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We explore the possible advantages of extending the standard ΛCDM model by more realistic backgrounds
compared to its spatially flat Robertson–Walker (RW) spacetime assumption, while preserving the underpinning
physics; in particular, by simultaneously allowing non-zero spatial curvature and anisotropic expansion on top
of ΛCDM, viz., the An-oΛCDM model. This is to test whether the latest observational data still support spatial
flatness and/or isotropic expansion in this case, and, if not, to explore the roles of spatial curvature and expansion
anisotropy (due to its stiff fluid-like behavior) in addressing some of the current cosmological tensions associated
with ΛCDM.We first present the theoretical background and explicit mathematical construction of An-oΛCDM;
in the simplest manner, combining the simplest anisotropic generalizations of the RW spacetime, viz., the Bianchi
type I, V, and IX spacetimes, in one Friedmann equation. Then we constrain the parameters of this model and its
particular cases, namely, An-ΛCDM, oΛCDM, and ΛCDM, by using the data sets from different observational
probes, viz., Planck cosmic microwave background (CMB) with or without lensing (Lens), baryonic acoustic
oscillations (BAO), type Ia Supernovae (SnIa) Pantheon, and cosmic chronometers (CC) data, and discuss the
results in detail. Ultimately, we conclude that, within the setup under consideration, (i) the observational data
confirm the spatial flatness and isotropic expansion assumptions of ΛCDM, though a very small amount of
present-day expansion anisotropy (Ωσ0) cannot be excluded, e.g., Ωσ0 . 10−18 (95% C.L.) for An-ΛCDM from
CMB+Lens data, (ii) the introduction of spatial curvature or anisotropic expansion, or both, on top ΛCDM does
not offer a possible relaxation to theH0 tension, and (iii) the introduction of anisotropic expansion neither affects
the closed space prediction from the CMB data nor does it improve the drastically reduced value of H0 led by
the closed space. We discuss why it is important and indispensable to maintain the geometric generalization
work program, especially in models that offer solutions to cosmological tensions, even though our findings do
not appear to favor the geometric generalizations of ΛCDM considered in this work.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the past decades, the scenario assumed as the standard
model in cosmology is the so called Lambda cold dark matter
(ΛCDM). This scenario fits a wide range of observational data
on different scales and epochs of the universe [1–5]. However,
some discrepancies and inconsistencies in the estimated values
of some important cosmological parameters have emerged in
the last decade [6–11]. These tensions, even if present with
different statistical significance, and possibly due in part to
systematic errors in the experiments, demand an explanation.
Among all the possibilities, the necessity of physics beyond the
well established fundamental theories that underpin, and even
extend ΛCDM, is making its own way. Alternatively, it would
be interesting to leave the physics completely untouched, and
proceed by considering more realistic spacetimes compared
to the spatially flat Friedmann–Lemaître–Robertson–Walker
(FLRW) spacetime on which ΛCDM is established.

Here we explore the possible advantages of a pure geomet-
ric generalization of the standard ΛCDM model, in particular,
allowing non-flat and anisotropic space. The standard ΛCDM
model, relying on canonical inflationary paradigm [12–15],
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assumes a flat and, in accordancewith the cosmological princi-
ple, maximally symmetric (homogeneous and isotropic) space,
i.e., the spatially flat Robertson–Walker (RW) spacetime, for
describing the geometry of the universe on the largest scales,
and general relativity (GR) with a positive cosmological con-
stant for describing the dynamics of the universe depending
on its material content. It is important to investigate whether
these geometric assumptionswould still be favored by the latest
observational data when the spatially flat RW spacetime is gen-
eralized to a more realistic one. Sticking to the cosmological
principle, the first step towards a more realistic cosmological
model is to allow spatial curvature on top of ΛCDM. It is
known that the Planck cosmic microwave background (CMB)
data alone favors positive (closed space) spatial curvature,
which mimics a negative energy density that varies as ∝ s−2,
where s is the average expansion scale factor [3]. Moreover,
spatially closed models are in agreement with not only the low
CMB anisotropy quadrupole of Planck, but also the WMAP
CMB data [16, 17]. However, the drastic exacerbation of the
H0 tension in this case, and the favoring of spatial flatness
with extremely high precision by the Planck CMB data in
combination with the baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO) data,
and the astrophysical data such as type Ia Supernovae (SNIa)
and cosmic chronometers (CC), have stimulated the debate on
the spatial flatness assumption [3, 18–24]; particularly, given
that it is in line with the canonical inflationary paradigm—yet,
note that inflation is not necessarily in conflict with a non-
flat space [17, 25–27], but spatially closed inflationary models
are significantly fine-tuned [17]. See also, e.g., Refs. [28–
47], which investigate spatial flatness/non-flatness in the RW
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framework using different observational data sets and analy-
sis methods and/or taking into account extensions (modified
gravity, dark energy, etc.) of the standard ΛCDM model. On
the other hand, the canonical inflationary paradigm—assumes
a single canonical scalar field, with suitable self-interaction
potential, which is minimally coupled to gravity described by
GR—makes sense if the observable universe exhibits isotropic
expansion (ignoring the tilted models and the possibility of be-
ing broken by, for instance, anisotropic dark energy in the late
universe). Indeed, the mathematically tractable next step to
generalizeΛCDMgeometrically is to allow anisotropic expan-
sion, which then leads to the generalized Friedmann equation
bringing in average Hubble parameter along with the shear
scalar term (quantifying the anisotropic expansion) and the
spatial curvature term that deviates from ∝ s−2 behavior if
the anisotropic expansion is accompanied by an anisotropic
spatial curvature [48–51]. In the simplest anisotropic gener-
alizations, viz., when the spatial curvature itself is isotropic
or has negligibly small anisotropy, the spatial curvature mim-
ics a source with a positive (open space) or negative (closed
space) energy density that varies as∝ s−2 and the shear scalar
mimics a stiff fluid [52, 53] (or a canonical scalar field with
a negligible potential energy compared to its kinetic energy)
with a positive energy density varying as ∝ s−6, which thus
dilutes faster than any other physical source (for which the
stiff fluid sets the causality limit [51]) as the universe expands.
The stiff fluid-like behavior of the shear scalar is typical for
general relativistic anisotropic universes with isotropic spatial
curvature filled only with isotropic perfect fluids with no pe-
culiar velocities [51]. Hence, irrespective of the inflationary
paradigm, it is not expected there to be an anisotropic expan-
sion at measurable levels in the observable universe. And,
given that inflation (canonical) isotropizes the universe very
efficiently, leaving almost no anisotropy even in the very early
universe (cosmic no-hair theorem [54, 55]), any detection of
a non-zero shear scalar today would have far reaching conse-
quences on the standard cosmology.1
For instance, it is possible to generate anisotropic expansion

well after decoupling, which also was suggested to address the
low CMB anisotropy quadrupole [68–70], though we ignore

1 In our discussion here, we ignore the possibility of inflationary models with
anisotropic hair, as it requires a departure from the canonical inflationary
paradigm, which is part of the standard cosmological model intended to
be investigated with its pure geometric generalization in this study. For
example, non-scalar fields, in particular gauge fields, are ubiquitous in high-
energy models of particle physics related to inflationary energy scales, and
they can turn on in the background during inflation (or become relevant at the
level of cosmic perturbations), and then lead to the violation of cosmic no-
hair theorem [56–58]. And, departures from GR, e.g., quadratic curvature
corrections, scalar-tensor theories of gravity such as Brans-Dicke theory
with ωBD ∼ −1 (limit of the theory relevant to the string theories and d-
brane constructions) can generate (or retain) anisotropic expansion [59–62].
Also, there are tilted spatially homogeneous cosmological models (with
the fluid flow lines not orthogonal to the surfaces of spatial homogeneity;
the components of the fluid’s peculiar velocity enter as further variables)
for which the tilt does not vanish at late times (once the inflation ends,
anisotropic modes again occur); to an observer moving with the fluid, such
models will not seem to isotropize, yet may appear isotropic in another
frame at late times [63–67] (see also Refs. [50, 51]).

this possibility in this work, as it demands modifications be-
yond pure geometry, namely, the introduction of anisotropic
stresses, effective well after decoupling, from some actual
sources such as vector fields or extended theories of grav-
ity such as Brans–Dicke theory (see Refs. [61, 62, 71–97]). In
tilted universes also, it is possible to generate/retain anisotropic
expansion at late times (see footnote 1), which was suggested
to address the discrepancies between the dipole amplitudes
and directions from the different cosmological observations
(e.g., between the radio and CMB dipoles) and even the H0

and S8 tensions, though we confine ourselves with orthogonal
universes in this work, as tilted ones may go as far as to stop
looking for corrections on top of ΛCDM and look for correc-
tions on top of the Einstein–de Sitter universe; tilted observers
(typical observers in a galaxy like the Milky Way) within the
bulk flow can be misled into concluding that the universe is
accelerating—it has been suggested that the indications for
cosmic acceleration found in the SnIa data disappear, if a bulk
flow induced anisotropy is allowed in the SnIa data, and thus,
a bulk flow dipole aligned with the local bulk flow is identified
while any monopole (which can be attributed to Λ) is con-
sistent with zero [98–121] (see also Refs. [10, 11] for recent
reviews and Refs. [68–70] for hints of unexpected features in
CMB and other independent cosmological data types). For
such reasons, the interest in anisotropic cosmologies has never
ceased and, moreover, has recently begun to rise again.
Besides thesemore fundamental aspects we discussed above

with regard to considering the pure geometric generalization
of ΛCDM by introducing spatial curvature and/or anisotropic
expansion, it is tempting to explore whether these geomet-
ric generalizations by alone could be beneficial in addressing
the tensions related to the ΛCDM model. Indeed, it was re-
cently reported in Ref. [122] that the non-tilted Bianchi Type-I
spacetime extension of ΛCDM, which simply allows differ-
ent scale factors in three orthogonal directions on top of the
spatially flat RW spacetime, relaxes theH0 tension; it predicts
H0 ∼ 70.0 km s−1 Mpc−1, which agrees, within 2σ, with both
the ΛCDM Planck 2018 prediction H0 = 67.27 ± 0.60 km
s−1 Mpc−1 [3] and the Hubble Space Telescope (HST) and the
SH0ES team local measurements, e.g.,H0 = 73.04±1.04 km
s−1 Mpc−1 [123] (see also Refs. [124, 125]). This observation
naturally makes us wondering whether the shear scalar, which
is non-negative by definition, can compensate the negative
energy density-like contribution of the positive (closed space)
spatial curvature to the Friedmann equation, and then avoid the
drastically reduced H0 value accompanying the closed space
prediction of the CMB with or without lensing (Lens) data.
Thus, here we will study the extension of ΛCDM allowing
both non-zero spatial curvature and anisotropic expansion for
mainly two reasons: (i) To test whether the latest observational
data still support spatial flatness and/or isotropic expansion in
this case, and, if not, (ii) to explore the roles of spatial curvature
and expansion anisotropy (via its stiff fluid-like contribution
to the Friedmann equation) in addressing some of the current
cosmological tensions associated with the ΛCDM model.
It is also pertinent to mention that the model-independent

upper bounds on the present-day expansion anisotropy in terms
of its corresponding present-day density parameter (Ωσ0) are
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of the order of O(10−3), e.g., from type Ia Supernovae [126–
132]. This is consistent with the model-dependent constraints,
Ωσ0 . 10−3, obtained from the H(z) and/or SNIa data (rel-
evant to z . 2.4) by considering the stiff fluid-like behavior
of expansion anisotropy on top of ΛCDM [122, 133]. This
amount of expansion anisotropy today, within the simplest
anisotropic, i.e., the Bianchi type I spacetime, generalization
of ΛCDM, implies the domination of expansion anisotropy at
z ∼ 10 and hence the spoilt of the successful description of
the earlier (z & 10) universe. Indeed, the model-dependent
upper bounds are usually much tighter; spanning a range from
Ωσ0 . 10−11 to 10−23 [50, 51]. When the stiff fluid-like be-
havior of expansion anisotropy is considered on top ofΛCDM,
the constraint Ωσ0 . 10−3 from the combined H(z) and
SnIa Pantheon data set (relevant to z . 2.4) is tightened to
Ωσ0 . 10−15 when the combined CMB+BAO data set (rele-
vant to z ∼ 1100) is also included, and it is further constrained
to Ωσ0 . 10−23 not to spoil the successes of the standard Big
Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN) (relevant to z ∼ 109) [122].
We have also the typical upper bound Ωσ0 . 10−20 derived
from the observed CMB quadrupole temperature fluctuation
∆T/T ∼ 10−5, which provides an upper bound at the same
order ofmagnitude on the expansion anisotropy at the recombi-
nation era (

√
Ωrec
σ ∼ 10−5 at zrec ∼ 103) [134–138]. The up-

per bounds obtained fromCMB reaches the levelΩσ0 . 10−22

from the rigorous analyses of the full Planck CMB temperature
and polarization data [138–140]. TheBBN light element abun-
dances also provide tight upper bounds, but at different levels
depending on the presence of spatial curvature anisotropy in
addition to expansion anisotropy; namely, Ωσ0 . 10−22 and
Ωσ0 . 10−21 for the Bianchi type I and type V spacetimes
(the anisotropic generalizations of the spatially flat and open
RW spacetimes, respectively, and yield isotropic spatial cur-
vature), and these relax to Ωσ0 . 10−13 for the Bianchi type
IX and type VII0 spacetimes (the anisotropic generalizations
of the spatially closed and open RW spacetimes, respectively,
and yield anisotropic spatial curvature) [137, 141, 142].

The paper is structured as follows: In Section II, we describe
the basic equations of the model; in Section III, we present the
data/methodology used; in Section IV, we discuss the results;
and in Section V, we summarize our findings.

II. BASIC EQUATIONS AND THE MODEL

We study a two parameter extension of the ΛCDM model
that allows both non-zero spatial curvature and anisotropic ex-
pansion, both which are geometric corrections on top of the
base ΛCDM model. The fundamental idea here is to extend
ΛCDM just by relaxing its spatially flat RW metric assump-
tion to a more realistic one. Accordingly, we consider the
generalized Friedmann equation which, compared to the usual
one, includes two new parameters, viz., the spatial curvature
(pertaining to deviation from flat space) and the shear scalar
(pertaining to deviation from isotropic expansion);

3H2 +
1

2
3R− σ2 = 8πGρ, (1)

whereH is the average Hubble parameter defined asH ≡ 1
3Θ

(Θ = Dµuµ is the volume expansion rate with Dµ being the
fully orthogonally projected covariant derivative and uµ is the
four-velocity that satisfies uµuµ = −1 and ∇νuµuµ = 0),
3R is the 3-Ricci scalar (the Ricci scalar of the spatial sec-
tion of the spacetime metric), σ2 is the shear scalar quan-
tifying the anisotropic expansion (σ2 = 1

2σαβσ
αβ , where

σαβ = 1
2 (uµ;ν + uν;µ)hµαh

ν
β − 1

3u
µ
;µhαβ is the shear ten-

sor with hµν = gµν + uµuν being the projection tensor into
the instantaneous rest frame of comoving observers), G is the
Newton’s gravitational constant, and ρ is the energy density
of the total physical ingredient of the universe (see Refs. [48–
51]). In this work, we limit our investigations to the orthogo-
nal (non-tilted) models—the fluid flow lines are orthogonal to
the surfaces of spatial homogeneity—, as the tilted ones—the
fluid flow lines are not orthogonal to the surfaces of spatial
homogeneity—are significantly more complicated and bring-
ing in the components of the fluid’s peculiar velocity as ad-
ditional variables on top of the the fluid’s energy density and
pressure; the spatial curvature and shear scalar already intro-
duce two new free parameters to be constrained on top of the
ΛCDM model (see Refs. [50, 51]).
We use the Einstein field equations (EFE) of GR;

Gµν ≡ Rµν −
1

2
gµνR = 8πGTµν , (2)

where Gµν is the Einstein tensor, Rµν is the Ricci tensor, R
is the Ricci scalar, and gµν is the metric tensor. We suppose
all types of matter distributions (viz., the usual cosmological
sources such as radiation, baryons, etc.) are perfect fluids with
no peculiar velocities, described by the energy-momentum ten-
sor (EMT) of the form T νµ = diag[−ρ, p, p, p], where ρ and
p are the energy density and pressure, respectively. EFE (2)
satisfy Tµν;ν = 0 (the conservation equation for the total EMT
representing all sources in the universe) viaGµν;ν = 0 as a con-
sequence of the twice-contracted Bianchi identity. This leads
to the continuity equation for the total EMT: ρ̇+3H(ρ+p) = 0,
where the dot represents the derivative with respect to the
proper time t. We consider the usual cosmological sources,
namely, pressureless fluid (CDM, baryons) described by the
equation of state (EoS) pm/ρm = 0, radiation (photons γ,
neutrinos ν) described by the EoS pr/ρr = 1

3 , and DE mim-
icked by a cosmological constant (viz., ρΛ = Λ

8πG = const)
described by the EoS pΛ/ρΛ = −1. We suppose these sources
interact only gravitationally, so that the continuity equation is
satisfied separately by each source, and this leads to

ρ ≡ ρr + ρm + ρΛ = ρr0s
−4 + ρm0s

−3 + ρΛ (3)

where s ≡ v1/3 is the mean scale factor with v being the
volume scale factor. The present-day value of s is set as
s0 = 1. Here and onward, a subscript 0 attached to any
quantity implies its value in the present-day universe. Note
that the present-day photon energy density ρr0 is extremely
well constrained by the absolute CMB monopole tempera-
ture measured by FIRAS T0 = 2.7255 ± 0.0006 K [143],
and thereby its present-day density parameter given by Ωr0 ≡
ρr0/3H

2
0 = 2.469× 10−5h−2(1 + 0.2271Neff)—where h =
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H0/100 km s−1Mpc−1 is the dimensionless reduced Hubble
constant and Neff = 3.046 is the standard number of effective
neutrino specieswithminimumallowedmassmν = 0.06 eV—
is not subject to our observational analysis.

To fully determine the modified Friedmann equation (1),
viz.,H(s), however, it is necessary to determine the evolution
of the two remaining parameters, namely, the functions 3R(s)
and σ2(s). In what follows, we first present explicit construc-
tions of different cases extending ΛCDM and then write a sin-
gle H(s) function including all these cases to be constrained
with the observational data. To do so, we start with the spa-
tially maximally symmetric metric, the RW metric, for the
purpose of comparison with the three spatially homogeneous
but not necessarily isotropic metrics, namely, the Bianchi type
I, Bianchi type V, and Bianchi type IX metrics which are the
simplest anisotropic generalizations of the spatially flat, open,
and closed RW metrics, respectively.

A. Spatially homogeneous and isotropic universe

We start with the RW metric; respecting the cosmological
principle, it yields maximally symmetric spatial section (not
necessarily flat), and it can be written in Cartesian coordinates
as follows:

ds2 = −dt2 + s2 dx2 + dy2 + dz2[
1 + κ

4 (x2 + y2 + z2)
]2 , (4)

where κ < 0, κ = 0, and κ > 0 correspond to spatially open,
flat, and closed universes, respectively. EFE (2) for the RW
metric (4) lead to the following set of differential equations,
viz., the usual Friedmann equations;

3
ṡ2

s2
+ 3

κ

s2
= 8πGρ, (5)

−2
s̈

s
− ṡ2

s2
− κ

s2
= 8πGp. (6)

The shear scalar and 3-Ricci scalar for the RW metric (4) read

σ2 = 0 and 3R = 3R0s
−2, (7)

where 3R0 = 6κ.
In what follows, we will refer this well known generalization

of the standard ΛCDM model, which simply allows non-zero
spatial curvature on top it, to as the oΛCDMmodel, where "o"
stands for "spatial curvature".

B. Spatially homogeneous, flat and anisotropic universe

We continue with the Bianchi type I metric, which simply
allows different scale factors in three orthogonal directions on
top of the spatially flat (κ = 0) RW metric, while preserving
isotropic spatial curvature;

ds2 = −dt2 + a2dx2 + b2dy2 + c2dz2, (8)

where {a, b, c} = {a(t), b(t), c(t)} are the directional scale
factors along the principal axes {x, y, z} and are functions of
t only. The corresponding average expansion scale factor is
s = (abc)

1
3 and from which the average Hubble parameter is

defined as H = ṡ
s = 1

3 (Hx +Hy +Hz), where Hx = ȧ
a ,

Hy = ḃ
b , and Hz = ċ

c are the directional Hubble parameters
defined along the x-, y-, and z-axes, respectively.
EFE (2) for theBianchi type Imetric (8) lead to the following

set of differential equations:

ȧ

a

ḃ

b
+
ḃ

b

ċ

c
+
ȧ

a

ċ

c
= 8πGρ, (9)

− b̈
b
− c̈

c
− ḃ

b

ċ

c
= 8πGp, (10)

− ä
a
− c̈

c
− ȧ

a

ċ

c
= 8πGp, (11)

− ä
a
− b̈

b
− ȧ

a

ḃ

b
= 8πGp. (12)

The shear scalar, in terms of the directionalHubble parameters,
reads

σ2 =
(Hx −Hy)2 + (Hy −Hz)

2 + (Hz −Hx)2

6
. (13)

We can rewrite equations (10)-(12) as follows;

Ḣx − Ḣy + 3H(Hx −Hy) = 0, (14)
Ḣy − Ḣz + 3H(Hy −Hz) = 0, (15)
Ḣz − Ḣx + 3H(Hz −Hx) = 0, (16)

and then, using these alongwith the time derivative of σ2 given
in Eq. (13), we reach the shear propagation equation

σ̇ + 3Hσ = 0. (17)

Its integration yields

σ2 = σ2
0s
−6. (18)

The 3-Ricci scalar for the Bianchi type I metric (8) is null;

3R = 0, (19)

which corresponds to a flat space, likewise the spatially flat
(κ = 0) RW metric.
In what follows, we refer to the Bianchi type I extension of

the standard ΛCDM model as An-ΛCDM model, where "An"
stands for "anisotropic".

C. Spatially homogeneous, open and anisotropic universe

We next continue with the Bianchi type V metric, which
simply allows different scale factors in three orthogonal direc-
tions on top of the spatially open (κ < 0) RW metric, while
preserving isotropic spatial curvature;

ds2 = −dt2 + a2e−2mzdx2 + b2e−2mzdy2 + c2dz2, (20)
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where m 6= 0 is a non-zero real constant. It can be observed
that Bianchi type V metric (20) reduces to the Bianchi type I
metric (8) whenm = 0.
EFE (2) for the Bianchi type V metric (20) lead to the

following set of differential equations:

ȧ

a

ḃ

b
+
ȧ

a

ċ

c
+
ḃ

b

ċ

c
− 3

m2

c2
= 8πGρ, (21)

− b̈
b
− c̈

c
− ḃ

b

ċ

c
+
m2

c2
= 8πGp, (22)

− ä
a
− c̈

c
− ȧ

a

ċ

c
+
m2

c2
= 8πGp, (23)

− ä
a
− b̈

b
− ȧ

a

ḃ

b
+
m2

c2
= 8πGp, (24)

m

(
2
ċ

c
− ȧ

a
− ḃ

b

)
= 0. (25)

In Eq. (25), we see the componentG0
3 = 8πGT 0

3, where we
take T 0

3 = 0 as we consider only perfect fluid distributions;
i.e., T 0i the energy flux density (which equals the momentum
densityT i0) is not allowed. As a result of this, solving Eq. (25),
it turns out that

c = c1(ab)
1
2 , (26)

where c1 > 0 is the integration constant. As we set s0 = 1,
the present-day values of the directional scale factors, i.e.,
a0 > 0, b0 > 0, and c0 > 0, must satisfy a0b0c0 = 1, and
therefore c1 = (a0b0)−

3
2 . Accordingly, we re-express the

average expansion scale factor as s = (a0b0)−
1
2 (ab)

1
2 , which

in turn implies c = a0b0s. Using Eq. (26), the set of field
equations (21)-(24) reduces to

2
ȧ

a

ḃ

b
+

1

2

ȧ2

a2
+

1

2

ḃ2

b2
− 3

m2

ab
= 8πGρ, (27)

−3

2

b̈

b
− 1

2

ä

a
+

1

4

ȧ2

a2
− 1

4

ḃ2

b2
− ȧ

a

ḃ

b
+
m2

ab
= 8πGp, (28)

−3

2

ä

a
− 1

2

b̈

b
− 1

4

ȧ2

a2
+

1

4

ḃ2

b2
− ȧ

a

ḃ

b
+
m2

ab
= 8πGp, (29)

− ä
a
− b̈

b
− ȧ

a

ḃ

b
+
m2

ab
= 8πGp. (30)

Also, the average Hubble parameter reduces to

H =
1

2
(Hx +Hy), (31)

and the shear scalar (13) reduces to

σ2 =
1

4
(Hx −Hy)2. (32)

Subtracting Eq. (30) from Eq. (28) [or Eq. (29)] we obtain

2
ä

a
− 2

b̈

b
+
ȧ2

a2
− ḃ2

b2
= 0, (33)

which, after using H (31) and σ2 (32), leads to the shear
propagation equation in the form

σ̇ + 3Hσ = 0. (34)

From its integration, we obtain

σ2 = σ2
0s
−6, (35)

as in the case of the Bianchi type I metric, see Eq. (18). The
3-Ricci scalar for the Bianchi type V metric (20) reads

3R = 3R0s
−2, (36)

which is negative definite, as here 3R0 = −6c0m
2 < 0,

corresponding to an open space; e.g., to compare with the
spatially open (κ < 0) RW metric, when we set a = b = c (so
that a0 = b0 = c0 = 1 as s0 = 1), we find −m2 = κ < 0.

D. Spatially homogeneous, closed and anisotropic spacetime

Finally, we consider the Bianchi type IX metric, which al-
lows a different scale factor along only one [as, for simplicity
sake, we consider the locally rotationally symmetric (LRS)
case] of the principal axes on top the spatially closed RW
metric, described by

ds2 = − dt2 + a2dx2 + b2dy2

+
(
b2 sin2 2ny + a2 cos2 2ny

)
dz2

− 2a2 cos 2ny dxdz,
(37)

where n 6= 0 is a non-zero real constant. It reduces to the
LRS Bianchi type I metric (i.e., the Bianchi type I metric (8)
with c = b, leading to Hz = Hy) for n = 0. We note
that, unlike the Bianchi type I and type V metrics, this met-
ric yields anisotropic spatial curvature, which would alter the
evolution σ2 ∝ s−6 of the shear scalar. The corresponding
average expansion scale factor and average Hubble parameter
respectively read as s = (ab2)

1
3 and H = 1

3 (Hx + 2Hy).
EFE (2) for the Bianchi type IX metric (37) lead to the

following set of differential equations:

2
ȧ

a

ḃ

b
+
ḃ2

b2
+ n2

(
4

b2
− a2

b4

)
= 8πGρ, (38)

−2
b̈

b
− ḃ2

b2
− n2

(
4

b2
− 3

a2

b4

)
= 8πGp, (39)

− ä
a
− b̈

b
− ȧ

a

ḃ

b
− n2 a

2

b4
= 8πGp. (40)

The shear scalar, in terms of the directional Hubble param-
eters, reads

σ2 =
1

3
(Hx −Hy)2. (41)

Subtracting Eq. (40) from Eq. (39), we obtain

b̈

b
+
ḃ2

b2
− ä

a
− ȧ

a

ḃ

b
+ 4n2

(
1

b2
− a2

b4

)
= 0. (42)

Rewriting the first four terms here in terms ofH andσ2 given in
Eqn. (41), we obtain the shear propagation equation as follows:

σ̇ + 3Hσ =
4n2

√
3

(
1

b2
− a2

b4

)
. (43)
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The 3-Ricci scalar for the Bianchi type IX metric (37) reads

3R = 2n2

(
4

b2
− a2

b4

)
, (44)

with the present day value, 3R0 = 2n2
(

4
b20
− a20

b40

)
.

We now suppose that the universe, all the way to the recom-
bination era, exhibits similar expansion histories along all the
principal axes, i.e.,

a ' b ' s, (45)

so that a0 ' b0 ' s0, satisfying s3
0 = a0b

2
0 = 1. This is in line

with the observed CMB quadrupole temperature fluctuation
(∆T/T ∼ 10−5) setting an upper limit at the same order of
magnitude on the expansion anisotropy at the recombination
era (

√
Ωrec
σ ∼ 10−5 at zrec ∼ 103), which transforms to

the typical upper limit Ωσ0 ∼ 10−20 derived from σ2 ∝
s−6 relation [134–138]. Accordingly, the shear propagation
equation (46) can approximately be written as follows:

σ̇ + 3Hσ ' 0, (46)

from which the shear scalar approximately reads

σ2 ' σ2
0s
−6. (47)

Similarly, the 3-Ricci scalar (44) can approximately be written
as follows:

3R ' 3R0s
−2, (48)

which is positive definite, as here 3R0 ' 6n2 > 0, corre-
sponding to a closed space; e.g., to compare with the spatially
closed (κ > 0) RW metric, when we set a = b = s (so that
a0 = b0 = 1 as s0 = 1) we find n2 = κ > 0. Thus, in
the case, for small anisotropies, the modified Friedmann equa-
tion (1) can approximately be written by using σ2 = σ2

0s
−6,

likewise in the cases of the Bianchi type I and type V metrics,
and 3R = 3R0s

−2 > 0, likewise in the case of the spatially
closed (κ > 0) RW metric.

E. Spatially homogeneous, but not necessarily flat and
isotropic, spacetime extension of the ΛCDM model

The generalized Friedmann equation for the spatially ho-
mogeneous, but not necessarily flat and isotropic, spacetime
metric and the non-tilted perfect fluids that we will confront
with the observational data, can be written as follows:

3H2 = 8πG(ρ+ ρκ + ρσ), (49)

where ρ is the energy density of the total physical ingredient of
the universe given in Eq. (3), while ρκ and ρσ are the effective
energy densities corresponding to spatial curvature (viz., the 3-
Ricci scalar) and expansion anisotropy (viz., the shear scalar)
through the following definitions, correspondingly,

ρκ =
− 1

2
3R

8πG
and ρσ =

σ2

8πG
. (50)

Consequently, using ρ from Eq. (3) along with the 3-Ricci
scalars and the shear scalars obtained above, we reach the fol-
lowing single generalized Friedmann equation, describing the
spatially homogeneous, but not necessarily flat and isotropic,
and non-tilted extension of theΛCDMmodel, to be confronted
with the observational data:

H2(s)

H2
0

= Ωσ0s
−6+Ωr0s

−4+Ωm0s
−3+Ωκ0s

−2+ΩΛ0, (51)

where the present-day density parameters satisfy Ωσ0 + Ωr0 +
Ωm0 + Ωκ0 + ΩΛ0 = 1 and among which Ωκ0 and Ωσ0 are
geometric terms; namely, Ωκ0 stands for the spatial curvature,
which can be Ωκ0 = 0, Ωκ0 > 0, and Ωκ0 < 0, corresponding
to the spatially flat, open, and closed universes, respectively,
and Ωσ0 ≥ 0 stands for expansion anisotropy (viz., the shear
scalar), which is non-negative definite.

In what follows, we call this model, described by Eq. (51),
An-oΛCDM model. We note that the An-oΛCDM model is
mathematically equivalent to adding stiff/Zeldovich fluid [52,
53] and a fluid of disordered cosmic strings (CS) [144] on top
of the ΛCDM model, though these two models are physically
different. Namely, the new terms Ωσ0s

−6 and Ωκ0s
−2 on

top of the ΛCDM model contribute to the Friedmann equa-
tion like sources called stiff fluid (described by the EoS of the
form ps/ρs = 1) and string gas (viz., CS, described by the
EoS of the form pcs/ρcs = −1/3), respectively, but in the
An-oΛCDM model, these terms are geometric in origin and
arise from the anisotropic expansion and spatial curvature, cor-
respondingly. A few direct consequences of being physically
different are that these twomodels behave differently at the per-
turbative level; unlike ΛCDM+stiff fluid, the Hubble constant
in An-oΛCDM depends on the direction of view in the sky;
unlike ΛCDM+cosmic strings, the interrelations of cosmolog-
ical distance measures in An-oΛCDM are different from those
in ΛCDM (e.g., the comoving angular diameter distance is no
longer proportional to the line-of-sight comoving distance for
non-flat space). In what follows in this section, elaborating
some aspects of these points little bit more, we will lay out the
approach we take in this work.

In the case of the An-oΛCDM model, the H(s) in (51)
corresponds to the average expansion rate and the expansion
rates along the different principal axes need not necessarily be
the same. Yet, we can define an average redshift as z = −1+ 1

s
from the average expansion scale factor s, and then rewrite this
equation in terms of z for observational analysis purposes at the
background level. The observational analysis relying on this
approach, which wewill follow in this work, would then reflect
only the stiff fluid-like effect of the expansion anisotropy on
the average expansion rate, H(s), of the An-oΛCDM model.
This in turn implies that the constraints, that we will obtain
in this work, can also be adopted for the cosmological models
that contain a stiff “fluid” on top of the ΛCDM and oΛCDM
models.2

2 Cosmologies with a stiff fluid era stemming from different underpinning
theories are ubiquitous, but differ in details (in particular, their perturbations
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For the observational analysis of the models, we will use
SNIa and cosmic chronometers (CC) data relevant to the late
universe (viz., z . 2.4), and BAO and CMB data relevant to
the universe since the recombination (viz., the drag redshift
zd ∼ 1060 and last scattering redshift z∗ ∼ 1090 involved
in BAO and CMB data analyses, respectively). In order to
quantify the amount/effects of expansion anisotropy within
the framework of the considered theoretical model described
by Eq. (51) using the observational data, we have twomain op-
tions: (i)We can perform a full likelihood treatment of the data;
so that, using the late time observational data, which incorpo-
rates the location of objects (e.g., SNIa) in the sky, and/or full
CMB data, which requires involving perturbations in our in-
vestigations (see Ref. [171] for the theory of cosmological per-
turbations in an anisotropic universe and Refs. [138–140] for
the constraints on anisotropic expansion from the full Planck
CMB temperature and polarization spectra measurements) can
in principle be able to distinguish between anisotropic expan-
sion and actual stiff fluid. (ii)We can explore the observational
constraints on the model at the background level. We prefer to
proceed with the second approach for the reasons explained in
detail below.

A full likelihood treatment of the late time observational
data, which incorporates the location of objects (e.g., SNIa)
in the sky, can in principle be able to distinguish between
anisotropic expansion and stiff fluid, as these likelihoods use
the differing z andH(z) values along different axes of line of
sight and incorporate these in an object-by-object differenti-
ation of the cosmological distances entering the likelihoods.
Such an approach would inevitably be necessary, e.g., in tilted
models, since in this case determining the dipole amplitudes
and directions from different cosmological observations would
have far-reaching consequences that may be beyond seeking
corrections on top ofΛCDM, as discussed also in the introduc-
tion (Sec. I). However, in our case, assuming non-tilted per-
fect fluids as in the standard cosmological model, this would
work most efficiently if the shear scalar was not predicted to
resemble a stiff fluid (σ2 ∝ s−6) by GR, but a source that
exhibits a much flatter average expansion scale factor depen-
dence. For example, suppose the shear scalar resembles dust
(σ2 ∝ s−3) via an anisotropic dark energy or a modified
theory of gravity (see Refs. [61, 62, 71–97]). In this case,
unless a full likelihood treatment of the observational data is
performed, the constraints on the present-day density param-
eters of a dust-like shear scalar and actual dust components
would degenerate. On the other hand, in the case anisotropic
expansion is allowed on top of ΛCDM or oΛCDM, the stiff
fluid approach is not less robust in determining constraints
on the Ωσ0 parameter, although it cannot map the state of
expansion anisotropy in the sky. In particular, when using
the data relevant to relatively late universe (e.g., SNIa), the

and hence their imprints on the CMB anisotropies are different [145, 146]),
see Ref. [147] for a general discussion (theoretical) on theΛCDM+stiff fluid
cosmology, and Refs. [52, 53, 81, 148–170] for some particular models of
this type that include sources (actual or effective) that resemble stiff fluid
(permanently or temporarily).

model independent constraints—which naturally consider full
likelihoods—on Ωσ0 and the ones from the stiff fluid like be-
haviour of the shear scalar only provide us with upper bounds,
and these are at almost the same order of magnitude in the two
different approaches, viz., Ωσ0 . 10−3 [122, 126–133]. Also,
in the stiff fluid approach on top of ΛCDM, the upper bounds
obtained by using the compressed BAO and/or CMB data are
already much stronger, Ωσ0 . 10−15; leaving anisotropic ex-
pansion on top of ΛCDM only as a correction (see [122] and
references therein), at least all theway the recombination. That
is, even if the compressed BAO and/or CMB data are used in-
stead of full data, it does not matter for the determination of
Ωσ0 whether the full likelihoods of the data relevant to late
universe (e.g., SNIa, CC) are used or not.
It is also worth noting that introducing isotropic (or almost

isotropic) spatial curvature, viz., the Ωκ0s
−2 term, on top of

ΛCDM is similar to introducing a source described by the EoS
of the form pcs/ρcs = −1/3, such as cosmic strings (which can
also have negative mass density [172]). Accordingly, the An-
oΛCDM model, the pure geometric generalization of ΛCDM
discussed here, resembles a cosmological model with cosmic
strings (CS) and a stiff fluid with a positive energy density on
top of ΛCDM. However, strictly speaking, this should only be
considered true at the background level; a spatial curvature
term in the background and a source with w = −1/3, and
similarly, the shear scalar term and a source with w = 1, give
identical contributions toH(s), the volumetric expansion rate
of the Universe, but are not similar in their contribution to
CMB anisotropies [145, 146, 171]. Not to mention that the
perturbations, hence the CMB anisotropies, will differ when
anisotropic expansion is allowed on top of the RW space-
time, moreover they also differ depending on the theoretical
models (see footnote 2) that introduce a stiff fluid like contri-
bution on top of ΛCDM [145, 146, 171]. It should be noted
here that despite the correspondence between spatial curvature
and cosmic strings mentioned above, we will not follow this
correspondence in our analysis; because, they differ not only
perturbatively, but also due to the fact that the interrelations of
cosmological distance measures differ in spatially flat models
and non-flat models, see, e.g., Sec. III C where the various
distance measures used in our analysis are given.

For these reasons, exploring the observational constraints
on An-oΛCDM at the background level would provide us the
opportunity to interpret these results also as constraints on a
large family of cosmological models containing stiff fluid on
top of ΛCDM and oΛCDM, rather than a particular model
(each of which may be a separate research topic); compromis-
ing the details of the underpinning physics/theoretical model
(see footnote 2) giving rise to stiff fluid type contributions in the
Friedmann equation. These models can, of course, be further
constrained when, for instance, the full CMB data are used and
they can then be distinguished from each other based on their
perturbation differences. Lastly, the strongest upper bounds on
anisotropic expansion are obtained from the CMB quadrupole
(l = 2 corresponds to the angular scale θ = π/2 on the sky)
temperature fluctuation (∆TPlanck ≈ 10µK [173], relevant
to perturbations) and/or BBN, viz., Ωσ0 . 10−21 − 10−23

(see [122] and references therein). Compromising these in our
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analysis, implying relatively weaker constraints, may be seen
as a drawback, but this is preferred on purpose in the current
work; in this case, we would be able to assess whether the
presence of anisotropy, as a correction, yet at a level beyond
the one imposed by the full CMB and/or BBN data, on top of
ΛCDM and oΛCDM could have consequences on theH0 ten-
sion [6] and/or the spatial curvature (Ωκ0) tension [8], which,
in fact, is the main motivation of the current work, rather than
finding new improved constraints on the expansion anisotropy
and spatial curvature, when introduced on top of the standard
cosmological model.

III. DATA AND LIKELIHOODS

In this section, we briefly describe the used data sets, and the
adopted methodology to perform the observational analyses.

A. Cosmic Chronometers

We consider the compilation of 31 cosmic chronome-
ter (CC) measurements of H(z) lying in the redshift range
0.07 ≤ z ≤ 1.965, as shown in Table I of [23], and the refer-
ences therein. The principle, underlying these measurements,
was first proposed in [174], relating the Hubble parameter
H(z), redshift z, and cosmic time t as

H(z) = − 1

1 + z

dz
dt
. (52)

The chi-squared function for these measurements, denoted
by χ2

CC, is

χ2
CC =

31∑
i=1

[Hobs(zi)−H th(zi)]
2

σ2
Hobs(zi)

, (53)

whereHobs(zi) is the observed value of the Hubble parameter
with the standard deviation σ2

Hobs(zi)
as given in the aforemen-

tioned table, andH th(zi) is the theoretical value obtained from
the cosmological model under consideration.

B. SnIa (Pantheon 2018)

The Pantheon 2018 (Pan) sample comprises a large type
Ia supernovae sample of 1048 measurements from five sub-
samples PS1, SDSS, SNLS, low-z, and HST spanning in the
redshift range 0.01 < z < 2.3 [122, 175, 176].

The chi-squared function of the Pan data is given by

χ2
Pan = ∆µC−1

Pan ∆µT , (54)

where ∆µ = µobs
i − µth. The observed distance modulus

(µobs
i ) [177] is evaluated as

µobs
i = µB,i +M, (55)

where µB,i is the observed peak magnitude at maximum in the
rest frame of the B band for redshift zi, while the quantityM
is the nuisance parameter. On the other hand, we evaluate the
theoretical distance modulus as

µth = 5 log10DL +M, (56)

where

DL = (1 + zhel)

∫ zcmb

0

H0dz

H(z)
, (57)

with zhel and zcmb being the heliocentric and CMB rest frame
redshifts, respectively.
The covariance matrix is measured as [178],

CPan = Csys +Dstat, (58)

where Csys is the systematic covariance matrix. Further, Dstat
is the diagonal covariance matrix of the statistical uncertainty,
calculated as

Dstat,ii = σ2
µB,i . (59)

The detailed description and the systematic covariance matrix
together with µB,i, σ2

µB,i , zcmb, and zhel for the ith SnIa are
mentioned in [175].

C. BAO

The completed experiments of the Sloan Digital Sky Sur-
vey (SDSS) recently presented the BAO measurements using
galaxies, Lyman-α (Lyα), and quasars [179]. These exper-
iments include the compilation of data from SDSS, BOSS,
SDSS-II, and eBOSS, offering independent BAO measure-
ments of Hubble distances and angular-diameter distances rel-
ative to the sound horizon from eight different samples as
shown in Table I.
The comoving size of the sound horizon (rs) at the drag

redshift (zd), i.e., rd, is calculated as:

rd = rs(zd) =

∫ ∞
zd

csdz
H(z)

. (60)

We use the best fit values of zd for the spatially flat and non-
flat cases as obtained in [180] for the ΛCDM and oΛCDM
models, respectively, for the CMB and CMB+Lens cases. For
CMB, we use zd = 1059.971 in ΛCDM and An-ΛCDMmod-
els, and zd = 1060.390 in oΛCDM and An-oΛCDM mod-
els. For CMB+Lens, we consider zd = 1059.971 in ΛCDM
and An-ΛCDM models, and zd = 1060.123 in oΛCDM and
An-oΛCDM models. Further, the sound speed of the baryon–
photon fluid reads cs = c√

3(1+R)
, where R = 3Ωb0

4Ωγ0(1+z)

with Ωb0 = 0.022h−2 being the present-day physical den-
sity of baryons [181] and Ωγ0 = 2.469× 10−5h−2 being the
present-day physical density of photons [182–186].
BAO measurements directly constrain the quantities

DH(z)/rd andDM (z)/rd. The Hubble distance at redshift z
is measured as

DH(z) =
c

H(z)
. (61)
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Table I. Clustering measurements for the BAO samples.
Parameter MGS BOSS Galaxy BOSS Galaxy eBOSS LRG eBOSS ELG eBOSS Quasar Lyα-Lyα Lyα-Quasar
zeff 0.15 0.38 0.51 0.70 0.85 1.48 2.33 2.33
DV (z)/rd 4.47± 0.17 — — — 18.33+0.57

−0.62 — — —
DM (z)/rd — 10.23± 0.17 13.36± 0.21 17.86± 0.33 — 30.69± 0.80 37.6± 1.9 37.3± 1.7
DH(z)/rd — 25.00± 0.76 22.33± 0.58 19.33± 0.53 — 13.26± 0.55 8.93± 0.28 9.08± 0.34

The comoving angular diameter distanceDM (z) is calculated
as

DM (z) =
c

H0
Sk

(
DC(z)

c/H0

)
, (62)

where the comoving distance of the line-of-sight is

DC(z) =
c

H0

∫ z

0

dz′
H0

H(z′)
, (63)

and

Sκ(x) =


sin
(√
−Ωκx

)
/
√
−Ωκ for Ωκ < 0,

x for Ωκ = 0,

sinh
(√

Ωκx
)
/
√

Ωκ for Ωκ > 0.

(64)

Further, these measurements are summarized by a quantity
DV (z)/rd, with the spherically averaged distance DV (z) as

DV (z) ≡
[
zD2

M (z)DH(z)
]1/3

. (65)

We now define the chi-squared function corresponding
to each distance considered in Table I. We denote d1 for
DV (z)/rd, d2 for DM (z)/rd, and d3 for DH(z)/rd, respec-
tively. The chi-squared function for each measurement is con-
sidered as

χ2
B1

=

2∑
i=1

(
dobs1 (zi)− dth1 (zi)

σdobs1 (zi)

)2

,

χ2
B2

=

6∑
j=1

(
dobs2 (zj)− dth2 (zj)

σdobs2 (zj)

)2

,

χ2
B3

=

6∑
j=1

(
dobs3 (zj)− dth3 (zj)

σdobs3 (zj)

)2

. (66)

Here, dobs is the observed distance value as given in Table I,
while dth is the theoretical value calculated for the models un-
der consideration. In the case of DV (z)/rd, zi (i = 1, 2) are
respectively the effective redshifts for the two measurements
of samples, MGS and eBOSS ELG. While, in the case of
DM (z)/rd andDH(z)/rd, zj (j = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6) are respec-
tively the effective redshifts for the six measurements: BOSS
Galaxy, BOSS Galaxy, eBOSS Galaxy, eBOSS LRG, eBOSS
Quasar, Lyα-Lyα, and Lyα-Quasar.

Thus, the total chi-squared function for the BAO measure-
ments, denoted by χ2

BAO, reads

χ2
BAO = χ2

B1
+ χ2

B2
+ χ2

B3
. (67)

D. CMB

In [187], various cosmological models are constrained using
the compressedCMB likelihood information. In this approach,
CMB measurements are compressed to the variables that gov-
ern the expansion history of the universe. The compressed
form helps in simplifying the computations, and allows to fit
complex models. Here, we follow a similar approach and use
the compressed likelihood information of the CMB data from
Planck 2018 chains [180] as described in the following.
In the case of CMB data, we fix the photon-decoupling

surface z∗ = 1089.920 for the spatially flat models (ΛCDM
andAn-ΛCDM), and the chi-squared function denoted byχ2

C1
,

reads as

χ2
C1

= ∆piC1
−1(∆pi)

T , ∆pi = pth
i − pmean

i , (68)

where i = 1, 2, 3 with p1 = ωb, p2 = ωcdm, and p3 =
100θMC. pmean

i are the mean values of the parameters from
Planck 2018 chains, and C1 is the covariance matrix for
(ωb, ωcdm, 100θMC), given by 2.18× 10−8 −1.16× 10−7 1.60× 10−8

−1.16× 10−7 1.85× 10−6 −1.41× 10−7

1.60× 10−8 −1.41× 10−7 9.62× 10−8

 .
Further, we fix z∗ = 1089.411 for the spatially non-flatmod-

els (oΛCDM and An-oΛCDM), and the chi-squared function
denoted by χ2

C2
, reads as

χ2
C2

= ∆qiC2
−1(∆qi)

T , ∆qi = qth
i − qmean

i , (69)

where i = 1, 2, 3, 4 with q1 = ωb, q2 = ωcdm, q3 = 100θMC

and q4 = Ωκ. Here qmean
i are the mean values of the parame-

ters from Planck 2018 chains, and C2 is the covariance matrix
for (ωb, ωcdm, 100θMC,Ωκ), given by 2.88× 10−8 −1.68× 10−7 2.53× 10−8 −1.30× 10−6

−1.68× 10−7 2.18× 10−6 −2.18× 10−7 1.04× 10−5

2.53× 10−8 −2.18× 10−7 1.05× 10−7 −1.60× 10−6

−1.30× 10−6 1.04× 10−5 −1.60× 10−6 2.94× 10−4

.
Similarly, we evaluate the chi-squared distribution for spa-

tially flat and non-flat models in the case of CMB+Lens data.
In other words, we consider the photon-decoupling surface
z∗ = 1089.914 for the spatially flat models (ΛCDM and An-
ΛCDM), and z∗ = 1089.606 for the spatially non-flat models
(oΛCDM and An-oΛCDM).
In order to constrain the parameters of themodels under con-

sideration with different combinations of the aforementioned
data sets, we use a Python interface for Multinest [188–190],
namely, the Pymultinest code [191]. We further analyze our
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modelswith theBayesian inference tool, nested sampling [192]
that helps in model comparison by calculating Bayesian evi-
dence. We define the total multivariate joint Gaussian likeli-
hood function as

Ltot ∝ exp
(
−χ2

tot

2

)
, (70)

where the total chi-square function of all the data sets reads

χ2
tot = χ2

CC + +χ2
Pan + χ2

BAO + χ2
CMB. (71)

In our study, we choose uniform prior distribution for all
the model parameters, viz., 35 < H0 [km s−1Mpc−1] < 85,
0.1 < Ωm0 < 0.7, −40 < log10(Ωσ0) < 0 [except the
analysis for the data sets CC, Pan, and CC+Pan, for which we
use −4 < log10(Ωσ0) < 0], and −0.3 < Ωκ0 < 0.3. 3

Finally, note that we aim in this study to constrain the al-
lowed amount of expansion anisotropy, quantified by its stiff
fluid-like contribution, ρσ ∝ (1 + z)6, to the Friedmann equa-
tion (51), from the observational data on top of the ΛCDM
and oΛCDM models, and assess its effects (see section II E
for more discussion). Notice that Ωσ0s

−6 is the fastest grow-
ing term with decreasing s, i.e., increasing z, in the Friedmann
equation. Therefore, we expect to typically achieve constraints
getting tighter on Ωσ0 as we use data from higher redshifts; as
is reflected in the sequence of our discussion in the next sec-
tion. Also, as the deviations from the isotropic models would
be pronounced more and more with increasing redshift, for
guaranteeing expansion anisotropy to remain as a correction
all the way to the largest redshifts relevant to the CMB and
BAO data used in our analyses, we fix the drag redshift zd

(involved in the BAO data analyses, see section III C) and the
last scattering redshift z∗ (involved in the CMB data analyses,
see section III D) for An-oΛCDM and An-ΛCDM by using
respectively the values obtained for oΛCDM and ΛCDM in
the Planck 2018 release [180].

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

In this section, we discuss the observational constraints on
the cosmological parameters of the models (viz., An-oΛCDM
described in (51) and its particular cases oΛCDM,An-ΛCDM,
and ΛCDM) obtained by using the data sets from the differ-
ent observational probes (viz., CC, SnIa Pantheon, BAO, and

3 In the CMB and BAO data likelihoods, we have used some fixed high
redshifts values, viz., the drag redshift zd and the last-scattering redshift
z∗, and therefore a small amount of anisotropy is expected in our results,
as a correction on the top of standard ΛCDM. The redshift z ∼ 1100 of
recombination where the Universe is supposed to be matter dominated, is
physically closely related to z∗ and zd. Therefore, usingΩm(z ∼ 1100) ≈
1 and say, Ωσ(z ∼ 1100) . 10−2 into Ωσ

Ωm
= Ωσ0

Ωm0
(1 + z)3, the upper

bound for Ωσ0
Ωm0

is found to be∼ 10−11. The test runs of the code suggested
that the prior range−40 < log10(Ωσ0) < 0 is good enough to extract the
information about Ωσ0.

CMB) and their various combinations, and the methods as dis-
cussed in Sec. III. In Tables II, III, and IV, we report the bounds
at 68% and 95% Confidence Level (C.L.) for H0, Ωm0, Ωκ0,
and log10(Ωσ0), while we show the corresponding one and
two-dimensional marginalized posteriors in the figures from
Fig. 1 to Fig. 6.
Table II displays the constraints on the model parameters

from the CC, Pan, and CC+Pan data, which are relatively low
redshifts (z . 2.4) data. The accompanying Fig. 1 compares
the constraints of different models for a given data set while
Fig. 2 compares the constraints from different data sets for a
given model. We notice that, regardless of whether or not
anisotropic expansion is allowed, the CC data set constrains
H0 better than Ωκ0, while the Pan data set constrains Ωκ0

better thanH0. The combination of CC and Pan data provides
stronger constraints on the parameters of themodels in general,
but constraints on the expansion anisotropy, viz., Ωσ0, are not
affected significantly, see Fig. 2. When we use only the CC
data or Pantheon 2018 data, or the combination of these two,
the upper bounds on the expansion anisotropy are allowed to
be large; up to log10(Ωσ0) < −1.77 at 95%C.L. (An-oΛCDM
with Pan). The tightest upper bound is log10(Ωσ0) < −2.23 at
95% C.L. (An-oΛCDM with CC) and it is slightly looser than
those obtained from the model independent constraints, e.g.,
from the SnIa data, log10(Ωσ0) . −3 assuming LRS Bianchi
type I background [126–132]. We notice that the models with
spatial curvature are predicted to be well consistent with the
spatially flat (Ωκ0 = 0) models in all these analyses. We
find no significant difference among the predicted H0 values,
yet, it might be interesting to notice that the introduction of
expansion anisotropy leads to a slight increase in the predicted
mean value of H0 for the CC data and to a slight decrease
in it for the Pan data. Also, for these cases, the introduction
of spatial curvature does not change the constraints of the
parameters, because these models are predicted to be well
consistent with a spatially flat universe.

Table III displays the constraints from the BAO data com-
bined with the Pantheon 2018 data and from the CMB data
(alone and in combination with the Pantheon 2018 data). We
see that including the BAO data from the measurements at
redshifts up to z = 2.33 (see Table I)—but carry information
from much higher redshifts via the drag redshift zd ∼ 1060
information—in our analyses with low-redshift data, viz., Pan,
improves the constraints on the expansion anisotropy term
considerably, as expected; see also the accompanying figures,
viz., Fig. 3 and Fig. 4. Accordingly, when the CMB data set
is not in the picture, the most stringent upper bound on the
expansion anisotropy is obtained by the BAO+Pan data, which
is log10(Ωσ0) < −14.3 at 95% C.L. irrespective of the pres-
ence of spatial curvature, as the cases with spatial curvature
are predicted to be well consistent with a spatially flat uni-
verse. However we notice that, for the models with spatial
curvature, the data predict slightly lower mean values for H0

accompanied by a slight tendency towards a spatially open
universe, which can be associated with the negative correla-
tion between H0 and Ωκ0, see the top-left panel of Fig. 3. As
discussed above, we expect to achieve the tightest constraints
on the expansion anisotropy when the CMB information, the
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Table II. Constraints on the An-oΛCDM, oΛCDM, An-ΛCDM, and
ΛCDM model parameters from CC, Pan, and CC+Pan data. The
upper bound of log10(Ωσ0) is at 95% C.L. The parameter H0 is
measured in units of km s−1 Mpc−1.

Parameter CC Pan CC+Pan
An-oΛCDM

H0 68.2+3.1+6.2
−3.1−5.8 70+8+10

−8−10 69.0+1.9+3.8
−1.9−3.8

Ωm0 0.302+0.081+0.15
−0.081−0.15 0.286+0.065+0.11

−0.065−0.12 0.300+0.067+0.11
−0.058−0.12

Ωκ0 0.02+0.20+0.26
−0.16−0.28 −0.01+0.14+0.26

−0.14−0.26 −0.02+0.14+0.26
−0.14−0.26

log10(Ωσ0) < −2.23 < −1.77 < −2.22

oΛCDM
H0 67.9+3.0+6.2

−3.0−5.9 71+9+10
−9−10 69.1+2.0+4.0

−2.0−3.9

Ωm0 0.328+0.081+0.13
−0.072−0.14 0.318+0.062+0.10

−0.052−0.11 0.321+0.062+0.10
−0.053−0.11

Ωκ0 0.00+0.16+0.28
−0.16−0.28 −0.05+0.12+0.26

−0.16−0.24 −0.05+0.13+0.27
−0.17−0.24

An-ΛCDM
H0 68.1+3.0+6.1

−3.0−5.7 69+9+10
−10−10 68.8+1.8+3.6

−1.8−3.6

Ωm0 0.311+0.064+0.13
−0.064−0.13 0.284+0.031+0.056

−0.025−0.059 0.292+0.023+0.045
−0.023−0.046

log10(Ωσ0) < −2.22 < −1.80 < −2.19

ΛCDM
H0 67.8+2.9+5.6

−2.9−5.6 70+9+10
−9−10 69.0+1.8+3.5

−1.8−3.5

Ωm0 0.330+0.052+0.12
−0.065−0.11 0.298+0.022+0.044

−0.022−0.041 0.302+0.020+0.041
−0.021−0.039

Table III. Constraints on the An-oΛCDM, oΛCDM, An-ΛCDM, and
ΛCDMmodel parameters fromBAO+Pan, CMBonly, andCMB+Pan
data. The upper bound of log10(Ωσ0) is at 95% C.L. The parameter
H0 is measured in units of km s−1 Mpc−1.

Parameter BAO+Pan CMB CMB+Pan
An-oΛCDM

H0 67.3+2.9+6.6
−3.5−6.1 54.2+2.9+7

−3.5−6 66.7+2.2+5.2
−2.6−4.6

Ωm0 0.294+0.027+0.054
−0.027−0.049 0.484+0.056+0.12

−0.056−0.11 0.319+0.023+0.045
−0.023−0.0446

Ωκ0 0.013+0.074+0.15
−0.074−0.15 −0.046+0.017+0.029

−0.014−0.032 −0.0032+0.0059+0.011
−0.0059−0.012

log10(Ωσ0) < −14.3 < −16.3 < −17.1

oΛCDM
H0 67.4+3.0+7.2

−3.5−6.3 54.3+2.6+7
−3.9−6 66.7+2.5+5.1

−2.5−4.8

Ωm0 0.294+0.027+0.054
−0.027−0.055 0.483+0.058+0.11

−0.058−0.12 0.320+0.023+0.047
−0.025−0.045

Ωκ0 0.010+0.076+0.15
−0.076−0.15 −0.045+0.016+0.031

−0.016−0.031 −0.0032+0.0068+0.011
−0.0056−0.013

An-ΛCDM
H0 67.7+1.2+2.7

−1.5−2.6 67.57+0.64+1.3
−0.64−1.3 67.75+0.60+1.2

−0.60−1.2

Ωm0 0.297+0.014+0.029
−0.014−0.028 0.3125+0.0085+0.017

−0.0085−0.017 0.3102+0.0078+0.016
−0.0078−0.015

log10(Ωσ0) < −14.3 < −17.9 < −17.2

ΛCDM
H0 67.6+1.3+2.7

−1.3−2.5 67.59+0.65+1.3
−0.65−1.3 67.75+0.64+1.2

−0.64−1.2

Ωm0 0.297+0.014+0.029
−0.014−0.027 0.3122+0.0087+0.017

−0.0087−0.017 0.3100+0.0084+0.017
−0.0084−0.015

data relevant to the highest redshifts (z ∼ 1100) among the
data sets we used, is included in our analyses. We notice that
the constraints, both for the ΛCDM and oΛCDM models, are
in exquisite agreement with those obtained by the Planck col-
laboration [3]. We find that the H0 predicted by the ΛCDM
model with the CMB data only is in tension with the local
measurements of H0 [123–125], and this tension reaches a
level more than 5σ with the SH0ES collaboration measure-
ments, where the latest estimation reads H0 = 73.04 ± 1.04
km s−1 Mpc−1 [123]. Moreover, we notice that this tension
is exacerbated by the introduction of spatial curvature, i.e.,
in the oΛCDM model, see Table III and the top-right panel
of Fig. 3. This gives evidence for a spatially closed universe
at more than 3σ level while lowering the predicted Hubble

constant value [18, 19]. The introduction of the expansion
anisotropy, i.e., the An-oΛCDM and the An-ΛCDM models,
does not modify these findings, as can be seen from the top-
right panel of Fig. 3. This happens because, as can be seen
from the same panel, within 2σ, the CMB data set by alone
already predicts that the anisotropic models, An-oΛCDM and
An-ΛCDM, remain consistent with their isotropic (Ωσ0 = 0)
counterparts, oΛCDM and ΛCDM. However, the introduction
of spatial curvature relaxes the upper bound on Ωσ0 obtained
for the An-ΛCDM model; namely, the constraint on the ex-
pansion anisotropy relaxes from log10(Ωσ0) < −17.9 (95%
C.L.) of the An-ΛCDM model to log10(Ωσ0) < −16.3 (95%
C.L.) of the An-oΛCDM model (see also the top-right panel
of Fig. 3). The inclusion of the Pantheon 2018 data in our
CMB data only analyses, improves the determination of the
parameters by breaking their correlations; in particular, in
the models with spatial curvature (see top panels in Fig. 4
and also the bottom panel of Fig. 3). The introduction of
the spatial curvature on top of ΛCDM or An-ΛCDM in this
case (CMB+Pan) does not affect the results as now Ωκ0 is
well constrained and is in good agreement with a spatially
flat (Ωκ0 = 0) universe, see bottom panel of Fig. 3. There-
fore, the upper bound on the expansion anisotropy remains
almost unaltered, viz., log10(Ωσ0) < −17.1 for An-oΛCDM
and log10(Ωσ0) < −17.2 for An-ΛCDM, both at 95% C.L.

It is well known that the prediction of spatially closed back-
ground by oΛCDMwith the CMBonly data is accompanied by
substantially higher lensing amplitudes compared to ΛCDM,
and that combining the CMB data with the lensing recon-
struction (which is consistent with spatial flatness) pulls the
parameters of oΛCDM back into consistency with a spatially
flat background within 2σ [3]. Also, whereas the addition of
CMB lensing with the CMB data weakly breaks the geometric
degeneracy regarding spatial curvature, the spatial flatness can
be tested to high accuracy by adding the BAO data. There-
fore, in Table IV, we present first the constraints from the
combined data sets CMB+Lens and CMB+Lens+BAO, and
then from the data combinations obtained by adding astro-
physical data sets, namely, Pantheon 2018 and CC; see also
the accompanying figures, viz., Fig. 5 and Fig. 6. We find
that the constraints obtained here for the ΛCDM and oΛCDM
models are in excellent agreement with those obtained by the
Planck collaboration [3]. We observe that the results in Ta-
ble IV confirm the aforementioned points regarding ΛCDM
and oΛCDM, and the introduction of the expansion anisotropy
does not change the picture; the inclusion of the Lens data
to our CMB analyses (CMB+Lens) pulls the parameters of
both the An-oΛCDM and oΛCDM models back into consis-
tency with their spatially flat counterparts (An-ΛCDM and
ΛCDM) within 2σ, and that the inclusion of the BAO data
further tightens the constraints to bring the said consistency
with spatial flatness even below 1σ (see also the top panels of
Fig. 6). We notice positive correlation between H0 and Ωκ0

for all of the combinations of the data sets (see also Fig. 6);
the mean values ofH0 typically tend to smaller values accom-
panied by the slightly negative mean values of Ωκ0, and this
situation is the most pronounced in the cases of CMB+Lens
and CMB+Lens+Pan. With the inclusion of the BAO data—
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Table IV. Constraints on the An-oΛCDM, oΛCDM, An-ΛCDM, and ΛCDM model parameters from CMB+Lens, CMB+Lens+BAO,
CMB+Lens+Pan, CMB+Lens+BAO+Pan, and CMB+Lens+BAO+Pan+CC data. The upper bound of log10(Ωσ0) is at 95% C.L. The pa-
rameterH0 is measured in units of km s−1 Mpc−1.

Parameter CMB+Lens CMB+Lens+BAO CMB+Lens+Pan CMB+Lens+BAO+Pan CMB+Lens+BAO+Pan+CC
An-oΛCDM

H0 63.8+2.0+4.3
−2.2−4.2 67.71+0.66+1.3

−0.66−1.3 66.2+1.8+4.0
−2.0−3.6 67.78+0.65+1.3

−0.65−1.3 67.85+0.62+1.2
−0.62−1.2

Ωm0 0.347+0.022+0.043
−0.022−0.043 0.3093+0.0063+0.013

−0.0063−0.012 0.323+0.017+0.034
−0.017−0.035 0.3086+0.0061+0.012

−0.0061−0.012 0.3082+0.0059+0.012
−0.0059−0.011

Ωκ0 −0.0107+0.0062+0.012
−0.0062−0.012 −0.0006+0.0021+0.0040

−0.0021−0.0040 −0.0045+0.0050+0.0097
−0.0050−0.010 −0.0005+0.0020+0.0040

−0.0020−0.0040 −0.0002+0.0019+0.0038
−0.0019−0.0037

log10(Ωσ0) < −17.7 < −17.5 < −17.6 < −17.4 < −17.1

oΛCDM
H0 63.9+2.1+4.7

−2.4−4.2 67.69+0.65+1.3
−0.65−1.3 66.2+1.9+3.6

−1.9−3.5 67.80+0.66+1.3
−0.66−1.2 67.86+0.60+1.2

−0.60−1.2

Ωm0 0.346+0.023+0.046
−0.023−0.045 0.3096+0.0062+0.012

−0.0062−0.012 0.323+0.017+0.034
−0.017−0.032 0.3085+0.0062+0.012

−0.0062−0.012 0.3081+0.0058+0.011
−0.0058−0.011

Ωκ0 −0.0103+0.0066+0.012
−0.0066−0.013 −0.0005+0.0020+0.0039

−0.0020−0.0039 −0.0043+0.0050+0.0093
−0.0050−0.0099 −0.0004+0.0021+0.0040

−0.0021−0.0042 −0.0001+0.0020+0.0038
−0.0020−0.0038

An-ΛCDM
H0 67.67+0.58+1.2

−0.58−1.1 67.85+0.43+0.83
−0.43−0.80 67.78+0.55+1.1

−0.55−1.1 67.90+0.42+0.83
−0.42−0.81 67.92+0.42+0.85

−0.42−0.79

Ωm0 0.3110+0.0076+0.015
−0.0076−0.015 0.3087+0.0056+0.010

−0.0056−0.011 0.3096+0.0072+0.014
−0.0072−0.014 0.3080+0.0054+0.011

−0.0054−0.010 0.3078+0.0054+0.010
−0.0054−0.010

log10(Ωσ0) < −17.9 < −17.8 < −17.7 < −17.1 < −17.4

ΛCDM
H0 67.63+0.58+1.1

−0.58−1.1 67.84+0.43+0.83
−0.43−0.84 67.77+0.56+1.1

−0.56−1.1 67.89+0.43+0.84
−0.43−0.83 67.89+0.43+0.82

−0.43−0.83

Ωm0 0.3116+0.0075+0.015
−0.0075−0.015 0.3087+0.0055+0.011

−0.0055−0.010 0.3097+0.0073+0.015
−0.0073−0.014 0.3081+0.0055+0.011

−0.0055−0.011 0.3081+0.0055+0.011
−0.0055−0.010

i.e., in the cases of CMB+Lens+BAO, CMB+Lens+BAO+Pan,
and CMB+Lens+BAO+Pan+CC—Ωκ0 is predicted to be zero
with a precision level of ∼ 2 × 10−3. We notice that the
introduction of the expansion anisotropy does not change
the results (see Fig. 5); at 95% C.L., the upper bounds
on the present-day expansion anisotropy remain stable for
the different combinations of data sets, namely, between
log10(Ωσ0) < −17.9 (CMB+Lens) and log10(Ωσ0) < −17.1
(CMB+Lens+BAO+Pan) for the An-ΛCDM model, and get
slightly weakened when non-zero spatial curvature is al-
lowed, between log10(Ωσ0) < −17.7 (CMB+Lens) and
log10(Ωσ0) < −17.1 (CMB+Lens+BAO+Pan+CC) for the
An-oΛCDMmodel (see Fig. 6). We observe that the inclusion
of the data sets BAO, Pan, CC or their combinations in the
analyses with the CMB+Lens data does not improve the con-
straints on the expansion anisotropy rather it slightly relaxes
the upper bounds on it (see Fig. 6). Also, irrespective of the
introduction of the spatial curvature, even the loosest upper
bound on expansion anisotropy, Ωσ0 . 10−17 at 95% C.L.
(CMB+Lens+BAO+Pan+CC), obtained in our analyses with
the CMB+Lens data is about two orders of magnitude tighter
than Ωσ0 . 10−15, obtained in Ref. [122] for the An-ΛCDM
model by using the CMB information along with the H(z),
BAO, and Pantheon data. With regard to theH0 tension, it was
reported in Ref. [122] that the predicted mean values of H0

in the case of the An-ΛCDM model are systematically larger
compared to theΛCDMmodel, though not significantly. How-
ever, with the tighter constraints on the expansion anisotropy
found in the current work, it has almost no effect on the pre-
dicted H0 value compared to the ΛCDM model. Thus, we
conclude that the introduction of expansion anisotropy on top
of the standard ΛCDM model, or its extension allowing spa-
tial curvature as well, does not offer a possible relaxation to
the so-called H0 tension; at least, through its stiff fluid-like

contribution to the Friedmann equation.4
Finally, in order to compare the goodness of the statistical

fits of the models, we calculate their Bayesian evidences. To
compare amodelMa with a referencemodelMb, we compute
the ratio of the posterior probabilities of the models, given by

P (Ma|D)

P (Mb|D)
= Bab

P (Ma)

P (Mb)
, (72)

where Bab is the Bayes’ factor given by

Bab =
E(D|Ma)

E(D|Mb)
≡ Ea
Eb
. (73)

The Bayes’ factor provides the strength of evidence according
to Jeffreys’ scale [193], viz., it is weak or inconclusive for
| lnBab| ∈ [0, 1), definite or positive for | lnBab| ∈ [1, 3),
strong for | lnBab| ∈ [3, 5), and very strong for | lnBab| >
5. Here, we choose the oΛCDM and ΛCDM models as the
reference models for the An-oΛCDM and An-ΛCDMmodels,
respectively. This is because we have used the compressed
CMB likelihood information from the Planck chains for the
flat and non-flatΛCDMmodels separately in our observational
analyses. In Table V, we show Bayesian evidences as well as
chi-squared minimum differences, where

∆ lnBoA = ln EoΛCDM − ln EAn−oΛCDM,

∆χ2
oA = χ2

min,oΛCDM − χ2
min,An−oΛCDM,

∆ lnBΛA = ln EΛCDM − ln EAn−ΛCDM,

∆χ2
ΛA = χ2

min,ΛCDM − χ2
min,An−ΛCDM.

4 However, it is important to recall here that we have limited our investiga-
tions to orthogonal (non-tilted) models; otherwise it is possible to arrive
at completely different conclusions, see, e.g., Refs. [113–115] as well as
Sec. I for a discussion and further references on this matter.
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Table V. Bayesian evidences and chi-squared minimum differ-
ences. Here, ∆ lnBoA = ln EoΛCDM − ln EAn−oΛCDM, ∆χ2

oA =
χ2

min,oΛCDM − χ2
min,An−oΛCDM, ∆ lnBΛA = ln EΛCDM −

ln EAn−ΛCDM, and ∆χ2
ΛA = χ2

min,ΛCDM − χ2
min,An−ΛCDM.

∆ lnBoA ∆χ2
oA ∆ lnBΛA ∆χ2

ΛA

CMB 0.72 -0.04 0.86 0.01
CMB+Pan 0.60 0.03 0.57 0.08
CC 0.86 -0.08 0.78 -0.02
Pan -0.02 0.41 0.72 0.35
CC+Pan 0.46 0.08 0.37 0.06
BAO+Pan 0.17 -0.09 0.33 0.00
CMB+Lens 0.61 0.12 0.29 -0.02
CMB+Lens+BAO 0.57 0.13 0.54 0.05
CMB+Lens+Pan 0.54 0.15 0.54 -0.04
CMB+Lens+BAO+Pan 0.52 -0.15 0.53 0.05
CC+CMB+Lens+BAO+Pan 0.74 0.20 0.52 -0.08

In all of the cases, we notice that the strength of evidence is
weak or inconclusive. It is also consistent with the chi-squared
minimumdifferences. It implies that the amount of anisotropic
expansion obtained in our analyses is very much allowed on
top of the ΛCDM and oΛCDM models by the observational
data under consideration.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have presented an exploration of the possi-
ble advantages of the pure geometric extension of the ΛCDM
model, which is stronglymotivated by the fact that (i) it implies
using more realistic spatial backgrounds than that of the spa-
tially flat and maximally symmetric spacetime, and (ii) it is the
only way to generalize the ΛCDMmodel without touching the
physics that underpins this model. Accordingly, to begin with,
we have replaced, in the simplest manner, the spatially flat RW
spacetime assumption of the ΛCDM model with the simplest
more realistic background that simultaneously allows non-zero
spatial curvature and anisotropic expansion; namely, consid-
ered the simplest anisotropic generalizations of the RW space-
time, viz., the Bianchi type I, V, and IX spacetimes (having the
simplest homogeneous and flat, open, and closed spatial sec-
tions, respectively) combined in one Friedmann equation (51).
We have then aimed to investigate whether the observational
data still support spatial flatness and/or isotropic expansion in
this case, and, if not, to explore the roles of spatial curvature
and expansion anisotropy (viz., the shear scalar due to its stiff
fluid-like behavior) in addressing some of the current cosmo-
logical tensions associated with the ΛCDMmodel [6–10]. We
have presented the theoretical background and explicit math-
ematical construction of this model, dubbed An-oΛCDM, in
Sec. II. We have carried out the analyses of the model, and its
particular cases, namely, An-ΛCDM (allowing anisotropic ex-
pansion), oΛCDM (allowing non-zero spatial curvature), and
ΛCDM, by using the latest data sets from the different ob-
servational probes, viz., CC, SnIa Pantheon 2018, BAO, and
Planck CMB(+Lens); see Sec. III for the data sets and the
methodology used, and Sec. IV for the results (summarized in
Tables II, III, and IV and the figures from Fig. 1 to Fig. 6) and

discussions.
We have found some deviations from spatial flatness and

only upper bounds on anisotropic expansion, which also af-
fect the predicted Hubble constant and present-day density
parameter of the pressureless fluid, at various significance lev-
els depending on the data set used. However, when the data
sets relevant to the low- and high-redshifts are simultaneously
employed, all the extended models are predicted to be indis-
tinguishable from the Planck 2018 ΛCDM model [3], though
we emphasize that when the spatial curvature is free to vary,
some tensions appear between the data [18, 19, 21]. In par-
ticular, with regard to the expansion anisotropy, from the low
redshift data, viz., the CC and/or Pan data, we have found
Ωσ0 . 10−2 (about one order of magnitude looser than the
model independent estimations [126–132]), while it consider-
ably tightens to Ωσ0 . 10−14 with the addition of the BAO
data. We have obtained the tightest constraints, Ωσ0 . 10−18,
when the data set relevant to the highest redshifts (z ∼ 1100),
viz., the CMB(+Lens) information is considered in our anal-
yses. Yet, a very small amount of expansion anisotropy in the
late universe cannot be excluded; we have not observed a cor-
relation between Ωσ0 and the other cosmological parameters,
and therefore the inclusion of expansion anisotropy does not
modify their constraints. These conclusions arewell supported
by the χ2 and model comparison analysis (see Table V).
Themain lessons thatwe have learned from this study, which

considers the simplest extension ofΛCDM that simultaneously
allows non-zero spatial curvature and anisotropic expansion,
are summarized as follows:

• The combination at the face value of the current obser-
vational data, forgetting about their tension, confirm the
spatial flatness and isotropic expansion assumptions of
theΛCDMmodel, yet a very small amount of expansion
anisotropy in the late universe cannot be excluded.

• The introduction of the spatial curvature or the expan-
sion anisotropy, or both, in the simplest manner, on top
the ΛCDMmodel does not offer a possible relaxation to
the H0 tension.

• The introduction of the anisotropic expansion in the sim-
plest manner neither affects the closed space prediction
from the CMB data only analyses, nor does improve the
drastically reduced value of H0 which is known to be
led by a closed universe (see for example [3, 18, 19]).

We emphasize that our conclusions (with Ωσ0 . 10−18),
which favor the standard ΛCDM model, are based on our ob-
servational analysis of the model at the background level using
the compressed CMB data. It is conceivable that these will
be more pronounced with the already existing stronger upper
bounds on the expansion anisotropy (Ωσ0 . 10−21–10−23),
using the full Planck CMB temperature and polarization spec-
tra measurements and taking into account cosmological per-
turbations on the anisotropic background [138–140], and the
BBN light element abundances [122, 137, 141, 142], because
of the absence of correlation between Ωσ0 and the other cos-
mological parameters. Therefore, we can conclude that the
pure geometric extension of the standard ΛCDM model is not
helpful in dealing with the cosmological tensions, and the so-
lutions should be sought in possible systematic errors or new
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physics. However, one should be careful while deriving fi-
nal conclusions from the current work; our findings may also
be suggesting further exploration of the role of anisotropic
expansion in reaching a successful alternative to the ΛCDM
model.

We have studied an extension of ΛCDM obtained by con-
sidering only the simplest anisotropic generalizations of the
RW spacetime, viz., the Bianchi type I, V, and IX space-
times (among the spatially homogeneous but not necessarily
isotropic spacetimes; the Bianchi spacetimes and Kantowski–
Sachs spacetime [50, 51]), combined in one Friedmann equa-
tion (51) and then treated the shear scalar as a stiff fluid-like
correction to the usual the FLRW model, thereby, ignored the
line of sight of the data in the sky in our analyses. On the other
hand, it was suggested in [116] that, even within the simplest
anisotropic extension of ΛCDM (using LRS Bianchi type I
spacetime, which describes spatially flat but ellipsoidal uni-
verse), the H0 tension can be addressed when the comoving
angular diameter distance is allowed to be direction dependent,
and additionally, the S8 tension can be addressed when pro-
ducing large-scale CMB E-mode correlations via anisotropic
expansion is allowed. More importantly, we have limited our
investigations to orthogonal (non-tilted) models, yet it is pos-
sible to consider tilted models; it is possible to arrive at com-
pletely different conclusions through this possibility such as
addressing the H0 tension, but, which could go as far as de-
scribing the universe we live in by a tilt and anisotropy on
top of Einstein–de Sitter (suggesting that the accelerated late
universe is a misinterpretation of the data) [98–121] (see also
Refs. [10, 11] for recent reviews). Having said that, such mod-
els bring in additional free parameters to be constrained and
require investigation by using the full likelihood of the data, as
it is important to determine the amplitudes and directions of
the dipole anisotropy in such models. Thus, despite the null
results of anisotropy in the simplest pure geometric extension
of the ΛCDM model that simultaneously involves anisotropic
expansion and spatial curvature, pure geometric generaliza-
tions of ΛCDM without touching the underpinning physics
deserve further investigations.

In our analyses with BAO and/or CMB data, we assumed
that the standard cosmological model successfully describes
the expansion dynamics of the pre-recombination universe,
and accordingly, fixing the drag redshift (involved in anal-
ysis with BAO data) and the last scattering surface redshift
(involved in analysis with CMB data) to their Planck 2018
ΛCDM and oΛCDM values, we have forced the expansion
anisotropy to remain as a correction all the way to the largest
redshifts associated with the BAO and CMB data. Therefore,
it is clear that our analysis can be extended by relaxing these
conditions, say, by allowing the expansion anisotropy to be
large enough to affect the average expansion rate of the pre-
recombination universe. In this case, one might expect the
stiff fluid-like behavior of the shear scalar to decrease sound
horizon at drag epoch and cause H0 to increase, as the early
dark energy (EDE) [162–164] does; namely, EDE is charac-
terized by that its energy dilutes away like radiation or faster
(fastest at its stiff fluid-like behavior limit) for z . 3000. How-
ever, unlike EDE, which behaves like a cosmological constant

for z & 3000, anisotropic expansion would spoil the standard
BBN as it would dominate radiation in the BBN era due to
the persistent stiff fluid-like behavior of the shear scalar (see
Ref. [122] and references therein). Nevertheless, it is in prin-
ciple possible to control the behavior of the shear scalar by
introducing anisotropic sources (see, e.g., Refs. [79, 137]),
which suggests that exploring the possible anisotropic sources
that, togetherwith shear scalar, can lead to expansion dynamics
of the universe similar to that caused by EDE, is an interesting
alternative to scalar field models of EDE (see Ref. [79], which
suggests that any canonical scalar field can be emulated via
anisotropically deformed vacuum energy).

It is worth emphasizing that generalizing the spatially flat
andmaximally symmetric spacetime assumption of theΛCDM
model is of a different nature than generalizing its GR and/or
Λ assumptions; it is to consider a more realistic space, rather
than a new/more general gravity or DE theory/model. While
the pure geometric generalization of ΛCDM considered in this
study does not offer a solution to the H0 tension, the interre-
lation between such generalizations and cosmological models
that propose solutions to some cosmological tensions [6–11],
stands as a new research topic worth exploring—such studies,
albeit so far limited to non-flat RW spacetime generalizations,
have recently started to appear in the literature [24, 41–47].
What will be the response of models that propose solutions
to cosmological tensions to a spatially more general/realis-
tic spacetime? Will these models continue to be success-
ful? In the case of geometric generalizations of these models,
how will observational constraints on spatial non-flatness and
anisotropy be affected? These questions can be even more
interesting when it comes to some specific models proposed
to address some cosmological tensions. For instance, in the
case of DE models that attain negative energy densities in
the past, such as the graduated dark energy (gDE) and the
ΛsCDM model [194–196]; since the three-Ricci scalar in a
spatially closed universe (favored by the CMB data) is remi-
niscent of cosmic strings with negative energy density. And,
the EDE model [162–164], as, in some cases, it exhibits a stiff
fluid-like behavior (for z . 3000) reminiscent of the shear
scalar (quantifying anisotropic expansion). And also, models
that suggest modifications in both early and late universe dy-
namics [197]; since, in line with this, while non-zero spatial
curvature (dilutes slower than dust, faster than DE) would be
most effective after matter-radiation equality before DE dom-
ination, anisotropic expansion would be most effective in the
early universe (as the shear scalar dilutes faster than dust and
radiation). Of course, having an excessive number of free
parameters in such studies would be a disadvantage, as it is
against Occam’s razor. However, there can still be a lot to
learn from these studies, which may be crucial given that the
ΛCDM model seems to suffer from multiple discrepancies,
some of which, e.g., the H0 tension, are quite significant, and
that their solutions turned out to be challenging, suggesting the
need of new physics. Thus, to better understand the universe
we live in, it is important not only to explore in detail the pure
geometric generalizations of the ΛCDM model, but also to
explore such generalizations of models that suggest solutions
to cosmological tensions.
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Figure 1. One-dimensional and two-dimensional marginalized confidence regions (68% and 95% C.L.) from CC (top-left), Pan (top-right),
and CC+Pan (bottom) data for An-oΛCDM, oΛCDM, An-ΛCDM, and ΛCDM model parameters. The parameter H0 is measured in units of
km s−1 Mpc−1.
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Figure 2. One-dimensional and two-dimensional marginalized confidence regions (68% and 95% C.L.) of An-oΛCDM (top-left), oΛCDM
(top-right), An-ΛCDM (bottom-left), and ΛCDM (bottom-right) model parameters from CC, Pan, CC+Pan, and BAO+Pan data combinations.
The parameterH0 is measured in units of km s−1 Mpc−1.



22

60 70 80
H0

30

20

10

lo
g 1

0(
0)

0.2

0.0

0.2

0

0.25

0.30

0.35

m
0

0.2
2

0.3
0

0.3
8

m0

0.2 0.0 0.2

0

30 20 10

log10( 0)

An-o CDM
o CDM
An- CDM

CDM

50 55 60 65
H0

25

20

15

10

lo
g 1

0(
0)

0.10

0.05

0.00

0

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

m
0

0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6

m0
0.0

8
0.0

4
0.0

0

0

25 20 15 10

log10( 0)

An-o CDM
o CDM
An- CDM

CDM

60 65 70
H0

25

20

15

lo
g 1

0(
0)

0.02

0.01

0.00

0.01

0

0.25

0.30

0.35

0.40

m
0

0.2
5

0.3
0

0.3
5

0.4
0

m0
0.0

2
0.0

1
0.0

0
0.0

1

0

25 20 15

log10( 0)

An-o CDM
o CDM
An- CDM

CDM

Figure 3. One-dimensional and two-dimensional marginalized confidence regions (68% and 95% C.L.) from BAO+Pan (top-left), CMB
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Figure 4. One-dimensional and two-dimensional marginalized confidence regions (68% and 95% C.L.) of An-oΛCDM (top-left), oΛCDM
(top-right), An-ΛCDM (bottom-left), and ΛCDM (bottom-right) model parameters from BAO+Pan, CMB and CMB+Pan data combinations.
The parameterH0 is measured in units of km s−1 Mpc−1.
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Figure 5. One-dimensional and two-dimensional marginalized confidence regions (68% and 95% C.L.) from CMB+Lens (top-left),
CMB+Lens+BAO (top-right), CMB+Lens+Pan (middle-left), CMB+Lens+BAO+Pan (middle-right), and CMB+Lens+BAO+Pan+CC (bot-
tom) data for An-oΛCDM, oΛCDM, An-ΛCDM, and ΛCDM model parameters. The parameterH0 is measured in units of km s−1 Mpc−1.
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Figure 6. One-dimensional and two-dimensional marginalized confidence regions (68% and 95% C.L.) of An-oΛCDM (top-left), oΛCDM
(top-right), An-ΛCDM (bottom-left) and ΛCDM (bottom-right) model parameters from CMB+Lens, CMB+Lens+BAO, CMB+Lens+Pan,
CMB+Lens+BAO+Pan, and CMB+Lens+BAO+Pan+CC data combinations. The parameterH0 is measured in units of km s−1 Mpc−1.
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