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Abstract

In this paper, we investigate black hole solutions in Einstein-Kalb-Ramond (EKR) bumblebee
gravity sourced by a global monopole characterized by the charge n. This modified theory of
gravity possesses the notable feature of incorporating local Lorentz symmetry breaking (LSB)
via a spontaneous symmetry-breaking mechanism. We solve the field equations for a static and
spherically symmetric metric with the Kalb-Ramond (KR) field fixed at its VEV, thereby obtaining
new black hole solutions. These solutions simultaneously exhibit the LSB effects, codified by the ~
parameter, and the global monopole effects, codified by the charge n. Next, we study the impact of
the global monopole and LSB corrections on two classical tests, namely, the advance of Mercury’s
perihelion and the light deflection. Furthermore, we compute the Hawking temperature, black
hole shadows, and greybody factors. Ultimately, we estimate an upper bound for i by comparing
the theoretical results provided by the EKR model with observational data from the advance of

Mercury’s perihelion and light deflection.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The first known black hole (BH) solution of general relativity (GR), proposed by Karl
Schwarzschild in 1916 [1], represents a massive object whose gravitational field is so strong
that even light is not able to escape from it. Such solutions are characterized by the presence
of singularities, that is, infinite values of geometric invariants. There is a belief that these
singularities arise only due to the lack of a quantum description of gravity, see e.g. [2].
In addition to the Schwarzschild BH, which represents a vacuum solution of the Einstein
equations, some other interesting BH solutions were found, such as, for instance, the Reiss-
ner—Nordstrém metric, corresponding to a charged static black hole 3], [4], and Kerr solution
corresponding to a rotating BH [5]. Further, In the late 1960s, James Bardeen proposed a
(341) regular black hole solution that does not exhibit divergences in geometrical invariants
[6].

Among other space-times, one can highlight the geometry of the space-time generated by
a global monopole (GM) [7H9], being described by a field theory with a triplet of interacting
scalar fields. The GM solution in GR was obtained for the first time by Barriola and Vilenkin
[7], regarding the region outside the GM core and showing that this geometry possesses a
deficit solid angle. In that paper, they also calculated the impact of the GM spacetime on
the propagation of null geodesics, showing that light suffers an angular deflection even when
one neglects the mass term of the GM. The spacetime generated by a global monopole has
been investigated in modified gravity models, such as f(R) gravity in the metric formalism
[10, 11], f(R) gravity in the Palatini formalism [12], Eddington-inspired Born-Infeld gravity
[13, 14] and bumblebee gravity [15].

The study of absorption and scattering of particles due to black holes has been a key
issue in recent studies [I7H21]. Such a study allows us to understand fundamental problems,
such as formation of a black hole, as well as its stability and gravitational waves emission.
An important result obtained in these papers is that the differential scattering cross section
for small angles is given by do/dQ) = 16G*M?/6* at the long wavelength limit, i.e, for
GMw << 1.

The Lorentz symmetry is regarded as a cornerstone of modern physics, playing a pivotal
role in GR and the Standard Model of elementary particles. Nevertheless, there have been

many research works addressing the limits of validity of Lorentz symmetry and the possibility



of Lorentz symmetry breaking (LSB). This topic gained more prominence after the seminal
paper [22]. In this paper, the authors sought small deviations from Lorentz symmetry in
the context of string theory.

The LSB has been implemented in the field theory context through Standard Model Ex-
tension (SME), that is, an effective field theory that can describe the standard model coupled
to GR incorporating all possible coefficients for violation of Lorentz and/or CPT symmetries
[23-25]. A significant feature of SME is that the gauge symmetry holds intact. A simple
Lorentz violating (LV) model can be constructed with inclusion of a self-interacting vector
field called the bumblebee field. Originally, the bumblebee theory has been introduced, both
for flat and curved space-times, in [26]. In practical terms, one can write the Lagrangian
density for the bumblebee model with a Maxwell-like kinetic term and a potential as written

below [26]:
L=~ BB V(BB 1) (1)

where B), is the bumblebee field, B, = 9,B, — 8, B, is its field strength and V(B,B" — b?)
is the potential that drives to the spontaneous LSB. Particular forms for that potential
have been proposed [27H29]. Some interesting results for the bumblebee model, especially
within studying its perturbative aspects, have been obtained in a flat spacetime, see e. g.
[30, B1]. At the same time, the most attractive applications of the bumblebee model can
be performed in a curved spacetime, where this theory represents itself as the most natural
manner to implement the LSB. In recent years, a considerable number of problems of physical
interest have been explored within this model, where one can highlight black holes [32H30],
wormbholes [37, B8], cosmology [39], matter scattering [40} 41], metric-affine formalism [42}-
40] and radiative corrections [30, [31), 44]. On the other hand, one can naturally extend the
bumblebee theory to include an antisymmetric tensor field known as the Kalb-Ramond field
[47-64].

In this work, we are interested in obtaining exact black hole solutions with the global
monopole in LV Kalb-Ramond gravity both in the absence and presence of cosmological
constant. Once we have the solutions in hands, one can study the effects of such geometries
by analyzing the geodesics of test particles. Specially, we analyze time-like and null geodesics,
corresponding, respectively, to massive particles and photons. Moreover, we employ the

partial wave approach to calculate the scattering and absorption cross section of massless



scalar particles within obtained geometries.

We outline this present paper as follows. In Section (lI)), we present a quick review of
Einstein-Kalb-Ramond gravity theory, where we derive the equations of motion. Section
is devoted to obtaining the black hole solution with and without the cosmological
constant. Subsequently, we carry out a study of geodesics in Section . The differential
scattering and absorption cross-section is analyzed by applying the partial wave method at
low- and high-frequency limits in the Section . Finally, our conclusions are summarized

in Section (VII)).

II. KALB-RAMOND GRAVITY WITH LSB

Modified gravity models with LV background fields have become a fruitful line of research.
This section discusses the main aspects of a modified gravity theory in which the LV Kalb-
Ramond (KR) field couples to the Ricci tensor. This model can be seen as a natural extension
of the Einstein—bumblebee gravity originally formulated in [26]. As a starting point, one

assumes the gravitational action [53, [54]

1 1
S = /d4x,/—_g {2_ <R — 2\ + e BB ARW> T \w M = V(B B* £ 0*) + Ly |,
K

(2)

where kK = 87Gy, being Gy the Newtonian gravitational constant, A is the cosmological
constant and e represents the coupling constant between the Ricci tensor and the KR field
B,,. The mass dimension of this coupling constant in natural units is [e] = M 2. In
addition, the field strength of B,, is defined as H),, = 0xB,, + 0,B,) + 0,B,,. One points
out that, as must be for a bumblebee model, the action lacks the gauge symmetry due to
nonminimal coupling and the potential V' (B,, B* +b?), which is a smooth one that triggers
the spontaneous LSB leading to non-vanishing VEV for KR field, i.e., (B,,) = b,,. This
potential also induces a non-vanishing VEV associated to dual tensor field EW, so that we

can write

(Bu) = §<€umﬁB 5) = §€uvaﬁb g (3)



where €,,,3 stands for totally antisymmetric Levi-Civita tensor. We can vary the action

with respect to metric in order to obtain the gravitational equation
1 m B €
R,UJ/ + Agul/ - égMVR = K/(T,LLI/ + T/,Ll/) + T,LLI/7 (4>

where T is the energy-momentum tensor associated to the usual matter

w2 075,
AV BT ®)

At the same time, the energy-momentum tensor concerning the pure bumblebee sector is

given by

1
B _
T8 = -H

1
o Hasu G HapH? — 9,,V 4 4B, BLV', (6)

HSP — —
Y12

while the non-minimal coupling contributes with the energy-momentum tensor
el ol pB a a o
To =~ (égWB B\ Rap — BouBsy R — BogBSR) — BosBoR),

1 1 1 1
+§vaqufRa - évavyBgRaﬁ — 50B Boy — §ngavﬁBa*B§3>. (7)

On the other hand, if we vary the action with respect to field B,,, we arrive at the

iz

following equation of motion:
VAHM = 4V'B™ + S(BMRY \ — BYRM ). (8)
K

The prime above is for the derivative with respect to the argument of the potential. We
would like to note that we are not considering any coupling between the matter fields and the
background KR field. At the same time, other geometrical couplings could be considered,
such as eB" B,,, R and e B’ B’ R ,,.5. In this work, we are only interested in the coupling

between the KR field and the Ricci tensor. As we will see in the next section, it is convenient

to rewrite the Eq. as follows

1
R;w - Ag/w = T/ux - §g;wTa (9)

where T}, = (T}, + T, /ﬁ) + T};, is the total energy-momentum tensor and 7' stands for the
trace of tensor 7). It is noteworthy that this total energy-momentum tensor is conserved

due to the Bianchi identities.



III. BLACK HOLE SOLUTION WITH GLOBAL MONOPOLE

In this section, we will obtain a black hole solution with a global monopole. A basic
model to describe a global monopole involves a triplet of scalar fields with a global O(3)
symmetry that is spontaneously broken into U(1) symmetry. It is worth mentioning that
the gravitational field of a global monopole defines a spacetime with a solid angle deficit.

Thereby, the Lagrangian density that describes the global monopole reads [8], 9]
_ ]' a i, /,a X a,.a 2\2
Lo = 500" — X(oge — i) (10)

Above, the index a indicates the labels of the scalar fields ¢* and runs from 1 to 3. Moreover,
the parameters xy and 7 represent the coupling constant and the energy scale in which
the symmetry is broken. To proceed, we introduce the following ansatz for ¥* describing

a
the monopole: 9 = n%-, where z%z% = r2.

It is worth mentioning that such an ansatz
is approximated to outside the GM core. Since our focus is to investigate a static and
spherically symmetric spacetime under the nonzero VEV of the KR field, let us assume
metric as

2

d
ds? = —F(r)di? + 2

P + 72(d6* + sin® 0d¢?). (11)

For the global monopole, the energy-momentum tensor 7/ is given by [8, @]

2 2
mo_ w1 on
T, = diag (F(T) TER) 0, O>. (12)

Once we have defined the matter sector, we should configure the LV KR field. For this

purpose, let us consider a pseudo-electric configuration in which the field B, is frozen to

its VEV b, so that we write its explicit form as [53], 54]:

b = bor = —big = % (13)

This configuration leads to the constant norm b, 0" = |b|?. Tt is easy to verify that the

field strength H),, identically vanishes. Then, the equations of motion for B, are satisfied.

Initially, we will focus on solution without cosmological constant. In this case, we adopt a

quartic potential, i.e., V(X) = AX?, where ) is a coupling constant, and X = B, B" — b?.
For this potential, the configuration implies V =V" = 0.



With the metric ansatz and the aforementioned considerations, we can write the

gravitational equations @D explicitly:
rF"(r)+2F'(r) =0, (14)
and
VF (1) + (L) rF )+ F(r) (L= ) = (L= ) = 0, (15)

where we have defined the dimensionless LV parameter v = ¢ |b|?/2. Some manipulations

lead to the equation

r(1—7) F'(r)+ F(r)(1=7) + x> = 1=0, (16)
whose solution is
1—kn? 2M
F(r) = — . 17
)= - = (1)

This solution differs from that obtained in [55] [56] since it was considered a different La-
grangian.

It should be noted that the parameter v represents the magnitude of Lorentz symmetry
violation, induced by the non-zero VEV of the KR field. When v = 1 = 0, one recovers the

Schwarzschild solution. Moreover, the Kretschmann scalar for this geometry is given by

R puas _ 48M 2 16M(kn® —7) ARt + 2ykn° — ) 18
pvaf =% 5(1 — - 401 — ~)2 : (18)
r r5(1—7) ri(1—7)

As we can see, in this case, LV effects cannot be eliminated by a simple coordinate

transformation. One notes that there is unique Schwarzschild-like singularity localized at
r = 0. Besides, the solution possesses a horizon with the radius

_ 2M(1—9)

" 1 — kn?

(19)

This horizon is shifted by the LV parameter. Additionally, the Hawking temperature reads

1 (1—rkn?)?

= (20)

H

On the other hand, when the cosmological constant is assumed to be non-zero, we realize
that the assumption in which the KR field is frozen in its VEV, i.e., V' = 0, does not support

a suitable solution that satisfies the equations of motion. Therefore, we need to follow an

7



alternative approach that can be accomplished by using a linear potential, i.e., V(X)) = X,
with X being now a Lagrange multiplier field (see f.e. [32, [54]). It is easy to see that the
derivative of this potential with respect to X is Vx(X) = A. Thus, when A # 0, we write

the gravitational equations @D explicitly below
(v—=1rF"+2(y—=1)F" —2Ar =0, (21)
and
VPF" + (v 4+ DrF' — (y = 1)F + 1% (A + A) + kp° — 1= 0. (22)
After some manipulations with Eqgs. , we arrive at
r(1 =) F — (y = 1)F 4 1? (62)\ + %) + Kkn’k — 1 =0. (23)
We can solve the above equation analytically. Its solution is given by
Cl—kp? (L=30)A+ (1 - , 2M

F(r)= T 31— ) - (24)

By substituting into , we can show that the on-shell value of ) is determined by

3vA
A= ——. 25
(1 —~)p? 29)
Thereby, the black hole solution reads
1 — kn? A 2M
F(r)=—""_ R (26)
l—y  3(1-9) r

It is straightforward to see that the solution reduces to ([17) when the cosmological
constant vanishes. We can still affirm that this solution is compatible with the equations

of motion. At infinity, the solution 1} tends to the asymptotical value —+wr2, showing

3(1
the same asymptotic behavior as the (A)dS metric. In this case, the Kretschmann scalar

looks like

48 M*> N 16M (kn2 —7) 4k —7)°  8A(kn? —7) 8A?

Ryvas R = . (27
o R (e () (TR (e
The physical horizon for this geometry is given by
1—rn?) (1 - (M, A, y)'/3

TI(M, A, 7)Y/ A



where we have defined

II(M, A, v) \/A3 1— )3 (AL — M2 — (1 — kn2)*) — 3A%(1 —~)*M.  (29)

Additionally, one can find that the Hawking temperature is

B A2MTI(M, A, )%/

2m [I(M, A, 7)%3 + A (1= kn?) (1= 9))
Using , one can see that when the cosmological constant is negative (AdS case),

(30)

there are acceptable black hole solutions for any parameter v. On the other hand, when the
cosmological constant is positive (dS case), the black hole solutions exist only when the pa-
rameters obey the relation 9A(1—v)M?2 > (1 — kn?)°. When 9A(1—y)M?2 = (1 — rn?)°, one

faces the situation in which the event horizon and the cosmological horizon are equivalent.

IV. GEODESICS

Having obtained the exact solution for the geometry, the next step is to investigate
its properties by analyzing the geodesics associated with this spacetime. The spherical
symmetry allows us to restrict the consideration by the radial geodesics. Further, we shall
show possible situations in which the spacetime is geodesically complete. We will consider

the effects of the modified geometry on the circular orbits of test particles.

1 dzx® dxP
L=—-gu——. 31
ZQﬁdT dr (31)

Let us consider the equatorial plane § = 7/2, so that the metric (1I)), with F(r) given by
provides, without loss of generality, the following expression for the particle Lagrangian

L=—F(r)*+ 2+ 122, (32)

F(r)
where the dot represents derivative with respect to an affine parameter denoted by 7. In
addition, £ takes the values —1/2 (time-like geodesics), 0 (null geodesics), and 1/2 (space-
like geodesics). It is worth highlighting that the considered metric has two Killing vector
fields, namely 0/0t and 0/0¢. The first Killing vector is associated with energy conservation,
whereas the second one is associated with the conservation of the angular momentum. The

conserved energy F and angular momentum L for a particle along the geodesics read

oL .
o,



Then, by putting and into , we derive the radial geodesic, namely

2 2 L
4= R —2F — =L 35
i (5= £), (35)
which describes the motion of a point particle. Such a equation can be cast in the form
1 /dr\”
Y -
so that we are able to define the gravitational potential ¢, and the energy £ as follows:
LZ
U,=F — =L 37
g (T’) (27,2 ) 9 ( )
and
E2
E=—. 38
. (3)

With these expressions in hand, it is possible to examine the motion of test particles. In this
sense, it is straightforward to observe that the regions where £ = U, lead to turning points.
On the other hand, when & — U, > 0, the radial motion of massive particles takes place.
In addition, the circular orbits are possible when the effective potential yields the condition

du, . . a2
=~ = 0 and such orbits are stable when the requirement =3

> 0 is satisfied. Further, we

shall investigate the impact of LSB on geodesics for massive and massless test particles.

A. Time-like particle and the advance of the Mercury perihelion

First, let us turn our attention to massive particles, whose geodesics are time-like. In this
conjecture, we can study the precession of Mercury perihelion. Then, by taking £ = —1/2

in (35)), which corresponds to massive objects, one obtains

-2 2 L?
Now we can write the radial coordinate r in terms of the angle ¢. With help of and
using , we rewrite as follows

dr\” E? M (1—kn?  2M L2
() =() w2 (%) o

At this point, it is convenient to introduce a new coordinate, u = ]\L/[—i After this change of

coordinates, Eq. becomes

du\? [L? [1—kn? 1— w2\ , 2M? E2[2
— — — 2u — 3 = : 41
(@) <) (-] o




Now, we should differentiate Eq. with respect to ¢ to obtain a second-order differential

equation. Thus, one can write

& 1 — wrp? 3M?
d¢2+< m)u—1— u? = 0. (42)

It should be noted that if we turned off the LV and monopole effects, i.e., by setting n =
~v = 0, one recovers the standard GR results. A simple way to address this equation is using

a perturbative scheme. Namely, the general solution can be expanded as follows:
u=ug+u +---, (43)

where ug represents the unperturbed solution, while u; is the first—order perturbed solution.
The ellipses represent higher—order corrections, which will be disregarded within this pertur-
bative approach. Applying this methodology, Eq. can be solved iteratively. Therefore,
by straightforwardly substituting Eq. into Eq. , one finds that the zeroth-order

solution must fulfill the following equation,

d*uy 1 — kn?
—1=0. 44
d¢2+(1—7 )UO “
Similarly, the first-order solution must satisfy,
d*uy 1 — kn? 3M?

Solving Eq. , we get the zeroth-order solution

11— 1 — kn?
- 1 . 4
U T ( —l—ecos( T qﬁ)) (46)

Now, plugging it into Eq. , one finds the first-order solution
SM2T/ 1—~\° 1 1/ 1—7\° 1 — kn?
— 1 -2 = 2
n = () (30) i) o (00) +
1—7 52 1 — kn?
+ (1—m72) €¢ sin T o). (47)

The only relevant term in Eq. is the third term, as the other two describe constant and

oscillatory terms around zero, which can therefore be neglected. Taking this into account,

the complete solution, up to first-order, is given by
1—x 1 — kn? 3M? [ 1—+v 52 1 —kn?
u:l_i_mﬂ[l—i—ecos( 1—’y¢>+ = \1 €¢ sin 1_7¢ , (48)

11




where € is the eccentricity of the orbit. Experimental data from the Solar System show that

3M3
L2

<< 1, one can cite Mercury as an example. In this case, the former equation reduces

to an elliptical equation, i.e.,

1—y 3M?(1 — )2 1 — kn?
‘T 1—/~6n2{1+6008[(1_L2(1—m72)2) 1—v 4} 49)

The next step is to define the period of the non—circular orbits, namely

[T—v BMA(1—7)*\ " =~ 3M2(1 — 5)?
T =2 e [ I ~ 2 —_— 1+ ——]. 50
T 1 —kn? < L2(1 — kn?)? T 1+ kn? + L2(1 — kn?)? (50)

We write the advance of perihelion defined by AT = T — 27 for each period of the Mercury

as follows

oM ( | 1) oy
1) - ——,
L2(1 — wn?)5/2 V1 — kn? V1 — kn?

where we have considered the lowest order in the expansion of y. Two first terms represent

AT =

(51)

the estimation for a GM black hole in general relativity, while the third term represents the

contribution arising from LV effects.

1.  Estimation of the symmetry-breaking energy scale of the global monopole based on the ad-

vance of Mercury’s perihelion

Having obtained the expression for the advance of Mercury’s perihelion, we aim to es-
timate the symmetry-breaking energy scale of the global monopole, 1, from the available
observational data. This estimation involves comparing the GR theoretical prediction of the
advance of Mercury’s perihelion with the experimental data. Before proceeding further, we
assume that the contributions of the global monopole parameter and the LSB coefficient
are small at the Solar System level, then Eq. can be broken into three contributions,
namely,

AT = (SGRT + 6GMT + 5LSBT7 (52)

where 0ggrT is the standard Schwarzschild contribution from GR, dga/7" is the contribution

due to the global monopole and d;557T is the LSB contribution. Their explicit forms are

12



given by

6mrGM
T = —————:
8m2Gn?
deuT = i 7. (54)
(SLSBT = —T7, (55)

where we restored the speed of light ¢ and gravitational constant G and used the defi-
nition L? = Ci—é\/l(l — €?)a, with a being the semi-major axis of the orbital ellipse. The
theoretical standard GR contribution is computed using the data table [65, [66], 0grT =
42.981" /century. Recent experimental data point to a departure from the GR prediction of
—0.002 £ 0.003"” /century. Such a discrepancy could indicate the effects of physics beyond
GR. With this at hand, we can estimate a bound for the global monopole-symmetry-breaking
energy scale n from observational data of the advance of Mercury’s perihelion. Since LSB
contribution (d.s5T) has already been exhaustively estimated from several Solar System ex-
periments [33] [45] [46], any extra contribution beyond GR should be smaller than the upper

bound value of the uncertainty, i.e.,

Sm2Gn?
A

douT = < 0.003" /century = 72.3 x 1077 Jorbit = 3.5 x 10~ "rad/orbit.  (56)

Now, solving this inequality one finds that the global monopole vacuum energy scale is
bounded from above, n < 8 x 1012 GeV. This result is four orders of magnitude smaller than

one found by [7].

B. Light deflection and gravitational lensing

The next step is to analyze the null geodesics, which are obtained by taking £ = 0, as it
must be for massless objects (we note that the situation is hence different from Subsection
IV.A where one had £ = —1/2, which corresponds to the massive objects, in particular,

planets, considered there). Thus, from (32) with £ = 0, the equation for each photon is

given by

1 (dr\?

Y -
where we have defined the gravitational potential U, and the energy & for photon as follows:

U, = F(r) (QL—;) , (58)

13



and

E2
E=—. 59
. (59)
The next step is to analyze the unstable orbits that satisfy the conditions % = 0 and
djgg < 0. Initially, let us analyze the case with the zero cosmological constant, where the

gravitational potential is

1—rn* 2M L?
- () (£)

From this potential, we obtain the critical radius:

_ 3M(1—~)

e 1 —kn?

(61)

Concurrently, the effective gravitational potential for the case with a non-zero cosmological

1 — kn? A 5 2M L?
- - - ~ . 2
“ ( Iy 31-72 7 ) (27"2 (®2)

This potential provides the same critical radius as above, . Let us proceed with investi-

constant looks like

gating the light deflection in the weak field approach. To achieve this goal, we rewrite

as follows
dr\” . F? o 1—rn? 2M
) = _ | = — 63
(@) () (7)) o
leading to
d 4 1—kn> 2M\]?
e = , (69
dr JoR: 1—7 r
where we have defined the impact parameter as being § = % Hence, one denotes the

turning point of a particular orbit by ry. Besides, it is admitted that the photon set off
from an asymptotically flat region, approaching the black hole and then deviating at the
closest distance rg, being ry > r., before traveling to another asymptotically flat region of

spacetime. Thereby, from (64)), we obtain
[yt 1—kn?* 2M —1/2
Agp = 2/ [— - 7’2( - )] dr. (65)
T0 /82 ]‘ - r)/ r

14




To evaluate the above integral, it is convenient to introduce the new variable u = % Thus,

the impact parameter becomes

1 /1—rn? 12
ﬁ:u—o(l_g —2Mu0) . (66)

After some manipulations, we arrive at

ug 1 — o2 1 — e ~1/2
A¢ = 2/ ug Al 2Muyg | — u? M oMu du. (67)
0 L=~ L=y

We can evaluate , taking into account the terms up to the first order in M (weak field

limit). Thus, by performing the integration over u, we get the deflection of light given by

1—7 +4M 1—7
1 — kn? B \1—kn?

To proceed further, one assumes that the LV effects are small, so that we can expand

Ap=m >2 + O(M?). (68)

up to the first order in the LV parameter . Finally, the angular deflection up to the first

order can be written up to the first order in v and M as follows

B [ 1-3 AM 1—2y

As one can observe, the first term provides the angular deflection when M = 0, leading
to a non-zero light deflection. On the other hand, the second term represents the angular
deflection for the black hole with mass M. One still notes that both terms bring contributions
of Lorentz symmetry violation. Having the relationship of the deflection angle and the
impact parameter, we are able to find the classical differential scattering section at the limit

of small through 0¢ the following equation [21]

do B _dB (70)
dQy  dod(09)
Thus, we obtain explicitly,
do  16M?*(1—7)*  16M*(1 —4y) (71)
o (1 — k)20t T (1 — kn?)ter
Another important result is the absorption, which is determined by
4762 167 M?(1 —~v)*
Oabs = 7T52 = 0 = 7T ( 7> (72>

w? (1 — kn?)*
In the next section, we will study the scattering and absorption of a massless scalar field

due to the LV black hole solution we have previously analyzed.
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1.  Estimation of the symmetry-breaking energy scale of the global monopole based on the light

deflection

Given the equation for the angular deflection , one can use the well-known parame-
terized post-Newtonian (PPN) approach [67, 68] to estimate the symmetry-breaking energy
scale from observational data. It is noteworthy that, for our purposes, 7' is the only relevant
PPN parameter!. This parameter is responsible for PPN contributions of space-curvature
to the deflection of light. As expected, the standard GR results are recovered when v = 1.
Using this approach, it was shown in [69] [70] that the PPN contribution to the angular
deflection of a light ray passing by a massive body at a distance /3 looks like

AGM 1+ cos x
23 2

where M is the mass of the massive body and y is the angle between the massive body and

o= 5(1+7) (73)

the source. Let us suppose a grazing light ray, corresponding to taking 5 ~ R and x ~ 0.
In addition, we shall consider the massive body to be the Sun, i.e., M = M. Putting all
this information together, Eq. reduces to

1
S = 5(1+7) 175", (74)

where, for v = 1, one recovers the GR prediction, §,,¢ = 1.75".

Based on this discussion, one can estimate the contributions beyond GR — which stems
from the LSB parameter () and the symmetry-breaking energy scale () — from observa-
tional data. Since the additional contribution to GR is codified by the PPN parameter «/,
we might use the experimental data on 7' to estimate 1 (we focus on the calculation of 5
because the LSB parameter has already been estimated in [45]). In this regard, it pays to
note that several experimental tests constrain the value of 4/ parameter at the Solar System
level (see, for example, [TTH77]. More recently, the formal error in 4 was estimated to be
(7 — 1) = £0.9 x 10~* using Very-Long-Baseline Interferometry (VLBI) technology [77].
Similarly to the previous subsection, let us assume that the contributions stemming from

the global monopole parameter and the LSB coefficient are small at the Solar System level.

! This parameter is traditionally denoted by ; however, since v is already used for the LSB parameter, we

denote the PPN parameter as ~'.
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In this case, Eq. can be split into three pieces,

0p = 5GR¢ + 5GM¢ + 5LSB¢7 (75>
where
4G M
) = =1.75"
GR¢ CZRG 75 (76)

is the standard GR contribution for the angular deflection,

AT G’ N 64G* M2 n?

6G]V[¢ - C4 CGRG (77>
is the global monopole contribution for the angular deflection and
my  8GMyy
Orsn® =~ — ~3p R (78)

is the LSB contribution for the angular deflection. As said before, we shall focus on esti-
mating the symmetry-breaking energy scale of the global monopole. To do that, we assume
that (since global monopoles have not yet been observed in nature) d,,,¢ is smaller than

the uncertainty in the measurement of the PPN parameter, +/; that is,

'
8y & < (7—2>1.75”. (79)

Using the data of [77], which estimates |y'—1| = 0.9x 1074, we find the following upper bound
for the symmetry-breaking energy scale of the global monopole, n < 3.8 x 10'* GeV. Such
a result is one order of magnitude larger than that obtained for the advance of Mercury’s

perihelion.

2.  Black hole shadow

An important point to discuss here is the formation of a black hole shadow. One can
comprehend such a phenomenon as the result of the interaction between the strong gravi-
tational field caused by the black hole and the surrounding light ray. Since the black hole
deforms space-time, a passing photon is deflected. There are two possibilities for photons:
if they have small orbital angular momentum, they are trapped by the black hole. On the
other hand, if the photons have large orbital angular momentum, they can escape from it.

As a consequence, a distant observer perceives a dark zone in the sky, which is known as the
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black hole shadow. The radius of the circular photon orbit is known critical radius, given
by for the potential . This radius defines the photon sphere.

With the critical radius, we can calculate the size of the black hole shadow. Thus, a
static observer at the position ry sees a shadow, whose radius is given by

F(ro) —_ 3M(1-) \/3 _6M(1-y)
1 — kn? ro(1 — Kkn?)’

(80)

For the observer located at infinity, we get an explicit formula for the shadow radius, namely

_3VBM(1—n)

81
1 —kn? (81)

s

It is straightforward to notice that the LV parameter modifies the sizes of the black hole
shadows. The Fig. depicts the shadow size, showing that the size decreases with the LV

parameter and increases with the influence of the monopole term.

Figure 1: The circles in the figure illustrate shadows formed by varying the parameters v for

kn? = 0.1 (a) and 5 for v = 0.1 (b).

V. SCATTERING AND ABSORPTION
A. Probe real scalar field

Once the global monopole black hole geometry is defined, we can study the behavior of

a scalar field in this geometry. The action for a massless scalar field minimally coupled to
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gravity looks reads

Scg = —% / U VETAVRIAVZTS (82)

Here we assume that ¢ is a probe field, so that we can neglect any back-reaction. By varying

this action with respect to the field 1, we obtain its equation of motion

V.V = 0,(V—99" 01p) = 0. (83)
For the metric , one has v/—¢ = r?sin6, so, Eq. reads
0% 9 ([, 0P 1 0 o 1 0%
———— 4+ — | r*F= — | sinf— — =0. 84
F o +8T<T 6’r>+sin980(sm 86)+sin98¢>2 (84)
Let us perform a separation of variables through adopting the following ansatz:
R(r :
U(t,1.0,6) = 2y, (8, 9)e (85)
Afterwards, the Eq. becomes
d dR 9
P (P ) + 1 = VIR = (36)

where V. is the effective potential

Veff(T) :Ed_F_FM' (87)

r dr 72

Using F'(r) defined by for the case of the zero cosmological constant, the effective

potential can be written as

Vess(r) = (

This effective potential can be used in further calculations.

L= rp? QM) (2M+m(m+1)).

1—x r 73 72

(88)

B. Scattering

In this section, we will calculate the differential scattering cross-section for the global
monopole black hole using the partial wave method in the low-frequency regime (see f.e. [17-

21]). For our purpose, we express Eq. in the Schrodinger form using the transformation
X(r) = v/ F(r)R(r). Thus, we have

d?x(r)
dr?

+U(r)x(r) =0, (89)
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where

F12 F 2 _ ;
— 4 M (90)

U =1~ 3F 2

One can expand in power series in 1/r, so that we have
(1—7)%? 41 —~v)>*Mw? 1202

U(r) = v 3 5
A =rn?)” (1 —rn?) r
2(1 —~)2M | 3m(m + 1) (1 — kn?)* — 16(1 — ~)3M2w?
+ = 4 (91)
r3 (1 — Kkn?)
with
o MAA1—)' mm+1)(1—5) o)

(1—nn?)" 12 (1 — wrp?)

The above £? is defined as the change in the coefficient of 1/r? (including only contribu-
tions involving the quantities ¢ and w) arising after performing the power series expansion
in 1/r in (89). Note that as r — oo, the potential tends to zero, U(r) — 0, reproducing
the asymptotic value. Thus, knowing the phase shift allows one to obtain the scattering

amplitude, which has the following partial wave representation.

‘ .

F0) = =— " (2m + 1)(e**" — 1) Py (cos b), (93)

1w
m=0

DO

and the differential scattering cross section can be computed by the expression

do 9
— = . 4
= 1fO) (94
To obtain the phase shift, we use
o =2(m—10). (95)
Thus, in the limit m — 0, we obtain
2Mw (1 — )2
§g = —— 2 1
(R b 0

Note that in the limit [ — 0, the phase shifts tend towards nonzero terms, naturally leading
to a correct result for the differential cross-section in the small angle limit. At this point, we
should note that the representation is poorly convergent, which makes the task of performing

the sum of the series rather difficult. Consequently, we are led to the problem where an
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infinite number of Legendre polynomials are required to obtain divergences in § = 0. In
order to circumvent such a problem, we utilize a reduced series, which is less divergent in
6 = 0, explicitly,

(1—cos0)™ f(0) =Y _ am Pr(cos). (97)

Then, to determine the differential scattering cross section, we can use the following equation

do 1 : P,,(cosb)
— ==Y (@2m+1)(em —1)—"—+ 98
dQ | 2iw zn;( m+1)(e ) 1 —cos | (98)
so that the cross section for m (m = 0) is given by
d 452 16M2%(1 —~)*

w20t (1 — kn?)26*
As we can verify, the differential cross section is decreased by the LV effect, while it is

increased by the monopole effects. Additionally, one can employ another path to obtain the

same phase shift, which is through the Born approximation formula, namely

o = g / drr? J2 (wr)u(r). (100)
0
where J;(wr) stand for the spherical Bessel functions of the first kind and u(r) is the potential
given by
2(1 —~)*M [Sm(m +1) (1 — rn?)* = 16(1 — ~)> M2w?
u(r) = +oee (101)

r3 (1 — m]2)5

Now, let turn our attention to the phenomena of absorption ahead.

C. Absorption

Now, let us determine the absorption cross section for the black hole in the low-frequency
limit. A result well known in quantum mechanics is the total absorption cross section, which

can be computed by means of the following relation

T — , AT & )
Oabs = " Z 2m + 1)(1 — e*0m) = = Z(Zm + 1) sin? 6.,
m= m=0
4
= [ sin? 0y + Z (2m + 1) sin® 6, | - (102)
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Thereby, we obtain in the limit w — 0 the following total absorption cross section for the

phase shift

4rod 16T M2 (1 — )
Uabs - 2 - (1 o ,{/772)4

103
§ (103)
We can still write in terms of the area of the event horizon of the Schwarzschild black hole

Agen = 16w M2, thereby arriving at

2
Oabs = %. (104)
One notes that there is a contribution of both the LV parameter and of the monopole term.
Absorption decreases as we increase 7, while it increases as 7 grows. On the other hand,
when v = 0, we recover the result obtained for a black hole with global monopole [20], and
when 7 = 1 = 0, we meet the result obtained in [16] for the Schwarzschild black hole. It
is noteworthy that the result agrees with the universality property of the absorption cross

section which is always proportional to the area of the event horizon at the low frequency

limit.

VI. GREYBODY FACTOR

Around the black hole, spacetime is strongly curved, generating a gravitational barrier.
In this context, the greybody factor (GF) plays an essential role by indicating the probability
of a quantum field (Hawking radiation) escaping from this barrier. The maximum value of
the greybody bound corresponds to the blackbody, being equal to one. In this section, we
will focus on calculating the GF of massless scalar field for the black hole solution studied
so far. To achieve such a purpose, we will employ the method adopted in [56, [7T8H8T]. As a
starting point for our analysis, let us rewrite Eq. as follows

d*R
dr+2

+ [w? = Vess (MR = 0, (105)

where we have defined the tortoise coordinate % = % and V. is the effective potential

FdF | Fm(m+1)

Vers(r) = T : (106)

r2
With the effective potential at hand, we can use it to compute the GF of the scalar

field. We achieve such a goal by employing the general semi-analytic bounds, enabling
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us to conduct a qualitative analysis of the results. Therefore, we define the transmission
probability as follows

o(w) = sech2< /_ h p(r*)dr*) (107)

o0

where

(1) = %\/ () 2 = Vaso) = ) (108)

Above, h(r,) represents a positive function satisfying h(oco) = h(—o00) = w
1 o
o(w) = sech? (—/ Verr(rs) dr*> (109)
2w /.,
It is easy to see that the radial function F'(r) plays a pivotal role in determining the

relationship between GFs and the effective potential. Then, the GF with the effective
potential (106)) is given by

o(w) = sech? {QL / :o (5 + m(m—g“)) dr] (110)

w r r

Using the function [I7], we arrive at

stechQ{—i(%z—i-M)] (111)

2w\ T}, T

The GF depends on both the LV parameter and on the global monopole term. We depict the
behavior of GF in Fig.. As we can see, when the frequency is at a lower level, we observe
that radiation is reflected totally and there is no transmission. The tunneling effect occurs as
the frequency increases so that the radiation can pass through the potential barrier. Besides,
the greybody factor decreases with larger values of the LV parameter, while it almost does
not change as we modify the global monopole term. In this case, we physically interpret this
as follows: when the parameter 7 increases, the height of the potential barrier also increases,

leading to a lower probability of transmission to the incident wave.

VII. FINAL REMARKS

In this work, one investigated a static spherically symmetric spacetime in the context
of a gravity non-minimally coupled to the Kalb-Ramond field with non-zero VEV. Such a

non-zero VEV induces the breaking of the Lorentz symmetry. As matter content, global
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Figure 2: The representation of the greybody factors as a function of w by varying the parameters

7 for kn? = 0.1 (a) and 7 for v = 0.1 (b).

monopole was considered. In this conjecture, for a suitable configuration of the KR field,
we were able to obtain an analytical solution in the absence and presence of cosmological
constant. We also calculated the Hawking temperature, showing the influence of LSV and
the global monopole.

Some physical implications of these solutions were investigated by means of the results
of classical experiments regarding the Solar System. Within this study, we concentrated
on the advance of Mercury’s perihelion and light deflection, establishing constraints for the
symmetry-breaking energy scale of the global monopole, 1. For the former, we estimated
the parameter n by the requirement that any additional perihelion advance from a global
monopole does not exceed the observational uncertainty (£0.003”/century) leads to the
upper bound constraint n < 8 x 10'? GeV. This means that if a global monopole would
present in the Solar System, the symmetry-breaking scale  would have to be lower than
roughly 8 x 10'2 GeV in order to not produce a detectable extra precession of Mercury’s
perihelion.

Employing the method of partial waves, we examined the scattering and absorption of a
massless scalar field using the solution obtained for the case of a zero cosmological constant.
We showed that the cross-sections explicitly depend on 7 and 7, as expected. In particular,
we demonstrated that the absorption cross-section holds the universality property of being
linearly dependent to the area of the Schwarzschild event horizon.

We also obtained an exact expression for the greybody factor, which depends explicitly
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on both the LSB parameter and the global monopole charge. The effect of LSB is to increase
the greybody factor as v lowers, while the global monopole tends to decrease the greybody
factor as n lowers.

A forthcoming study could involve investigating spinning black holes and analyzing the
impact of the LSB parameter and the monopole charge on these solutions. We plan to

conduct this study in the future.
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