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Abstract

In this work we establish a version of the Bartnik Splitting Conjecture in the context of Lorentzian
length spaces. In precise terms, we show that under an appropriate timelike completeness condition,
a globally hyperbolic Lorentzian length space of the form Σ × R with Σ compact splits as a metric
Lorentzian product, provided it has non negative timelike curvature bounds. This is achieved by showing
that the causal boundary of that Lorentzian length space consists on a single point.

1 Introduction

Over the last decade or so there has been a growing interest in developing frameworks tailored to handle
problems in general relativity in the absence of a regular –that is, at least C2– Lorentzian structure. The
wealth of tools employed to this effect include the study of rough metrics [20,28,30], the use of distributional
methods [36], cone structures [33] and ordered sets [35,38]. The broad extent and diversity of these methods
may prove valuable in bringing a deeper understanding to singular phenomena such as the provided by
recent observations of black holes and gravitational waves [18, 19].

Among these alternatives, the so-called synthetic methods have proven very successful in extending
classical results to non-smooth contexts. Motivated by the well established theory of metric length spaces
[14], several different approaches are currently being pursued. For instance, the theory of Lorentzian (pre)-
length spaces, first studied by Kunzinger and Sämman [31] provides a setting in which several different
notions of comparison angles and timelike curvature bounds can be defined [7, 9, 12], in ways analogous
to the ones developed in the contexts of (metric) Alexandrov1 and CAT spaces [5, 13]. In this setting,
landmark results as the causal hierarchy [4, 37], Bonnet theorem [10] and Toponogov splitting theorem [11]
have been obtained. Moreover, the related notion of almost Lorentzian pre-length space has been useful
in studying Lorentzian structures from a functorial point of view [34]. On the other hand, the notion of
Lorentzian metric space was introduced in [32] in order to attain convergence results in the low regularity
setting. slight variation of this concept, closer to the one of pre-length space, has led to a description of the
causal boundary in the rough setting [16] . It is worthwhile noting that synthetic methods in Lorentzian
geometry have also paved the way to explore diverse geometrical objects, such as contact structures [29]
and hyperspaces [6].

One of the famous standing problems in mathematical relativity is the so called Bartnik Splitting Conjec-
ture (BSC). Originally posed in [8], it can be interpreted as the rigidity associated to the generic condition
in the Hawking-Penrose singularity theorem. In precise terms it reads as follows:

Conjecture Let (M, g) be a spacetime that satisfies

1. (M, g) is globally hyperbolic with compact Cauchy surfaces.

2. (M, g) satisfies the Strong Energy Condition: Ric(X,X) ≥ 0 for all timelike X .

If (M, g) is timelike geodesically complete then (M, g) splits isometrically as (N ×R, h− dt2), where (N, h)
is a compact Riemannian manifold.

1Recall that an Alexandrov space is a locally compact, complete, and path-connected length space (X, d) with curvature
bounded below by k.

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2412.08967v1


As pointed out by Bartnik himself, the BSC is true provided there exists a (necessarily compact) Cauchy
surface with constant mean curvature.2 Subsequently, different additional hypotheses have been considered
in order to guarantee the existence of such a hypersurface. In this sense, recall that an observer (particle)
horizon is a set of the form ∂I−(γ) (∂+(γ)) where γ is a future (past) inextendible timelike curve. The non
existence of such horizons, i.e. the condition I+(γ) = I−(γ) = M , is equivalent to the compactness of the
sets ∂I±(p), p ∈ M [24]. Under de hypotheses of the BSC, this condition, which is commonley referred to
in the literature as the no horizon condition, guarantees the existence of some CMC Cauhy hypersurface
passing through p. So, under the non-positive sectional curvature condition K ≤ 0, which implies both, the
Strong Energy Condition and the no horizon condition, the BSC follows.

An alternative proof for the BSC circumventing the use of CMC hypersurfaces can be pursued using
the Lorentzian Splitting Theorem [22]. Indeed, the compactness of the Cauchy surface enables us through
standard methods to assert the existence of a causal line, which in the presence of the sectional curvature
bounds can be shown to be timelike, and the mentioned splitting result does the rest [21].

The aim of this work is to find an appropriate synthetic version of BSC. Note however that the notion of
hypersurface has not been well established in the synthetic scenario, nor an extrinsic theory. Consequently,
no adequate definition of CMC exists for Lorentzian length spaces. This joined to the recent proof of the
synthetic version of the Lorentzian Splitting Theorem [11] makes the second approach described above a
more suited framework than the first one to study the BSC. In this setting, a few remarks are in place.

First, we note that in sharp contrast to the smooth setting [26], a globally hyperbolic (pre-)length space
need not split topologically as a product [17], thus we need to restrict our attention to product spaces.
Further, for Lorentzian (pre-)length spaces there is no clear choice of a family of preferred parameters –in
the spirit of affine parameters– for the class of timelike maximal curves in general, thus there is no natural
notion of completeness in this context. Alternatively, we can establish a general formulation in terms of
asympotic properties of the Lorentzian distance function.

In regards to the curvature condition, we rely on the synthetic notion first introduced in [31] and further
developed in [7, 9, 12]. This in turn is based upon the work of Alexander and Bishop [2] on curvature
bounds for semi-Riemannian manifolds. Notice that due to the use of signed distances in this seminal study,
non-positive sectional curvature for timelike planes corresponds to non-negative timelike curvature bounds.

Finally, the no horizon condition is closely related to the causal boundary, –or c-boundary for short– first
introduced in [27]. Intuitively, the c-boundary is made of the ideal points associated to families of future or
past inextensible timelike curves. The connection between these concepts is that the no horizon condition
holds if and only if the future (past) causal boundary consists of a singleton. Since the c-completion of a
Lorentzian pre-length space has been recently explored [3,16], the heart of our approach consists of showing
that, under the sectional curvature bound, the c-boundary is made of only one point.

Our main result is the following:

Theorem 1.1. Let (X, d,≪,≤, τ) be a connected regularly localisable, globally hyperbolic Lorentzian length
space with proper metric d and global non-negative timelike curvature satisfying timelike geodesic prolon-
gation. Assume that X = Σ × R with Σ compact, and that the vertical curves t 7→ (x, t) are timelike
complete with τ((x, t), (x, s)) > 0 for any t, s ∈ R. Then, there exists a (τ,≤)-preserving homeomorphism
f : S × R → X, where S is a proper, strictly intrinsic metric of Alexandrov curvature ≥ 0.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we state the main tools and establish the notation that
will be used throughout this work. In section 3 we analyze the structure of the causal boundary. Finally, in
section 4 we give the proof of Theorem 1.1.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Lorentzian metric spaces and its c-completion

In this section we will introduce the definitions and results that we will require along the paper. We begin
with the notion of Lorentzian metric space.

Definition 2.1. A Lorentzian metric space is a triple (X, σ, τ) where (X, σ) is a topological set, and
τ : X ×X → [0,∞] is a function satisfying:

(i) τ is lower-semicontinuous with respect to σ;

(ii) the reverse triangle inequality holds, i.e.

τ(x, z) ≥ τ(x, y) + τ(y, z), if τ(x, y), τ(y, z) > 0. (1)
2In fact, due to Hawking’s Singularity Theorem, such Cauchy hypersurface must have vanishing mean curvature.
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Given a Lorentzian metric space (X, σ, τ), we can define a chronological relation in the following way:
two points x, y ∈ X are chronologically related x ≪ y if and only if τ(x, y) > 0. Now, we can introduce
some basic elements from causality theory. A chronological chain is a sequence of points {xn} ⊂ X such
that xn ≪ xn+1 for all n. For a given set S ⊂ X we can define I−(S) := {y ∈ X : ∃ x ∈ S with y ≪ x}. We
will say that a set S is a past set if I−(S) = S. An indecomposable past set, or IP, is a past set that cannot
be decomposed into two proper past sets. We will say that an IP P is a proper IP, or PIP for short, if there
exists a point x ∈ X so P = I−(x). The rest of IPs will be called terminal IPs, or TIPs for short. The set

of all IPs will be called the future causal completion, and it will be denoted by X̂. The set ∂̂X := X̂ −X
is the future causal boundary. In analogy, the notions for future sets, IFs, etc. are given by time-reversion.
We will name past chronological completion, denoted X̌, to the set of all IFs and ∂̌X := X̌ − X the past
causal boundary.

Between the elements of X̂∅ := X̂∪{∅} and X̌∅ := X̌∪{∅}, it is possible to define the so-called S-relation
(due to Szabados), given in the following way: an IP and an IF are S-related if

F ⊂↑ P := {y ∈ X : x ≪ y for all x ∈ P} , and F is a maximal IF into ↑ P . (2)

P ⊂↓ F := {y ∈ X : y ≪ x for all x ∈ P} , and P is a maximal IP into ↓ F . (3)

If for a given IP P there is no F 6= ∅ S-related to it, we will say that P ∼S ∅ (an analogous definition follows
for ∅ ∼S F ).

Let us introduce now some mild conditions for a Lorentzian metric space (see [16]), which will become
useful later.

Definition 2.2. A Lorentzian metric space (X, σ, τ) is:

(i) chronologically dense if for every point x ∈ X with I−(x) 6= ∅ (resp. I+(x) 6= ∅) there exists a future
(resp. past) chronological chain {xn} with topological limit x;

(ii) distinguishing if I−(x) = I−(y) implies x = y (past-distinguising) and I+(x) = I+(y) implies x = y
(future-distinguising).

(iii) strongly causal if it is distinguishing and the space topology σ agrees with the Alexandrov topology,
i.e. the topology generated by the subbasis of chronological diamons I(x, y) := I+(x) ∩ I−(y) for all
x, y ∈ X .

We are now in conditions to introduce the notion of c-completion :

Definition 2.3. [16, Sec. 5.2] The c-completion of a chronologically dense and strongly causal Lorentzian
metric space (X, σ, τ) is another Lorentzian metric space (X, σ, τ ), where:

• X :=
{
(P, F ) ∈ X̂∅ × X̌∅ : P ∼S F

}

• σ is the chronological topology, defined as the sequential topology associated to the limit operator L;
i.e., a subset C is closed for σchr if and only if L(σ) ⊂ C for any sequence σ ⊂ C, where

(P, F ) ∈ L(σ) ⇔ P ∈ L̂(Pn) if P 6= ∅, and F ∈ Ľ(Fn) if F 6= ∅,

with

P ∈ L̂(Pn) ⇔

{
P ⊂ LI(Pn)

P is a maximal IP into LS(Pn),

F ∈ Ľ(Fn) ⇔

{
F ⊂ LI(Fn)

F is a maximal IF into LS(Fn),

and being LI and LS the usual inferior and superior limit operators in set theory;

• τ((P, F ), (P ′, F ′)) := limn→∞ τ(yn, x
′
n) for any past-directed chain {yn} generating F , and any future-

directed chain {x′
n} generating P ′ (if either F = ∅ or P ′ = ∅, τ((P, F ), (P ′, F ′)) = 0).

With this definition, the following properties hold:

(i) X is topologically embedded and dense in the c-completion X.

(ii) τ coincides with τ when it is evaluated on points of X .
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(iii) X is chronologically complete in the sense that any chronological chain in X has a topological endpoint.

Our main result (Theorem 1.1) involves globally hyperbolic Lorentzian metric spaces. In the literature
there are several ways to define the notion of global hyperbolicity. Here, we will consider the one given by
the compactness of the causal diamons, which requires a causal relation on (X, σ, τ). More precisely:

Definition 2.4. Let (X, σ, τ) be a Lorentzian metric space, and let ≤ be a pre-order relation defined on X .
We say that ≤ is compatible with X if:

(i) x ≤ y whenever τ(x, y) > 0, and

(ii) τ(x, z) ≥ τ(x, y) + τ(y, z) whenever x ≤ y ≤ z.

Note that condition (ii) ensures that the triangle inequality, valid for chronologically related triples, can
be extended now to causally related ones. Moreover, this condition implies the so-called push-up property
(see [16, Proposition 3.6]); i.e. for any x, y, z ∈ X satisfying x ≤ y ≪ z or x ≪ y ≤ z, necessarily
x ≪ z. On the other hand, with a causal relation in place we can define the causal past of a set S as
J−(S) = {y ∈ X : ∃ x ∈ S with y ≤ x}, being the definition for future analogous. Now, we can give the
following definitions:

Definition 2.5. A Lorentzian metric space (X, σ, τ) joined to a compatible causal relation ≤ is said

(i) (globally) causally closed if the causal relation ≤ is closed, i.e., if given two convergent sequences
xn → x and yn → y with xn ≤ yn necessarily x ≤ y;

(ii) causally simple if it is strongly causal and I±(x) = J±(x) for any x ∈ X ;

(iii) globally hyperbolic if it is strongly causal and the set J(x, y) := J+(x) ∩ J−(y) is compact for any
x, y ∈ X .

Remark 2.6. It is clear from previous definitions that global hyperbolicity implies causal simplicity and
causal closedness provided the sets I±(x) are not empty.

2.2 Lorentzian length spaces

In this section we will complete the structure introduced in the previous one. Most of the notions and results
of this section are taken from [12]. Our first required definition is the concept of Lorentzian pre-length space:

Definition 2.7. A Lorentzian pre-length space is a causal space (X,≪,≤) together with a metric d on X
and a map τ : X ×X → [0,∞] satisfying:

(i) τ is lower semi-continuous with respect to d,

(ii) τ(p, r) ≥ τ(p, q) + τ(q, r) for any p ≤ q ≤ r and

(iii) τ(p, q) > 0 iff p ≪ q.

In summary, a Lorentzian pre-length space is a Lorentzian metric space with a compatible causal relation
and a metrizable topology σ associated to d.

An example of Lorentzian (pre-)length space that will be most relevant in this work is the Lorentzian
metric product. Given the metric space (Σ, d), define on the cartesian product X = Σ×R the chronological
and causal relations as

(x, s) ≪ (y, t) ⇔ t− s > d(x, y),

(x, s) ≤ (y, t) ⇔ t− s ≥ d(x, y),

as well as a (metric) distance and Lorentzian distance defined by

D((x, s), (y, t)) =
√
|t− s|2 + d(x, y)2,

τ((x, s), (y, t)) =

{√
(t− s)2 − d(x, y)2 if (x, s) ≤ (y, t)

0 otherwise.

In the context of (pre-)length spaces we can define the notion of timelike, causal and null curves as
follows:
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Definition 2.8. Let (X,≪,≤, d, τ) be a Lorentzian pre-length space. A non-constant locally Lipschitz
continuous curve γ : I → X is future-directed timelike (resp. causal) if γ(t1) ≪ γ(t2) (resp. γ(t1) ≤ γ(t2))
for any t1 < t2. A future-directed causal curve is null if, in addition, γ(t1) 6≪ γ(t2) for any t1 < t2.

With these concepts at hand, our aim now is to define the notion of timelike and causal geodesic. In
this goal, first we need to define a notion of length in Lorentzian pre-length spaces. For this, we follow an
analogous approach to the Riemannian case:

Definition 2.9. Let (X,≪,≤, d, τ) be a Lorentzian pre-length space and consider a future-directed causal
curve γ. We define the length of γ, denoted by Lτ (γ), as follows:

Lτ (γ) = Inf

{
∑

i

τ(γ(ti), γ(ti+1)) : (ti) is a partition of I

}
.

Now we are in conditions to define the notion of geodesic:

Definition 2.10. Let (X,≪,≤, d, τ) be a Lorentzian pre-length space. A future-directed timelike (or
causal) curve γ : I → X is a geodesic if for each t ∈ I there exists a neighbourhood [a, b] of t (with
a < t < b but allowing equality at the endpoints of I) such that γ|[a,b] is a distance realizer, that is,
τ(γ(a), γ(b)) = Lτ (γ|[a,b]). A timelike (or causal) line is an inextensible timelike curve that realizes distance
among any pair of its points. An inextensible timelike (or causal) curve is said to be complete if Lτ (γ) = ∞.

Definition 2.11. A Lorentzian pre-length space (X,≪,≤, d, τ) is causally geodesically connected if for each
pair x, y ∈ X with x ≤ y, there exists a geodesic γ joining them. Further, if for all x ≪ y, there exists a
timelike geodesic joining them, then the Lorentzian length space is timelike geodesically connected.

Finally, let us end this section by giving the concept of Lorentzian length space. This notion requires to
introduce first the following definition, which formalizes the idea of having the Lorentzian pre-length space
good local properties:

Definition 2.12. [11, Defn. 2.15] A Lorentzian pre-length space (X, d,≪,≤, τ) is called localisable if for
each x ∈ X there exists a localising neighbourhood Ωx with the following properties:

(i) the causal curves in Ωx have uniformly bounded d-length, i.e., Ωx is d−compatible;

(ii) for each y ∈ Ωx, I
±(y) ∩ Ωx 6= ∅;

(iii) there is a so-called local time separation ωx : Ωx×Ωx → [0,∞) such that Ωx is a Lorentzian pre-length
space upon restricting d,≪,≤;

(iv) for all p, q ∈ Ωx with p < q there exists a causal curve γpq from p to q entirely contained in Ωx with
maximal τ -length among all causal curves from p to q contained in Ωx, as well as Lτ (γpq) = ωx(p, q).

If, in addition, for any p, q ∈ Ωx with p ≪ q the curve γpq is timelike and strictly longer than any causal
curve from p to q in Ωx containing a null segment, then Ωx is called a regular localising neighbourhood. If
any point of X has a regular localising neighbourhood then X is said regularly localisable.

Previous notion also motivates the following definition (which will be used later):

Definition 2.13. [11, Defn. 2.19] A localisable Lorentzian pre-length space X is said to have the timelike
geodesic prolongation property if any maximising timelike segment γ : [a, b] → X can be extended to a
timelike geodesic defined on an open domain, i.e., there is ǫ > 0 and a timelike geodesic γ̃ : (a−ǫ, b+ǫ) → X
such that γ̃|[a,b] = γ.

We are now in conditions to give the definition of Lorentzian length space:

Definition 2.14. [11, Defn. 2.24] A Lorentzian pre-length space (X, d,≪,≤, τ) which is locally causally
closed, causally path-connected and localisable is a Lorentzian length space if, for any x ≤ y with x 6= y,

τ(x, y) = sup {Lτ (γ) : γ future-directed causal curve from x to y} . (4)
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2.3 Curvature bounds

In this section we will introduce the notion of curvature bounded from below and from above in the context of
Lorentzian pre-length spaces. These notions are defined by using three model spaces: the ones corresponding
to positive, negative and zero curvature. However, here we will be only interested in comparison with the
zero curvature model, i.e. Minkowski spacetime.

There are two equivalent ways to formalize the notion of bounded curvature in this context, depending
on the use of triangles or angles to make the comparison. Our arguments will require both approaches, so
we will introduce them. For the purpose of this paper, we will make some minor adaptations to make the
notions more suitable for Lorentzian metric spaces when necessary.

Definition 2.15. Let (X, d,≪,≤, τ) be a Lorentzian pre-length space. We will say that a triple△(p1, p2, p3)
is a timelike triangle if p1 ≪ p2 ≪ p3. We will call p1 the past endpoint and p3 the future endpoint of the
triangle.

We will name timelike geodesic triangle to a timelike triangle△(p1, p2, p3) together with timelike distance
realizing curves γij connecting pi with pj. For simplicity, we will denote again by △(p1, p2, p3) the timelike
geodesic triangles.

Definition 2.16. Let (X, d,≪,≤, τ) be a Lorentzian pre-length space. We will say that a timelike geodesic
triangle △(p1, p2, p3) in the 2-dimensional Minkowski spacetime L

2 is a comparison triangle for a timelike
geodesic triangle △(p1, p2, p3) in X if τ(pi, pj) = τ (pi, pj) for any i < j, being τ the Lorentzian distance for
L
2.
Given a point x in the side γij of △(p1, p2, p3), we say that a point x in the side γij of △(p1, p2, p3) is

the corresponding point of x if τ(pi, x) = τ(pi, x) and τ(x, pj) = τ(x, pj).

Comparison triangles allow us to give a notion of bounded curvature for Lorentzian pre-length spaces.
Actually, the notion of bounded curvature that we are going to use here is global and adapted to globally
hyperbolic pre-length spaces, avoiding any extra technicality that we do not require. In particular, our
notion is less general than the one presented in [9].

Definition 2.17. Let X be a causally geodesically connected Lorentzian pre-length space and assume that
τ is continuous. We will say that X has timelike curvature bounded below by 0 if the following property
holds: for any timelike geodesic triangle △(p1, p2, p3) and a comparison triangle △(p1, p2, p3) in L

2, for any
pair of points x, y on the sides of △(p1, p2, p3), with x, y being the corresponding points in △(p1, p2, p3), we
have that

τ(x, y) ≤ τ (x, y). (5)

Next, we give the definition of bounded curvature by considering comparison angles, which are defined
as follows.

Definition 2.18. Let X a Lorentzian pre-length space, and consider a triangle △(p1, p2, p3) and the co-
rresponding comparison triangle △(p1, p2, p3) in L

2. Then, we define the 0-comparison angle at p1 as:

∡̃p1
(p2, p3) := ∡p1

(p2, p3)
(
:= 〈γ̇12(0), γ̇13(0)〉

)
, (6)

where 〈·, ·〉 denotes the Minkowski metric. We also define the signed angle as ∡̃S
p1
(p2, p3) := −∡̃p1

(p2, p3)
3.

Since the lengths of the sides of the comparison triangles coincide with those of the original triangles,
previous definition of (hyperbolic) angle allows us to recover the law of cosines for angles in a Lorentzian
pre-length space. Concretely, for a triangle △(p1, p2, p3), if we denote α = ∡̃p1

(p2, p3), it follows that:

τ(p1, p3)
2 = τ(p1, p2)

2 + τ(p2, p3)
2 − 2τ(p1, p2)τ(p2, p3) cosh(α) (7)

(here we have already taken into account the sign corresponding to the angle). As we can see from Figure 1,
in the smooth setting the curvature of the Lorentzian manifold imposes a concrete behaviour on the angle
centered at a point, specially as we move closer to the point. So, in order to see how the bounded curvature
affects angles, we need to introduce also the notion of angle between geodesics:

3Observe that, according to the original definition [12, Definition 2.1], the signed angle depends on the vertex considered as
the center of the angle. However, for the purpose of this paper, we will always consider angles either in the future or the past
of the triangle, so the signed angle will always change the sign.
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p0

p1

p2

p̃1

p̃2

p0

p1

p2

p̃1

p̃2 p0

p1

p2

p̃1
p̃2

Figure 1: The figure illustrates three triangles, each representing a different curvature: positive, zero, and
negative. In these triangles we can see how the behaviour of the angles centered on p0 change when we
consider points p̃1 and p̃2 closer to p0.

Definition 2.19. Let p0 ∈ X be a point, and α, β : [0, ǫ) → X two future-directed timelike geodesics with
α(0) = β(0) = p0. Assume that I+(α) ⊂ I+(β), and let A0 :=

{
(s, t) ∈ (0, ǫ)2 : β(t) ≪ α(s)

}
. Then, we

define the upper angle between α and β at p0 as

∡p0
(α, β) = lim sup

(s,t)∈A0; s,tց0

∡̃p0
(α(s), β(t)). (8)

Accordingly, if previous limit exists, we will say that the angle between α and β at p0 exists. As in Definition
2.18, the signed angle is ∡S

p0
(α, β) = −∡p0

(α, β)

We are now in conditions to present the following consequence of [12, Corollary 3.8 and Theorem 4.13]:

Proposition 2.20. Let (X, d,≪,≤, τ) be a timelike geodesically connected Lorentzian pre-length space with
timelike curvature bounded from below. Then, for any point x ∈ X and any future timelike geodesics
α, β : [0, B] → X with α(0) = β(0) = x, it is satisfied

∡x(α, β) ≥ ∡̃x(α(s), β(t)), (9)

for all s, t ∈ [0, B] small enough such that α(s) and β(t) are timelike related. An analogous version of the
result can be obtained for past-directed timelike geodesics.

Notions of curvature bounds from above can be defined by reversing the inequalities (5) and (9). Just as
in the smooth scenario, non-negative timelike curvature bounds tends to hinder the formation of timelike
lines in globally hyperbolic Lorentzian length spaces. Thus, lines can only exist in this context under very
special circumstances. Namely, when the space splits. The following result can be considered a rough version
of the classical Lorentzian Splitting Theorem [22, 23].

Theorem 2.1. [11, Theorem 1.4] Let (X, d,≪,≤, τ) be a connected regularly localisable, globally hyperbolic
Lorentzian length space with proper metric d and global non-negative timelike curvature satisfying the timelike
geodesic prolongation and containing a complete timelike line γ : R → X. Then there is a (τ,≤)-preserving
homeomorphism f : Σ×R → X, where Σ is a proper, strictly intrinsic metric of Alexandrov curvature ≥ 0.

3 Structure of the c-boundary

The proof of the main result of this paper will require to show that, under some mild conditions including
certain curvature bound, the future causal boundary of a Lorentzian pre-length space is a single point. In
this section we will obtain some technical results oriented towards this purpose. When possible, we will try
to prove them in full generality, i.e. in the context of Lorentzian metric spaces.

Proposition 3.1. Let (X, σ, τ) be a chronologically dense Lorentzian metric space with a compatible causal
relation ≤. Assume that X is causally simple and its future causal boundary is formed by one point. If
I−(y) 6= ∅ for any y ∈ X, then any future causal chain ς = {zk}, with zk 6≪ zk′ for any k′ > k, is convergent
to a point x ∈ X so I−(ς) = I−(x).

Proof. Assume by contradiction the existence of a future causal chain ς = {zk} with zk 6≪ zk+1 which does
not converge on X .

Since I−(zk) 6= ∅ for all k, the chronological density of X ensures the existence of a future-directed
timelike chain

{
ykn

}
n
for each k such that ykn ր zk. Now, we construct inductively a chronological chain
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{xk}k with I−(ς) = I−({xk}k) as follows: since ykn ր zk, the causal character of ς = {zk} joined to the
push-up property guarantees the existence of nk such that y1k, . . . , y

k
k , xk−1 ≪ yknk

; then, define x1 := y11 ,

and given xk−1 define xk := yknk
. In particular, given r, l ∈ N arbitrary, there exists k0 big enough such

that ylr ≪ xk for any k ≥ k0. So, we have both, I−({xk}) ⊂ I−(ς) (note that xk = yknk
≪ zk) and

I−(ς) ⊂ I−({xk}) (note that any point z ∈ I−(ς) belongs to the past of yrl for appropriate l, r). Therefore,
I−(ς) = I−({xk}).

Moreover, as zk 6≪ zk+1, any point z ∈ I+(zk) for some k cannot be contained in I−(ς), hence I−(ς) 6= X .
Consequently, I−(ς) should be a PIP, that is, I−(ς) = I−(x) for some x ∈ X . Moreover, since {xk} is a
chronological chain with I−({xk}) = I−(x), it follows that {xk} → x with σ. To finish the proof we need
to show that ς → x, violating the non convergence of ς .

To this aim, let U be a neighborhood of x, and let us prove that zk ∈ U for any k big enough. Since X
is a causally continuous, thus strongly causal, spacetime, the topology σ coincides with the Alexandrov one.
So, there exist p± ∈ X such that x ∈ I(p−, p+) ⊂ U . On the other hand, since I−(ς) = I−(x), necessarily
ς ⊂ I−(ς) = I−(x) = J−(x), where the last equality follows from causal simplicity. Therefore, zk ≤ x ≪ p+

for any k, and the push-up property gives zk ≪ p+ for any k. Finally, since xk → x ⊂ I(p−, p+), necessarily
xk0

∈ I(p−, p+) for some k0. So, taking into account that, by construction, xk0
= yk0

nk0
≪ zk0

, necessarily

xk ≪ zk0
≤ zk for any k ≥ k0, and again the push-up property gives p− ≪ zk for any k ≥ k0. In conclusion,

zk ∈ I(p−, p+) ⊂ U for k ≥ k0, and using that U is an arbitrary neighborhood of x, we conclude that
zk → x, as required.

As a straightforward consequence we have the following:

Corollary 3.2. Any causally simple Lorentzian pre-length space whose future causal boundary is formed by
one point has no inextensible null lines.

We close this section with a structure result that will be fundamental in the proof of BSC in this setting.

Proposition 3.3. Let (X, σ, τ) be a Lorentzian metric space, where X = Σ×R and σ is the product topology.
Assume also that τ((x, t), (x, s)) > 0 for any t, s ∈ R with t < s. If ς = {(xn, tn)} is a chronological chain
with tn ր ∞ and xn → x0 ∈ X, then I−(ςx0

) ⊂ I−(ς), where ςx0
:= {(x0, k)}k.

In particular, if Σ is compact then any TIP contains the past of ςx0
for some x0 ∈ Σ.

Proof. The result is quite straightforward from the hypotheses once we recall that the chronological relation
is open. In fact, given (x0, k) ∈ Σ×R, there exists an open neighborhood V ⊂ Σ of x0 and some ǫ > 0 such
that V × (−ǫ + k + 1,∞) ⊂ I+((k, x0)). From the hypothesis about ς , there exist n0 big enough such that
tn0

> −ǫ + k + 1 and xn0
∈ V . Hence, (tn, xn) ∈ I+(k, x0) (i.e. (k, x0) ≪ (tn, xn)) for any n > n0. Since

previous relation holds for any k, we deduce that I−(ςx0
) ⊂ I−(ς).

For the last statement, note that, if Σ is compact, the sequence {xn} associated to any future chrono-
logical chain ς = {(tn, xn)} is convergent, up to a subsequence. So, the conclusion follows by noting that
any TIP is the past of some chain like ς .

4 A low regularity version of BSC

Notice that Proposition 3.3 ensures that, if Σ is compact, any TIP includes the past of any “vertical line”
of X . Therefore, if we prove that the past of any of these lines is X , then the future causal boundary will
consist of a single point (and Proposition 3.1 will apply). However, this is not true in general (see, for
instance, [1, Section 4.2] for cases where each vertical line defines a different TIP), and consequently, an
additional hypothesis is required. A timelike curvature bound from below provides such a condition in the
context of Lorentzian pre-length spaces. In fact, the main result of this section is the following:

Theorem 4.1. Let (X,≪,≤, d, τ) be a strongly causal, causally closed, timelike geodesically connected
Lorentzian length space with τ continuous and having timelike curvature bounded from below by zero. As-
sume that X = Σ × R splits as a topological product, and that the vertical lines are timelike complete with
τ((x, t), (x, s)) > 0 for any t, s ∈ R and t < s. Then, the past of any vertical line γ(s) = (b, s) with b ∈ Σ
and s ∈ [0,∞), is the entire set X. In particular, if Σ is compact then the future causal boundary of X is a
single point.

Proof. Observe that the past of any future-directed vertical line contains the line itself. So, in order to prove
that the past of any such line is the entire X , it suffices to show that they all share the same past. To this
aim, consider two arbitrary vertical lines, say δ, γ : [0,∞) → Σ×R, δ(s) = (a, s), γ(s) = (b, s), a 6= b. First,
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δ γ

A1

Ai

A2

B2

Bi

αi

Ā1 = (0, 0)

B̄2

Ā2

Āi

B̄i

τ (A1, Bi)

τ (A1, Ai)

αi

Figure 2: The picture on the left shows the curves δ and γ with the corresponding points {Ai} and {Bi}.
By construction, {Ai} converges to a point in δ and {Bi} satisfies τ(Bi, Bi+1) > 1 and Ai ≪ Bi for all i.
In addition, {τ(Ai, Bi)} converges to 0.
The picture on the right illustrates two comparison triangles in Minkowski spacetime. The triangle
△(Ā1B̄iĀi) satisfies that the length of the segment determined by Ā1 and B̄i is τ(A1, Bi), the length
of the segment determined by Ā1 and Āi is τ(A1, Ai), and the angle determined by both segments is ᾱi.
If we assume that the timelike curvature of X is bounded from below by 0, necessarily ᾱi ≤ αi for all i,
where αi = ∡̃A1

(Ai, Bi).

we will assume that a, b satisfy (a, 0) ∈ I−(γ) and (b, 0) ∈ I−(δ). This happens, for instance, if a, b are close
enough between them, since (a, 0) ∈ I−(δ), (b, 0) ∈ I−(γ), and I−(δ), I−(γ) are both open sets.

Assume by contradiction that I−(γ) does not contain entirely the curve δ. Next, we are going to define
two sequences {Ai} ⊂ Im(δ) and {Bi} ∈ Im(γ) contained in the image of δ and γ, respectively. Since
lims→∞ τ((x, t), (x, s)) = ∞, we can define the sequence {Bi} so that τ(Bi, Bi+1) > 1 for any i; so, by the
reverse triangle inequality, τ(Bi, Bj) > j − i for any j > i. We will also take B1 so that A1 := (a, 0) ≪ B1.
For each i ∈ N, choose Ai so that 0 < τ(Ai, Bi) < 1/i as follows: since (a, 0) = A1 ≪ B1 ≪ B2,
necessarily τ(A1, B2) > 0. Since τ is continuous, there exists s′2 ∈ R such that τ((a, s′2), B2) = 0 (otherwise,
τ((a, s), B2) > 0 for all s and δ ⊂ I−(γ)). So, we can take A2 = (a, s2) with s2 < s′2 close enough so that
0 < τ(A2, B2) <

1
2 . By repeating this process iteratively, we construct the required sequence {Ai = (a, si)}.

By construction, the sequence {si} of {Ai = (a, si)} should converge. In fact, otherwise, since {si} is
increasing, we deduce that δ is contained in the past of γ, a contradiction. Therefore, since τ is continuous,
the values τ(Ai, Aj) for any i, j ∈ N are uniformly bounded (see the picture on the left of Figure 2).

Denote by δi a (distance-realizing) timelike geodesic connecting A1 to Ai, denote by λi a timelike
geodesic from A1 to Bi, and define αi := ∡A1

(δi, λi). Observe that δi is not necessarily a segment of δ,
since δ is not necessarily a geodesic. By the Limit Curve Lemma [11, Theorem 2.23], there exists a future
directed causal limit curve λ emanating from A1; indeed, λ is a geodesic (since all λi are). Moreover, since
τ(A1, Bi) ≥ τ(A1, B1) + τ(B1, Bi) > i− 1 we have (see [31, Prop. 3.17]):

Lτ (λ) ≥ lim supLτ (λi) = lim sup τ(A1, Bi) = ∞,

which implies that λ is timelike. Moreover, by continuity of angles (see [12, Prop. 4.15]), αi → ∡A1
(δ, λ),

and consequently the angle ∡A1
(δ, λ) (between two future directed timelike geodesics) is finite.

Now, consider a comparison triangle △(Ā1ĀiB̄i) for △(A1AiBi), and denote αi = ∡̄A1
(AiBi). Taking

into account that X has timelike curvature bounded from below, Proposition 2.20 ensures that αi ≥ ᾱi, and
recalling that {αi} is convergent, we deduce that {ᾱi} are bounded from above.

Finally, if we apply the Law of Cosines (7) to △(Ā1ĀiB̄i) then

τ̄(Āi, B̄i)
2 = τ̄ (Ā1, Āi)

2 + τ̄(Ā1, B̄i)
2 − 2τ̄(Ā1, Āi)τ̄(Ā1, B̄i) cosh ᾱi.
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Recalling now that △(Ā1ĀiB̄i) is a comparison triangle for △(A1AiBi), and dividing by τ(A1, Bi), we have

τ(Ai, Bi)
2

τ(A1, Bi)
=

τ(A1, Ai)
2

τ(A1, Bi)
+ τ(A1, Bi)− 2τ(A1, Ai) cosh ᾱi. (10)

Therefore, if we take the limit in (10) as i goes to infinity, and recall the inequality τ(A1, Bi) > i − 1, and
the fact that τ(Ai, Bi), τ(A1, Ai) and ᾱi are bounded from above, we obtain that the left hand size tends
to 0, while the right hand side diverges, a contradiction.

In summary, we have showed that, for a, b close enough, the curves δ and γ have the same past. For
a, b arbitrary, a standard compact argument using a (continuous) curve r : [0, 1] → Σ joining both points
can be applied. In fact, let δt : [0,∞) → X be the vertical line δt(s) = (r(t), s). Since (r(t), 0) ∈ I−(δt) and
the chronological relation is open, we can take open sets r(t) ∈ Ut ⊂ I−(δt). The family {Ut}t∈[0,1] covers

the curve r(t), which is compact, so it can be covered by a finite sub-family, say {Uti}i∈{1,...,n}. Finally,

consider a finite sequence {t̄i} such that r(t̄i) ∈ Uti ∩Uti+1
for i = 1, . . . , n−1, and define t̄0 = 0 and t̄n = 1.

Previous argument shows that I−(δt̄i) = I−(δt̄i+1
) for all i = 0, . . . , n− 1. In particular, I−(δ) = I−(γ), as

required.
For the last assertion, just apply Proposition 3.3.

Now we are ready to establish the main result of this work, namely the low regularity version of BSC
elucidated in Theorem 1.1. The key ingredients being Theorem 2.1 and Theorem 4.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. According to Theorem 2.1, we only need to prove the existence of a timelike line. For
this purpose, let {x±

n } be two sequences where x±
n = (p,±n), for some p ∈ Σ and all n. Since X is globally

hyperbolic, there exists a sequence of timelike maximizing geodesics {γn}, with γn : [an, bn] → X , such that
γn(an) = x−

n and γn(bn) = x+
n . By construction, it is clear that Ld(γn) → ∞, and we can take cn ∈ [an, bn]

such that γn(cn) ∈ Σ × {0}. Taking into account that Σ is compact, we can apply appropriately the limit
curve theorem [11, Theorem 2.23] to find a subsequence {γnk

} that C0-converges to a complete causal line
γ : R → X . Then, we fall under the hypotheses of Theorem 4.1, which guarantees that the future causal
boundary is a single point. So, by applying Corollary 3.2, we deduce that the causal line γ is necessarily
timelike, which concludes to proof.
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