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Abstract

This paper studies the singularity structure of FLRW spacetimes without particle horizons at the
CP-level of the metric. We show that in the case of constant spatial curvature K = +1, and without
any further assumptions on the scale factor, the big bang singularity is sufficiently strong to exclude
continuous spacetime extensions to the past. On the other hand it is known that in the case of constant
spatial curvature K = —1 continuous spacetime extensions through the big-bang exist for certain choices of
scale factor [4], giving rise to Milne-like cosmologies. Complementing these results we exhibit a geometric

obstruction to continuous spacetime extensions which is present for a large range of scale factors in the

case K = —1.
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1 Introduction

The study of low-regularity inextendibility properties of spacetime singularities is motivated by the attempt
to understand and classify the strength of gravitational singularities on the one hand and, on the other hand,
to rule out the possibility that the spacetime can be continued as a weak solution to the Einstein equations.
We refer the reader also to the detailed discussion in [I4]. The first continuous inextendibility results were
obtained in [I3] for the Minkowski and Schwarzschild spacetimes. Further C%inextendibility results followed
in [4] for anti de-Sitter spacetime, for general timelike geodesically complete spacetimes in [5] and [11], while
[3] gave a conditional C%-inextendibility result for expanding singularities. Here, in this paper, we continue
the study of C°-inextendibility results of Lorentzian manifolds by turning to another fundamental class of
model spacetimes: the FLRW spacetimes. This class of spacetimes describes homogeneous and isotropic
cosmologies which feature a big bang singularity. The main aim of this work is to capture the different

singularity structures of the big bang occurring in these models at the C°-level of the metric.

1.1 The class of FLRW spacetimes and the main theorems

Let K € {—1,0,1} and consider the simply connected and complete d-dimensional Riemannian geometries
(Mg, Gy) of constant curvature K. We have M = R? for K = —1,0 and M 4, = Sd The metric in polar
normal coordinates is given by

dr? 4 sinh? (r)ggi-1 for K = —1

Ix = dr? +1r2gga for K =0 (1.1)
dr? + sin®(r)gga—1 for K = +1
around any point in M g, where gga—1 is the round metric on S¢~!. In the cases of K = —1,0 the 7-coordinate

ranges from zero to infinity, while in the case K = +1, we have r € (0, ).

The class of (d + 1)-dimensional FLRW spacetimes consists of Lorentzian manifolds (M, g), where the
manifold is of the form M = (0,00) x My with a metric g = —dt? + a(t)?g,. Here, t is the canonical
coordinate on the first factor of M and a : (0,00) — (0,00) is the scale-factor which satisfies a(t) — 0 for
t — 0 and is assumed to be at least twice continuously differentiable so that we have g € C?. We define a

time-orientation by stipulating that 9, is future directed. Clearly, FLRW spacetimes as defined above are
1

globally hyperbolic. If the scale factor satisfies [ ﬁt) dt = oo, we say that the FLRW spacetime does not
0
possess particle horizons. If the integral is finite, it is said to possess particle horizons.
We now recall the definition of a spacetime extension. While the Lorentzian metrics may have limited

regularity, the manifolds themselves are always assumed to be smooth, see also Remark 2.2 in [14].

Definition 1.2. Let (M, g) be a Lorentzian manifold and let T be a regularity class, for evample T' = C* with
ke NU{oo} orT' = C’loo’cl. A T-extension of (M, g) consists of a smooth isometric embedding v - M < M
of M into a Lorentzian manifold (M,g) of the same dimension as M where g is I'-reqular and such that
Au(M) C M is non-empty.

If (M,g) admits a T-extension, then we say that (M,g) is T-extendible, otherwise we say (M,g) is
I'-inextendible.

Definition 1.3. Let (M, g) be a time-oriented Lorentzian manifold and v : M — M a C°-extension of M.
The future boundary of M is the set OV (M) consisting of all points p € M such that there exists a smooth

IFor d = 1 this is pure convention.



timelike curve 7 : [~1,0] — M such that Im(5|j-1,0)) € t(M), 7(0) = p € (M), and v 0 F||_1,0) is future
directed in M.

Clearly we have 07 (M) C 9u(M). The past boundary 9~ ¢(M) is defined analogously.

Definition 1.4. Let (M, g) be a time-oriented Lorentzian manifold and let T' be a regularity class that is equal
to or stronger than C°. A future I-extension of (M, g) is a T-extension 1 : M < M of M with (M) # 0.

If no such extension exists, then (M, g) is said to be future I'-inextendible.
Past I'-extensions are defined analogously. We can now state the main results.

Theorem 1.5. Let d > 2. Consider the class of (d + 1)-dimensional FLRW spacetimes without particle
horizons and with K = +1 as defined above. Each such spacetime (M, g) is past C°-inextendible.
Theorem 1.6. Let d > 2. Consider the class of (d+ 1)-dimensional FLRW spacetimes without particle hori-

1 ’
zons and with K = —1 as defined above. Assume in addition that the scale factor satisfies a(t)~eft a0

fort — 0. Then each such spacetime (M, g) is past C°-inextendible.

1.2 Previous results and remarks concerning the main theorems

It is well-known that by computing scalar curvature quantities one can establish the past C?-inextendibility
of a large range of FLRW spacetimes. However, not much is known about the low—regularityEI inextendibility
properties of this class of spacetimes; the only available result establishes the past C&Cl-inextendibility of
FLRW spacetimes with particle horizons for d > 1, [14].

On the other hand there are a couple of C?-extendibility results available. Firstly, in dimension d = 1 all
FLRW spacetimes are past C°-extendible, which also shows that the assumption d > 2 is crucial in our main

theorems. To see this, let M = (0,00) x R with Lorentzian metric g = —dt? + a(t)? dz?. Assume a(t) — 0
1 1

for t — 0. We introduce the null coordinates v := x — f ﬁ dt' and u = x + f L
t t

a(t’)

dt' and also a new

t
time-coordinate 7 := [a(t')dt’. In (7,v) coordinates the metric g takes the form
0

g= a(t(r))2 dv? — [dv ® dT + dr ® dv]
while in (7,u) coordinates the metric g takes the form
g =a(t(r)” du® + [du ® dr + dr @ du] .

The differentiable structure of each of these coordinates furnishes a continuous extension beyond 7 = OE| In
the case of particle horizons, these two continuous extensions terminate the same past directed causal curves,
see the discussion in Section 6 of [I5]. In the case of no particle horizons, they terminate a disjoint set of past
directed causal curves. We can also replace the second factor in M by S' and then define the null coordinates
w and v modulo 27. This still gives us two CY-extensions.

Secondly, Galloway and Ling [4] showed for d > 2 that if (M, g) is an FLRW spacetime with K = —1

and without particle horizons, where the scale factor satisfies in addition

lima(t) =1 and lim a(t) exp(/t dt') € (0,00) , (1.7)

1
t—0 a(t’ )
2By low-regularity we mean in this paper any regularity between C° and C1.
3This has been observed in Section 3.2. of [4].




then (M, g) is past C°-extendible. The authors called such spacetimes Milne-like spacetimes. Scale factors
of the form a(t) =t + t'*¢, with & > 0, for example satisfy the assumptions (L.7)), [I0]. On the other hand,
scale factors of the form a(t) = t1*¢ satisfy the assumptions of Theorem Note that while Theorem
complements the C-extendibility criterion of Galloway and Ling, it leaves open the regime of scale factors
for which a(t) exp( ftl ﬁ dt’) is bounded but does not converge for ¢ — 0.

So far we have only discussed the past-extendibility properties of FLRW spacetimes through the big-bang

. . . . cops ® a(t) _
singularity. It is shown in Theorem 3.5 of [I4] that for scale factors satisfying { Ja dt = oo the FLRW
spacetime is future timelike geodesically complete, which implies the future C°-inextendibility by [5]E| Note
that if a Lorentzian manifold is future and past C°-inextendible, then it is (globally) C°-inextendible. This

follows from the following lemma, which is a reformulation of Lemma 2.17 in [I3]:

Lemma 1.8. Let (M, g) be a time-oriented Lorentzian manifold and v : M < M a C°-extension of M. Then
T (MYUI~ (M) # 0.

For this reason we focus solely on past-inextendibility in this paper.

Related to the low-regularity inextendibility results for cosmological spacetimes considered in this paper
are the generalisations of Hawking’s singularity theorem to Lorentzian manifolds which have a merely C*-
regular metric [7], [9]. Synthetic versions of Hawking’s singularity theorem are also derived in [I] in the
setting of Lorentzian length spaces and in [2] for Lorentzian metric measure spaces. An inextendibility result
due to timelike geodesic completeness in the setting of Lorentzian length spaces was obtained in [g].

1.3 Discussion of proofs and outline of paper

The proofs of the main theorems are by contradiction and develop further methods originating in the works
[13], [12] by the author. Assuming the existence of a past C%-extension, one uses the global hyperbolicity
of the FLRW spacetimes to ensure that a past boundary chart exists in which part of the past boundary is
given as a Lipschitz graph. This statement, proved in [12], is recalled in Proposition in Section We
also establish the future one-connectedness of the FLRW spacetimes in Proposition in Section [3| (in the
case of K = +1, it is here that the restriction d > 2 enters) which is used to relate timelike diamonds in the
past boundary chart to those in the original FLRW spacetime. The proof of Proposition [3.1] follows ideas
that were originally developed in [13]. The main geometric obstruction to the past C%-extendibility in the
case of K = +1 is captured in Proposition [3.6]in Section Crucially using the absence of particle horizons
and the compactness of the Cauchy hypersurfaces, we show that a) the timelike future of a past inextendible
timelike curve equals the whole spacetime, and b) given any point in the FLRW spacetime, its timelike past
contains a whole Cauchy hypersurface of constant time ¢ for ¢ small enough. It is then shown in Section
using a new causality theoretic argument, that this is indeed a contradiction to the geometric bounds
provided by the past boundary chart, which concludes the proof of Theorem [1.5

The proof of Theorem is more involved. Proposition [3.8 in Section [3.2] can be seen as parametrising
the past causal boundary ([6]) of FLRW spacetimes (M, g) with K = —1 and without particle horizons in
terms of a null u-coordinate and angular coordinates on S?~!. It is also shown that given two TIFs of which
neither is contained in the other, then those must be given by finite u-coordinates and different angular
coordinates. Given past inextendible timelike curves vy; and -2, parameterised by the time coordinate ¢ and
generating such TIFs, it is shown in Proposition [3.13] that

dEtO\Jf(hM) (’yl(to),’)/Q(to)) — OO for to — 0 s (19)

4See also Corollary 2.10 in [4] for a related result.



where ¥y, = {t = to} and r is a point such that v, and 7, lie in the complement of J~(r, M'). The statement
can be viewed as the main geometric obstruction to past C°-extensions; it can be seen as a geometric
consequence of the additional assumption on the scale factor in Theorem Note that the exclusion of
J(r, M) in is essential — otherwise the distance in ¥, of the two points 1 (to) and 2 (to) would go to
zero for tg — 0.

In order to lead together with the assumption of a past C%-extension to a contradiction, we need to
refine the past boundary charts from Proposition we show in Proposition that we can find a point
at which the past boundary is differentiable and, using d > 2, admits a spacelike tangent vectorE| Starting
from this set-up, the proof of Theorem [I.6] in Section [{.2] then constructs past inextendible timelike curves
~v1 and 2 in this past boundary chart such that neither TIF is contained in the other (here, the future
one-connectedness is used again). Moreover, a point 7 in the past boundary chart is constructed such that
J~(r, M) does not contain y; nor v2 — placing us in the situation of . For this construction it is again
essential to relate the causality relations in the past boundary chart with those in the FLRW spacetime. This
is done by Proposition in Section 2| and Proposition in Section Using a similar argument as
in [13], one now constructs a curve in the past boundary chart which connects the points v, (¢9) and y2(to)
in 4y \ J~(r, M) and the length of which is uniformly bounded in ¢¢. This derives the contradiction and
concludes the proof of Theorem [1.6

Let us point out that no attempt has been made in this paper to state the most general results possible,
but the emphasis lies on the introduction of new methods to the study of low-regularity inextendibility
problems. For example, the proof of Theorem really only requires the future one-connectedness of the

spacetime, the absence of particle horizons, and the compactness of the spacelike geometries.
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2 Properties of general C'-extensions

We begin with laying out our conventions regarding Lorentzian causality theory that we use in this paper for
Lorentzian manifolds (M, g) with a continuous metric. A timelike curve is a piecewise smooth curve which
has a timelike tangent everywhere — and at the points of discontinuity of the tangent the right and left tangent
vectors lie in the same connectedness component of the timelike double cone of tangent vectors. Similarly
we define a causal curve as a piecewise C! curve which has a causal, non-vanishing tangent everywhere —
and at points of discontinuity of the tangent the right and left tangent vectors lie in the same connectedness
component of the causal double cone of tangent vectors with the origin removed. Let (M, g) be in addition
time-oriented. For p € M we denote the timelike future of p in M by It (p, M), which is the set of all points
q € M such that there is a future directed timelike curve from p to q. The causal future of p in M, denoted
by J*(p, M), is the set which contains p and all points ¢ € M such that there is a future directed causal
curve from p to ¢q. The sets I~ (p, M) and J~(p, M) are defined analogously.

Note that the past and future boundary, as defined in Definition [1.3] interchange under a change of time
orientation of (M, g). It is thus sufficient to focus in the following on the future boundary. We recall the
following fundamental result which is proved in [12], Proposition 2.2.

5The appendixrecalls a few fundamental properties of tangent cones and Lipschitz hypersurfaces needed for this construc-
tion.



Proposition 2.1. Let ¢ : M < M be a C°-extension of a time-oriented globally hyperbolic Lorentzian
manifold (M, g), g € C?, with Cauchy hypersurface ¥ and let p € OT1(M). For every 6 > 0 there exists a
chart : U — (—¢€0,€0) X (—€1,€1)%, €0,e1 > 0 with the following properties

i) peU and 3(p) = (0,...,0)
i) |Gy — M| < 6, where my,, = diag(—1,1,...,1)
iii) There exists a Lipschitz continuous function f : (—e1,e1)? — (—€o,0) with the following property:
{(w0.2) € (~e0,20) x (—en,e1) |20 < f(@)} € G((I7 (2, M) N T) (2:2)

and
{(x0,z) € (—€0,20) X (—e1,61)" [ w0 = f(z)} C (O UM)NT) . (2.3)

Moreover, the set on the left hand side of (2.3)), i.e. the graph of f, is achronaﬂ in (—eg,€0) X (—e1,€1)%.

In particular 6 > 0 can be chosen so small such that g, = —4dxd + daf + ... + dod < § < —2dad + da? +
oot d? = gu, The time-orientation on U is fized by stipulating that 8y is future directed. This agrees
with the induced time-orientation of M below the graph of f.

We also introduce the abbreviations U := {z < f(z)} and U< := {zo < f(z)}. A chart as in Proposition
23] s called a future boundary chart around p. Note that any past directed causal curve starting below the
graph of f remains below the graph of f, since if it would cross the graph of f which, via ¢!, would give
rise to a past directed past inextendible causal curve in M which starts in I (X, M) but does not intersect
>} — which contradicts % being a Cauchy hypersurface.

It also follows directly from the inclusion relation of the light cones that in the setting of Proposition [2.1
we have Igfn (q, U) C I_;((j, U) - Ig; (q, U’) for any ¢ € U — and similarly for the timelike past and causal
future/past.

The next proposition refines Proposition by showing that in at least three spacetime dimensions one
can find a future boundary point such that the graph of f has a spacelike direction at this point. Note
that the future boundary can of course be null everywhere which shows that the result cannot hold in two

spacetime dimensions. This refinement of Proposition [2.1]is needed for the proof of Theorem [1.6

Proposition 2.4. Let (M,g) be a (d + 1)-dimensional time oriented and globally hyperbolic Lorentzian
manifold (M, g) with g € C?, v : M < M a C°-extension, and dTu(M) # 0. Let d > 2. Then there exist a
p e dTu(M), a future boundary chart ¢ : U — (—eq,e0) X (—e1,1) around p as in Proposz'tion such that
f:(=e1,e1)¢ — (—eo,20) is differentiable at 0 with df(0)(0;) = 0.

Proof. By assumption, there is a ¢ € 07«(M). By Proposition we can find a future boundary chart
¥V = (=60,80) X (=01,61)% with Lipschitz continuous graphing function h : (—d1,8;)% — (=dg, ). By
Rademacher’s theorem, h is differentiable almost everywhere. Let y € (=81, 01)? be a point where dh exists.
We set H(y) := yo — h(y), define p := 1 (h(go),go) and B := ¢~ (graph(h)). Then H is differentiable at p
and we have ker(dH|;) = T,;B Since we have assumed d > 2 there exists a spacelike unit vector e; € T3V
with dH(e1) = 0. We complement e; to an ONB e, at p such that ey is future directed timelike. By an
affine change of coordinates we find a smooth chart @ : V 2 U — (—e,£0) X (—&1,£1)% which is centred at

SWith respect to smooth timelike curves.

"The relation g1 < g2 for two Lorentzian metrics means that if X is a timelike vector with respect to g1, then it is also
timelike with respect to ga.

8Indeed, one can show that the global hyperbolicity of M implies that dH |3 has to be null or timelike, but this is not needed
for the proof.



p and such that we have 8% = e, at p. After making 9 > 0 smaller if necessary it follows that the smooth

curve (—eg,0] > s i @ 1(s,0) is timelike. Moreover, with respect to the first chart t, it maps into Ve if
the right endpoint is delete(ﬂ — and thus in particular into ¢(M). We now follow line by line the proof of
Proposition 2.2 in [I2] which shows that after making eg,e7 > 0 smaller if necessary the chart ¢ becomes a

future boundary chart with graphing function f as in Proposition [2.1

Note that the curve 7 lies below the respective graphs in both charts and thus, by continuity, ¢ o ¢~!

maps U- into V.. Since every point on graph(f) is the limit point of a timelike curve in U. whose image in
V. can only have a limit point on graph(h), it follows that also U< is mapped into V<. Finally, since Yop!
is a diffeomorphism, it follows that ¢(BNU) = graph(f). Lemma implies that f is differentiable at 0 and
we have T58 3 e; = 8%1 = d(f, ide)|o(a%l), which implies df|o(01) = 0. (Here, (f,idge)(z) = (f(z),2).)

This concludes the proof. O

The next proposition gives a criterion which rules out that for 7, § € U. with 7 in the future of 3, a future
directed timelike curve in M, starting at .~ (7), leaves the chart U and then enters again the future of 3 in
U. by passing through the light cone of 5 in U..

Proposition 2.5. Let (M,g) be a time-oriented globally hyperbolic Lorentzian manifold with g € C%. Let
L: M < M be a COextension, p € dTu(M), and ¢ : U — (—e0,€0) X (—€1,€1)% a future boundary chart
around p. Furthermore, let 3,7 € U< with 7 € IT(5,U) and let t € I(3,U) be such that Jg:v (5,0) nJ;., (t,0)
is compact in U. Assume that s := 1= *(3), 7 := 1~ (¥) € M are such that none of the future directed null
geodesics in M emanating from s intersect any of those emanating from r. Then

(I ) 0 ([TF6,00) 0 5, (G D)\ THE D)) = 0.

Guw

Proof. Assume the conclusion does not hold. Then there exists a point Z € [J (3, U<)0J§_w (t, U)} \J*(7,U.)
and a future directed causal curve 7y : [0,1] — M from r to z := ¢71(2). Clearly, toy =: 4 cannot be contained
in U. (and not in U, since in this case it would need to cross d.(M)) but has to leave U and enter U. again.
Consider the maximal domain of the form (7o, 1] such that 5((r0,1]) C U. Since (1) = 2 € U, Y(r0,1] MAPS
into U.. Since the time orientations on M and U. agree, it is future directed in U.. Thus in particular
3((0,1]) € J; (£,U) C J; (I,U). By the compactness of J; (35,U) N J; (£,U) the curve §(,,1 has to
intersect 0J1 (3, U<), say for 19 < 7 < 1. Since §|U< € O2, there exists a future directed null geodesic
6:[0,1] = U< from § to F(71).

Figure 1: The proof of Proposition [2.5

9Suppose it did not and we could find an so € (—€0,0) with 5(s0) € {yo > h(y)}. Concatenating J|(5, 0 to the left with
a curve just moving backwards in yo gives then a piecewise smooth timelike curve connecting points on the graph of h, in

contradiction to its achronality.



Since M is acausal, we have s ¢ J*(r, M). Thus ¢ connects a point which is not in ¢(J*(r, M)) with a
point in ¢(J*(r, M)). Hence, there is 0 < so < 1 such that G(so) € ¢(0J(r, M)). But then there exists a

future directed null geodesic from r to t=! (6(50)), which is a contradiction. O
Definition 2.6. Let (M, g) be a time-oriented Lorentzian manifold with a continuous metric.

1. Two future directed timelike curves ~y; : [0,1] — M, i = 0,1, with 49(0) = v1(0) and (1) = 71(1)
are called timelike homotopic with fixed endpoints if, and only if, there exists a continuous map I :
[0,1] X [0,1] = M such that T'(t,) is a future directed timelike curve from ~vy(0) to vo(1) for allt € [0,1]
and, moreover, I'(0,-) = v(-) and T'(1,-) = v1(-). The map T is also called a timelike homotopy with
fixed endpoints between 7y and ;.

2. We say that (M, g) is future one-connected if, and only if, for all p,q € M, any two future directed

timelike curves from p to q are timelike homotopic with fixed endpoints.
The next lemma is found in [I4], Lemma 2.12.

Lemma 2.7. Let (M,g) be a time-oriented Lorentzian manifold with g € C° and let v : M — M be a C°-
extension of M. Moreover, let v : [0,1] = M be a future directed timelike curve and let U C M be an open
set. Assume that 7 := 1o~y maps into U and that J*(5(0),U)NJ~(5(1),0) cC U is compactly contained in
U.

Let T :[0,1] x [0,1] = M be a causal homotopy of v with fized endpoints, i.e.,

1. s = T(r;s) is a future directed causal curve for all r € [0,1] with T'(r;0) = v(0) and T'(r;1) = (1)
2. T(0;s) =~(s) for all s € [0,1].

Then oI maps into U.

3 Properties of FLRW spacetimes without particle horizons

Proposition 3.1. Let d > 2. Any (d + 1)-dimensional FLRW spacetime as defined in the introduction is

future one-connected.

Although it is not needed in this paper, let us emphasise that this proposition also applies to FLRW

spacetimes with particle horizons.

Proof. The proof follows along the same lines as that of Proposition 4.12 in [13]. We first note that future

one-connectedness is a statement about the conformal class of the spacetime under consideration. After

a(t’)

Lorentzian manifolds (N, —d72 43 ) are future one-connected, where N = (b,¢) x M ¢ and —0co < b < ¢ < o0,

¢
setting 7(¢) := [ —&= dt’, the FLRW metric becomes g = a(t)?(—dr? + G ). It thus suffices to show that the
1

depending on the scale factor a.
Let v : [0,T] — N be a piecewise smooth timelike curve. Without loss of generality we can assume that

v is parameterised by the 7-coordinate, i.e.,

V(s) = (s,7(s)) - (3-2)
Since + is timelike, it follows that

I7(s)llg, <1 foralls €[0,7]. (3.3)



Vice versa, any such spatial curve 7 : [0,7] — M g which satisfies lifts to a timelike curve in N via
B2).

Consider a continuous map I : [0,1] x [0, 7] — M k such that for each u € [0,1] s — T'(u, s) is a piecewise
smooth curve and such that T'(u, 0) and T'(u, 1) are independent of u € [0,1]. We call such a map a homotopy
of piecewise smooth curves with fixed endpoints. If it satisfies in addition ||0;T'(u, s)||5, <1 for all s € [0,T]
and u € [0,1], then it also lifts to a timelike homotopy with fixed endpoints between the timelike curves
s — (5,1(0,5)) and s — (s,[(1,s)). We say in this case that the homotopy I' has the timelike lifting
property.

We consider first the simpler cases K = —1, OE Let ~;, i = 1,2 be two future directed timelike curves
in NV which have the same endpoints. Since the metric is independent of ¢, without loss of generality we can
assume that the curves are defined on the interval [0, 7] and are parameterised by the t-coordinate. Consider
the projections 7; of these curves onto M. By concatenation of homotopies it suffices to show that any of
these curves is homotopic to the unique shortest curve in M ;¢ between the endpoints of 7, by a homotopy
that has the timelike lifting property as above. Since in the case K = —1,0 the exponential map is a global
diffeomorphism onto M g, this homotopy is readily constructed: let 7 : [0, 7] — M g be a piecewise smooth
curve with

I7(s)|lg, <1 forallsel0,7]. (3.4)

We define T': [0, T x [0,T] — M by

5 w—l (=
T(u,s) = €XPx(0) (5 XP7(0) (7(“))) for0<s<u
W(S) fOI‘OSU/SS

Note that for 0 < s < u we have [|0;I'(u, s)||5,, = %Hexpg(lo) (¥(u))|lg,, < 1 by (34). Thus, T has the
timelike lifting property.

In the case K = 41 the difficulty is that the curve may pass through the antipodal point of the base point
of the exponential map. There, the exponential map is not defined. To circumvent this difficulty we have to
use d > 2 and we perturb the start of the curve slightly so that it passes through a point p such that the
curve does not contain —p. In a series of steps we show that given a curve 7 : [0, 7] — S? with ||7(s)|\§sd <1
we can find a homotopy with fixed endpoints and with the timelike lifting property that homotopes 7 into
either the unique shortest curve from F(0) to 7(T) in the case F(T) # —5(0), or into a fixed geodesic arc
from 7(0) to (T') = —7%(0).

In the first step we make the curve stationary in the beginning and then accelerate the curve slightly
afterwards while preserving that the velocity is bounded away from 1. Since 7 is piecewise smooth, there
exists a § > 0 and an € > 0 such that HW(S)HH@ < 1—e¢for all s € [0,d]. We define A : [0,&d] x [0,T] — [0,T]
by

0 for0<s<u
AMu, s) = (s—u)ﬁ foru<s<$§
s ford <s<T,

and set

Ti(u,s) :==7(Mu,s)) .
Note that ﬁ < & for all u € [0,26], and thus we have ||8sf1||§§d < 1. Tt now follows that 'y :
[0,£6] x [0,T] — S? is a homotopy with fixed endpoints that has the timelike lifting property. We set
Ti(ed,-) = 7D ().

10Indeed, in those cases one could just quote Proposition 2.7 in 4.




In the second step we use the wiggle-room created in the first step to carry out the perturbation. Since

d > 2 we can apply for example Sard’s theorem to infer that 7([0,7]) has measure zero in S?. Thus

there is a point p € Bes (7(0)) C S such that —p is not contained in F([0,T]) and such that

3.5
the unique shortest curve from 7(0) to p does not pass through —75(7") except possibly at 7(0). (3:5)

We now define T's : [0,1] x [0,7] — S% by

eXPx(0) [%/2 S exp;(lo) (p)] for 0 < s < %
To(u,s) := eXP=(0) [53577; cu- €Xp§(10)(p)} for % <s<ed
7 (s) fored <s<T.

We compute for s € [0, ]
_ u _
||85F2(U, t)||§sd = %H expﬁ(:t)) (p)HﬁSd <u<l

where we used p € B%(W(O)). We set 72 (-) := Ty(1,-). Hence, Ty is a homotopy with fixed endpoints
between 7 and 7 that has the timelike lifting property. Note that 7(2)(%) =p.

In the third step we use the exponential map based at p, together with , to straighten out 7(* \[%’T].
We define T's : [£2,T7] x [0,T] — S* by

72 (s) for 0 < s < %
- s—=2 1 /—
L3(u, s) := q exp, [ﬁ exp, ! (7(2) (w))] for % <s<u
72)(s) foru<s<T.
For % < s < u we compute ||0s'3(u, s)Hng =1 |exp;1 (7(2)(u))||§§d < 1, since \W@)(S)H%d < 1. Setting

P
73 () :=T3(T,-), it follows that T3 is a homotop; with fixed endpoints between 72 and 7®) which has the
timelike lifting property.

Finally, in the fourth step, we use the exponential map based at 7(T) to homotope 7(3) into a geodesic.
We define T'y : [0,T) x [0,T] — S? by

_ ~(3) for0<s<T —
Ty(u,5) = ) (s) or 0<s< U

eXPx(7) [T_S exp;(lT) (7(3)(T — u))] for T—u<s<T.

u

This is well-defined by (3.5). If 7(0) # —%(T), then one can extend I'y to [0, 7] x [0, T] by the above definition
to yield a homotopy with fixed endpoints between 7*) and the unique shortest curve from 7(0) to (7). As
before one checks that it has the timelike lifting property.

In the case 5(0) = —%(T), we introduce spherical normal coordinates (r, ) for S? at 5(T'), where 6 € S,
and express 7 (s) with respect to these coordinates by (r(s),0(s)). Let 6 := limy 0 0(s). It now follows
that T'y(u,-) converges for u /T to the geodesic arc parametrised, in the spherical normal coordinates, by
s (L=
fixed geodesic arc from 7(0) to 7(T') specified in the above spherical normal coordinates by a point #; € S~

7r,90), s € (0,T]. In this case this limit curve furnishes the extension of I'y. Finally, consider a

It then remains to choose a continuous curve o : [0,1] — S9! with ¢(0) = 6y and o(1) = #; and define

['s5:[0,1] x [0,T] — S in the spherical normal coordinates by T's(u,s) = (£=2

crucially used d > 2. In either case, concatenation of all homotopies concludes the proof. O

m,0(u)). Here, we have also
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3.1 The case K = +1

Proposition 3.6. Let d > 1 and consider any (d + 1)-dimensional FLRW spacetime (M, g) as defined in
the introduction with K = +1. Let v : (0,1) — M be a future directed timelike curve parameterised by the
t-coordinate, i.e., Y(s) = (s,7(s)) with ¥(s) € S for s € (0,1). For any so € (0,1) we then have

U I+(’y(s),M) ﬂ]‘(’y(so),M) :I‘(’y(so),M) .

0<s<so
Furthermore for each such so € (0,1) there exists a to > 0 such that {to} x S* C I~ (v(s0), M).

Proof. We start with a brief observation: consider any timelike curve o in (M,g). We can assume without
loss of generality that it is parameterised by the time coordinate, i.e., o(s) = (s,7(s)). Since o is a timelike
curve we have 0 > —1 + a(s)%g (5(s),7(s)), i.e.

o > (B850 (37)

Vice versa, any spatial curve & mapping into S¢ that satisfies (3.7) gives rise to a timelike curve o(s) =

(s,7(s))-
We first claim that for any sp € (0,1) we have [y, , I* (v(s), M) = M. To see this consider a point
i
(t,&) € M = (0,00) x S%. Since there are no particle horizons, there exists 0 < ¢ < ¢ such that [ ﬁ dt’ > .
t

Without loss of generality assume ¢ < so. Since the diameter of S? is equal to 7, we can now find a spatial
curve @ : [0,1] — S? from F(f) to & that satisfies (3.7). This curve lifts to a future directed timelike curve

from (f) to (f,&) which shows the claim. This proves the first statement of the proposition. The second

S0
statement follows similarly: given sy € (0,1) we choose 0 < ¢y < so such that [ ﬁ dt’ > w. By the above
to

argument any point in {tg} x S¢ can be reached from v(so) by a past directed timelike curve. O

Note that this proposition remains true if we replace the spatial geometry of constant positive curvature

by any compact spatial geometry.

3.2 The case K = —1

Proposition 3.8. Let d > 2 and consider any (d+ 1)-dimensional FLRW spacetime (M, g) as defined in the
introduction with K = —1 and without particle horizons. Consider a point p € M _; together with spherical
normal coordinates centred at p for M _y as in (1.1]). Set 7(t) := flt ﬁ dt’ and w:=r+T.

a) Let v:(0,1] = M be a future directed and past inextendible timelike curve. We then have either
i) limg o u(y(s)) = —oo
or
i) limg0u(y(s)) = uo > —o00 and lims_,o7(7y(s)) = 0o and lim,_,ow(y(s)) = wy € S,
b) In the case i) we have Jy_, I (v(s), M) = M.

¢) Letv; : (0,1] = M, i = 1,2, be two future directed and past inextendible timelike curves with limg_q u(%(s)) =
u; > —oo and limsﬁow('yi(s)) =w,; € S41.

1) If wy = wo and uy = ug, then ;oI (71(s), M) = U, IT (72(s), M).

11



2) If wy = wy and uy < ug, then J,_o I (71(s), M) 2 U,q I (12(s), M).

This proposition begins the characterisation of the TTFs of FLRW spacetimes with K = —1 and without
particle horizons in terms of (u,w)-coordinates induced by spherical normal coordinates at a given point
P € M_,. However, the characterisation given here is not complete; with some more work one can show that
in the case c¢), if (u1,w1) # (u2,ws), then the corresponding TIFs are not the same. However, this is not

needed for the purposes of this paper.

Proof. Note that causal notions only depend on the conformal class of the metric. Using 7 as a coordinate

instead of ¢ the metric g takes the form

g= a(t(7))2 [—dr®+dr® + sinh? (1) gga—1 ].

=:h

In the following it will be convenient to work with (M, h) instead of with (M, g).

Proof of a): Since h(du,-) is past directed null, u(y(s)) is a strictly increasing function of s — and thus
the limit limy_,o u(v(s)) exists in {—oo} UR.

Assume the case lim,_,o u(y(s)) = ug > —oo. We have u(y(s)) > ug for all 0 < s <1 and 7(y(s)) — —o0
for s — 0. It thus follows from r(y(s)) = u(y(s)) — 7(y(s)) that r(y(s)) — oo for s — 0.

To see that lim,_,q w('y(s)) € S exists, parameterise the curve v by 7 and note tha

0> h(¥,9) = =147 +sinh®(r) [[&||Za-. -

Moreover, by the above we have r(7) > ug — 7. Thus,

1 1
sinh(r) < sinh(ug — 1)’

[|&llga—r <

which is integrable for 7 — —oo. This proves a).

Proof of b): Let (7,Z) € M. Since there are no particle horizons, there exists 7 < 7 such that (7,%) €
I“‘((%,ﬁ), M) Without loss of generality we can assume 7 < u(’y(l)) Note that all points on u = 7 can
be connected to (7,P) by a future directed null geodesic. Since lim,_ou(y(s)) = —oo, there is an so with
u('y(so)) = 7. The push-up property then gives (7,Z) € It (7(50), M)

Proof of ¢): To prove 1), it suffices, by symmetry, to show Im(y1) € Uy, I (2(s), M). We use (u,r,w)-
coordinates, in which the metric takes the form h = —du? + du ® dr + dr ® du + sinh?(r)gga—1. So let v, (s1)
be given. We show that there is s > 0 such that y2(s2) € I~ (71(s1), M).

Clearly, we have v, (%) € I~ (’yl(sl), M); and by the openness of the timelike past there is A > 0 and an
open neighbourhood id € V' C SO(d) such that

s1

(H(F) = A G +2) x LG} x (R (G) [ RE VY S I~ (a(s1), M) -

Since translations in u and rotations R € SO(d) act as isometries on (M, h), we can act with those on 1] =1
to infer that

U (F(s) = A ) +2) x (3()} x {BRa7(s) [ RE VI C I (ma(s1), M) - (3.9)
0<s§371

We claim that v2(s2) is contained in the left hand side for 0 < so small enough. To see this, first note that
¢ (s) = wy and 4¥(s) — u; imply that there is a neighbourhood w; € B € S%~! and a 0 < 3; such that

A A
U (= 5.w+35) x (1)} x B (3.10)
0<s<$,

1By abuse of notation we will denote the reparameterised curve again by ~.
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is contained in the left hand side of . Since 1 = ug and wy = we, we can now choose 0 < s close enough
to 0 such that v§(s2) € (w1, u1 + 3), 75 (s2) € B, and ¥5(s2) > 7] (31). Since 7] (s) — oo for s — 0, vs(s2) is
contained in (3.10). This proves 1).

To prove 2), we consider, in (u, 7, w)-coordinates, the time-translation 42 (s) := (ug—u1+7i(s),7] (s), 75 (s))
of v1. By the time-translation invariance of h, 45 is also a future directed past inextendible timelike curve
with lim,_0 94 (s) = ug and lims_,0 45 (s) = wy = wa. We thus infer (J,_, I (72(s), M) = Uy, I (32(s), M)
by part 1). But now it is obvious that 42(s) € I (1(s), M) for all 0 < s, from which 2) follows. O

The next proposition will be used, in conjunction with the time-reversal of Proposition to relate the

causality in a past boundary chart with that of M.

Proposition 3.11. Let d > 1 and consider any (d+1)-dimensional FLRW spacetime (M, g) as defined in the
introduction with K = —1 and without particle horizons. Consider two points r,s € M with r € I~ (s, M).
Then no past directed null geodesic emanating from r intersects a past directed null geodesic emanating from

S.

Proof. Again, this is a statement about the conformal class of (M, g). We set 7(t) = flt ﬁ],dt’ and use it
as a coordinate instead of ¢, introduce spherical normal coordinates around 5 € M _1, where s = (75, 3), and
work with the conformal metric h = —dr? + dr? + sinh2(r) gsa—1. The past directed null geodesics from s are

then given in (7, r,w)-coordinates by
[0,00) 3 p+— (75 — p, pywo) (3.12)

for some wy € S¥~! which labels the angular direction of the null geodesic emanating from s. If a past directed
null geodesic starting from r € I~ (s, M) intersected one starting from s, then, by the push-up property, the
point of intersection would lie in the timelike past of s. However, parameterising any past directed timelike
curve starting from s by the 7-coordinate, it is immediate that the spatial radial distance traversed has to
be strictly less than the T-coordinate time elapsed. This, however, is a contradiction to . O

The following crucial proposition requires the additional assumption from Theorem [I.6] on the scale factor
and spells out the main geometric obstruction to C?-extendibility of these spacetimes which is used in the
proof of Theorem

Proposition 3.13. Let d > 2 and consider any (d + 1)-dimensional FLRW spacetime (M,g) as defined
in the introduction with K = —1 and without particle horizons. Moreover, assume the scale factor satisfies
a(t) -eff1 ey — o0 fort — 0. Consider a point p € M _; together with spherical normal coordinates centred
atp for M_y as in . Set 7(t) := flt ﬁ dt', uw:=r+7, and define Xy, := {t = to}. Let v, : (0,1] = M,
i = 1,2, be two future directed and past inextendible timelike curves parametrised by the time coordinate t
with limg_,q u(%(s)) > —oo fori=1,2 and lim,_,q w(%(s)) = w; € S¥ 1 with wi # wy. Finally, let ¢ € M
be a point with Im(y;) C M\ J~ (¢, M) fori = 1,ZIE| We then have

ds, - (g,00) (V1 (t0), 72(t0)) — 00 fortg — 0, (3.14)
where the distance in Xy, \ J~ (g, M) is with respect to the induced Riemannian metric on L, \ J~ (¢, M).

Proof. Since there are no particle horizons, there exists ¢, > 0 such that p = (¢,,0) € J (¢, M). Thus
J(p, M) C J (g, M) and 4, \ J (¢, M) C X4, \ J~(p, M). Tt suffices to show that

dE,O\J*(p,M)(71(t0)>'72(t0)) — 00 for to — 0.

12The existence of such a point ¢ follows since lims_s u('yi (s)) > —o0.
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In the spherical normal coordinates centred at p we have 3, \ J = (p, M) = {to} x {r > ftto” ﬁ dt'} and the

induced metric on this hypersurface is

tP
a(to)? [dr? + sinh*(r)gga-1] > a(to)?[dr? + sinh® (/ @ )  gga] . (3.15)
to @
Note that t t
. tp 1 , eftop mdt —e” ftop mdt
a(to) sinh ( ; dt ) = a(tO) — 00 for to — 0 (316)
to a(t') 2

by the assumption on the scale factor. Since w;y # ws there exists € > 0 and 79 > 0 such that
dga—1 (w(71(t0)), w(12(to))) > e>0 forall 0 <ty <. (3.17)
Finally, by the orthogonal form of the metric it is immediate that
ds, \ - pn) (71 (t0), 72(t0)) > @ 10y sinh (Jir s ) st (W (t0)); w(2(to))) — oo

for to — 0 by (B.15), (B-16), and (3.17). O
Note that the exclusion of J~ (g, M) in (3.14)) is crucial: the distance in ¥;, would go to zero.

4 Proof of the main theorems

4.1 Proof of Theorem [1.5} K = +1 without particle horizons

Proof of Theorem[I.5: The proof is by contradiction. Assume there exists a continuous extension ¢ : M < M
such that 07 t(M) # 0. Let p be a past boundary point. By Proposition there exists a past boundary
chart @ : U — (—&9,20) X (—€1,€1)%
given in coordinates by s + (s,0). Then 7|, corresponds to a future directed and past inextendible

around p. Consider the future directed timelike curve 7 : [0,e0) — U

timelike curve v := v7 0 §|(g,c,) in M. It thus follows that we must have t(y(s)) — 0 as s — 0.

If necessary, we make £; > 0 smaller to ensure that

19 € ~
(27080350) X (*Slael)d - I;L((anﬂ),U) ) (4'1)

see also Figure
We now choose 0 < so < & sufficiently small such that J;w (0,0)n g5 ((s0,0), U) is compact in U. We
claim that the following holds:

J U T O0) M) 0T (3 (s0), M) | = TH(5,0) 01 (3(50), 0) (4.2)

0<s<sg

To prove this we first observe that since v is a smooth timelike curve in (U , ), we have

mp0)= |J 1'((s),0),

0<s<so

see also Proposition 2.7 in [13]. It thus remains to prove
LI (3(s), M) NI (v(s0), M)] = I* (3(s), U) N I~ (3(s0),U)

for any 0 < s < sg. The inclusion D follows directly from property (2.2)) of Proposition And the inclusion
C follows from Proposition [3.1] together with Lemma [2.7 This proves the claim.
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Figure 2: The proof of Theorem

By Proposition [B.6]it now follows that there exists a 0 <ty such that

L({to} xSY) C I (5, U) NI~ (3(50),T) . (4.3)

Since the set I (p, f]) NI (1(50),(7) is compactly contained in U, there is an z, € (—e;,e1)% such
that the timelike curve & : (f(go),eo) — U, given by s — (s,zy), does not enter this set. Here, f is the

16 & is now a future directed timelike curve in

graphing function from Proposition The curve o := ¢~
M which is past-inextendible, i.e., we have t(c(s)) — 0 as s — f(z,). To the future it contains a point in
I (v(s0), M) C It ({to} x S, M) by (A1), but it does not intersect the Cauchy hypersurface {to} x S* by

(4.3). This is a contradiction, which concludes the proof of Theorem O

Let us remark that another way to prove Theorem is to follow the first steps of the proof of Theorem
below to show that there is a point 5 € Us and points p, § € graph(f) such that I~ (3,U)NIT(p,U) and
I=(3,U)NI"(§,U) are non-empty and not the same. Using the future one-connectedness of (M, g) together
with Lemma, one concludes, as in the above proof, that these sets correspond, via ¢!, to causal diamonds
of past directed and past inextendible timelike curves in M starting from s = ¢~1(3). This, however, is a

contradiction to Proposition [3.6 by which all such sets have to be the same.

4.2 Proof of Theorem [1.6 K = —1 without particle horizons

Proof. The proof is by contradiction. Assume there exists a continuous extension ¢ : M < M such that
O~ u(M) # 0.

Step 1: The set-up. By the time-reversal of Proposition there exists a p € 7 «(M) together
with a past boundary chart @ : U — (—eg,e0) X (—e1,61)? around § such that the graphing function
f:(—¢e1,e1)% — (—¢0,20) is differentiable at 0 with 9; f(0) = 0. If necessary, we make g, > 0 smaller such
that

18 .
{2—050 <o <eo} €I (5,U). (4.4)
It follows from 94 f(0) = 0 that there exists 0 < p < &7 such that

1
|f(:v1,0,...,0)|<1—0|x1| for all |x1| < p . (4.5)
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Figure 3: The set-up in the proof of Theorem together with lightcone bounds.

Now choose g9 > a > 0 such that for §:= (a,0) and  := (—a, 0) the set J;w t0)N J5. (5, U) is compact in
U. Moreover choose 0 < 3 < u so small such that

= (f(8,0,...,0),8,0,...,0) € I (3, U) N JF (,0)

Jw
. o
= (35h=B:0,---,0) € I (5,0) .

K

(4.6)

<

and

Note that by the bound (4.5) we have 7 € Us. Basic trigonometry using the lightcone bound § < §,, gives
that

It (p,U)NI~(5,U) and I*(G,U)NI~(5,U) are non-empty and neither set is contained in the other; (4.7)
and
J~(#,Us) does not contain the set {(zo,z1,0,...,0) €U |0<z; <fB, x> f(21,0,...,0)}. (4.8)

We also define the past directed timelike curves 4; : [0,1] — U, i = 1,2, in the local coordinates given by
@, by (1) = §* + 7(p* — 5") and by ¥5(1) = s + 7(¢" — §"). These curves are straight lines in the
(20, x1)-plane from 5 to p and ¢, respectively. Note that by the curve 75 is indeed timelike; and from
the achronality of graph(f) it follows that ¥;[[p,1) map into Us. Thus, 7 ==t to Filjo,1), @ = 1,2, are past
directed and past inextendible timelike curves in M starting from s := (1 =1(3) € M.

Step 2: Relating the set-up in U to M. As in the proof of Theorem the future one-connectedness
of (M, g), i.e., Proposition together with Lemma gives

. [O<LTJ<1 I (n(r), M) N I (s, M) | = I*(5,0) N1 (5,0)

and

U rtHeee) a0 (s, )| = 13, 0) 017 (5,0)

0<r<1
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It thus follows from that neither o, ., I (71(7), M) is contained in Jy_, ., I" (y2(7), M), nor the
other way around. Let s = (s;,3) and introduce spherical normal coordinates around s for M _; as in .
We now apply Proposition By part a) i) and b) we cannot have lim,_,o u(’yl(r)) = —oo for 4 = 1 nor for
i = 2, since otherwise at least one of the TIFs would equal M and thus contain the other. Thus, by part a)
the limits lim,_,q u(’yz(T)) = u; > —oo and lim,_,q r(’yi(T)) = oo and lim,_,q w(’yi(T)) = w; € S%! exist for
1 =1,2. By part ¢) we must have wy # wa.

Consider now the point r := ~1(7) € M. We claim that

Im(y1) UIm(y2) € M\ J™ (r, M)
and for some € > 0 (4.9)
L71<{(1‘0,1'1,O,...,0) € [7> ‘ 0 <r < ﬂa 0< Zo 7f(xlaoa"'ao) < E}) c M\Ji(rvM) :
By (4.6) we have r € I~ (s, M) and by Proposition no past directed null geodesic emanating from r

intersects a past directed null geodesic emanating from s. We now apply the time-reversal of Proposition [2.5
with our choice of £ and § to infer that

(T (r, M)) 1 ([J—(g, 0.)nJH O]\ T (7, U>>) =0, (4.10)
The basic lightcone bound g < g, gives that
m(%iljo,1)) € [J7(5,U5) N JF (ED)] N\ J7(7,05)

so that the first part of (4.9)) follows from (4.10). For the second part we note that there exists € > 0 such
that

{(x0,1,0,...,0)€Us |0<x1 < B, 0< 20— f(21,0,...,0) <e} C T (5,Us)NJF (£,U).

G
Thus, the second part of (4.9) follows from (4.8) and (4.10).

The first part of (4.9)), together with wy # ws and u; > —oo for ¢ = 1,2, puts us in the setting of
Proposition (with ¢ = r) and thus we infer that

dEtO\Jf(ﬁM) (’71@0),’)’2(150)) — 0 for to —0 s (4.11)

where ¥;, = {t = o} as in Proposition
Step 3: Showing that (4.11)) is in contradiction with the set-up in U. Consider the point
7 = (35¢0,0), and set p’ := (). It then follows from (£.4) that

19
I3, (7,U) 2 {5580 < 20 < 20} - (4.12)

We now claim that

there exists C' > 0, depending only on §,e; > 0, such that for any ¢y > 0 sufficiently small,
one can connect Im(y1) N Xy, to Im(yz) N Xy, by a smooth curve oy, : [0,1] = Xy \ J (1, M) (4.13)
of length L(oy,) < C.

This claim is obviously in contradiction to for ty > 0 small enough. It thus remains to prove (4.13)).
We first choose to small enough such that p’ € IT(Z;,M). By this implies I+ (3, M) 2

v ({3320 < mo < g0}). Thus, for any z € (—e1,e1)? the curve (f(z),20) 2 s — (s, z) is a future directed

and past inextendible timelike curve in M which contains points in I (3, M). It thus has to intersect the

Cauchy hypersurface Y;,. Hence, there is a function hy, : (—e1,e1)% — (—¢€0,€0) such that ¢(3,) N U. is
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the graph of hy,. Since ¢(X4,) is a smooth hypersurface, hy, is smooth. Moreover, for i = 1,...,d, the vector

Oihyy(x) - 00 + 0; € T(h ) )U is clearly tangent to ¢(X;,) N U. Since all tangents of ¢(X;,) N U have to be
tog (L)L

spacelike we obtain from the lightcone bound g, < g that m > %, that is
0,4, (z)| < V2 forallie{1,...,d} and z € (—e1,e1)% . (4.14)
Since s € I'T(p/, M), the past directed timelike curves ~;, i = 1,2, have to intersect 3;, as well. Let
Im(32) N (1(Z4e) NUs) = (hey(22,40,0, ..., 0),22,49,0,...,0)  with 0 < 22 < B <ey.
We then define a smooth curve &, : [0,1] — +(2,) N Us by
Gty (T) = (htO(T T4, 0, .. .,0),7"%27%,0...,0) .

We compute 5t0 (1) = O1heo (T - 2,4,,0,...,0) - 224y - Op + T2,4, - O1. Moreover, we have [g,,,| <1+ 4 for all
w,v € {0,...,d} by Proposition Together with (4.14) we thus obtain

L(&tg):/o \/g(&tO(T),&tU(T))dTg\/25§-(1+5)+2\/§~5§(1+5)+s§(1+5) =C<o00.

By construction t=1 o 54, =: 0y, is a curve mapping into X;,. It remains to show that it does not map into
J=(r, M).

For each z € (—&1,¢1)? the function to — hy,(z) is strictly monotonically increasing in to. Moreover, we

have the pointwise limit lims, o h¢,(z) = f(z) for all z € (—e1,e1)%, since there cannot be a point in M
which lies to the past of all ¥;,. By Dini’s Theorem, the convergence is indeed uniform. Thus, for given

€ > 0 we can choose ¢y > 0 small enough such that
Im(6y,) C {(x0,21,0,...,0) € Us [0<ax; <B,0<ax0— f(21,0,...,0) <e}.

It now follows from the second part of (4.9) that oy, does not map into J~ (r, M). This concludes the proof
of Theorem [L.Gl O

A Lipschitz hypersurfaces and tangent cones

For the convenience of the reader some elementary facts regarding Lipschitz hypersurfaces are collated here

which are used in the proof of Proposition

Definition A.1. Let A CR", a € R". The tangent cone of A at a is defined by

T —a

1.

Tan(A,a) = {v € R" ~ T,R" | there exist a sequence A > z; — a such that v = ||v|| lim ——
k—oo ||z — all

Clearly, Tan(A,a) is a cone: if v € Tan(A, a), then so is r-v € Tan(A, a) for r > 0.

Lemma A.2. Let f : R™ — R™ and A C R™. If f is differentiable at a € A, Df|, is injective, f|a is

injective, and (f|a)~! is continuous at f(a), then

df|a(Tan(A,a)) = Tan(f(A), f(a)) .

Proof. “C7: Let v € Tan(A,a) and without loss of generality v # 0, ||[v|| = 1. Let A 3 x; — a such that

7”?;:&\ — v. Then
. flwg) = fla) - |[zx — all . flxy) = fla)
de|a(v)||'klggom—de|a(v)||' lim - lim Y————"——

koo ||f(xk) = f(a)l] koo |lzx — al|

= df|a('U) )
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where we have used that ||df|q(v)|| # 0 by the injectivity of df|,.

“D7: Let w € Tan(f(A), f(a)), without loss of generality w # 0, |Jw|| = 1. Then there exists a
sequence f(A) 3 yr — f(a) such that sz:i%zg”
at f(a), we have 2 = (f|a) " '(yx) — a for k — oco. After taking a subsequence if necessary we have

— w. Since f|4 is injective and its inverse continuous

lmp o0 t=g =1 v € Tan(A,a). Then, using again that ||df]|,(v)|| # 0, we obtain

dfle(rt—) = fim L ZI@ oy Mwezall g e Sl@)

dfla()II” koo ok —all koo ||f(zr) = fla)l] - koo [lyx — fla)]

O

Given an n-dimensional smooth manifold M and B C M we can now define the tangent cone of B at
b€ B by

Tan(B,b) := {v € T, M | there exists a smooth chart ¢ : U — R" around b
such that dy(v) € Tan(o(U N B), ¢(b)) .

By Lemma this does not depend on the choice of chart.

Lemma A.3. Let f : R" — R be a Lipschitz continuous function. Then f is differentiable at 0 with
df|lo = A € R™ if, and only if,

Tan(graph<f>7<f<o>,o>)=(Al " A”)-R”.
ERn+1

Proof. The direction “* = 7 is provided by applying Lemma to the graphing function R" 3 z —
(f(z),z) € R*"L. For the direction “ <= ” we consider for yo € R™ with ||yo|| =1 and h > 0

(.f(hyO)v hyO) - (f(O), O) _ (f(hyO)v hyO) - (f(O),O) . H(f(hy())’ hyO) - (f(O), O)”
h ||(f(hy0)ahy0) - (f(())vO)H h ’

<L

(A4)

where L > 0 is related to the Lipschitz constant of f. Since the factors on the right hand side are
bounded, it follows that there exist convergent subsequences h,, — 0. The left hand side shows that the
limit must be of the form R"*! 5 Y = Y°9; + yi0;. The expression on the right makes manifest that
Y € Tan(graph(f), (f(0), 0)) However, by assumption we must then have Y = A - y5. This shows that all
subsequences have the same limit and thus the limit ~ — 0 in exists and equals

(f(hyo), hyo) — (f(0),0)

li =(A- .
e h (A yo,y0)
The first component of this limit says that f is differentiable at 0 with derivative equal to A. O

Lemma A.5. Let M be a smooth (d+ 1)-dimensional manifold and B C M. Letp € B and ¢; : U; — RI+L,
i = 1,2 be two smooth charts of M with p € U; and such that ¢;(U; N B) = graph(fi) and ¢;(p) = (f:(0),0)
for some Lipschitz continuous functions f; : R — R. Then f is differentiable at 0 if, and only if, fo is
differentiable at 0.

Proof. Assume f; is differentiable at 0. Then F; : RY — RI*t1 given by Fi(x) = (fi(z), ), satisfies
the assumptions of Lemma at 0 and thus we obtain Tan(graph(f1), (f1(0),0)) = dFi[o(R%). We now
consider the change of charts ;07" and apply again Lemma to obtain that T'an(graph(f2), (f2(0),0))
is a d-dimensional subspace of T{ fQ(O),O)RdH.
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For the sequence of points ¥, := (f2(%, 0,...,0), %, 0,... ,0) € graph(f2) the difference quotient

yn_(f2(0)70) _ yn_(f2(0)70) ||f2(%aoa’0)7%507a0)_(f2(0)70)||
Ln [lyn — (£2(0), 0)] Yn

<L

is bounded, where L > 0 is related to the Lipschitz constant of fs, and thus admits a subsequence y,,, such

that
Yn — (f2(0),0)
1/n
Similarly we obtain that there exist As, ..., Ay € R such that (4;,¢;) € T(m(graph(fg), (f2(0), 0)), where e; €
R? is the unit vector in the i-th coordinate direction. However, we already know that Tan (graph( f2), (f2(0), 0))

— (A1,1,0,...,0) € Tan(graph(f2), (f2(0),0)) .

is a d-dimensional subspace and so it follows that

Tan(graph(f2), (f2(0),0)) = <A1 1dd Ad) RY

It then follows from Lemma that fo is differentiable at 0. O
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