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Abstract

In this work, we seek characterizations of global hyperbolicity in smooth
Lorentzian manifolds that do not rely on the manifold topology and that
are inspired by metric geometry. In particular, strong causality is not as-
sumed, so part of the problem is precisely that of recovering the manifold
topology so as to make sense of it also in rough frameworks. After verifying
that known standard characterizations do not meet this requirement, we
propose two possible formulations. The first is based solely on chronolog-
ical diamonds and is interesting due to its analogies with the Hopf-Rinow
theorem. The second uses only properties of the Lorentzian distance
function and it is suitable for extension to abstract ‘Lorentzian metric’
frameworks. It turns out to be equivalent to the definition of ‘Lorentzian
metric space’ proposed in our previous joint work with S. Suhr, up to
slightly strengthening weak d-distinction to ‘future or past d-distinction’.
The role of a new property which we term d-reflectivity is also discussed.
We then investigate continuity properties of the Lorentzian distance and
the property of d-reflectivity in non-smooth frameworks. Finally, we es-
tablish a result of broader interest: the exponential map of a smooth
spray is C1,1 (smooth outside the zero section). Additionally, we derive a
Lorentz-Finsler version of the Busemann-Mayer formula and demonstrate
that, in strongly causal smooth Finsler spacetimes, the Finsler fundamen-
tal function can be reconstructed from the distance. As a consequence,
distance-preserving bijections are shown to be Lorentz-Finsler isometries
in the conventional smooth sense.

1 Introduction

The condition of global hyperbolicity is the most important in mathematical
relativity, as it allows us to regard the evolution of spacetime as a well-defined
PDE problem, with initial conditions imposed on a Cauchy hypersurface.
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Many equivalent characterizations of global hyperbolicity have been proven
over the years for smooth Lorentzian manifolds (all of which can be extended to
C1,1 metrics; we shall not concern ourselves here with the best regularity class).
The many different, often disparate, ways of formulating the condition point to
its ubiquity and fundamental physical importance.

The objective of this work is to formulate global hyperbolicity without ap-
pealing to the manifold topology. It is expected, particularly for unification
with the quantum world, that at the most fundamental level spacetime is not
described by a smooth manifold, as quantum mechanics usually introduces el-
ements of discreteness. At the same time, causality and the related notion of
global hyperbolicity appear too fundamental to be discarded lightly, so an al-
ternative formulation of global hyperbolicity that does not use the manifold
structure should be sought.

While we cannot be sure which mathematical structure will prove to be
the correct one to replace the successful smooth Lorentzian manifold of general
relativity, it seems reasonable to look for a formulation of global hyperbolicity
that does not use the manifold topology. This is because the notion of order
implicit in the causal structure, or the measure implicit in the spacetime volume,
can be more easily substituted by other abstract mathematical entities than the
manifold and its topology [40]. In a sense, the manifold topology should be
recovered and hence justified among the many available possibilities, e.g. the
discussion in [31, 50, 49]. In this endeavor, we shall take inspiration from metric
geometry [11], thus following the recent trend in Lorentzian metric/length spaces
[29, 47, 21, 14, 8, 36, 9, 35, 53, 30, 45, 4], rather than order/domain theory. In the
latter direction, an important reference is the work by Martin and Panangaden
[33] and subsequent developments [15, 16, 55, 17, 34]. For instance, it has been
shown [16, 57] that under K-causality (which is equivalent to stable causality)
the manifold topology can be recovered from the K (or Seifert) relation in a
completely order theoretic manner using ideas from domain theory. Note that
in these studies topology is derived from the notion of order, while in metric
inspired theories topology is deduced from a two-point function.

Ultimately, we prove that globally hyperbolic spacetimes and their topologies
are characterized as follows1 (this is the same as Thms. 2.15, 2.21 but with all
properties spelled out)

Theorem 1.1. A smooth spacetime (M, g) is globally hyperbolic if and only if
the Lorentzian distance has the following properties

(i) d is finite,

(ii) there is a topology T on M such that d is T × T -continuous and the
chronological diamonds I(p, q) := {r : dp(r)d

q(r) > 0}, p, q ∈ M , are
relatively compact in the T topology.

1For basic properties of the Lorentzian distance d : M × M → [0,∞] we refer the reader
to [3, 43]. We denote dp := d(p, ·) and dp := d(·, p).
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(iii) (M,d) is future or past d-distinguishing, namely

“∀p, q ∈ M, dp = dq ⇒ p = q” or “∀p, q ∈ M, dp = dq ⇒ p = q”.

In this case T is the manifold topology and the causal relation is given by

J = {(p, q) : dp ≥ dq} = {(p, q) : dp ≤ dq}. (1)

Taking into account that d satisfies the reverse triangle inequality for chrono-
logically related events and that every event is included in some chronological
diamond, we recognize that these properties are precisely those that define a
Lorentzian metric space (without chronological boundary, M = I(M)) in the
sense of our previous joint work with Suhr [45] [13, Thm. 2.14], up to the fact
that in a Lorentzian metric space (iii) is replaced by the slightly weaker ‘weak
d-distinction’: ∀p, q ∈ M , dp = dq and dp = dq ⇒ p = q (unfortunately, we do
not know if (iii) can be weakened to such property).

The fact that properties (i)-(iii) are necessary was proved in [13, Prop. 2.4,
Thm. 2.14] and is relatively straightforward, while the above type of converse
is considerably more difficult and is only proved in this work. The difficulties
are related to the absence of any a priori relative strength between Lorentzian
metric space topology (i.e. the topology T , which is actually known to be unique
and coincident with the initial topology of the functions dp, dp, p ∈ M) and the
manifold topology: neither is a priori included in the other.

For instance, we expect that discontinuities of d in the manifold topology
increase the family of T -open sets with respect to the manifold topology, while
causal pathologies such as violation of strong causality decrease their number.
Extreme care must be exerted in proofs, as continuous curves in one topology
might not be continuous in the other, the time functions in the smooth spacetime
sense might not coincide with the time functions in the Lorentzian metric space
sense, causal curves in the smooth spacetime sense might not coincide with
isocausal curves in the Lorentzian metric space sense, and so on. Still, the fact
that for both topologies a limit curve theorem holds, though relative to different
type of curves and topologies, signals that they could be related and actually
coincide. In fact, the validity of a limit curve type theorem has been recognized
as one important criteria to select the natural spacetime topology [31, 49].

It can be noted that the above properties (i)-(iii) are formulated just through
d, and that they do not include conditions such as p ∈ ClT (I

±(p)), or the fact
that through each point passes an isochronal curve. This fact makes them
suitable for an abstract definition of Lorentzian metric space which includes
causal sets [58] as they are naturally endowed with the discrete topology. If
such pointwise conditions were included, the topology T would coincide with
the Alexandrov topology [13, Thm. 3.9] and the proof would be considerably
simplified.2

2Some authors [46, 35] work with a function τ : M×M → {−∞}∪ [0,+∞] which coincides
with d only where it is not equal to {−∞}, the locus {d = −∞} being the complement of a
closed relation J identified with the causal relation. For a comparison of these approaches see
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This work is structured as follows. We end this Introduction by recalling
some characterizations of global hyperbolicity in subsection 1.1. In subsec-
tion 1.2 we single out a formulation independent of topology, and dependent
on properties of the family of chronological diamonds, which is interesting for
analogies with the Heine-Borel property in positive signature. In Section 2 we
approach the problem of characterizing global hyperbolicity via the Lorentzian
distance function. We introduce the interesting new notions of d-distinction and
d-reflectivity, which turn out, in the smooth case considered there, to be equiva-
lent to the standard notions, having however the advantage of being formulated
directly via the Lorentzian distance. Ultimately, we prove the above main the-
orem, and in the following sections we demonstrate how the characterisations
we suggest work in less regular or Finslerian cases.

In Section 3 we prove that globally hyperbolic proper Lorentz-Finsler spaces
in the low regularity sense of [42] are Lorentzian metric spaces in the sense of
[45, 13], extending a result for smooth spacetimes already contained in [13]. In
Section 4 the folklore result that distance preserving maps of smooth space-
times are actually Lorentzian isometries is proved. This is done to answer some
questions in relation to the previous paper on Lorentzian metric spaces [52, 45].
Subsequently, the result is generalized to the Lorentz-Finsler case by passing
through the proof of a Lorentz-Finsler Busemann-Mayer type formula (and an-
other useful formula). In Section 5 we pass to the low regularity theory first
showing that previous results on the Lorentzian distance of Section 2 general-
ize to proper Lorentz-Finsler spaces. Then, several results on the Lorentzian
distance are explored for structure even more general than Lorentzian metric
spaces. In particular, the interplay between the continuity properties of d, d-
reflectivity and the condition p ∈ I±(p) is clarified.

Before we continue let us recall our notations and terminologies. In this work
a manifold is always Hausdorff and second countable, hence paracompact. A
spacetime (M, g) is a connected time-oriented Lorentzian manifold whose metric
g is C2 (C1,1 will be enough) and of signature (−,+, · · · ,+). The inclusion ⊂
is reflexive. When comparing topology ‘finer’ shall always mean ‘as fine as’,
that is, ‘containing’. With a curve γ we might mean a map γ : I → M or the
image of the map. We write p < q if there is a causal curve connecting p to
q, and p ≪ q if there is a timelike curve connecting p to q. We write p ≤ q
if p < q or p = q. The sets J = {(p, q) : p ≤ q} and I = {(p, q) : p ≪ q} are
the causal and chronological relations respectively. A causal diamond is a set
of the form J+(p) ∩ J−(q). The causally convex hull of a set S ⊂ M , is the set
J+(S) ∩ J−(S), namely the union of the images of all the causal curves which
start and end in S. For most results of causality theory we refer to the recent
review [43].

[13]. Essentially, in the latter framework τ contains more information than d so it is easier to
obtain from conditions on it various results. The additional information in τ is not strictly
needed as the causal relation and its closure can be recovered with formulas such as (1), see
also [45, Eq. (10)] [13, Eq. (3)]. These formulas are related to relation D in the smooth settings
[37, 19], as we shall recall.
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1.1 Available characterizations

Let us consider some classical characterization of global hyperbolicity [23]

(a) Strong causality and the causal diamonds are compact,

(b) Existence of a Cauchy hypersurface [20],

(c) Strong causality and compactness of the space of causal curves connecting
any two events with respect to the C0 topology [23, Prop. 6.6.2].

There are many variants of (a) in which strong causality is replaced by
weaker conditions or in which the causal diamonds are replaced by different
causal hulls [5, 25, 44] [38, Cor. 3.2, Thm. 3.6] [54] [42, Def. 2.20] but all make
use of compactness with respect to the manifold topology.

As for (b), we recall that a Cauchy hypersurface is an acausal hypersurface
(without edge) that intersects every inextendible causal curve exactly once. Here
the manifold topology enters both the definition of hypersurface and curve. In
particular, it seems difficult to dispense with it in the definition of curves.

Finally, in (c) the use of topology is evident as the topology on the space of
curves is induced from that on the manifold.

To the previous classical list we can add

(d) existence of a smooth h-steep Cauchy temporal function [6, Thm. 3] (see
also [42, Thm. 2.45]);

(e) There is a time function τ such that (M, d̂τ ) is a complete metric space,

where d̂τ is the null distance [12, Thm. 1.4].

Here use of the manifold topology is made in the time/temporal functions
used which, by definition, must be continuous in the manifold topology.

1.2 A manifold-topology-independent characterization

Having established that none of the available characterizations of global hy-
perbolicity is independent of the manifold topology one might suspect that it
should be difficult to find one. Instead, there is a rather simple characterization
that accomplishes such objective:

Theorem 1.2. A spacetime (M, g) is globally hyperbolic iff the topology gener-
ated by the chronological diamonds is Hausdorff and any chronological diamond
is relatively compact in that topology.

We recall that a chronological diamond is a set of the form I(p, q) := I+(p)∩
I−(q) where I is the chronological relation (which is known to be open in the
manifold topology). Observe that in a smooth spacetime if a point is contained
in the intersection of two diamonds then we can find a third diamond containing
the point and staying within the two diamonds (just consider the endpoints of a
short timelike curve passing through the point). This means that the family of
chronological diamonds, regarded as a subbasis for a topology, is actually a basis
for such topology. The topology so generated is called Alexandrov topology.
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Proof. The direction to the right is clear due to strong causality [22, 28, 51][43,
Thm. 4.75] and the fact that chronological diamonds are contained within causal
diamonds (which are compact by the standard definition of global hyperbolic-
ity).

For the converse, the assumption that the Alexandrov topology is Hausdorff
implies, by a classical result [22, 28, 51][43, Thm. 4.75], that the spacetime is
strongly causal and that the Alexandrov topology coincides with the manifold
topology. In particular, the spacetime is non-total imprisoning, and thus the
result follows from [38, Cor. 3.3]: a spacetime is globally hyperbolic if it is non-
total imprisoning and, for every p, q ∈ M , I(p, q) is compact. In the original
formulation, the closure was taken with respect to the manifold topology, which
we have just shown to coincide with the Alexandrov topology. This concludes
the proof.

This simple characterization is remarkable in several respects. Not only
does it achieve our objective; the definition also depends solely on the notion
of a chronological diamond. This notion encapsulates the same information as
the chronological relation; indeed, we defined the chronological diamond via
the chronological relation, but the reverse direction can also be established via
(p, q) ∈ I ⇔ I(p, q) ̸= ∅.

In previous work, we argued that one of the best definitions of global hyper-
bolicity is one that frames it within the context of topological ordered spaces
[39, Sec. 1.1, Def. 3.1] [42, 44]: the causal relation is a closed order, and the
causally convex hull operation preserves compactness. This definition is highly
robust when it comes to weakening the regularity conditions of the spacetime,
precisely because it depends only on the topology and order. Notably, the char-
acterization in Theorem 1.2 takes a completely different direction. It does not
require a predefined topology, and the relation used is the open chronological
one, not the closed causal one.

Clearly, Theorem 1.2 suggests using this characterization to define global
hyperbolicity for sets endowed with a strict partial order (irreflexive, transitive,
asymmetric) I, a mathematical setting quite distinct from that of closed ordered
spaces.

To these authors, it remains puzzling that the notion of global hyperbolicity
can be framed in such general yet distinct frameworks. This may further under-
score the importance of this concept, though the origin of these manifestations
has yet to be clarified.

We now wish to emphasize the formal analogy between the characterization
in 1.2 and the Hopf-Rinow theorem in Riemannian geometry [27, Thm. 4.1],
which, in particular, states: Let (M, g) be a connected and smooth Riemannian
manifold. It is a complete Riemannian space if and only if the closed and
bounded subsets of M are compact (Heine-Borel property).

Of lesser importance to us is the fact that the notion of a complete Rieman-
nian space is related to the completeness of geodesics. This type of notion is
clearly among the least robust under low regularity, as geodesics require at least
a Lipschitz connection to be defined. Similarly, of little importance is the fact
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that it is equivalent, by the same Hopf-Rinow theorem, to the completeness of
the metric space (M,d), where d is the metric. What is important for us is
that the concept of a ’complete Riemannian space’ can be introduced using the
Heine-Borel property. That is, if we refer to B(p, r) := {q ∈ M : d(p, q) < r}
as a ‘ball’, we can rephrase

Theorem 1.3. Let (M, g) be a connected and smooth Riemannian space. It is
a complete Riemannian space iff the balls are relatively compact in the topology
generated by the balls.

There is a clear parallelism between Theorem 1.2 and this theorem, with the
following replacements

Spacetime ↔ Riemannian space

Globally hyperbolic spacetime ↔ Complete Riemannian space

Chronological diamond ↔ Ball

Alexandrov topology ↔ Metric topology

The main difference is the absence of the requirement for the Hausdorff property
in the positive signature result. This is because the triangle inequality ensures it.
Additionally, the triangle inequality guarantees that the distance d is continuous.
These properties are lost in the Lorentzian signature. However, the triangle
inequality ensures, as it does in the Lorentzian signature, that the balls generate
the same topology whether considered as a basis or subbasis.

Theorem 1.2 thus supports the idea that globally hyperbolic spacetimes are
analogous to complete Riemannian spaces in the Lorentzian signature. This
correspondence can be extended further, with characterization (e) serving as
an analog of the Hopf-Rinow theorem, as envisioned by Burtscher and Garćıa-
Heveling. Perhaps Theorem 1.2 clarifies more than other results that the analog
of balls in the Lorentzian signature are the chronological diamonds. Of course,
the compactness of causal diamonds, which is part of the definition of global
hyperbolicity, has long been viewed as analogous to the Heine-Borel property.
However, only when this compactness condition is expressed in terms of chrono-
logical diamonds can we dispense with the manifold topology and establish a
compelling correspondence between the two signatures.

2 Lorentzian distance function

Let us define the functions dependent on a choice of r ∈ M , dr = d(r, ·), and
dr = d(·, r).

In the remainder of this work we shall be interested in the problem of es-
tablishing properties of the Lorentzian distance function that might promote
a generic spacetime to a globally hyperbolic one. Theorem 1.2 already pro-
vides a solution to this problem since the chronological relation, and hence the
chronological diamonds, are expressible through the Lorentzian distance

I = d−1((0,+∞)), I+(p) = d−1
p ((0,+∞)), I−(q) = (dq)−1((0,+∞)).
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Still, the formulation of global hyperbolicity would be rather indirect. We would
prefer a formulation phrased directly in terms of continuity properties of d.

To start with, we shall explore some causality properties expressed via the
Lorentzian distance function.

Proposition 2.1. On a spacetime (M, g) for any two events p, q ∈ M , the
inclusion I+(q) ⊂ I+(p) is equivalent to the property dq ≤ dp. Dually, the
inclusion I−(p) ⊂ I−(q) is equivalent to the property dp ≤ dq.

This result is a bit surprising since the function d contains much more in-
formation than the chronological relation. Note that we do not assume that d
is finite or continuous.

Proof. Suppose that I+(q) ⊂ I+(p) and let r ∈ M . If r /∈ I+(q) then dq(r) = 0
and the inequality we wish to prove follows. If r ∈ I+(q) for any m > 0,
m < dq(r), there is a timelike curve γ : [0, 1] → M connecting q = γ(0) to
r = γ(1) of Lorentzian length ℓ(γ) > m. Let δ > 0 be such that ℓ(γ|[δ,1]) > m.
But γ(δ) ≫ q hence γ(δ) ≫ p, which implies dp(r) ≥ ℓ(γ|[δ,1]) > m. Since

m < dq(r)

is arbitrary, dp(r) ≥ dq(r). By the arbitrariness of r, dq ≤ dp.
For the converse, suppose that dq ≤ dp, then if r ∈ I+(q) we have dq(r) > 0

so dp(r) > 0 which implies r ∈ I+(p). By the arbitrariness of r, I+(q) ⊂
I+(p).

We recall [43, Def. 4.46] that a spacetime is future distinguishing if I+(p) =
I+(q) ⇒ p = q (and similarly in the past case). A spacetime is weakly distin-
guishing if I+(p) = I+(q) and I−(p) = I−(q) ⇒ p = q, cf. [43, Def. 4.47]. A
spacetime is distinguishing if I+(p) = I+(q) or I−(p) = I−(q) ⇒ p = q, cf. [43,
Def. 4.59].

It is convenient to introduce the following notions

Definition 2.2. We say that the the Lorentzian distance future distinguishes
events (the spacetime is future d-distinguishing) if dp = dq ⇒ p = q, and
that is past distinguishes events if dp = dq ⇒ p = q. The spacetime is d-
distinguishing if it is both future and past d-distinguishing, namely: dp = dq

or dp = dq ⇒ p = q. We say that the spacetime is weakly d-distinguishing if
dp = dq and dp = dq ⇒ p = q.

Note that d-distinction implies ‘future or past d-distinction’ which implies
weak d-distinction.

Remark 2.3. Weak d-distinction is called just d-distinction (or it is said that the
Lorentzian distance distinguishes events) in [45, 13] as this is the only version
that plays a role in those works.

An immediate consequence of Prop. 2.1 is

Corollary 2.4. On a spacetime (M, g) (future/past/weak) d-distinction is equiv-
alent to (resp. future/past/weak) distinction.

8



One might ask why introducing new terminology of ‘d-’ type if the equiva-
lence holds. The reason is that for less regular spacetimes the equivalence might
not hold anymore. This problem will be explored later on.

We recall [43, Sec. 4.1] that a spacetime is future reflecting if I−(p) ⊂
I−(q) ⇒ I+(p) ⊃ I+(q). The reverse direction of the implication holds for
the past reflecting case. A spacetime is reflecting if it is both past and future
reflecting, that is if I−(p) ⊂ I−(q) ⇔ I+(p) ⊃ I+(q).

Definition 2.5. A spacetime is future d-reflecting if dp ≤ dq ⇒ dq ≤ dp. A
spacetime is past d-reflecting if dp ≤ dq ⇐ dq ≤ dp. A spacetime is d-reflecting
if it is both past and future d-reflecting, that is if dp ≤ dq ⇔ dq ≤ dp.

Another immediate consequence of Prop. 2.1 is

Corollary 2.6. On a spacetime (M, g) (future/past) d-reflectivity is equivalent
to (resp. future/past) reflectivity.

Note that the validity of (d-)reflectivity makes all the weak/past/future (d-
)distinction properties coincide.

By using the Lorentzian distance we can characterize causal continuity.

Theorem 2.7. A spacetime (M, g) is causally continuous iff it is weakly d-
distinguishing and d-reflective.

Proof. This follows from the improved characterization of causal continuity:
weak distinction and reflectivity [10] [43, Def. 4.109].

The following result is classical [3, Thm. 4.24] [43, Prop. 5.2] but is phrased
here in a stronger form than usual.

In statements concerning continuity of the functions d, dp, d
p, p ∈ M , it is

understood that such property is with respect to the manifold topology of M
unless stated otherwise.

Proposition 2.8. Let T be a topology on M such that p ∈ I+(p) ∩ I−(p) for
every p ∈ M (e.g. the Alexandrov or the manifold topology). The upper T -
semi-continuity of the functions dr, r ∈ M , where they vanish implies future
reflectivity. Similarly, the upper T -semi-continuity of the functions dr, r ∈ M ,
where they vanish implies past reflectivity.

Note that in the statement the closure is with respect to T and that in
the proof we avoid use of sequences. Indeed, the first countability of T is not
assumed. The condition p ∈ I+(p) ∩ I−(p), means that the topology T is fine
but not too fine.

Proof. Let us prove the latter statement, the former being analogous. Suppose
that past reflectivity does not hold then we can find p, q ∈ M such that I+(q) ⊂
I+(p) but I−(p) is not a subset of I−(q), that is, there is r ≪ p such that
r /∈ I−(q). But q ∈ I+(q) thus q ∈ I+(p) ⊂ I+(r). For every T -open set O of q
there is q′ ∈ O ∩ I+(p) and

d(r, q′) ≥ d(r, p) + d(p, q′) ≥ d(r, p) > 0

9



which proves that dr has a discontinuity at q where it vanishes.

Remark 2.9. The condition “∀p, q ∈ M , d(p, q) = infq′∈I+(q)d(p, q
′) and ∀p, q ∈

M , d(p, q) = infp′∈I−(p)d(p
′, q)” easily implies that dp, dp, p ∈ M are upper semi-

continuous and hence continuous in the Alexandrov topology. Hence under this
condition reflectivity holds.

Proposition 2.8 allows us to replace reflectivity in a number of results, for
instance

Theorem 2.10. Every weakly d-distinguishing spacetime for which d is contin-
uous on d−1(0) is casually continuous.

Let us compare the continuity of d with that of the functions dp, d
p, p ∈ M .

We already recalled that in the Alexandrov topology sets of the form I(p, q)
form a basis, not just a subbasis. Also sets of the form I+(p) and I−(q) are
open in the Alexandrov topology.

Proposition 2.11. The functions d, dp and dp, p ∈ M , are lower semi-
continuous for the Alexandrov topology and hence any finer topology (e.g. the
manifold topology). Conversely, if the functions dp and dp, p ∈ M , are lower
semi-continuous for a topology then that topology contains the Alexandrov topol-
ogy.

In other words, the lower semi-continuity property is equivalent to the prop-
erty that the topology contains the Alexandrov topology.

Proof. The proof of the first statement goes as the usual one for the lower
semi-continuity of d, e.g. [43, Thm. 2.32]. For the second statement, lower semi-
continuity of dp implies that the set d−1

p ((0,+∞]) = I+(p) is open, and lower
semi-continuity of dq implies that the set (dq)−1((0,+∞]) = I−(p) is open,
hence the sets of the form I(p, q) are open.

Theorem 2.12. If the Lorentzian distance d is T × T -continuous then the
functions dp := d(p, ·) and dp := d(·, p) are T -continuous for every p ∈ M . The

converse holds if T is a topology such that p ∈ I+(p) ∩ I−(p) for every p ∈ M ,
e.g. the manifold topology or the Alexandrov topology.

Once again the closure in this statement is with respect to T .

Proof. Note that whatever the direction considered, the assumption implies that
T is finer than the Alexandrov topology. Suppose that d is T × T -continuous.
The function ϕp : M → M ×M , q → (p, q) is T -continuous, so is the function
dp = d ◦ ϕp. Similarly, dp is T -continuous.

For the converse, we already know by Prop. 2.11 that d is lower semi-
continuous with respect to T×T so it is sufficient to prove upper semi-continuity
with respect to T×T . Let (p, q) be such that d(p, q) < ∞ (otherwise upper semi-
continuity at (p, q) is clear), and let ϵ > 0. Let p′ ≪ p. By upper semi-continuity
of dq the point p′ can be chosen so close to p that d(p′, q) < d(p, q) + ϵ/2. Let
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q′ ≫ q. By upper semi-continuity of dp′ the point q′ can be chosen so close
to q that d(p′, q′) < d(p′, q) + ϵ/2, thus d(p′, q′) < d(p, q) + ϵ. The open set
I+(p′) ∋ p, I−(q′) ∋ q belong to the Alexandrov topology and hence to the
topology T ; we have (p, q) ∈ I+(p′)×I−(q′) and on this product T ×T -open set
the Lorentzian distance is bounded by d(p′, q′) and hence by d(p, q) + ϵ, which
proves the upper semi-continuity of d with respect to T × T .

In the next result the topology involved is the manifold topology.

Corollary 2.13. The Lorentzian distance d is continuous iff the functions
dp, d

p, p ∈ M , are all continuous.

The key point is that by using only the Lorentzian distance function, we have
been able to derive properties as robust as strong causality, as demonstrated in
Theorem 2.7. This is significant because it establishes the Hausdorff property
of the Alexandrov topology, thereby ensuring its equivalence with the manifold
topology [43, Thm. 4.75].

We recall the following key result [45, Prop. 1.6]

Proposition 2.14. Let A be a family of open subsets for a topology such that
(a) A separates points and (b) every point admits an open neighborhood in A
contained in a compact set. Then A is a subbasis for the topology.

Note that by (a) and (b) the topology is Hausdorff and locally compact.
This leads to the following result which is interesting as it characterizes

global hyperbolicity using only properties of the Lorentzian distance functions
and without invoking the manifold topology.

Theorem 2.15. Let (M, g) be a spacetime which is weakly d-distinguishing,
such that the chronological diamonds are relatively compact in a topology T that
makes the functions {dp, dp, p ∈ M} lower semi-continuous, and such that at
least one of the following conditions hold

(a) d-reflectivity,

(b) the functions {dp, dp, p ∈ M} are actually T -continuous and p ∈ I+(p) ∩
I−(p) for every p ∈ M , where closure is in the topology T ,

(c) strong causality.

Then the topology T , the Alexandrov topology, the manifold topology and the ini-
tial topology of the family {dp, dp, p ∈ M} are all coincident. Moreover, (M, g)
is globally hyperbolic and so d is finite and continuous (in the corresponding
product topology).

We recall that “in a topology T that makes the functions {dp, dp, p ∈ M}
lower semi-continuous” is equivalent to “in a topology T finer than the Alexan-
drov topology” by Prop. 2.11.

The role of (a),(b), and (c) is that of ensuring that T is not too fine. We do
not know if they can be dispensed of.
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Proof. LetA be the family of chronological diamonds. Clearly, A ⊂ T . The fam-
ily A provides a basis for the Alexandrov topology. If we assume d-reflectivity
(option (a)) then, from Thm. 2.7, the spacetime is causally continuous hence
strongly causal which implies that the Alexandrov topology is Hausdorff [43,
Thm. 4.75] and hence A separates points. Option (b) gives d-reflectivity due to
Prop. 2.8 and so we are back to the previous case.

Strong casuality also implies that the Alexandrov topology coincides with
the manifold topology. Every point admits as neighborhood a chronological
diamond, which thus belongs to A, and which is contained in a T -compact set.

By Prop. 2.14 T coincides with the Alexandrov topology and hence with the
manifold topology. The chronological diamonds are thus relatively compact in
the manifold topology. A spacetime is globally hyperbolic iff it is strongly causal
and every chronological diamond is precompact with respect to the manifold
topology [38, Cor. 3.3], thus (M, g) is globally hyperbolic. In particular d, and
{dp, dp, p ∈ M} are finite and continuous in the manifold topology.

Note that the manifold topology is finer than the initial topology of the
family {dp, dp, p ∈ M} which is finer than the Alexandrov topology. Since the
first and third (last) topology coincide, we conclude that the manifold topology
coincides with the initial topology of the family {dp, dp, p ∈ M}.

By using the manifold topology Theorem 2.15 gives the following corollary,
as the continuity of d implies d-reflectivity and the continuity of the functions
{dp, dp, p ∈ M} .

Corollary 2.16. Let (M, g) be a spacetime which is weakly d-distinguishing,
such that d is continuous and such that the chronological diamonds are relatively
compact. Then the Alexandrov topology, the manifold topology and the initial
topology of the family {dp, dp, p ∈ M} are all coincident. Moreover, (M, g) is
globally hyperbolic and so d is finite.

We recall the following definition [13, Def. 2.1, Lemma 2.3, Thm. 2.14]

Definition 2.17. A Lorentzian metric space without chronological boundary is
a pair (X, d), where X is a set, d : X ×X → [0,∞) satisfies the reverse triangle
inequality for chronologically related triples x ≪ y ≪ z (the chronology relation
being I = {d > 0}), (X, d) is weakly d-distinguishing3, every point is contained
in some chronological diamond, and every chronological diamond is relatively
compact in some topology T that makes the function d continuous.

Remark 2.18. In what follows we shall call these objects simply ‘Lorentzian met-
ric spaces’ as we shall only consider the case of empty chronological boundary.
In other words, each event is contained in some chronological diamond.

The causal relation for a Lorentzian metric space is defined as follows [13,
Def. 4.1]

J̃ = {(p, q) : dp ≥ dq and dp ≤ dq}.
3In [13] this is referred, more simply, as ‘d distinguishes the events’.
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A great deal is known about Lorentzian metric spaces and the topology T men-
tioned in the definition. In particular, the topology T is unique and coincides
with the initial topology of the functions {dp, dp, p ∈ M}, and so is referred as ‘
the topology of the Lorentzian metric space’. We also know that every smooth
globally hyperbolic spacetime (M, g) is a Lorentzian metric space [13]. The ra-
tionale for the introduction of Lorentzian metric spaces is that they are very
general. For instance, the definition comprises discrete versions of spacetime
such as causal sets [58].

Our previous Theorem 2.15 aims to answer the following question: under
what conditions a smooth spacetime (M, g) such that (M,d) is a Lorentzian
metric space is globally hyperbolic? The main difficulty is in establishing that
the Lorentzian metric space topology coincides with the manifold topology. In a
sense, the real problem is that of justifying and recovering the manifold topology
out of ingredients that do not use it. For that we needed to impose properties
(a), (b) or (c).

Thus, Theorem 2.15 implies the following

Theorem 2.19. Let (M, g) be a smooth spacetime and let d be the associated
Lorentzian distance. Suppose that (X, d) is a Lorentzian metric space in the
sense of Def. 2.17 which satisfies (a), (b) or (c) of Thm. 2.15, then (M, g) is
globally hyperbolic and the Lorentzian metric space topology coincides with the
manifold topology.

Proof. It follows from [13, Thm. 2.14] and Thm. 2.15.

This result suggests that in an abstract setting Lorentzian metric spaces
augmented by properties (a), (b) or (c) could be particularly interesting. Prop-
erty (b) is suited for Lorentzian length spaces in which any two chronologically
related points are connected by an isochronal curve, however, it is too strong
for causal sets. These are examples of Lorentzian metric spaces for which the
natural (Lorentzian metric space) topology is the discrete one, so the property
p ∈ I±(p) does not hold. In those more general cases a property such as (a)
would be preferred.

We single out the following result which characterizes globally hyperbolic
spacetimes by using solely the Lorentzian distance.

Theorem 2.20. Let (M, g) be a smooth spacetime. It is globally hyperbolic if
and only if it is a d-reflective Lorentzian metric space.

We are now going to improve Theorem 2.20 further.
On the smooth spacetime (M, g) let us introduce the relation [37] [43, p.

105]

D = {(p, q) : I+(p) ⊃ I+(q)} ∩ {(p, q) : I−(p) ⊂ I−(q)}

then, by Prop. 2.1, it can be rewritten

D = {(p, q) : dp ≥ dq and dp ≤ dq}. (2)
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Reflectivity is equivalent to D = J̄ , see [43, Def. 4.9], and in this case

D = {(p, q) : dp ≥ dq} = {(p, q) : dp ≤ dq}.

If the causal relation is closed we have D = J , see [43, Thm. 4.13].

Theorem 2.21. Let (M, g) be a smooth spacetime. It is globally hyperbolic if
and only if it is a future d-distinguishing or past d-distinguishing Lorentzian
metric space. Moreover, in this case the Lorentzian metric space causal order
coincides with J and the Lorentzian metric space topology T coincides with the
manifold topology.

It is equivalent to ask that (M, g) is a ‘future or past distinguishing’ space-
time and (M,d) is a Lorentzian metric space.

This is an improvement of Thm. 2.20 because d-reflectivity improves the
weak d-distinction property implicit in the definition of Lorentzian metric space
to d-distinction.

Proof. The direction to the right was proved in [13, Prop. 2.4, Thm. 2.14]
For the converse, we want to prove that d-reflectivity holds and then apply

Thm. 2.15.
Since the manifold can be covered by a countable family of charts, by select-

ing the points corresponding to rational coordinates, we get a countable family
of points S such that for every p ∈ M , there are x, y ∈ S such that p ∈ I(x, y).
As a consequence, (M,d) is a countably generated Lorentzian metric space [13,
Def. 2.12, Def. 3.17] which implies that the Lorentzian metric space topology
is Polish [13, Prop. 3.20]. In particular, being metrizable, compactness for this
topology is equivalent to sequential compactness.

Recalling the definition of causal relation for a Lorentzian metric space,
namely J̃ = {(p, q) : dp ≥ dq and dp ≤ dq} [13, Def. 4.1] we get J̃ = D. Observe
that I = {d > 0} thus I is also the chronological relation for (M,d).

Let us prove past d-reflectivity. Let p, q ∈ M and suppose that dp ≥ dq.
Let γ : [0, 1] → M , γ(0) = q, be a smooth timelike curve. Then for each
t > 0, dq(γ(t)) > 0 which implies dp(γ(t)) > 0 and hence p ≪ γ(t). The
chronological diamond I(p, γ(1)) is relatively compact in the Lorentzian metric
space topology. The sequence qn := γ(1/n) must have a subsequence xk = qnk

which converges to some point x in the Lorentzian metric space topology (note
that we do not assume the continuity of the curve in the Lorentzian metric
space topology), see Fig. 1. Since for each t the sequence xk is contained (for
sufficiently large k) in J̃−(γ(t)), which is closed in Lorentzian metric space
topology, the point x belongs to ∩t>0J̃

−(γ(t)). However, by I ◦ J̃ ∪ J̃ ◦ I ⊂ I,
for t′ > t, J̃−(γ(t)) ⊂ I−(γ(t′)), thus x ∈ ∩t>0I

−(γ(t)). This implies q ∈ I+(x)
(closure in the manifold topology) or equivalently I+(q) ⊂ I+(x). However, the
sequence xk is also contained in J̃+(q) which is closed in Lorentzian metric space
topology thus x belongs to it and hence (q, x) ∈ D by the proved equalityD = J̃ .
Since q ∈ I+(x) and x ∈ I+(q), we have by the openness of I, I+(x) = I+(q)
(see e.g. [43, Eq. (4.1)]).
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Note that (p, qn) ∈ J̃ thus (p, x) ∈ J̃ = D. If x = q we have (p, q) ∈ J̃ and,
by the definition of J̃ , we have dp ≤ dq, and we have finished.

There remains the case in which x ̸= q. We want to show that this possibility
does not apply as it leads to contradictions.

We recall that the weak d-distinction property inherent in the Lorentzian
metric space definition implies the weak distinction property.

Consider the sequence xk+1 ≫ xk ≫ I+(q) = I+(x), xk → x in the
Lorentzian metric space topology, xk → q in the manifold topology. Let σk :
[0, 1] → M be a timelike curve connecting x to xk. They do not contract to a
point because in the manifold topology xk → q ̸= x. But σk((0, 1)) ⊂ I(x, xk),
thus σk ⊂ D(x, xk) = J̃(x, xk) which are compact in the Lorentzian metric space
topology and satisfy the finite intersection property. Note that ∩kJ̃(x, xk) = {x}
because if y ∈ J̃−(xk) for every k, then, (y, x) by the closure of J̃ in the
Lorentzian metric space topology.

For every neighborhood (in the Lorentzian metric space topology) O ∋ x
there is a sufficiently large k such that J(x, xk) ⊂ O. However, the limit
curve theorem (version for smooth spacetimes), applied to the sequence σk,
implies that there is either: (i) a causal curve connecting x to q, but this im-
plies (x, q) ∈ J ⊂ D, which implies (we proved above (q, x) ∈ D) that D is
not antisymmetric, a violation of weak distinction, a contradiction; or (ii) there
are a past-inextendible causal curve σq : (−1, 0] → M of ending point q and
a future inextendible causal curve σx : [0, 1) → M of starting point x, both
suitable limits of σk.

p

q x r

xk

σxσq

σk

σk

w

u

η

γ

Figure 1: A figure illustrating the proof of Thm. 2.21 under the assumption
q ̸= x. We have (q, x) ∈ D, I+(q) = I+(x), I−(x) = I−(r), so past and future
distinction are violated. The figure suggests I+(r) ∩ σk ̸= ∅ for any sufficiently
large k, but this is just due to its bidimensionality.

Now, consider the curve σx and let r = σx(s), for some s ∈ (0, 1). Since
x ≤ r we know that I+(x) ⊃ I+(r) and I−(x) ⊂ I−(r). If I−(x) ̸= I−(r) there
is w ≪ r such that x /∈ I+(w). Let us consider a timelike curve η : [0, 1] → M
connecting w to r, then we can find u = η(1/2) so that d(w, u) = c > 0,
d(u, r) > 0. Then x ∈ d−1

w ((−∞, c)) and r ∈ I+(u) where d−1
w ((−∞, c)) ∩

I+(u) = ∅. But O := d−1
w ((−∞, c)) is a Lorentzian metric space topology

open neighborhood of x thus, as we have shown above, σk is contained in it
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for sufficiently large k and so it cannot intersect I+(u). But as r ∈ I+(u)
and r ∈ σx, this contradicts convergence in the C0 topology (induced on the
space of curves by the manifold topology [23]) of σk to σ which holds (actually a
stronger form of uniform convergence for suitably parametrized curves holds) for
the standard limit curve theorem for smooth spacetimes [43]. The contradiction
proves that I−(x) = I−(r) (and by the arbitrariness of d, I−(x) = I−(σx(s))
for every s ∈ (0, 1)). Now we have I+(q) = I+(x), q ̸= x, I−(x) = I−(r),
x ̸= r, thus both future and past distinction are violated, which contradicts the
assumption. Past d-reflectivity is proved.

Future d-reflectivity is proved similarly (using again the validity of ‘past or
future distinction’). We conclude that the spacetime is globally hyperbolic and
the Lorentzian metric space topology coincides with the manifold topology. For
a globally hyperbolic spacetime J is closed, thusD = J which implies J̃ = J .

Remark 2.22. It is natural to try to improve the theorem by dropping the
assumption of future or past d-distinction. The assumption would then be ‘weak
d-distinction’ as it is contained in the definition of Lorentzian metric space. The
proof would proceed as above reaching the case q ̸= x where we would need to
push further the description of the spacetime in search of a contradiction.

In this respect it is worth nothing that the Lorentzian metric space topology
looks rather peculiar. Indeed, since I+(q) = I+(x), I−(q) ⊂ I−(x), the two
points are distinguished by a point v ∈ I−(x), q /∈ I+(v). But then, chosen
b, c ∈ M such that v ≪ b ≪ c ≪ x, since I+(v) ⊃ J̃+(b), q ∈ I+(v)C ⊂
J̃+(b)C = D+(b)C and x ∈ I+(c). Now, I+(c) ∩ (J̃+(b))C = ∅ where the two
sets are open sets in the Lorentzian metric space topology (and the former also
in the manifold topology). But any manifold topology open neighborhood of q
intersects I+(q) = I+(x) ⊂ I+(c) the Lorentzian metric space topology open
neighborhood of x.

Another interesting observation is that for t′ > t, I+(σx(t
′)) ⊊ I+(σx(t)),

indeed if they were to coincide we would have a violation of weak distinction
and we would have finished. Note that (x, x1) ∈ I, thus for any sufficiently
small ϵ > 0, (σx(ϵ), x1) ∈ I. For given ϵ we must have for sufficiently large k,
(σx(ϵ), xk) /∈ D, otherwise (σx(ϵ), x) ∈ D, which jointly with (x, σx(ϵ)) ∈ J ⊂ D
would again give a violation of weak distinction. This means that there is some
0 < τ = inf{s} where s are parameters such that (σx(ϵ), γ(s)) ∈ I. In principle
there could be an achronal lightlike geodesic connecting σx(ϵ) to γ(τ). We hope
that this type of description could lead to a counterexample to the possibility
of improving the theorem or to an improved assumption.

3 Globally hyperbolic Lorentz-Finsler spaces

In [42] we developed the causality theory for manifolds endowed with upper semi-
continuous cone structures, see [6, 7] for results on time functions. We already
mentioned that for smooth spacetimes (M, g), global hyperbolicity implies that

16



(M,d) is a Lorentzian metric space. In this section we seek to obtain a similar
result for these more general structures.

In the following theorem and subsequent proof, the terminology of [42] is
used. Unfortunately, it would be rather long to recall all the definitions here,
so we shall assume the reader to be acquainted with that work.

Theorem 3.1. Let (M,C,F ) be a globally hyperbolic locally Lipschitz proper
Lorentz-Finsler space, where C is the cone distribution and F the Finsler fun-
damental function. Assume that F (∂C) = 0. Let d be the associated Lorentz-
Finsler distance function. Then (M,d) is a Lorentzian metric space, and the
Lorentzian metric space topology coincides with the manifold topology.

Proof. To begin with, let us note that by [42, Prop. 2.23], since (M,C,F ) is a
proper Lorentz-Finsler space, (M,C) is a proper cone structure.

Originally, the chronological relation is defined via piecewise C1 timelike
curves and not via the equality I = {d > 0}. However, the inclusion ⊃ holds
thanks to [42, Thm. 2.56] (here we have used the fact that the fundamental
function vanishes on the boundary), while the inclusion ⊂ holds because on a
proper Lorentz-Finsler space F is positive on Int(Cp) and hence on (IntC)p
(this follows from the concavity properties of F , its non-negativity, and the
fact that C×

P := {(y, z) : y ∈ Cp, |z| ≤ F (y)}, must be a proper cone i.e. have
non-empty interior).

We have to verify the three properties of the Lorentzian metric space intro-
duced in [13, Def. 2.1], assuming that the topology mentioned in property (ii)
is the manifold topology. By [13, Lemma. 2.3] the compactness assumption of
property (ii) can be replaced by relative compactness of chronological diamonds.

The function d satisfies the reverse triangle inequality [42, Eq. (2.7)] and
is lower semi-continuous [42, Thm. 2.53] in the manifold topology of M (here
we have used again the fact that the fundamental function vanishes on the
boundary). By (g) and (d) of [42, Thm. 2.60] it is also upper semi-continuous,
thus continuous.

For each p, q ∈ M , I(p, q) ⊂ J(p, q) (here J denote the causal relation
for (M,C)). By global hyperbolicity of (M,C), J(p, q) is compact. Taking
into account Hausdorffness of the manifold topology, I(p, q) ⊂ J(p, q) is also
compact.

We need only to prove property (iii). By [42, Thm. 2.47] (recall that by
definition of Lorentz-Finsler spaces, (M,C) is a closed cone structure, so the
cited theorem applies), globally hyperbolic cone structure is distinguishing in
the sense of [42, Def. 2.16], so, by [42, Prop. 2.18]4 and reflexivity of J , whenever
p ̸= q, we have J+(p) ̸= J+(q) . As a consequence, due to [42, Thm. 2.7] it
cannot be I+(p) = I+(q), which implies that the distance d distinguishes the
two events.

4Note we can use here both options (a) and (b), since global hyperbolicity implies reflec-
tivity, while proper and local Lipschitz properties are assumed in the statement.
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4 Distance preservation implies Lorentzian isom-
etry

We believe the result of this section is a kind of folklore results which, neverthe-
less, requires a detailed argument as a proof would also answer recent questions
in [52]. It shows that under low regularity it is natural to focus on bijections
that preserve the Lorentzian distance, as done e.g. in [45], as under sufficient
regularity they are equivalent to Lorentzian isometries.

Lemma 4.1. On a distinguishing smooth spacetime (M, g) for any future-
directed timelike curve γ : I → M passing through p ∈ M , p = γ(0), with
tangent v ∈ TpM ,

gp(v, v) = − d2

dt2
1

2
d2p(γ(t))|t=0

Note that we are not claiming gp = 1
2Hessd2p as this is not entirely true in

Lorentzian geometry because dp vanishes and has zero Hessian outside the cone.

Proof. The point p admits an arbitrarily small distinguishing neighborhood U ,
that is such that every causal curve with one endpoint in p and the other in U
is necessarily contained in U . As a consequence, dp|U coincides with the dUp , the
Lorentzian distance from p of the spacetime U . In particular U can be chosen
inside a convex neighborhood. As a consequence, d2p|I+(p,U) is a smooth function
as it is the composition of the smooth function exp−1

p |U : U → TpM with the
smooth function v 7→ −gp(v, v).

For every smooth curve γ passing though p = γ(0) with tangent v, we have
d
dtd

2
p(γ(t))|t=0 = 0 as dp(p) = 0 which is the minimum. Now observe that

d2

dt2 d
2
p(γ(t))|t=0 depends only on γ̇ = v and not on γ̈(0), thus any curve passing

from p with first derivative gives the same result, in particular a geodesic. For
v timelike it holds d2p(γ(t)) = −gp(v, v)t

2, thus for any curve with tangent v,
d2

dt2
1
2d

2
p(γ(t))|t=0 = −gp(v, v).

Theorem 4.2. Let (M, g) and (M ′, g′) be strongly causal smooth spacetime and
let f : M → M ′ be a distance preserving bijection:

d′(f(p), f(q)) = d(p, q).

Then M and M ′ have the same dimension, f is a (smooth) diffeomorphism such
that f∗ sends at every point the future timelike cone into the future timelike cone,
and g = f∗g′.

The proof of this result could have passed through Hawking et al. [24] or
Malament’s result [32] to get first a conformal isometry, but we prefer to give a
self contained proof, in which the Lorentzian distance, rather than the chrono-
logical/causal relations, plays a key role. The proof has also the advantage of
being self-contained.
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Proof. Let p ∈ M . By strong causality there is a chronologically convex neigh-
borhood U ∋ p. We choose U so small that it is included in a convex neigh-
borhood. Since f preserves d, it sends chronologically related events to chrono-
logically related events and the same holds for f−1. As U is chronologically
convex, it is sent to a chronologically convex set U ′ = f(U). Let W be a
convex neighborhood of p′ then we can find w′, z′ ∈ W , w′ ≪ p′ ≪ z′,
I+(w′) ∩ I−(z′) ⊂ W , thus we can find x, y ∈ U , w ≪ x ≪ p ≪ y ≪ z.
From here I+(x′) ∩ I−(y′) ⊂ W ∩ f(I+(x) ∩ I−(y)). Thus by redefining U as
I+(x) ∩ I−(y) we obtain that U ′ becomes I+(x′) ∩ I−(y′) and so contained in
a convex neighborhood W of p′.

By chronological convexity d|U×U = dU , where dU is the Lorentzian distance
function of (U, g|U ), and dU is finite and continuous because U is contained in a
convex neighborhood. Let ti ∈ TpM, i = 1, . . . , n+ 1, with n+ 1 the dimension
of the spacetime, be past timelike vectors that form a basis of TpM , and let
qi = expp ti where ti is rescaled, if needed, so that qi ∈ U . Since U is contained
in a convex neighborhood and qi ≪ p there is only one timelike geodesic in U
connecting qi to p, and furthermore there cannot be pairs of conjugate points
in a convex neighborhood so qi and p are not conjugate.

This implies that dqi = ∥ exp−1
qi ∥, where ∥v∥ =

√
−gqi(v, v) is the Lorentzian

“norm”, is smooth in a neighborhood of p. Its differential at p is g(ui, ·) where
ui := t̂i is a normalized past-directed timelike vector, see e.g. [41, Thm. 1.5].
The map V → Rn+1, r 7→ (dq1(r), . . . , dqn+1

(r)) has thus non-singular Jacobian
at p.

By the inverse function theorem the functions {dqi : i = 1, . . . , n+1} provide
in a neighborhood of p the chart of a smooth atlas. Let p′ = f(p) and q′i = f(qi),
i = 1, . . . , n+1. We can construct analogous functions d′q′i

in a neighborhood of

p′. We have already argued above that U ′ is a neighborhood of p′ which contains
all q′i, and that U ′ is contained in a convex neighborhood of p′. The functions
d′q′i

distinguish points because otherwise the preimage of two undistinguishable

points would not be distinguished by the functions dqi , a contradiction. Thus
we can construct this type of chart on a neighborhood of p and p′ and with
respect to these charts the map f is the identity of some open set O ⊂ Rn+1

(this follows from distance preservations dq′i(f(r)) = dqi(r)). This shows that
M and M ′ have the same dimension and f is smooth (the function components
are smooth in a chart belonging to a smooth atlas).

Now, since f is a diffeomorphism f∗ : TpM → TpM
′ is linear and of maximal

rank (hence open). If a future timelike vector is sent to a non future timelike
vector then there is some timelike vector w sent to a non-zero non future causal
vector z (i.e. we can find w so that its image z is spacelike or causal but past-
directed). But if γ is a C1 curve with tangent w and γ′ = f ◦ γ, we have
z = f∗w, and hence z is the tangent to γ′. But d2p(γ(t)) = d2p′(γ′(t)) which is a
contradiction because the former is positive for small t while the latter is zero
for sufficiently small t, as γ′(t) /∈ I+(p′, U ′). This shows that f∗ sends the future
timelike cone of TpM into the future timelike cone of Tp′M ′ (it is a bijection, it
is sufficient to consider f−1

∗ ).
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Thus if v is future timelike v′ := f∗v is future timelike. Let γ : I → M be
a smooth curve passing through p ∈ M , p = γ(0), with tangent v ∈ TpM , then
by Lemma 4.1, setting γ′ = f ◦ γ,

gp(v, v) = − d2

dt2
1

2
d2p(γ(t))|t=0 = − d2

dt2
1

2
d′2p′(γ′(t))|t=0 = gp′(v′, v′),

which, by the polarization identity, is equivalent to gp = f∗gf(p), as we desired
to prove.

4.1 The Lorentz-Finsler case

In this subsection we want to extend the previous result on Lorentzian geom-
etry to the Lorentz-Finsler case. We work with a pair (M,L) were M is a
paracompact connected manifold, and the Finsler Lagranian L : TM → R is
a C0, positive and homogeneous of degree two function. We also assume that
L is smooth on TM\0 and that has vertical Hessian g of Lorentzian signature
there (the differentiability conditions on TM\0 can be weakened, we shall not
be interested in the optimal conditions). These assumptions imply that L is
actually C1 [41, p. 5]. Furthermore, its is assumed that it is possible to select
a continuous set-valued function C : M → TM\0, x 7→ Cx such that Cx is a
component of the set {v ∈ TxM\0 : L(x, v) ≤ 0}. The subset Cx ⊂ TxM\0 is
termed future causal cone at x ∈ M . It is often convenient to treat C as a cone
subbundle of TM\0.

We shall also use F : C → [0,+∞), defined by L = − 1
2F

2. We extend F by
zero to the whole TM , so that F (p, ·) becomes continuous on the whole TpM .

We note that (M,C,F ) is a Lorentz-Finsler space [42, Sec. 2.13, 3.7] (the
approach used here in Subsection 3), while (M,L) is a Finsler spacetime [41]. In
particular, we will use the local properties of geodesics, normal neighborhoods
and the exponential map from [41] while using the concept of distinction defined
for more general closed cone structures in [42].

We start generalizing the Busemann-Meyer formula to the Lorentz-Finsler
case.

Lemma 4.3. Let f : U → Rk, U ⊂ Rd, be a continuous function defined on
an open set U and differentiable in U\{x0} for x0 ∈ U . If Df(x) converges
for x → x0 to some linear map L : Rn → Rk then f is strongly differentiable
at x0 with strong differential L at x0. As a consequence f is Lipschitz in a
neighborhood of x0. If Df(x) is bounded (but not necessarily convergent) in
neighborood of x0, then f is Lipschitz in a neighborhood of x0, too.

Proof. The first part is an improved statement of [48, point (2), p. 970] where
the author assumes that f is differentiable at x0 and L = Df(x0). For d = 1 it
is well known, and consequence of L’Hôpital’s rule, that if f is differentiable in
a neighborhood of x0 and the derivatives converge to L, then f is differentiable
at x0 with derivative L.

So, let us assume d ≥ 2 and let us go through the proof of [48, point (2),
p. 970]. The Lagrange mean value theorem there invoked uses differentiability
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just on the interior of the segment [x1, x2] there considered. So in the proof we
just have to take x1, x2 such that the segment connecting them does not pass
from x0. Then we arrive at the equation for every pair of such points

|f(x2)− f(x1)− L(x2 − x1)| ≤ ϵ|x2 − x1|

as in that proof. By continuity the inequality holds for every pair of points
which proves that f is strongly differentiable at x0 with strong differential L. In
the case n > 1, by continuity the inequality holds for every pair of points which
proves that f is strongly differentiable at x0 with strong differential L. In the
case n = 1 the special case x1 < x0 < x2 (or x2 < x0 < x1) can be achieved
by splitting the segment at x0 and a straightforward application of the triangle
inequality.

Similarly, for the second part we can find a convex neighbourhood U of x0

such that for some C > 0 we have |Df | < C on U \ {x0}. Then for x1, x2 ∈ U
such that the interior of the segment connecting them does not contain x0 we
have

|f(x2)− f(x1)| ≤ C|x2 − x1|,

and we can conclude the proof along the same lines as for the first part.

Lemma 4.4. Let a spray be smooth on TM\0. Then it is C1,1 in a neighborhood
of the zero section with zero derivatives on the zero section.

In other words the local coefficients Gα(x, y) are C1,1 in a neighborhood of
the zero section {y = 0}.

Proof. We use local coordinates on TM induced by a chart onM . SinceGα(x, y)
is positive homogeneous of degree 2, the first derivatives are positive homoge-
neous of degree 2 or 1 depending on whether we differentiate with respect to
xβ or yβ . Let us introduce a complete Riemannian metric h on M and let us
consider the unit sphere bundle of it. Let us consider a compact neighborhood
of p and the h-unit sphere bundle projecting on it, which is thus compact. All
the derivatives of the spray will be bounded on such bundle and so on the cor-
responding ball (minus the zero section) by positive homogeneity. Now, define
Gα to be zero on the zero section. Since the derivatives converge to zero at the
zero section, by Lemma 4.3 Gα has strong differential zero at the zero section,
and so Gα is locally Lipschitz on TM .

Now, let us consider the derivatives of ∂
∂xβ G

α, ∂
∂yβ G

α on TM\0 extending
them to the zero section as 0. Their derivative, namely the second derivatives

of Gα, ∂2

∂xβ∂xγ G
α, ∂2

∂yβ∂xγ G
α, ∂2

∂yβ∂yγ G
α, are positive homogeneous of degree 2,

1 and 0, respectively. As they are bounded on the h-unit bundle over a compact
neighborhood of p, they are bounded over the corresponding ball (minus the
zero section).

An application of the Lagrange mean value theorem, going in a way similar to
what has been done in the proof of Lemma 4.3, see also [18, Thm. 4], implies that
the derivatives of Gα are Lipschitz in a neighborhood of the zero section.

21



Lemma 4.5. Let us consider a spray which is smooth on TM\0, and let us
consider the exponential map bijection expp : O → N , O ⊂ TpM , where N is a
normal open neighborhood of p. Then for some choice of O and N , expp and
exp−1

p are C1,1 and actually C∞ outside the origin (resp. p).

Proof. The exponential map is determined by the following system

ẋα = yα,

ẏβ = −2Gβ(x, y).

By ODE theory it is well known that if the spray is Ck, k ≥ 1, then the
exponential map is Ck (this whether we consider the restriction outside the
zero section or not). The exponential map is strongly differentiable at the zero
section with the strong differential being the identity [41] (hence it is invertible).
This implies that the Jacobian of the exponential map will be invertible in a
neighborhood of the zero section. This also implies that if the Jacobian, namely
(expp)∗ is Lipschitz so is (exp−1

p )∗ (use e.g. formula [26, Prop. 2.5]). The fact
that a C1,1 spray leads to a C1,1 exponential map with C1,1 inverse was noted
in [41, Remark 6].

Theorem 4.6. Let (M,L) be a Finsler spacetime and let N be a normal open
neighborhood of p. Let f, g : N → R,

f(q) := F (p, exp−1
p q), l(q) := −2L(p, exp−1

p q).

For every smooth curve γ : [0, 1] → N , γ(0) = p, γ̇(0) = v ̸= 0, the functions
f(γ(t)) and l(γ(t)) are respectively C0 (actually C1 if γ is timelike) and C2 on
some interval [0, ϵ), ϵ > 0, and

F (p, v) =
d

dt
f(γ(t))|t=0 = lim

t→0+

1

t
f(γ(t)), (3)

−2L(p, v) =
1

2

d2

dt2
l(γ(t))|t=0 =

1

2
lim
t→0+

1

t

d

dt
l(γ(t)). (4)

Proof. Let γ : [0, 1] → M , γ(0) = p, v := γ̇(0) ̸= 0 be any smooth curve , and let
vt = exp−1

p γ(t). Note that limt→0+
1
t vt = (exp−1

p )∗v. But (expp)∗ : TTpM →
TpM (we can identify TTpM with TpM) is well known to be the identity [56,
Thm. 11.1.1] [2, 5.7.3] [41, Eq. (39)] (this result is independent of the signature
of the Hessian metric, in fact it depends only on the spray), and so it is the
inverse (exp−1

p )∗. We conclude limt→0+
1
t vt = v and so

lim
t→0+

1

t
f(γ(t)) = lim

t→0+
F (p,

1

t
vt) = F (p, v),

where we used the positive homogeneity and continuity of F . Note that if γ is
timelike then vt is C

1 and timelike and so F (p, vt) is C
1 because F is evaluated

on the smooth region.
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Let us prove the second equation. From [41, Thm. 5] (but also from Lemma
4.5) we know that l : N → R is C1,1 with differential at q, dl = −2gP (p,q)(P (p, q), ·)
where P (p, q), called position vector, is the tangent vector at q of the geodesic
σp,q : [0, 1] → N , σp,q(0) = p, σp,q(1) = q. Thus P (p, γ(t)) = (expp)∗vt
and since expp is C1, (expp)∗ is C0 and so P (p, γ(t)) converges to zero and

limt→0+
1
tP (p, γ(t)) = limt→0+(expp)∗(

1
t vt) = (expp)∗v = v.

The function

h(t) :=
d

dt
l(γ(t)) = ⟨dl, γ̇(t)⟩ = −2gP (p,γ(t))(P (p, γ(t)), γ̇(t))

is C0 and vanishes for t = 0 as P (p, γ(0)) = 0 (note that gP (p,γ(t))/t(P (p, γ(t))/t, ·)
→ gv(v, ·) for t → 0). A standard result of real analysis which follows from
L’Hôpital’s rule states that if for a continuous function h : [0, b) → R, h′(t) ex-
ists for t > 0 and converges for t → 0+ then h′(0) exists and coincides with that
limit. For sufficiently small t > 0 (we just want to restrict ourselves to a segment
that does not pass twice from p), we can write l(γ(t)) = −2L(p, exp−1

p (γ(t)))2

where both −2L(p, ·) and exp−1
p are twice differentiable in the point of interest

(as the former function is evaluated over non-zero vectors, while the regular-
ity of the latter function is smooth outside the zero section). Recalling that
vt = exp−1

p γ(t), we have by the C1,1 regularity of exp−1
p near the zero section

that vt is C1,1 in a neighborhood of t = 0, and so v̈t remains bounded as t
approaches zero. For sufficiently small t > 0,

dh

dt
= −2

d2

dt2
L(p, vt) = −2

{ ∂L

∂yµ∂yν
v̇µt v̇

ν
t +

∂L

∂yµ
(p, vt)v̈

µ
t

}
= −2

{
gvt(v̇t, v̇t) +

∂L

∂yµ
(p, vt)v̈

µ
t

}
The second term vanishes for t → 0+ because L is C1 and vt → 0, while v̈t
remains bounded. Now, due to vt being C1, limt→0+ v̇t = v̇0 = limt→0+

1
t vt = v,

thus gvt(v̇t, v̇t) = gvt/t(v̇t, v̇t) → gv(v, v) = 2L(p, v), and we conclude that
limt→0+ h′(t) = −4L(p, v) thus

d2

dt2
l(γ(t))|t=0 = −4L(p, γ̇(0)).

Theorem 4.7. Let (M,L) be a future distinguishing Lorentz-Finsler spacetime
and let d be the associated Lorentz-Finsler distance, then for every smooth curve
γ : [0, 1] → M , γ(0) = p, γ̇(0) = v ̸= 0, with image in J+(p) (for instance, this
is the case if γ is a continuous causal curve and v is causal [41, Thm. 6]) the
function dp(γ(t)) and d2p(γ(t)) are respectively C0 (actually C1 if γ is timelike)
and C2 on an interval [0, ϵ), ϵ > 0, and

F (p, v) =
d

dt
dp(γ(t))|t=0 = lim

t→0+

1

t
dp(γ(t)), (5)

F 2(p, v) =
d2

dt2
1

2
d2p(γ(t))|t=0 =

1

2
lim
t→0+

1

t

d

dt
d2p(γ(t)). (6)

23



The former formula is the Lorentz-Finsler generalization of the Busemann-
Mayer formula, while the latter formula seems to be new also in positive signa-
ture, see Thm. 4.9.

The theorem states that the Finsler fundamental function can be recovered
from the Lorentz-Finsler distance d. Of course, analogous past statements hold.

For the validity of the second equation L must be C2 on the slit tangent
bundle and so have finite Lorentzian Hessian also at the boundary of the future
timelike cone, but need not be defined on the whole slit tangent bundle. In the
proof of the latter equation the second derivative of L is only invoked outside
the zero section.

Proof. Let U be a distinguishing neighborhood for p contained in a normal
neighborhood N (the definition of distinguishing neighborhood is the same as
for Lorentzian geometry, see [43, Thm. 4.44(iii)], for the existence of normal
neighborhood, see [41, Thm. 4]). Every future directed causal curve starting
from p an ending in U must necessarily be contained in U and so in the normal
neighborhood N . This means that for q ∈ J+(p)∩U , d(p, q) = dU (p, q) = d̃p(q)

where d̃ is the Lorentz-Finsler distance of the normal neighborhood. Since for
sufficiently small t, q := γ(t) ∈ J+(p,N), by [41, Thm. 6] exp−1

p q is causal

and so d̃p(q) = F (p, exp−1
p q), thus for q ∈ J+(p) ∩ U , dp(q) = F (p, exp−1

p q),
d2p(q) = −2L(p, exp−1

p q). The result now follows from Thm. 4.6.

Theorem 4.8. Let (M,L) and (M ′, L′) be strongly causal smooth Finsler space-
time and let f : M → M ′ be a distance preserving bijection:

d′(f(p), f(q)) = d(p, q).

Then M and M ′ have the same dimension, f is a (smooth) diffeomorphism such
that f∗ sends at every point the future timelike cone into the future timelike cone,
and for every p ∈ M , and causal vector v ∈ TpM

F (p, v) = F ′(f(p), f∗(v)).

Proof. The proof requires minimal modifications with respect to the isotropic
case. We need to change just the third paragraph that reads as follows:

This implies that dqi(r) = F (qi, exp
−1
qi (r)), which is smooth in a

neighborhood of p as exp−1
qi (r) is timelike. Its differential at p is

gui
(ui, ·) where ui := t̂i is a normalized past-directed timelike vector,

see e.g. [41, Thm. 5].

The Legendre map ℓ : TpM\0 → Tp ∗ M\0, v 7→ gv(v, ·) has a
Jacobian whose determinant is that of gv, thus it is invertible and a
diffeomorphism near some chosen normalized past-directed timelike
vector v, which implies that if vectors ti are chosen so that ui are
close to v, the images gui

(ui, ·) will be linearly independent. The
map V → Rn+1, r 7→ (dq1(r), . . . , dqn+1

(r)) has thus non-singular
Jacobian at p.
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The sixth paragraph changes as follows:

Thus if v is future-directed timelike v′ := f∗v is future-directed time-
like. Let γ : I → M be a smooth timelike curve starting from p ∈ M ,
p = γ(0), with timelike tangent v ∈ TpM , then by Eq. (6), setting
γ′ = f ◦ γ, we observe that by the equality dp = d′p ◦ f , γ′ has image
contained in I+(p′) thus Theorem 4.7 can be applied to it as well as
to γ

−2L(p, v) =
d2

dt2
1

2
d2p(γ(t))|t=0 =

d2

dt2
1

2
d′2p′(γ′(t))|t=0 = −2L′(p′, v′),

which shows that v′ = f∗(v) is timelike. By continuity, the just
found identity holds also for v causal.

4.1.1 The positive signature Finsler case

We give also the statements analogous to the above for a Finsler space but we
omit the proof since simpler. Here F is defined by L = 1

2F
2 over the whole

TM .

Theorem 4.9. Let (M,L) be a Finsler space and let N be a normal open
neighborhood of p. Let dp : N → R,

dp(q) := F (p, exp−1
p q).

For every smooth curve γ : [0, 1] → N , γ(0) = p, γ̇(0) = v ̸= 0, the functions
dp(γ(t)) and d2p(γ(t)) are respectively C1 and C2 on some interval [0, ϵ), ϵ > 0,
and

F (p, v) =
d

dt
dp(γ(t))|t=0 = lim

t→0+

1

t
dp(γ(t)), (7)

2L(p, v) =
1

2

d2

dt2
d2p(γ(t))|t=0 =

1

2
lim
t→0+

1

t

d

dt
d2p(γ(t)). (8)

We arrive at the following interesting result. It seems to us that the proof in
[56, Prop. 11.3.3] tacitly uses the additional assumption that exp, there denoted
φ−1, is C2. It is known that if the exponential map is C2 the Finsler space is
Berwald [1].

Corollary 4.10. Let (M,L) be a Finsler space such that d2p is C2 in a neigh-
borhood of p for every p, then (M,L) is necessarily Riemannian.

Proof. Equation (7) multiplied by dp(γ(t)) proves, by the arbitrariness of γ̇(0),
that d2p has vanishing differential at p. Thus Eq. (8) can be rewritten with the

C2 assumption on d2p, 4L(p, v) =
∂2d2

p

∂xµ∂xν (p)v
µvν which is quadratic.
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We include the following known consequence of the Busemann-Mayer for-
mula for completeness.

Theorem 4.11. Let (M,L) and (M ′, L′) be smooth Finsler spaces and let f :
M → M ′ be a distance preserving bijection:

d′(f(p), f(q)) = d(p, q).

Then M and M ′ have the same dimension, f is a (smooth) diffeomorphism and
for every p ∈ M , and vector v ∈ TpM

L(p, v) = L′(f(p), f∗(v)).

5 Low regularity

In this section we discuss to what extent the results of Section 2, developed for
smooth spacetimes (M, g), generalize to less regular structures.

5.1 Equivalence of distinction/reflectivity concepts with
their d-version

Proposition 2.1 and its consequences, Corollaries 2.4 and 2.6, are formulated for
Lorentzian manifolds but their proof applies in much greater generality.

5.1.1 Proper Lorentz-Finsler spaces

For proper Lorentz-Finsler spaces [42] we have the generalization

Proposition 5.1. Let (M,C,F ) be a locally Lipschitz proper Lorentz-Finsler
space such that F (∂C) = 0. For any two events p, q ∈ M , the inclusion I+(q) ⊂
I+(p) is equivalent to the property dq ≤ dp. Dually, the inclusion I−(p) ⊂ I−(q)
is equivalent to the property dp ≤ dq.

Proof. The proof passes unaltered to this case due to the identity I = {d > 0}
(proved in the proof of Thm. 3.1) and from [42, Thm. 2.56] which is applied in
the proof when establishing the existence of the timelike curve γ.

In the context of locally Lipschitz proper cone structures future distinction
can be understood as the following property, see the proof of [42, Thm. 2.18],
(antisymmetry of Df ) ‘y ∈ I+(x) and x ∈ I+(y) implies x = y’, which is easily
shown to be equivalent to the standard property I+(x) = I+(y) ⇒ x = y.

This implies, via the same proofs as in the smooth case,

Corollary 5.2. Let (M,C,F ) be a locally Lipschitz proper Lorentz-Finsler
space such that F (∂C) = 0. Then (future/past/weak) d-distinction is equivalent
to (resp. future/past /weak) distinction. Similarly, (future/past) d-reflectivity is
equivalent to (resp. future/past) reflectivity.
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Remark 5.3. Similarly, an inspection shows that, for the structure (M,C,F ) of
a locally Lipschitz proper Lorentz-Finsler space such that F (∂C) = 0, we have,
with the same proofs, the analog of Prop. 2.8, Prop. 2.11, Thm. 2.12, Cor. 2.13,
Thm. 2.15, Cor. 2.16, Thm. 2.19 and Thm. 2.21.

5.1.2 Lorentzian length spaces

Lorentzian metric spaces can be endowed with a natural causal relation though
which isocausal curves can be defined [45, 13]. By assuming that every two
chronologically related points are connected by a (maximal) isocausal curve the
Lorentzian (resp. length) prelength spaces are obtained [45, Def. 5.13] [13, Def.
5.1].

Proposition 5.4. Let (X, d) be a Lorentzian length space. For any two events
p, q ∈ M , the inclusion I+(q) ⊂ I+(p) is equivalent to the property dq ≤ dp.
Dually, the inclusion I−(p) ⊂ I−(q) is equivalent to the property dp ≤ dq.

Note that the point γ(s) is close to q in the smooth version of the proof.
Here we do not have this result but the proof works anyway.

Proof. Suppose that I+(q) ⊂ I+(p) and let r ∈ M . If r /∈ I+(q) then dq(r) = 0
and the inequality we wish to prove follows. If r ∈ I+(q) there is a maximal
isocausal curve γ : [0, 1] → M connecting q = γ(0) to r = γ(1) (note that is
can have pair of points at null distance). Since both γ and d are continuous
in the topology of the Lorentzian metric space X, for any 0 < m < d(q, r)
we have d(γ(s), r) = m for some s. By maximality of the isocausal curve we
have d(q, γ(s)) = d(q, r) − d(γ(s), r) = d(q, r) − m > 0. Thus γ(s) ≫ q hence
γ(s) ≫ p, which implies

d(p, r) ≥ d(p, γ(s)) + d(γ(s), r) ≥ d(γ(s), r) = m.

Since m < dq(r) is arbitrary, dp(r) ≥ dq(r). By the arbitrariness of r, dq ≤ dp.
For the converse, suppose that dq ≤ dp, then if r ∈ I+(q) we have dq(r) > 0

so dp(r) > 0 which implies r ∈ I+(p). By the arbitrariness of r, I+(q) ⊂
I+(p).

This implies, via the same proofs as in the smooth case,

Corollary 5.5. Let (X, d) be a Lorentian length space. Then (future/past/weak)
d-distinction is equivalent to (resp. future/past /weak) distinction. Similarly,
(future/past) d-reflectivity is equivalent to (resp. future/past) reflectivity.

On every Lorentzian metric space we have a length functional L : σ → L(σ),
cf. [45, Def. 6.1] [13, Def. 5.12]. A different proof of Prop. 5.4, more similar to
that given for the smooth case, could have been obtained using the following
result.

Proposition 5.6. Let (X, d) be a Lorentzian metric space, and let σ : [0, 1] → X
be an isocausal curve connecting x and y, x ≪ y. Then the function L(σ(s)) is
continuous.
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Proof. By definition of Lorentzian length, 0 ≤ L(σ(s′))−L(σ(s)) ≤ d(σ(s), σ(s′))
for s′ ≥ s, thus |L(σ(s′))−L(σ(s))| ≤ d(σ(s), σ(s′)) + d(σ(s′), σ(s)). As both d
and σ are continuous, fixing s and taking s′ → s shows that L(σ(s)) is contin-
uous.

5.2 Lorentzian distance in abstract setting

In this section, unless otherwise stated, (X, d) is just a set endowed with a
function d : X ×X → [0,+∞] which satisfies the reverse triangle inequality on
chronologically related triples (the chronology relation being I := {d > 0}).

Proposition 5.7. Let (X, d) be a pair as above endowed with a topology T .
Suppose that in such topology p ∈ I±(p) for every p ∈ X and the functions dr,
r ∈ X, are upper semi-continuous, then the following property holds

I+(p) ⊃ I+(q) ⇒ dp ≤ dq, (9)

which implies both past reflectivity and past d-reflectivity. Similarly, the upper
semi-continuity of the functions dr, r ∈ X, implies I−(p) ⊂ I−(q) ⇒ dq ≤ dp,
and hence both future reflectivity and future d-reflectivity.

The statement on the fact that the found implication is stronger than past
reflectivity and past d-reflectivity follows from the trivial implications dq ≤
dp ⇒ I+(p) ⊃ I+(q) and dp ≤ dq ⇒ I−(p) ⊂ I−(q).

We call the property I+(p) ⊃ I+(q) ⇒ dp ≤ dq strong past reflectivity, and
the property I−(p) ⊂ I−(q) ⇒ dq ≤ dp strong future reflectivity. Due to Prop.
5.4 the reflectivity/d-reflectivity/strong reflectivity properties, declined also in
the past/future versions, are all equivalent for Lorentzian length spaces, see also
Cor. 5.5.

Proof. The proof of reflexivity coincides with that for the smooth case, cf. Prop.
2.8. The proof of past d-reflexivity goes as follows. We want to prove that
I+(p) ⊃ I+(q) ⇒ dp ≤ dq. Assume I+(p) ⊃ I+(q) and let r ∈ X. If dp(r) = 0
there is nothing to prove, thus suppose r ≪ p.

By the upper T -semi-continuity of the function dr for any m > d(r, q) there
is a T -open set O ∋ q, such that d(r, q′) < m for every q′ ∈ O. Let us choose
q′ ∈ I+(q) ∩ O. Thus dq(q

′) > 0, which implies by the assumed inclusion
dp(q

′) > 0. By the reverse triangle inequality

m > d(r, q′) ≥ d(r, p) + d(p, q′) ≥ d(r, p) = dp(r).

By the arbitrariness of m, dp(r) ≤ dq(r), which concludes the proof.

So, reflectivity/d-reflectivity follows from upper semi-continuity in any topol-
ogy in which every point has points in the chronological past and future in any
neighborhood, it does not have to be the manifold topology. In particular,
all Lorentzian metric spaces with this property are reflective, (and all such
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Lorentzian length spaces are d-reflective). As a special case, all Lorentzian pre-
length spaces, with any pair of chronologically ordered points being connected
by an isochronal line, are d-reflective.

The proof of the next result coincides with that for the smooth case, cf.
Thm. 2.12.

Theorem 5.8. Let (X, d) be a pair as above endowed with a topology T . Sup-
pose that in such topology p ∈ I±(p) for every p ∈ X and d is lower T -semi-
continuous. The function d is T × T -continuous if and only if the functions dp
and dp are T -continuous for every p ∈ X.

The assumption that d is lower T -semi-continuous in the first sentence can
be dropped for a Lorentzian length space. Indeed, the last statement implies
that T contains the Alexandrov topology, and from there and the existence of a
maximal curve (not necessarily isochronal) the lower T -semi-continuity follows.

The idea behind the following proof is it show how reflectivity works without
using the manifold assumption.

Proposition 5.9. Assume that weak d-distinction hold for (X, d), d : X×X →
[0,+∞]. Suppose that for every r ∈ X there are x, y ∈ X such that r ∈ I(x, y).
Let T be a topology of X, making dp, d

p T -continuous for each p ∈ X. Assume
that for every p, q ∈ X the diamond I(p, q) is T -relatively compact. Then T
is the initial topology of the family {dp, dp, p ∈ X}. Moreover, if d-reflectivity
holds any topology T ′ such that dp, d

p, for p ∈ X, are lower T ′-semi-continuous
contains T (so dp, d

p are actually T ′-continuous).

Proof. The first claim is proved in [45] using Prop. 2.14 (note that the initial
topology of the family {dp, dp, p ∈ X} is Hausdorff by weak d-distinction and
it contains the Alexandrov topology. Its open set are the elements of A in that
result).

For the second statement, we are preliminarly going to show that dp, dp

are continuous for every p. Assume that dp is not upper T ′-semi-continuous
at some point q. Take x, y ∈ X so that x ≪ q ≪ y. Then, by the lower T ′-
semi-continuity of dx and dy, I+(x) and I−(y) are T ′-open and hence I(x, y) is
T ′-open.

Let Λ be the family of T ′-neighborhoods of q contained in I(x, y) (it is non-
empty as I(x, y) belongs to it, further any neighborhood can be intersected with
I(x, y) to give another neighborhood, thus Λ generates the filter of neighbor-
hoods for q).

There is some ϵ > 0 such that for every O ∈ Λ there exists some q′(O) ∈ O ⊂
I(x, y) such that dp(q

′(O)) − dp(q) > ϵ. The family Λ is a directed set by the
reverse inclusion, thus q′ : Λ → I(x, y) is a net (we shall also write q′λ instead of
q′(O)). Note that by construction, q′λ →T ′ q. By the upper T -semi-continuity of
d we can find an T -open set U ∋ q such that on it dp(r)−dp(q) < ϵ for every r ∈
U , thus for every O ∈ Λ, q′(O) /∈ U . We conclude that q′ : Λ → ClT (I(x, y))\U
is a net with image in a compact set, thus there is a cluster point q̃ and hence
a subnet converging to q̃ ∈ ClT (I(x, y))\U , q′λ →T q̃. In particular, as q̃ /∈ U ,
q̃ ̸= q.
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Now, consider any z ∈ X. By lower T ′-semi-continuity of dz and T -continuity
of dz we have

d(z, q) ≤ lim
λ

d(z, q′λ) = d(z, q̃),

so dq ≤ dq̃, and thus, by d-reflectivity dq ≥ dq̃. Moreover, again by lower
T ′-semi-continuity of du and T -continuity of du, for every u ∈ X,

d(q, u) ≤ lim
λ

d(q′λ, u) = d(q̃, u),

so dq ≤ dq̃, and thus dq ≥ dq̃. We conclude that dq = dq̃ and dq = dq̃,
therefore q = q̃ by weak distinction, a contradiction which shows that dp is
T ′-continuous. Similarly, dp is T ′-continuous. This means that T ′ is finer than
the initial topology of these functions which coincides with T .

So, reflectivity is equivalent to upper semi-continuity (with lower semi-con-
tinuity assumed) in a very general setting.

We recall that we consider only Lorentzian metric spaces without chronolog-
ical boundary, so that every point is contained in some chronological diamond.

Corollary 5.10. Let (X, d) be a d-reflective Lorentzian metric space, and let T
be any topology with respect to which dp, d

p are lower T -semi-continuous. Then
dp, d

p are T -continuous for each p ∈ X.

The property of d-reflectivity implies the coincidence of the Alexandrov and
Lorentzian metric space topologies.

Corollary 5.11. Let (X, d) be a d-reflective Lorentzian metric space. As-
sume that dp, d

p for p ∈ X are lower semi-continuous in the Alexandrov topol-
ogy (e.g. X is a manifold and d is induced by a Lorentzian metric on X).
Then the Alexandrov topology coincides with the initial topology of the functions
{dp, dp, p ∈ X}, that is, with the Lorentzian metric space topology (which is
Hausdorff).

Proof. By Corollary 5.10, dp, d
p is continuous in the Alexandrov topology for

every p ∈ X, thus the Alexandrov topology is finer that the initial topology
of the functions {dp, dp, p ∈ M}. It is clear that the initial topology of the
functions {dp, dp, p ∈ M} is finer than the Alexandrov topology.

Theorem 5.12. Let (X, d) be a Lorentzian metric space and let T be a topology
for X such that p ∈ I±(p) for every p ∈ X, and such that the function d is lower
T -semi-continuous. Then the following statements are equivalent:

(i) d is T × T -continuous;

(ii) The functions dp and dp are T -continuous for every p ∈ X;

(iii) T contains the Lorentzian metric space topology of X;

(iv) (X, d) is d-reflective;
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in which case strong reflectivity holds.

Proof. The first two statements are equivalent by Theorem 5.8. The second is
the same as the third one because the topology of the Lorentzian metric space
X is the initial topology of the functions dp, d

p. The second item implies the
last one by Proposition 5.7, and the converse implication is due to Proposition
5.9. The last statement follows from Prop. 5.7.

6 Conclusions

The problem of defining a natural topology for spacetime and the challenge of
establishing an abstract notion of a Lorentzian metric space are interconnected.
This is because the latter must also be equipped with a topology derived solely
from the two-point function d. In a smooth setting, this topology could, in prin-
ciple, differ from that of the manifold. If the two were to coincide, it would be
a significant result, as it would provide a way to define the “manifold topology”
from an abstract framework—without relying on the structure of a manifold.
This is precisely what we have achieved in this work.

We have identified certain properties, specifically (i)-(iii) in Theorem 1.1,
which are expressed exclusively in terms of the function d. These properties en-
sure that the manifold topology (in the context of a Lorentzian manifold) aligns
with the initial topology induced by the functions dp, d

p ∈ M . We might thus
refer to the canonical topology of the Lorentzian metric space as the “manifold
topology” even if the structure (M,d) is not manifold.

This outcome validates the approach to Lorentzian metric spaces based solely
on the function d, as introduced in [45, 13]. The only caveat is that the notion
of weak d-distinction in [45, 13] must be replaced here with the slightly stronger
condition of future or past d-distinction. We hope that future work will improve
this result by demonstrating complete equivalence. Alternatively, the theory
presented in [45, 13] could be reformulated by strengthening the conditions for
a Lorentzian metric space to match the conditions (i)-(iii) established in this
work. A further possibility is that of adding a condition of d-reflectivity to the
definition.

We achieved this result through a detailed study of the continuity properties
of the Lorentzian distance, uncovering findings that appear to be novel even
within the smooth framework. Along the way, we found it necessary to introduce
and explore new properties, such as d -distinction and d-reflectivity, which, as we
demonstrated, coincide with traditional causality concepts in a smooth setting.

We believe this work strengthens the case for a “metric” type theory of
spacetime based solely on the function d. Such a theory is not only feasible
but may also prove useful in the development of a quantum spacetime theory,
particularly in the pursuit of unifying gravity with the other fundamental forces.
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