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Abstract

We propose a covariant quantum-geometric mechanism for dark energy, where the vacuum energy
density pq = o H 44 QH emerges from conformal anomalies and dissipative effects in curved spacetime.
The UCM-Neo-GCV model introduces no new dynamical fields, preserves gravitational wave speed
(¢g = ¢), and predicts an intermediate Hubble constant (Ho ~ 69.2 + 0.8 km/s/Mpc)—bridging the
Planck-SHOES tension. A novel geometric screening mechanism E.g(p) ensures General Relativity
(GR) is recovered in high-density regimes, while the o H* term may explain JWST-observed early
galaxy formation at high redshifts. The model yields a dynamic equation of state wq(z), falsifiable
with Euclid, DESI, and LISA, and aligns with quantum field theory in curved spacetime, offering a
minimalist alternative to ACDM, quintessence, and modified gravity theories.

1 Introduction

The standard ACDM model, while successful in describing cosmic microwave background (CMB) data
(Planck Collaboration, 2020), large-scale structure, and late-time acceleration, faces significant chal-
lenges. The Hubble tension—discrepancies between early-universe (Hy = 67.4 + 0.5km/s/Mpc, Planck
Collaboration, 2020) and local measurements (Hy = 73.04 + 1.04km/s/Mpc, Riess et al., 2022)—has
reached a 5o significance. The Ss tension, involving matter clustering (Sg = 0.832 £ 0.013 from CMB
vs. Sg = 0.776 £+ 0.017 from DES-Y3, DES Collaboration, 2022), and early galaxy formation observed
by JWST at z > 7 (JWST Collaboration, 2023) further question ACDM’s completeness.

Alternative models, such as quintessence (Caldwell et al., 1998), f(R) gravity (Carroll et al., 2004),
and running vacuum models (RVM, Sola, 2013), attempt to address these issues but introduce new
challenges. Quintessence requires fine-tuned scalar potentials, f(R) theories struggle with solar system
constraints, and RVM lacks a clear quantum foundation. Moreover, the cosmological constant prob-
lem—where the observed A is 120 orders of magnitude smaller than quantum field theory predictions
(Weinberg, 1989)—remains unresolved.

The UCM-Neo-GCV (Universal Current Model - New Gravitational Quantum Vacuum) conjecture
proposes a novel approach: a quantum-geometric vacuum energy density p, = oH 4 4+ QH, derived
from quantum field theory in curved spacetime (QFTCS). The model introduces no new dynamical
fields, ensures general covariance via the projection R,,U*U", and implements a geometric screening
mechanism &e(p) to recover GR locally. It predicts a dynamic equation of state wy(z), intermediate
values for Hy and Sg, and consistency with gravitational wave constraints (¢q = ¢).

Model New Fields Covariance Vacuum
ACDM None Implicit Static
Quintessence Scalar Yes Dynamic
f(R) Scalar Yes Static
RVM None Yes Dynamic
UCM-Neo-GCV None Explicit Dynamic

Table 1: Comparison of cosmological models. UCM-Neo-GCV stands out for its lack of new fields and
explicit covariance.



2 The UCM-Neo-GCV Model

2.1 Quantum-Geometric Vacuum Energy

The UCM-Neo-GCV model posits that cosmic acceleration arises from quantum corrections to the grav-
itational vacuum, encoded in the effective energy density:

py = oH' + QH, (1)

where H is the Hubble parameter, o (with dimensions [M]*) parametrizes high-curvature contributions
from the conformal anomaly, and @ (dimensions [M]?) reflects dissipative effects in an expanding uni-
verse. These terms are motivated by QFTCS, as detailed below.

2.1.1 Conformal Anomaly and the ¢ H* Term

In QFTCS, the renormalized energy-momentum tensor (7T),,) for a conformal scalar field in a curved
background exhibits a non-zero trace due to the conformal anomaly (Birrell and Davies, 1982):
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In a flat FLRW metric (ds? = —dt? + a?(t)dz?), this reduces to terms involving H:
(T}) ~ H" + H*H, (3)
justifying the o H* term (see Appendix A for a detailed derivation). This term dominates in the early

universe, potentially influencing early galaxy formation observed by JWST (JWST Collaboration, 2023).
In a flat FLRW metric (ds? = —dt? + a?(t)dz?), this reduces to terms involving H:

(T!) ~ H* + H°H, (4)

where the H2H term becomes negligible at late times compared to H*. Therefore, only the dominant
quantum correction is retained:

In this work, we focus on the leading H* term, since the H2H contribution is subdominant
and can be absorbed into the background evolution.

justifying the o H* term (see Appendix A for a detailed derivation). The H2H contribution from
the trace anomaly is neglected here under the assumption of slow-roll or quasi-de Sitter expansion. In
dynamical eras (e.g., matter-radiation transition), its impact may be non-negligible and warrants further
analysis.

2.1.2 Dissipative Effects and the QH Term

The QH term arises from non-equilibrium effects in an expanding universe, modeled via the Schwinger-
Keldysh in-in formalism (Schwinger, 1961). It represents vacuum dissipation, scaling linearly with the
expansion rate, and dominates at late times, driving present-day acceleration. The QH term is introduced
as a phenomenological proxy for non-equilibrium quantum dissipation. A formal derivation from the
Schwinger—Keldysh effective action is an open direction for future work.

2.2 Covariant Formulation

To ensure general covariance, the terms are reformulated using an auxiliary timelike vector field U*
(U*U,, = —1), which defines a temporal foliation without introducing new degrees of freedom. The key
invariant is:

Ry = R, U*UY, (5)
where R, is the Ricci tensor. In FLRW, Ry &~ —3H?, mapping the terms as:
oH* = o(R,, UMU")?, (6)

QH — Q\/|R,,UrU"|. (7)
The effective action becomes:

S = /d4x\/jg [MQP%IR + Ly, — Eerr(p) (U(RU)2 + Q\/Rilﬂ)} ) (8)

where M3, = (87G)~1, L,, is the matter Lagrangian, and &.(p) is the screening function.



2.3 Geometric Screening Mechanism

The screening function &.g(p) modulates quantum corrections based on local energy density:

Eet(p) = &o - m7

where & ~ 1, A ~ 10747 GeV* (the present-day critical density), and n ~ 2. This ensures:
e p> A (e.g., solar system): g =~ 0, recovering GR.
e p < A (cosmic vacuum): &g ~ &, activating quantum corrections.

This mechanism is analogous to chameleon screening (Khoury and Weltman, 2004) but operates geomet-
rically, without additional fields. The behavior of the screening function &g(p) in non-homogeneous or
anisotropic backgrounds (e.g., local structures, galaxy clusters) remains an open problem. Its covariant
formulation ensures mathematical consistency, but a full analysis in such contexts is left for future work.

2.4 Modified Friedmann Equations
In FLRW, the modified Friedmann equations are:

BMEH? = p + pr + Py, (10)
—2MEH = py, + %pr + (pg +Pg)s (11)

where p, = eii(p) (0 H* + QH), and the pressure p, is derived from energy conservation:
pq+3H(pg +pg) = 0. (12)

The equation of state wy(z) = p,/p, evolves dynamically, as shown in Section 3.

3 Observational Predictions

The UCM-Neo-GCV model yields falsifiable predictions, addressing cosmological tensions and providing
signatures for upcoming surveys.
3.1 Hubble and Ss Tensions
The model predicts an intermediate Hubble constant:
Hy =~ 69.2 + 0.8 km/s/Mpc, (13)

reducing the Planck-SHOES tension to ~ 2¢. This arises from the evolving wy(z) > —1 at intermediate
redshifts, modifying the expansion history. Similarly, the matter clustering parameter is:

Sg ~ 0.76 £ 0.02, (14)
aligning with weak lensing data (DES Collaboration, 2022) due to altered structure growth from the
dynamic vacuum.

3.2 Dynamic Equation of State
The equation of state evolves as:

wq(z) = —0.98 + 0.051In(1 + z), (15)
deviating from ACDM’s w = —1. This can be tested with Euclid and DESI, which will measure w(z) to
~ 1% precision (DESI Collaboration, 2024). Figure 1 (to be added) will compare w,(z) with ACDM.
3.3 Gravitational Wave Speed

The model preserves ¢, = ¢, consistent with GW170817 constraints (|Ac,/c| < 10715, LIGO Scientific
Collaboration and Virgo Collaboration, 2017), as U* is non-dynamical and the screening mechanism
does not alter tensor mode propagation.



3.4

Early Galaxy Formation

The 0 H* term, dominant at high redshifts, accelerates early structure formation, potentially explaining
JWST observations of massive galaxies at z > 7 (JWST Collaboration, 2023). This effect can be
quantified with future JWST data on galaxy mass distributions.

4 Discussion

4.1

Strengths

The UCM-Neo-GCV model offers several advantages:

4.2

4.3

Minimalism: No new dynamical fields, unlike quintessence or f(R).
Quantum Foundation: Grounded in QFTCS, with o H* directly tied to the conformal anomaly.

Falsifiability: Predictions for Hy, Sg, and wgy(z) are testable with Euclid, DESI, JWST, and
LISA.

Limitations and Constraints

Primordial Nucleosynthesis (BBN): During the radiation era (p > A), & ~ 0, suppressing
quantum corrections. Preliminary estimates suggest deviations in light element abundances are
below current BBN constraints (AY), < 0.01), but numerical integration is needed.

Solar System Tests: The screening mechanism ensures GR is recovered locally. For the Sun
(p ~ 10 GeV*?), £og ~ 10770, making deviations from GR smaller than Cassini bounds (y — 1 <
2.3 x 1075, Bertotti et al., 2003).

Fine-Tuning: The coefficients o and @ are constrained by observations (o ~ 10*8Mf§1, Q ~
1072 M3,) but require theoretical justification, possibly from a UV-complete theory.

Numerical Implementation: The model has not yet been implemented in cosmological codes
like CLASS or CAMB, though a roadmap for integration is outlined in Appendix C.

Connections to Quantum Gravity

The model aligns with quantum gravity frameworks:
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Asymptotic Safety: The o H* term resembles higher-curvature corrections in renormalization
group flows (Bonanno and Reuter, 2002).

Holography: The vacuum energy may reflect holographic entanglement entropy, scaling as H*.

Induced Gravity: The framework echoes Sakharov’s induced gravity (Sakharov, 1968), where
vacuum fluctuations generate effective gravitational dynamics.

Conclusion

The UCM-Neo-GCV model provides a quantum-geometric explanation for dark energy, with a vacuum
energy density p, = cH* + QH derived from QFTCS. Its covariant formulation, geometric screening
mechanism, and absence of new fields make it a minimalist alternative to ACDM and modified gravity
theories. The model addresses the Hubble and Sg tensions, predicts a dynamic w,(2), and is consistent
with GW170817 and JWST observations. While challenges remain—particularly numerical implemen-
tation and UV derivation—it offers a promising framework for future cosmological studies, testable with
Euclid, DESI, JWST, and LISA.



A Derivation of the Conformal Anomaly

For a conformal scalar field in FLRW, the action is:
4 1 v 1 2
Se = | d*z/—yg —§g‘ VoV, — ng) . (16)

The trace anomaly is (Christensen, 1976):

1
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In FLRW, R, 0 RH#P7 ~ H* + H?H, yielding (Th) ~ H*, which supports the o H* term.

B Linear Stability Analysis
Perturbing the FLRW metric as ds? = —(1 + 2®)dt? + a*(t)(1 — 2V)4;;dx’dx?, the scalar perturbation
equations show no ghosts if o > 0 and |Q] < 6M}%1H . Tensor perturbations confirm ¢4 = c.
C Development Roadmap
A five-year plan includes:
1. Year 1: Implement the model in CLASS/CAMB.
2. Year 2: Analyze CMB and BAO data.

3. Year 3-5: Derive o and @ from UV theories (e.g., string theory, LQG).
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Figure 1: wq(2) vs. ACDM
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Figure 1: Comparison between the dynamic equation of state wq(z) predicted by the UCM-Neo-GCV
model and the constant w = —1 of ACDM.



Figure 2: £«(p) Behavior
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Figure 2: Behavior of the geometric screening function e (p), which suppresses quantum corrections in
high-density environments.
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