arXiv:hep-ph/0406314 v1 28 Jun 2004

CALT-68-2510 June, 28 2004

Minimal Grand Unification Model in an Anthropic Landscape

Xavier Calmet^1

California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, California 91125, USA

Abstract

It has been recently pointed out by Arkani-Hamed and Dimopoulos that if the universe is a landscape of vacua, and if therefore fine-tuning is not a valid guidance principle for searching for physics beyond the standard model, supersymmetric unification only requires the fermionic superpartners. We argue that in that landscape scenario, the fermionic superpartners are not needed for unification, which can be achieved in SO(10) either via a direct breaking to the standard model at the grand unification scale or through an intermediate gauge symmetry. In most minimal SO(10) models, the proton lifetime is long enough to avoid the experimental bounds. These models are the truly minimal fine-tuned extensions of the standard model in the sense proposed by Davoudiasl et al..

1email:calmet@theory.caltech.edu

1 Introduction

It has been pointed out a few years ago that the fine-tuning problem of the standard model, i.e. why the Higgs boson’s mass is so small, and thus stable with respect to radiative corrections, in comparison to the Planck scale (this problem is also referred to as the naturalness problem [1]), could be explained by the anthropic principle [2]. The non-vanishing value of the cosmological constant can be see as a failure of the fine-tuning problem as a guidance for physics beyond the standard model. Indeed if for example a symmetry, e.g. supersymmetry, was to explain the magnitude of the cosmological constant it would require a breakdown of the physical theories we are so familiar with at a scale of the order of 10^{−3} eV and new physics would probably have been observed already.

This could imply that fine-tuning is not a valid physical question and that indeed as in any renormalizable theory the gauge and Yukawa couplings are parameters that have to be measured and whose magnitudes large or small cannot be explained from first principles. In that case it makes little sense to discuss whether a certain value of a given parameter is natural or not. The remaining problem is then to understand the splitting between the Planck or grand unified scale and the weak scale, the so-called gauge hierarchy problem. This is the approach that has been advertized in [3] where it was shown that a seesaw mechanism in the Higgs sector of a simple extension of the standard model can explain the magnitude of the electroweak scale and also trigger the Higgs mechanism. Accidental cancellations of radiative corrections involving large finetuning are also conceivable [4]. The discovery at the LHC of a single Higgs boson and the lack of any new physics signal would confirm the cosmological constant hint that the fine-tuning issue is irrelevant. We nevertheless note that a fat Higgs model [5] or a composite Higgs model see e.g. [6, 7] could be a valid alternative to the standard model if only one Higgs boson was discovered at the LHC.

On the other hand one could argue that the fine-tuning issue is not irrelevant, but was badly formulated. It has been recently discovered that string/M theory has a landscape of vacua [8]. At first sight this sounds like a disaster for the leading candidate for a theory of everything, but if one accepts the anthropic principle as a valid scientific explanation this abundance of vacua allows to rephrase the fine-tuning problem. Basically the question becomes: given the probability distribution of the physical parameters of a theory, what is the probability that we happen to live in a universe, or vacuum, that has a given set of parameters and how probable is that vacuum? This question makes sense if indeed no physical principle is found in string/M theory to select a particular vacuum and if indeed string/M theory is the correct theory of nature. It should be noted that a cosmological constant of the right order of magnitude had been predicted by Weinberg [9] already a long time ago using anthropic considerations. Recently such considerations have been applied to the supersymmetry breaking scale [10].

This reformulation of the fine-tuning problem was the motivation for Arkani-Hamed and Dimopoulos [11] to propose that supersymmetry might not be required to explain a light Higgs boson but can be useful to explain the unification of the gauge couplings, see also [12]. The basic idea is to break supersymmetry at a very high scale, thereby giving large masses to all the scalar fields with the exception of the standard model Higgs boson whose mass is assumed to remain light and thus has to be fine-tuned. The new fermions appearing in the supersymmetric extension of the standard model are assumed to remain light enough so that they can contribute, as usually assumed, to the running of the gauge couplings and guaranty the unification of the couplings. It should be emphasized that in this framework, unification does not require an additional fine-tuning since the fermion masses could be protected by chiral symmetries. While this scenario is interesting from the phenomenological perspective (it predicts a plethora of new phenomena at the LHC,) it is clearly not a minimal extension of the standard model that leads to the unification of the gauge couplings.

Motivated by this study and the minimal extension of the standard model proposed by Davoudiasl et al. [13], we consider the minimal grand unified theory in an anthropic landscape scenario. We point out that supersymmetry, or in other word the new fermions present in that scenario, is not required for grand unification. In the remaining of this work, we will describe the truly minimal grand unified model that accounts for all the, to date, observed phenomena. The simplest viable model is based on a SO(10) group [14]. We will assume that fine-tuning is a not valid physical question or rather that it should be rephrased in terms of the landscape problematic. One should nevertheless keep in mind that the anthropic principle could apply only to certain parameters of the theory, e.g. the cosmological constant. It the sequel we will ignore this possibility and assume that fine-tuning is acceptable for all the parameters of the model.

2 Fine-tuned minimal SO(10) grand unification

We will be looking for a unified model with the following properties:

a) numerical unification of the gauge couplings,

b) enough free parameters to fit the fermion masses,

c) baryogenesis,

d) long lived proton to avoid the experimental bounds.

The dark matter, the inflaton, the cosmological constant and gravity are considered to be different sectors in the spirit of ref. [13] and we shall not try to unify these with the remaining interactions. These sectors of the theory are assumed to be described by the minimal models presented in [13]. We will argue that non-supersymmetric SO(10) grand unified models are viable candidates for grand unification. It should be nevertheless mentioned, that on the contrary to supersymmetric theory, there is no obvious dark matter candidate in these models. Obviously one can easily either introduce a singlet under SO(10) to describe dark matter or introduce some scalar multiplet in a representation of SO(10) that does not spoil the unification of the standard model gauge couplings.

There are different ways to break the grand unified group SO(10) to the standard model group SU(3)×SU(2)×U(1), we shall present four different non-supersymmetric models that are phenomenologically viable in the sense that the proton lifetime is long enough to escape discovery and that the gauge couplings of the standard model unify.

Baryogenesis in non-supersymmetric SO(10) grand unified theories can happen at the grand unification scale [15] as one of the predictions of the model is that the baryon number is violated. But, a potentially serious problem with that scenario is the low value of the thermalization temperature of the inflaton. The unification scale is expected to be of the order of 10^{15} GeV. Heavy Higgs bosons and gauge bosons leading to baryon decay are expected to have a mass of the order of the grand unification scale to avoid problems with the bounds on proton decay. They thus have a mass greater than that of the inflaton and it seems kinetically impossible to produce them directly through inflaton decay. However one can imagine a scenario where grand unified gauge and Higgs bosons leading to baryon decay are produced non-thermally [16]. We shall nevertheless invoke leptogenesis [17] as our mechanism to generate the baryon asymmetry as it seems more plausible and appears automatically in the minimal SO(10) model.

As mentioned previously, leptogenesis is not a requirement, but one has to go beyond the 10 to get a realistic spectrum for the fermion masses. One can introduce for example the 126. If D parity (a Z_2 discrete symmetry contained in SO(10)) is broken at the grand unified scale, the seesaw formula appears naturally. Note that the seesaw mechanism is not imposed to explained the smallness of the neutrino masses or leptogenesis, but it just follows from the minimalistic assumption. The 126 generates Majorana masses for the neutrinos and baryogenesis happens through leptogenesis.

2.1 Minimal SO(10) grand unification model

The first model is that proposed by Lavoura and Wolfenstein [18]. It is the minimal SO(10) grand unification model broken directly at the grand unification scale to the standard model gauge group. The fermion masses are generated by the Higgs multiplets in the 10, 126 and 210 representations. The Higgs bosons in the 10 and 126 representations break SO(10) to SU(2)_L×SU(2)_R×SU(4)_{P S} . The (2,2,1) of the 10 gets a vacuum expectation value v_1, the (1,3,10) of the 126 gets a vacuum expectation value v_R, the (2,2,15) of the 126 gets a vacuum expectation value v_{15} with v_{15} < v_R and the (1,1,1) of the 210 gets a vacuum expectation value v_U with v_U = O(M_U ), where M_U is the grand unification scale. Obviously one has to impose v_U > v_R. These are the requirements to fit the fermion masses and to unify the gauge couplings at a scale M_U , see [18] for details.

Lavoura and Wolfenstein have shown that if the heavy higgs bosons and heavy gauge bosons have masses smaller (e.g. a factor 30) than the energy scale where the gauge symmetry is broken, then the running of the gauge couplings can be significantly affected and grand unification is possible for a range of parameters. The mechanism proposed in [18] is based on the observation that there are nine gauge bosons in SO(10) that are not standard model gauge bosons but that do not lead to proton decay which are assumed to have masses of the order of v_R = M_R. The main idea is to use these gauge bosons that do not lead to proton decay to affect the running of the gauge couplings significantly, whereas the remaining non-standard model gauge bosons of SO(10) that lead to proton decay are assumed to have a mass of the order of the grand unification scale M_U .

To illustrate our point, we shall use the one loop results derived in [18]: ln M_U M_Z = 1 128 [60πω_1(M_Z ) − 60πω_2(M_Z ) + 5(λ_1 − λ_2)] (1)

ω_G(M_U ) = 1 128 [ 95ω_1(M_Z ) + 123ω_2 (M_Z ) +

95λ_1 + 123λ_2 12π ] (2) ω_3(M_Z ) = 1 128 [ −115ω_1(M_Z ) + 333ω_2(M_Z ) +

−115λ_1 + 333λ_2 − 218λ_3 12π ] (3) where ω_1 is the inverse of the U(1) gauge coupling, ω_2 is the inverse of the SU(2) gauge coupling, ω_3 is the inverse of the SU(3) gauge coupling and ω_G is the inverse of the SO(10) gauge coupling. The λ’s represent the contributions of the heavy gauge bosons and higgs bosons to the running of the gauge couplings and are given by [18]:

λ_1 = 8 + 294 5 ln M_U M_R − 274 5 ln M_U M_1 − 142 5 ln M_U M_2 − 36 5 ln M_U M_3 (4) − 114 5 ln M_U M_4 − 24 5 ln M_U M_5 λ_2 = 6 − 50 ln M_U M_1

− 40 ln M_U M_3

− 30 ln M_U M_5 (5) λ_3 = 5 + 21 ln M_U M_R − 62 ln M_U M_1

− 17 ln M_U M_2 − 36 5 ln M_U M_3 (6) −12 ln M_U M_4

− 12 ln M_U M_5 , where M_U is the grand unification scale, M_R is the mass of the nine gauge bosons of SO(10) not contained in the standard model and that do not lead to proton decay, M_1 is the mass of the scalars in the (1,1,6) and (2,2,15) contained in the 126, M_2 is the mass of the scalars contained in the (1,3,10) contained in the 126, M_3 is the mass of the scalars contained in the (1,3,10) contained in the 126, M_4 is the mass of the scalars in the (1,3,15) contained in the 210 (they have a negative impact on SO(10) unification and one thus expect M_U /M_4 ∼ 1), M_5 is the mass of the scalars in the (3,1,15) contained in the 210 (they are beneficial for SO(10) unification). Note that there is a typographical mistake in eq. 17 of [18], a factor −24/5 ln(M_U /M_5) is missing in the definition of λ^S_1 .

For the proton lifetime estimate, we shall use:

τp → e+ π0 = 5 8 α SU(5) U αSU(10) U

2 (7)

× 4.5 × 10^{29} ( M_U 2.1 × 10^{14}GeV

)_4 yr,

following Lee et al. [21] and assuming that αSU(5)_U ≈ αSU(10)_U . For a numerical estimate we use ω_1(M_Z ) = 1/0.016887, ω_2(M_Z ) = 1/0.03322 and find that the set of parameters M_1 = M_2 = M_3 = M_4 = M_5 = M_U , M_R = 1/104M_U lead to α_s(M_Z ) = 0.120, M_U = 4.3 × 10^{15} GeV and τproton = 4.4 × 10^{34} years. Another set of parameters is e.g. M_1 = M_2 = M_4 = M_U , M_R = 1/38M_U , M_3 = 1/2.18M_U and M_5 = 1/2M_U lead to α_s(M_Z ) = 0.120, M_U = 2.95 × 10^{15} GeV and τproton = 1 × 10^{34} years. It seems difficult to push the proton lifetime above 10^{34} years. This is a prediction of that model with direct breaking to the standard model at the grand unification scale. Besides neutrino masses, the only new phenomenon is proton decay with a lifetime of the order of 10^{34} years. Note that this is only one order of magnitude above the present experimental limit for proton decay [19]. It is nevertheless possible to have a longer proton lifetime if there is an intermediate scale [20–22].

2.2 Minimal models with two steps breaking of SO(10)

Mohapatra and collaborators have studied these cases extensively. Four different breaking schemes can be considered:

a) SO(10) → G_{224D}=SU(2)_L× SU(2)_R× SU(4)_C × D

b) SO(10) → G_{224D}=SU(2)_L× SU(2)_R× SU(4)_C

c) SO(10) → G_{2213D}=SU(2)_L× SU(2)_R× U(1)_{B−L}× SU(3)_C × D

d) SO(10) → G_{2213}=SU(2)_L× SU(2)_R× U(1)_{B−L}×SU(3)_C ,

assuming that the intermediate scale M_I is where SO(10) is broken. Case a) arises if the Higgs multiplet used is in the 54. Cases b) and c) arise if a Higgs multiplet in the 210 is used. The nature of the intermediate gauge symmetry depends on the details of the Higgs potential. Finally case d) arises if a 45 and a 54 are used to break SO(10). In all cases a 126 and a 10 are needed to break the intermediate gauge symmetry to U(1)_{em} of QED. The predictions of each of these models for the proton lifetime are [21]: a) τ_{p→e}+_π0 ∼ 1.44 × 10^{32} yr, b) τ_{p→e}+_π0 ∼ 1.44 × 10^{37.4} yr, c) τ_{p→e}+_π0 ∼ 1.44 × 10^{34.2} yr, d) τ_{p→e}+_π0 ∼ 1.44 × 10^{37.7} yr. The uncertainties in these predictions have been discussed in [21,22]. Despite these uncertainties, model a) is probably excluded by direct searches for proton decay. A CP violating phase in the CKM matrix compatible with present experiments requires another multiplet e.g. a 120 [23]. This multiplet is assumed to be very heavy, i.e. its mass is of the order of the grand unification scale, such that it does not contribute to the running of the gauge coupling.

2.3 Predictions of SO(10) grand unified models

a) neutrino masses and oscillations are expected,

b) proton decay, the lifetime of the proton is around 10^{34} years if SO(10) is broken directly to the standard model at the GUT scale or up to about 10^{38} years if there is an intermediate scale at 10^{13} GeV,

c) one light Higgs boson will be observed at the LHC but no signal for any new physics whatsoever.

These are the three firm predictions of a SO(10) grand unified theory which is either directly broken at the grand unification scale to the standard model or which is broken first to a subgroup and then at an intermediate scale to the standard model.

It should be noted that although we are giving up to explain the naturalness or fine-tuning problem, the gauge hierarchy problem can be understood in the framework of a grand unified theory. A renormalization group equation “explains” the hierarchy problem: once the high scale value is fine-tuned, the low scale value of the Higgs boson expectation value can be predicted.

Within string/M theory, where the landscape reasoning to solve the fine-tuning problem makes sense, gauge couplings are expectation values of moduli and can thus have a time dependence. As pointed out in [24], if gauge couplings have a time dependence, one might be able to obtain some information on the nature of the grand unified theory. Although this prediction of these models is more speculative that the three predictions mentioned above, an observation of a time dependence of the gauge couplings fulfilling the relations derived in [24] together with the observation of only one Higgs boson at the LHC, would have to be interpreted as a hint that the landscape scenario is a reasonable explanation for the fine-tuning problem of the standard model.

3 Conclusions

If the world we live in is indeed fine-tuned, grand unification does not require supersymmetry. Supersymmetry might still be necessary for quantum gravity, but there is no good motivation to require that any superpartner has a mass below the Planck scale. It might thus be a hopeless task to detect any effect of supersymmetry. On the other hand, proton decay is unavoidable and is a clear signature of a grand unification. One of the predictions of SO(10) neutrino masses and oscillations has already been observed. We have presented the minimal models, one could imagine decoupling the different scales of the models and introducing more scalar multiplets. It is interesting to note that, once fine-tuning is allowed the only motivation for supersymmetric unification is dark matter. Non-supersymmetric models do not have “natural” candidates. But, without any further experimental evidence, this remains a very weak motivation for low energy supersymmetry or split supersymmetry. A interesting possibility is that nature is indeed supersymmetric at the grand unification scale and that there is a nearly exact chiral symmetry that protects the supersymmetric dark matter candidate from developing a very large mass, but that on the other hand the remaining fermionic superpartners are very massive because their chiral symmetries are more strongly broken. In that scenario, supersymmetry would only be required to explain dark matter.

The LHC might just discover one single Higgs boson, this would be a second evidence, after the cosmological constant, that the guidance principle we had for model building was not the right one. This could be explained by the anthropic principle, if we live in a landscape of vacua or simply by the fact that renormalization is a physical principle and that gauge and Yukawa couplings are just parameters of the theory that have to be measured. As such their magnitudes, small or large, do need not to be explained. The only physical question remains to explain the splitting between the Planck scale and the weak scale (gauge hierarchy problem), but this seems rather simple to understand within the framework of a grand unified theory, as it would be the consequence of gauge symmetry breaking and the running of the parameters of the Higgs boson’s potential from the grand unified scale to the weak scale. Another interesting challenge is to understand how to generate or trigger the weak phase transition. This is naturally explained in supersymmetric models, but at the price of supersymmetry breaking. As a conclusion, we want to emphasize that fine-tuning as a guidance principle for searching for physics beyond the standard model might not be the right one for different reasons and one should remain very open minded when it comes to analyze the LHC data, as a complete surprise is not that improbable.

4 Acknowledgments

The author is grateful to S. Hsu, M. Graesser, M. B. Wise and Z. Xing for useful discussions.

References

[1] G. ’t Hooft, in “Recent Developments In Gauge Theories,” Cargèse 1979, ed.

G. ’t Hooft et al. Plenum Press, New York, 1980, Lecture III, p.135; L. Susskind, Phys. Rev. D 20, 2619 (1979).

[2] V. Agrawal, S. M. Barr, J. F. Donoghue and D. Seckel, Phys. Rev. D 57, 5480 (1998) [arXiv:hep-ph/9707380]; Phys. Rev. Lett. 80, 1822 (1998) [arXiv:hep-ph/9801253].

[3] X. Calmet, Eur. Phys. J. C 28, 451 (2003) [arXiv:hep-ph/0206091].

[4] X. Calmet, Eur. Phys. J. C 32, 121 (2003) [arXiv:hep-ph/0302056].

[5] R. Harnik, G. D. Kribs, D. T. Larson and H. Murayama, arXiv:hep-ph/0311349.

[6] X. Calmet and H. Fritzsch, Phys. Lett. B 496, 161 (2000) [arXiv:hep-ph/0008243];

Phys. Lett. B 525, 297 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0107085]; X. Calmet, Ph.D. Thesis Ludwig-Maximilians University, Shaker Verlag Aachen, ISBN 3-8322-0324-9, arXiv:hep-ph/0206251.

[7] D. K. Hong, S. D. Hsu and F. Sannino, arXiv:hep-ph/0406200.

[8] R. Bose and J. Polchinski, JHEP 0006, 006 (2000) [arXiv:hep-th/0004134];

S. Kachru, R. Kallosh, A. Linde and S. P. Trivedi, Phys. Rev. D 68, 046005 (2003) [arXiv:hep-th/0301240]; F. Denef and M. R. Douglas, arXiv:hep-th/0404116; M. R. Douglas, JHEP 0305, 046 (2003) [arXiv:hep-th/0303194]; arXiv:hep-th/0405279.

[9] S. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. Lett. 59, 2607 (1987); arXiv:astro-ph/0005265;

H. Martel, P. R. Shapiro and S. Weinberg, Astrophys. J. 492, 29 (1998) [arXiv:astro-ph/9701099].

[10] L. Susskind, arXiv:hep-th/0405189; arXiv:hep-ph/0406197.

[11] N. Arkani-Hamed and S. Dimopoulos, arXiv:hep-th/0405159.

[12] A. Arvanitaki, C. Davis, P. W. Graham and J. G. Wacker, arXiv:hep-ph/0406034;

G. F. Giudice and A. Romanino, arXiv:hep-ph/0406088; A. Pierce, arXiv:hep-ph/0406144.

[13] H. Davoudiasl, R. Kitano, T. Li and H. Murayama, arXiv:hep-ph/0405097.

[14] H. Fritzsch and P. Minkowski, Annals Phys. 93, 193 (1975); H. Georgi, in Particles and Fields, edited by C. E. Carlson (American Institute of Physics, New York, 1975).

[15] L. F. Abbott, E. Farhi and M. B. Wise, Phys. Lett. B 117, 29 (1982).

[16] E. W. Kolb, A. D. Linde and A. Riotto, Phys. Rev. Lett. 77, 4290 (1996) [arXiv:hep-ph/9606260].

[17] M. Fukugita and T. Yanagida, Phys. Lett. B 174, 45 (1986); P. Langacker, R. D. Peccei and T. Yanagida, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 1, 541 (1986); M. A. Luty, Phys. Rev. D 45, 455 (1992).

[18] L. Lavoura and L. Wolfenstein, Phys. Rev. D 48, 264 (1993).

[19] K. Hagiwara et al. [Particle Data Group Collaboration], Phys. Rev. D 66, 010001 (2002).

[20] R. N. Mohapatra and M. K. Parida, Phys. Rev. D 47, 264 (1993) [arXiv:hep-ph/9204234].

[21] D. G. Lee, R. N. Mohapatra, M. K. Parida and M. Rani, Phys. Rev. D 51, 229 (1995) [arXiv:hep-ph/9404238].

[22] M. K. Parida, Phys. Rev. D 57, 2736 (1998) [arXiv:hep-ph/9710246].

[23] B. Dutta, Y. Mimura and R. N. Mohapatra, arXiv:hep-ph/0402113;

arXiv:hep-ph/0406262; S. Bertolini, M. Frigerio and M. Malinsky, arXiv:hep-ph/0406117; W. M. Yang and Z. G. Wang, arXiv:hep-ph/0406221.

[24] X. Calmet and H. Fritzsch, Eur. Phys. J. C 24, 639 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0112110];

Phys. Lett. B 540, 173 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0204258]; arXiv:hep-ph/0211421.