrections to the up-type quark mass

matrix.

combined contributions to θ from Hc
R and Hc

L would nearly vanish, since this is the parity

symmetric limit.

To estimate the induced θ from Eq. (7.48), we set the GUT-scale values of the Yukawa

coupling matrices, namely, YdR = YdL = Y T
ℓ and YuR = YuL = Yu. Then we use the

transformed basis where the fermion fit was given, with the mass matrices given as in Eq.

(3.9). We can estimate θ to be

θ ≈ 8

(4π)4
ImTr

[
Q∗U †

PMND Ŷ
2
ℓ UPMNSQ

2 Ŷu U
T
PMNSŶ

2
ℓ U

∗
PMNS(Ŷu)

−1
]
ln

(
MHc

L

MHc
R

)
. (7.49)

Here all the parameters are known, except for the two phases in the diagonal matrix

Q = diag.(eiα1 , eiα2 , 1). These two phases are unobservable in low energy experiments,

except through their contributions to θ and thus to neutron EDM.

In Fig. 8 we have presented the induced value of θ arising from this dominant two-

loop diagram, as a function of one of the phase parameters, α2. We have fixed the phase

α1 = 0.128 modulo integer multiples of π/2. This is the preferred value of this angle to be

consistent with neutron EDM limits. We have also shown the correlations with neutron

EDM as well as its current limit and future sensitivity. In the left panel of Fig. 8, we kept

the mass of Hc
L equal toMG while Hc

R mass isMI . In the right panel, Hc
L mass is kept at 3
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Figure 7: Dominant two-loop radiative correction contributing to θ̄.

times Hc
R mass. Such a lowering of the Hc

L mass to a scale of order 1012 GeV is compatible

with proton decay constraints, and has very little effect on gauge coupling unification.

A mild fine-tuning of parameters of the model is needed for the induced θ to be within

allowed range from neutron EDM. This can be seen by expanding the imaginary part of

the trace appearing in Eq. (7.49). Making an expansion in small quark masses, we find

the leading term in the ImTr[] to be

ImTr[ ] ≃ Y 4
b

Yt
Yu

Im
[
e−2iα1(U∗

31U33)
2
]
. (7.50)

For typical value of the phase α1, one would get θ ∼ 10−9 corresponding to the right

panel of Fig. 8, and θ ∼ 10−7 for the left panel. The best fit to fermion masses provides

the PMNS matrix element to be U31 = 0.483e−0.127i, and the choice of α1 nearly cancels

this phase. The tuning needed is at the level of 10−3 for the left panel, while it is only

a few percent for the right panel. One could turn this observation around and state that

neutron EDM should not be too much smaller than the current experimental limit within

the model; otherwise the model will be more finely tuned. It should be noted that other

contributions to neutron EDM arising from heavy particle exchange are highly suppressed

since the new particles have masses of order MI ≃ 1011 GeV.

If parity symmetry is broken at low energy scales, Planck suppressed operators will not

destabilize the parity solution to the strong CP problem [48]. In the GUT embedding one

necessarily has a high scale, and there are operators such as ΣLV
µν
L ṼL,µν/MP contributing

to θ at the level of 10−3, which would need to be tuned. In comparison to the tuning needed

in popular axion model, which is at the level of 10−44 [66–68], here the needed turning is

at the level of 10−7.

8 Conclusions

We have developed in this paper a grand unified framework based on the gauge symmetry

SU(5)L×SU(5)R that embeds a class of left-right symmetric models which solves the strong

CP problem by parity symmetry. Of the many possible symmetry breaking chains, we have
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Figure 8: Prediction of the model for neutron EDM dn as a function of the phase α2

marginalized over the phase α1. The allowed values consistent with the current EDM limit

for the phase α1 are 0.128+nπ/2 (n = 0, 1, 2, 3). Here Q ≡ diag.(eiα1 , eiα2 , 1). Gray shaded

region is the exclusion from the current limit [70, 71] and black dashed line represent the

future sensitivity reach of O(10−28) e-cm [73].

found one that allows successful gauge coupling unification with a single intermediate scale

with MI ∼ 1011 GeV. The intermediate scale gauge symmetry is SU(3)cL × SU(2)L ×
U(1)L × SU(5)R. We have further shown that the gauge bosons of SU(5)R that survive

down to MI do not cause any problem with rapid proton decay. This is achieved with an

interesting flavor structure for the fermion mass matrices which disallows interactions of

the (Xµ
R, Y

µ
R ) gauge bosons of SU(5)R with light fermion fields alone. This flavor structure

also explains the observed masses and mixing in the quark and lepton sectors.

A novel feature of the model is that neutrinos are naturally light Dirac fermions. Their

Yukawa couplings are suppressed by a factor MI/MG ∼ 10−7, since the Higgs doublet

that induces its mass has a GUT scale mass and acquires only an induced VEV, vν ∼
v (MI/MG), where v ∼ 174 GeV. We call this mechanism of obtaining suppressed Dirac

mass as the type-II Dirac seesaw. Furthermore, the model makes several predictions in the

neutrino sector, which can serve as its tests. The CP-violating phase in neutrino oscillations

is found to lie in the range δCP = ±(130.4±1.2)◦. The lightest neutrino mass is constrained

to lie in the range mν1 = (4.8− 8.4) meV. The model predicts normal ordering of neutrino

masses, and obviously neutrinoless double beta decay is forbidden within the model.

We note that our model is a full GUT embedding of the left-right symmetric model

that preserves the strong CP solution via parity symmetry. The fermion sector of the non-

unified model fits nicely into the GUT model. We also find it remarkable that despite the

presence of many new particles at the GUT and intermediate scale as well as the stringent

constraints of unification, most features of the strong CP solution survive. For instance,

the one loop contributions to θ̄- parameter vanishes as in the non-unified model. The

two-loop contribution, in order to be compatible with the current neutron EDM limits,
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however, does require a mild fine tuning at the few percent level. The GUT model will

therefore be under stress if the neutron EDM limit goes down further. We also note that

due to high scale of parity breaking, the Planck scale induced P-violating operators can

induce a large θ̄ unless their strengths are suppressed. Leaving aside the question of how

to estimate the strengths of Planck scale operators in general, it is worth pointing out that

the degree of suppression we need is much milder than that required in the axion models,

with or without grand unification.

Before closing we wish to comment on two topics that are relevant to any GUT. These

relate to the question of dark matter and baryogenesis. Additional particles may be added

to the model which may be identified as the dark matter candidate with an appropriate

symmetry that guarantees its cosmological stability. The model we have presented already

contains such a particle in the scalar field η, which plays no role in symmetry breaking. If a

reflection symmetry η → −η is imposed, which survives spontaneous symmetry breaking,

the lightest fragment of η will be stable. If this component is chosen as the SM Higgs

doublet, it can serve as the inert doublet dark matter, provided that its mass is of order

TeV [74]. As for baryogenesis, one possible avenue is to rely on Dirac leptogenesis [75],

which is currently under investigation.
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A Appendix

A.1 Decomposition of fields under intermediate symmetry

Here we list the decomposition of various fields under the intermediate symmetry SU(3)cL×
SU(2)L × U(1)L × SU(5)R. This list is helpful in deciding which fragments of the Higgs

fields survive down to MI .

(5,5) = (3, 1,−1/3,5) + (1,2, 1/2,5)

(75, 1) = (3, 1,−5/3, 1) + (6,2,−5/6, 1) + (3,2,−5/6, 1) + (8,3, 0, 1)

+ (8, 1, 0, 1) + (1, 1, 0, 1) + (6,2, 5/6, 1) + (3,2, 5/6, 1) + (3, 1, 5/3, 1)

(5, 1) = (3, 1,−1/3, 1) + (1,2, 1/2, 1)

(10, 1) = (3, 1,−2/3, 1) + (3,2, 1/6, 1) + (1, 1, 1, 1)

(15,15) = (3,2, 1/6,15) + (1,3, 1,15) + (6, 1,−2/3,15) (A.1)
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A.2 Higgs potential analysis

Here we construct the Higgs potential involving the fields {HL(5, 1) +HR(1,5)}, Φ(5,5),
and {ΣL(75, 1) + ΣR(1,75). While the full theory contains η(15,15) as well, however

for simplicity, we impose a discrete symmetry under which η → −η, in presence of which

the VEV of η would be vanishing. We also note that the standard model Higgs doublet

contained in η may be identified as the inert doublet dark matter, provided that the

doublet field has a mass of order 1 TeV. With the η → −η symmetry, this field does not

play any role in symmetry breaking. The most general renormalizable potential for the

(HL, HR,Φ,ΣL,ΣR) fields can be written as

V = V (HL,R) + V (Φ) + V (ΣL,R) + V (HL,R,Φ,ΣLR) , (A.2)

where

V (HL,R) = −m2
H(H†

LHL +H†
RHR) + λ1(H

†
LHLH

†
LHL +H†

RHRH
†
RHR) + λ2H

†
LHLH

†
RHR ,

(A.3)

V (Φ) = −m2
ΦTr[Φ

†Φ] + λ3Tr[Φ
†Φ]Tr[Φ†Φ] + λ4Tr[Φ

†ΦΦ†Φ] , (A.4)

V (ΣL,R) = −m2
Σ(ΣL)

ab
cd(ΣL)

cd
ab + µ2(ΣL)

ab
cd(ΣL)

ef
ab(ΣL)

cd
ef + λ5(ΣL)

ab
gh(ΣL)

cd
ab(ΣL)

ef
cd (ΣL)

gh
ef

+ λ6(ΣL)
ab
cg(ΣL)

cd
ab(ΣL)

ef
dh(ΣL)

gh
ef + λ7(ΣL)

ab
fg(ΣL)

cd
ab(ΣL)

ef
ch(ΣL)

gh
de + (L→ R)

+ λ8(ΣL)
ab
cd(ΣL)

cd
ab(ΣR)

ef
gh(ΣR)

gh
ef , (A.5)

V (HL,R,Φ,ΣL,R) = µ1H
†
RΦHL + λ9H

†
LΦΦ

†HL + λ10H
†
LHLTr[Φ

†Φ]

+ λ11H
i∗
L HLi(ΣL)

ab
cd(ΣL)

cd
ab + λ12H

a∗
L HLc(ΣL)

de
ab(ΣL)

cb
de

+ λ13H
i∗
L HLi(ΣR)

ab
cd(ΣR)

cd
ab + λ14Tr[Φ

†Φ](ΣL)
ab
cd(ΣL)

cd
ab

+ λ15Φ
∗a
i Φi

c(ΣL)
de
ab(ΣL)

cb
de + (L↔ R,Φ ↔ Φ†) . (A.6)

Here we have shown the indices for some of the non-trivial contractions. Note that all

the Higgs potential parameters are real, upon imposing parity symmetry, and thus a CP

conserving vacuum is admitted, where all the VEVs are real. By inserting the VEVs

of Eqs. (2.8), (2.9), and (2.10) in Eq. (A.2), we obtain the following conditions for the

potential to be extremum:

κL
[
−m2

H + 2λ1κ
2
L + λ2κ

2
R + 3λ10v

2
Φ + 24(3λ11 + λ12)⟨ΣL⟩2 + 72λ13⟨ΣR⟩2

]
= 0 , (A.7)

κR
[
−m2

H + 2λ1κ
2
R + λ2κ

2
L + 3λ10v

2
Φ + 24(3λ11 + λ12)⟨ΣR⟩2 + 72λ13⟨ΣL⟩2

]
= 0 , (A.8)

vΦ
[
−m2

Φ + 2(3λ3 + λ4)v
2
Φ + λ10(κ

2
L + κ2R) + 8(9λ14 + λ15)(⟨ΣL⟩2 + ⟨ΣR⟩2)

]
= 0 , (A.9)

⟨ΣL⟩
[
−3m2

Σ − 12µ2⟨ΣL⟩+ 4(30λ5 + 28λ6 + 7λ7)⟨ΣL⟩2 + 216λ8⟨ΣR⟩2

+(3λ11 + λ12)κ
2
L + 3λ13κ

2
R + (9λ14 + λ15)v

2
Φ

]
= 0 , (A.10)

⟨ΣR⟩
[
−3m2

Σ − 12µ2⟨ΣR⟩+ 4(30λ5 + 28λ6 + 7λ7)⟨ΣR⟩2 + 216λ8⟨ΣL⟩2

+(3λ11 + λ12)κ
2
R + 3λ13κ

2
L + (9λ14 + λ15)v

2
Φ

]
= 0 . (A.11)

From here it is straightforward, although tedious, to obtain the full spectrum of Higgs boson

masses. However, this is not needed for our purpose. It is clear form these minimization
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conditions that it admits a solution with ⟨ΣR⟩ = 0 and ⟨ΣL⟩ ≠ 0, with the latter VEV

obtained from Eq. (A.10) as

⟨ΣL⟩ =
1

λ̃

(
2µ2 ±

√
9µ2 + 3/2λ̃m2

Σ

)
, (A.12)

where λ̃ = 60λ5+14(4λ6+λ7). This corresponds to a minimum of the potential for a large

range of the parameters in the potential.

While the VEV ⟨ΣL⟩ ∼ mΣ takes its natural value from Eq. (A.10), two mini fine-

tunings are needed to realize vΦ ∼ κR ≪ ⟨ΣL⟩, as given in Eqs. (A.8), (A.9). Furthermore,

one strong fine-tuning is needed to realize κL ≪ ⟨ΣL⟩ from Eq. (A.7). This last condition

is the tuning associated with the usual Higgs mass hierarchy problem, while the fine-tuning

to realize intermediate scale VEVs are present in all non-SUSY GUTs with an intermediate

scale.

For completeness we show the masses of the Xµ
L and Y µ

L gauge bosons which are of

order ⟨ΣL⟩. The covariant derivative for the Higgs field ΣL field reads as

Dµ(ΣL)
ab
cd = ∂µ(ΣL)

ab
cd −

ig5L
2

{
(T⃗ .V⃗ µ

L )ec(ΣL)
ab
ed + (T⃗ .V⃗ µ

L )ed(ΣL)
ab
ce

−(T⃗ .V⃗ µ
L )af (ΣL)

fb
cd − (T⃗ .V⃗ µ

L )bf (ΣL)
af
cd

}
. (A.13)

The X and Y gauge boson mass then given by

MXµ
L,Y

µ
L
= 4

√
6g5L⟨ΣL⟩ . (A.14)

These are the only twelve gauge bosons that pick up mass at the GUT scale.

A.3 Decomposition of scalar fields under SM gauge group

We define the following fields under SM gauge group SU(3)c × SU(2)L × U(1)Y :

HL(5, 1) = Hc
L(3, 1,−1/3) +Hd

L(1,2, 1/2)

HR(1,5) = Hc
R(3, 1,−1/3) +H+

R (1, 1, 1) +H0
R(1, 1, 0)

Φ(5,5) = ϕoDD(8, 1, 0) + Φs
DD(1, 1, 0) + ΦDν(3, 1, 1/3) + ΦDe(3, 1, 4/3)

+ ΦLD(3,2,−5/6) + ΦLν(1,2,−1/2) + ΦLe(1,2, 1/2) . (A.15)

A.4 Analytical solution of one loop RGE to gauge couplings including thresh-

old corrections from vector-like fermions

The solutions to the one-loop RGE, αi(µ), can be written down as functions of momentum

starting from the scale MG where the couplings are unified. At the scale MI , we impose

the boundary conditions given in Eq. (4.6). For the three gauge couplings at µ = mt we

obtain

α−1
1Y (mt) = α−1

G −
(

5

13
b′1 +

8

13
b′5

)
1

2π
log

(
MI

MG

)
− b1

2π
log

(
mt

MI

)
−∆α1Y

α−1
2L (Mt) = α−1

G − b′2
2π

log

(
MI

MG

)
− b2

2π
log

(
mt

MI

)
−∆α2L

α−1
3c (Mmt) = 2α−1

G − b′3 + b′5
2π

log

(
MI

MG

)
− b3

2π
log

(
mt

MI

)
−∆α3c . (A.16)
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Here ∆αi are threshold corrections at MI arising from the spread in the masses of the

U, D, E fermions. These masses are not all degenerate, as they obey the relations

MU1 :MU2 :MU3 = mu : mc : mt, ME1 :ME2 :ME3 = me : mµ : mτ (A.17)

which needs to be incorporated via ∆αi in Eq. (A.16). In addition, the masses of the

Di quarks are also hierarchical, as shown in Eq. (5.9) from our numerical fit to fermion

masses. The threshold corrections ∆αi from these spreads in fermion masses at µ = MI

are given by

∆αi =
∑

F=U,D,E

[
∆bFi
2π

log

(
MF1

MF2

)
+

2∆bFi
2π

log

(
MF2

MF3

)
+

3∆bFi
2π

log

(
MF3

MI

)]
. (A.18)

The contributions to ∆bFi from the vector-like fermions U, D, E are:

(∆bU1 , ∆b
D
1 , ∆b

E
1 ) =

(
16

39
,
4

9
,
4

13

)
(∆bU2 , ∆b

D
2 , ∆b

E
2 ) = (0, 0, 0)

(∆bU3 , ∆b
D
3 , ∆b

E
3 ) =

(
2

3
,
2

3
, 0

)
. (A.19)

When the threshold corrections are ignored, one would obtain from Eq. (A.16) the result

given in Eq. (4.13) for the weak mixing angle sin2 θW (mt).

Now, let us consider the one-loop solutions to the RGE including the threshold effects

shown in Eq.(A.16). If we use the fermion and scalar spectrum at MI shown in Eqs.

(4.7)-(4.8), but remove the ηK scalar, the one-loop β-function coefficients will be

(b1Y , b2L, b3c) =

(
41

26
,−19

6
,−7

)
, (b′1L, b

′
2L, b

′
3cL, b

′
5R) =

(
133

30
,−19

6
,−37

6
,−41

3

)
.

(A.20)

Taking MU3 = MI , ME3 = (mτ/mt)MI , with the relations given in Eq. (A.17), and with

MDi values given in Eq. (5.9), one obtains for MI , MG and α−1
G the following values:

MI = 6.3× 105 GeV, MG = 3.3× 1015 GeV, α−1
G = 45.0 . (A.21)

This choice is however inconsistent with LHC data [76], since MU3 = 6.3 × 105 GeV

would imply that MU1 ∼ 4 GeV. The value of MI should be raised to MI ≥ 108 GeV for

consistency with LHC limit of MU1 ≥ 1 TeV. This is indeed what is achieved with the

inclusion of the ηK scalar with a mass around MI . We should also note that without the

ηK field at MI , the SU(5)R gauge coupling α5R tends to take non-perturbative values at

µ =MI , although this issue may be ameliorated by including a few percent threshold effect

at the GUT scale that lowers α5R(MG) from its unified value.

A.5 Renormalization group equations for Yukawa couplings for MI ≤ µ ≤ MG

Here we give the full two-loop beta functions for the Yukawa couplings of the model in the

momentum range MI ≤ µ ≤ MG. These were generated with PyR@TE package [51] and
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cross-checked with other known results. We have used these two-loop RGEs for the nu-

merical results obtained for gauge coupling unification in Sec. 4, as well as for determining

the running factors η′i precisely for the fermion mass parameters of Eq. (5.5) of Sec. 5.

The most general renormalizable Yukawa interaction involving the fermion and scalar

fields listed in Eqs. (4.7)-(4.8), valid for the momentum range MI ≤ µ ≤ MG when the

intermediate scale gauge symmetry is SU(3)cL×SU(2)L×U(1)L×SU(5)R, can be written

down as

−LY = YuLQLH̃
d
LUR +

1

4
Y †
uRχRHRχR + YdLQLH

d
LDR + YlLLLH

d
LER +

√
2Y †

dRψRH
†
RχR

+ YDDRΦ
†
DψR + h.c. (A.22)

Here the SU(5)R contractions are not shown explicitly, but these are identical to those

given in Eq. (3.1). The resulting quark and lepton mass matrices take the form:

Mu =

(
0 Y T

uLκL
Y ∗
uRκR 0

)
, Mℓ =

(
0 Y T

ℓLκL
Y ∗
dRκR 0

)
, Md =

(
0 YdLκL

Y †
dRκR Y ∗

DvΦ

)
.

(A.23)

We have the relation YuR = Y T
uR in this momentum regime owing to SU(5)R symmetry.

At µ =MG, these matrices obey the following boundary conditions (see Eq. (3.2)):

YuL = YuR = Yu, YdR = YdL = Y T
ℓL = Y T

ℓ . (A.24)

Following the definition of Ref. [51], the RGEs for the Yukawa couplings canbe written

as

β (X) ≡ µ
dX

dµ
≡ · 1

(4π)2
β(1)(X) + · 1

(4π)4
β(2)(X) ,

where β(1)(X) and β(2)(X) are the one-loop and two-loop beta functions. These beta

functions, valid in the momentum range MI ≤ µ ≤MG are given by

β(1)(YuL) = +
3

2
YuLY

†
uLYuL − 3

2
YdLY

†
dLYuL + 3Tr

(
Y †
uLYuL

)
YuL + 3Tr

(
Y †
dLYdL

)
YuL

+Tr
(
Y †
lLYlL

)
YuL − 17

20
g21LYuL − 9

4
g22LYuL − 8g23LYuL . (A.25)

β(2)(YuL) = +
3

2
YuLY

†
uLYuLY

†
uLYuL − 1

4
YuLY

†
uLYdLY

†
dLYuL − YdLY

†
dLYuLY

†
uLYuL

+
11

4
YdLY

†
dLYdLY

†
dLYuL +

35

8
YdLY

∗
DY

T
D Y

†
dLYuL − 27

4
Tr
(
Y †
uLYuLY

†
uLYuL

)
YuL

− 27

4
Tr
(
Y †
uLYuL

)
YuLY

†
uLYuL +

15

4
Tr
(
Y †
uLYuL

)
YdLY

†
dLYuL

+
3

2
Tr
(
Y †
uLYdLY

†
dLYuL

)
YuL − 27

4
Tr
(
Y †
dLYdL

)
YuLY

†
uLYuL

− 27

4
Tr
(
Y †
dLYdLY

†
dLYdL

)
YuL +

15

4
Tr
(
Y †
dLYdL

)
YdLY

†
dLYuL

− 45

4
Tr
(
Y †
dLYdLY

∗
DY

T
D

)
YuL − 9

4
Tr
(
Y †
lLYlL

)
YuLY

†
uLYuL
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+
5

4
Tr
(
Y †
lLYlL

)
YdLY

†
dLYuL − 9

4
Tr
(
Y †
lLYlLY

†
lLYlL

)
YuL +

223

80
g21LYuLY

†
uLYuL

+
135

16
g22LYuLY

†
uLYuL + 16g23LYuLY

†
uLYuL − 43

80
g21LYdLY

†
dLYuL

+
9

16
g22LYdLY

†
dLYuL − 16g23LYdLY

†
dLYuL +

17

8
g21LTr

(
Y †
uLYuL

)
YuL

+
45

8
g22LTr

(
Y †
uLYuL

)
YuL + 20g23LTr

(
Y †
uLYuL

)
YuL +

5

8
g21LTr

(
Y †
dLYdL

)
YuL

+
45

8
g22LTr

(
Y †
dLYdL

)
YuL + 20g23LTr

(
Y †
dLYdL

)
YuL +

15

8
g21LTr

(
Y †
lLYlL

)
YuL

+
15

8
g22LTr

(
Y †
lLYlL

)
YuL +

5561

1800
g41LYuL − 9

20
g21Lg

2
2LYuL +

19

15
g21Lg

2
3LYuL

+
67

4
g42LYuL + 9g22Lg

2
3LYuL − 202

9
g43LYuL . (A.26)

β(1)(YuR) = + 3YuRY
∗
uRYuR − 3YuRY

†
dRYdR − 3Y T

dRY
∗
dRYuR + 3Tr (Y ∗

uRYuR)YuR

+ 4Tr
(
Y †
dRYdR

)
YuR − 108

5
g25RYuR . (A.27)

β(2)(YuR) = − 33

4
YuRY

∗
uRYuRY

∗
uRYuR − 6YuRY

∗
uRYuRY

†
dRYdR − 3

4
YuRY

∗
uRY

T
dRY

∗
dRYuR

− 3

4
YuRY

†
dRYdRY

∗
uRYuR + 11YuRY

†
dRYdRY

†
dRYdR +

21

4
YuRY

†
dRY

†
DYDYdR

− 6Y T
dRY

∗
dRYuRY

∗
uRYuR − 8Y T

dRY
∗
dRYuRY

†
dRYdR + 11Y T

dRY
∗
dRY

T
dRY

∗
dRYuR

+
21

4
Y T
dRY

T
D Y

∗
DY

∗
dRYuR − 27

2
Tr (Y ∗

uRYuRY
∗
uRYuR)YuR

− 27

2
Tr (Y ∗

uRYuR)YuRY
∗
uRYuR +

15

2
Tr (Y ∗

uRYuR)YuRY
†
dRYdR

+ 6Tr
(
Y ∗
uRYuRY

†
dRYdR

)
YuR +

15

2
Tr (Y ∗

uRYuR)Y
T
dRY

∗
dRYuR

− 18Tr
(
Y †
dRYdR

)
YuRY

∗
uRYuR + 10Tr

(
Y †
dRYdR

)
YuRY

†
dRYdR

− 18Tr
(
Y †
dRYdRY

†
dRYdR

)
YuR + 10Tr

(
Y †
dRYdR

)
Y T
dRY

∗
dRYuR

− 9Tr
(
Y †
dRY

†
DYDYdR

)
YuR +

396

5
g25RYuRY

∗
uRYuR − 261

5
g25RYuRY

†
dRYdR

− 261

5
g25RY

T
dRY

∗
dRYuR + 54g25RTr (Y

∗
uRYuR)YuR + 60g25RTr

(
Y †
dRYdR

)
YuR

− 2427

25
g45RYuR . (A.28)

β(1)(YdL) = − 3

2
YuLY

†
uLYdL +

3

2
YdLY

†
dLYdL +

5

2
YdLY

∗
DY

T
D + 3Tr

(
Y †
uLYuL

)
YdL

+ 3Tr
(
Y †
dLYdL

)
YdL +Tr

(
Y †
lLYlL

)
YdL − 1

4
g21LYdL − 9

4
g22LYdL − 8g23LYdL .

(A.29)

β(2)(YdL) = +
11

4
YuLY

†
uLYuLY

†
uLYdL − YuLY

†
uLYdLY

†
dLYdL − 1

4
YdLY

†
dLYuLY

†
uLYdL

+
3

2
YdLY

†
dLYdLY

†
dLYdL − 5

2
YdLY

∗
DY

∗
dRY

T
dRY

T
D − 5

8
YdLY

∗
DY

T
D Y

†
dLYdL
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− 15

8
YdLY

∗
DY

T
D Y

∗
DY

T
D − 27

4
Tr
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Y †
uLYuLY

†
uLYuL

)
YdL

+
15

4
Tr
(
Y †
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)
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†
uLYdL − 27

4
Tr
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Y †
uLYuL

)
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†
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3
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Tr
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†
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YdL +
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Tr
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− 27
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Tr
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dLYdLY

†
dLYdL

)
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4
Tr
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Y †
dLYdL

)
YdLY

†
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− 45
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Tr
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DY
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D

)
YdL +

5

4
Tr
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)
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†
uLYdL

− 9

4
Tr
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lLYlL

)
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†
dLYdL − 9
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Tr
(
Y †
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†
lLYlL
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80
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†
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g22LYuLY
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†
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†
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(
Y †
dLYdL

)
YdL

+
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Y †
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YdL +
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g41LYdL
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20
g21Lg
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2LYdL +

31

15
g21Lg
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3LYdL +

67

4
g42LYdL + 9g22Lg

2
3LYdL − 202

9
g43LYdL .

(A.30)

β(1)(YlL) = +
3

2
YlLY

†
lLYlL + 3Tr

(
Y †
uLYuL
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YlL + 3Tr

(
Y †
dLYdL

)
YlL +Tr

(
Y †
lLYlL

)
YlL

− 9

4
g21LYlL − 9

4
g22LYlL . (A.31)

β(2)(YlL) = +
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†
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3

2
Tr
(
Y †
uLYdLY

†
dLYuL

)
YlL

− 27

4
Tr
(
Y †
dLYdLY

†
dLYdL

)
YlL − 27

4
Tr
(
Y †
dLYdL

)
YlLY

†
lLYlL

− 45

4
Tr
(
Y †
dLYdLY

∗
DY

T
D

)
YlL − 9

4
Tr
(
Y †
lLYlLY

†
lLYlL

)
YlL

− 9

4
Tr
(
Y †
lLYlL

)
YlLY

†
lLYlL +

387

80
g21LYlLY

†
lLYlL +

135

16
g22LYlLY

†
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(
Y †
dLYdL

)
YlL

+
15

8
g21LTr

(
Y †
lLYlL

)
YlL +
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+
27

20
g21Lg

2
2LYlL +

67

4
g42LYlL . (A.32)

β(1)(YdR) = − 9

2
YdRY

∗
uRYuR + 3YdRY

†
dRYdR +

3

2
Y †
DYDYdR + 3Tr (Y ∗

uRYuR)YdR

+ 4Tr
(
Y †
dRYdR

)
YdR − 18g25RYdR . (A.33)

β(2)(YdR) = +
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†
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