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Abstract
In this work, we analyze the impact of non–metricity on particle creation and the evaporation process of black holes within

the framework of bumblebee gravity. In general lines, we compare black holes in the metric formalism [1] and the metric–affine
approach [2]. Initially, we focus on bosonic particle modes to investigate Hawking radiation. Using the Klein–Gordon equation,
we compute the Bogoliubov coefficients and derive the Hawking temperature. Subsequently, we examine Hawking radiation as a
tunneling process, resolving divergent integrals through the residue method. The analysis is then extended to fermionic particle
modes, also within the tunneling framework. Particle creation densities are calculated for both bosonic and fermionic cases.
Additionally, greybody bounds are estimated for bosonic and fermionic particles. Finally, we explore the evaporation process,
considering the final state of the black holes. In a general panorama, non–metricity in bumblebee gravity raises particle density
for bosons while reducing it for fermions, increases greybody factors (for both bosons and fermions), amplifies the emission
rate, and accelerates the evaporation process.

I. INTRODUCTION

Lorentz symmetry, a foundational concept in mod-
ern physics, asserts that physical laws remain consistent
across all inertial reference frames. Although this prin-
ciple has been rigorously confirmed through experiments
and observations, some high–energy theoretical frame-
works suggest it might not hold universally. Models such
as Hořava–Lifshitz,gravity [3], massive gravity [4], string
theory [5], Einstein-aether theory [6], loop quantum grav-
ity [7], f(T ) gravity [8], and very special relativity [9]
explore scenarios where Lorentz invariance could be vio-
lated.

Lorentz symmetry breaking (LSB) can manifest in
two distinct forms: explicit and spontaneous [10]. Ex-
plicit breaking arises when the Lagrangian density lacks
Lorentz invariance, leading to variations in physical laws
between certain reference frames. In contrast, sponta-
neous breaking occurs when the Lagrangian density pre-
serves Lorentz symmetry, but the system’s vacuum state
does not maintain it [11].

Studies on the phenomenon of spontaneous Lorentz
symmetry breaking [12–16] are often framed within the
context of the Standard Model Extension. Among the
simplest theoretical constructs in this domain are bum-
blebee models [5, 13–15, 17–21], where a vector field,
referred to as the bumblebee field, develops a non–zero
vacuum expectation value (VEV). It introduces a pre-
ferred spatial direction, resulting in the violation of lo-
cal Lorentz invariance at the particle level. Such sym-
metry breaking significantly influences various aspects of
physics, including thermodynamic behavior [22–32].

Ref. [1] presents an exact solution describing a static,
spherically symmetric spacetime within the framework of
bumblebee gravity. Similarly, a Schwarzschild–like solu-
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tion has been extensively studied from multiple perspec-
tives, taking into account gravitational lensing phenom-
ena [33], the dynamics of accretion [34, 35], quasinormal
mode behavior [36], and the characteristics of Hawking
radiation [37].
Expanding on previous studies, Maluf et al. proposed

an (A)dS–Schwarzschild–like solution that relaxes the re-
quirement for strict vacuum conditions [38]. Similarly,
Xu et al. developed new classes of static, spherically
symmetric bumblebee black hole solutions by including a
background bumblebee field with a non–zero time compo-
nent. This modification enabled an analysis of their ther-
modynamic behavior and potential observational charac-
teristics, as detailed in Refs. [39–42].
Hawking’s seminal work established a crucial connec-

tion between gravity and quantum mechanics, providing
the basis for advancing quantum gravity theories [43–
45]. He revealed that black holes emit radiation with
a thermal spectrum, a process now termed Hawking ra-
diation, which leads to their gradual loss of mass and
eventual evaporation [46–51]. This phenomenon, derived
through quantum field theory calculations near event
horizons, has had a transformative impact on the study
of black hole thermodynamics and quantum effects in in-
tense gravitational fields [52–61]. Subsequent contribu-
tions by Kraus and Wilczek [62], and later by Parikh and
Wilczek [63–65], redefined Hawking radiation as a semi–
classical tunneling mechanism. This tunneling model has
since been applied broadly to different black hole sce-
narios, offering new perspectives on their quantum and
thermodynamic characteristics [66–79].
This study investigates how non–metricity influences

particle creation and black hole evaporation in the con-
text of bumblebee gravity. In order to address the ques-
tion posed in the title of this manuscript, we specifically
compare black holes described within the metric formal-
ism [1] to those in the metric–affine framework [2]. The
analysis begins with bosonic particle modes, focusing on
Hawking radiation. Scalar field is used to compute Bo-
goliubov coefficients and determine the Hawking temper-
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ature. Hawking radiation is also examined as a tunneling
phenomenon, where divergent integrals are resolved using
the residue method. The study then extends to fermionic
particle modes, applying the tunneling approach as well
to calculate particle creation densities. For bosons and
fermions, greybody bounds are also evaluated. Finally,
the evaporation process is analyzed, including the black
hole’s final state. In general lines, non–metricity in bum-
blebee gravity increases particle density for bosons while
decreasing it for fermions, raises greybody factors for
both, intensifies the emission rate, and reduces the evap-
oration timescale.

II. THE GENERAL PANORAMA

Recently, the literature has introduced two distinct
black hole solutions. For clarity, the first of these will
be referred to as the bumblebee solution in the metric
formalism [1]

ds2 =−
(
1− 2M

r

)
dt2 +

(1 + ℓ)

1− 2M
r

dr2 + r2dθ2

+ r2 sin2 dφ2.

(1)

and in the metric–affine approach [2]

ds2 =−
(
1− 2M

r

)
dt2√(

1 + 3X
4

) (
1− X

4

) + dr2(
1− 2M

r

)
√√√√(

1 + 3X
4

)(
1− X

4

)3
+ r2

(
dθ2 + sin2 θdϕ2

)
.

(2)

In particular, the bumblebee black hole within the met-
ric framework has been extensively studied across a wide
range of applications, including gravitational lensing via
the Gauss–Bonnet theorem [80], matter accretion pro-
cesses [81], black hole thermodynamics [82, 83], and its
generalization with GUP corrections [84]. Further exten-
sions encompass Ricci dark energy models [85], Kerr–like
solutions [86, 87], circular orbits and additional gravita-
tional lensing studies [88], black hole configurations with
a cosmological constant [38], particle motion in non–
commutative backgrounds [89], solutions incorporating
topological defects [90], quasinormal mode analysis [91],
gravitational wave polarization effects [92], connections
to Kasner cosmology [93], compact star models [94], and
the degradation of quantum entanglement [95].

Furthermore, the bumblebee solution in the metric–
affine formalism has been the subject of several investi-
gations as well. These include studies on gravitational
effects such as time delays, quasinormal modes, and the
bending angle [96], gravitational lensing in the strong
deflection limit [97], and its generalization to a Kerr–like
solution [98]. Additional analyses cover quasiperiodic os-
cillations in galactic microquasars, black hole shadows
[99], the properties of strange quark stars and conden-
sate dark stars [100], scattering phenomena [101], and

the dynamics of accretion disks [102]. Other topics in-
clude the deflection angle, greybody bounds (for bosonic
particles), and neutrino propagation [102].
To ensure clarity, the subsequent sections will sepa-

rately analyze black holes within the metric and metric–
affine formalisms. This approach facilitates a detailed ex-
amination of particle creation processes for both bosons
and fermions. Additionally, greybody bounds and the
evaporation process will be thoroughly investigated for
both of them.

III. THE METRIC CASE

This section explores the particle creation properties of
the bumblebee black hole within the metric formalism as
introduced in Ref. [1]. The analysis begins with bosonic
particle modes, utilizing the tunneling framework. To fa-
cilitate the calculations, the metric coordinates are trans-
formed into the Painlevé–Gullstrand form, effectively re-
moving the divergence at the event horizon. The result-
ing divergent integrals, specifically the imaginary part of
the action, S, denoted as ImSmetric, are resolved using
the residue method, enabling the estimation of the par-
ticle density for bosons, nmetric.
The study then shifts to fermionic particle modes,

which are also analyzed using the tunneling method. In
this case, the near–horizon approximation [60] is em-
ployed to simplify the calculations and determine the
particle density for fermions, nψmetric

.
Following this, the greybody factors for bosonic and

fermionic particles are computed. Finally, the evapora-
tion timescale of the black hole is derived analytically,
allowing for a comparison with the Schwarzschild black
hole and a recent configuration in Kalb–Ramond gravity
discussed in the literature [103].

A. Bosonic modes

1. The Hawking radiation

The analysis begins with a general spherically symmet-
ric spacetime

ds2 = −fm(r)dt2 +
1

gm(r)
dr2 + r2dΩ2, (3)

in which

fm(r) = 1− 2M

r
, (4)

and

gm(r) =
1− 2M

r

1 + ℓ
. (5)

Here, the indices m denote the metric components corre-
sponding to the metric case. Using this framework, we
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investigate the effect of Lorentz violation, characterized
by ℓ, on the emission of Hawking particles. In his sem-
inal work [104], Hawking studied the wave function of a
scalar field, Φ, expressed below

1√
−ḡ

∂µ(ḡ
µν√−ḡ ∂νΦ) = 0. (6)

The metric tensor, ḡ, corresponds to the bumblebee black
hole within the metric formalism framework. To further
investigate, the curved spacetime setting is considered
under the Schwarzschild solution. In this scenario, the
field operator takes the following form:

Φ =
∑
i

(
fiai + f̄ia

†
i

)
=
∑
i

(
pibi + p̄ib

†
i + qici + q̄ic

†
i

)
.

(7)
In this framework, the solutions fi and f̄i (with f̄i be-

ing the complex conjugate) represent components of the
wave equation that are purely ingoing. Similarly, pi and
p̄i describe solutions that are entirely outgoing, whereas
qi and q̄i correspond to components devoid of any outgo-
ing contributions. The operators ai, bi, and ci function

as annihilation operators, while their counterparts a†i , b
†
i ,

and c†i act as creation operators. The objective here is
to demonstrate that the solutions fi, f̄i, pi, p̄i, qi, and
q̄i are influenced by the presence of Lorentz violation. In
particular, the focus is on examining how the Lorentz–
violating parameter modifies the original solutions pro-
posed by Hawking.

Spherical symmetry characterizes both the classical
Schwarzschild spacetime and the framework of bumble-
bee gravity, enabling the representation of incoming and
outgoing wave solutions through spherical harmonics. In
the region outside the black hole, these solutions can be
expressed as follows [66, 69, 105]:

fω′lm =
1√

2πω′r
Fω′(r)eiω

′vYlm(θ, ϕ) ,

pωlm =
1√
2πωr

Pω(r)eiωuYlm(θ, ϕ).

(8)

In this framework, the advanced coordinate v and the
retarded coordinate u are utilized. For the scenario under
consideration, this can be expressed as

v = t+ r∗ = t+ r
√
1 + ℓ+ 2

√
1 + ℓM ln |r − 2M |, (9)

and

u = t− r∗ = t− r
√
1 + ℓ− 2

√
1 + ℓM ln |r− 2M |. (10)

To determine the Lorentz–violating modifications aris-
ing from these coordinate functions, one effective strat-
egy involves examining the trajectory of a particle mov-
ing along a geodesic in the given spacetime background.
The motion is parametrized by an affine parameter λ,
enabling the particle’s momentum to be characterized
through expression below

pµ = ḡµν
dx

dλ

ν

. (11)

The momentum is preserved throughout the particle’s
motion along the geodesic. Additionally, we have the
formulation

L = ḡµν
dxµ

dλ

dxν

dλ
. (12)

This quantity remains invariant along geodesic trajec-
tories. For particles with nonzero mass, the conditions
L = −1 and λ = τ are imposed, where τ is the proper
time of the particle. Conversely, for massless particles,
which are the primary subject of this investigation, we
use λ as an arbitrary affine parameter. By employ-
ing a stationary, spherically symmetric metric as out-
lined in the referenced framework and focusing on ra-
dial geodesics (pφ = L = 0) within the equatorial plane
(θ = π/2), the associated expressions can be derived

E = fm(r)ṫ, (13)

with E = −pt, and the dot represents the derivative with
respect to the affine parameter λ, i.e., d/dλ. Proceeding
with this formulation, we derive the following:(

dr

dλ

)2

=
E2

fm(r)gm(r)−1
, (14)

so that after some algebraic procedures, it reads

d

dλ
(t∓ r∗) = 0, (15)

in which r∗ is the so–called tortoise coordinate, which is
written below

dr∗ =
dr√

fm(r)gm(r)
. (16)

Reformulating the expression for the retarded coordi-
nate leads us to:

du

dλ
=

2E

fm(r)
. (17)

For an ingoing geodesic parametrized by λ, the advanced
coordinate u is described as a function u(λ). Determining
this relation requires two key steps: first, expressing r in
terms of λ, and then performing the integral outlined in
Eq. (17). The specific form of u(λ) directly influences the
derived Bogoliubov coefficients, which are fundamental
in characterizing the black hole’s quantum emission. To
proceed, the functions fm(r) and gm(r) are employed,
integrating the square root in Eq. (14) across the interval

r̃ ∈ [rh, r], corresponding to λ̃ ∈ [0, λ], where rh denotes
the event horizon. Following this approach, we obtain:

r = 2M − Eλ

1 + ℓ
. (18)

To obtain this result, the negative sign in the square root
of Eq. (14) was chosen, reflecting the ingoing geodesic
trajectory.
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The integration is then performed using r(λ), leading
to:

u(λ) = −4
√
1 + ℓM ln

(
λ

C

)
. (19)

Notice that there exists a constant of integration, denoted
by C, appearing in the solution. Additionally, the rela-
tionship between ingoing and outgoing null coordinates
is established through geometric optics. This connection
is expressed as λ = (v0−v)/D, where v0 identifies the ad-
vanced coordinate corresponding to the reflection point
at the horizon (λ = 0), while D represents a proportion-
ality constant [69].

Building upon these initial steps, the outgoing solu-
tions to the modified Klein–Gordon equation, which in-
clude the Lorentz–violating parameter ℓ, are now deter-
mined. The derived expressions take the following form:

pω =

ˆ ∞

0

(
αωω′fω′ + βωω′ f̄ω′

)
dω′, (20)

where αωω′ and βωω′ represent the so–called Bogoliubov
coefficients [106–109]

αωω′ =− iKeiω
′v0eπ[2M

√
1+ℓ]ω

ˆ 0

−∞
dx
(ω′

ω

)1/2
eω

′x

× eiω[4M
√
1+ℓ)] ln( |x|

CD ),

(21)

and

βωω′ = iKe−iω
′v0e−π[2M

√
1+ℓ]ω

ˆ 0

−∞
dx

(
ω′

ω

)1/2

eω
′x

× eiω[4M
√
1+ℓ)] ln( |x|

CD ).

(22)

This shows that Lorentz–violating corrections, encapsu-
lated by ℓ in the metric, influence the quantum amplitude
for particle production. Through this mechanism, infor-
mation “scape” from the black hole becomes possible.

Interestingly, despite the influence of the quantum
gravitational correction on the quantum amplitude, the
power spectrum retains its blackbody nature at this
stage. Confirming this requires calculating:

|αωω′ |2 = e

(
8πM

√
1+ℓ
)
ω|βωω′ |2 . (23)

Furthermore, by analyzing the flux of outgoing particles
within the frequency interval [ω, ω+dω] [62], we obtain:

P(ω, ℓ) =
dω

2π

1∣∣∣αωω′
βωω′

∣∣∣2 − 1
, (24)

or, in other words,

P(ω, ℓ) =
dω

2π

1

e(8πM
√
1+ℓ)ω − 1

. (25)
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Figure 1: The Hawking temperature Tmetric as a
function of mass M for various values of ℓ, being

compared with the Schwarzschild and Kalb–Ramond
cases.

An important point to highlight is that comparing the ex-
pression above with the Planck distribution reveals that

P(ω, ℓ) =
dω

2π

1

e
ω
T − 1

. (26)

In this manner, we can properly obtain

Tmetric =
1

8π
√
1 + ℓM

. (27)

As we shall see in the evaporation subsection, the
Hawking temperature obtained from Eq. (27) matches
perfectly the temperature calculated using surface grav-
ity in Eq. (87), as expected. To illustrate this thermal
characteristic, its behavior is depicted in Fig. 1, which
also contrasts it with the standard Schwarzschild scenario
and the Kalb–Ramond solution. In general, larger values
of ℓ lead to an increase in the Hawking temperature.
In other words, this suggests that a black hole governed

by a Lorentz–violating metric emits radiation analogous
to that of a greybody, with an effective temperature T
specified by Eq. (27).
Energy conservation for the entire system has not been

fully addressed up to this point. With every radiation
emission, the black hole’s mass diminishes, leading to
a gradual reduction in its size. To account for this
phenomenon, the next section will utilize the tunneling
framework proposed by Parikh and Wilczek [65].

2. The tunneling process

In order to take into account energy conservation, the
calculation of the black hole’s radiation spectrum, we
adopt the methodology detailed in Ref. [65, 67, 69, 110].
By transitioning to Painlevé–Gullstrand coordinates, the
metric is expressed as ds2 = −fm(r)dt2 + 2hm(r)dtdr +
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dr2+ r2dΩ2, where hm(r) =
√
fm(r)

(
gm(r)−1 − 1

)
. The

rate of tunneling is connected to the imaginary part of
the particle’s action [67, 69, 110].

The action Smetric describing a particle’s motion in a
curved spacetime is given by Smetric =

´
pµ dx

µ. In cal-
culating ImSmetric, only the term prdr contributes, as
the component ptdt = −ωdt remains entirely real and
does not affect the imaginary part. As a result

ImSmetric = Im

ˆ rf

ri

pr dr = Im

ˆ rf

ri

ˆ pr

0

dp′r dr. (28)

Applying Hamilton’s equations to a system governed by
the Hamiltonian H = M − ω′, we determine that dH =
−dω′, where 0 ≤ ω′ ≤ ω, with ω representing the energy
of the particle emitted. This leads to the following result

ImSmetric = Im

ˆ rf

ri

ˆ M−ω

M

dH

dr/dt
dr

= Im

ˆ rf

ri

dr

ˆ ω

0

− dω′

dr/dt
.

(29)

Reordering the integration sequence and applying the
substitution

dr

dt
= −hm(r) +

√
fm(r) + hm(r)2 = 1−

√
∆(r)

r
, (30)

with ∆(r) = ℓr+2(M−ω′)
ℓ+1 . Therefore, we can write

ImSmetric = Im

ˆ ω

0

−dω′
ˆ rf

ri

dr
√
1 + ℓ

(
1−

√
∆(r, ω′)

r

) .
(31)

Replacing M with (M − ω′) in the metric modifies
the function ∆(r), making it explicitly dependent on ω′.
This change introduces a singularity at the new horizon
location. Calculating the contour integral around this
singularity in a counterclockwise orientation gives

ImSmetric = 4π
√
1 + ℓ ω

(
M − ω

2

)
. (32)

As described in [67], the Lorentz–violating corrections
modify the emission rate of a Hawking particle, which
can be represented as

Γmetric ∼ e−2 ImSmetric = e−8
√
1+ℓ ω(M−ω

2 ). (33)

In the limit ω → 0, the emission spectrum simplifies to
the familiar Planckian distribution initially derived by
Hawking. In this way, the spectrum can be expressed as

Pmetric(ω) =
dω

2π

1

e8π
√
1+ℓ ω(M−ω

2 ) − 1
. (34)

The spectrum of emitted radiation, shaped by its depen-
dence on ω, diverges from the standard blackbody dis-
tribution, a difference that becomes clear upon analysis.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.00

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04

Figure 2: The particle density nmetric is shown for
different values of ℓ for the metric case. The

Schwarzschild and the Kalb–Ramond cases are also
compared.

For small ω, the spectrum resembles a Planck–like dis-
tribution, though with an altered Hawking temperature.
Moreover, the particle number density is directly linked
to the tunneling rate and can be written as:

nmetric =
Γmetric

1− Γmetric
=

1

e8π
√
1+ℓ ω(M−ω

2 ) − 1
. (35)

Fig. 2 illustrates the influence of the Lorentz–violating
parameter ℓ on nmetric. The plot indicates that as ℓ in-
creases, the particle number density decreases. For com-
parison, nmetric is evaluated alongside the Schwarzschild
and Kalb–Ramond cases. The results show that the
Kalb–Ramond solution exhibits the highest particle cre-
ation density, the Schwarzschild case occupies an inter-
mediate position, and the bumblebee black hole yields
the lowest values.
The results imply that the radiation emitted by a black

hole reveals details about its internal properties. The
Lorentz–violating parameter ℓ influences the Hawking
amplitudes, and the power spectrum, incorporating these
corrections, deviates from the standard blackbody form
when the effects of energy conservation are included.

B. Fermionic modes

Black holes, possessing an intrinsic temperature, are
known to emit radiation resembling blackbody radiation,
although this emission typically does not account for
greybody factors. The resulting spectrum encompasses
particles of various spins, including fermions. Investiga-
tions by Kerner and Mann [111], with additional studies
[112–117], have shown that both massless fermions and
bosons are emitted at the same temperature. Moreover,
research on spin–1 bosons has revealed that the Hawking
temperature remains unaffected, even when higher–order
quantum corrections are considered [118, 119].
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The action for fermions is typically associated with the
phase of the spinor wave function, which satisfies the
Hamilton–Jacobi equation. Other formulations of the ac-
tion have been explored in studies such as [67, 120, 121].
Corrections arising from the interaction between the par-
ticle’s spin and the spacetime’s spin connection do not
create singularities at the horizon. These effects are mini-
mal, mainly influencing the spin’s precession, and are not
considered significant in this context. Moreover, the con-
tribution of emitted particle spins to the black hole’s an-
gular momentum is extremely small, especially for black
holes that lack rotation and have masses much larger
than the Planck scale [67]. The symmetric emission of
particles with opposite spins ensures that, on average,
the black hole’s angular momentum will not be modified.

Building on earlier work, we analyze the process by
which fermionic particles tunnel through the event hori-
zon in this black hole configuration. The emission rate
is derived using Schwarzschild–like coordinates, which
are known to exhibit singular behavior at the horizon.
Alternative methods, including those based on gener-
alized Painlevé–Gullstrand or Kruskal–Szekeres coordi-
nates, have been explored in prior studies [111]. To frame
this investigation, we start by introducing a general met-
ric, expressed as:

ds2 = A(r)dt2 + [1/B(r)]dr2 + C(r)[dθ2 + r2 sin2 θ]dφ2.
(36)

The Dirac equation, when extended to curved spacetime,
is written as (

γµ∇µ +
m

ℏ

)
Ψ(t, r, θ, φ) = 0 (37)

in which

∇µ = ∂µ +
i

2
Γαµ

β Σαβ (38)

and

Σαβ =
i

4
[γα, γβ ]. (39)

The γµ matrices satisfy the conditions of the Clifford
algebra, defined by

{γα, γβ} = 2gαβ1, (40)

where 1 is the 4×4 identity matrix. Within this context,
the chosen representation for the γ matrices is

γt =
i√
A(r)

(
1⃗ 0⃗

0⃗ −1⃗

)
, γr =

√
B(r)

(
0⃗ σ⃗3
σ⃗3 0⃗

)
,

γθ =
1

r

(
0⃗ σ⃗1
σ⃗1 0⃗

)
, γφ =

1

r sin θ

(
0⃗ σ⃗2
σ⃗2 0⃗

)
,

where σ⃗ represents the Pauli matrices, which satisfy the
standard commutation relations:

σiσj = 1⃗δij + iεijkσk, in which i, j, k = 1, 2, 3. (41)

The γ5 matrix, on the other hand, is written

γ5 = iγtγrγθγφ = i

√
B(r)
A(r)

1

r2 sin θ

(
0⃗ −1⃗

1⃗ 0⃗

)
.

To model a Dirac field with its spin oriented upward along
the positive r–axis, the ansatz adopted is[122]:

Ψ+(t, r, θ, φ) =

 H(t, r, θ, φ)
0

Y(t, r, θ, φ)
0

 exp

[
i

ℏ
ψ+(t, r, θ, φ)

]
.

(42)
Our analysis centers on the spin–up (+) configuration,
while acknowledging that the spin–down (−) case, cor-
responding to orientation along the negative r–axis, can
be treated through an analogous procedure. By inserting
the ansatz (42) into the Dirac equation, we obtain:

−

(
iH√
A(r)

∂tψ+ + Y
√
B(r) ∂rψ+

)
+Hm = 0,

−Y
r

(
∂θψ+ +

i

sin θ
∂φψ+

)
= 0,(

iY√
A(r)

∂tψ+ −H
√

B(r) ∂rψ+

)
+ Ym = 0,

−H
r

(
∂θψ+ +

i

sin θ
∂φψ+

)
= 0,

(43)

At the leading order in ℏ, the action is represented as
ψ+ = −ω t+ χ(r) + L(θ, φ) in a such way that [67](

i ωH√
A(r)

− Y
√

B(r)χ′(r)

)
+mH = 0, (44)

−H
r

(
Lθ +

i

sin θ
Lφ

)
= 0, (45)

−

(
i ω Y√
A(r)

+H
√
B(r)χ′(r)

)
+ Ym = 0, (46)

−H
r

(
Lθ +

i

sin θ
Lφ

)
= 0. (47)

The forms of H and Y are irrelevant to the conclu-
sion that Eqs. (45) and (47) impose the condition
Lθ + i(sin θ)−1Lφ = 0, which ensures that L(θ, φ) is in-
herently complex. This condition applies equally to both
the outgoing and incoming cases. As a result, when eval-
uating the ratio of outgoing to incoming probabilities,
the terms involving L cancel each other out, allowing us
to disregard L in further calculations. In the case of a
massless particle, Eqs. (44) and (46) provide two possible
solutions:

H = −iY, χ′(r) = χ′
out =

ω√
A(r)B(r)

, (48)

H = iY, χ′(r) = χ′
in = − ω√

A(r)B(r)
. (49)
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In this context, χout and χin denote the outgoing and in-
coming solutions, respectively [67]. The tunneling prob-
ability is then determined as Γψmetric

∼ e−2 Im (χout−χin).
Accordingly,

χout(r) = −χin(r) =

ˆ
dr

ω√
A(r)B(r)

. (50)

It is important to note that, based on the dominant en-
ergy condition and the Einstein field equations, the func-
tions A(r) and B(r) have identical zeros. Therefore, near
r = rh, we can approximate these functions to first order
as:

A(r)B(r) = A′(rh)B′(rh)(r − rh)
2 + . . . . (51)

This reveals the existence of a simple pole with a well–
defined coefficient. Applying Feynman’s method, we ar-
rive at:

2 Im (χout − χin) = Im

ˆ
dr

4ω√
A(r)B(r)

=
2πω

κ
, (52)

where the surface gravity is defined as

κ =
1

2

√
A′(rh)B′(rh). (53)

In this framework, the particle density nψmetric for the

black hole solution is given by Γψmetric
∼ e−

2πω
κ

nψmetric
=

Γψmetric

1 + Γψmetric
=

1

e8π
√
1+ℓMω + 1

. (54)

Fig. 3 displays the behavior of nψmetric for varying
values of ℓ, while also comparing it to the standard
Schwarzschild and Kalb–Ramond scenarios. Overall, in-
creasing ℓ leads to a decrease in particle density. Among
the curves, the Schwarzschild case occupies an intermedi-
ate position, the Kalb–Ramond solution reaches the high-
est values, and the bumblebee model within the metric
approach exhibits the lowest particle density.

C. Greybody factors for bosons

1. Scalar perturbations

The partial wave equation is derived by revisiting the
Klein–Gordon equation in the context of a spherically
symmetric curved spacetime, as presented earlier in Eq.
(6). Employing the separation of variables method, the
equation is reformulated as

Ψωlm(r, t) =
ψωl(r)

r
Ylm(θ, φ)e−iωt. (55)

In the case of a spherically symmetric spacetime, the
tortoise coordinate (r∗) is introduced using the metric

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.000

0.005

0.010

0.015

0.020

0.025

Figure 3: The particle density nψmetric is shown for
various values of ℓ. The Schwarzschild and the

Kalb–Ramond cases are compared.

components associated with time and radial coordinates,
defined as

dr∗ =
dr√

A(r)B(r)
, (56)

which this transformation reformulates the Klein–
Gordon equation into a wave equation resembling the
Schrödinger equation[

d2

dr∗2
+ (ω2 − V s

metric)

]
ψωl(r) = 0. (57)

The term V s
metric represents the effective potential gov-

erning scalar perturbations, expressed as

V s
metric = A(r)

[
l(l + 1)

r2
+

1

r
√

A(r)B(r)−1

d

dr

√
A(r)B(r)

]

=

(
1− 2M

r

) (
l(l + 1)r + 2M

ℓ+1

)
r3

.

(58)

Fig. 4 illustrates the behavior of the effective po-
tential V s

metric associated with scalar perturbations. As
the parameter ℓ grows, the potential’s magnitude de-
creases correspondingly. For comparative purposes, the
Schwarzschild scenario is also plotted, serving as a refer-
ence for this analysis.
Hawking radiation from black holes is modified by

spacetime curvature as it travels from the event hori-
zon to infinity. The deviation from a pure black body
spectrum is characterized by the greybody factor. This
section examines it for a massless spin–0 field using semi–
analytic methods [123–127]. The bound for the greybody
factor, represented as Tb, is given by

T s
bmetric

≥ sech2
(ˆ +∞

∞
Gdr∗

)
, (59)

7



2 4 6 8 10
0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

Figure 4: The effective potential V s
metric is shown for

different values of ℓ. Also, the Schwarzschild case is
compared in this analysis.

with

G =

√
(ξ′)

2
+ (ω2 − V s

metric − ξ2)
2

2ξ
. (60)

The function ξ is positive and fulfills the conditions
ξ(+∞) = ξ(−∞) = ω. Assigning ξ the value ω simplifies
Eq. (59) to

T s
bmetric

≥ sech2
[ˆ +∞

−∞

V s
metric

2ω
dr∗
]

= sech2

[ˆ +∞

rh

V s
metric

2ω
√
A(r)B(r)

dr

]

= sech2
[
1

2ω

(
2l(l + 1)(ℓ+ 1) + 1

4
√
ℓ+ 1M

)]
.

(61)

Fig. 5 presents the greybody factors for bosons,
T s
bmetric

, under two scenarios: varying ℓ while fixing
l = 1 (top panel) and varying l with ℓ held constant
at 0.1. In both cases, the results are compared with the
Schwarzschild scenario.

2. Vector perturbations

To examine electromagnetic perturbations, we employ
the tetrad formalism, as outlined in [128–130]. This
method defines a tetrad basis eaµ corresponding to the
black hole metric ḡµν , ensuring the following conditions
are met:

eaµe
µ
b = δab , eaµe

ν
a = δνµ,

eaµ = ḡµνη
abeνb , ḡµν = ηabe

a
µe
b
ν = eaµe

a
ν .

(62)

For electromagnetic perturbations analyzed through
the tetrad formalism, the Bianchi identity for the field
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Figure 5: The greybody factors T s
bmetric

is displayed for
different values of ℓ when keeping l = 1 (the the top
panel) and for different values of l for a fixed value of
ℓ = 0.1. For both cases, the Schwarzschild case is

compared.

strength, F[ab|c] = 0, results in(
r
√
A(r)Ftϕ

)
,r
+ r
√
B(r)Fϕr,t = 0, (63)(

r
√
A(r)Ftϕ sin θ

)
,θ
+ r2 sin θFϕr,t = 0. (64)

As a result, the conservation equation takes the follow-
ing form:

ηbc(Fab)|c = 0. (65)

In spherical polar coordinates, this equation can be
re–expressed in the form:(
r
√
A(r)Fϕr

)
,r
+
√

A(r)B(r)Fϕθ,θ+ r
√
B(r)Ftϕ,t = 0.

(66)

Here, the vertical bar and comma represent intrinsic
and directional derivatives associated with the tetrad in-
dices. Using Eqs. (63) and (64), along with the time
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derivative of Eq. (66), the following result is obtained[√
A(r)B(r)−1

(
r
√
A(r)F

)
,r

]
,r

+
A(r)

√
B(r)

r

(
F,θ
sin θ

)
,θ

sin θ − r
√
B(r)F,tt = 0.

(67)

Let F = Ftϕ sin θ. Utilizing Fourier decomposition (∂t →
−iω) and redefining the field as F (r, θ) = F (r)Y,θ/ sin θ,
where Y (θ) denotes the Gegenbauer function [131–135],
Eq. (67) can be recast as:[√

A(r)B(r)−1
(
r
√
A(r)F

)
,r

]
,r

+ ω2r
√

B(r)F −A(r)
√
B(r)r−1l(l + 1)F = 0.

(68)

Defining ψ v
metric ≡ r

√
A(r)F , Eq. (68) is transformed

into a Schrödinger–like equation, which takes the form

∂2r∗ψ
v
metric + ω2ψ v

metric = V v
metric(r)ψ

v
metric, (69)

in a such way that the effective potential associated with
the vectorial perturbation is then expressed below

V v
metric(r) = A(r)

l(l + 1)

r2
. (70)

It is worth noting that V v
metric(r) is not plotted

here, as the Lorentz–violating contributions introduce no
changes, leaving it identical to the Schwarzschild case for
vector perturbations. Furthermore, the greybody factors
are expressed as:

T v
bmetric

= sech2
[
1

2ω

(
l(l + 1)

√
ℓ+ 1

2M

)]
. (71)

Fig. 6 presents the greybody factors for vectorial per-
turbations, T v

bmetric
, under two scenarios: varying ℓ while

keeping l = 1 (top panel) and varying l with ℓ fixed
at 0.1. In both cases, comparisons are made with the
Schwarzschild scenario.

D. Greybody factors for fermions

In this analysis, we explore the behavior of massless
Dirac perturbations within a static and spherically sym-
metric black hole spacetime. To study the dynamics
of the massless spin–1/2 field, we adopt the Newman–
Penrose formalism as our primary approach. The cor-
responding Dirac equations, which govern this scenario,
are formulated as [136, 137]:

(D + ϵ− ρ)ψ1 + (δ̄ + π − α)ψ2 = 0, (72)

(∆ + µ− γ)ψ2 + (δ + β − τ)ψ1 = 0. (73)

In this framework, the Dirac spinors ψ1 and ψ2 are in-
troduced, with the directional derivatives D = lµ∂µ,
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0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

0 5 10 15 20

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Figure 6: The greybody factors T v
bmetric

is displayed for
different values of ℓ when keeping l = 1 (the the top
panel) and for different values of l for a fixed value of
ℓ = 0.1. For both cases, the Schwarzschild case is

compared.

∆ = nµ∂µ, δ = mµ∂µ, and δ̄ = m̄µ∂µ associated with
the chosen null tetrad.

To proceed, the null tetrad basis vectors are con-
structed based on the metric components and are ex-
pressed as follows:

lµ =

(
1

A(r)
,

√
B(r)
A(r)

, 0, 0

)
,

nµ =
1

2

(
1,−

√
A(r)B(r), 0, 0

)
,

mµ =
1√
2r

(
0, 0, 1,

i

sin θ

)
,

m̄µ =
1√
2r

(
0, 0, 1,

−i
sin θ

)
.

(74)

Based on these definitions, the non–zero components
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of the spin coefficients are determined as:

ρ = −1

r

B(r)
A(r)

, µ = −
√
A(r)B(r)

2r
,

γ =
A(r)′

4

√
B(r)
A(r)

, β = −α =
cot θ

2
√
2r
.

(75)

By decoupling the equations governing the dynamics
of a massless Dirac field, a single equation of motion for
ψ1 is obtained, encapsulating its behavior[

(D − 2ρ)(∆ + µ− γ)− (δ + β)(δ̄ + β)
]
ψ1 = 0. (76)

By substituting the explicit forms of the directional
derivatives and spin coefficients, the equation can be
rewritten in the following form[

1

2A(r)
∂2t −

(√
A(r)B(r)

2r
+

A(r)′

4

√
B(r)
A(r)

)
1

A(r)
∂t

−
√

A(r)B(r)
2

√
B(r)
A(r)

∂2r

−

√
B(r)
A(r)

∂r

(√
A(r)B(r)

2
+

A(r)′

4

√
B(r)
A(r)

)]
ψ1

+

[
1

sin2 θ
∂2ϕ + i

cot θ

sin θ
∂ϕ

+
1

sin θ
∂θ (sin θ∂θ)−

1

4
cot2 θ +

1

2

]
ψ1 = 0.

(77)

To achieve separation of the equations into radial and
angular parts, the wave function reads

ψ1 = Ψ(r)Ylm(θ, ϕ)e−iωt, (78)

so that[
−ω2

2A(r)
−

(√
A(r)B(r)

2r
+

A(r)′

4
+

√
B(r)
A(r)

)
−iω
A(r)

(79)

−
√
A(r)B(r)

2

√
B(r)
A(r)

∂2r − λlm (80)

−

√
B(r)
A(r)

∂r

(√
A(r)B(r)

2r
+

A(r)′

4

√
B(r)
A(r)

)]
Ψ(r) = 0.

(81)

In this context, λlm functions as the separation con-
stant. Utilizing the generalized tortoise coordinate r∗,
the radial wave equation is converted into a Schrödinger–
like form, given by:[

d2

dr2∗
+ (ω2 − V ±

metric)

]
Ψ±(r) = 0. (82)

Furthermore, the potentials V ±
metric associated with the

massless spin–1/2 field are defined as [138–140]

V ±
metric =

(l + 1
2 )

2

r2
A(r)

±
(
l +

1

2

)√
A(r)B(r)∂r

(√
A(r)

r

)
.

(83)

For this analysis, we choose the potential V +
metric with-

out any loss of generality. A parallel approach can be
applied to V −

metric; however, as the qualitative behavior
of V −

metric is analogous to that of V +
metric [138, 141], the

focus will remain on V +
metric. To illustrate the character-

istics of V +
metric, we provide Fig. 7. As expected, V +

metric
approaches zero in the limit r → ∞.
In other words, using the Dirac effective potential from

Eq. (83), we derive the greybody factor bounds for bum-
blebee in the metric formalism. They can be expressed
in a simplified form as

Tbmetric
≥ sech2

(
1

2ω

ˆ +∞

2M

V +
metric√

A(r)B(r)
dr

)

= sech2
[
1

2ω

(
(2l + 1)2

√
ℓ+ 1

8M

)]
.

(84)

Fig. 8 illustrates how the greybody factor varies with
frequency ω. The top panel displays the behavior of
them for different values of ℓ, while keeping M = 1
and l = 1 fixed. The plots show that as the Lorentz
symmetry–breaking parameter ℓ increases, the value of
Tbmetric

decreases. Additionally, the results for the bum-
blebee black hole (within the metric formalism) are con-
sistently lower compared to the Schwarzschild case. In
the bottom panel, the variation of Tbmetric is shown as
ω changes for different values of l (for a fixed value of
ℓ = 0.1). As l increases, Tbmetric decreases. In other
words, the Schwarzschild case emerges as the one with
the highest intensity.

E. The emission rate

Within black holes, quantum fluctuations near the
event horizon lead to the constant creation and anni-
hilation of particles. Through a process referred to as
tunneling, particles with positive energy can escape the
gravitational pull of the black hole. Over time, this mech-
anism results in the gradual loss of the black hole’s mass,
a phenomenon recognized as Hawking radiation, as dis-
cussed in the previous subsections. From the viewpoint of
a distant observer, the black hole’s shadow corresponds
to a high–energy absorption cross-section, which stabi-
lizes at an approximate constant value, σlim. According
to Ref. [142, 143], the energy emission rates are expressed
as

d2E

dωdt
=

2π2σlim

e
ω

Tmetric − 1
ω3, (85)
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Figure 7: The effective potential V +
metric is shown for

different values of ℓ. Also, the Schwarzschild case is
compared in this analysis.
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Figure 8: The greybody factors Tbmetric
is displayed for

different values of ℓ when keeping l = 1 (the the top
panel) and for different values of l for a fixed value of
ℓ = 0.1. For both cases, the Schwarzschild case is

compared.
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Figure 9: The emission rate for different values of ℓ
against the frequency ω.

with ω represents the photon frequency. The constant
limiting value σlim is related to the shadow radius by
σlim ≈ πR2

sh. By substituting the expressions for the
shadow radius and the Hawking temperature, the energy
emission rate becomes

d2E

dωdt
=

54π3M2ω3

e8π
√
ℓ+1Mω − 1

. (86)

Fig. 9 illustrates the emission rate as a function of ω
for various values of ℓ. In general lines, as ℓ increases,
the emission rate decreases in magnitude. For compari-
son, the Schwarzschild black hole is also included in the
analysis. These findings are consistent with the particle
density results (nmetric) discussed in the previous subsec-
tions.

F. The evaporation process

The parameter ℓ, associated with Lorentz violation,
does not impact the radii of the event horizon, photon
sphere, or shadow. However, it significantly affects the
Hawking temperature, resulting in a distinct evaporation
process compared to the Schwarzschild black hole. By
applying the surface gravity method [144], the expression
is written as

Tmetric =
1

8π
√
1 + ℓM

, (87)

and using the Stefan–Boltzmann law, we have

dM

dτ
= −αaσT 4

metric. (88)

In this case, α corresponds to the greybody factor, a
is the radiation constant, and σ represents the cross–
sectional area. Under the geometric optics approxima-
tion, σ is interpreted as the photon capture cross–section,
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Figure 10: The evaporation time tmetric is shown for
different values of ℓ. A comparison with the

Schwarzschild and Kalb–Ramond cases is shown.

given by σ = π(3
√
3M)2, leading to

ˆ tmetric

0

ξdτ = −
ˆ Mf

Mi

[
27ξ

4096π3(1 + ℓ)2M2

]−1

dM.

(89)

After performing the integration, it reads

tmetric = −
4096π3(1 + ℓ)2

(
M3
f −M3

i

)
81ξ

. (90)

For this particular black hole configuration, no rem-
nant mass is anticipated. Consequently, it is assumed
that the black hole will undergo complete evaporation,
with Mf → 0

tmetric =
4096π3(1 + ℓ)2M3

i

81ξ
. (91)

To provide a clearer understanding of our findings, Fig.
10 presents the evaporation time, tmetric, for different val-
ues of ℓ. As ℓ increases, the evaporation time also in-
creases. The results are compared to the Schwarzschild
solution, revealing that the Lorentz–violating configu-
ration evaporates more slowly than the Schwarzschild
black hole. Additionally, when compared to another
Lorentz–violating black hole model recently proposed in
the context of Kalb–Ramond gravity [103], the evapo-
ration times follow this order: tKR (the fastest), tschw
(intermediate), and tmetric (the slowest).

IV. THE METRIC–AFFINE CASE

This section focuses on examining the same aspects
discussed in the previous section, but within the frame-
work of the metric–affine approach. Following this anal-
ysis, the results will be compared to those obtained for
the metric case.

A. Bosonic modes

1. The Hawking radiation

Following a similar approach to the one employed in
the previous section for the bumblebee model in the met-
ric formalism, we now focus on the metric–affine frame-
work. Specifically, analogous to Eq. (18), we write

rmet–aff = 2M − 1

4
Eλ 4

√
4−X 4

√
−(X − 4)3, (92)

where the negative solution of the square root in Eq.
(14) is also considered to account for ingoing geodesics.
Through this approach, we obtain

umet–aff(λ) = −
4M

(
−(X − 4)3

)3/4 √
3X + 4

(4−X)11/4
ln

(
λ

C ′

)
,

(93)
and

pωmet–aff
=

ˆ ∞

0

(
αωω′

met–aff
fω′

met–aff
+ βωω′

met–aff
f̄ω′

met–aff

)
dω′,

(94)
such that the Bogoliubov coefficients are expressed below

αωω′
met–aff

= −iKeiω
′v0e

π

 2M(−(X−4)3)
3/4√

3X+4

(4−X)11/4

ω

×
ˆ 0

−∞
dx
(ω′

ω

)1/2
eω

′xe
iω

 4M(−(X−4)3)
3/4√

3X+4

(4−X)11/4

 ln( |x|
C′D′ )

,

(95)

and

βωω′
met–aff

= iKe−iω
′v0e

−π

 2M(−(X−4)3)
3/4√

3X+4

(4−X)11/4

ω

×
ˆ 0

−∞
dx

(
ω′

ω

)1/2

eω
′xe

iω

 4M(−(X−4)3)
3/4√

3X+4

(4−X)11/4

 ln( |x|
C′D′ )

.

(96)

Notice that, after performing algebraic manipulations,
the correlation between αωω′

met–aff
and βωω′

met–aff
turns out

to be

|αωω′
met–aff

|2 = e

( 8πM(−(X−4)3)
3/4√

3X+4

(4−X)11/4

)
ω|βωω′

met–aff
|2 .
(97)

In a manner similar to the approach taken in the previ-
ous sections, we now examine the interval ω to ω + dω,
resulting in

Pmet–aff(ω, ℓ) =
dω

2π

1∣∣∣∣αωω′
met–aff

βωω′
met–aff

∣∣∣∣2 − 1

, (98)
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Figure 11: The Hawking temperature Tmetric–affine is
exhibited for different values of X. The Schwarzschild

case is compared.

so that

Pmet–aff(ω, ℓ) =
dω

2π

1

e

(
8πM(−(X−4)3)3/4

√
3X+4

(4−X)11/4

)
ω
− 1

. (99)

It is worth mentioning that, when compared to Planck
distribution, we have

Pmet–aff(ω, ℓ) =
dω

2π

1

e
ω
T − 1

, (100)

yielding

Tmetric–affine =
(4−X)11/4

8πM (−(X − 4)3)
3/4 √

3X + 4

≈ 1

8πM
− X

16πM
.

(101)

Here, we have assumed X to be small. Notably, in the
limitX → 0, the Schwarzschild temperature is recovered.
It is important to highlight that these findings are consis-
tent with those reported in Ref. [97]. In general lines, as
the Lorentz–violating parameter X increases, the mag-
nitude of Tmetric–affine against M decreases (as it can be
seen in Fig. 11). Compared to the Schwarzschild case,
the values of Tmetric–affine are consistently smaller as X
varies. Furthermore, as observed in the previous section,
this scenario does not allow for the existence of a remnant
mass.

Similar to the case of the bumblebee black hole to
the metric case, the continuous radiation emitted by the
black hole causes a steady reduction in its mass, leading
to its gradual contraction. To analyze this effect, we will
adopt the tunneling framework proposed by Parikh and
Wilczek [65] in the next section. This approach aligns
with the methodology applied in the earlier discussions.

2. The tunneling process

Following the methodology employed in the previous
section for the bumblebee black hole, we now focus on:

∆(r)met–aff =

1

4
r

(
2
√

−(X − 4)3(M − ω′)

r
√
3X + 4

−
√

−(X − 4)3√
3X + 4

+ 4

)
(102)

in a such way that the integral present in Eq. (103) is
cast below

ImSmet–aff

= Im

ˆ ω

0

−dω′
ˆ rf

ri

dr

4

√√
−(X−4)3

(4−X)7/2

(
1−

√
∆(r)met–aff

r

) .
(103)

By substituting M with (M − ω′) in the metric, the
function ∆(r)met–aff acquires a dependence on ω′. This
change introduces a singularity at the location of the
modified horizon. A counterclockwise contour integra-
tion performed around this singularity results in

ImSmet–aff

=
4π

√
3X + 4ω(M − ω

2 )

(4−X)7/2
(√

−(X−4)3

(4−X)7/2

)3/2
. (104)

As a result, the emission rate for a Hawking particle,
incorporating the Lorentz–violating correction, reads

Γmet–aff ∼ e−2 ImSmet–aff

= e

−
8π

√
3X+4ω(M−ω

2
)

(4−X)7/2

(√
−(X−4)3

(4−X)7/2

)3/2

.

(105)

In the limit X → 0, the standard Schwarzschild case is

retrieved, with Γ = e−8π ω(M−ω
2 ). Similarly, when ω →

0, the emission spectrum reverts to the original Planckian
distribution derived by Hawking. Therefore, ir reads

Pmet–aff(ω) =
dω

2π

1

e

8π
√

3X+4ω(M−ω
2

)

(4−X)7/2

(√
−(X−4)3

(4−X)7/2

)3/2

− 1

. (106)

It, shaped by its additional dependence on ω, diverges
from the conventional blackbody form, a difference that
becomes apparent upon closer analysis. At low ω, the
expression simplifies to a Planck–like distribution, albeit
with a modified Hawking temperature. Moreover, the
particle number density can be derived through the tun-
neling rate, expressed as:

nmet–aff =
Γmet–aff

1− Γmet–aff
=

1

e

8π
√

3X+4ω(M−ω
2

)

(4−X)7/2

(√
−(X−4)3

(4−X)7/2

)3/2

− 1

.

(107)
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Figure 12: The particle density nmet–aff is shown for
different values of X. The Schwarzschild and

Kalb–Ramond cases are also compared.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.00

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04

Figure 13: Comparison of n for Schwarzschild case,
Kalb–Ramond, bumblebee in the metric formalism and
bumblebee with metric–affine approach. Here, it is

considered X = 0.1 = ℓ = 0.1 and M = 1.

To better illustrate the behavior of nmet–aff, Fig. 12
shows its variation with the Lorentz–violating param-
eter X. As X increases, the particle number density
also decreases. Additionally, nmet–aff is compared to
the Schwarzschild and Kalb–Ramond cases. The par-
ticle density intensities follow the order: nKR > nSchw >
nmet–aff.

Further comparisons between the particle densities of
the two models developed here for the bosonic case, rep-
resented by nmetric and nmet–aff, are presented in Fig.
13. For reference, the Schwarzschild and Kalb–Ramond
cases are included. Overall, the hierarchy of particle
density intensities, for X = ℓ = 0.1, is as follows:
nKR > nSchw > nmet–aff > nmetric.
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Figure 14: The particle density nψmet–aff
is shown for

different values of X. The Schwarzschild and
Kalb–Ramond cases are also compared.

B. Fermionic modes

With the definitions established so far, the particle
density for fermions in the bumblebee black hole within
the metric–affine framework can be expressed as

nψmet–aff
=

1

e

8πMω√ √
−(X−4)3√

4−X(3X+4) + 1

. (108)

Fig. 14 illustrates the behavior of nψmet–aff
for differ-

ent values of X, along with a comparison to the stan-
dard Schwarzschild and Kalb–Ramond cases. Further-
more, Fig. 15 compares nψ for the bumblebee black hole
in both the metric and metric–affine approaches, with
X = ℓ = 0.1. This figure also includes the Schwarzschild
and Kalb–Ramond cases for reference. Interestingly, in
contrast to the bosonic case, the modifications caused
by non–metricity in the fermionic particle density nψ for
the bumblebee black hole are so small. Lastly, Fig. 16
provides a detailed comparison of all particle densities.

C. Greybody factors for bosons

1. Scalar perturbations

Using the same methodology applied in the metric
approach, we now derive the effective potential for the
metric–affine bumblebee black hole

V s
met–aff = A(r)

[
l(l + 1)

r2
+

1

r
√

A(r)B(r)−1

d

dr

√
A(r)B(r)

]

=
4l2(r − 2M) + 4l(r − 2M)− 2M(X − 4)

√
4−X
3X+4

√
(r−2M)2

r2

r3
√
−((X − 4)(3X + 4))

,

(109)
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Figure 15: Comparison of nψ for the bumblebee black
hole in the metric and the metric–affine formulations
(for X = ℓ = 0.1. In this comparison, the Schwarzschild

and the Kalb–Ramond cases are also compared.

so that the greybody factors read

T s
bmet–aff

≥ sech2
[ˆ +∞

−∞

V s
met–aff

2ω
dr∗
]

= sech2

[ˆ +∞

rh

V s
met–aff

2ω
√
A(r)B(r)

dr

]

= sech2

 1

2ω

 1

4M

√ √
−(X − 4)3

(4−X)7/2(3X + 4)

×

8l(l + 1)
√
4−X

√√
−(X − 4)5(3X + 4)

(4−X)7/2

+
√
−(X − 4)3

))]
.

(110)

Fig. 17 illustrates the effective potential for scalar per-
turbations in the metric–affine formalism. It is observed
that an increase in X results in a reduction of V s

met–aff.
Meanwhile, the greybody factors are displayed in Fig. 18,
considering varying values of X with l = 1 (top panel)
and different values of l for a fixed X = 0.1. In both
scenarios, comparisons are made with the Schwarzschild
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Figure 16: Comparison of n, and nψ. The configuration
employed is the following: nSchw (Schwarzschild for
bosons): M = 1; nψSchw

(Schwarzschild for fermions):
M = 1; nKR (Kalb–Ramond for bosons): M = 1, and
ℓ = 0.2; nψKR (Kalb–Ramond for fermions): M = 1 and
ℓ = 0.2; nmetric (Bumblebee in metric formalism for
bosons): M = 1, and ℓ = 0.1; nψmetric (Bumblebee in
metric formalism for fermions): M = 1 and ℓ = 0.1;
nmet–aff (Bumblebee in metric–affine formalism for

bosons): M = 1, and X = 0.3; nψmet–aff
(Bumblebee in

metric–affine formalism for fermions): M = 1 and
X = 0.3;

case.

2. Vector perturbations

Following the analogy with the scalar perturbation in
the metric–affine framework, the effective potential is ex-
pressed as

V v
met–aff = − 4l(l + 1)(2M − r)

r3
√

−((X − 4)(3X + 4))
. (111)
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Figure 17: The effective potential V s
met–aff is shown for

different values of X. Also, the Schwarzschild case is
compared in this analysis.
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Figure 18: The greybody factors T s
bmet–aff

is displayed
for different values of X when keeping l = 1 (the the

top panel) and for different values of l for a fixed value
of X = 0.1. For both cases, the Schwarzschild case is

compared.
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Figure 19: The effective potential V v
met–aff is shown for

different values of X. Also, the Schwarzschild case is
compared in this analysis.

Therefore, the greybody factors can be presented below

T v
bmet–aff

≥ sech2
[ˆ +∞

−∞

V v
met–aff

2ω
dr∗
]

= sech2

[ˆ +∞

rh

V v
met–aff

2ω
√

A(r)B(r)
dr

]

= sech2

 1

2ω

 2l(l + 1)

M
√
4−X

√
(4−X)5/2√

−(X−4)3(3X+4)

√
3X + 4


 .

(112)

Fig. 19 depicts the effective potential for vectorial per-
turbations in the metric–affine formalism. It is observed
that increasing X results in a decrease in V v

met–aff. Mean-
while, Fig. 20 presents the greybody factors for varying
values of X with l = 1 (top panel) and different values of
l for a fixed X = 0.1, with both cases compared against
the Schwarzschild scenario.

Finally, in Fig. 21, the greybody factors for the
bosonic case are compared. The following hierarchy is

established: Schw(v) > T v
bmet–aff

> T v
bmetric

> Schw(s) >
T s
bmet–aff

> T s
bmetric

.

D. Greybody factors for fermions

Following the methodology applied in the previous sec-
tion for the metric case, we now compute the greybody
factors for fermions by taking into account the black hole
solution in bumblebee gravity within the metric–affine
framework. It is important to note that greybody factors
for bosons have been recently explored in the literature
[101]. Using the same approach as in the previous sec-
tion for determining the greybody factors in the metric
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Figure 20: The greybody factors T v
bmet–aff

is displayed
for different values of X when keeping l = 1 (the the

top panel) and for different values of l for a fixed value
of X = 0.1. For both cases, the Schwarzschild case is

compared.
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Figure 21: The comparison of the greybody factors for
the bosonic case when X = ℓ = 0.1. The Schwarzschild
case (for scalar and vectorial perturbations) is also

present for the sake of comparison.
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Figure 22: The effective potential V +
met–aff is shown for

different values of X. Also, the Schwarzschild case is
compared in this analysis.

formalism, we now derive:

V +
met–aff =

=
2
(
l + 1

2

)
r3
√
4−X

√
3X + 4

× {−2(2l + 1)M

+2lr +

(3M − r)

√
(4−X)5/2(r−2M)2

r2
√

−(X−4)3(3X+4)√
r−2M

r
√
4−X

√
3X+4

+ r


(113)

in a such way that

Tbmet–aff
=

sech2

 (2l + 1)2

2ω

(
2M

√
4−X

√
(4−X)5/2√

−(X−4)3(3X+4)

√
3X + 4

)
 .

(114)

In Fig. 22, we present the behavior of the effective
potential V +

met–aff as a function of r. As it is expected,
it goes to zero when r → ∞. On the other hand, we
present Fig. 23 to show Tbmet–aff

as a function of ω for
different values of X for a fixed value of l = 1 (on the
top panel). In contrast, in the same Fig., we exhibit
the greybody factors by varying l instead while keeping
X = 0.1 (on the bottom panel). Finally, in order to
provide a comparison of the two black holes considered
here, we display Fig. 24, which highlights the behavior
of Schwarzschild case, Tbmetric

and Tbmet–aff
. In general

lines, for our bumblebee black holes, we verify that the
non–metricity is responsible for increasing the greybody
factors if comparison with the metric case. This corrob-
orates the results addressed for the particle density (n)
in the previous section for the bosonic case.
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Figure 23: The greybody factors Tbmet–aff
is displayed

for different values of X when keeping l = 1 (the the
top panel) and for different values of l for a fixed value
of X = 0.1. For both cases, the Schwarzschild case is

compared.
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Figure 24: The comparison of Tb for the metric and
metric–affine formalisms for fixed values of ℓ and X,

i.e., X = ℓ = 0.1.
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Figure 25: The emission rate for different values of X as
a function of ω.

E. The emission rate

Following the approach taken for the metric case in
analyzing the emission rate, we now extend the inves-
tigation to the metric–affine framework. Therefore, we
write the emission rate for the metric–afine case

d2E

dωdt
=

27π3M2
√
−((X − 4)(3X + 4))ω3

2
(
e−

16πMω
X−2 − 1

) . (115)

Fig. 25 depicts the emission rate as a function of ω
for different values of X. Generally, as X increases, the
emission rate diminishes in magnitude. For reference,
the Schwarzschild black hole is included in the compari-
son. These results align with the particle density findings
(nmet–aff) presented in the earlier subsections.
Additionally, we compare the emission rates of the two

cases examined in this paper: the bumblebee black hole
in the metric and metric–affine frameworks. For fur-
ther context, the Kalb–Ramond solution is also included
to provide a comparison with another recently proposed
black hole model that incorporates Lorentz symmetry
breaking. These comparisons are illustrated in Fig. 26.
Notably, non–metricity increases the magnitude of the
emission rate relative to the metric case.

F. The evaporation process

To extend our earlier findings, this section explores
the evaporation process and estimates the lifetime of the
bumblebee black hole in the metric–affine formalism,
with particular attention to the effects of the Lorentz–
violating parameter X. Additionally, a comparison with
the Schwarzschild case is presented to emphasize the dif-
ferences between these models. As shown in Ref. [97],
the Hawking temperature is given by:

T =
1

8πM
− X

16(πM)
.
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Figure 26: The comparison of the emission rates for the
bumblebee in the metric and metric–affine formalism as

well as with the Kalb–Ramond solution.

A key factor to consider is the black hole’s lifetime. To
investigate this, we proceed as in the previous section by
employing the Stefan–Boltzmann law. The cross–section,
σ, is expressed as [97]:

σ = 27πM2

√(
3X

4
+ 1

)(
1− X

4

)
, (116)

and

dM

dτ
= −

27γ(X − 2)4
√
−((X − 4)(3X + 4))

262144π3M2
(117)

with γ = aα. In this manner, we have

ˆ tevap

0

Υdτ

= −
ˆ Mf

Mi

[
−
27γ(X − 2)4

√
−((X − 4)(3X + 4))

262144π3M2

]−1

dM.

(118)

Here,Mi represents the initial mass, andMf denotes the
final mass of the black hole, while tmet–aff refers to the
time marking the end of the evaporation process. This
integral, as shown below, can be solved analytically [101]

tmet–aff =
262144π3

(
M3
i −M3

f

)
81γ(X − 2)4

√
−((X − 4)(3X + 4))

. (119)

Notice that by taking the limit lim
X→0

tevap, the evaporation

lifetime for the Schwarzschild black hole is recovered

tSchw =
4096π3

(
Mi3 −M3

f

)
81γ

. (120)

Fig. 27 illustrates how Lorentz violation influences the
evaporation process, with natural units applied for sim-
plicity. Overall, as X increases, tmet–aff becomes larger.
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Figure 27: The evaporation time tmet–aff is shown for
different values of X. The Schwarzschild case is also

compared.

For reference, the Schwarzschild solution is included in
the analysis.
The comparison extends to include themetric case, the

Schwarzschild black hole, and another Lorentz–violating
solution proposed in the literature—the Kalb–Ramond
black hole. These findings are summarized in Fig. 28.
The results reveal the following order of evaporation
times: tKR < tSchw < tmet–aff < tmetric. This indicates
that the Kalb–Ramond black hole evaporates the fastest,
while the bumblebee black hole within the metric formal-
ism takes the longest to evaporate.
Finally, we compare the lifetimes of the two black hole

configurations analyzed in this study, as follows

tmetric

tmet–aff
=

(ℓ+ 1)2(X − 2)4
√

−((X − 4)(3X + 4))

64
.

(121)
To analyze the above expression, we assign specific values
of X = 0.1 and ℓ = 0.1. Consequently, we find

tmetric = 1.00899× tmet–aff, (122)

which aligns with Fig. 28, confirming that tmetric cor-
responds to a faster evaporation process compared to
tmet–aff.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we examined the influence of non-
metricity on particle creation and black hole evaporation
within the framework of bumblebee gravity. Specifically,
we compared black hole solutions in the metric formal-
ism [1] and the metric–affine approach [2] to identify the
role of non–metricity in these processes. Furthermore, we
contrasted our findings with the Schwarzschild solution
and a recently proposed Lorentz–violating solution, the
Kalb–Ramond black hole [103].
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Figure 28: The blackhole lifetime comparison is shown
for bumblebee (metric and metric–affine cases),

Kalb–Ramond and Schwarzschild.

The paper began by analyzing the particle creation
properties of the bumblebee black hole in the metric for-
malism introduced in Ref. [1]. The investigation focused
on bosonic particle modes, which were studied through
the tunneling process. To facilitate this, the metric co-
ordinates were redefined using the Painlevé–Gullstrand
form, which removed the divergence at the horizon. As
a result, the divergent integrals related to the imagi-
nary parts of the action, S, specifically ImSmetric and
ImSmet–aff, were resolved using the residue method. This
approach allowed for the estimation of the bosonic parti-
cle densities nmetric and nmet–aff. In a general panorama,
the particle density intensities presented the following re-
lation (for X = ℓ = 0.1): nKB > nSchw > nmet–aff >
nmetric.
Next, the fermionic particle modes were investigated

using the tunneling process as well. In this case, the
near–horizon approximation [60] was employed to per-
form the calculations, leading to the estimation of the
fermionic particle densities nψmetric

and nψmet–aff
. No-

tably, in contrast to the bosonic case, the effects of non–
metricity on them turned out to be so small.

Subsequently, the greybody factors for bosonic and
fermionic particles were estimated. In general lines, it

was found that non–metricity led to an increase in the
greybody factors compared to the metric, leading to

the following relation: Schw(v) > T v
bmet–aff

> T v
bmetric

>

Schw(s) > T s
bmet–aff

> T s
bmetric

.
Additionally, the emission rate was calculated, reveal-

ing that its magnitude decreased as both ℓ and X in-
creased. For reference, the Schwarzschild black hole was
included in the analysis. Moreover, when comparing the
two black hole models studied here, non–metricity was
found to increase the emission rate’s magnitude relative
to the metric case, although the difference between them
was small.
Furthermore, the evaporation lifetime of the black

holes was analytically derived for both cases. This anal-
ysis included a comparison with the Schwarzschild so-
lution and a recently proposed Lorentz–violating black
hole, the Kalb–Ramond solution [103]. The observed hi-
erarchy was as follows: tKR < tSchw < tmet–aff < tmetric.
In other words, the Kalb–Ramond black hole evaporates
the fastest, while the bumblebee black hole in the metric
approach evaporates the slowest.
As a future perspective, our investigation can be ex-

tended to address the entanglement degradation for the
bumblebee solution in the metric–affine formalism [2]
similar to what was recently accomplished in the liter-
ature to the Kalb–Ramond gravity [145].
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[60] A. A. Araújo Filho, “Analysis of a regular black hole
in verlinde’s gravity,” Classical and Quantum Gravity,
vol. 41, no. 1, p. 015003, 2023.
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[66] A. A. Araújo Filho, “Particle creation and evap-
oration in kalb-ramond gravity,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2411.06841, 2024.

[67] L. Vanzo, G. Acquaviva, and R. Di Criscienzo, “Tun-
nelling methods and hawking’s radiation: achievements

and prospects,” Classical and Quantum Gravity, vol. 28,
no. 18, p. 183001, 2011.

[68] A. AA Filho, “Static limit analysis of a nonlinear elec-
tromagnetic generalization of the kerr-newman black
hole,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2410.12060, 2024.

[69] X. Calmet, S. D. Hsu, and M. Sebastianutti, “Quantum
gravitational corrections to particle creation by black
holes,” Physics Letters B, vol. 841, p. 137820, 2023.

[70] F. Del Porro, S. Liberati, and M. Schneider, “Tunneling
method for hawking quanta in analogue gravity,” arXiv
preprint arXiv:2406.14603, 2024.

[71] J. Zhang and Z. Zhao, “New coordinates for kerr–
newman black hole radiation,” Physics Letters B,
vol. 618, no. 1-4, pp. 14–22, 2005.

[72] A. AA Filho, “Remarks on a nonlinear electromag-
netic extension in ads reissner-nordstr\” om spacetime,”
arXiv preprint arXiv:2410.23165, 2024.

[73] F. Mirekhtiary, A. Abbasi, K. Hosseini, and F. Tu-
lucu, “Tunneling of rotational black string with non-
linear electromagnetic fields,” Physica Scripta, vol. 99,
no. 3, p. 035005, 2024.

[74] D. Senjaya, “The bocharova–bronnikov–melnikov–
bekenstein black hole’s exact quasibound states and
hawking radiation,” The European Physical Journal C,
vol. 84, no. 6, p. 607, 2024.

[75] G. Johnson and J. March-Russell, “Hawking radiation
of extended objects,” Journal of High Energy Physics,
vol. 2020, no. 4, pp. 1–16, 2020.

[76] P. Mitra, “Hawking temperature from tunnelling for-
malism,” Physics Letters B, vol. 648, no. 2-3, pp. 240–
242, 2007.

[77] A. Medved, “Radiation via tunneling from a de sit-
ter cosmological horizon,” Physical Review D, vol. 66,
no. 12, p. 124009, 2002.

[78] C. Silva and F. Brito, “Quantum tunneling radiation
from self-dual black holes,” Physics Letters B, vol. 725,
no. 4-5, pp. 456–462, 2013.

[79] M. Anacleto, F. Brito, and E. Passos, “Quantum-
corrected self-dual black hole entropy in tunneling for-
malism with gup,” Physics Letters B, vol. 749, pp. 181–
186, 2015.

[80] A. Ovgün, K. Jusufi, and I. Sakalli, “Gravitational lens-
ing under the effect of Weyl and bumblebee gravities:
Applications of Gauss–Bonnet theorem,” Annals Phys.,
vol. 399, pp. 193–203, 2018.

[81] R.-J. Yang, H. Gao, Y. Zheng, and Q. Wu, “Effects of
Lorentz breaking on the accretion onto a Schwarzschild-
like black hole,” Commun. Theor. Phys., vol. 71, no. 5,
pp. 568–572, 2019.

[82] D. A. Gomes, R. V. Maluf, and C. A. S. Almeida, “Ther-
modynamics of Schwarzschild-like black holes in modi-
fied gravity models,” Annals Phys., vol. 418, p. 168198,
2020.
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