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We discuss a minimal renormalizable Pati-Salam theory based on the SU(4)c x SU(2). x SU(2)r
gauge group, with unification scale Higgs multiplets taken as SU(2)1, and SU(2)r doublets, which
lead to neutrino Dirac picture. Although a number of scalar particles could be light, even lying at
the LHC energies, the unification scale is hopelessly out of reach in any foreseeable future. Moreover,
phase transition in the early Universe leads to the production of magnetic monopoles and domain
walls, both incompatible with the standard cosmological model. A small explicit breaking of the
discrete left-right symmetry allows the domain walls to decay, and in the process possibly sweep away
the monopoles, analogously to the previously discussed case of SU(5) grand unified theory. This
leaves an important imprint of gravitational waves, within the reach of next generation searches,

correlated with monopole detection and new light particles at collider energies. The theory has a

dark matter candidate in the form of an inert scalar doublet, with a mass below TeV, which can

further trigger electroweak baryogenesis.

I. INTRODUCTION

Some fifty years ago Pati and Salam made a daring
suggestion that quarks and leptons may be unified at
high energies [1], thus paving the road to grand unifica-
tion [2]. In their picture leptons are the fourth color, and
the Standard Model (SM) interactions are unified within
the SU(4)c x SU(2)L x SU(2)r symmetry, augmented
by the Left-Right (LR) symmetry which can be either
parity P or charge conjugation C. Strictly speaking the
quark-lepton unification does not requite the LR sym-
metry [3], and indeed the LR symmetric aspect of the
theory was developed in subsequent works [4-6].

The SU(4)c symmetry implies the existence of new
gauge bosons, the leptoquarks Xpg, with mass given by
scale of SU(4)c symmetry breaking Mpg, which couple
quarks to leptons and mediate rare meson decays, such
as say K; — eu. Experimental limits on such processes
require [7]

Mps > 10° GeV, (1)

roughly an order of magnitude above the LHC energies.
However, the unification of color SU(3)c and U(1)p_r,
(baryon - lepton number) symmetry generically makes
Mpg orders of magnitude much larger, hopelessly out of
direct experimental reach - leading to the million dollar
question of how to test this theory. The absence of proton
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decay, the main signature of its cousin, the grand unified
theory based on a single simple gauge group, would seem
to offer no hope in foreseeable feature.

Fortunately, the theory predicts the existence of mag-
netic monopoles [8], in complete analogy [9, 10] with
grand unified theories - and their fate depends very much
on the scale of partial unification. However, it also de-
pends on the unknown cosmological evolution at high
temperatures, so more is needed. The help comes from
the existence of another type of topological defects, the
domain walls, as a result of the spontaneous breaking of
the discrete LR symmetry. These domain walls are a cos-
mological catastrophe within the standard cosmological
model, independently of the scale of symmetry breaking
- and so they must be eliminated one way or another.

Since the production of topological defects takes place
through the high-temperature phase transition into an
unbroken phase [11], a simple way out would be to not re-
store the symmetry [12-15]. As we will see, the symmetry
non-restoration would seem to endanger the perturbativ-
ity of the theory, and thus we adhere to the conventional
scenario with symmetries restored at temperature above
the unification scale.

Another solution of the domain wall problem is a tiny
explicit breaking [16] of the discrete LR symmetry, even if
suppressed by Planck scale effects [17]. This case, albeit
less appealing - one breaks the symmetry that one asks
for - is more interesting since it forces domain walls to de-
cay, and, in the process potentially sweep the monopoles
away [18]. In the absence of cosmic inflation [19] (and
the minimal version of the theory does not inflate), this
scenario becomes a necessity and thus we pursue it in
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this work.

In order to be able to do reliable computations we opt
for the renormalisable version of the Pati-Salam (PS) the-
ory. We choose the minimal Higgs sector based on the left
and right weak doublets. This will imply Dirac neutrino
masses, and in turn predict the absence of the violation of
baryon (B) and Lepton (L) numbers. Moreover, the sim-
plicity of the Higgs sector leads to interesting relations of
scalar particle masses and allows for the explicit form of
the magnetic monopole solution, more of the reason to
study this version of the minimal theory. The appeal of
the Majorana picture and the resulting seesaw scenario
does call for a dedicated study which we leave for the
future. We comment on some potential implications in
the outlook.

We provide estimates indicating that the monopole
problem is significantly alleviated, and possibly even re-
solved. Moreover, cosmological consistency of the ther-
mal evolution of the Universe bears a clear signature:
The production of a stochastic gravitational wave back-
ground with the frequency fow in the range 10Hz <
fow < 10°Hz and a normalized energy density around
Qew = paw/pe =~ 1077, where pc is the critical mass
density of the Universe.

Moreover, gravitational wave signal is intimately cor-
related with other phenomenological imprints. For ex-
ample, a signal detected around 103 Hz would point to-
wards a monopole flux just below existing direct search
bounds from MACRO [20]. On the other hand, the
lower frequency end would indicate the presence of a
new scalar particle at present-day energies with Stan-
dard Model quantum numbers, in the obvious notation,
(3c,21,7/6y/2).

In this sense, this theory is self-contained: besides pro-
viding correlations between magnetic monopoles, gravi-
tational waves and present day (or near future) hadron
colliders, it can further naturally address known cosmo-
logical conundrums, such as the origin of the dark matter
and the genesis of its visible counterpart.

Namely, somewhat surprisingly, a number of additional
scalar states could also be light, and even lie at the
present day or the near future collider energies, without
spoiling the partial unification of gauge couplings. In
other words, the usually assumed desert picture may not
be true at all, and the resulting phenomenology could be
relevant even for the LHC. These states comprise scalar
analogs of a weak singlet down quark and a quark dou-
blet, together with a number of the SM-like Higgs dou-
blets. One of these doublets, the scalar analogue of the
SM lepton doublet, is a natural Weakly Interacting Mas-
sive Particle, or WIMP as popularly called, (in the form
of an inert weak doublet) dark matter candidate, and as

such should lie at energies below TeV or so. Moreover,
it (or some other scalar doublet) can help trigger first
order electroweak phase transition and so lead to elec-
troweak baryogenesis, which further leads to detectable
gravitational waves, studied in the past.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In the
next Section we present the salient features of the the-
ory and discuss the topological defects produced upon
symmetry breaking. Sec. III discusses the dynamics in
the early Universe. In particular, it is shown that sym-
metry non-restoration poses a question regarding per-
turbativity of the theory, which leads to the cosmolog-
ical catastrophes due to the production of both magnetic
monopoles and domain walls. Their interaction is de-
scribed in Sec. IV where the phenomenon of monopole
erasure is shown explicitly. Visuals of the dynamics can
be found at the following URL. Sec. V deals with the cos-
mological consequences and signatures. Finally, Sec. VI
is left for our conclusions and outlook.

II. A MINIMAL PATI-SALAM MODEL

The PS theory is based on the gauge group
Gps = SU(4)C X SU(?)L X SU(2)R x P, (2)

where SU(4)c generalises the usual quark color symme-
try to include leptons as the fourth color, and there is an
additional discrete LR symmetry *.

The minimal fermionic content requires three replicas
of the following representations

Fi, = (4¢,21,1r), Fr = (4c, 1L, 2R). (3)

These fields contain all the SM fermions, with the ad-
dition of the Right-Handed (RH) neutrino, predicting
prophetically neutrino mass from the outset, decades be-
fore experimental confirmation.

Regarding the Higgs sector, it is natural to ask for min-
imality, and we stick to it here. However, minimality does
not suffice by itself, since we have an option of choosing
either SU(2), r doublets or triplets. The former lead to
the Dirac neutrino picture, the latter to the Majorana
one based on the seesaw mechanism. Over the years, the
Majorana picture became dominant, but in the absence
of any experimental hint of the neutrino Majorana fea-
ture, it is worthwhile to also consider the Dirac picture -
after all, it was the original one [4, 5].

L We choose P for definiteness. Our findings are analogous if
charge conjugation C is realized instead.
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A. Higgs sector and symmetry breaking

Besides the large scale Higgs fields, one needs the usual
SM Higgs doublet, which finds its simplest embedding
in the following complex bi-doublet ®; = (1¢,2r,2R),
where subscript 1 denotes the fact of it being SU (4)¢ sin-
glet. The bi-doublet must be complex, otherwise it would
have the single Yukawa couplings and the single vacuum
expectation value (vev), leading to the same masses of
up and down quarks, and charged leptons and neutrinos.
Unfortunately, this does not suffice since the SM Higgs
doublet is the SU(4)¢ singlet and thus cannot distin-
guish between leptons and quarks - leading to the wrong
fermion mass predictions m, = m,, mq = m,.. More is
needed.

The choice is simple: either we add higher-dimensional
operator invoking (HR) - thus breaking the quark-lepton
symmetry that leads to wrong mass relations at the d = 4
tree level - or keep the renormalisable version by adding
an additional complex bi-doublet field coupling to the
fermions, ®15 = (15¢,21,2Rr), the adjoint representa-
tion of the SU(4)c symmetry. It is easy to see that the
joint presence of both ®; and ®;5 fields suffices to pro-
duce a realistic fermion mass spectrum, once the vevs of
these fields turns on. The four independent Yukawa cou-
plings guarantee the four independent quark and lepton
mass matrices, allowing for usual CKM and PMNS mix-
ing matrices. We shy away from the tedium of detail-
ing the Yukawa structure, and refer instead the reader
to for example [21]. In the rest of the paper, we fo-
cus on the renormalisable version in order to be able to
do explicit calculations of mass spectra and the forms
of the topological defects, i.e. magnetic monopoles and
domain walls. In the outlook we will comment on the
non-renormalisable version.

In short, we have the following scalar multiplets:

Hi, = (4¢,21,1r),
(Pl = (1C72L72R)7

Hr = (4¢,11,2Rr),

B (4)
(EIS - (]-5C7 2L7 QR) 3

where ®; is a color singlet which, together with @15,
generalizes the role of the Standard Model Higgs doublet.

We start with the high-energy breaking of Gpg, hence
the scalar potential takes the form
—_ 20T T T 2 T 2
Vi = — m2(H Hy, + H}, Hy) + A [(HLHL) + (HJ Hy) }
+ N Tr(H] Hy H] Hy, + H}, Hy H}\ Hg)
+ ALr H] Hy H}, Hy + N g Tr(H] Hy H{, Hy) ,
(5)

where the traces are over color indices. The scalar prod-
ucts 4 x 4 = 15 + 1 leads to separate quartic couplings

denoted by A\, A\Lr and X, A\[ p respectively. The sign of
AL distinguishes orthogonal from parallel color embed-
dings of Hp, and Hg. Although it does not alter the
vev structure, it turns out that A\ determines residual
symmetry in the domain wall, as discussed below.

It can be shown, as in the LR symmetric model [5,
6], that there is a portion of the parameter space with
the vacuum configuration that breaks Gpg down to the
Standard Model

0 0
0 0

(Hr) = o ol (Hu) = 0, (6)
s

V2

yielding the gauge boson mass spectrum

200 o
2 2 _ 4 2 _ 4 2 _ 2
MPS = MXPS = MZ/ = 7a2 MWR = 04T VUpg ,

2000 + 3y
(7)

where Xpg denotes charge 4+-2/3 colored leptoquarks, Z’
the new neutral gauge boson, and Wx the RH analog of
the SM W boson.

Similarly, the scalar mass spectrum is given by

ng = 203 A+ X)),
= - DI%S N )

;= vpg (ALR + ALg — 2A — 2X) /2,
L

m
m% = UI%’S ()\LR — 2)\ — 2)\/)/2,

2
md~R

(8)

where we use a tilde to denote scalar fields, borrowing
supersymmetric-like notation. Positivity of these squared
masses is straightforward to achieve for suitable param-
eter choices. The imaginary part of 7r and the fields
uR,Eer become would-be Goldstone bosons, providing
mass to the gauge bosons in the breaking Gps down to
the SM.

What about electroweak symmetry breaking? It pro-
ceeds in the usual manner through the Higgs doublets
in ®; and ®y5. Although there are a number of such
doublets, they generically end up being heavy due to the
mixing with Hg - and in order to ensure the SM Higgs
doublet, one must resort to the usual fine-tuning. In
principle, though, more doublets could survive such tun-
ings, and indeed, we will see below that the unification
considerations do not restrict the number of light Higgs
doublets as opposed to the situation in grand unified the-
ories based on a single gauge group.



B. Pati-Salam scale

As we said in the Introduction, the PS gauge lepq-
touarks induce rare meson decays, resulting in the limit
on the unification scale, Mpg 2 10° GeV. In contrast,
typical renormalization group (RG) analyses push the PS
scale much higher. By embedding color and B — L into

SU(4)¢ and enforcing left-right symmetry, one obtains

1 21
— =, 9)

(%) 5 Q3

3
a1 5
where «y coupling corresponds to the canonically nor-
malized U(1) generator Y/2. If one further assumes the
so-called extended survival principles [22], with the min-
imal fine tuning of just the SM Higgs doublet to be light

(the popular desert picture), one finds

7T
= _— _ = — = — ]_
Mps exp{ 2 (041 oo a3) }MZ, (10)

where the gauge couplings in parenthesis are evaluated
at the Z—boson mass scale. Using the SM values
azt(Myz) = 8.4, ay'(Mz) = 29.6, o] (Mz) = 59, the
PS scale is Mpg ~ 5 x 1013 GeV

However, things are not so simple. The extended sur-
vival principle may simply be wrong since new scalar
states of the theory could lie much below the unifica-
tion scale and impact Mpg. Indeed, in some cases the
particle spectrum is constrained by the requirement of
a successful unification, leading to the violation of this
principle [23-26]. We are therefore required to relax this
ad-hoc assumption.

To quantify this, we perform the most general renor-
malization group analysis of such threshold effects. The
scalar Higgs state are decomposed, under SM quantum
numbers as

Hi, = (3¢,2u)1 + (1c,20);
Hr = (3¢c,1L)1 + (Bc, 1) _2 + (e, 1)
(I)l = (1052L)i% , (11)

®15 = (lo,20)+1 + (3¢, 20) 21+
+Bc,20)xz + (8c,20)

1
2

For simplicity of presentation, we will consider the aver-
age mass scale of particle thresholds with the same quan-
tum numbers. The unification condition (9) leads to

My fr(5 8 2\
Mzi p 21 \ oy Qo a3

(307214)1% My 1/21 (
(gCa 2L)j:% (§Ca 2L)§t%

12)

where we neglected the impact of (1¢,1p); and
(3¢, 1L)_% on the running since they are eaten by the
heavy gauge bosons. Remarkably, other thresholds such
as the Higgs doublets, and the analogs of the scalar down
quark and lepton doublet drop out of the combination
necessary for unification. In other words, these particle
masses are arbitrary and for all that we know, they could
be even accessible at present day or near future colliders.
The usually assumed desert picture associated with uni-
fication need not be correct at all.

Allowing then for the most general values of the thresh-
olds, we arrive at the following range for the PS scale

4 x 10" GeV < Mpg <10 GeV . (13)

The lower limit is obtained with the colored triplet state
in the numerator of (12) taken to be as light as roughly
10 TeV, while the remaining states lie at the unification
scale. On the other hand, the upper limit color octet and
color triplet in the denominator to be light.

Notice that the 1—loop RG analysis does not distin-
guish between gauge boson masses and the unification
scale. In order to be consistent - and to actually identify
Mpg = Mx,, - a 2—loop RG analysis is necessary. Its
impact is discussed in Appendix A. We found that the
1—loop unification is affected - and in particular, lowered
- by less than 10%, leading to the lower bound on the PS
scale. This correction is already included in (13).

As it can be seen, the effect of the thresholds is dra-
matic: it allows Mpg to range over almost 7 orders of
magnitude. In other words, the theory fails completely
to predict the unification scale, at first glance quite a
blow to the PS program itself. However, it turns out that
the cosmological considerations play a crucial role in this
aspect. As we show in Sec. IV 1, the validity of the stan-
dard cosmological model at the temperatures on the or-
der of the unification scale narrows down the above range
to a small interval 4 x 10" GeV < Mpg < 10'3 GeV.

C. The role of left-right symmetry

This modern day version of the original PS program
has a twofold aim: first, to unify quarks and leptons and
second, attribute the low energy maximal parity violation
to the spontaneous breaking of the originally left-right
symmetric theory. The former, in its minimal implemen-
tation, implies the SU(3)¢ symmetry, while the latter
requires doubling of the weak SU(2) gauge group - and
then augment it by the discrete Z, exchange symmetries
between these two SU(2) symmetries.

Here lies a catch, though. While gauge symmetries
must be exact to start with in order for the theory to



be renormalisable, the same is not true in case of global
symmetries - a small breaking is certainly allowed, since
the role of global symmetries is bookkeeping. So what
do we mean here by the left-right symmetry? Or better,
how to quantify the smallness of the breaking?

It is actually not hard to answer this question. Sponta-
neous symmetry breaking keeps the memory of the orig-
inal symmetry, due to its softness. For example, in our
case the LH and RH quark mixing angles are equal to
a good precision [27], in spite of maximal parity break-
ing in beta decay. Similarly, neutrino Dirac matrices are
almost hermitian, important for untangling the seesaw
mechanism in the Majorana picture [28, 29] or having
similar LH and RH lepton mixing angles [30].

In other words, when we speak of left-right symmetry,
we simply assume that the explicit breaking is negligible
compared to the spontaneous one. We will see, when we
discuss the cosmology of the early universe, that these
tiny explicit breaking terms may indeed be necessary.

1. Fermion masses and mizings

Left-right symmetry leads to hermitian Yukawa cou-
plings when LR symmetry is taken to be parity, and sym-
metric, when instead it is assumed to be charged conjuga-
tion. In the latter case, the quark mass matrices remain
symmetric, and thus LH and RH quark mixing angles are
predicted to be precisely the same. In the former case,
the complex vevs of the bi-doublets spoil the potential
hermiticity of mass matrices, but the memory of the LR
symmetry remains and the mixing angles are the same
for all practical purposes [27, 31].

Therefore, in the quark sector, in order to maintain
these predictions, all that is needed is that the explicit di-
mensionless parity breaking parameter € be smaller than
the lightest quark (up) Yukawa coupling, Y, =~ 107°.
If this breaking is due to quantum gravitational effects
on the order € ~ (Mps/MP])Q, where Mp; is the Planck
scale, they would be negligible as long as Mpg < 101°
GeV - and we will see that the cosmological considera-
tions will require Mpg much smaller, Mpg < 10! GeV.

Since this theory leads to the Dirac picture, in the same
manner, we would end up with similar LH and RH lepton
mixing angles [30], as long as € <Y, ~ 107°. In the case
of quantum gravitational breaking effects, this translates
into Mpg < 1013 GeV, in accord with cosmological con-
straints.

Of course, at this point these predictions of mixing an-
gles are purely academic, due to large scale of LR symme-
try breaking, far above experimental reach on the order
Mg ~ 10—100 TeV. Nonetheless, it is reassuring that the

Planck scale suppressed breaking of LR symmetry, even
if indeed present, does not affect any of the appealing
features of the theory.

2. Strong CP violation

The underlying LR symmetry has interesting impli-
cations for the strong CP violation. At first glance, it
would appear that it leads to a vanishing or tiny strong
CP parameter f = 6 + arg det M, - and indeed, the par-
ity symmetry was invoked to claim naturally small strong
CP violation [32, 33].

However, the situation is more subtle. Assuming no
cancellation between 6 and argdet M, one is led to the
requirement of vanishingly small phases of bi-doublet
vevs [34]. Similarly, the explicit parity breaking term
must be negligible € < 6 < 107!, which is satisfied for
Mps < 10'3 GeV, as cosmological analysis would have
it. It is pleasing that these rather different considera-
tions lead to similar constraints.

D. Topological defects

The theory is extremely rich, since it predicts the ex-
istence of both magnetic monopoles - due to the embed-
ding of the U(1) into the compact group - and domain
walls - due to the breaking of LR discrete symmetry - as
extended topological defects.

1. Magnetic Monopoles

The high-energy phase transition in the PS model nat-
urally produces ‘t Hooft—Polyakov monopoles [8-10] of
mass O(Mpg). These objects arise from the non-trivial
topology of the vacuum manifold when Gpg breaks down
to the SM.

The explicit construction of these configuration is re-
alized by Ref. [8] via the ansatz

0 0
0
Ups
HY « — | . (14)
R .
V2 | e cosg smg cong ’
in2f —i¢ 0 «inf
sin”§ e coss sing

which adopts the usual ‘t Hooft—Polyakov asymptotic
form in spherical coordinates (r,8, ¢), thereby forcing a
monopole at the origin [8]. Here, the proportionality sign



is due to the fact that we omit the detailed radial pro-
file. This expression is simply a combined SU(2)r and
SU(4)¢ rotation on the vacuum state in (6), just as the
original 't Hooft-Polyakov monopole [9, 10] is the SO(3)
rotation on the analogous vacuum state.

A standard energy argument shows that, to cancel in-
finities at large r, both the SU(4)c leptoquark gauge
fields Xpg and the SU(2)gr gauge fields Wr must align
appropriately with Hg'. This feature is essential to our
subsequent discussion, as the presence of both colored
and right-handed gauge bosons in the monopole core will
enable the interaction with domain walls that can sweep
the monopoles away.

2. Domain Walls

A second important defect emerges from the spon-
taneous breaking of left-right (LR) discrete symmetry,
which produces domain walls (for a discussion of such do-
main walls in the LR symmetric model see [35]). This is
true as long as the explicit breaking terms are negligible,
as we discuss above. We label the left- and right-handed
scalar multiplets as Hy,q; and Hgq; (with a = 1,...,4
for SU(4)c and ¢ = 1,2 for SU(2)Lr). A typical planar
wall at £ = 0 can be approximated by

HL ai — 711& (tanh [mDW l‘] — 1) 5,1},51']' y
22 (15)
Ups
H = —— (tanh [mpw x| + 1) ,
R41 9 \/5 ( [ DwW ] )
where mpw is the domain-wall inverse width.
The order parameter
H}Hy, — H} Hg (16)

interpolates in the usual manner from vig/2 at  — —oo
to —vdg/2 at x — 400, vanishing at the wall’s center.
Inside the wall, both Hy, and Hg become nonzero, so the
local gauge group is at most SU(3)c X U(1)em (more on
it below).

We can use ansatz (15) to estimate the tension of the
domain wall o. Notice that the profile in (15) here is
an approximation of the actual numerical solution. We
verified that it properly approximates the actual numer-
ical solution - at least for couplings of O(1) we were able
to implement. To obtain the domain-wall tension o, it
suffices to integrate the energy density of the configura-
tion (15) along the x direction. For simplicity, we first
comment on the case of positive A\ g, for which Hyr are
orthogonal in SU(4)c—space along the domain wall sup-
port. As we will see, this will not alter our results.

Direct integration of the energy density leads to

mpw Vhs | Ups [ALr +2(A+ N
O’Wau:/dxé‘%w — IDW7Tps ps [ALR ( )]

3 48 mpw
(17)
where mpiy is the width of the wall in (15). Extremizing
we get
Mg ALR V2
= 1 > —Mpp , 18
mow = T\ oy T g e (18)

where in the last equality positivity of the mass spec-
trum (8) has been used to replace Agr. The above ex-
pression is a straightforward generalization of the usual
domain-wall width in the case of a single real scalar field
- there it is the scalar particle mass, while here it is just
a lower limit.

Finally, we arrive at the result

1
OWall = év%s 200+ X))+ Ar

_ Mlgs Mpp ALR (19)
67 arpg 20+ N) ’
where we remind the reader mgz,, = vpsy/2 (A + X).

Using again positivity of the mass spectrum (8), com-
bined with the fact that Mag = 7ayvdg is the gauge
mass of the PS gauge bosons Xpg, we arrive at

2 N
Mzsmp,

OWall > —o—2 ~ 3 Mg mp,, 20
W1173\/§7r054 PS R ( )

where in the last inequality we used as ~ 377! corre-
sponding to the typical value of a4 at the unification
scale Mpg ~ 103 GeV.

If \Lg < 0, Hy, g are parallel in SU(4)c-space along
the domain wall profile. In this case the tension is ob-
tained by simply replacing ALr — ALr+ A . Notice that
positivity of scalar spectrum (8) still leads to inequality
(20).

What about the physical implication of the sign of

Lr? The relative orientation between Hp, g in SU(4)c
space determines the residual symmetry along the do-
main wall support. In particular, it informs us wether
SU(3)c is broken or not. For \j g > 0, SU(2)c x U(1) x
U(1) gauge symmetry localizes on the wall. In the oppo-
site case of A g < 0, SU(3)c X U(1)em remains unbroken.
This obviously has consequences regarding the behavior
of these extended objects when evolving in the primordial
plasma.

Naively, one might think that the wall tension and my,
can be arbitrarily small. While phenomenologically true,
viability of the standard cosmological scenario imposes a



lower bound on the mass of the singlet, therefore forcing
the tension to be near the GUT scale value. The reason
for this is that for too small singlet mass, the radiative
corrections to the potential [36] stemming from the gauge
sector, can not only make the unbroken phase a local
minimum, but the global one?. To be precise, in this work
we will assume the usual picture of symmetry restoration
at high temperature above the unification scale (see the
discussion in subsection III).

What happens is that, unless my,, is large enough, the
system will be forever caught in the unbroken phase, even
at low temperatures. We performed a detailed analysis
of radiative corrections in Appendix B and we found

Mpg Z MP5/4. (21)

Combining this with the lower bound on the domain wall
tension (20) we arrive at

OWall Z MSS . (22)

These topological defects can only be produced at high
temperatures, on the order of the unification scale, which
takes us naturally to the question about their cosmolog-
ical history.

III. WHAT HAPPENS IN THE EARLY
UNIVERSE?

In order to answer this question, we would have to
know the form of the expansion of the Universe at as-
tronomically large temperatures on the order of the PS
scale - but we don’t, and in all honesty, maybe we should
stay silent on the issue. The trouble is that we cannot.
Thus, we make the plea to the reader to let us assume,
for the sake of concreteness, that the standard cosmolog-
ical model, the big-bang picture, remains valid even at
these energy scales.

A. What is the symmetry at high temperature?

We know the answer in the SM: the symmetry gets
restored. This is what we would expect intuitively - af-
ter all, symmetry restoration means less order or more
entropy. If the same was true also in the PS theory, we
would end up with the so-called Kibble mechanism [11]

2 We refer the interested reader to e.g., [37] for the precise deriva-
tion of the analogous result in the original SU(5) Georgi-Glashow
model [2]

describing the formation of topological defects at the
phase transition from the unbroken to the broken phase.

However, as we said in the introduction, in general
symmetries may not be restored at high temperature,
at least not at the scale of zero temperature symmetry
breaking [12-15]. If so, the usual Kibble production of
domain walls [38] and monopoles [39] would not take
place, and the fate of topological defects would simply
be unknown. If so, one could not claim the existence of
domain wall and monopole problems.

It is a straightforward exercise to show that in this
minimal PS theory the original gauge symmetry may not
be restored. In order to illustrate the situation, it suffices
to consider the simplified potential

2
Vsimplifiea = Vi + A5 Tr [(I>15<I>15}

Ao (I Hy + HfHR ) T [0],15]
(23)

where Vjy is given in (5) and we include only @45, since
it will have the dominant effect over ®; due to the much
larger number of states. There are more crossed terms
mixing ®15 with Hy,, Hg fields, and their presence does
not affect our conclusions, so we ignore them here for
simplicity.

The bottom line is that for the sufficiently large Ay,
the original symmetry does not get restored. The details
of the high-temperature symmetry breaking analysis to-
gether with the full expression for Age bound are given
in the Appendix C. It tunrs out that the largest coupling,
A15, needs to satisfy approximately,

i

A=z >
15~ 700

(2a2 + bay) , (24)
which at first glance seems well within the perturbative
regime. However, due to the large number of real fields,
N =120 in &5, the effective coupling A\15 N becomes of
order one, signaling the potential breakdown of pertur-
bation theory. This is similar to the situation encoun-
tered in the SU(5) theory with analogous large repre-
sentation [39], where a careful analysis shows that this
leading order result might not be trusted [40].

For this reason, we shy away from the possibility of
symmetry non-restoration at high 7. There is no such
problem in the case of symmetry restoration since it
works for any positive value of Agg (or a small negative
value), and thus no scalar coupling needs to be large.

This seems to be a generic pattern of high-temperature
thermal potential: in order to non-restore the origi-
nal symmetry, one needs large representations, which
drive effective scalar couplings to be dangerously large.



In short, this is yet another example where symmetry
restoration, as expected intuitively, seems to be the only
option.

B. Symmetry restoration and the fate of
topological defects

Since it appears that the symmetry does get restored,
topological defects, both monopoles and domain walls,
are then produced via Kibble-Zurek mechanism [11, 41].
Therefore, due to a cosmological phase transition in the
early Universe, one expects at least an O(1) of such de-
fects per horizon.

1. Ewolution of domain walls

The production of domain walls potentially leads to
a cosmological disaster [42]. In fact, regardless of their
initial density, domain walls are expected to enter into a
scaling regime, with energy density (see e.g., [43] for a
review)

Pwall (t) ~ Uwall/t ) (25)

As discussed in subsection IID 2, cosmological consis-
tency of the thermal phase transition requires o = ME’,S.
It follows that such domain wall necessarily dominate the
energy of the Universe very fast, leading to unacceptable
cosmological scenario. It is thus mandatory that domain
walls decay-annihilate before that happens. It is easy to
see that this implies the lower bound on the annihilation
temperature

Tonn 2 1019GeV (g*(Tann)) ((

N

Owall

1013GeV)?

bl

(26)
where we normalize the wall tension to its largest possible
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value compatible with cosmology (see discussion below).

Given the sensibility of owan on PS scale (22) we obtain
Tonn = 10% GeV . (27)

where we used the lower bound on Mpg > 4 x 10! GeV
from (13).

The trouble is that the domain walls, being topologi-
cal in nature, are stable - and if one were to take the PS
theory at face value, we would be left with the cosmolog-
ical catastrophe. Since there is no option of inflation at
hand, a seemingly desperate measure is called for - vio-
late explicitly the left-right symmetry [16]. However, as

we discussed above, quantum gravitational effects need
not respect global symmetries.

For example, a typical leading order higher-
dimensional operator responsible for the explicit breaking
of parity is schematically given by

1
s (L HR)?, (28)
which amounts an explicit breaking mentioned above € =
(Mpg/A)?, c.f., discussion in subsection ITC 1. The decay
of the domain wall is computed by requiring that such
operator becomes comparable to the cosmological energy

density (25), leading to

[ M3 M
A~ %PISMPM (29)

where the upper bound on T,,, (26), has been used in
the last inequality.

It is reassuring that even such tiny effects suppressed
by the Planck scale suffice to do the job [17] - and more-
over, they do not affect any of the phenomenological pre-
dictions of the theory.

2. Evolution of monopoles

In the Kibble picture, causality constrains the correla-
tion length of the scalar field, implying roughly one topo-
logical defect (including monopoles) per horizon, which
translates into the monopole density over entropy s

3
NKibble 1.
> 30
e 2 (3 ) (30)

where T, is the critical temperature and Mp; is the
Planck mass. Zurek later refined this estimate for the
case of a second-order phase transition, showing that the
relevant correlation length could be even smaller [41] (a
result confirmed in various laboratory experiments [44—
52]), thus exacerbating the monopole problem.

Notice that for such high-densities, monopole—
antimonopole annihilation in the thermal plasma reduces
the density as pointed by Preskill [53]. However, addi-
tional details of the phase transition (e.g., whether it is
first order) can affect the correlation length, potentially
pushing it to be of order horizon. Therefore, (30) is a re-
liable lower bound. If it is saturated, Preskill’s correction
is not operative given the range of critical temperatures
in this PS model.

The most stringent constraint for PS monopoles fol-
lows from direct searches on the flux of monopoles at
Earth which is

Flux ~ nyj oy - (31)



The velocity of monopoles vy in the Galaxy is expected
to be greater equal than 10™% [54]. Monopoles are fur-
ther accelerated by the magnetic field of the Galaxy.
For 10"GeV < My < 10'7GeV, B ~ 3uG, vy ~
(10" GeV/MM)l/2 [55]. Notice that PS monopole mass
is roughly My ~ 10 Mps.

Current constraints on the flux at Earth are given by
MACRO collaboration Flux < 107'%cm™2s7'sr™! [20]
which is basically independent of vy;. Furthermore, for
relativistic monopoles, ANTARES [56] and IceCube [57,
58] improve the bounds by up to three orders of magni-
tudes. From the running, we know My > 10'? GeV,
implying that in our region of parameter space the
monopoles are always, at best, mildly relativistic.

It therefore suffices to consider here the MACRO
bound, which, using (31) gives

1 —28
MACRO bound: ™ < 2077 (32)
S

UM

where we plugged in the entropy density of the Universe
s ~ 400cm™>. Considering the range of Mpg and how
this impacts the velocity vy, we conservatively bound T
adopting the density estimate (30) as®

T. ~ Mps < 10'°GeV . (33)

Notice that in the model considered here, there isn’t suf-
ficient freedom in the unification scale to avoid bound
(32) since Mpg is simply too high (13)*.

IV. DOMAIN WALLS SWEEP MONOPOLES
AWAY?

The authors of [18] make a daring suggestion that in
the decay process, domain walls could actually sweep the
monopoles away, which could solve both the domain wall
and monopole problems with one shot. If this were to
work, it would be a remarkable result, implying that
there was never the monopole problem to start with,
even with all the assumptions of the standard cosmo-
logical model. In particular, there would be no need for
inflation from the particle physics point of view.

3 For monopoles that catalyze proton decay [59-61], as in theo-
ries that violate baryon number, the situation is even more dire,
requiring further suppression [62-68]. This, however, does not
apply to this particular PS theory.

4 Strictly speaking there is a potential loophole when My p is fine-
tuned nearby inequality (21). In that case, it might be that
Te < Mpgs leading to a super-cooled phase transition. We shy
away from such a conspiracy.

The proposal of [18] was made originally in the con-
text of the minimal SU(5) theory®, but in a sense this
mechanism is tailor made for the PS theory, where the
discrete LR symmetry is at its core, and it must be dealt
with due to the cosmological trouble that its subsequent
spontaneous breaking brings upon. On the other hand,
in SU(5) there is strictly speaking no discrete symme-
try, so one appeals to the portion of the parameter space
where there is an approximate Zs symmetry - and this is
done just to argue that then monopoles could be swept
away as the walls decay. It is noteworthy that the huge
scale of grand unification, needed for the sake of proton
longevity, forces one to deal with temperatures where
even a very notion of equilibrium may not hold, due to
the fast expansion of the Universe compared to effective
interaction rates [77].

In any case, the question as to whether the mecha-
nism of sweeping monopoles away is sufficiently efficient
in solving the monopole problem, is complicated for a se-
ries of reasons. First, the probability p that a monopole
encounters a domain wall at least once throughout the
cosmological history is hard to compute. Still, it is plau-
sible to expect that this probability is somewhat close
to 1 for several reasons. Firstly, the domain walls sweeps
the Universe with a curvature radius of horizon size. This
already brings p close to 1, especially if domain walls are
relativistic, compatibly with a smaller Ty,,. Second, the
complicated network dynamics at decay-time can further
increase p.

However, depending on the relative internal orientation
between the monopole and the domain wall, in some cases
no erasure takes place and the monopole simply passes
through the domain wall [69, 78]. This issue plagues the
scenario in its original SU(5) realization, thus requiring
a detailed separate study of the cosmological evolution of
the domain-wall network which is, however, beyond the
scope of the present work.

In order to proceed, one has to tackle first the intrica-
cies of the monopole-domain wall interaction in this PS
model which we now turn to.

5 The mechanism of monopole sweeping has been subject of several
numerical studies for SU(5) gauge symmetric group [69, 70] and,
more recently, for the case of SU(2) symmetry group [71, 72].
More in general, its study [73, 74] is further motivated by the
question of how branes of different dimensionalities interact [75,
76].
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FIG. 1. Snapshots of 2D slices of 't Hooft monopole [8] in PS model [1] being erased by a left-right domain wall. Colors encode
the energy density e, of the gauge fields, while black dashed iso-line is shown for ¢; = 10"%*m®*. The black line represents the
center of the domain wall HI]:HL — H;HR = 0. Couplings have been chosen of order one.

1. Monopole-domain wall interaction

The explicit breaking of parity - which leads to decay of
domain walls at T" ~ T, - leads to an effective pressure
that accelerates the walls. A natural question is the fate
of the monopole as it encounters one such object.

We provide further details on the nature of the do-
main wall and how it might affect the interaction of the
monopole given their relative orientation in Appendix D.
While these might be rather qualitative arguments, we
support them with numerical simulations, of which some
details are also reported in Appendix D.

In Fig. 1 different frames of 2-D slices of the dynam-
ics are shown. The colors indicate the energy density of
the gauge fields, €, while the black line denotes the cen-
ter of the domain wall, for which H{ Hy, — H},Hg = 0.
Dashed iso-line is also shown for ¢, = 1073m?*. The
first panel displays the starting configuration obtained
with a numerical relaxation procedure. The domain wall
is then accelerated by turning on an explicitly violat-
ing parity term at the level of the scalar masses, of the
form HEHL - H%;HR. As it can be seen, upon hitting
the wall the monopole immediately unwinds and gauge
bosons scatter around (visuals of the dynamics can also
be found at the following URL). In the specific simula-
tion shown in the figure, we chose A\ > 0. We comment
on the case with opposite sign in the Appendix D.

Another question is wether, in the limit of a highly-
energetic scattering, a monopole can be recreated on
the opposite side. The scattering of ultra-relativistic

monopoles has been tackled in [79, 80], where it was
shown that this is unlikely due to the loss of coherence in
the annihilation process. Due to this, the entropy sup-
pression makes the recreation of a monopole pair highly
improbable. As expected, the numerical simulation con-
firms our expectation that the monopole is erased when
interacting with the domain wall. This was verified to
hold true for different relative orientations between the
domain wall and the monopole as well.

V. COSMOLOGICAL CONSEQUENCES
A. How many monopoles left?

One might think that the domain wall sweeping might
leave the Universe deprived of monopoles. However, at
decay time the Universe is in a configuration very similar
to the final moments of a phase transition. Namely, upon
decaying, the domain walls will engulf regions of false
vacuum - corresponding to broken SU(2);, regions - of
roughly the size of the horizon. This effectively leads to
a correlation length for Hy - the remaining non-vanishing
order parameter - at most of order horizon size.

The above statement corresponds to the fact that casu-
ally disconnected regions will have different orientations
in field space, leading once again to the localization of
monopoles at the decay time of the domain walls. There-
fore, O(1) monopole per horizon localizes. This leads
to Kibble original density estimate of one monopole per


https://youtu.be/p7-EksvIrAs

horizon [11, 41, 53], however at a delayed time compared
to the monopole production time

3
n T,
erasure > ann . 34
S ~ (Mpl ) ( )

As discussed in the previous Section, current bounds
from monopole direct searches imply 7' < 10'° GeV, c.f.,
(32). From the condition imposed by cosmological via-
bility, i.e., domain walls non-domination (26), we obtain

Mps ~ 0wl < 101 GeV, (35)

which justifies the chosen normalization in our equations.
As we will see next, this leads to potentially observable
gravitational wave signatures.

B. Gravitational Waves

While this scenario is quite natural, one may still won-
der about its physical imprints, given that the associated
scales are far beyond direct experimental reach. Prob-
ing the thermal history of the Universe is a challenging
endeavor; fortunately, decaying domain walls can leave
a significant footprint in the form of GWs. Such signals
from domain walls have been studied extensively, and
we summarize the essential results here. An important
feature is that theoretical consistency forces the GW en-
ergy density into a limited range that may be testable in
current and future experiments.

The peak of the gravitational-wave spectrum can be
estimate following, for example, Ref. [43] which leads to

(Qawh?) e =3x 1077

2
Gxs (Tann) —4/3 OWall 1010G6V 4
100 (1013G6V)3 Tann ’

(36)

where h = Ho/(100kms™" Mpc_l) is the reduced Hub-
ble constant, g,s is the number of entropic degrees of
freedom.

The peak frequency satisfies

Jpeak =~ (%) H(tann) =

1 1
: g*(Tann) 2 100 3 Tonn
102 H
Z( 100 ) (g*s(Tann) 1010GeV ) °

where R(t) denotes the scale factor evaluated at time ¢.
At lower and higher frequencies than fpeak, the spectrum
is expected to fall off as f~2 and f~!, respectively.

(37)
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FIG. 2. Schematic representation of the gravitational-wave
parameter space. The cyan band corresponds to the peak re-
gion of the signal, along with the frequency scaling described
in the main text. The blue, red, and green lines represent
boundaries arising from domain-wall cosmological domina-
tion, collider constraints, and monopole direct-search limits,
respectively. Note that in the lower portion of the cyan band,
the domain walls are non-relativistic and likely cannot effi-
ciently erase monopoles; consequently, we expect the signal to
lie very close to the region denoted by the blue line. For de-
tails about current experimental reach and future prospects,
see the main text.

From the theoretical arguments presented earlier, it
follows that
4 x 101 GeV < U\%su ~ Mpg < 10'3 GeV,
(38)
108 GeV < T <1019 GeV .

Because Tony sets the frequency scale in Eq. (37), we see
that the GW peak must lie between about

10Hz < fpeax < 10° Hz. (39)

This range is highlighted in Fig. 2.

A reasonable requirement for efficient monopole era-
sure is that the domain walls become relativistic, imply-
ing

Tann ~ (UWall/MP1)1/2 = Tdom . (40)

This choice - corresponding to explicit LR symmetry vio-
lation, with a cutoff of order Mp), as seen in (29) - pushes
the Universe to the verge of a cosmological catastrophe,



as the domain walls almost dominate its energy density.
Under these conditions, the amplitude of the signal be-
comes independent of the underlying model parameters
and is represented by the horizontal blue line in Fig. 2.
The entire possible range of peak values is shown by the
cyan band. The continuous red line corresponds to the
lowest viable Mpg (as suggested by the running analysis)
in correspondence of which a new scalar states with SM
numbers (3¢, 21)7/6y lies around 10 TeV. Potential fric-
tion effects along the lines of the discussion of Ref. [81]
would extend the lowest value of Qgw by roughly four
orders of magnitude. We shy away from a complete char-
acterization of this regime since moving away from the
blue line (and therefore from (40)) likely reintroduces the
monopole problem.

For completeness, we further report existing bounds
and future prospects. The dashed black line shows the
bound from CMB, which stems from the fact that too
much energy density in gravitational waves would con-
stitute radiation contributing to ANeg (see e.g., [82]).
The colored dashed lines indicate the reach of future-
generation gravitational wave experiments such as Big
Bang Observer [83], Cosmic Explorer [84], DECIGO [85]
and Einstein Telescope [86]. Finally, the continuous line
indicates the present reach of LIGO-O3 and the reach
right below corresponds to the prospect of LVK-D [87—
89].

C. Dark Matter

Since the PS theory has all the attributes of a self-
contained theory, one must ask whether it provides a
possible candidate for the dark matter of the Universe.
The answer is affirmative, since the theory offers a natu-
ral WIMP contestant in a popular form of the inert SM
scalar doublet - the scalar analog of the lepton doublet
field, /1. Since it is not coupled to the fermions, it can
be sufficiently long lived to be the dark matter today, as
long as it does not have direct linear couplings with other
scalars. To be more precise, the couplings that must be
small are of the type H,® Hg, which ensures the relative
stability of the sneutrino (scalar analogue of neutrino)
inside Hp, and the smallness of its tadpole induced vev.

In the limit when its direct linear coupling go to zero,
one has an accidental protective Zs symmetry, which
guarantees its stability - or its longevity, if not exact.
The end result is that the masses of the inert doublet
states must lie below roughly TeV, see e.g., [90, 91]. In
other words, if not already at the LHC, it would be ac-
cessible at the next hadron collider.
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D. Genesis

Since the authors do not adhere to any of the religious
paradigms of genesis (they are open minded though),
they are compelled to look for alternative explanations.
There are two scenarios that have dominated the field
of genesis in particle physics over the years, the lepto-
genesis [92] and the electroweak baryogenesis [93]. The
former one is absent here - we are in the neutrino Dirac
picture with conserved baryon and lepton numbers. The
only other alternative is the electroweak genesis, and it
is surely possible. As we said, the unification conditions
leave the masses of the plethora of SM Higgs doublets
free, and all that is needed then is an additional light
doublet - which can then account for the first order phase
transition at the electroweak temperatures.

We have seen that such a doublet, analogue of a lep-
ton doublet, makes a natural dark matter candidate. It
would be interesting if it was the only light doublet, be-
sides the SM Higgs one, and thus also played the role
of establishing the first order phase transition [94]. This
would naturally fix the masses of this inert doublet, with
the dark matter candidate mass between 45 — 80 GeV,
and the other states in the doublet below 350 GeV [94]
- potentially accessible at the LHC, and surely at the
next hadron collider. It is worth commenting that this
model predicted the SM Higgs boson mass to lie below
130 GeV [94]. Of course, since there are many doublets
available, no prediction can be made as to which one does
the job.

A comment is noteworthy. In a true theory of genesis,
the baryon and lepton numbers of the Universe should
not depend on the initial conditions. This is true, at least
in principle, in the leptogenesis scenario. Namely, at suf-
ficiently high temperatures, the heavy Majorana RH neu-
trinos can be in equilibrium, and their interactions can
wash out the original B — L charge of the Universe. Sim-
ilarly, sphaleron interactions at high temperature wash
out the original B 4+ L number of the universe, and so
once they get out of equilibrium, the RH neutrinos can
produce the net lepton number of the universe, which
through sphaleron interactions gets transmitted also to
the baryon number.

On the other hand, electroweak baryogenesis can com-
pute only the B + L combination, and so it does not
provide a complete scenario, since B — L remains an ini-
tial condition. It does leave the imprint of gravitational
waves in the expected frequency range 107°-1Hz [95-
97], potentially within reach of LISA [98-100] and DE-
CIGO [85]. This signal would therefore be distinct from
the one associated with domain walls.



VI. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we performed a detailed study of a mini-
mal renormalisable PS theory with the unification Higgs
sector that leads to the neutrino Dirac picture. The main
features of the theory are the simplicity and completeness
- the theory can account for all the phenomena beyond
the SM physics. It possesses a natural dark matter can-
didate in the form of the inert doublet and allows for the
electroweak baryogenesis.

It turns out that the unification scale is huge, above
approximately 10! GeV, hopelessly out of direct experi-
mental reach. Fortunately, the theory leaves the imprints
in the form of possibly light scalar states, the analogue
of the down quark singlet, besides the number of weak
doublets - these states drop out from the unification con-
straints.

The crucial role in all of this is played by the interplay
of magnetic monopoles and domain walls, that arise and
interact during the high-scale cosmological phase tran-
sition. These monopoles carry fractional electric charge
due to the unification of color and B—L in SU(4)¢. Due
to the huge size of the unification scale, current experi-
mental bounds on their allowed flux would be violated.

Fortunately, the spontaneous breaking of the origi-
nal discrete left-right symmetry further produces domain
walls that must decay and in the process can “sweep”
these monopoles away. We have carefully addressed the
dynamics of monopoles encountering a domain wall, and
showed that they unwind. The reason for this is anal-
ogous to the original suggestion in the context of the
minimal SU(5) theory [39].

The requirement that domain walls do not dominate
the Universe constraints their annihilation temperature,
leading to the production of gravitational waves in the
range of frequencies between roughly 10 — 10° Hz. The
upper bound stems from the above-mentioned constraint
on the monopole flux, while the lower one would imply
the presence of a scalar colored weak doublet, with SM
quantum numbers (3¢, 2L)+7/6,,, lying below 10 TeV en-
ergies.

We have focused here on the smallest possible unifica-
tion Higgs sector - fundamental representations of both
SU(4)c and SU(2)L r - that took us to the Dirac neu-
trino picture. A natural question is what happens in
the different case of Majorana neutrinos, which requires
an alternative Higgs scalar sector. In particular, in the
renormalizable version of the theory, a suitable modifica-
tion involves swapping the fundamental representations
for the symmetric ones, which allows the unification scale
to be as low as 10°GeV [101]. Notably, below 10'°GeV,
constraints on monopole flux from the MACRO experi-
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ment are avoided — at least according to Kibble’s esti-
mate of ~ O(1) monopole per horizon at the production
time.

Therefore, within this parameter range, monopole era-
sure is not strictly necessary and domain walls could po-
tentially decay immediately after formation, significantly
suppressing the GW signal. However, such a low scale
would imply the presence of new light scalar at nearby
energies [101]. For unification scales above 10'°GeV,
we expect the results presented here to hold similarly.
It is interesting to note that in this realization of PS
symmetry, the GW frequency peak might fall below the
Hz range, enhancing experimental detectability as illus-
trated in Fig. 2.

In contrast, the non-renormalizable version of the the-
ory, discussed in Ref. [101], does not require additional
scalar degrees of freedom. However, neutrino mass con-
sistency pushes the unification scale significantly higher,
to around 10'3GeV. At this higher scale, cosmological
considerations place the model on the edge: the result-
ing gravitational wave signal is fixed around frequencies
of 10°Hz and its amplitude is necessarily maximized,
compatibly with domain wall near energy-domination of
the Universe. Moreover, this scenario implies a Universe
currently populated with monopoles just below observa-
tional limits. These intriguing aspects of the Majorana
framework remain open for future exploration.

Another interesting question is what happens in the
grand unified extension of the PS theory. There the pic-
ture gets even more involved, with a rich dynamics of
topological defects, that includes further cosmic strings
and even domain walls bounded by strings [102, 103].
The interplay between these toplogical objects and grav-
itational waves has been recently addressed e.g., in [104—
106].

Coming back to PS model, one may wonder about the
implications if a right-handed charged gauge boson Wx
were discovered at the next-generation collider. Such a
discovery would invalidate the current theoretical frame-
work, raising the question of how quark-lepton unifica-
tion could still be preserved. The answer lies in em-
ploying the scalar field ¥ = (15¢, 1, 1r) to break the
original PS symmetry down to the LR one. The cos-
mological consequences depend critically on whether X
is parity-even or parity-odd. If ¥ was parity-even, do-
main walls would be produced at the LR breaking scale;
if parity-odd, their production would occur at Mpg, as
discussed previously. In the parity-even scenario, an im-
portant question arises: could the decay of these domain
walls, necessary for reducing monopole abundance, po-
tentially explain the stochastic gravitational wave back-
ground recently detected by pulsar timing arrays [107—



110] at around nHz frequencies? These and other critical
questions are actively under investigation.
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Appendix A: 2-loop running

Since we are working at two-loop order, the SM gauge
couplings «; (i = 1,2,3) evaluated at the unification
scale, are properly mapped to the unification coupling
as [111, 112]

wlw) ~ agm )
M) = | T () - 2w () log(]\’iv)],

(A1)

where the functions A;(y) arise from the effective gauge
theory obtained after integrating out the heavy states,
ty are the generators in the representations associated
with the heavy gauge bosons, and My denotes their mass
thresholds. Contributions from the scalar sector are ne-
glected because they are numerically suppressed. More-
over there are no additional fermionic contributions at
the GUT scale.

In many scenarios, one chooses 1 = My so that the
scale-dependent term in Eq. (A1) vanishes. However, in
our setup the gauge bosons have different masses, cf. (7),
so such a straightforward choice is not possible. For sim-
plicity, we chose Mpg = pt = Mx,,. This leads to

. 1
As(MPs)—m7

A (Mpg) = == (12— 2L 1o M .
BEPS) =607 \6 2 ° Mps )’

which must be properly be included in the PS unification
condition (9), following (A1).

We performed the most general two loop running in-
cluding proper matching conditions. It turns out that
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the Mps = Mx, scale we found in the 1-loop analysis
is lowered, at most, by roughly 10%. Namely, assuming
all the new scalar states are at Mpg, we find MSglOOp ~
4.6x 10 GeV as opposed to the Mpg'*P ~ 5x10% GeV.

For arbitrary scalar mass thresholds, a light
(3cs2L)7/6y has the largest effect in lowering Mpg, just
like in the one-loop. Moreover, both the Higgs doublets
and the scalar particle with down quantum number do
not drop out from the unification condition due to their
non trivial two loop coefficients. They have anyway, a
marginally small impact on the running. In particular, if
the former ones are also light, around TeV scale, we get
the lower bound on PS scale

MZ5"°P > 4.1 x 101 GeV . (A3)
Notice that this is consistent with less than a 10% vari-
ation w.r.t. the 1-loop result.

Appendix B: Minimal tension from radiative
corrections

In this section we will show that there is a lower bound
on the minimal tension of the domain wall. Naively, one
might think that lowering arbitrarily the singlet mass m;
does the job. While this is true, viability of the cosmo-
logical scenario imposes a lower bound on the mass of the
singlet, therefore forcing the tension to be near the GUT
scale value. The reason for this is that for too small sin-
glet mass, the radiative corrections to the potential [36]
stemming from the gauge sector can not only make the
unbroken phase a local minimum, but a global one. Obvi-
ously, such situation ought to be avoided cosmologically.

To estimate for which value of singlet mass this hap-
pens, we consider the one-loop effective potential in the
limit of vanishing scalar couplings

Veff((b) = Vtree(¢) + Vl—loop(qs)a (Bl)

where the tree-level potential Vieo(¢) is the classical
scalar potential, and the one-loop correction is given by

1 2
(B2)

where we neglected the scalar contribution and .. is the
reference scale.

‘/i—loop (¢) =~

We evaluate the gauge boson masses along the vev di-
rection (Pr;) = ¢ = d;1 vps. Basically, it suffices to sum
over the gauge boson masses (7) - properly counting them
- replacing v with ¢.



Armed with this, we evaluate the effective potential in
the tree level vacuum using ¢* = m?/(A+\’) which gives

m2

51272 (A + X))
—45(200 4 5a4)? — 128(A + \)

3m(202 + Hay) }
2u2 (A + N) '

V;eff(qs) =V + Vl—loop((yb) =

+ 54(2a2 + 5ag)? log (
(B3)

Following [113], we require that the energy of the po-
tential at the origin is Veg(¢) < 0. This condition ensures
that the unbroken phase does not become a global min-
imum. After fixing the reference scale p such that the
logarithm is O(1), we arrive at

IMEs (202 4+ 5as)? 1
2 > PS ~ 2 B4
DR ~ 6471 ay PS» ( )

20
where in the last equality we considered typical value
for the gauge coupling around PS scale, ay ~ 377! and
an ~ 4271

Combining bound (B4) with the lower bound on the
domain wall tension (20) we arrive at

owan 2 Mg . (B5)

Appendix C: Thermal potential

Let us consider the simplified potential

2
V;‘impliﬁed = VH + )\15T‘I' |:CI)I5(I)15:|

~ Ao (I HL + HfHR ) Tr [@f,015]
(C1)
For weak couplings, in the perturbative regime, we can

compute the effective thermal corrections at T > Mpg
using the condition given by Weinberg [12]

T2

0%V -
39%(TuTo)iio 0" |, (C2
Ka%a%)Jr 9™ ( )Nw} (C2)
where ; correspond to the real components of the fields.
The second term is, in fact, generated by the gauge
bosons.

At high temperatures the masses become

T2
m%4(T) = o [36X + 24X\ + 16ALR + 4\[ g — 120\ o
+97 (2a2 + baw)] ,

T2
mg,,(T) = 51 [244)\15 — 32\ e + 247 (3ag + day)] -

(C3)
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We therefore need to fulfill the condition

1
AHo Z HO [36)\ + 24N + 16A\r + 4>‘£R + 9’/T(2012 + 50[4)] ,
(C4)

Boundedness of the potential gives

AN >0, M5>0, Mg <4ds(A+N). (C5)

Notice that at the same time we need to preserve posi-
tivity of masses in vacuum (8). To non restore Hg we
can work in the limit of vanishingly small - but negative
- X and Api. In this limit A\pg = 2.

Tt is then straightforward from (C5), to obtain

[68) + 97 (201 + By

A5 > 14400

(C6)

Extremizing over A we find the minimum of the above
inequality, which is given by A = 97 (2as+5a4) /68, which
leads to

~ = (205 + 5au) - (C7)

This is the inequality that we discuss in the main text.
Notice that indeed we made approximations and dropped
contributions due to scalar couplings A" and A\[r. Even
in the best-case scenario in which these coupling are neg-
ative - but still compatible with the scalar spectrum (8)
- inequality (C7) is modified at best by an O(1) factor,
leaving our conclusions unaffected.

Appendix D: More on the domain-wall/monopole
interaction

To support our findings quantitatively we performed
numerical simulation of the sweeping of a monopole by a
domain wall in the PS model. The initial conditions for
both topological configurations are obtained considering
the scalar fields ansatz (14) and (15) for the monopole
and domain wall respectively and then performing a re-
laxation procedure in fictitious time with a damping
term. This is enough to relax the profiles of the scalar
and gauge fields. The latter is also forced to align with
the scalar field in order to minimize energy. Sommer-
field absorbing boundary conditions as well as Lorentz
gauge (we performed our simulations also adopting tem-
poral gauge and found no differences) are adopted. The
specific values of the scalar couplings are irrelevant in
our discussion. Sufficient to say that they were all non-
vanishing and chosen to give masses of order 1 in m units.

To grasp a feeling of the interaction between the do-
main wall and the monopole, we analyzed the spatially-
dependent curvature of the gauge degrees of freedom



along the domain wall solution (15). Obviously, the
mass of the LR gauge bosons simply swap as we traverse
through the wall. This leads to an effective attractive
interaction between the domain wall and the monopole
which favors the unwinding.

What about the colored sector? As discussed in the
main text, the sign of the coupling A\  determines wether
Hi, g are aligned or perpendicular in color space along
the support of the domain wall. This implies either that
the symmetry is further broken to SU(2)c x U(1) x U(1)
for positive A\jz or to SU(3)c x U(1) in the opposite
case. We verified that the scalar sector actually matches
the number of would-be Goldstones eaten by the gauge
fields.

Depending on the relative orientation of the wall with
respect to the monopole (perpendicular or parallel in
SU(4)¢c space), two things can happen: either the col-
ored gauge degrees of freedom composing the monopole
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become massless as they go through the domain wall
analogously to the LR gauge bosons, or they have the
same asymptotic masses in both the left and right pre-
serving vacuum, with a small potential dip localizing in
the domain wall center. In the former case - correspond-
ing to positive A\l and showed in Fig. 1 - the monopole
observes an even stronger attractive interaction wrt the
domain wall, and it untwists immediately upon reaching
the wall. In the latter case of negative \[y, the mass
dip acts as a potential well for the colored gauge bosons
which remains partially trapped inside the wall. When
numerically simulating this case we can clearly observe
such behavior. Of course, nothing prevents the trapped
color gauge bosons to leak outside of the domain wall
and slowly dissipate. Regardless of this, we observe the
untwisting of the monopole upon scattering with the do-
main wall.
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