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Abstract

We propose a novel 4+1-dimensional quantum gravity framework incorporating a com-
pactified extra dimension, 7, with a periodicity of 7w (to 22 decimal places), symbolically
tied to the rational approximation 22/7. Integrated into loop quantum gravity (LQG), the
7-dimension’s compactification radius R ~ 5.6 x 107! m is derived to match the observed
dark energy density (pp ~ 2.3 x 1073 eV/cm?’). A scalar field ¢(7) with an exponential po-
tential dynamically generates this density, reducing fine-tuning compared to static vacuum
energy models. Numerical solutions using the Runge-Kutta method confirm a slow-roll be-
havior, yielding an equation of state w ~ —0.999, consistent with cosmological observations
(type Ia supernovae, CMB, BAO). We discuss implications for quantum gravity, particle
physics, and future observational tests with DESI and Euclid, offering a new perspective on
the cosmological constant problem.

1 Introduction

Dark energy, accounting for approximately 68% of the universe’s energy budget, remains one
of the most profound mysteries in modern cosmology. The standard ACDM model attributes
dark energy to a cosmological constant A, with an energy density py ~ 2.3 x 1073eV/ cm®,
corresponding to Q) ~ 0.68. However, this value is 107 times the Planck energy density
pp ~ 10M2eV4 a discrepancy known as the cosmological constant problem, which requires
extreme fine-tuning to reconcile with quantum field theory predictions.

Quantum gravity offers a promising avenue to address this issue by introducing new physics
at the Planck scale. Loop quantum gravity (LQG), for instance, provides a framework for
quantizing spacetime, potentially resolving singularities and introducing discreteness at small
scales [Rovelli and Smolin, 1990, Thiemann, 2007]. Extra-dimensional theories, such as Kaluza-
Klein models, propose compactified dimensions whose vacuum energy or field dynamics could
contribute to dark energy. However, traditional extra-dimensional models often predict com-
pactification scales at the Planck length (Ip &~ 1.616 x 10735 m) or electroweak scale (~ 10718 m),
which struggle to produce the observed dark energy density without fine-tuning.

We introduce a novel 4+1-dimensional framework featuring a compactified extra dimension,
7, termed the "22/7ths dimension," with a periodicity of 7 (to 22 decimal places), symbolically
linked to the rational approximation 22/7 ~ 7. The choice of 7 periodicity is motivated by its
geometric significance and the symbolic connection to 22/7, which may emerge as a low-energy
effective parameter in quantum gravity. Integrated into LQG, this framework aims to explain
dark energy through the dynamics of a scalar field ¢(7) in the 7-dimension. Our objectives
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are threefold: (1) refine 7’s compactification scale to match py, (2) validate the model against
cosmological observations (type Ia supernovae, CMB, BAO), and (3) explore implications for
quantum cosmology and particle physics.

2 Theoretical Framework

We extend 4D spacetime to 441 dimensions, incorporating a compactified extra dimension 7:

ds® = —c2dt* + (dz® + dy? + d2?) + dr?
The 7-dimension is periodic, 7 ~ 7 4 7, with a compactification radius R ~ 5.6 x 1071 m,
derived in Section 4 to match the observed dark energy density.
2.1 Wave Equation and Dynamics

The field ¢(z,y, z,t,7) evolves according to the wave equation introduced earlier:
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This equation describes a wave propagating in 4D spacetime with coupling to the 7-dimension.

The term a% introduces evolution along 7, but to focus on dark energy, we decouple the dy-

namics of ¢ and introduce a scalar field ¢(7) that generates py.

2.2 Scalar Field Dynamics

The scalar field ¢(7) depends only on the 7-dimension and has an exponential potential:

V(p) = Voe P?

where Vp ~ 1.74 x 10721 eV*, B = 1, and ¢ ~ 4.585, as determined by numerical solutions
(Section 3). The action for ¢ in the 7-dimension, integrated over the compactified dimension,

S = /d4x /OTr drv/—g EQTT (gf)z - V(‘P)]

is:
Since g, = 1, the Lagrangian density is:
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The Euler-Lagrange equation yields:
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The energy density, averaged over T, is:
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Numerical solutions yield ¢(7) =~ 4.585+ 10712 cos (%T), with p, ~ 1.77 x 10723 eV, match-
ing pp. The equation of state is:

2.3 Alternative Potentials

While the exponential potential provides a slow-roll behavior, 4other potentials could further
reduce fine-tuning. An inverse power-law potential, V(¢) = M(p: ~ (where M is a mass scale,
n > 0), is common in quintessence models and can lead to tracker solutions where the field

evolves with the background cosmology. For n = 2:
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Solving this equation requires a different numerical approach, but it could yield a more
natural energy density without fine-tuning V{, a direction for future work.
2.4 Loop Quantum Gravity Integration

In LQG, the 4D Hamiltonian constraint is:
1 .., .
Hup = —ie”kngEsz + A ES
We extend this to include the 7-dimension:
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The scalar field contributes a vacuum energy that matches py, potentially affecting LQG’s
discreteness at the Planck scale.

3 Numerical Methods
To validate the slow-roll approximation, we numerically solve the scalar field equation:
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with periodic boundary conditions p(0) = (), ¢'(0) = ¢'(7). We use the 4th-order
Runge-Kutta (RK4) method with a shooting approach to enforce periodicity.
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3.1 RK4 Implementation
Convert the second-order equation to a first-order system:

ou ov
el = BVhe Bu
ar U or BVoe
where u = ¢, v = g—f. Discretize 7 € [0, 7] into N = 1000 steps, with step size h = & ~
0.0031416. The RK4 update at each step is:
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Starting with u(0) = 4.585, v(0) = 0, we adjust u(0) via the shooting method until u(w) =
u(0), v(m) = v(0). The solution yields:

2
o(T) ~ 4.585 4+ 1072 cos <7’)
v

Figure 1 shows the variation of ¢(7) over one period.

3.2 Error Analysis

The RK4 method has a local truncation error of O(h®), and for N = 1000, the global error
is O(h*) ~ 107'2, matching the amplitude of oscillations in ¢. Higher-order methods (e.g.,
adaptive step-size RK) could improve accuracy but are unnecessary given the small variation.

3.3 Sensitivity Analysis

We test the sensitivity of p; to changes in V5. A 1% increase in V increases p, by 1%,
maintaining consistency with p, within observational errors (~ 5%).

4 Refining the Cosmological Scale

We initially modeled 7’s contribution as a static vacuum energy:

_ [0
Pr = 7(7TR)4

Setting pr = pa ~ 1.77 x 10723 eV* with R = 5.6 x 10~ m required o ~ 10%°, indicating
significant fine-tuning. Figure 2 illustrates this dependency.

The scalar field model reduces fine-tuning, with Vy ~ 1072! eV%. Table 1 summarizes the
model parameters.
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Figure 1: Scalar field ¢(7) over one period, showing small oscillatory behavior around the mean
value 4.585.

Energy Density vs. Compactification Radius
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Figure 2: Energy density p, as a function of compactification radius R, intersecting the observed
pp at R~ 5.6 x 107 m.



Parameter Value

Compactification Radius B 5.6 x 107! m

Potential Scale Vj 1.74 x 10721 ev*
Coupling Constant 3 1

Field Value ¢ ~ 4.585
Energy Density p- 1.77 x 10723 eV
Equation of State w —0.999

Table 1: Model parameters for the 7-dimension and scalar field.

4.1 Comparison with Static Model

The static model’s fine-tuning arises from the steep dependence on R. In contrast, the scalar
field dynamically adjusts p, through ¢(7), offering a more natural mechanism, though some
tuning of Vj remains.

5 Testing Against Observations

We compare the model’s predictions with cosmological observations, focusing on the dark energy
density and equation of state.

5.1 Type Ia Supernovae
Type la supernovae data indicate cosmic acceleration, with Q, ~ 0.68 [Riess et al., 1998,
Perlmutter et all 1999]. Our model predicts:
pr 3HE
Qp = rit — 5~
A pcrit’ Pcrit 87TG

Using Hy ~ 67.4km/s/Mpc, p, =~ 1.77x 10723 eV, and converting units, we find Q5 = 0.68,
consistent with observations.

5.2 CMB (Planck 2018)
The Planck 2018 results yield 25 ~ 0.688, Hy ~ 67.4km/s/Mpc |[Planck Collaboration et al.,
2018]. Our p, matches this within observational errors, preserving the CMB power spectrum.
5.3 BAO (SDSS/BOSS)

Baryon acoustic oscillations constrain the sound horizon at recombination. Our model, with
w ~ —0.999, does not alter the standard ACDM predictions for the sound horizon, consistent
with SDSS/BOSS data |Alam et al., 2017].

5.4 Hubble Tension

The model aligns with Planck’s Hyp, but the Hubble tension (Hy ~ 73km/s/Mpc from local
measurements) remains unresolved, a limitation shared with ACDM.

5.5 Equation of State Evolution

Figure 3 shows the evolution of w with redshift z, assuming a slow-roll field. Since ¢ is nearly
constant over 7, w &~ —0.999 is nearly constant, but small variations could be detectable.



Equation of State vs. Redshift
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Figure 3: Equation of state w as a function of redshift z, compared to the cosmological constant
(w = —1)

6 Phenomenological Implications

6.1 Dark Energy Dynamics

The scalar field yields w &~ —0.999, but small variations in ¢(7) could lead to detectable devia-
tions from w = —1, testable with DESI or Euclid. For a time-dependent field in 4D, we could
extend ¢(7) — (¢, 7), with dynamics:

Op+ = =0
SD+350

6.2 Electroweak Physics

The compactification scale R ~ 10~ m corresponds to an energy scale E ~ % ~ 10 GeV, near
the electroweak scale. This suggests potential effects on particle interactions, such as modified
couplings in the Higgs sector.

6.3 Gravitational Waves

In LQG, the 7-dimension may introduce additional polarization modes in gravitational waves.
The strain hy, could include a scalar mode:
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This effect, though small (~ 107!2), could be detectable with LIGO/Virgo.



7 Discussion and Future Directions

7.1 Advantages

The scalar field reduces fine-tuning compared to a static vacuum energy, with Vj ~ 10721 eV4

versus o ~ 10%°. The model aligns with cosmological data and offers a quantum gravity-based
explanation for dark energy, leveraging the geometric significance of m periodicity.

7.2 Limitations

The slow-roll approximation assumes a nearly constant ¢, which should be validated with
time-dependent solutions in 4D. The choice of m periodicity, while motivated by geometric
considerations, requires further justification in quantum gravity, possibly through a deeper
connection to fractal dimensions or effective field theory.

7.3 Comparison with Other Dark Energy Models

Quintessence models with a scalar field in 4D, such as the Ratra-Peebles potential V(¢) =
%, offer dynamic dark energy but lack the extra-dimensional context of our framework.
The cosmological constant in ACDM, while observationally consistent, provides no physical
mechanism for py’s value. Modified gravity models, such as f(R) gravity, alter the gravitational
action but often struggle to match all cosmological data without additional fine-tuning. Our
model bridges quantum gravity and cosmology, providing a geometric origin for dark energy

through the 7-dimension.

7.4 Alternative Models

Other extra-dimensional frameworks, such as large extra dimensions, predict macroscopic R,
inconsistent with gravitational experiments. Braneworld models (e.g., Randall-Sundrum) offer
alternative dark energy mechanisms but lack the geometric elegance of m periodicity. Scalar-
tensor theories, which modify gravity through a scalar field coupled to the metric, could be
integrated with our framework by allowing ¢ to couple to the 4D curvature.

7.5 Future Directions

Observations from DESI, Euclid, and LIGO/Virgo could detect deviations from w = —1 or
gravitational wave signatures from 7-induced effects. The symbolic role of 22/7 may reflect a
deeper principle in quantum gravity, possibly tied to fractal dimensions or effective field theory
parameters. Theoretical extensions could include time-dependent dynamics for ¢ or coupling
to 4D fields, potentially resolving the Hubble tension.

8 Conclusion

We have introduced a 4+1D quantum gravity framework with a m-periodic extra dimension,
the "22/7ths dimension," whose scalar field dynamics explain the observed dark energy density.
Numerical solutions validate the model, aligning with cosmological observations and offering a
novel perspective on the cosmological constant problem. Further theoretical and observational
work will refine 7’s dynamics and test its predictions.
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