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FINITE ENERGY GEODESIC RAYS IN BIG COHOMOLOGY CLASSES

PRAKHAR GUPTA

Abstract. For a big class represented by θ, we show that the metric space (Ep(X, θ), dp) for p ≥ 1
is Buseman convex. This allows us to construct a chordal metric dc

p
on the space of geodesic rays in

Ep(X, θ). We also prove that the space of finite p-energy geodesic rays with the chordal metric dc
p
is a

complete geodesic metric space.
With the help of the metric dp, we find a characterization of geodesic rays lying in Ep(X, θ) in terms

of the corresponding test curves via the Ross-Witt Nyström correspondence. This result is new even in
the Kähler setting.
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1. Introduction

Finding canonical metrics on a compact Kähler manifold (X,ω) is a problem that has guided the
field of Kähler geometry for many decades now. To tackle this problem, [Mab87], [Sem92], and [Don99]
constructed a Riemannian structure on

Hω = {u ∈ C∞(X) : ω + ddcu > 0},
the space of smooth Kähler potentials in ω. To find the canonical metric cohomologous to ω, we needed
to understand the geometry of Hω endowed with this Riemannian structure. In [Che00], Chen proved
that this Riemannian structure gives rise to a metric d2 on Hω. In [Dar17], Darvas showed that the

completion (Hω, d2) can be identified with (E2(X,ω), d2), the space of finite energy potentials, confirming
a conjecture of Guedj [Gue14]. Moreover, any two points in E2(X,ω) can be joined by a metric geodesic
lying in E2(X,ω). Using Finsler metric structure on Hω for p ≥ 1, in [Dar15], Darvas constructed
complete geodesic metrics (Ep(X,ω), dp). These metrics proved useful in finding Kähler-Einstein [DR17],
and cscK metrics in (X,ω) [CC21a], [CC21b], [CC18], [BDL17].

Further properties of the metric structure of (Ep(X,ω), dp) were studied to improve our understanding
of canonical metrics. In [CC18, Theorem 1.5], Chen-Cheng proved that the metric space (Ep(X,ω), dp)
is Buseman convex, with the case p = 1 being proved in [BDL17]. They use the Buseman convexity
property for p = 1, to prove that the L1 geodesic stability of (X,ω) is equivalent to the existence of
cscK metric cohomologous to ω [CC18]. In [DL20a], Darvas-Lu proved a uniform convexity property

for (Ep(X,ω), dp) for p > 1, that allowed them to prove C1,1̄-geodesic stability for the existence of cscK
metric. In op. cit., the authors used Buseman convexity and uniform convexity to prove that the space
of p-finite energy geodesic rays Rp

ω can be endowed with a complete geodesic metric dcp.
In the author’s previous paper [Gup24], he showed that for a big cohomology class {θ}, the space

of finite energy potentials Ep(X, θ) can be endowed with a complete geodesic metric dp. Moreover, he
showed that the metric space (Ep(X, θ), dp) is uniformly convex if p > 1. With the prospects of studying
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2 FINITE ENERGY GEODESIC RAYS IN BIG COHOMOLOGY CLASSES

stability in the big case in mind (c.f. [DXZ23]), in this paper, we will explore the space of geodesic rays
in the metric space (Ep(X, θ), dp).

In [Gup24], the author used potentials of analytic singularity type to approximate the minimal singu-
larity type. He used this approximation to construct the complete geodesic metric space (Ep(X, θ), dp)
for p ≥ 1. In this paper, we show that the same approximation scheme can be used to prove various
properties of the metric space (Ep(X, θ), dp).

As a first application of the approximation scheme, we prove a Lidskii-type inequality, the analog of a
well known inequality for matrices (for a survey, see [DLR20, Theorem 2.7]). This result was first proved
in [DLR20, Theorem 5.1] for Kähler classes ω = c1(L) induced by an ample line bundle L. In [DL20a,
Corollary 3.2], Darvas-Lu extended this result to an arbitrary Kähler class. In this paper, we use the
approximation scheme to extend the result to arbitrary big classes. In particular, we prove

Theorem 1.1. If u, v, w ∈ Ep(X, θ) satisfy u ≥ v ≥ w, then

dpp(v, w) ≤ dpp(u,w)− dpp(u, v).

Next, we extend [CC18, Theorem 1.5] of Chen-Cheng to the big cohomology classes. In the Kähler
setting, they prove a Buseman type convexity of the metric space (Ep(X,ω), dp). We prove

Theorem 1.2. Let θ be a real, smooth, closed (1, 1)-form representing a big cohomology class. If p ≥ 1,
then the metric space (Ep(X, θ), dp) is Buseman convex. This means if u0, u1, v0, v1 ∈ Ep(X, θ), and
[0, 1] ∋ t 7→ ut and [0, 1] ∋ t 7→ vt are the weak geodesics joining u0, u1, and v0, v1 respectively, then

dp(ut, vt) ≤ (1− t)dp(u0, v0) + tdp(u1, v1).

These results allow us to study the metric geometry of the space of geodesic rays in Ep(X, θ) in more
depth. Given u ∈ Ep(X, θ), we say the geodesic ray [0,∞) ∋ t 7→ ut ∈ Ep(X, θ) is a finite p-energy
geodesic ray starting at u0 = u. We denote such a ray by {ut}t ∈ Rp

u. We can endow Rp
u with a metric,

as follows. Given geodesic rays {u0t}t, {u1t}t ∈ Rp
u we define the chordal distance between them by

(1) dcp({u0t}t, {u1t}t) = lim
t→∞

dp(u
0
t , u

1
t )

t
.

Let θ represent a big cohomology class. By Rp
u we denote the space of finite p-energy geodesic rays

emanating from u ∈ Ep(X, θ).
Theorem 1.3. (Rp

u, d
c
p) is a complete geodesic metric space.

1.1. Ross-Witt Nyström correspondence. The notion of test curves was introduced in [RW14] by
Ross-Witt Nyström in the Kähler setting, giving a potential theoretic framework to study stability.

Test curves are dual to (sub)geodesic rays via the Legendre transform. Ross-Witt Nyströms’s work
generalized the work of Phong-Sturm [PS07] where they associated geodesic rays to test configurations.
The study of test curves was extended to the big setting in [DDL18a] by Darvas-Di Nezza-Lu. Further-
more, the notion of finite energy test curves was introduced in [DX22] (in the Kähler setting) and [DZ23]
(in the big setting). Test curves can detect several properties of the geodesic rays. Using the metric dp
on Ep(X, θ), the following theorem proves that the geodesic rays lying in Ep(X, θ) can be detected from
the corresponding test curve.

If (0,∞) ∋ t 7→ ut ∈ PSH(X, θ) is a θ-geodesic ray starting at Vθ, then its Legendre dual R ∋ τ 7→
ûτ ∈ PSH(X, θ) is defined by

ûτ = inf
t>0

(ut − tτ).

For τ large enough, ûτ ≡ −∞. Thus we define,

τ+û := inf{τ ∈ R : ûτ ≡ −∞} <∞.

Theorem 1.4. Let {ut}t be a θ-geodesic ray starting from Vθ. Let {ûτ}τ be the Legendre dual of {ut}t.
Then ut ∈ Ep(X, θ) for all t ≥ 0 iff

(2)

∫ τ+

û

−∞

(−τ + τ+û )p−1

(
∫

X

θnVθ −
∫

X

θnûτ

)

dτ <∞

When τ+û = 0, the expression in Equation (2) equals 1
pd
p
p(Vθ, u1) =

1
p

∫

X
|u̇0|pθnVθ . Thus this expression

is closely related to the speed of the geodesic ray in Ep(X, θ). When p = 1, such characterization of finite
energy geodesic rays was obtained in [DX22, Theorem 3.7] (in the Kähler setting) and [DZ23, Theorem
3.9] (in the big setting). For p > 1, this is new in the Kähler case as well.
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Organization. In Section 2, we recall some background material and in particular the approximation
scheme that is used in the construction of the metric dp on Ep(X, θ). In Section 3, we prove Theorem 1.1.
In Section 4, we prove Theorem 1.2. In Section 5, we prove Theorem 1.3. Lastly, in Section 6, we prove
theorem 1.4.

Acknowledgement. I want to thank my advisor Tamás Darvas for his constant support and valuable
suggestions on an early draft that improved the paper. I am also grateful to Mingchen Xia and Antonio
Trusiani for carefully reading the preliminary version of this paper and suggesting helpful improvements.

Research is partially supported by NSF CAREER grant DMS-1846942.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Pluripotential theory. In this section, we will recall the notions from the pluripotential theory
developed in [BEGZ10]. Throughout, we will work on a compact Kähler manifold (X,ω).

Let θ be a smooth closed real (1, 1)-from representing the cohomology class {θ} ∈ H1,1(X,R). A
function u : X → R ∪ {−∞} is called a θ-psh function if locally u + g is plurisubharmonic, where
θ = ddcg. By ddc here we mean

√
−1∂∂̄/2π. We use PSH(X, θ) to denote the set of all θ-psh functions.

If u is θ-psh, then the (1, 1)-current θu := θ + ddcu is a closed positive current.
We say θ represents a pseudoeffective class if PSH(X, θ) 6= ∅. We say θ represents a big cohomology

class if there exists u ∈ PSH(X, θ) such that θu ≥ εω for some small enough ε > 0. We say that θ
represents a Kähler class if there is u ∈ PSH(X, θ) ∩ C∞(X) such that θu ≥ εω for some ε > 0. We say
that θ represents a nef cohomology class {θ + εω} is a Kähler class. In a Kähler class, there are plenty
of smooth potentials, but in an arbitrary big class, we do not expect any smooth potentials.

Let θ represent a big cohomology class. If u, v ∈ PSH(X, θ) we say that u is more singular than v,
denoted by u � v if u ≤ v + C for some constant C. We say that u, v ∈ PSH(X, θ) have the same
singularity type if u � v and v � u. The potential

(3) Vθ = sup{u ∈ PSH(X, θ) : u ≤ 0}
has the least singularity among all θ-psh functions. Any potential with the same singularity type as

Vθ is called a minimal singularity potential.
In [BEGZ10], the authors introduced a non-pluripolar measure θnu := (θ + ddcu)n associated to any

θ-psh function u. Witt Nyström proved [Wit19] proved that if u � v, then
∫

X
θnu ≤

∫

X
θnv . Thus for any

u ∈ PSH(X, θ),
∫

X θ
n
u ≤

∫

X θ
n
Vθ

:= Vol(θ).
We denote the potentials of full mass by E(X, θ). In particular

E(X, θ) :=
{

u ∈ PSH(X, θ) :

∫

X

θnu =

∫

X

θnVθ

}

.

For p ≥ 1, we say that u ∈ E(X, θ) has finite p-energy if
∫

X
|u− Vθ|pθnu <∞. We denote

Ep(X, θ) :=
{

u ∈ E(X, θ) :

∫

X

|u− Vθ|pθnu <∞
}

.

We can do the same construction in the prescribed singularity setting as well. See [DDL23] for more
details. If φ is a model potential, meaning Pθ[φ](0) = φ (see Equation (6)), then we define the space of
relative full mass as

E(X, θ, φ) =
{

u ∈ PSH(X, θ) : u � φ,

∫

X

θnu =

∫

X

θnφ

}

and the space of relatively finite p-energy as

Ep(X, θ, φ) =
{

u ∈ E(X, θ, φ) :
∫

X

|u − φ|pθnφ <∞
}

.

2.2. Geodesic rays. Following Berndtsson [Ber15] and Darvas-Di Nezza-Lu [DDL18b] we define the
geodesic segments by an envelope construction. Let S ⊂ C be a vertical strip given by S = {z ∈ C | 0 ≤
Re(z) ≤ 1}. Let π : S × X → X be the projection. Let u0, u1 ∈ PSH(X, θ), then we say that a path
(0, 1) ∋ t 7→ PSH(X, θ) is a subgeodesic between u0 and u1 if the map S × X ∋ (z, x) 7→ V (z, x) :=
vRe(z)(x) is π

∗θ-psh and limt→0,1 vt ≤ u0,1. Let S(u0, u1) to be the collection of all subgeodesics between
u0 and u1. We define the geodesic joining u0 and u1 to be a path (0, 1) ∋ t 7→ ut ∈ PSH(X, θ) given by

(4) ut(x) = sup
S(u0,u1)

vt(x)
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In the Kähler setting, the geodesics joining “smooth” points have some regularity properties. If η
represents a Kähler class (and not necessarily be a Kähler form), then we denote

H1,1̄
η = PSH(X, η) ∩ C1,1̄(X)

which will act as the space of “smooth” potentials for us.
We recall that in [He15], He proved

Lemma 2.1. If ω is a Kähler form and u0, u1 ∈ H1,1̄
ω , then the geodesic ut joining u0 and u1 is also in

H1,1̄
ω .

We can modify He’s result to prove

Lemma 2.2. If η represents a Kähler class and u0, u1 ∈ H1,1̄
η , then the geodesic ut joining them is in

H1,1̄
η as well.

Proof. Let g ∈ C∞(X) such that ηg := η + ddcg is Kähler. Then u0 − g, u1 − g ∈ C1,1̄(X) are ηg-psh.

Lemma 2.1 says that the goedesic ut,g joining them is in C1,1̄(X). Since ut,g+ g is the η-geodesic joining

u0 and u1, we get that ut = ut,g + g ∈ C1,1̄(X) as well. �

Now we define geodesic rays. Again we assume that θ represents a big cohomology class. A path
(0,∞) ∋ t 7→ vt ∈ PSH(X, θ) is a sublinear subgeodesic ray starting at u0 ∈ PSH(X, θ) if ut → u0 in
L1(X) as t → 0 and for any 0 < a < b < ∞, the path (a, b) ∋ t 7→ ut is a subgoedesic between ua and
ub and ut ≤ u0 + Ct for some constant C.

A sublinear subgeodesic ray (0,∞) ∋ t 7→ ut ∈ PSH(X, θ) is a geodesic ray starting at u0 ∈ PSH(X, θ)
if ut → u0 in L1(X) as t → 0 and for any 0 < a < b < ∞, the path (a, b) ∋ t 7→ ut is a geodesic ray
joining ua and ub. We recall a few useful results about the geodesic rays.

Lemma 2.3 ([DZ23, Remark 3.3]). If [0,∞) ∋ t 7→ ut ∈ Ep(X, θ) is a geodesic ray starting from u0 = Vθ,
then t 7→ supX ut = supAmp(θ)(ut − Vθ) is linear.

Theorem 2.4 ([DZ23, Proposition 3.8]). If [0,∞) ∋ t 7→ ut ∈ Ep(X, θ) is a geodesic ray starting at

u0 = Vθ, then one can find geodesic rays of minimal singularity type [0,∞) ∋ t 7→ ujt ∈ Ep(X, θ) such

that each ujt has minimal singularity and ujt ց ut as j → ∞ for all t ≥ 0.

2.3. Plurisubharmonic envelopes. The envelope construction has several applications in pluripoten-
tial theory. We have already seen two examples of such construction in Equations 3 and 4. In this section
we will see more such examples are recall some theorems about them.

Assume that θ is a smooth closed real (1, 1)-from that represents a big cohomology class. Given a
measurable function f : X → R ∪ {±∞}, we define

(5) Pθ(f) := (sup{u ∈ PSH(X, θ) : u ≤ f})∗,
where ϕ∗ is the upper semicontinuous regularization of ϕ. Pθ(f) ≡ −∞ if there is no θ-psh function such
that u ≤ f .

If φ ∈ PSH(X, θ), then the envelope with respect to the singularity type of φ is constructed by

(6) Pθ[φ](f) := (sup{u ∈ PSH(X, θ) : u � φ, u ≤ f})∗ =
(

lim
C→∞

Pθ(φ+ C, f)
)∗

.

In the Kähler setting, we have the following regularity result.

Lemma 2.5. If η represents a Kähler class (and not necessarily be a Kähler form) and f ∈ C1,1̄(X),

then Pη(f) ∈ C1,1̄(X).

Proof. Let g ∈ C∞(X) such that ηg = η+ddcg is a Kähler form. We can see that Pη(f) = Pηg (f−g)+g.
Now due to [Ber19] (for a survey see [Dar19, Appendix A.3]), Pηg (f − g) ∈ C1,1̄(X) as f − g ∈ C1,1̄(X).

Therefore, Pηg (f − g) + g ∈ C1,1̄(X). Thus Pη(f) ∈ C1,1̄(X). �

In general, we have the following formula for the non-pluripolar measures of potentials obtained by
taking an envelope :

Lemma 2.6 ([DT21]). If θ represents a big cohomology class, φ ∈ PSH(X, θ), and f ∈ C1,1̄(X), then

θnPθ [φ](f) = 1{Pθ [φ](f)=f}θ
n
f .
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2.4. The complete geodesic metric dp. If ω is a Kähler metric, a complete geodesic metric dp on
Ep(X,ω) was constructed by Darvas in [Dar15]. If β represents a big and nef cohomology class, then by
approximating from the Kähler case, Di Nezza-Lu constructed such a complete geodesic metric dp on
Ep(X, β) in [DL20b]. If θ represents a big cohomology class, then in [Gup24], the author constructed
an approximation scheme via analytic singularity types to construct a complete geodesic metric dp on
Ep(X, θ). In this subsection, we will describe the approximation method used to construct dp on big and
nef, and big classes.

2.4.1. dp metric in big and nef classes. Let β represent a big and nef cohomology class. Here we explain
the construction of the complete geodesic metric dp on Ep(X, β) by Di Nezza-Lu in [DL20b]. Let ω be
a Kähler form. Denote by ωε := β + εω, a smooth form which represents a Kähler class. There is a
complete geodesic metric dp on Ep(X,ωε). Let

Hβ = {u ∈ PSH(X, β) : u = Pβ(f) where f ∈ C1,1̄(X)}.
Hβ is the analog of the space of smooth potentials from the Kähler case, and it was first used in [DL20b].

If u0, u1 ∈ Hβ , then there are f0, f1 ∈ C1,1̄(X) such that u0 = Pβ(f0) and u1 = Pβ(f1). We define
u0,ε = Pωε(f0) and u1,ε = Pωε(f1). We define

dp(u0, u1) = lim
ε→0

dp(u0,ε, u1,ε).

For u0, u1 ∈ Ep(X, β), we can find uj0, u
j
1 ∈ Hβ such that uj0 ց u0 and uj1 ց u1. We define

dp(u0, u1) = lim
j→∞

dp(u
j
0, u

j
1).

2.4.2. dp metric in the analytic singularity setting. Let ψ be a θ-psh function with analytic singularities.

By Hironaka’s resolution, we can find a modification µ : X̃ → X that resolves the singularities of ψ. See
[Gup24, Section 3] for more details. There is a smooth closed real (1, 1)-form θ̃ and a bounded θ̃-psh

function g on X̃ such that the map

PSH(X, θ, ψ) ∋ u 7→ ũ := (u − ψ) ◦ µ+ g ∈ PSH(X̃, θ̃)

is an order-preserving bijection. Moreover, this mapping is a bijection between Ep(X, θ, ψ) and Ep(X̃, θ̃)
as well. Since θ̃ represents a big and nef class, there is a complete geodesic metric dp on Ep(X̃, θ̃). Using
this correspondence, we can define the metric on Ep(X, θ, ψ) as follows. Let u0, u1 ∈ Ep(X, θ, ψ), then
(7) dp(u0, u1) := dp(ũ0, ũ1).

2.4.3. dp metric in big classes. Let θ represent a big cohomology class. By Demailly’s regularization, we
can find an increasing sequence ψk of θ-psh functions with analytic singularities such that ψk ր Vθ.

By [Gup24, Theorem 7.4], we can define the complete geodesic metric dp on Ep(X, θ) by the following.
If u0, u1 ∈ Ep(X, θ), then
(8) dp(u0, u1) = lim

k→∞
dp(Pθ[ψk](u0), Pθ[ψk](u1)).

2.4.4. Properties of the metric dp. Let θ represent a big cohomology class. We denote by

Hθ = {u ∈ PSH(X, θ) : u = Pθ(f) for some f ∈ C1,1̄(X)}.
Notice that if θ represents a Kähler class, then due to Lemma 2.5 Hθ consists of C1,1̄ potentials.

Theorem 2.7 ( [Gup24, Theorem 4.7]). Let u0, u1 ∈ Hθ, and let ut be the weak geodesic joining u0 and
u1. Then

dpp(u0, u1) =

∫

X

|u̇0|pθnu0
=

∫

X

|u̇1|pθnu1
.

Lemma 2.8 (Pythagorean identity, [Gup24, Theorem 5.5]). The metric dp satisfies the following
Pythagorean identity. If u0, u1 ∈ Ep(X, θ), then

dpp(u0, u1) = dpp(u0, Pθ(u0, u1)) + dpp(u1, Pθ(u0, u1)).

Lemma 2.9 ([Gup24, Lemma 5.2]). If uj0, u
j
1, u0, u1 ∈ Ep(X, θ) satisfy uj0 ց u0 and uj1 ց u1, then

lim
j→∞

dp(u
j
0, u

j
1) = dp(u0, u1).
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Theorem 2.10 (Uniform Convexity, [Gup24, Theorem 8.3]). Let p > 1. Let u, v0, v1 ∈ Ep(X, θ) and vλ
be the weak geodesic joining v0 and v1. Then

dp(u, vλ)
2 ≤ (1 − λ)dp(u, v0)

2 + λdp(u, v1)
2 − (p− 1)λ(1− λ)dp(v0, v1)

2, if 1 < p ≤ 2 and

dp(u, vλ)
p ≤ (1 − λ)dp(u, v0)

p + λdp(u, v1)
p − λp/2(1− λ)p/2dp(v0, v1)

p, if p ≤ 2.

A corollary of Theorem 2.10 is

Corollary 2.11 ([Gup24, Corollary 8.5]). For p > 1, if u, v0, v1 ∈ Ep(X, θ) such that for some λ ∈ [0, 1]
and ε > 0, dp(u, v0) ≤ (λ + ε)dp(v0, v1) and dp(u, v1) ≤ (1 − λ + ε)dp(v0, v1), then there is a constant
C > 0 such that

dp(u, vλ) ≤ Cε
1
r dp(v0, v1)

where r = max{2, p} and vt is the geodesic joining v0 and v1.

A consequence of these properties is the following

Lemma 2.12. If 1 ≤ p′ ≤ p <∞ then for any u0, u1 ∈ Ep(X, θ),
dp′(u0, u1) ≤ dp(u0, u1)Vol(θ)

1

p′
− 1
p .

Proof. First we assume that u0, u1 ∈ Hθ and ut is the weak geodesic joining u0 and u1. Then by
Theorem 2.7,

dpp(u0, u1) =

∫

X

|u̇0|pθnu0
and dp

′

p′(u0, u1) =

∫

X

|u̇0|p
′

θnu0
.

Applying Hölder inequality with factors p/p′ and p/(p− p′) we can write,

∫

X

|u̇0|p
′

θnu0
≤

(
∫

X

|u̇0|pθnu0

)p′/p (∫

X

θnu0

)

p−p′

p

.

Raising both sides to 1/p′ and noticing that
∫

X
θnu0

= Vol(θ), we get that

dp′(u0, u1) ≤ dp(u0, u1)Vol(θ)
1

p′
− 1
p .

More generally, if u0, u1 ∈ Ep(X, θ), then we can find uj0, u
j
1 ∈ Hθ such that uj0 ց u0 and uj1 ց u1.

By Lemma 2.9,

lim
j→∞

dp′(u
j
0, u

j
1) = dp′(u0, u1) and lim

j→∞
dp(u

j
0, u

j
1) = dp(u0, u1).

From the proof above we can write,

dp′(u0, u1) = lim
j→∞

dp′(u
j
0, u

j
1) ≤ lim

j→∞
dp(u

j
0, u

j
1)Vol(θ)

1

p′
− 1
p = dp(u0, u1)Vol(θ)

1

p′
− 1
p .

�

The following Lemma from [BDL17] shows that the weak geodesics are stable under perturbations of
the endpoints.

Lemma 2.13. If uj0, u
j
1, u0, u1 ∈ Ep(X, θ) satisfy dp(u

j
0, u0) → 0 and dp(u

j
1, u1) → 0 as j → ∞, then

dp(u
j
t , ut) → 0 as j → ∞ where ujt , ut are the weak geodesics joining uj0, u

j
1 and u0, u1 respectively.

Proof. The proof is the same as in [BDL17, Proposition 4.3]. We just need the corresponding results
used in the proof in [BDL17, Proposition 4.3] for the big setting. For that we can obtain the quasi-
monotonicity for the dp metric from [Gup23, Theorem 5.2] and [Gup24, Lemma 4.12]. The fact that for
u, v ∈ E1(X, θ) satisfying u ≤ v and I(u) = I(v) imply u = v follows by combining [DDL18a, Theorem
2.4, Proposition 2.5, and Proposition 2.8]. Moreover, the fact that u ≤ v ≤ w implies dp(u, v) ≤ dp(u,w)
can be obtained from Theorem 1.1 (whose proof does not rely on this lemma). �

Lemma 2.14. If uj ∈ Ep(X, θ) is a dp-bounded decreasing sequence, then limj→∞ uj =: u ∈ Ep(X, θ).
Proof. By [Gup24, Lemma 4.12], the metric dp is comparable to the quasi-metric Ip i.e., there exists
C > 1, such that

1

C
Ip(u0, u1) ≤ dpp(u0, u1) ≤ CIp(u0, u1).

Here the functional Ip is given by

Ip(u0, u1) =

∫

X

|u0 − u1|p(θnu0
+ θnu1

)
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for u0, u1 ∈ Ep(X, θ). So, if the sequence uj is dp-bounded, then it is Ip-bounded as well. This means
that

sup
j∈N

∫

X

|u0 − uj|pθnuj <∞.

Thus by [GLZ19], the limit limj→∞ uj =: u ∈ Ep(X, θ). �

We will end this section by proving a dp-contraction property for the projection into different coho-
mology classes. This result will play an important role in obtaining our main results. This is an analog
of the contraction property in [Gup24, Theorem 7.3], and [Tru22, Theorem 4.3] for p = 1, where the
projection operator maps to a different singularity type in the same cohomology class.

Lemma 2.15 (Contraction property). If θ and η are closed smooth real (1, 1)-forms representing big
cohomology classes such that θ ≤ η. Then the map Pθ : Hη 7→ Hθ is a contraction. This means that
v0, v1 ∈ Hη, then

dp(Pθ(v0), Pθ(v1)) ≤ dp(v0, v1).

Proof. First we will show that Pθ maps Hη to Hθ. If v ∈ Hη, then v = Pη(f) for some f ∈ C1,1̄. By a
standard argument, we can show that Pθ(v) = Pθ(f). Thus showing that Pθ(v) ∈ Hθ.

Now, assume that f0, f1 ∈ C1,1̄ be such that v0 = Pη(f0) and v1 = Pη(f1). Also call u0 = Pθ(f0) =
Pθ(v0) and u1 = Pθ(f1) = Pθ(v1). For now, we also assume that f0 ≤ f1. By Theorem 2.7 and Lemma 2.6
the distances are given by

dpp(v0, v1) =

∫

X

|v̇0|pηnv0 =

∫

{v0=f0}

|v̇0|pηnf0

and

dpp(u0, u1) =

∫

X

|u̇0|pθnu0
=

∫

{u0=f0}

|u̇0|pθnf0 .

where vt is the η-geodesic joining v0 and v1, and ut is the θ-geodesic joining u0 and u1. Since θ ≤ η,
u0 ≤ v0 and u1 ≤ v1, ut is the η-subgeodesic joining v0 and v1, therefore, ut ≤ vt.

Since u0 ≤ v0 ≤ f0, the set {u0 = f0} ⊂ {v0 = f0}. Moreover, when x ∈ {u0 = f0},

u̇0(x) = lim
t→0

ut(x)− u0(x)

t
= lim

t→0

ut(x)− f0(x)

t
≤ lim

t→0

vt(x) − f0(x)

t
= lim
t→0

vt(x) − v0(x)

t
= v̇0(x).

Due to the assumption that f0 ≤ f1, 0 ≤ u̇0, v̇0, thus we obtain that |u̇0| ≤ |v̇0|. Again due to θ ≤ η, we
have θnf0 ≤ ηnf0 . Combining these we get

∫

{u0=f0}

|u̇0|pθnf0 ≤
∫

{v0=f0}

|v̇0|pηnf0 .

Therefore, dp(u0, u1) ≤ dp(v0, v1).
More generally, if f0 and f1 are unrelated, we can use the Pythagorean identity (see Lemma 2.8) to

prove the general result. We can do this because of [Gup24, Lemma 4.1] implies that Pθ(u0, u1) ∈ Hθ

and the fact that Pθ(Pη(v0, v1)) = Pθ(u0, u1).

dpp(u0, u1) = dpp(u0, Pθ(u0, u1)) + dpp(u1, Pθ(u0, u1))

≤ dpp(v0, Pη(v0, v1)) + dpp(v1, Pη(v0, v1))

= dpp(v0, v1).

�

3. Lidskii type inequality

In this section we will prove Theorem 1.1. The proof will follow the approximation process used to
construct the metric dp on Ep(X, θ). First, we will prove the Lidskii-type inequality for the big and nef
cohomology classes and then prove it for the big cohomology classes.

Lemma 3.1. If β represents a big and nef cohomology class and u, v, w ∈ Ep(X, β) satisfy u ≥ v ≥ w,
then

dpp(v, w) ≤ dpp(u,w)− dpp(u, v).
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Proof. First, we assume that u, v, w ∈ Hβ . Let ωε = β + εω represent a Kähler class. Let u = Pβ(f),

v = Pβ(g), and w = Pβ(h) where f, g, h ∈ C1,1̄(X) satisfy f ≥ g ≥ h. We denote by uε = Pωε(f),
vε = Pωε(g), and wε = Pωε(h). Since uε ≥ vε ≥ wε are in Ep(X,ωε), by [DL20a, Corollary 3.2],

dpp(vε, wε) ≤ dpp(uε, wε)− dpp(uε, vε).

By the definition of dp on Hβ (see Section 2.4.1), we know that limε→0 dp(uε, vε) = dp(u, v),
limε→0 dp(uε, wε) = dp(u,w), and limε→0 dp(vε, wε) = dp(v, w). Thus taking the limit ε → 0 in the
above equation we get

dpp(v, w) ≤ dpp(u,w)− dpp(u, v).

More generally, if u, v, w ∈ Ep(X, β), then we can find uj , vj , wj ∈ Hβ such that uj ≥ vj ≥ wj and
uj ց u, vj ց v, and wj ց w as j → ∞. We just proved that

dpp(v
j , wj) ≤ dpp(u

j , wj)− dpp(u
j, vj).

Taking the limit j → ∞ and using Lemma 2.9, we get

dpp(v, w) ≤ dpp(u,w)− dpp(u, v).

�

Before we can prove the Lidskii-type inequality for the big cohomology class, we need to show the
result for the analytic singularity type.

Lemma 3.2. If θ represents a big cohomology class and ψ is a θ-psh function with analytic singularity
type, then for u, v, w ∈ Ep(X, θ, ψ) satisfying u ≥ v ≥ w, we have

dpp(v, w) ≤ dpp(u,w)− dpp(u, v).

Proof. Let µ : X̃ → X be the modification that resolves the singularities of ψ. As discussed in Sec-
tion 2.4.2 there is a smooth closed real (1, 1)-form θ̃ representing a big and nef cohomology class, and a

bounded θ̃-psh function g on X̃ such that Ep(X, θ, ψ) ∋ u 7→ ũ = (u−ψ)◦µ+g ∈ Ep(X̃, θ̃) is a bijection.

Since ũ, ṽ, w̃ ∈ Ep(X̃, θ̃) satisfy ũ ≥ ṽ ≥ w̃, by Lemma 3.1 we have

dpp(ṽ, w̃) ≤ dpp(ũ, w̃)− dpp(ũ, ṽ).

By Equation (7), we can write

dpp(v, w) ≤ dpp(u,w)− dpp(u, v).

�

Now we can prove the Lidskii-type inequality for the big classes.

Theorem 3.3. Let θ represent a big cohomology class. If u, v, w ∈ Ep(X, θ) satisfy u ≥ v ≥ w, then

dpp(v, w) ≤ dpp(u,w)− dpp(u, v).

Proof. As discussed in Section 2.4.3, let ψk be an increasing sequence of θ-psh functions with analytic
singularities such that ψk ր Vθ a.e. We denote by uk = Pθ[ψk](u), v

k = Pθ[ψk](v), and w
k = Pθ[ψk](w).

Since u ≥ v ≥ w, we have uk ≥ vk ≥ wk. By Lemma 3.2,

dpp(v
k, wk) ≤ dpp(u

k, wk)− dpp(u
k, vk).

Notice that the metric dp applied to uk, vk, wk is the metric on the space Ep(X, θ, ψk), whereas the metric
applied to u, v, w is the metric on the space Ep(X, θ). Taking the limit k → ∞ and using Equation (8)
we get

dpp(v, w) ≤ dpp(u,w)− dpp(u, v).

�

4. Buseman Convexity of Ep(X, θ)
In this section, we will prove Buseman convexity of the metric space (Ep(X, θ), dp) for p ≥ 1 where θ

represents a big cohomology class. This means that we will prove that if u0, u1, v0, v1 ∈ Ep(X, θ), and ut
and vt are geodesic joining u0, u1, and v0, v1 respectively, then

dp(ut, vt) ≤ (1− t)dp(u0, v0) + tdp(u1, v1).
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4.1. Buseman convexity for p = 1. The Buseman convexity for p = 1 follows from the arguments in
[BDL17, Proposition 5.1]. We reproduce the arguments here for completeness.

Theorem 4.1. If θ represents a big cohomology class, u0, u1, v0, v1 ∈ Ep(X, θ), and ut and vt are the
weak geodesics joining u0,u1, and v0, v1 respectively, then

d1(ut, vt) ≤ (1− t)d1(u0, v0) + td1(u1, v1).

Proof. Fix a ≤ b ∈ [0, 1]. Let wa := Pθ(ua, va) and wb = Pθ(ub, vb). Let [a, b] ∋ t 7→ wt ∈ Ep(X, θ) be the
geodesic joining wa and wb. Since wa ≤ ua, va and wb ≤ ub, vb, the comparison principle for geodesics
implies that wt ≤ ut, vt for all t ∈ [a, b]. Thus wt ≤ Pθ(ut, vt). By monotonicity of I (see [DDL18a,
Theorem 2.4 and Proposition 2.5], we get that I(wt) ≤ I(Pθ(ut, vt)). As I is linear along geodesics, we
have I(Pθ(ut, vt)) ≥ I(wt) =

b−t
b−aI(Pθ(ua, va))+

t−a
b−a I(Pθ(ub, vb)) for all t ∈ [a, b]. Thus t 7→ I(Pθ(ut, vt))

is a concave map.
By [Gup24, Theorem 5.7], d1(ut, vt) = I(ut) + I(vt) − 2I(Pθ(ut, vt), thus it agrees with the metric

introduced in [DDL18a]. As t 7→ I(ut) and t 7→ I(vt) are linear and t 7→ I(Pθ(ut, vt)) is concave, we
obtain that t 7→ d1(ut, vt) is convex. �

Thus, we only need to prove Buseman convexity for p > 1. This is great because now we can use
uniform convexity of (Ep(X, θ), dp) from Theorem 2.10. First, we will prove Buseman convexity for the
big and nef case, and then prove the Buseman convexity for the big classes.

4.2. Buseman convexity for big and nef classes when p > 1. Fix a smooth closed real (1, 1)-form
β representing a big and nef cohomology class and fix a p > 1. Recall from Section 2.4.1 that ωε = β+εω
represents a Kähler class. Let u0, u1, v0, v1 ∈ Hβ be given by u0 = Pβ(f0), u1 = Pβ(f1), v0 = Pβ(g0),

and v1 = Pβ(g1) where f0, f1, g0, g1 ∈ C1,1̄(X). Let u0,ε = Pωε(f0), u1,ε = Pωε(f1), v0,ε = Pωε(g0), and
v1,ε = Pωε(g1). Let ut,ε and vt,ε be the ωε-geodesic joining u0,ε, u1,ε, and v0,ε, v1,ε respectively.

By the Buseman convexity in the Kähler case, we obtain that

dp(ut,ε, vt,ε) ≤ (1− t)dp(u0,ε, v0,ε) + tdp(u1,ε, v1,ε).

By construction of dp on Ep(X, β), we know that limε→0 dp(u0,ε, v0,ε) = dp(u0, v0) and
limε→0 dp(u1,ε, v1,ε) = dp(u1, v1). Thus to show Buseman convexity for potentials in Hβ , it is enough to
show that

dp(ut, vt) ≤ lim
ε→0

dp(ut,ε, vt,ε),

where ut and vt are the β-geodesics joining u0, u1 and v0, v1 respectively.

Lemma 4.2. Let u0, u1 ∈ Hβ and ut be the geodesic joining them. Let u0,ε, u1,ε be as above and ut,ε be
the geodesic joining u0,ε and u1,ε. Then for p > 1,

lim
ε→0

dp(ut, Pβ(ut,ε)) = 0.

Proof. We claim that Pβ(ut,ε) ց ut.
First notice that u0,ε ց u0 and u1,ε ց u1. Recall that by definition, u0,ε = Pωε(f0) and u0 = Pβ(f0)

for f0 ∈ C1,1̄. If ε1 < ε2, then u0,ε1 is ωε2 -psh as well and u0,ε1 ≤ f0, therefore, u0,ε1 ≤ u0,ε2 . By a similar
argument u0,ε ≥ u0 as well. Therefore, u0,ε are increasing sequence of functions, and limε→0 u0,ε ≥ u0.
The limit limε→0 u0,ε is a β + εω-psh for every ε > 0, therefore, limε→0 u0,ε is a β-psh function that
satisfies limε→0 u0,ε ≤ f0, thus limε→0 u0,ε ≤ u0. Thus limε→0 u0,ε = u0. Similarly, u1.ε ց u1.

We can make the same argument for the ωε-geodesics ut,ε joining u0,ε and u1,ε. If ε1 ≤ ε2, then the
path (0, 1) ∋ t 7→ ut,ε1 is an ωε2-subgeodesic joining u0,ε2 and u1,ε2 . Therefore, ut,ε1 ≤ ut,ε2 . Similarly,
ut,ε ≥ ut. Therefore, (0, 1) ∋ t 7→ ut,ε is a decreasing sequence of paths and limε→0 ut,ε ≥ ut. The limit
path (0, 1) ∋ t 7→ limε→0 ut,ε is a β + εω-subgeodesic joining u0 and u1 for each ε > 0, therefore it is a
β-subgeodesic as well. Hence limε→0 ut,ε ≤ ut. So we get limε→0 ut,ε = ut.

Since ut,ε ց ut and ut,ε ≥ Pβ(ut,ε) ≥ ut, we have that Pβ(ut,ε) ց ut as well. Thus proving the claim.
Now the proof of the lemma follows from Lemma 2.9.

�

Similarly for p > 1, limε→0 dp(vt, Pβ(vt,ε)) = 0. By the triangle inequality,

lim
ε→0

dp(Pβ(ut,ε), Pβ(vt,ε)) = dp(ut, vt).

Since f0, f1 ∈ C1,1̄(X), Lemma 2.5 implies that u0,ε, u1,ε ∈ C1,1̄(X). Thus Lemma 2.2 implies that the

geodesic ut,ε ∈ C1,1̄(X) as well. Similarly, the geodesic vt,ε ∈ C1,1̄(X). Thus we can apply Lemma 2.15,



10 FINITE ENERGY GEODESIC RAYS IN BIG COHOMOLOGY CLASSES

to get dp(Pβ(ut,ε), Pβ(vt,ε)) ≤ dp(ut,ε, vt,ε). Combining this with the above equation we get

dp(ut, vt) = lim
ε→0

dp(Pβ(ut,ε), Pβ(vt,ε)) ≤ lim
ε→0

dp(ut,ε, vt,ε)

as we needed to show. Thus we have proved

Lemma 4.3. Let β represent a big and nef cohomology class and p > 1. Let u0, u1, v0, v1 ∈ Hβ. If ut
and vt are the geodesics joining u0, u1 and v0, v1 respectively, then

dp(ut, vt) ≤ (1− t)dp(u0, v0) + tdp(u1, v1).

Now we will extend this result to Ep(X, β) for p > 1.

Theorem 4.4. Let β represent a big and nef cohomology class and p > 1. Let u0, u1, v0, v1 ∈ Ep(X, β).
If ut and vt are the geodesics joining u0, u1 and v0, v1 respectively, then

dp(ut, vt) ≤ (1− t)dp(u0, v0) + tdp(u1, v1).

Proof. As standard, we can find uj0, u
j
1, v

j
0, v

j
1 ∈ Hβ such that uj0 ց u0, u

j
1 ց u1, v

j
0 ց v0, and v

j
1 ց v1.

If ujt and v
j
t are the geodesics joining uj0, u

j
1, and v

j
0, v

j
1 respectively, then ujt ց ut and v

j
t ց vt.

By the definition of dp for Ep(X, β) in Section 2.4.1, we know that limj→∞ dp(u
j
0, v

j
0) = dp(u0, v0) and

that limj→∞ dp(u
j
1, v

j
1) = dp(u1, v1). Moreover, due to Lemma 2.9, limj→∞ dp(u

j
t , v

j
t ) = dp(ut, vt). By

Lemma 4.3, we have
dp(u

j
t , v

j
t ) ≤ (1 − t)dp(u

j
0, v

j
0) + tdp(u

j
1, v

j
1).

Taking limit j → ∞, we get that

dp(ut, vt) ≤ (1− t)dp(u0, v0) + tdp(u1, v1).

�

4.3. Buseman Convexity for big classes when p > 1. As in the case of Lidskii-type inequality in
Section 3, we will first show the Buseman convexity for the analytic singularity case, and then for the
minimal singularity case for the big classes.

Assume that θ is a smooth closed real (1, 1)-form representing a big cohomology class. Let ψ be a
θ-psh function with analytic singularities. We will first show that (Ep(X, θ, ψ), dp) is Buseman convex.

Lemma 4.5. For p > 1, the metric space (Ep(X, θ, ψ), dp) is a Buseman convex metric space. This
means that if u0, u1, v0, v1 ∈ Ep(X, θ, ψ), and ut and vt are the weak geodesics joining u0,u1, and v0, v1
respectively, then

dp(ut, vt) ≤ (1− t)dp(u0, v0) + tdp(u1, v1).

Proof. Recall from Section 2.4.2 that there exists a modification µ : X̃ → X , a big and nef cohomology
class θ̃ and a bounded θ̃-psh function g on X̃ such that the metric dp on Ep(X, θ, ψ) is given by

dp(u0, u1) = dp(ũ0, ũ1)

where Ep(X, θ, ψ) ∋ u 7→ ũ := (u− ψ) ◦ µ+ g ∈ Ep(X̃, θ̃) is a bijection.

By Theorem 4.4, the metric space (Ep(X̃, θ̃), dp) is Buseman convex. Therefore,

dp(ut, vt) = dp(ũt, ṽt) ≤ (1− t)dp(ũ0, ṽ0) + tdp(ũ1, ṽ1) = (1− t)dp(u0, v0) + tdp(u1, v1).

�

Now we can show that the metric space (Ep(X, θ), dp) is Buseman convex for p > 1.

Theorem 4.6. For p > 1, the metric space (Ep(X, θ), dp) is a Buseman convex metric space. This
means that if u0, u1, v0, v1 ∈ Ep(X, θ), and ut and vt are the weak geodesics joining u0,u1, and v0, v1
respectively, then

dp(ut, vt) ≤ (1− t)dp(u0, v0) + tdp(u1, v1).

Proof. As described in Section 2.4.3, let ψk be an increasing sequence of θ-psh functions with analytic
singularities such ψk ր Vθ a.e.

We denote the projections of u0, u1, v0, and v1 to Ep(X, θ, ψk) by uk0 = Pθ[ψk](u0), u
k
1 = Pθ[ψk](u1),

vk0 = Pθ[ψk](v0), and v
k
1 = Pθ[ψk](v1) respectively. We denote by ukt and vkt the weak geodesics joining

uk0 , u
k
1 , and v

k
0 , v

k
1 respectively.

By a proof similar to Lemma 4.2 we can show that

(9) lim
k→∞

dp(u
k
t , Pθ[ψk](ut)) = 0 and lim

k→∞
dp(v

k
t , Pθ[ψk](vt)) = 0.

See the proof of [Gup24, Theorem 8.3, Equation 26] for more details.
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From Equation (8) and 9, we get

dp(ut, vt) = lim
k→∞

dp(Pθ[ψk](ut), Pθ[ψk](vt)) = lim
k→∞

dp(u
k
t , v

k
t ).

By Lemma 4.5, we can write

dp(u
k
t , v

k
t ) ≤ (1− t)dp(u

k
0 , v

k
0 ) + tdp(u

k
1 , v

k
1 ).

Combining the last two equations we get

dp(ut, vt) = lim
k→∞

dp(u
k
t , v

k
t ) ≤ lim

k→∞
(1− t)dp(u

k
0 , v

k
0 ) + tdp(u

k
1 , v

k
1 ) = (1 − t)dp(u0, v0) + tdp(u1, v1).

�

Combined with Theorem 4.1, this finishes the proof of Theorem 1.2.

5. Space of geodesic rays

In this section, we will study the space of geodesic rays and prove Theorem 1.3. Let u ∈ Ep(X, θ). A
geodesic ray {ut}t is a finite p-energy geodesic ray emanating from u if ut → u as t → 0 in L1(X) and
ut ∈ Ep(X, θ) for all t > 0. We denote by Rp

u the set of all finite p-energy geodesic rays emanating from
u.

We construct a metric dcp on Rp
u as follows. If {ut}t, {vt}t ∈ Rp

u are two finite energy geodesic rays,
then we define

(10) dcp({ut}t, {vt}t) = lim
t→∞

dp(ut, vt)

t
.

Due to Buseman convexity of dp from Theorem 1.2, we know that if t1 ≥ t2, then

dp(ut2 , vt2) ≤
(

1− t2
t1

)

dp(u0, v0) +
t2
t1
dp(ut1 , vt1).

Since u0 = v0 = u, we have

dp(ut2 , vt2)

t2
≤ dp(ut1 , vt1)

t1
.

Thus the limit in Equation (10) is increasing and is bounded from above due to the triangle inequality.
This is because dp(ut, vt) ≤ dp(ut, u) + dp(vt, u) = tdp(u1, u) + tdp(v1, u). Thus

dp(ut, vt)

t
≤ dp(u1, u) + dp(v1, u).

Thus the limit in Equation (10) is well defined.

Lemma 5.1. Equation (10) defines a metric on Rp
u.

Proof. Let {ut}t, {vt}t, {wt}t ∈ Rp
u be three finite p-energy geodesic rays. dcp({ut}t, {vt}t) ≥ 0 because

dp(ut, vt) ≥ 0.
If dcp({ut}t, {vt}t) = 0, then the function f(t) = dp(ut, vt)/t is an increasing function that satisfies

f(0) = 0 and limt→∞ f(t) = 0. Therefore f(t) = 0 for all t ≥ 0. Thus dp(ut, vt) = 0 for all t ≥ 0.
Therefore ut = vt for all t ≥ 0. So {ut}t = {vt}t. This proves non-degeneracy of dcp.

The triangle inequality for dcp follows from the triangle inequality for dp.

dcp({ut}t, {vt}t) = lim
t→∞

dp(ut, vt)

t

≤ lim
t→∞

dp(ut, wt)

t
+ lim
t→∞

dp(wt, vt)

t
= dcp({ut}t, {wt}t) + dcp({wt}t, {vt}t).

�

The next theorem shows that the metric space (Rp
u, d

c
p) are all isometric for all u ∈ Ep(X, θ).

Theorem 5.2. Given u, v ∈ Ep(X, θ), there exists a map Puv : Rp
u → Rp

v that induces a bijective
isometry Puv : (Rp

u, d
c
p) → (Rp

v, d
c
p).
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Proof. Let {ut}t ∈ Rp
u. We will construct a finite energy geodesic ray {vt}t starting from v.

First, assume that u ≥ v. We can construct a finite energy geodesic [0, t] ∋ l 7→ vtl ∈ Ep(X, θ) joining
v = vt0 and ut = vtt . Consider 0 ≤ t ≤ t′. Since [0, t′] ∋ l 7→ ul is a finite energy geodesic joining u and

ut′ , whereas [0, t
′] ∋ l 7→ vt

′

l is a finite energy geodesic joining v and ut′ . Since u ≥ v, by the comparison

principle, vt
′

t ≤ ut = vtt . Again applying the comparison principle, we get that for l ≤ t, vt
′

l ≤ vtl .
Moreover, by Theorem 1.2,

dp(v
t
l , ul) ≤

(

1− l

t

)

dp(u, v).

By Lemma 2.13, the map [0,∞) ∋ l 7→ vl := limt→∞ vtl ∈ Ep(X, θ) is a finite energy geodesic ray. Note
that the limit geodesic vl still emanates from v. This is because by Lemma 2.13, the path [0, t] ∋ l 7→ vl ∈
Ep(X, θ) is a geodesic joining v and vt. Because v, vt ∈ Ep(X, θ) the result follows from the following
argument. As dp(vl, v0) = l

t , we get that liml→0 dp(vl, v0) = 0. Thus by [Gup24, Lemma 4.12] and

[Gup23, Theorem 1.2], we get that vl → v0 in L1(X). See [Xia24, Proposition 4.2.1] for a more general
result. Now, taking the limit t→ ∞ in the equation above we get that dp(vl, ul) ≤ dp(u, v).

A similar proof works when u ≤ v.
More generally, we can consider h = Pθ(u, v) ∈ Ep(X, θ). Now h ≤ u, v. Thus from above, we can

construct a finite energy geodesic ray {ht}t ∈ Rp
h that satisfies dp(ht, ut) ≤ dp(h, u). We can now also

construct a finite energy geodesic ray {vt}t ∈ Rp
v such that dp(ht, vt) ≤ dp(h, v). Thus by the triangle

inequality dp(ut, vt) ≤ dp(ut, ht)+ dp(ht, vt) ≤ dp(u, h)+ dp(h, v). Thus {ut}t, {vt}t are parallel geodesic
rays.

To see that Puv : (Rp
u, d

c
p) → (Rp

v, d
c
p) is an isometry consider {u0t}t, {u1t}t ∈ Rp

u. Let Puv({uit}t) =
{vit}t for i = 0, 1. By the triangle inequality we have

dcp({v0t }t, {v1t }t) = lim
t→∞

dp(v
0
t , v

1
t )

t

≤ lim
t→∞

dp(v
0
t , u

0
t ) + dp(u

0
t , u

1
t ) + dp(u

1
t , v

1
t )

t

= lim
t→∞

dp(u
0
t , u

1
t )

t

= dcp({u0t}t, {u1t}t).
In the second line, we used that fact that dp(u

i
t, v

i
t) remain bounded as t → ∞ for i = 0, 1. The other

side inequality is obtained similarly. Thus dcp({u0t}t, {u1t}t) = dcp({v0t }t, {v1t }t). �

Since the spaces (Rp
u, d

c
p) are all isometric to each other, it is good enough to study just one of them.

We will fix u = Vθ and use Rp
θ to denote Rp

Vθ
. The goal of the rest of the section is to prove that (Rp

θ , d
c
p)

is a complete geodesic metric space. First, we prove

Lemma 5.3. The metric space (Rp
θ , d

c
p) is a complete metric space.

Proof. Let {ujt}t ∈ Rp
θ be a Cauchy sequence of finite energy geodesic rays. This means that

dcp({ujt}t, {ukt }t) → 0 as j, k → ∞. For a fixed t ≥ 0, we know that dp(u
j
t , u

k
t ) ≤ tdcp({ujt}t, {ukt }t).

Thus ujt is a Cauchy sequence in (Ep(X, θ), dp) with limit point ut ∈ Ep(X, θ). By the endpoint stability
Lemma 2.13, ut is a finite energy geodesic ray. Now we observe that

dcp({ujt}t, {ut}t) = lim
t→∞

dp(u
j
t , ut)

t

= lim
t→∞

lim
k→∞

dp(u
j
t , u

k
t )

t

≤ dcp({ujt}t, {ukt }t)

which can be arbitrarily small. Therefore, dcp({ujt}t, {ut}t) → 0 as j → ∞. �

First, we will show that for p > 1, (Rp
θ , d

c
p) is a complete geodesic metric space. We have already seen

that it is a complete metric space. We just need to show that there are geodesics in this space.

Theorem 5.4. For p > 1, (Rp
θ , d

c
p) is a complete geodesic metric space.

Proof. Let {u0t}t, {u1t}t ∈ Rp
θ be two finite energy geodesic rays. We will construct finite energy geodesic

rays {uαt }t ∈ Rp
θ for 0 ≤ α ≤ 1, such that the path [0, 1] ∋ α 7→ {uαt }t ∈ Rp

θ is a dcp-geodesic.
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First, consider the finite energy geodesic [0, 1] ∋ α 7→ vαt ∈ Ep(X, θ) joining u0t and u1t . Let [0, t] ∋
l 7→ wα,tl ∈ Ep(X, θ) be the finite energy geodesic joining wα,t0 := Vθ and wα,tt = vαt . We claim that

for a fixed l ≥ 0, wα,tl ∈ Ep(X, θ) is dp-Cauchy as t → ∞. Thus there exist uαl ∈ Ep(X, θ) such that

limt→∞ dp(w
α,t
l , uαl ) = 0. By the endpoint stability Lemma 2.13, {uαt }t is a finite energy geodesic ray.

Now we will prove the claim. Let s ≤ t. By Theorem 1.2,

(11)
dp(u

0
s, w

α,t
s )

s
≤ dp(u

0
t , v

α
t )

t
= α

dp(u
0
t , u

1
t )

t
≤ αdcp({u0t}t, {u1t}t)

Similarly, we have

(12)
dp(u

1
s, w

α,t
s )

s
≤ dp(u

1
t , v

α
t )

t
= (1− α)

dp(u
0
t , u

1
t )

t
≤ (1− α)dcp({u0t}t, {u1t}t)

Since
dp(u

0
s,u

1
s)

s ր dcp({u0t}t, {u1t}t). We can write dcp({u0t}t, {u1t}t) ≤ (1+ε(s))
dp(u

0
s,u

1
s)

s where ε(s) → 0
as s→ ∞. Combining with Equations (11) and (12), we get

dp(u
0
s, w

α,t
s ) ≤ (α+ ε(s))dp(u

0
s, u

1
s)

and

dp(u
1
s, w

α,t
s ) ≤ (1 − α+ ε(s))dp(u

0
s, u

1
s).

By Corollary 2.11 of the uniform convexity, we can write

dp(v
α
s , w

α,t
s ) ≤ Cε(s)

1
r dp(u

0
s, u

1
s).

This is the only place where we need the condition that p > 1. For l ≤ s, using Theorem 1.2,

dp(w
α,s
l , wα,tl )

l
≤ dp(v

α
s , w

α,t
s )

s
≤ C(ε(s))

1
r dcp({u0t}t, {u1t}t).

As ε(s) can be made arbitrarily small, we get that wα,tl is a dp-Cauchy sequence as t→ ∞. By [Gup24,

Main Theorem], the metric dp is complete, so there exists uαl ∈ Ep(X, θ) such that limt→∞ dp(w
α,t
l , uαl ) =

0.
Now we will prove that the map [0, 1] ∋ α 7→ {uαt }t ∈ Rp

θ is a dcp-geodesic. Taking the limit t→ ∞ in
Equations (11) and (12), we get that

dp(u
0
s, u

α
s )

s
≤ αdcp({u0t}t, {u1t}t).

and
dp(u

1
s, u

α
s )

s
≤ (1 − α)dcp({u0t}t, {u1t}t).

Taking the limit s→ ∞, we get that

dcp({u0t}t, {uαt }t) ≤ αdcp({u0t}t, {u1t}t) and dcp({u1t}t, {uαt }t) ≤ (1− α)dcp({u0t}t, {u1t}t)
Combining with the triangle inequality, we get

dcp({u0t}t, {uαt }t) = αdcp({u0t}t, {u1t}t) and dcp({u1t}t, {uαt }t) = (1− α)dcp({u0t}t, {u1t}t)
For 0 ≤ α ≤ β ≤ 1, the triangle inequality implies

dcp({uαt }t, {uβt }t) ≥ dcp({u0t}t, {uβt }t)− dcp({u0t}t, {uαt }t) = (β − α)dcp({u0t}t, {u1t}t).
For the other side, we again use Theorem 1.2. We notice that

dp(w
α,t
l , wβ,tl )

l
≤ dp(v

α
t , v

β
t )

t
= (β − α)

dp(u
0
t , u

1
t )

t

Taking limit t→ ∞, we get

dp(u
α
l , u

β
l )

l
≤ (β − α)dcp({u0t}t, {u1t}t).

Now taking limit l → ∞, we get

dcp({uαt }t, {uβt }t) ≤ (β − α)dcp({u0t}t, {u1t}t).
Thus

dcp({uαt }t, {uβt }t) = (β − α)dcp({u0t}t, {u1t}t)
proving that the map [0, 1] ∋ α 7→ {uαt }t ∈ Rp

θ is a dcp-geodesic. �



14 FINITE ENERGY GEODESIC RAYS IN BIG COHOMOLOGY CLASSES

Now we need to extend this proof to p = 1 by approximating it from p > 1. First, we will show that
the dcp-geodesics depend only on the end-points, and not the value of p, just like in the metric space
(Ep(X, θ), dp), where the metric geodesics are described by the weak geodesics whose construction does
not depend on p.

Lemma 5.5. If 1 ≤ p′ ≤ p, then Rp
θ ⊂ Rp′

θ . Moreover, if [0, 1] ∋ α 7→ {uαt }t ∈ Rp
θ is the dcp-geodesic

joining {u0t}t and {u1t}t, then [0, 1] ∋ α 7→ {uαt }t is also the dcp′-geodesic.

Proof. Recall from the proof of Theorem 5.4 that the the geodesics [0, 1] ∋ α 7→ vαt ∈ Ep(X, θ) joining

u0t and u1t do not depend on the value of p. Similarly, the geodesics [0, t] ∋ l 7→ wα,tl ∈ Ep(X, θ) joining
Vθ and vαt also do not depend on the value of p.

If we can show that the dp limit uαl of wα,tl as t → ∞ does not depend on p as well, we will be done.

Recall from Lemma 2.12, that dp′(·, ·) ≤ dp(·, ·)Vol(θ)
1

p′
− 1
p on Ep(X, θ). Thus if limt→∞ dp(w

α,t
l , uαl ) = 0,

then

lim
t→∞

dp′(w
α,t
l , uαl ) ≤ lim

t→∞
dp(w

α,t
l , uαl )Vol(θ)

1

p′
− 1
p = 0.

Knowing that the dp′ limit of wα,tl as t → ∞ is uαl irrespective of the value of p′, the proof of the fact

that [0, 1] ∋ α 7→ {uαt }t ∈ Rp′

θ is a dcp′ -geodesic goes through as in Theorem 5.4. �

Now we will establish the version of Theorem 5.4 for p = 1. Before that, we need the following

Lemma 5.6. For p ≥ 1, if {ujt}t, {ut} ∈ Rp
θ are finite energy geodesic rays such that ujt ց ut then

lim
j→∞

dcp({ujt}t, {ut}t) = 0.

Proof. By Lemma 2.3, the map t 7→ supX ut and t 7→ supX u
j
t is linear. Therefore, by replacing ut, u

j
t

by ut − Ct, ujt − Ct, we can assume that 0 ≥ ujt ≥ ut.
Applying the Lidskii-type inequality from Theorem 3.3, we get that

dpp(u
j
t , ut)

tp
≤ dpp(ut, 0)− dpp(u

j
t , 0)

tp
= dpp(u1, 0)− dpp(u

j
1, 0).

Since uj1 ց u1, by Lemma 2.9, limj→∞ dp(u
j
1, 0) = dp(u1, 0). Thus

lim
j→∞

dp(u
j
t , ut)

t
= 0

uniformly in t. Therefore, limj→∞ dcp({ujt}t, {ut}t) = 0. �

With the help of Lemma 5.6 and Theorem 2.4, we can prove the existence of geodesics in R1
θ.

Theorem 5.7. For p ≥ 1, the space (Rp
θ , d

c
p) is a complete geodesic metric.

Proof. We have already proved the theorem for p > 1. We just need to prove it for p = 1 now.
Let {u0t}t, {u1t}t ∈ R1

θ be two finite energy geodeisc rays. As in the proof of Theorem 5.4, we can
construct geodesics [0, 1] ∋ α 7→ vαt ∈ E1(X, θ) joining u0t and u1t . We can also construct geodesics

[0, t] ∋ l 7→ wα,tl ∈ E1(X, θ) joining Vθ and vαt . We used p > 1 to construct uαl as the dp limit of wα,tl as
t→ ∞. In the case p = 1, we will use approximation to construct uαl .

Fix any p > 1. From Theorem 2.4 we can construct geodesic rays {u0,jt }t, {u1,jt }t ∈ Rp
θ , such that

u0,jt ց u0t and u1,jt ց u1t as j → ∞ and for all t ≥ 0.

Let [0, 1] ∋ α 7→ {uα,jt }t ∈ Rp
θ ⊂ R1

θ be the dcp-geodesic constructed in Theorem 5.4. By Lemma 5.5 it

is also the dc1-geodesic. Recall that we constructed uα,jl as dp-limit (hence d1-limit) of wα,t,jl as t → ∞.

Since wα,t,jl ≥ wα,tl , we have

d1(w
α,t,j
l , wα,tl ) = I(wα,t,jl )− I(wα,tl )

=
l

t
(I(vα,jt )− I(vαt ))

=
l

t
((1 − α)I(u0,jt ) + I(u1,jt )− (1− α)I(u0t )− αI(u1t ))

= l(1− α)(I(u0,j1 )− I(u01)) + lα(I(u1,j1 )− I(u11)).

As j → ∞, u0,j1 ց u01 and u1,j1 ց u11. Therefore I(u0,j1 ) → I(u01) and I(u1,j1 ) → I(u11). Therefore,

d1(w
α,t,j
l , wα,tl ) → 0 as j → ∞ uniformly over t.
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Now since uα,jl is a decreasing sequence and is bounded from below because I(uα,jl ) is bounded.

Therefore, the limit limj→∞ uα,jl =: uαl ∈ E1(X, θ). By the proof of Theorem 5.4, we will be done, if we

can show that limt→∞ d1(w
α,t
l , uαl ) = 0. To see this notice that

d1(w
α,t
l , uαl ) ≤ d1(w

α,t
l , wα,t,jl ) + d1(w

α,t,j
l , uα,jl ) + d1(u

α,j
l , uαl ).

We have seen above that the first term goes to 0 as j → ∞ uniformly in t. The last term also goes to 0 as
j → ∞. For a fixed j, the second term gets arbitrarily small for large t. Therefore, limt→∞ d1(w

α,t
l , uαl ) →

0. �

6. The Ross-Witt Nyström correspondence

The notion of test curves, introduced by Ross-Witt Nyström in [RW14] in the Kähler setting, and
further studied by Darvas-Di Nezza-Lu [DDL18a], Darvas-Zhang [DZ23], Darvas-Xia [DX22] and Darvas-
Xia-Zhang [DXZ23], is a powerful tool to study geodesic rays in connection with K-stability.

Definition 6.1. A map R ∋ τ 7→ ψτ ∈ PSH(X, θ) is a test curve, denoted by {ψτ}τ , if
(1) The map R ∋ τ 7→ ψτ (x) is decreasing, usc, concave for all x ∈ X , and
(2) ψτ = −∞ for all τ big enough, and
(3) ψτ ր Vθ a.e. as τ → −∞.

From condition (2) above, we can define

τ+ψ = inf{τ ∈ R : ψτ ≡ −∞}.
Test curves are Legendre dual of sublinear subgeodesic rays starting at Vθ [DZ23]. Several properties

of the geodesic rays can be detected by the corresponding test curves. Based on that we define several
subclasses of test curves.

Definition 6.2. A test curve {ψτ}τ can have the following properties.

(1) It is maximal if Pθ[ψτ ](0) = ψτ for all τ ∈ R.
(2) It has finite p-energy for p ≥ 1, if

∫ τ+

ψ

−∞

(−τ + τ+ψ )p−1

(
∫

X

θnVθ −
∫

X

θnψτ

)

dτ <∞

(3) It is bounded if for all τ negative enough, ψτ = Vθ. In this case, we define

τ−ψ = sup{τ ∈ R : ψτ = Vθ}.
When p = 1, the notion of finite p-energy test curves was introduced by Darvas-Xia [DX22] in the

Kähler setting, and by Darvas-Zhang [DZ23] in the big setting.
The Ross-Witt Nyström correspondence is the observation of Ross-Witt Nyström [RW14] that test

curves and subgeodesic rays are dual to each other via Legendre transform. If {ut}t is a sublinear sub
geodesic ray starting at Vθ, then its Legendre transform is given by

ûτ (x) = inf
t>0

(ut(x) − tτ).

If {ψτ}τ is a test curve, then its inverse Legendre transform is given by

ψ̌t(x) = sup
τ∈R

(ψτ (x) − tτ).

In particular, we have

Theorem 6.3 ([DZ23, Theorem 3.7]). The Legendre transform {ψτ}τ 7→ {ψ̌t}t is a bijection with inverse
{ut}t 7→ {ûτ}τ between

(1) test curves and sublinear subgeodesic rays starting at Vθ;
(2) maximal test curves and geodesic rays starting at Vθ;
(3) bounded maximal test curves and geodesic rays with minimal singularity type. Moreover, in this

case, Vθ + τ−ψ t ≤ ψ̌t ≤ Vθ + τ+ψ t.

Darvas-Xia [DX22, Theorem 3.7] in the Kähler setting, and Darvas-Zhang [DZ23, Theorem 3.9] in the
big setting proved that the Ross-Witt Nyström correspondence as described above is a bijection between
maximal finite 1-energy test curves and finite 1-energy geodesic rays. In this section, we will generalize
this statement to finite p-energy test curves and geodesic rays.

For that, first, we need a lemma about the speed of the geodesic segments, which can be seen as a
converse of [Gup24, Lemma 5.3].
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Lemma 6.4. If u0 ∈ Hθ, u1 ∈ PSH(X, θ), and [0, 1] ∋ t 7→ ut ∈ PSH(X, θ) is the weak geodesic joining
u0 and u1 such that

∫

X

|u̇0|pθnu0
<∞,

then u1 ∈ Ep(X, θ).
Proof. First, assume that u0 ≥ u1 + 1, so that we can find uj1 ∈ Hθ such that uj1 ց u1 and u0 ≥ uj1.

Let [0, 1] ∋ t 7→ ujt ∈ Ep(X, θ) be the weak geodesic joining u0 and uj1. The geodesics are decreasing,

therefore u̇0, u̇
j
0 ≤ 0. By Theorem 2.7,

dpp(u0, u
j
1) =

∫

X

|u̇j0|pθnu0
=

∫

X

(−u̇j0)pθnu0
.

Since uj1 ≥ u1, the weak geodesics satisfy ujt ≥ ut. Therefore,

u̇j0 = lim
t→0

ujt − u0
t

≥ lim
t→0

ut − u0
t

= u̇0.

Hence, (−u̇j0)p ≤ (−u̇0)p. Now,

dpp(u0, u
j
1) =

∫

X

(−u̇j0)pθnu0
≤

∫

X

|u̇0|pθnu0
<∞.

Therefore, uj1 is a dp-bounded decreasing sequence such that uj1 ց u1. Therefore by Lemma 2.14
u1 ∈ Ep(X, θ).

Now we drop the assumption that u0 ≥ u1+1. Let C > 0 such that u1−C+1 ≤ u0. Let w1 = u1−C,
so that u0 ≥ w1 +1. If wt is the geodesic joining u0 and w1, then wt = ut−Ct. Therefore, ẇ0 = u̇0−C.
Hence,

∫

X

|ẇ0|pθnu0
=

∫

X

|u̇0 − C|pθnu0
≤ 2p−1

(
∫

X

|u̇0|pθnu0
+ CpVol(θ)

)

<∞.

By the argument above, we find that w1 ∈ Ep(X, θ), therefore, w1 + C = u1 ∈ Ep(X, θ) as well. �

This Lemma allows us to prove

Theorem 6.5. For p ≥ 1, the Legendre Transform {ut}t 7→ {ûτ}τ is the bijective map between finite
p-energy geodesic rays in Rp

θ and maximal finite p-energy test curves.

Proof. First, we assume that supX ut = 0 for all t ≥ 0. In this case τ+û = 0. To see this we observe
that ut decreases as t → ∞. As supX ut = 0, by Hartog’s Lemma (see [GZBook, Proposition 8.4])
supX(limt→∞ ut) = 0. Therefore, when τ = 0,

û0 = inf
t≥0

ut = lim
t→∞

ut 6≡ −∞

Whereas for τ > 0,

ûτ = inf
t≥0

(ut − tτ) ≡ −∞.

Thus τ+û = 0. Again since ut is decreasing u̇0 ≤ 0. We will show that

(13)

∫

X

|u̇0|pθnu0
= p

∫ 0

−∞

(−τ)p−1

(
∫

X

θnVθ −
∫

X

θnûτ

)

dτ.

To see this we start with the left-hand side
∫

X

|u̇0|pθnu0
= p

∫

X

(−u̇0)pθnVθ

= p

∫ ∞

0

τp−1θnVθ ({u̇0 < −τ})dτ.

Changing the variable from τ to −τ , we can continue

= p

∫ 0

−∞

(−τ)p−1θnVθ ({u̇0 < τ})dτ.

Recall that ûτ = inft≥0(ut − tτ). Thus the set {u̇0 ≥ τ} = {ûτ = u0 = Vθ}. Therefore,

= p

∫ 0

−∞

(−τ)p−1
(

Vol(θ) − θnVθ ({ûτ = Vθ})
)

dτ.
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Since {ûτ} is a maximal test curve, we know that Pθ[ûτ ] = ûτ . Therefore, by Lemma 2.6, θnPθ [ûτ ] =

1{Pθ [ûτ ]=0}θ
n. Moreover, θnVθ = 1{Vθ=0}θ

n. As Pθ[ûτ ] = ûτ , and {ûτ = 0} ⊂ {Vθ = 0}, we get that

θnûτ = 1{ûτ=0}θ
n
Vθ
. Thus we can write, θnVθ ({ûτ = Vθ}) =

∫

X θ
n
ûτ
. So we get

= p

∫ 0

−∞

(−τ)p−1

(
∫

X

θnVθ −
∫

X

θnûτ

)

dτ.

This proves (13).
If the test curve {ûτ}τ has finite p-energy, then by (13),

∫

X
|u̇0|pθnu0

<∞. Since [0, 1] ∋ s 7→ ws := uts
is the geodesic joining u0 and ut. Thus, ẇ0 = tu̇0 and

∫

X

|ẇ0|pθnu0
= tp

∫

X

|u̇0|pθnu0
<∞

Therefore, by Lemma 6.4, ut ∈ Ep(X, θ). Thus the geodesic ray {ut}t is a finite p-energy geodesic ray.
Similarly, if {ut}t is a finite p-energy geodesic ray then

∫

X
|u̇0|pθnu0

= dpp(u0, u1) < ∞, thus by (13),
{ûτ}τ is a finite p-energy test curve.

More generally, by Lemma 2.3, supX ut = Ct for some C. Moreover, by the same argument as earlier
C = τ+û . If wt = ut − Ct = ut − τ+û t, then {wt}t is a geodesic whose Legendre dual {ŵτ}τ is given by
ŵτ = ûτ+C = ûτ+τ+

û
.

From (13), we can say that
∫

X

|ẇ0|pθnVθ = p

∫ 0

−∞

(−τ)p−1

(
∫

X

θnVθ −
∫

X

θnŵτ

)

dτ

= p

∫ 0

−∞

(−τ)p−1

(
∫

X

θnVθ −
∫

X

θnû
τ+τ

+

û

)

dτ

= p

∫ τ+

û

−∞

(−τ + τ+û )p−1

(
∫

X

θnVθ −
∫

X

θnûτ

)

dτ

As ẇ0 = u̇0 − τ+û , we get that
∫

X

|u̇0|pθnVθ <∞ ⇐⇒
∫

X

|ẇ0|pθnVθ <∞.

Combining the two equations above, we get that {ut}t ∈ Rp
θ is the finite p-energy geodesic ray iff the

Legendre transform {ûτ}τ is a maximal finite p-energy test curve. �
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