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This paper explores the renormalization of scale-free quadratic gravity coupled
to the bumblebee field and its potential for dynamically breaking Lorentz symme-
try. We conduct one-loop renormalization of the model and calculate the associated
renormalization group functions. Additionally, we compute the one-loop effective
potential for the bumblebee field, revealing that it acquires a non-trivial vacuum
expectation value induced by radiative corrections — a phenomenon known as the
Coleman-Weinberg mechanism. This spontaneous breaking of scale invariance arises
from the non-vanishing vacuum expectation value of the bumblebee field, imply-
ing Lorentz symmetry violation. Consequently, the non-minimal coupling between
the bumblebee and gravitational fields results in a spontaneous generation of the
Einstein-Hilbert term due to radiative corrections, thereby linking the Planck scale

to Lorentz violation phenomena.

I. INTRODUCTION

In contrast to the gauge theories governing the electroweak and strong interactions in the
Standard Model, the quantization of Einstein’s general relativity results in a nonrenormaliz-
able quantum field theory [IH3]. Even though it remains feasible to incorporate gravity into

the quantum framework by confining our considerations to energies lower than the Planck
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scale [4H0], several attempts have been made to explore the possibility of quadratic gravity
serving as a viable candidate for a renormalizable theory of quantum gravity [7H12]; for a
review, see Refs. [13] [14]. Additionally, some cosmological implications of quadratic gravity
have been studied in Refs. [15] [16].

Specifically, in the study conducted in the Ref. [10], the authors investigate the prospect
of a fundamental theory of nature devoid of inherent scale, which is achieved just by taking
into account quadratic-curvature invariants in their pure gravity sector [I7H19], proposing
a renormalizable quantum gravity theory characterized by a graviton kinetic term featur-
ing four derivatives. Consequently, the graviton propagator exhibits a momentum space
behavior of 1/p* [20]. Within this proposition, the authors postulate the potential for the
Planck scale to emerge dynamically at the quantum level (see also [21]). In their proposal,
this phenomenon arises from a non-minimal interaction between the scalar field and gravity,
denoted by £¢?R, wherein the scalar field assumes a non-zero vacuum expectation value
(¢) # 0 as a consequence of radiative corrections.

Within studies of gravitational theories, one of the most interesting issues consists in the
formulation of an adequate generalization of gravity to the case of the Lorentz symmetry
breaking, which, as it is known [22] can be naturally introduced through a spontaneous
symmetry breaking (SSB) mechanism in a low-energy limit of some fundamental theory of
nature (notably, string theory), with a subsequent study of perturbative issues in such a
theory. It is worth mentioning that the SSB mechanism can explain the origin of possible
Lorentz-violating (LV) vectors (tensors) corresponding to different minima of some poten-
tial. Moreover, in curved spacetimes, the spontaneous Lorentz symmetry violation (LSV)
possesses some advantages in comparison with the explicit one, since, besides providing a
consistent mechanism of arising, in this case, there is no restriction for LV vectors (tensors)
to be constants as it is usually assumed in the flat space-time.

The most convenient mechanism for the spontaneous LSV is based on the use of the
bumblebee model [23] whose action is composed of the Maxwell-like kinetic term and a
potential able to develop spontaneous LSV. The resulting theory in a curved space-time,
whose Lagrangian is composed of a sum of bumblebee and gravity ones, and perhaps, the
terms involving other fields, is called the bumblebee gravity (for various issues related to
this model, including a detailed discussion of degrees of freedom, see also [24]; an excellent

discussion of conceptual problems regarding LSV in gravity, including the bumblebee models,



can be found in [25]). Such a theory has been explored in various contexts, such as checking
the consistency of some known gravitational solutions, namely, black hole [26H29], cosmology
[30), 31], Godel and Gédel-type ones [32],33] and wormhole ones [34]. Besides this, it is worth
mentioning studies of dispersion relations in a linearized gravity coupled to the bumblebee
field [35]. Further, a next step has been done in studies of bumblebee gravity, namely,
calculations of perturbative corrections in this theory. Such corrections were obtained, within
the metric-affine formalism, in papers [36, 37].

Since the bumblebee field naturally incorporates spontaneous LSV into standard models,
extending the analysis conducted in Ref. [I0 [I1] to include scale-free operators based on
the bumblebee field is a logical step. One significant aspect is investigating whether the
Coleman-Weinberg (CW) mechanism [38] can occur when the bumblebee field is coupled
to agravity. Among these operators is the non-minimal coupling of the type B?R. If CW
mechanism occurs, it allows us to establish a connection between the emergence of the Planck
scale and a LV effect. In particular, our study focuses on investigating the occurrence of the
Coleman-Weinberg mechanism in the bumblebee-agravity model.

The structure of the paper looks like follows. In the section 2, we write down our La-
grangian and discuss the properties of the necessary projecting operators. In the section 3,
we calculate the renormalization group functions in the symmetric phase, and in the section
4 we compute the effective potential. In the section 5, our results are discussed.

Throughout this paper, we use natural units ¢ = h = 1.

II. THE BUMBLEBEE-AGRAVITY LAGRANGIAN

An essential aspect in investigating Lorentz symmetry violations involves the bumblebee

model [23],

Sp = /d% {—%B“”BW -V (B"B,F bz)} : (1)

where B, = (0,B, — 9,B,) and the potential V(B*B, F b*) is selected to induce a non-
zero VEV for the bumblebee field. This introduces a preferred direction in spacetime,
resulting in spontaneous Lorentz symmetry breaking. Typically, the potential takes the
form V = \(B*B, Fb*)?, where the F sign accommodates both space-like and time-like B*,

while b > 0.



The introduction of the classical background field b* is somewhat arbitrary, prompting
the search for a theory devoid of fundamental scales from its inception, where such scales
could arise from radiative fluctuations via the Coleman-Weinberg mechanism [38]. By setting
b* = 0 at classical level, the coupling of the bumblebee field to gravity results in a possible
LV extension of the agravity model [10, I1]. This theoretical framework is expressed through
the action

S = /d4x\/—_g{6if23 + fig (%32 - R’“’RW) — %%B“”BMV -~ 2igl (V“B,)?
+ & <B“B” — %BQ) R, + &B*R — \(B"B,)* + Laor + Lrp + ECT}, (2)

where R denotes the Ricci scalar, IR, represents the Ricci tensor, and V# stands for the
covariant derivative. The constants &; and & are the couplings associated with the traceless
and trace parts of the non-minimal coupling between the bumblebee field and the gravi-
tational field, respectively. Additionally, Lop signifies the gauge-fixing Lagrangian, while
Lrp denotes the corresponding Fadeev-Popov Lagrangian of the gravitational sector. Lop
represents the Lagrangian of counterterms.

Our subsequent steps involve computing the relevant renormalization group functions to
determine the one-loop effective potential for the bumblebee field, utilizing the renormal-
ization group function technique [39]. To achieve this, first we must expand g, around the

flat metric, g, = 1w + hyw, allowing us to express the Lagrangian as
L=L,+Ly+ L+ Ly, (3)

where £ denotes the quadratic kinetic term of the gravitational Lagrangian

Ly = —8;2 (070 — O Yy (070" — T Yy + (870" — O, (078 — O Y
2
—%(MM = O )y (007 = O Yy | + 7 81f2 (0" h, — OR)* + O(H®),  (4)
0

L, encompasses terms associated with the quadratic portion of the bumblebee field and



gravitational couplings through minimal coupling

1 1 1 1
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’ 4g; g 29, g * 29; g ( 477 )
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L, comprises terms arising from non-minimal couplings

»Cnm _ ngaBﬁ <87@Bh06"f — aaaﬂh — %Dha@) + (52 - %) B2 (8Vaﬂh75 — Dh)
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and Ly stands for the bumblebee potential and its gravitational interactions
« v 1
Ly = AB*B BB (Mgt + 5asush = b + Dl + 2ashy s
1

1
_Znaﬁnuuh’whw— - naﬁhw/h + Znagn#th) + O(hg) (7)

In a certain sense, our study can be treated as an analogue of that one performed in [40],
where the weak field limit was studied in the standard Einstein-bumblebee gravity.
In order to quantize the model, let us introduce the gauge fixing Lagrangian Lop =

—%8”(@” — %nuyh)ﬁa(h“a — %n“ah). Thus, the quadratic part of the action yields the



subsequent propagators:

A(p) = = [aT™ + L")
Bugelt) = 22 |20+ PG+ 26, (Pl +5780) | ®
where
P ;512/,)00 = %TMPTVU + % noLup — ﬁTuvTﬂ/ﬁ
P, = % (TyupLvo + TyuoLup + LupTyo + LusTyy)
P /Eg)pa = ﬁTwTom
P,E%)g = LywLop, (9)
with
T = N — p;f”;
L = H*. (10)

These projectors will be further employed in our calculations.

III. RENORMALIZATION GROUP FUNCTIONS

In this section, we present the UV renormalization of the model. We begin with the
bumblebee corrections to the graviton propagation. The Feynman diagrams are illustrated
in Figure [T} It is evident that diagram[I]1 is vanishing since the B field is massless. In order
to compute the Feynman diagrams we used a set of Mathematica™ packages [41-47]. The

corresponding expression for the UV divergent part of diagram [1]2 is given by:

T (0) = +5 P2 | 5 = ggmne (96 (o + 40190+ 767) — 106 (91 + 591) + 7) |
b0 [ L (6 (af + 4+ TaF) + 1465 af + 362)
9 HYLfE o 12872 t t

261 (g1 + 5g,) + 24€2(g1 — 3,) +2>}, (11)



from which, by imposing finiteness through the MS scheme of renormalization, we find the

following counterterms:

f2
Op = —Tyars (& (9F + 49190 +Tg?) + 14483 (g7 + 347)
-2 (gl + 59t) + 2452(91 - 39t) + 2); (12)
f2
0 = ooy (568 (o7 + dguge + T97) — 106 (g7 +591) + 7). (13)

It is noteworthy that the bumblebee loops maintain the propagation of the graviton
transverse.
Our next step involves computing the bumblebee field self-energy. The corresponding

Feynman diagrams are depicted in Figure [2l The UV divergent contribution is given by

Tu(p) = | T ((Si = I‘T) — Ly ((Si - FL> | (14)

gt gi
where
I'r = 285;’26 [63 (f5 (591 — 4g0) + 515 (291 — g0)) + 461 (f5 (69:1€2 — 3gi€e — 2) +5f5)
+ 48£36];
1
'y = 9672ge [foz(&(mg?ﬁg — 24g19:€0 + 591 — 3g:) + 93 (g: — 2g1) — 12:&5 + 36g:&0 — 3)
+5 13 (963 (91 — 29¢) + 261 (g0 + 39:) — 3)} . (15)

Imposing finiteness through the MS scheme, the counterterms are d,, = ¢:I'r and oy, = ¢;I'z.
In the following, we compute the renormalization of the non-minimal couplings & and
&5. The necessary diagrams to compute the renormalization factors of & and & are de-

picted in Figure The corresponding UV divergent part of the three-point function
L% (p1, pa, p3) = (T'B*(p1)B7 (p2) W (ps)) is given by

- (6% v 1 (e 12 (05 v oV oV (03 v V_
—i0" (p1, pa,ps) = 5 (PR = 0™ ™) + 0" (pan™ — p3ps) + Py (2p5n™ — pEn™) +
v, o o, YU av A (61(92 + 4glgt + 7.92) — g — 5gt)
+ py (Psn™ — psn™ — p3n™)] [551 - l 247T2€t }

A (12&(g7 + 397) + 91 — 391)
2472¢

+ 2™ (psn™ — phs) [5@ - } + finite. (16)

Thus, through the MS scheme, the renormalization factors d¢, and d¢, are given by:
_ A&+ 19190 +797) — 91— 591)
! 24m2e ’

A (12&(g7 + 397) + 91 — 3g1) (18)
2472 '

¢ (17)

6&2 =



Indeed, for § = & = 0, d¢, and J¢, become

Mg +59:)

% = — 2472e (19)
A (Ql - 39t>
e — L IV 20

highlighting the need for the presence of the non-minimal couplings from the beginning in
order to ensure the renormalizability of the model.

Now, let us calculate the renormalization factor of the bumblebee self-coupling four-
point function. This calculation is performed up to quadratic order in the non-minimal
couplings & and &. The one-loop bumblebee four-point function is depicted in Figure
The corresponding UV divergent part is given by

(TB"(p1) B (p2) B*(p3) B (pa)) = (""" + "0 + "0 )il (p1, pa, p3, pa),  (21)

where
N2(5g2 +2qig: + 17¢2) N2 —10f2) X (f2(g: + 3q;) — 40f2g
F(4)(p1,p2,p3,p4) _ (5gi 7T2l€t i) + ( 067T2€ 2) + 1(fo' (g 37216) 29t)
20859 = 9) | AG(5 997 + 3190 + 497) — 100f597)
m2e 2472¢
+6A£§f3(g? + g19: + 4g?) N N1 f5 (397 + gig: — 497)
m2e m2€e
(133 —5f5f3 +325f3) N 565(f0 — f3 13+ 13)
115272¢ m2e
814 — 512f2 + 30
_{_5152( fO f0f2+ f2) —85)\, (22>
4872%e

with the last term arising from the counterterm diagram. It is crucial to emphasize that
while there may be gravitational gauge dependence within individual diagrams depicted in
Figure [d] the aggregate amplitude becomes gauge-independent upon summing all diagrams.
The counterterm ¢, is determined by imposing the condition of finiteness on the above
equation.

With all counterterms evaluated, we can determine the renormalization group functions.

The beta function for the bumblebee self-coupling A is derived from the calculation of Jy



using the relationship between bare and renormalized couplings, Ay = *Z,\, resulting in

odA
BA) = 11_{% M@
_ )\2(5912 + 2g19¢ + 17gt2) + )\(fg - 10f22> + )\ﬁl(fg(gt + 391) - 40f229t)
472 2472 1272
_Aofilg =90 | AG(SO97 + 39i9: + 4g7) — 100£797)
272 9672
3N [ (g7 + quge +4g7) | Ni&af5 (397 + qig: — 497)
+ +
272 472
GBS SR 8E S~ A+ )
460872 3272
4 242 4
+€1€2<8f0 5f0f2 +3Of2) (23>
19272

Notice that even if A\ = 0 at tree level, its beta function is nontrivial. This phenomenon is
analogous to the beta function of the self-coupling scalar field in Scalar QED [48], where it
is proportional to e* for A = 0 at tree level.

The renormalized non-minimal couplings & and & are related to the bare couplings as
follows: &1 = p*Z¢, &1 = p(E1+0¢,) and &yy = % Zg, & = p?(£2+0¢,). These relationships,
together with the expressions for the counterterms in Eqgs. and , lead to the following

beta functions:

A 2 t t2 — g1 — 90¢
5(§1> _ (él(gl + 4gl91;_7rzg ) g 59 ); (24)
by 2 2 _ .

Through the self-energy of the bumblebee field, as given in Eq. , we computed the

counterterms, which can be interpreted as renormalizations of the coupling constants g, and

g;- The relations between the bare and renormalized bumblebee couplings are ﬁ = % =
w and i = “Q;IZ” =£ 26(1;591). Their beta functions can be cast as
gtz 2 (2 2
Blge) = Tai-2 [51 (fo(5g1 — 4g:) + 51529 — g1))
+4& (f5 (69162 — 3960 — 2) +5f3) + 48]%52} ; (26)
Blg) = ﬁ [5f§(gz£f(gz — 29¢) + 261(91 + 39¢) — 3)

+13 (601262 — 249196 + 50 — 39,

(9 — 290) — 12016 + 3606 — 3) |. (27)
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Finally, from the graviton self-energy given by Eq. , we determined the renor-
malization factors for the agravity coupling constants fp and f, as shown in Eq. .

25(1+5 ) )
Given that the relations between renormalized and bare couplings are leg = Hf—zfg and
0 0
2¢(1+6,42)
f%% = uf—gf%, and considering the graviton rainbow and seagull diagrams and the gravi-
tational ghost evaluated in Ref. [10], their beta functions are expressed as
B = D+ 612+ 1081) — [ (g2 + daug + 7o?)
0 96720 - 0 6472 !
+144€3 (g7 + 397) — 261 (g1 + 5gr) + 24& (91 — 3g1) + 2} ; (28)
13315 12
2y _ 2 2 2( 2 2 2
8(F)) = —Teom2 T o2 [551 (97 +4g19: + 7g7) — 101 (g7 + 5g:) + 7]. (29)

In the next section, we will use these beta functions to compute the effective potential

and explore the possibility of emergence of a LV phase.

IV. THE BROKEN LORENTZ SYMMETRY PHASE: COLEMAN-WEINBERG
MECHANISM

Given our examination of the UV behavior of the bumblebee field field coupled to agravity,
we can now endeavor to comprehend the potential for dynamical LSB through the CW
mechanism [3§].

To do this, we will calculate the one-loop effective bumblebee potential using the renor-
malization group method [39]. This method offers a robust approach for computing the
improved leading-log effective potential and has been extensively employed across various
contexts, as evidenced by its widespread utilization in the literature [49-54]. It is noteworthy
that there exists a discrepancy between the renormalization group functions evaluated in
the CW scheme and those in the MS scheme [55], though this discrepancy is not relevant to
this study since our focus is solely on computing the effective potential up to one-loop order.
Additionally, in this approximation, we need not concern ourselves with the emergence of
gauge-dependent objects such as daisies [506, [57].

Driven by dimensional analysis, the perturbative expansion of the effective potential

exhibits the general form

Ver(BZ) = Ao(2) B + Av(2) B, L + As(w) B L + -+, (30)
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where x represents the collection of coupling constants, L = In (B2/u?), B* is the classical
bumblebee field and p denotes an energy scale introduced by the regularization procedure.
The coefficients A; = (ao o+ ag )22 4 a( )23 4. -+ ) are power series of the coupling constants
x, computed order by order in the perturbative loop expansion, with the index 7 denoting a
specific loop.

The full effective potential can be reorganized into a leading-log series as follows:

n=0

Ver(B?) = B! (ZCLL L"+ZO§$2L<x>L"“+---), (31)

where C’?L)( ) = a7 and C'J(\?L) (x) = afﬁzla:"” represent the leading-log and next-to-

leading-log coefficients, respectively.
To utilize the RGE for deriving the effective potential, it is crucial to recognize that
Veg(B2, z) must be independent of the regularization scale u. Therefore, Veg(B?%, x) must

adhere to the condition

dVeg < 0 Oz 0 oB? 0 )

i "on T Honar T o o8
0 0 0
= — — +29B Ver =0 32
(g + B(a) g + 298250 ) Ve =, (32)
where v = ;ddl? Z3 is the anomalous dimension of the bumblebee field.
Considering ua%ﬁ” = —28‘/‘*r and B2 ag/géf =2Veg + Bgzﬂ, we rewrite the RGE as
(2(7—1)—+5( )—+47) Veg = 0. (33)

Inserting the ansatz into RGE , in the leading log approximation, we find the
following recursive relation

0y (a)

" 1
Oy (@) = 5-(a) —H6 ==,

5 for 1 <n. (34)

To compute the one-loop effective potential, we only need to determine the C’SL)(x) co-
efficient. Notably, to reproduce the classical potential C’éOL)(x) =, C'SL)()\) is linked to the
one-loop beta function of ), denoted as B1(\), as S*(\)/2. This relation allows us to express
the one-loop effective potential as follows:

Ve = (A +0) B2 + @B? In <f—§> : (35)
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where § represents a finite counterterm required to satisfy the CW renormalization condition:

dVo  dVeg
dB2  dB?|p2=v?

— 9\, (36)

with Vy = AB2 being the classical bumblebee potential and v standing for the renormaliza-
tion scale.

Thus, the CW renormalized effective potential is given by
38(A) | B(A), (BZ
— R4 e SV A e N —c

Vew = B. {)\ 1 + 4 In 2 )| (37)

In order to determine its minimum, Vw has to satisfy

dVi
dTS(’\;V = 0, for some B =9, , (38)
d*V
ME = — N > 0. (39)

~ dBdB., |Be=w

These conditions are met for a nontrivial b* when b* = v? exp [1 — %} Opting for

the renormalization scale to coincide with the minimum of the Coleman-Weinberg potential

implies A = 3(\)/2. This equation can be iteratively solved, yielding

\ = 6)‘220 + .-
E1(13fy — 515 f5 +325f5) N 565(fo — 515+ 13)
B 921672 6472
&1&(8 g — b f3f5 +30f3)
+ T +O(&h. (40)

Substituting the value of A in Eq., we have

Vow & B)‘;OBf {ln (B—3> - 1} . (41)

v?2 2

For this solution, the dynamically generated mass for the bumblebee field, as given by ,
is M% = 4v?B—o. Additionally, if the gravitational couplings fy, fa, &1, and & are sufficiently
small close to the vacuum, A is approximately vanishing near the vacuum, resulting in an
approximately flat spacetime.

We note that gravity is non-minimally coupled to the bumblebee field through the term
&(B*BY — }LBzg’“’)RMV + & B?R. Since the minimum of the effective CW potential for the
bumblebee field corresponds to a nontrivial value of (B*), the second term can be treated

as a dynamical generation of the Einstein-Hilbert term, where &(B?)R = %—%R. For this to
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occur, the VEV of the bumblebee field must be approximately on the order of the Planck

scale, (B?) ~ 12{22.

At the same time, & s* = & (B*BY — %LBQQ/W) is traceless, and, in principle, for specific
metrics and configurations of B* it can be very small, so, we have a term s*”R,, which
can be small at least in certain cases. This is accomplished constraining & to be very tiny
(&1 < &). Therefore, we presented the hypothetical scenario where the nontrivial LV term

is small while the ”correction” to the Einstein-Hilbert term is large.

V. FINAL REMARKS

We formulated the agravity-bumblebee model. The importance of our study consists
in the fact that, first, it can serve as a prototype for studying perturbative effects in LV
gravity models, second, it is free of notorious difficulties of quantum gravity, that is, non-
renormalizability for the absence of higher-derivative terms and ghosts, in presence of such
terms. Actually, one could expect this theory to be a fundamental one while the Einstein-
Hilbert term arises as a quantum correction.

Our study is based on calculating the renormalization group functions. We use the
methodology of renormalization group improvement [52] to obtain the CW effective poten-
tial, and arrive at the dynamical generation of mass for the bumblebee field. One of the
consequences of our studies consists in a possibility of a relation between the Planck mass
and the Lorentz-breaking scale which, in principle, could indicate a fundamental nature for
the Lorentz symmetry breaking.

Further continuation of our study could consists in its generalization for other gravity
models, in particular, non-Riemannian ones, especially, metric-affine ones. We expect to

pursue these aims in our next papers.
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Figure 1: Bumblebee corrections to the graviton propagation. Wavy and wiggly lines represent the

bumblebee and graviton propagators, respectively.
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Figure 2: Bumblebee self-energy.
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Figure 3: Three-point function. This function gives the renormalization factor of & and &s.
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Figure 4: The one-loop bumblebee four-point function of to order &2.

renormalization of the bumblebee self-coupling .
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