arXiv:2501.18450v2 [math.DG] 4 Feb 2025

Hawking’s singularity theorem for Lipschitz Lorentzian metrics

Matteo Calisti^∗, Melanie Graf^†, Eduardo Hafemann^‡, Michael Kunzinger^§, Roland Steinbauer^¶

April 5, 2025

Abstract

We prove Hawking’s singularity theorem for spacetime metrics of local Lipschitz regularity. The proof rests on (1) new estimates for the Ricci curvature of regularising smooth metrics that are based upon a quite general Friedrichs-type lemma and (2) the replacement of the usual focusing techniques for timelike geodesics—which in the absence of a classical ODE-theory for the initial value problem are no longer available—by a worldvolume estimate based on a segment-type inequality that allows one to control the volume of the set of points in a spacelike surface that possess long maximisers.

MSC2020: 83C75; 53C50, 46T30 Keywords: Singularity theorems, low regularity, regularisation, causality theory

Contents

1 Introduction 2

2 Preliminaries 3 2.1 Causality theory . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 2.2 Regularisation of distributional tensor fields . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 2.3 Volume comparison . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

3 Curvature estimates 7

4 Mean curvature for Lipschitz metrics 13

5 Hawking’s singularity theorem for Lipschitz metrics 16 5.1 The globally hyperbolic case . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 5.2 The non-globally hyperbolic case . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

References 28

∗matteo.calisti@univie.ac.at, Faculty of Mathematics, University of Vienna, Oskar-Morgenstern-Platz 1, 1090 Wien, Austria.

†melanie.graf@uni-hamburg.de, Fachbereich Mathematik, Universität Hamburg, Bundesstraße 55, 20146 Hamburg, Germany

‡eduardo.hafemann@uni-hamburg.de, Fachbereich Mathematik, Universität Hamburg, Bundesstraße 55, 20146 Hamburg, Germany

§michael.kunzinger@univie.ac.at, Faculty of Mathematics, University of Vienna, Oskar-Morgenstern-Platz 1, 1090 Wien, Austria.

¶roland.steinbauer@univie.ac.at, Faculty of Mathematics, University of Vienna, Oskar-Morgenstern-Platz 1, 1090 Wien, Austria.

1 Introduction

The singularity theorems form an important body of results in Lorentzian differential geometry that firmly establish the occurrence of spacetime singularities as a generic feature of General Relativity (GR). More precisely they assert causal geodesic incompleteness under different sets of physically reasonable conditions like those associated with complete gravitational collapse [47] or an expanding universe [24]. Naturally these results, which appeared roughly in the second half of the 1960-ies, were formulated for smooth spacetimes. However, already Hawking and Ellis in their classic [25] discussed the issue of regularity: A lack of low-regularity versions of the theorems, that is for spacetime metrics g below the C^2-class, would undermine their physical significance. Indeed, then incompleteness and hence a spacetime singularity in the sense of the standard definition (see e.g. [13, p. 10] and [25, Sec. 8.1] for a discussion) could be avoided by a drop in regularity of g: If, for example, g were in C^{1,1}, then via the field equations there would be a finite jump in the matter variables, which hardly could be termed ‘singular’ on physical grounds. Therefore [25, Sec. 8.4] contains an in-depth discussion of these issues in which the authors argue for a C^{1,1}-version of Hawking’s theorem [25, Sec. 8.2, Thm. 4] and express their expectation that also all the other classical theorems would extend to this regularity. Accepting this for the moment one may observe that given these results, the alternative to incompleteness would now be locally unbounded curvature. This, however, still might be manageable as long as one can make sense of the field equations, which, in particular, is possible if g is locally Lipschitz continuous, i.e., g ∈ C^{0,1}, as again highlighted in [25, Sec. 8.4]. In particular, this includes very prominent classes of solutions like impulsive gravitational waves (e.g. [48], [22, Ch. 20], [49]), thin shells and many matched spacetimes (e.g. [26, 29, 39] ) which all exhibit a δ-function like curvature concentrated on a hypersurface. This is precisely the regularity class we deal with in this work, where we extend the validity of the Hawking singularity theorem to spacetime metrics g ∈ C^{0,1}.

While the singularity theorems’ regularity issues have been duly addressed throughout the decades, see e.g. [53, Sec. 6.2], real progress only has been made rather recently. By extending Lorentzian causality theory (mainly) to continuous spacetime metrics [12, 14, 42, 50, 34] and to even more general settings [43, 33] on the one hand, and by sharpening the analytic tool of approximation via convolution on the other, the classical theorems could be proven for C^{1,1}- metrics [35, 36, 18] and later also for g ∈ C^1 [17, 52, 32]. Here we take this endeavour one decisive step further, namely to g ∈ C^{0,1}.

Let us briefly address the added difficulties we have to deal with in this regularity. While for C^1-metrics the initial value problem for the geodesic equation is still solvable, albeit not uniquely so, we here face the problem that its right hand side is merely locally bounded. This forces us to work with maximising curves rather than with solutions to the ODE and so the ODE-techniques decisively used in the C^1-results [17, Sec. 2] to approximate the geodesics of the rough metric by geodesics of approximating metrics are no longer at our disposal. This forces us to significantly modify the analytical core of the proof, which provides the focusing of geodesics under curvature bounds. While we still rely on a regularisation scheme that allows us to exploit the distributional strong energy condition, we will then apply the newly developed worldvolume estimates of [19] to the smooth regularising metrics. This will allow us to control (the volume of) the set of points on a Cauchy surface that possess long maximisers, but on the other hand forces us to sharpen our estimates on regularised curvature. Indeed, exploiting Friedrichs lemma-type arguments we provide new L^p-estimates on the Ricci curvature for Lipschitz metrics and their regularisation, which constitute the main analytical advance of our work. Moreover, we also have to deal with the ‘initial condition’ of the theorem, i.e., a bound on the mean curvature of a spacelike hypersurface. We extend the standard condition to Lipschitz regularity by a smearing out of the hypersurface.

In somewhat more detail we organise our work as follows. After stating our conventions, we collect some necessary prerequisites in Section 2. This first concerns causality theory for (Lipschitz)-continuous metrics, where we also detail how for g ∈ C^{0,1} we may exploit results from the more general settings of closed cone structures of [44] and Lorentzian length spaces [33]. Then we set up the regularisation scheme to be used throughout and, finally, introduce the worldvolume estimates of [19], which are inspired by the segment inequality of [11]. In Section 3 we provide regularisation results for distributional curvature. In particular, we establish new L^p-convergence (1 ≤ p < ∞) as well as L^∞-boundedness results for the Ricci curvature of a sequence of metrics approximating g ∈ C^{0,1} (Proposition 3.1), which are based on the quite general Friedrichs Lemma 3.3. In Section 4 we will be concerned with the initial condition of the Hawking theorem. We develop a sensible notion of mean curvature of a hypersurface in case g ∈ C^{0,1} and establish its compatibility with the smooth setting. Finally, in Section 5 we formulate and prove our main result, a Hawking singularity theorem for locally Lipschitz continuous spacetimes. As usual we give two formulations, one in the globally hyperbolic case and one supposing just a (converging) compact spacelike hypersurface. Finally, we also comment on the interrelation of our and related C^1-results to several synthetic versions of the singularity theorems that have appeared recently.

Our standard references are [46] for smooth Lorentzian geometry, the seminal [44] for causality theory, and [50] for the low-regularity (continuous) setting. We will generally be concerned with spacetimes (M, g) where M is a smooth, Hausdorff, second countable, and connected manifold of dimension n ≥ 2 and g is a continuous Lorentzian metric. Whenever g has some added regularity we will state this explicitly. In particular, we will be interested in locally Lipschitz continuous metrics, for which we will write g ∈ C^{0,1}. Anyway, we will always assume that a time orientation is fixed by a smooth timelike vector field and call such a Lorentzian manifold a C^0- or C^{0,1}-spacetime. We will also equip M with a complete background Riemannian metric h and denote its length metric by d^h. Estimates on smooth vector and tensor fields X ∈ X(M) and T ∈ T^r_s (M) will always be done w.r.t. the norms induced by h. Spaces of test functions will be denoted by D and distributions by D^′, and in particular we will write D^′T^r_s (M) for distributional tensor fields. We refer to [32, Sec. 2] for a concise overview of distribution theory on manifolds as employed in this work. With a view to the distributional Ricci bounds to be imposed below we recall, in particular, that a scalar distribution u ∈ D^′(M) is nonnegative, u ≥ 0, if u(ω) ≡ ⟨u, ω⟩ ≥ 0 for all nonnegative test densities ω. Any nonnegative distribution is a measure and hence a distribution of order 0.

Finally, we will write K ⋐ M if K is a compact subset of M, and the regularisation parameter ε will generally be taken from (0, 1].

2 Preliminaries

In this section we will be concerned with three topics that underlie our main arguments and to which we will devote one subsection each, causality theory, regularisation of distributional tensor fields, and volume comparison.

2.1 Causality theory

We base causality notions on locally Lipschitz curves, that is we call a curve γ : I → M defined on some arbitrary non-trivial interval I timelike, null, causal, future or past directed if it is locally Lipschitz and γ̇ has the respective properties almost everywhere. Then p ≪ q (resp. p ≤ q) means that there exists a future directed timelike (resp. causal) curve from p to q, I^+(A) := {q ∈ M : p ≪ q for some p ∈ A} and J^+(A) := {q ∈ M : p ≤ q for some p ∈ A}.

We call (M, g) globally hyperbolic if it is non-totally imprisoning (no future or past inextendible causal curve is contained in a compact set) and for all pairs of points p, q ∈ M the causal diamonds J(p, q) := J^+(p)∩J^−(q) are compact. Note that this implies that M is strongly causal by [50, Prop. 5.6]. A subset Σ ⊆ M is called a Cauchy hypersurface if it is met exactly once by every inextendible causal curve. It is always a closed acausal topological hypersurface, and (M, g) is globally hyperbolic if and only if it possesses a Cauchy hypersurface Σ, in which case M is homeomorphic to R × Σ, [50, Sec. 5]. We define the Cauchy development of some set S as D(S) := D^+(S) ∪ D^−(S), (1)

where D^±(S) are the sets of points p ∈ M such that every future/past-directed future/past inextendible causal curve through p meets S, cf. [12]. The interior of the Cauchy development D(S)^∘ of any acausal set S is globally hyperbolic [50, Cor. 5.8]. Moreover, the Avez-Seifert theorem extends to continuous globally hyperbolic spacetimes, i.e., in such (M, g) there is a globally maximising causal curve between any pair of causally related points (cf. [50, Prop. 6.4]). However, the relation between maximisers and geodesics becomes more subtle here.

Remark 2.1 (Geodesics and maximisers).

(i) For g ∈ C^{0,1} the right hand side of the geodesic equation is merely locally bounded and hence we are outside classical ODE-theory. However, the initial value problem has solutions in the sense of Filippov [15] which are C^1-curves [54], satisfying a differential inclusion relation for the essential convex hull of the locally bounded right hand side. But solutions of the geodesic equations may fail to be local maximisers already for g in the Hölder class C^{1,α} for α < 1 [23, 51].

(ii) Conversely, for g ∈ C^{0,1} any maximiser, when parametrized by g-arclength is a Filippovgeodesic of regularity C^{1,1}, see [37, Thm. 1.1] and the discussion following it. Also, such maximisers are either timelike or null throughout [20, 37].

For p, q ∈ M the future time separation is defined by

τ(p, q) := sup({L(γ) : γ is a future directed causal curve from p to q} ∪ {0}), (2)

where L(γ) denotes the Lorentzian arc-length of γ : I → M, i.e., L(γ) := ∫ I √ |g(γ̇(t), γ̇(t))|dt. Moreover, one defines the future time separation to a subset S by

τ_S(p) := sup_{q∈S} τ(q, p). (3)

While it is known that for continuous metrics basic features of causality theory (such as the push up principle and the openness of I^+) break down [12, 21], this is not the case for the class of causally plain metrics, to which any g ∈ C^{0,1} belongs [12, Thm. 1.20]. Moreover, although we will be concerned with the (low regularity) spacetime setting, we will freely use results from causality theory derived in more general settings, in particular the closed cone structures of [43] and the Lorentzian (pre-)length spaces of [33]. Here we briefly recall how continuous spacetime metrics g fall into these settings.

Remark 2.2 (Cone structures). Causality in cone structures, which generalise Lorentzian causality theory to an order theoretic setting, were introduced by Ettore Minguzzi in the seminal paper [43]. A cone structure (M, C) is a multivalued map M ∋ p → C_p, where C_p ⊆ T_pM \0 is a closed sharp convex non-empty cone, [43, Definition 2.2]. It is called closed [43, Def. 2.3], if it is a closed subbundle of the slit tangent bundle.

Let g be a locally Lipschitz metric, and C_p := {v ∈ T_pM \ {0} : g(v, v) ≤ 0, v future directed} as in [43, Ex. 2.1], then by [43, Prop. 2.4] the map p → C_p is locally Lipschitz and by [43, Prop. 2.3] (M, C) is a closed cone structure. In addition it is proper, i.e., closed with all C_q having nonempty interior.

Remark 2.3 (Lorentzian length spaces). Lorentzian length spaces were introduced by Kunzinger and Sämann in [33] as an analogue of metric length spaces. Let (X, d) be a metric space endowed with a preorder ≤ as well as a transitive relation ≪ contained in ≤, called the timelike and causal relation. If in addition we have a lower semicontinuous map ρ: X × X → [0, ∞] that satisfies the reverse triangle inequality and ρ(x, y) > 0 ⇔ x ≪ y, then (X, d, ≪, ≤, ρ) is called a Lorentzian pre-length space with time separation function ρ.

The length of a future-directed causal γ : [a, b] → X (i.e. t_1 < t_2 implies γ(t_1) ≤ γ(t_2)) is defined as L_ρ(γ) := inf{ ∑_{N−1} i=0 ρ(γ(t_i), γ(t_{i+1})) : a = t_0 < t_1 < . . . < t_N = b, N ∈ N}, and (X, ρ) is called a Lorentzian length space if, in addition to some technical assumptions (cf. [33, Def. 3.22]) ρ is intrinsic, i.e., ρ(p, q) = sup{L_ρ(γ) : γ future-directed causal from p to q}.

By [33, Theorem 5.12] every continuous, strongly causal and causally plain spacetime (and hence every strongly causal Lipschitz spacetime, cf. [12, Thm. 1.20]) is a (strongly localisable) Lorentzian length space (with ≤, ≪ as usual, ρ = τ, and d = d^h).

2.2 Regularisation of distributional tensor fields

A key technical tool throughout this work is regularisation of distributional tensor fields, which we introduce next. Let (U_α, ψ_α) (α ∈ N) be a countable and locally finite family of relatively compact chart neighbourhoods covering M and pick a subordinate partition of unity (ξ_α)_α with supp(ξ_α) ⊆ U_α for all α. Also, choose a family of cut-off functions χ_α ∈ D(U_α) with χ_α ≡ 1 on a neighbourhood of supp(ξ_α). Let ρ ∈ D(B_1(0)) be a non-negative test function with unit integral and set, for ε ∈ (0, 1], ρ_ε(x) := ε^{−n}ρ (_x ε ) . Then denoting by f_∗ (resp. f^∗) push-forward (resp.

pull-back) of distributions under a diffeomorphism f, for any tensor distribution T ∈ D^′T^r_s (M) we set T ⋆_M ρ_ε(x) := ∑ α χ_α(x) (ψ_α)^∗ [( (ψ_α)_∗(ξ_α · T ) ) ∗ ρ_ε ] (x). (4)

Here, (ψ_α)_∗(ξ_α · T ) is a compactly supported distributional tensor field on R^n , and convolution with ρ_ε is understood component-wise, yielding a smooth field on R^n . The cut-off functions χ_α ensure that (ε, x) → T ⋆_M ρ_ε(x) is a smooth map on (0, 1] × M. For any compact set K ⋐ M there is an ε_K such that for all ε < ε_K and all x ∈ K, equation (4) reduces to a finite sum with all χ_α ≡ 1 (which can therefore be omitted from the formula), namely when ε_K is less than the distance between the support of ξ_α ∘ψ^{−1}_α and the boundary of ψ_α(U_α) for all α with U_α ∩K ≠ ∅.

Since the mollifier ρ above is assumed to be nonnegative, it follows that for any nonnegative scalar distribution u ∈ D^′(M) we also have u ⋆_M ρ_ε ≥ 0 for any ε ∈ (0, 1].

We next collect basic convergence properties of regularisations of Lipschitz-continuous Lorentzian metrics and their Ricci-curvature. To this end we introduce the following notation that we shall use throughout: ∗ will exclusively denote convolutions on R^n , while ⋆_M stands for the manifold convolution (4). We will write g_ε := g ⋆_M ρ_ε, but to avoid confusion we will otherwise not use the subscript ε to denote quantities derived from g_ε. Instead we will be more explicit and write e.g. Ric[g_ε] for the Ricci curvature derived from the metric g_ε but e.g. Ric[g] ⋆_M ρ_ε for the manifold convolution of the Ricci curvature of g. Finally, for two Lorentzian metrics g_1, g_2 on M we write g_1 ≺ g_2 and say that g_1 has strictly narrower light cones than g_2, if for all non-vanishing vectors X

g_1(X, X) ≤ 0 implies g_2(X, X) < 0. (5)

Lemma 2.4 (Convergence of approximating metrics). Let g ∈ C^{0,1}(M) be a Lorentzian metric. Then there are smooth Lorentzian metrics ĝ_ε and ǧ_ε on M with the following properties

(i) ǧ_ε ≺ g_ε ≺ ĝ_ε.

(ii) ǧ_ε, ĝ_ε → g, and (ǧ_ε)^{−1}, (ĝ_ε)^{−1} → g^{−1} locally uniformly and in W^{1,p}_{loc} (M) for all 1 ≤ p < ∞.

(iii) ǧ_ε − g_ε → 0, ĝ_ε − g_ε → 0, and (ǧ_ε)^{−1} − (g_ε)^{−1} → 0, (ĝ_ε)^{−1} − (g_ε)^{−1} → 0, all in C^∞_{loc}(M).

In particular, Ric[ǧ_ε] − Ric[g_ε] → 0 in C^∞_{loc}(M).

(iv) For any compact subset K ⋐ M there exists a sequence ε_j ↘ 0 such that ǧ_{εj} ≺ ǧ_{εj+1} and ĝ_{εj+1} ≺ ĝ_{εj} for all j ∈ N.

Proof. Statement (i) is [17, Lemma 4.2(i)]. The claims about the metrics in (ii) and (iii) follow from the proof of [17, Lemma 4.2(iii)], only observing that for any Lipschitz function f on an open subset of R^n and a standard mollifier ρ_ε we have that f ∗ ρ_ε → f locally uniformly and in any W^{1,p}_{loc} , 1 ≤ p < ∞. The properties of the inverses in (ii) and (iii) follow from (i), (ii), together with the cofactor formula of matrix inversion and the fact that det g is bounded away from 0 on any compact set. Finally, (iv) is [36, Prop. 2.3(i)].

2.3 Volume comparison

To formulate the proofs of our main results and to understand the singularity-theorem adjacent result of [19, Thm. 4.1] which they rely on, we need to introduce some corresponding notions. Since we will apply these results to smooth regularisations of the rough metric we assume g to be smooth throughout this subsection.

We consider a smooth spacelike hypersurface Σ with unit future normal ⃗n and corresponding mean curvature bounded by H ≤ β < 0. Moreover, we assume a lower bound on the Ricci curvature of (M, g) in timelike unit directions, i.e., Ric[g](X, X) ≥ κn, where κ is any negative number (with potentially large modulus). We denote by exp^+_Σ : I^+ → M the future normal exponential map to Σ. Here I^+ = {(t, x) ∈ [0, s^+(x)) × Σ} where [0, s^+(x)) is the maximal domain of definition of the unique geodesic γ_x with initial data γ_x(0) = x and γ̇_x(0) = ⃗n_x. Further we write c^+_Σ : Σ → (0, ∞] for the future cut function of Σ, i.e. c^+_Σ (x) = sup{t ∈ [0, s^+(x)) : τ_Σ(exp_x(t⃗n_x)) = t}. Then for T > 0 and B ⊆ Σ we define the future evolution

Ω^+_T (B) := {exp_x(t⃗n_x) : x ∈ B, t ∈ [0, T ] ∩ [0, c^+_Σ (x))} (6)

and for η > 0 (considered small as compared to T ) the set of (T + η)-regular points Reg^+_η (T ) of x ∈ Σ such that s^+(x) > T + η and γ_x is maximising on [0, T + η], i.e.,

Reg^+_η (T ) = (c^+_Σ )^{−1}([T + η, ∞]). (7)

Observe that for any B ⊆ Reg^+_η (T ) we have that Ω^+_T (B) = exp^+_Σ ([0, T ] × B). Now volume comparison techniques lead to the following segment-type inequality ([19, Prop. 3.10]) for continuous f ≥ 0 and B ⊆ Reg^+_η (T ) with finite volume (i.e., 0 < σ(B) < ∞), where σ denotes the volume measure on Σ with respect to the Riemannian metric induced by g): inf_{x∈B} ∫_{min(T,s}+_{(x))} 0 f(exp^+_Σ (t, x)) dt ≤ 1 C^{A−}σ(B) ∫ Ω^+_T (B)

f dvol_g. (8)

Here the so-called backwards area comparison constant is explicitly given by C^{A−}(n, κ, η, T ) = ( sinh(η √ |κ|)/sinh((T + η) √ |κ|) )_{n−1} . Applying inequality (8) to the negative part of the Ricci curvature evaluated on the future unit congruence of Σ, i.e., Ric[g](U, U)_− with U(p) = d ds | | | s=0 exp_x((t + s) ⃗n_x) (9)

for p = exp^+_Σ (t, x), one has the following result.

Theorem 2.5 ([19, Thm. 4.1]). Let (M, g) be a smooth globally hyperbolic spacetime with smooth spacelike Cauchy surface Σ with H ≤ β and Ric[g](X, X) ≥ nκ for all timelike unit vectors X, where κ, β < 0 and β ≥ −(n − 1) √ |κ|. If for B ⊆ Σ with 0 < σ(B) < ∞ and some T, η, K > 0 with K < |β| −^{n−1}_T we have 1 σ(B) ∫ Ω^+_T (B) |Ric[g](U, U)_−| dvol_g ≤ C^{A−}(n, κ, η, T )K, (10) then B ⊈ Reg^+_η (T ).

As indicated above, we will show estimate (10) for Ric[ǧ_ε] and so the task we take up in the next section is to develop the corresponding estimates on the Ricci curvature of the approximations.

3 Curvature estimates

The main strategy in our regularisation approach is to employ the energy condition for the Lipschitz metric g, i.e., the condition that Ric[g] is a non-negative distribution to derive local curvature bounds on the regularised metrics g_ε. However, since convergence of Ric[g_ε] (and so by Lemma 2.4(iii) Ric[ǧ_ε], which is the more relevant quantity in our approach) to Ric[g] is merely distributional, we will exploit the non-negativity of Ric[g] ⋆_M ρ_ε instead. To make use of this property we have to control the difference between the latter quantity and Ric[g_ε]. Deriving the required estimates is the main aim of this section. More precisely we are going to establish the following result:

Proposition 3.1. Let (M, g) be a Lorentzian manifold with a locally Lipschitz metric g. Then for g_ε(= g ⋆_M ρ_ε) we have for any compact K ⋐ M

(i) ‖Ric[g_ε] − Ric[g] ⋆_M ρ_ε‖_Lp_{(K)} → 0 for all 1 ≤ p < ∞, and

(ii) there exists some C_K > 0 such that for ε small enough

‖Ric[g_ε] − Ric[g] ⋆_M ρ_ε‖_L∞_{(K)} ≤ C_K .

As a first step towards a proof of Proposition 3.1, note that explicitly calculating from (4) the push-forward under a chart of g_ε, the local expressions of the relevant terms in Ric[g_ε] − Ric[g] ⋆_M ρ_ε containing all second order derivatives of g take the form (cf. [17, proof of Lemma 4.6]) of first order derivatives of [ (ψ_β )_∗g_ε ]_{ij} ([ ξ∂_k((ψ_β )_∗g)_{lm} ] ∗ ρ_ε ) − ([ (ψ_β )_∗g ]_{ij} ξ∂_k((ψ_β )_∗g)_{lm} ) ∗ ρ_ε =: a_ε(f ∗ ρ_ε) − (af) ∗ ρ_ε, (11)

where ψ_β is a coordinate chart, ξ a cutoff function, ρ_ε a standard mollifier, and ∗ denotes the usual convolution on R^n . According to (4) and the remarks following it, in a neighbourhood of any K ⋐ M we can write

(ψ_β )_∗g_ε = ∑ α (ψ_α ∘ ψ^{−1}_β )^∗(((ψ_α)_∗(ξ_αg)) ∗ ρ_ε). (12)

Now set g̃_α := (ψ_α)_∗(ξ_αg). Then if each g̃_α ∗ ρ_ε converges in W^{1,p}_{loc} ∩ L^∞_{loc}, so does (ψ_β )_∗g_ε. Thus for all further calculations in this section we may without loss of generality consider the case M = R^n with the single chart ψ_α = id and g_ε = g ∗ ρ_ε. Then a_ε becomes a component of the inverse of the smoothed metric (g ∗ ρ_ε)^{ij} , and a is a component of g^{ij} . Also, f = ξ(∂_kg)_{lm} is a compactly supported L^∞-function. Since a_ε ≠ a ∗ ρ_ε, we reserve the notation a_ε just for that term and write the convolution explicitly for all the others. Hence, to prove Proposition 3.1 we have to show that for such a, a_ε and f we have for all K ⋐ R^n

a_ε(f ∗ ρ_ε) − (af) ∗ ρ_ε → 0 in W^{1,p}(K) for each p ∈ [1, ∞), as well as ‖a_ε(f ∗ ρ_ε) − (af) ∗ ρ_ε‖_W 1,∞_{(K)} ≤ C_K . (13)

We first collect all relevant properties of a_ε and a to be used below.

Lemma 3.2. Let a_ε and a be components of (g ∗ ρ_ε)^{ij} and g^{ij} , respectively. Then on any compact K ⋐ R^n we have

(i) a is Lipschitz on K

(ii) a_ε is smooth and Lipschitz on K, uniformly in ε

(iii) a_ε → a in W^{1,p}(K) for 1 ≤ p < ∞ (iv) |a_ε(x) − a(x)| ≤ C_K ε. Proof. (i) and (iii) follow from the cofactor formula and standard properties of convolution, cf. Lemma 2.4(ii).

To prove (ii), recall first that for any locally Lipschitz function h we have again by standard properties of the convolution that for all small ε

Lip(h ∗ ρ_ε, K) ≤ Lip(h, K^′), (14)

where Lip(h, K^′) is the Lipschitz constant of h on a suitable compact neighbourhood K^′ of K. Next we explicitly write out a_ε using the cofactor formula |a_ε(x) − a_ε(z)| = | | | 1 det (g ∗ ρ_ε)(x)

((g ∗ ρ_ε)^{cof} )_{ij} (x) − 1 det (g ∗ ρ_ε)(z)

((g ∗ ρ_ε)^{cof} )_{ij}(z) | | | ≤ | | | 1 det (g ∗ ρ_ε)(x) | | | | | |((g ∗ ρ^ε)^{cof} )^{ij} (x) − ((g ∗ ρ^ε)^{cof} )^{ij} (z) | | | + | ((g ∗ ρ_ε)^{cof} )_{ij} (z) | | | | 1 det(g ∗ ρ_ε)(x) − 1 det(g ∗ ρ_ε)(z) | | | ≤ [ C_1 | | 1 det(g ∗ ρ_ε)(x) | | + C_2 | | 1 det(g ∗ ρ_ε)(z) det(g ∗ ρ_ε)(x) | | ] |z − x|,

(15)

where the constants C_1, C_2 depend on the Lipschitz constants and the L^∞-bounds of the components of g on a suitable compact neighbourhood K^′ of K. Now since det g is uniformly bounded away from zero on K^′ and once more by the uniform bounds on g we obtain the uniform Lipschitz property on K.

Finally, in order to prove (iv) we again write out the cofactor formula and, by inserting and subtracting terms, we obtain a sum of terms which are products of (uniformly in ε) bounded functions with only a single factor being a difference of a component of g and its convolution with the mollifier. Since the latter is bounded by a constant times ε the result follows.

We now begin to prove (13). Note that the zero order estimates follow easily from standard properties of the convolution and Lemma 3.2. In fact, we even have for each K ⋐ R^n ‖a_ε(f ∗ ρ_ε) − (af) ∗ ρ_ε‖_L∞_{(K)} ≤ C_K′ ε ‖f‖_L∞_{(K}′_), (16) which also implies suitable estimates for any remaining terms in Ric[g_ε] − Ric ⋆_M ρ_ε containing at most first derivatives of g.

The first order estimates are more delicate and we establish them in the following statement, whose proof follows a layout similar to that of [6, Appendix A].

Lemma 3.3 (Friedrichs Lemma). Let a_ε, a be as in Lemma 3.2 and let f ∈ L^∞(R^n ) be compactly supported. Then we have for each K ⋐ R^n and each 1 ≤ j ≤ n (i) ‖ ‖∂_j (a_ε(f ∗ ρ_ε) − (af) ∗ ρ_ε) ‖ ‖_{Lp(K)} → 0 for all p ∈ [1, ∞), and

(ii) there is C_K > 0 such that ‖ ‖∂_j (a_ε(f ∗ ρ_ε) − (af) ∗ ρ_ε) ‖ ‖_{L∞(K)} ≤ C_K . Proof. To show (i), we start by writing ∂_j ( a_ε(f ∗ ρ_ε) − (af) ∗ ρ_ε ) = ∂_j ( (a_ε − a)(f ∗ ρ_ε) ) + ∂_j ( a(f ∗ ρ_ε) − (af) ∗ ρ_ε ) . (17)

The idea is to write both terms as an integral operator acting on f and to study the properties of the corresponding kernels. We start with the latter term on the r.h.s. of (17) and find ∂_j ( a(f ∗ ρ_ε) − (af) ∗ ρ_ε ) (x) = ∫ R^n ∂ ∂x^j (( a(x) − a(y) ) ρ_ε(x − y) ) f(y) dy =: ∫ R^n k_ε(x, y)f(y) dy, (18)

so the operator takes the form K_εf(x) = ∫ R^n kε(x, y)f(y)dy with k_ε(x, y) = ∂_xj (( a(x) − a(y) ) ρ_ε(x − y) ) . (19)

Since for fixed ε the kernel k_ε is essentially bounded, it gives rise to a bounded operator K_ε : L^p(R^n ) → L^p(K) for all 1 ≤ p < ∞. Moreover, the support of k_ε is contained in an εneighbourhood of supp(a) × supp(a), and k_ε(x, y) = 0 for |x − y| > ε. Finally, to establish properties of K_ε that are uniform in ε we observe that the kernels k_ε satisfy: There is C > 0 such that ∫ K |k_ε(x, y)| dx ≤ C for all y ∈ R^n and all ε > 0, ∫ R^n |k_ε(x, y)| dy ≤ C for all x ∈ K and all ε > 0.

(20)

Indeed writing the kernel as k_ε(x, y) = ∂a(x) ∂x^j ρ_ε(x − y) + ( a(x) − a(y) ) ∂ρ_ε(x − y) ∂x^j (21)

we obtain the estimate ∫ K |k_ε(x, y)| dx ≤ Lip(a, K) + ε Lip(a, K^′) 1 ε ∫ | |∂ρ(z) ∂z^j | | dz, (22) were K^′ is a compact neighbourhood of K. So we obtain (20) with C = (1 + ∫ |∇ρ|)Lip(a, K^′) and the same reasoning applies to the integral with respect to the y-variable.

From (20) we immediately obtain uniform L^1-boundedness of K_ε, and indeed also for L^p (1 < p < ∞). In fact, taking advantage of both estimates in (20) and Hölder’s inequality we have for 1/p + 1/q = 1 ‖K_εf‖^p_{Lp(K)} = ∫ K | | ∫ R^n k_ε(x, y)f(y) dy | |^pdx ≤ ∫ K ( ∫ R^n | |k_ε(x, y)^1_p +^1_q f(y) | | dy )_p dx ≤ ∫ K [( ∫ R^n |k_ε(x, y)||f(y)|^p dy ) 1_p ( ∫ R^n |k_ε(x, y)| dy ) 1_q ]_p

dx (23) ≤ C^{pq} ∫ R^n |f(y)|^p ( ∫ K |k_ε(x, y)| dx ) dy ≤ C^p ‖f‖^p_{Lp(Rn )}.

Using (20) we will now show that K_εf → 0 in L^p(K) for each f ∈ L^p(R^n ). In fact we would only need to consider f ∈ L^∞(R^n ) with compact support. Being a uniformly bounded family of operators it suffices to establish that ‖K_εf‖_Lp_{(K)} → 0 for any test function f in the dense subspace C^∞_c (R^n ) of L^p(R^n ), see Lemma 3.5, below. While this follows from (17) by mostly standard tricks for smoothing by convolution, we include the detailed estimates here for convenience.

So suppose that f is a compactly supported smooth function, then we have ∫ K |K_εf(x)|^p dx = ∫ K | | | ∫ R^n [ ∂a(x) ∂x^j ρ_ε(x − y)f(y) + ( a(x) − a(y) )∂ρ_ε(x − y) ∂x^j f(y) ] dy | | | p dx

= ∫ K | | ∫ R^n [ ∂a(x) ∂x^j ρ_ε(x − y) ( f(y)−f(x) ) + ∂a(x) ∂x^j ρ_ε(x − y)f(x) − ( a(x) − a(y) )∂ρ_ε(x − y) ∂y^j f(y) ] dy | | | p dx = ∫ K | | ∫ R^n ∂a(x) ∂x^j ρ_ε(x − y) ( f(y) − f(x) ) dy (24) + ∫ R^n [ ∂a(x) ∂x^j ρ_ε(x − y)f(x) − ∂a(y) ∂y^j ρ_ε(x − y)f(y) ] dy + ∫ R^n ( a(x) − a(y) ) ρ_ε(x − y) ∂f(y) ∂y^j dy | |^pdx =: ∫ K |(�)_1(x) + (�)_2(x) + (�)_3(x)|^p dx.

Now we go on estimating the first term on the right hand side. Calculating similarly to (23) we have ∫ K |(�)_1(x)|^p dx = ∫ K | | | ∫ R^n ∂a(x) ∂x^j ( f(y) − f(x) ) ρ_ε(x − y)^{1p + 1q} dy | | | p dx

≤ ∫ K [( ∫ R^n | |∂a(x) ∂x^j ( f(y) − f(x) ) | |^pρ_ε(x − y) dy ) 1_p ( ∫ R^n ρ_ε(x − y) dy ) 1_q ]_p dx

= ∫ K | | | ∂a(x) ∂x^j | | | p ∫ R^n |f(y) − f(x)|^pρ_ε(x − y) dy dx ≤ Lip(a, K)^p ε^p ‖∇f‖^p_{L∞(K′)} |K|.

(25)

In the same way we estimate the (�)_3-term by ∫ K |(�)_3(x)|^p dx = ∫ K | | | ∫ R^n ( a(x) − a(y) ) ∂f(y) ∂y^j ρ_ε(x − y) dy | | | p dx

≤ ∫ K ∫ R^n |a(x) − a(y)|^p | | ∂f(y) ∂y^j | |^pρ_ε(x − y) dy dx (26) ≤ ε^p Lip(a, K^′)^p ‖∇f‖^p_{L∞(K′)} |K|. Finally for (�)_2 we have ∫ K |(�)_2(x)|^p dx = ∫ K | | ∫ R^n [ ∂a(x) ∂x^j f(x) − ∂a(y) ∂y^j f(y) ] ρ_ε(x − y) dy | |^p dx

= ∫ K | | | ∂a(x) ∂x^j f(x) − ∫ R^n ∂a(y) ∂y^j f(y)ρ_ε(x − y) dy | | | p dx (27)

= ‖ ‖(∂_j a)f − ((∂_j a)f) ∗ ρ_ε ‖ ‖^p_{Lp(K)} , which goes to zero. Indeed (∂_j a)f ∈ L^∞(K) and the conclusion follows from standard properties of convolution (see e.g. [1, Theorem 2.29 (c)]). Putting (25), (26) and (27) together via the triangle inequality we obtain K_εf → 0 in L^p(K) for all test functions f.

To finish the proof of (i) we still have to deal with the first term on the r.h.s. of (17). Following the same strategy, we rewrite it as ∫ R^n ∂ ∂x^j [( a_ε(x) − a(x) ) ρ_ε(x − y) ] f(y) dy =: ∫ R^n h_ε(x, y)f(y) dy =: H_εf(x) (28)

Then we have similarly to the above: There exists C > 0 such that ∫ K |h_ε(x, y)| dx ≤ C for all y ∈ R^n and all ε > 0, ∫ R^n |h_ε(x, y)| dy ≤ C for all x ∈ K and all ε > 0.

(29)

Indeed, writing out h_ε explicitly we have h_ε(x, y) = ∂ ∂x^j ( a_ε(x) − a(x) ) ρ_ε(x − y) + ( a_ε(x) − a(x) ) ∂ ∂x^j ρ_ε(x − y), (30)

and using Lemma 3.2(i), (ii) and (iv) we obtain the estimate ∫ K |h_ε(x, y)| dx ≤ C̃ + ε C_K 1 ε ∫ K | | | ∂ρ(z) ∂z^j | | | dz, (31)

for some constant C̃, and the same arguments apply to the y-integral.

Now it follows as above that the operators H_ε : L^p(R^n ) → L^p(K) are uniformly bounded for 1 ≤ p < ∞. Hence to prove pointwise convergence in L^p we again only have to consider test functions f. First we write H_εf(x) = ∫ R^n [ ∂ ∂x^j ( a_ε(x) − a(x) ) ρ_ε(x − a) + ( a_ε(x) − a(x) ) ∂ ∂x^j ρ_ε(x − y) ] f(y) dy = ∫ R^n ∂ ∂x^j ( a_ε(x) − a(x) ) ρ_ε(x − a)f(y) dy + ∫ R^n ( a_ε(x) − a(x) ) ρ_ε(x − y) ∂ ∂y^j f(y) dy =: (�)_4(x) + (�)_5(x).

(32)

Now we estimate using Hölder’s inequality as in (23) ∫ K |(�)_4(x)|^p dx ≤ ∫ K ( ∫ R^n | | ∂ ∂x^j ( a_ε(x) − a(x) )| | ρε(x − y)^{1p + 1q} |f(y)| dy )_p dx

≤ ‖f‖^p_{L∞(K′)} ∫ K | | ∂ ∂x^j ( a_ε(x) − a(x) )| |^p ∫ R^n ρ_ε(x − y) dy dx ≤ ‖f‖^p_{L∞(K′)} ‖a_ε − a‖^p_{W 1,p(K′)},

(33)

which goes to zero by Lemma 3.2(iii). Finally we have ∫ K |(�)_5(x)|^p dx ≤ ∫ K | | ( a_ε(x) − a(x) ) ∫ R^n ρ_ε(x − y) ∂ ∂y^j f(y) dy | |^p dx ≤ ‖∇f‖^p_{L∞(K′)} ‖a_ε − a‖^p_{L∞(K)} |K|, (34) which goes to zero thanks to Lemma 3.2(iv). Summing up we have shown that H_εf → 0 in L^p(K) for all test functions f and so we obtain (i).

To prove (ii) we use the decomposition of the kernel k_ε given in (21), which for x ∈ K leads to |K_εf(x)| ≤ ∫ R^n | | | ∂a(x) ∂x^j | | | ρ_ε(x − y) |f(y)| dy + ∫ R^n |a(x) − a(y)| | | |∂ρ^ε(x − y) ∂x^j | | | |f(y)| dy (35)

≤ Lip(a, K) ‖f‖_L∞_{(K}′_) + ε Lip(a, K^′) 1 ε ‖∇ρ‖_L∞_{(K}′_) ‖f‖_L∞_{(K}′_). (36)

To derive the desired L^∞-bound it only remains to take care of the term H_εf on the r.h.s. of (17). Similarly to the above we have for x ∈ K |H_εf(x)| ≤ ∫ R^n | | | ∂ ∂x^j ( a_ε(x) − a(x) )| | | ρ^ε(x − y) |f(y)| dy + ∫ R^n |a_ε(x) − a(x)| | |∂ρ^ε(x − y) ∂x^j | ||f(y)| dy (37)

≤ C̃ ‖f‖_L∞_{(K}′_) + C_K ε 1 ε ‖∇ρ‖_L∞_{(K}′_) ‖f‖_L∞_{(K}′_), where we used Lemma 3.2 (i), (ii) and (iv) in the last inequality.

With an estimate of the form of (10) in mind, we also insert vector fields into the respective Ricci-terms. We now do so in a form directly usable in the course of our main proofs, cf. Lemma 5.8 below. The proof strategy is the same as in Lemma 3.3.

Corollary 3.4. Let X, Y ∈ X(M). Then for all K ⋐ M and any p ∈ [1, ∞) we have

(Ric[g] ⋆_M ρ_ε)(X, Y ) − (Ric[g](X, Y )) ⋆_M ρ_ε → 0 in L^p(K), (38)

as ε → 0.

Proof. As in the discussion following (11), we determine the relevant terms in the Ricci tensor to be locally of the form ∂(af), where a is Lipschitz and f ∈ L^∞. This precise structure is not required for the current proof, so we simply write f ∈ L^∞ in place of af. We use the letter a instead to represent terms of the form X^iY^j by a smooth function in local coordinates. Then proving (38) amounts to showing that

[(∂_j f) ∗ ρ_ε]a − [(∂_j f)a] ∗ ρ_ε → 0 in L^p(K). (39)

Applying Lemma 3.3 (i) to the constant net a_ε = a we obtain that

(∂_j a)(f ∗ ρ_ε) + [∂_j (f ∗ ρ_ε)]a − [(∂_j a)f] ∗ ρ_ε − [(∂_j f)a] ∗ ρ_ε → 0 in L^p(K). (40)

In this expression, (∂_j a)(f ∗ ρ_ε) − ((∂_j a)f) ∗ ρ_ε → 0 in L^p(K), so (39) follows.

Finally, we note the following standard result from functional analysis, which was key in the proof of Lemma 3.3.

Lemma 3.5. Let K ⋐ R^n and 1 ≤ p < ∞. Suppose T_n : L^p(R^n ) → L^p(K) is a sequence of uniformly bounded linear operators such that T_n → 0 pointwise on C^∞_c (R^n ). Then T_nf → 0 in L^p(K) for each f ∈ L^p(R^n ).

4 Mean curvature for Lipschitz metrics

Regarding the ‘initial condition’ of Hawking’s singularity theorem we need to define what it means to bound the mean curvature of a spacelike hypersurface Σ. To do so we shall use a ‘thickening’ of the Lebesgue zero set Σ, to properly extend the classical notion, as follows.

Let (M, g) be a spacetime with a Lipschitz metric tensor g and let X ∈ X(M) be smooth and timelike. Let Φ : O → M be the flow-out of Σ along X (cf. e.g. [38, Thm. 9.20]), where O ⊆ Σ × R is open. We say that an open set A_Σ ⊆ O is admissible if A_Σ is an open neighbourhood of Σ × {0}, Φ|_{AΣ} is a diffeomorphism onto its image and the induced metric on each hypersurface Σ_t = Φ((Σ × {t}) ∩ A_Σ) is Riemannian. We then also call A_Σ = Φ(A_Σ) admissible and note that such sets exist by the flow-out theorem since Σ is spacelike.

In what follows we denote by N the unique future directed unit vector field which is normal to the leaves Σ_t and note that N is locally Lipschitz. We call a vector field Y ∈ X(A_Σ) tangent to A_Σ and write Y ∈ X(A_Σ)^⊤ if Y (p) ∈ T_pΣ_t for any p ∈ Σ_t for all t.

With these conventions, given a smooth timelike vector field X we now define the X-slab mean curvature H^X_{AΣ} [g] ∈ L^∞_{loc}(A_Σ) of Σ on an admissible open set A_Σ as

X(A_Σ)^⊤ × X(A_Σ)^⊤ ∋ (Y, Z) → tr_g (g(∇_Y Z, N)) . (41)

To be precise, by tr_g we mean here the (n − 1)-dimensional metric trace along the spacelike slices of A_Σ. Thus if X_1, . . . , X_{n−1} form a local frame of tangential vector fields and G^{ij} denotes the inverse of the matrix (g(X_i, X_j ))^{n−1}_{i,j=1}, then on the common domain of the X_i’s we have

H^X_{AΣ} [g] = n−1∑ i,j=1 G^{ij} g(∇_{Xi} X_j , N). (42) We will then say that the X-slab mean curvature of Σ is bounded above by b ∈ R if there exists an admissible set A_Σ such that (42) is locally essentially bounded, i.e.

H^X_{AΣ} [g] < b a.e. on A_Σ. (43)

In this case, we simply write H^X [g] < b. Note that the property of being admissible is closed under intersections. Also, if there is an A_Σ such that (43) holds, then for any other admissible open set B_Σ the bound (43) also holds for B_Σ ∩ A_Σ. We now show that this notion of mean curvature bounds is independent of the choice of X.

Lemma 4.1 (Independence of X). Let (M, g) be a spacetime with a locally Lipschitz metric g and let Σ ⊆ M be a smooth spacelike hypersurface. Assume that H^X [g] < b for some timelike X ∈ X(M). Then given any other timelike Y ∈ X(M) it also holds that H^Y [g] < b.

Proof. We fix a local frame V_1, . . . , V_{n−1} ∈ X(Σ) and define X_1, . . . , X_{n−1} ∈ X(A_Σ)^⊤ and Y_1, . . . , Y_{n−1} ∈ X(B_Σ)^⊤ by the push-forward of this frame under the diffeomorphisms Φ^X and Φ^Y , i.e.,

X_i ∘ Φ^X (z, t) := T_{(z,t)}Φ^X (V_i(z), 0) , Y_i ∘ Φ^Y (z, t) := T_{(z,t)}Φ^Y (V_i(z), 0) . (44)

Then (X_i)_t, (Y_i)_t → V_i in C^∞ as t → 0. Denoting by N^X and N^Y the corresponding future directed unit normal fields, we note that (N^X )_t ∈ X(Σ^X_t )^⊥ and (N^Y )_t ∈ X(Σ^Y_t )^⊥ converge locally uniformly to the future-directed unit normal of Σ as t → 0.

Let Σ be compact for the moment. From the assumption H^X [g] < b there exists η > 0 such that H^X_{AΣ} [g] < b − η a.e. for some admissible A_Σ. By the above convergence properties and the almost everywhere local boundedness of Γ^i_{jk}[g], there exists an open neighbourhood Z_Σ ⊆ Φ^X (A_Σ) ∩ Φ^Y (B_Σ) containing Σ such that ‖ ‖H^X_{AΣ} [g] − H^Y_{BΣ} [g] ‖ ‖_{L∞loc(ZΣ)} < η 2 . (45)

Consequently, H^Y_{BΣ} [g] < b − η 2 a.e. on Z_Σ. (46)

We construct an admissible open set from Z_Σ as U_Σ := (Φ^Y )^{−1}(Z_Σ). Since H^Y_{BΣ} [g] and H^Y_{UΣ} [g] coincide on U_Σ ⊆ Z_Σ, we have that H^Y_{UΣ} [g] < b a.e. on U_Σ.

For the general case consider an exhaustion of Σ by compact sets {K_i}_{i∈N} . Notice that on each K_i, there exists an ε_i > 0 such that Φ^X (K_i × (−ε_i, ε_i)) and Φ^Y (K_i × (−ε_i, ε_i)) are contained in Φ^X (A_Σ) and Φ^Y (B_Σ), respectively. By the preceding argument, on each K_i it holds that H^Y_{BΣ} [g] < b on an open subset Z^i_Σ ⊆ M containing K_i. Hence we can choose a smooth function δ : Σ → R^+ such that, for each i, δ|_{Ki} < ε_i and Φ^Y_δ (K_i) is contained in Z^i_Σ, where Φ^Y_δ := Φ^Y (·, δ(·)). Then on the admissible open set C_Σ := (Φ^Y )^{−1}( ⋃_∞ i=1 Φ^Y_δ (K_i)) we obtain

H^Y_{CΣ} [g] < b a.e. on C_Σ. (47)

Thanks to Lemma 4.1 we can now define bounds for the slab mean curvature of Σ independent of the choice of a timelike vector field X ∈ X(M).

Definition 4.2 (Mean curvature bounds). Let (M, g) be a spacetime with Lipschitz metric g. Fix a constant b ∈ R and let Σ be a smooth spacelike hypersurface. We say that the slab mean curvature of Σ is bounded above by b and write H[g] < b if there exists a timelike X ∈ X(M) such that H^X [g] < b in the sense of (43).

To justify the definition above, we next show that bounds for the slab mean curvature are equivalent to bounds for the usual mean curvature if g is smooth.

Lemma 4.3 (Equivalence of mean curvature bounds for g smooth). Let (M, g) be a smooth spacetime. Let Σ be a smooth spacelike hypersurface with future-directed unit normal vector field ⃗n, and let H[g] be the mean curvature of Σ associated with ⃗n. For any b ∈ R, the following statements are equivalent:

(i) H[g] < b on Σ.

(ii) H[g] < b.

Proof. Note that for N as defined above we have N|_Σ = ⃗n. The implication (ii) ⇒ (i) is immediate since H^X_{AΣ} and H agree on Σ. Conversely, (i) ⇒ (ii) follows by continuity since for any timelike X ∈ X(M), the trace tr_gg ( ∇_. . , N^X ) is smooth and restricts to H[g] on Σ.

The following final result of this section will allow us to infer mean curvature bounds on regularisations of g from those on g in the sense of the previous definition.

Lemma 4.4 (Local convergence of the mean curvature). Let (M, g) be a spacetime with a locally Lipschitz metric g and let Σ be a smooth spacelike hypersurface. Let Σ̃ be open and relatively compact in Σ and let g_k := ǧ_{εk} be as in Lemma 2.4 (iv). Finally, let X ∈ X(M) be g-timelike. Then there exists some k_0 ∈ N and an open neighbourhood A_{Σ̃} of Σ̃ in M that is admissible with respect to X for g and for each g_k with k ≥ k_0. Moreover, ‖ H^X [g_k] − H^X [g] ⋆_M ρ_{εk} ‖ L^∞(A_{Σ̃}) → 0 as k → ∞. (48)

In particular, if H[g] < b for some b ∈ R, then the g_k-mean curvature of Σ̃ satisfies H_{Σ̃}[g_k] < b for k large.

Proof. Let A_Σ be admissible for Σ, X and g and choose an open and relatively compact neighbourhood A_{Σ̃} ⊆ A_Σ of Σ̃. Then since g_k → g uniformly on A_{Σ̃}, there exists k_0 such that the leaves Σ̃_t are g_k-spacelike, and thereby A_{Σ̃} is admissible for Σ̃, X and g_k, for each k ≥ k_0.

Dropping the subscript indicating the admissible open set for the X-slab mean curvature, we have

H^X [g_k] − H^X [g] ⋆_M ρ_{εk} = ( H^X [g_k] − H^X [g_{εk} ] ) + ( H^X [g_{εk} ] − H^X [g] ⋆_M ρ_{εk} ) . (49)

Due to Equation (42) we can schematically write the local form of the highest order terms of H^X [g] in the form H^X [g] ∼ g(∂g)g^{−1}η_iξ_jξ_k ∼ g(∂g), (50) where η_i represents local components of N^X and ξ_j, ξ_k stand for (local derivatives of) X. Here, g^{−1} and η_i are Lipschitz and the ξ_j , ξ_k are smooth, hence can be notationally suppressed. Combining (49) and (50) we see that Lemma 2.4 directly gives convergence (even in C^∞_{loc}(M)) for the first term on the right-hand side of (49). For the second one, notice that (in a local chart) g_ε(∂g_ε) − ( g(∂g) ) ∗ ρ_ε = (g ∗ ρ_ε) ( (∂g) ∗ ρ_ε ) − ( g(∂g) ) ∗ ρ_ε has the same form as [35, Eq. (6) of Lemma 3.2] since g is Lipschitz and hence ∂g ∈ L^∞_{loc}(M), so it goes to 0 locally uniformly, as claimed.

The final claim now follows from Lemmas 4.1 and 4.3.

Remark 4.5 (Comparison with synthetic notions of mean curvature). In the past few years various synthetic definitions of mean curvature and mean curvature bounds have been proposed, based on the needle decomposition, a tool used to localize (timelike) lower Ricci curvature bounds in the synthetic setting [27, 10, 5, 28, 3]. This notion of localization stems from convex geometry and serves the purpose of reducing a multi-dimensional problem to a one-dimensional one, in order to derive functional and geometric inequalities, in particular lower Ricci curvature bounds [30, 7, 9, 10].

In summary, this construction decomposes the ambient measured Lorentzian pre-length space (X, d, ≤, ≪, τ, m) into maximisers X_α, where α is an index that can be identified with points in the Cauchy hypersurface Σ, up to a negligible set. Recall that in the Lipschitz case maximisers can be parametrised to be C^{1,1}-geodesics in the Filippov sense, see Remark 2.1(ii). The so-called needles X_α are then viewed as one-dimensional metric measure spaces (X_α, d_α, m_α) that inherit the curvature properties of the ambient space, cf. [10, Thm. 4.17] and [5, Thms. 6.37 and A.5]. As such, these curvature properties yield the absolute continuity of m_α = h_αL^1|_{[0,Lτ (Xα)]} [8, Thm. A.2]. In the smooth context it follows directly from the definitions that

h_α(t) = ψ · det DΦ_{(α,t)}|_{TαΣ} (51)

where Φ(α, t) = exp_α(−t∇τ_Σ(α)) is the normal exponential map and ψ is a renormalization factor [10, Rem. 5.4].

Synthetic mean curvature bounds are then defined via a second-order Taylor expansion of the volume of the region that in the smooth case is spanned by the evolution of Σ under the map Φ, hence involves h_α directly ([10, Def. 5.2]). In particular, just like the notion put forth in Definition 4.2, mean curvature bounds in this synthetic sense reproduce the classical bounds in the smooth case ([10, Rem. 5.4]). To compare these notions for Lipschitz Lorentzian metrics it is necessary to study what the right-hand side of (51) means in this regularity, where the exponential map is no longer available. In addition, it requires a study of the needle decomposition in the context of low-regularity metrics, which is deferred to future work.

5 Hawking’s singularity theorem for Lipschitz metrics

In this section we formulate and prove our main results. As usual we give two versions of the Hawking theorem, the first one providing a global bound on τ_Σ for a Cauchy surface Σ, while the second one avoids global hyperbolicity.

5.1 The globally hyperbolic case

In this section we will prove the following analogue of [46, Thm. 14.55A]:

Theorem 5.1 (C^{0,1}-Hawking singularity theorem, I). Let (M, g) be a spacetime with a locally Lipschitz metric g such that:

(i) Ric_g(X, X) ≥ 0 in the distributional sense for all timelike X ∈ X(M).

(ii) There is a smooth spacelike Cauchy hypersurface Σ with H[g] < β < 0.

Then we have τ_Σ ≤^{n−1}_{|β|} .

Throughout this section we will generally assume—unless explicitly stated otherwise—that (M, g) is globally hyperbolic and that g is locally Lipschitz. To prove Theorem 5.1 some preparations are required.

Lemma 5.2 (Existence of maximisers). Let Σ ⊆ M be a Cauchy hypersurface of a globally hyperbolic spacetime (M, g) with a locally Lipschitz metric g. Then

(i) For any compact set K ⋐ J^+(Σ) the set J^−(K) ∩ J^+(Σ) is compact as well.

(ii) For any q ∈ J^+(Σ) there exists a maximising causal curve γ from Σ to q.

Recall that by Remark 2.1(ii) the maximiser γ in (ii) above, when parametrised w.r.t. garclength, is a C^{1,1}-geodesic in the sense of Filippov.

Proof. (i) Σ is a closed acausal topological hypersurface. As noted in Remark 2.2, C_p := {v ∈ T_pM \ {0} : g(v, v) ≤ 0, v future directed} defines a proper cone structure. So, using J^+(Σ) = D^+(Σ), we obtain by [43, Thm. 2.44] that J^−(K) ∩ J^+(Σ) is compact.

(ii) By Remark 2.3, M is a globally hyperbolic Lorentzian length space and so by [33, Thm. 3.28], τ is finite and continuous. Thus τ(·, q) has a maximum on J^−(q) ∩ Σ, which is compact by (i). Hence there is a p ∈ J^−(q) ∩ Σ with τ_Σ(q) = τ(p, q). By the Avez-Seifert theorem ([50, Prop. 6.4] or [33, Thm. 3.30]) there exists a maximiser from p to q, hence from Σ to q.

Lemma 5.3 (Continuity of τ_Σ). Let (M, g) be a globally hyperbolic spacetime with a continuous metric g and Cauchy surface Σ. Then τ_Σ is continuous.

Proof. By definition, τ_Σ is a supremum of continuous functions hence it is lower semicontinuous and we only need to show upper semicontinuity.

Suppose to the contrary that there is a sequence q_n → q and δ > 0 such that τ_Σ(q_n) ≥ τ_Σ(q) + δ. Let z ∈ I^+(q), then w.l.o.g., q_n, q ∈ J^−(z). By (the proof of) Lemma 5.2(ii) for all n there is p_n ∈ Σ ∩ J^−(z) with τ_Σ(q_n) = τ(p_n, q_n). By compactness, cf. Lemma 5.2(i), we may assume the p_n to converge to some p ∈ Σ ∩ J^−(z) and we have

τ(p_n, q_n) = τ_Σ(q_n) ≥ τ_Σ(q) + δ ≥ τ(p, q) + δ (52)

But by continuity τ(p_n, q_n) → τ(p, q), which is a contradiction.

In the following we will make use of the smooth metrics ǧ_ε approximating the rough metric g ‘from the inside’ as introduced in Lemma 2.4. In particular, we use a monotonous sequence ǧ_{εk} as in item (iv) of that lemma, and for convenience we set

g_k := ǧ_{εk} , τ_k := τ_{ǧεk} , and τ_{Σ,k} := τ_{Σ,ǧεk} . (53)

Since the g_k have narrower light cones than g, each g_k is globally hyperbolic itself, and any Cauchy surface for g is also a Cauchy surface for each g_k.

Lemma 5.4 (Convergence of time-separations). Let (M, g) be a globally hyperbolic spacetime with locally Lipschitz metric g and Cauchy surface Σ. Then we have

(i) τ_k → τ locally uniformly, and

(ii) τ_{Σ,k} → τ_Σ locally uniformly.

Remark 5.5. In [40, Prop. A.2] statement (i) is proven for continuous, causally plain and strongly causal metrics g, but for monotonously approximating metrics with wider light cones, i.e., τ_{ĝεk} → τ locally uniformly. Observe that their proof does not work in our case since it relies on the property τ(p, q) ≤ τ_{ĝεk+1} (p, q) ≤ τ_{ĝεk} (p, q), which is reversed for τ_k := τ_{ǧεk} , see (54) below.

To establish Lemma 5.4 we shall require the following result, which is the analogue of [40, Lem. A.1 (iii) and (iv)] for metrics g_k = ǧ_{εk} with narrower light-cones and which can be proven in full analogy.

Lemma 5.6. Let (M, g) be a continuous spacetime and let g_k be as in (53). Then the sequence ε_k ↘ 0 can be chosen in such a way that, for all g_k-causal X ∈ T M: (i) −g_k(X, X) < −g(X, X), and (ii) −g_k(X, X) ≤ −g_{k+1}(X, X). Proof of Lemma 5.4. (i) Let p, q in some K ⋐ M and observe first that τ_k(p, q) ≤ τ_{k+1}(p, q) ≤ τ(p, q). (54) Indeed any g_k-causal γ from p to q is also g_{k+1}- and g-causal. Then from Lemma 5.6 we have L_{gk} (γ) ≤ L_{gk+1} (γ) ≤ L_g(γ) and so

τ_k(p, q) = sup_{γ g}

k-causal

L_{gk} (γ) ≤ sup

γ g_{k+1}-causal

L_{gk+1} (γ) ≤ sup_{γ g-causal} L_g(γ) = τ(p, q). (55)

We next prove pointwise convergence of τ_k to τ, which together with monotonicity (54) gives the claim by Dini’s theorem (e.g. [2, Thm. 2.66]). In case τ(p, q) = 0, again by (54) all τ_k(p, q) vanish, and so we only need to consider τ(p, q) > 0. By the Avez-Seifert theorem there is a g-maximiser γ from p to q, which when parametrised to g-unit speed is a C^{1,1}-curve (cf. Remark 2.1(ii)), implying that γ is g_k-timelike for k large enough, and we have L_{gk} (γ) → L_g(γ). Hence for δ > 0 and k large enough τ_k(p, q) ≥ L_{gk} (γ) ≥ L_g(γ) − δ = τ(p, q) − δ, (56) and convergence follows by combining this estimate with (54).

(ii) As before, since g_k-causal curves are g_{k+1}- and g-causal we have monotonicity, i.e., τ_{Σ,k} ≤ τ_{Σ,k+1} ≤ τ_Σ and again it suffices to show τ_{Σ,k}(q) → τ_Σ(q) for all q ∈ K ⋐ M. Given such q by (the proof of) Lemma 5.2(ii) there is p ∈ Σ with τ_Σ(q) = τ(p, q) and since by (i) the latter expression equals lim_{k→∞} τ_k(p, q) we have for any δ > 0 and all k large enough

τ_Σ(q) ≥ τ_{Σ,k}(q) ≥ τ_k(p, q) ≥ τ(p, q) − δ = τ_Σ(q) − δ (57)

and we are done.

We next employ the regularisation result Proposition 3.1(ii) to derive a uniform lower bound on the Ricci tensor Ric[g_k] of the regularised metrics from the distributional strong energy condition on Ric[g].

Proposition 5.7 (Lower uniform bound on Ric[g_k]). Let (M, g) be a spacetime with a locally Lipschitz metric g. Suppose that there is some C ∈ R such that

Ric[g](X, X) ≥ C · g(X, X) distributionally for all g-timelike X ∈ X(M). (58)

Then for any compact K ⋐ M there is C̃ ∈ R such that for all η < 0 there exists some k_0 ∈ N such that, for all k ≥ k_0 and all X ∈ T M|_K with ‖X‖_h ≤ D and g(X, X) ≤ η we have Ric[g_k](X, X) ≥ C̃ · g_k(X, X). (59) Proof. We first note that it suffices to show the claim for g_{εk} instead of g_k = (ǧ_{εk} ). Indeed, suppose that we already know (59) for g_{εk} instead of g_k. Then due to Lemma 2.4, for any δ > 0 and k sufficiently large we have

Ric[g_k](X, X) − C̃ · g_k(X, X) = (Ric[g_k] − Ric[g_{εk} ])(X, X) + (Ric[g_{εk} ](X, X) − C̃g_{εk} (X, X)) + C̃(g_{εk} (X, X) − g_k(X, X)) ≥ −δ ≥ −δ η g(X, X) ≥ −2δ η g_k(X, X), which gives (59) with C̃ −^{2δ}_η instead of C̃. For the remainder of this proof we therefore may assume that g_k ≡ g_{εk} .

Next, since the claim is local, we may suppose that M = R^n , h is the standard Euclidean metric, and we can replace ⋆_M by the standard convolution ∗ on R^n (cf. the notational conventions in Section 2.2). Since (58) is supposed to hold for g-timelike vector fields, we may without loss of generality assume that C > 0. We will follow the basic layout of the proof of [35, Lem. 3.2].

To begin with, by uniform continuity of g on K there exists some r > 0 such that, for all p, x ∈ K with ‖p−x‖ < r and any X ∈ R^n with ‖X‖ ≤ D, we have ‖g_p(X, X)−g_x(X, X)‖ < −η. Fixing p ∈ K, it follows that on the open ball B_r(p) the constant vector field X̃ := x → X is g-timelike. Choose a cut-off function χ ∈ C^∞_c (R^n ) with χ ≡ 1 in a neighbourhood of B_r(p) and set, for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n, R̃_{ij} := χ · Ric[g]_{ij} ∈ D^′(R^n ). Due to (58), for any x ∈ B_{r−1/k}(p) we have

(R̃_{ij}X̃^iX̃^j ) ∗ ρ_k(x) ≥ (Cg_{ij}X̃^iX̃^j ) ∗ ρ_k(x) = C(g_k)_{ij} (x)X^iX^j . (60)

Now note that for 1/k < r we have (Ric[g]_{ij} ∗ ρ_k)(p) = (R̃_{ij} ∗ ρ_k)(p). Thus for k > 1/r we obtain, using the constancy of X̃, |Ric[g_k]_{ij}(p)X^iX^k − ((R̃_{ij}X̃^iX̃^j ) ∗ ρ_k)(p)| = |(Ric[g_k]_{ij} (p) − Ric[g]_{ij} ∗ ρ_k(p))X^iX^j | ≤ D^2 max_{i,j} sup_{x∈K} |Ric[g_k]_{ij} (x) − Ric[g]_{ij} ∗ ρ_k(x)|. (61)

Using (60) we arrive at

Ric[g_k]_{ij} (p)X^iX^j = (R̃_{ij} X^iX^j ) ∗ ρ_k(p) + (Ric[g_k]_{ij} (p)X^iX^j − (R̃_{ij} X^iX^j ) ∗ ρ_k(p)) ≥ C(g_k)_{ij} (p)X^iX^j − |Ric[g_k]_{ij} (p)X^iX^j − ((R̃_{ij}X̃^iX̃^j ) ∗ ρ_k)(p)| =: �_1 + �_2.

(62)

Employing (61), together with Proposition 3.1(ii), we see that

�_2 ≥ −C_K D^2 ≥ −

C_K D^2 η g_{ij} (p)X^iX^j ≥ − 2C_K D^2 η (g_k)_{ij} (p)X^iX^j

for k large since g_k(X, X) → g(X, X) uniformly on K × B_D(0). Combining this with (62) gives the claim with C̃ := C −^{2CK D2}_η .

In the following result, we call a sequence (X_k) of vector fields on M locally uniformly timelike if for each K ⋐ M there exists some c < 0 such that, for each k ∈ N, g(X_k, X_k) < c on K. Lemma 5.8 (L^p-convergence for Ric[g_k]). Let Ric[g](X, X) ≥ κg(X, X) in distributions for some κ ∈ R and each g-timelike X ∈ X(M) and suppose that (X_k) is a sequence of smooth locally uniformly bounded and locally uniformly g-timelike vector fields. Then for all K ⋐ M and any p ∈ [1, ∞) we have (with ( )_− denoting the negative part of a function) ( Ric[g_k](X_k, X_k) − κg_k(X_k, X_k) ) − → 0 in L^p(K) (63) as k → ∞. Proof. As in the proof of Proposition 5.7 we see that it suffices to show (63) when replacing g_k by g_{εk} , which we will tacitly do below in order to refer to results in Section 3.

Let V be a relatively compact open neighbourhood of K. Without loss of generality we may assume that on an open neighbourhood U of V̄ there exists a smooth h-orthonormal frame F_1, . . . , F_n ∈ X(U) (h a smooth Riemannian background metric). Fix any x̄ ∈ K and write

X_k(x̄) = n∑ j=1 α^k_j F_j (x̄)

(α^k_1 , . . . , α^k_n ∈ R). Now define X̄_k ∈ X(U) by

X̄_k =^n ∑ j=1 α^k_j F_j (k = 1, . . . , n). (64)

Since the X_k are uniformly bounded on V̄ , there exists some C_K independent of x̄ such that |α^k_j | ≤ C_K (k ∈ N, l = 1, . . . , n). (65) Let c < 0 be such that g(X_k, X_k) < c on V̄ for each k ∈ N. Using the local Lipschitz property of g (as well as that of the F_j ) together with (65), we may without loss of generality assume that the diameter of V̄ is so small^1 that

|g_{x̄}(X̄_k(x̄), X̄_k(x̄))) − g_x(X̄_k(x), X̄_k(x))| < |c| 2 , hence g_x(X̄_k(x), X̄_k(x)) < c/2 for any x ∈ V̄ and each k. Thus each X̄_k is g-timelike on all of V . Moreover, this property holds irrespective of the original choice of x̄.

Consider now the following decomposition:

Ric[g_k](X̄_k, X̄_k) − κg_k(X̄_k,X̄_k) = [Ric[g_k] − (Ric[g] ⋆_M ρ_k)](X̄_k, X̄_k) + [(Ric[g] ⋆_M ρ_k)(X̄_k, X̄_k) − ( Ric[g](X̄_k, X̄_k) ) ⋆_M ρ_k] + [Ric[g](X̄_k, X̄_k) − κg(X̄_k , X̄_k)] ⋆_M ρ_k + [κg(X̄_k , X̄_k) ⋆_M ρ_k − κg_k(X̄_k, X̄_k)] =: A_k(X̄_k, X̄_k) + B_k(X̄_k, X̄_k) + C_k(X̄_k, X̄_k) + D_k(X̄_k, X̄_k).

(66)

Since X̄_k is g-timelike on V and ρ ≥ 0, we have C_k(X̄_k, X̄_k)(x̄) ≥ 0 for all k large (depending only on the distance from K to ∂V ). Keeping in mind that

(Ric[g_k](X̄_k, X̄_k) − κg_k(X̄_k, X̄_k))(x̄) = (Ric[g_k](X_k, X_k) − κg_k(X_k, X_k))(x̄),

1Clearly it suffices to establish the result for any compact subset of K of small diameter.

we therefore obtain

[Ric[g_k](X_k, X_k) − κg_k(X_k,X_k)]_−(x̄) ≤ |A_k(X̄_k, X̄_k)(x̄)| + |B_k(X̄_k, X̄_k)(x̄)| + |D_k(X̄_k, X̄_k)(x̄)|. (67)

Set Â_k := max{|A_k(F_j , F_l)|: j, l = 1, . . . , n}, and analogously define B̂_k and D̂_k. Since the coefficients in (64) are constant, from (65) and (67) we conclude that there exists a constant C̃_K > 0 independent of x̄ such

[Ric[g_k](X_k, X_k) − κg_k(X_k, X_k)]_−(x̄) ≤ C̃_K (Â_k + B̂_k + D̂_k)(x̄).

This pointwise estimate on K reduces our task to showing L^p(K)-convergence to 0 of Â_k, B̂_k, and D̂_k. Indeed, for Â_k this follows from Proposition 3.1(i) and for B̂_k it holds due to Corollary 3.4. Finally, D̂_k → 0 uniformly on K.

We are now ready to prove our first main result, Theorem 5.1.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. We have to show that τ_Σ ≤ (n − 1)/|β| =: α. To this end we suppose by contradiction that there is q̂ ∈ J^+(Σ) with τ_Σ(q̂) > α + 3δ for some δ > 0. Choose some q_0 ∈ I^−(q̂) with α + δ < τ_Σ(q_0) < α + 2δ. Then there is an open and relatively compact neighbourhood U of q_0 in J^−(q̂) such that for all q ∈ U

α + δ < τ_Σ(q) < α + 2δ. (68)

Now we start using the regularisations g_k of g. By Lemma 5.4 τ_{Σ,k} → τ_Σ uniformly on U and so there is k_0 such that for all k ≥ k_0 and for all q ∈ U

α + δ < τ_{Σ,k}(q) < α + 2δ. (69)

Furthermore, since Σ is a Cauchy surface for the smooth metric g_k, there are base points p^q_k ∈ Σ ∩ J^−(q̂) and g_k-maximising geodesics γ^q_k from p^q_k to q. Define

B_k := {p^q_k| q ∈ U} ⊆ J^−(q̂) ∩ Σ =: N (70)

and note that N is compact by Lemma 5.2(i).

Consider now the initial parts of the g_k-unit speed geodesics that start g_k-orthogonally from N for as long as they stay within L := J^−(q̂) ∩ J^+(Σ), which is compact also by Lemma 5.2(i). Since these curves are g-timelike and L is compact, their h-lengths are uniformly bounded, cf., e.g., [16, Lem. 2.1, and proof of Lem. 2.2]. Moreover, the C^{0,1}-norms of the g_k are uniformly bounded on L. It therefore follows from [37, Prop. 1.4] that the C^{1,1}-norms of these geodesics are uniformly bounded on L. From this and the fact that g_k → g uniformly on L it follows that the^kU, defined as in (9) but for g_k, are uniformly bounded and g-uniformly timelike on L.

By definition we also have that (for the notation see Section 2.3)

B_k ⊆^kReg^+_δ (α) (71)

and we also clearly have that vol_{Σ,k}(B_k) is finite. Next we show that it is also positive. More precisely, we will show that there is a constant D > 0 such that for k large we have

vol_{Σ,k}(B_k) ≥ D. (72)

To this end, first note that for the set^kΩ^+_{α+2δ}(B_k) (cf. (6)) we have for large k

vol_k(^kΩ^+_{α+2δ}(B_k) ∩ L) ≥ vol_k(U) > 1 2 vol(U) > 0 (73)

(where we took into account that the cut locus Cut^k_Σ is a set of measure zero).

Next we want to estimate vol_{Σ,k}(B_k) from below in terms of vol_k(Ω^+_{α+2δ}(B_k)∩L) to establish (72). To this end we use assumptions (i) and (ii) to give us appropriate curvature bounds needed to apply [19, Lem. 3.2 and Rem. 3.3]. First, the distributional strong energy condition (i) together with Proposition 5.7 and the fact that the^kU are uniformly bounded and uniformly g-timelike implies the existence of some k_0 and some κ < 0 such that, for all k ≥ k_0 we have

Ric[g_k](^kU,^kU) ≥ κ (74)

on L. Furthermore, assumption (ii) in conjunction with Lemma 4.4 implies that, for large k,

H[g_k]|_N < β < 0, (75)

where H[g_k] is the mean curvature of Σ with respect to the smooth metric g_k.

Now, writing the volume measure of g_k in a normal exponential chart as vol_k = A_k dt ⊗ dσ_k with σ_k the Riemannian measure induced by g_k on Σ, we have upon choosing coordinates on Σ that A_k(t, x) = √ det g_k(t, x)/ √ det g_k(0, x), cf. [19, Rem. 2.8]. By increasing the modulus of κ in (74) if necessary we may assume that β ≥ −(n − 1) √ |κ|. Finally, denoting by γ^k_x the g_k-unit speed geodesic starting g_k-orthogonally from x ∈ N, let^kf_L(x) := sup{s ∈ [0, ∞): γ^k_x ([0, s]) ⊆ L}. Then by [19, Lem. 3.2 and Rem. 3.3] and noting that the proofs of these results rely exclusively on the bounds (74), (75), we obtain

vol_k(^kΩ^+_{α+2δ}(B_k) ∩ L) = ∫ B_k ∫_{min(α+2δ,}k_c+_{Σ (x),}k_{fL(x))} 0 A_k(t, x) dt dσ_k ≤ C ∫_{α+2δ} 0 ∫ B_k dσ_k dt = C · (α + 2δ) · vol_{Σ,k}(B_k),

(76)

with C = C(n, κ, β, α + 2δ). We then conclude (72) by combining (73) and (76).

At this point we want to apply Theorem 2.5 to (M, g_k) for B_k and the set^kΩ^+_{α+δ/2}(B_k) for large k. To this end, we first note that, again, inspection of the proof of that result in [19] shows that the Ricci- resp. mean curvature bounds assumed globally in its formulation can in fact be replaced by (74), (75) in our setting (as long as^kΩ^+_{T +η}(B_k) ⊆ L in the notation of Theorem 2.5).

Next, note that^kΩ^+_{α+δ}(B_k) ⊆ L, where (74) and (75) hold with constants κ and β satisfying β ≥ −(n − 1) √ |κ|. Next we choose η := δ/2, and T := α + η. Since |β| = (n − 1)/α we have |β| − (n − 1)/T > 0 and hence we may choose K > 0 with the required property K < |β| − (n − 1)/T . Therefore (i), together with Lemma 5.8 implies that the L^1-norm of the negative part of Ric[g_k] on the geodesic tangents^kU goes to zero, so for large k we obtain 1 vol_{Σ,k}(B_k) ∫ kΩ^+_{α+η}(B_k ) | |Ric[g_k](_kU_p,_kU_p)_− | | dvol_k(p) ≤ C_{A−}(n, κ, η, T ) K. (77)

But now Theorem 2.5 gives B_k ⊈^kReg^+_{δ/2}(α + δ/2) =^kReg^+_δ (α), which contradicts (71).

Remark 5.9 (Comparison with synthetic versions of the Hawking singularity theorem). In [10, Thm. 5.6], a synthetic Hawking singularity theorem was proved for globally hyperbolic timelike non-branching Lorentzian geodesic spaces satisfying the strong energy condition in the sense of the timelike measure contraction property TMCP^e(K, N). To compare this result, first, to the C^1-version of [17, Thm. 4.13], we note that although Lemma 4.3 remains true also for C^1-metrics, the question about what the right-hand side of (51) represents still remains. In addition, we need to compare the ways in which the strong energy condition is modelled in each case. In this regularity, it was shown in [4] that distributional Ricci bounds for C^1-metrics indeed imply the bounds used in [10, Thm. 5.6].

In the Lipschitz case treated in the current work, apart from what was said on mean curvature bounds in Remark 4.5, even the compatibility of the notions of timelike Ricci curvature bounds is still open. The situation is better in the Riemannian context, where the problem was first studied for the C^1-case in [31], and more recently compatibility was shown in [45] even down to metrics of regularity C^0 ∩ W^{1,2}_{loc} .

Another very recent synthetic Hawking singularity theorem was shown in [5, Theorem A.7]. Here, the authors use the same version of mean curvature bounds as in [10], and also implement the strong energy condition via the timelike measure contraction property TMCP^e(K, N). Thus the same compatibility statements as detailed above for [10] apply here as well. The Hawking theorem itself is then based on integral curvature bounds. Even in the weighted smooth case, this is a new result.

Note that, in any case, since both [10, Thm. 5.6] and [5, Thm. A.7] assume an (essential) non-branching condition, even if the curvature bounds turn out to be equivalent in all cases, the synthetic versions of the theorem will not imply our results since the latter do not rely on any non-branching condition.

5.2 The non-globally hyperbolic case

In this final section we are going to state and prove the extension of [46, Thm. 14.55B] to Lipschitz spacetimes. Beforehand we establish that maximisers emanating from a spacelike hypersurface Σ start orthogonal to it, cf. [18, Rem. 6.6(ii)] for the null case and g ∈ C^{1,1}.

Lemma 5.10 (Maximisers start orthogonally from Σ). Let (M, g) be a spacetime with locally Lipschitz metric tensor g and let Σ be a smooth spacelike hypersurface. Then any maximiser emanating from Σ starts orthogonally to Σ.

Proof. By Remark 2.1(ii), any maximiser has a parametrization as a C^{1,1}-curve. Let γ_v : [0, 1] → M be such a curve with γ_v(0) = p ∈ Σ and γ̇_v(0) = v. We suppose by contradiction that v ∉ T_pΣ^⊥ and construct a variation of γ_v which gives a longer curve from Σ to q = γ_v(1).

Since γ_v ⊥̸ Σ there is y ∈ T_pΣ with g(y, v) > 0. Let α : [0, b] → Σ be a C^2-curve with α(0) = p and α̇(0) = y. Since this is a local issue we may assume M = R^n and α(0) = p = γ_v(0) = 0. Now we define a variation of γ_v by σ : [0, t_0] × [0, s_0] → R^n , σ(t, s) = γ_v(t) + ( 1 − t t_0 ) α(s), (78)

where we have chosen t_0 and s_0 so small that ⟨y, γ̇_v (t)⟩_{σ(s,t)} > c > 0 ∀(t, s) ∈ [0, t_0] × [0, s_0], (79) To show that σ(·, s) : [0, t_0] → R^n is a longer curve from α(s) ∈ Σ to σ(t_0, s) = γ_v(t_0) for s, t_0 small enough, we first Taylor expand α to obtain α(s) = sy + O(s^2). Then we compute |g(σ(t, s)) − g(γ_v (t) σ(t,0) )| ≤ Lip(g) |σ(t, s) − σ(t, 0)| ≤ Lip(g) ( 1 − t t_0 ) |α(s)| ≤ C · s ( 1 − t t_0 ) , (80)

for s small enough. Moreover, we have ∂_tσ(t, s) = γ̇_v(t) −^1_{t0} α(s) = γ̇_v(t) −^s_{t0} y + O(s^2) and so ⟨∂_tσ(t, s), ∂_tσ(t, s)⟩_{σ(t,s)} = ⟨γ̇_v(t), γ̇_v (t)⟩_{σ(t,s)} − 2 s t_0 ⟨γ̇_v(t), y⟩_{σ(t,s)} + O(s^2) ≤ ⟨γ̇_v(t), γ̇_v (t)⟩_{γv (t)} + s ( C ( 1 − t t_0 ) − 2 c t_0 ) + O(s^2).

(81)

Now for s, t_0 small enough the sum of the trailing terms on the right hand side become negative and so L(σ(·, s)) > L(γ_v |_{[0,t0]}).

Our second main result can now be stated and proven:

Theorem 5.11 (C^{0,1}-Hawking singularity theorem, II). Let (M, g) be a spacetime with locally Lipschitz metric tensor g such that:

(i) Ric_g(X, X) ≥ 0 in the distributional sense for all timelike X ∈ X(M).

(ii) There is a smooth compact spacelike hypersurface Σ with H[g] < β < 0.

Then there exists a future directed geodesic in the sense of Filippov emanating orthogonally from Σ which is incomplete.

Proof. Similar to the classical proof (cf. [46, Thm. 14.55B]) we employ Theorem 5.1 to establish the result. We are going to show that there exists a future directed timelike Filippov geodesic γ starting orthogonally from Σ with length bounded above by^{n−1}_{|β|} .

To begin with, the covering argument given in [46, Prop. 14.48] allows us also in the present case to assume, without loss of generality, that Σ is acausal and connected. By [50, Thm. 5.7] the interior of the Cauchy development int(D_g(Σ)) is globally hyperbolic and we may apply Theorem 5.1 to see that τ_Σ ≤^{n−1}_{|β|} on this set.

If the future Cauchy horizon H^+_g (Σ) = ∅ then by [43, Thm. 2.35] we obtain that I^+(Σ) ⊆ D^+(Σ), so the conclusion follows from Theorem 5.1. Thus from now on we assume that

H^+_g (Σ) ≠ ∅. (82)

We make the indirect assumption that every timelike future directed Filippov geodesic starting perpendicularly from Σ is complete, hence in particular has length at least^{n−1}_{|β|} .

Step 1. Compactness of the horizon. The set B of initial conditions for these geodesics is given by {⃗n_p | p ∈ Σ} with ⃗n the future directed unit normal to Σ, hence is compact. Since by assumption all such γ exist at least on [0,^{n−1}_{|β|} ], by [15, Thm. 3, p. 79] there exists L ⋐ M compact containing all their images. Thanks to the Avez-Seifert theorem [50, Prop. 6.4] any point q ∈ int(D^+_g (Σ)) is reached by a maximiser γ, which by Remark 2.1(ii) and Lemma 5.10 is a Filippov geodesic emanating orthogonally from Σ. Moreover, by Theorem 5.1 its length is bounded by τ_Σ ≤^{n−1}_{|β|} , so we conclude that int(D^+_g (Σ)) ⊆ L.

Due to the fact that D^+_g (Σ) \ Σ is open by [43, Thm. 2.34], we get D^+_g (Σ) \ Σ ⊆ int(D^+_g (Σ)), and consequently D^+_g (Σ) ⊆ L. Hence (again using [43, Thm. 2.35]) H^+_g (Σ) ⊆ L and so it is compact as well.

Step 2. Any point in H^+_g (Σ) can be reached by a maximiser. Retaining the notation from (53) consider an approximating sequence of smooth metrics g_k with g_k ≺ g. Each g_k is globally hyperbolic on int(D_{gk} (Σ)) = D_{gk} (Σ) (cf. (the proof of) [46, Lem. 14.43]).

(1) We claim that for all k

H^+_g (Σ) ⊆ D^+_g (Σ) ⊆ D^+_{gk+1} (Σ) ⊆ D^+_{gk} (Σ). (83)

Indeed, by [43, Thm. 2.36] we have

D^+_g (Σ) = D̃^+_g (Σ) := {q | every past inextendible timelike curve from q intersects Σ}. (84)

Let q ∈ D̃^+_g (Σ) and let γ be g_k-past directed, past inextendible and causal. Then γ is also g-past directed timelike and hence must intersect Σ, so D^+_g (Σ) ⊆ D^+_{gk} (Σ) and (83) follows.

(2) Due to the classical Avez-Seifert theorem, given q ∈ H^+_g (Σ), for each k ∈ N there exists a g_k-maximiser γ_k from Σ to q with

L_{gk} (γ_k) = τ_{Σ,k}(q). (85)

We assume γ_k to be parametrised with respect to h-arclength. Because γ_k is g_k-causal it is g-timelike and so must be contained in D^+_g (Σ) since it terminates in H^+_g (Σ). Denoting by p_k the initial point of γ_k, we may without loss of generality suppose that p_k → p ∈ Σ. Let ĝ_k := ĝ_{εk} be a sequence of smooth Lorentzian metrics as in Lemma 2.4 approximating g from the outside.

(3) Fixing m ∈ N we now want to apply the limit curve theorem [41, Thm. 3.1(2)] to the sequence {γ_k}_k of ĝ_m-timelike curves in (M, ĝ_m) to obtain a limit curve that connects p and q. To do so we have to exclude case (2)(ii) in that theorem. Note that we cannot immediately conclude this from the curves being contained in a compact set since (M, ĝ_m) need not be non-totally imprisoning.

Assume, to the contrary, that the h-arclengths of the curves γ_k are unbounded, i.e., γ_k : [0, b_k] → M with γ_k(b_k) = q and b_k → ∞. Then we obtain a future-inextendible ĝ_m-causal limit curve γ : [0, ∞) → M emanating from p. Note that this limit curve is in fact independent of m and is ĝ_m-causal for all m, hence g-causal.

(4) We claim that for any t with γ(t) ∈ D^+_g (Σ), γ is g-maximising from Σ to γ(t). By Lemma 5.4 (which applies since we are in a globally hyperbolic region) and Lemma 5.6(i) we have

τ_Σ(γ(t)) = lim_{k→∞} τ_{Σ,k}(γ_k(t)) = lim_{k→∞} L_{gk} (γ_k|_{[0,t]}) ≤ lim sup_{k→∞} L_g(γ_k|_{[0,t]}).

Since the ĝ_m approximate g from the outside, for each k and m we have (using [40, Lem. A.1]) L_g(γ_k|_{[0,t]}) ≤ L_{ĝm} (γ_k|_{[0,t]}). Together with [41, Thm. 2.4(b)] this implies

lim sup_k L_g(γ_k|_{[0,t]}) ≤ lim sup_k L_{ĝm} (γ_k|_{[0,t]}) ≤ L_{ĝm} (γ|_{[0,t]}).

This holds for each m, and since L_{ĝm} (γ|_{[0,t]}) → L_g(γ|_{[0,t]}) as m → ∞, altogether we arrive at

τ_Σ(γ(t)) ≤ L_g(γ|_{[0,t]}),

proving the claim.

(5) Next we show that T := sup{t ∈ [0, ∞): γ(t) ∈ D^+_g (Σ)} < ∞. Indeed, if this were not the case then γ ⊆ D^+_g (Σ) and by the above γ is always maximising the Lorentzian distance to Σ. Hence by Remark 2.1(ii) and Lemma 5.10 its re-parametrisation to g-unit speed is a Filippov-geodesic starting orthogonally to Σ. Since γ is future inextendible and we assume Filippov-geodesic completeness, also its g-unit speed parametrisation must be defined on [0, ∞). But then for any t >^{n−1}_{|β|} we have that τ_Σ(γ(t)) = t >^{n−1}_{|β|} (where γ is being parametrized by g-unit speed), contradicting τ_Σ ≤^{n−1}_{|β|} on D^+_g (Σ).

(6) Since D^+_g (Σ) \ Σ is open, we have γ(T ) ∈ D^+_g (Σ) \ D^+_g (Σ) = H^+_g (Σ) (using [43, Thm. 2.35]). We now claim that γ(t) ∈ I^+_g (H^+_g (Σ)) for all t > T .

Fix a globally hyperbolic neighbourhood U of γ(T ) and fix a δ > 0 such that γ([T −δ, T +δ]) ⊆ U. By h-uniform convergence also γ_k([T − δ, T + δ]) ⊆ U for large enough k. Thus by the same reasoning as in (4) we conclude that γ|_{[T −δ,T +δ]} is maximising, hence has a causal character, namely timelike because it is timelike initially.

Since I^+_g (H^+_g (Σ)) is open, we also have that γ_k(T +1) ∈ I^+_g (H^+_g (Σ)) for k large, contradicting the fact that γ_k ⊆ D^+_g (Σ) (cf. [43, Thm. 2.32]).

Altogether, we have established that case (ii) of [41, Thm. 3.1 (2)] cannot occur, hence γ : [0, b] → M indeed reaches q = γ(b). By the same arguments as above, γ|_{[0,b)} ⊆ D^+_g (Σ) and τ_Σ(γ(t)) = L_g(γ|_{[0,t]}) for all t < b. Letting t ↗ b and using lower semicontinuity of τ_Σ we conclude that γ is maximising from Σ to q, thereby concluding Step 2.

Step 3. The function p → τ_Σ(p) is strictly decreasing on past-pointing generators of H^+_g (Σ). We first note that by [43, Thm. 2.32] every q ∈ H^+_g (Σ) is the future endpoint of a null maximiser α, so we fix such a curve and take s < t in its domain of definition. By the above there is a past-pointing timelike geodesic σ from α(t) to Σ such that L_g(σ) = τ_Σ(α(t)). But α is null and so the curve β obtained by the concatenation of α|_{[s,t]} and σ is not maximising by [20, Thm. 1.1]. Hence

τ_Σ(α(s)) > L_g(β) = L_g(σ) = τ_Σ(α(t)). (86)

Step 4. Conclusion. Since H^+(Σ) is compact the function p → τ_Σ(p) attains a minimum at some q ∈ H^+(Σ). But this contradicts strict monotonicity of τ_Σ along a generator starting in p, thereby concluding the proof.

Remark 5.12. Arguing as in the proof of Theorem 5.11 it follows that assumption (ii) in Theorem 5.1 can be weakened to Σ merely being a smooth future Cauchy hypersurface satisfying the mean curvature bound. Here, by Σ being a future Cauchy surface we mean (cf. [46, p. 432]) that H^+(Σ) = ∅. Indeed, given this, we may apply Theorem 5.1 to the globally hyperbolic spacetime int(D_g(Σ)) and note that since I^+(Σ) ⊆ D^+_g (Σ),^{n−1}_{|β|} is in fact a global bound on τ_Σ.

Data availability statement

There is no data associated with this manuscript.

Conflict of interest statement

The authors have no conflicts of interest to declare.

Acknowledgments

We would like to thank Mathias Braun, Nicola Gigli, Christian Ketterer, Christian Lange and Clemens Sämann for helpful discussions. This research was funded in part by the Austrian Science Fund (FWF) [Grants DOI 10.55776/PAT1996423, 10.55776/P33594, and 10.55776/EFP6]. MG and EH acknowledge the support of the German Research Foundation through the excellence cluster EXC 2121 ”Quantum Universe” – 390833306. For open access purposes, the authors have applied a CC BY public copyright license to any author accepted manuscript version arising from this submission.

References

[1] R. A. Adams and J. J. F. Fournier. Sobolev spaces, volume 140 of Pure and Applied Mathematics (Amsterdam). Elsevier/Academic Press, Amsterdam, Second Edition, 2003.

[2] C. D. Aliprantis and K. C. Border. Infinite dimensional analysis. Springer, Berlin, Third edition, 2006. A hitchhiker’s guide.

[3] M. Braun. Nonsmooth d’Alembertian for Lorentz distance functions, Preprint, arXiv:2205.06950, 2022.

[4] M. Braun and M. Calisti. Timelike Ricci bounds for low regularity spacetimes by optimal transport. Communications in Contemporary Mathematics 26 (2024), no. 9, Paper No. 2350049, 23 pp.

[5] M. Braun and R. J. McCann. Causal convergence conditions through variable timelike Ricci curvature bounds, Preprint, arXiv:2312.17158, 2023.

[6] M. Braverman, O. Milatovic, and M. Shubin. Essential self-adjointness of Schrödinger-type operators on manifolds. Russian Mathematical Surveys, 57(4):641–692, 2002.

[7] L. A. Caffarelli, M. Feldman, and R. J. McCann. Constructing optimal maps for Monge’s transport problem as a limit of strictly convex costs. J. Amer. Math. Soc., 15(1):1–26, 2002.

[8] F. Cavalletti and E. Milman. The globalization theorem for the curvature-dimension condition. Invent. Math., 226(1):1–137, 2021.

[9] F. Cavalletti and A. Mondino. Sharp and rigid isoperimetric inequalities in metric-measure spaces with lower Ricci curvature bounds. Invent. Math., 208(3):803–849, 2017.

[10] F. Cavalletti and A. Mondino. Optimal transport in Lorentzian synthetic spaces, synthetic timelike Ricci curvature lower bounds and applications. Camb. J. Math., 12(2):417–534, 2024.

[11] J. Cheeger and T. H. Colding. Lower bounds on Ricci curvature and the almost rigidity of warped products. Ann. of Math. (2), 144(1):189–237, 1996.

[12] P. T. Chruściel and J. D. E. Grant. On Lorentzian causality with continuous metrics.

Classical Quantum Gravity, 29(14):145001, 32, 2012.

[13] C. J. S. Clarke. Generalized hyperbolicity in singular spacetimes. Classical Quantum Gravity, 15(4):975–984, 1998.

[14] A. Fathi and A. Siconolfi. On smooth time functions. Math. Proc. Cambridge Philos. Soc., 152(2):303–339, 2012.

[15] A. F. Filippov. Differential equations with discontinuous righthand sides, volume 18 of Mathematics and its Applications (Soviet Series). Kluwer Academic Publishers Group, Dordrecht, 1988. Translated from the Russian.

[16] G. J. Galloway, E. Ling, and J. Sbierski. Timelike completeness as an obstruction to C^0-extensions. Comm. Math. Phys., 359(3):937–949, 2018.

[17] M. Graf. Singularity theorems for C^1-Lorentzian metrics. Comm. Math. Phys., 378(2):1417–1450, 2020.

[18] M. Graf, J. D. E. Grant, M. Kunzinger, and R. Steinbauer. The Hawking–Penrose Singularity Theorem for C^{1,1}-Lorentzian Metrics. Comm. Math. Phys., 360(3):1009–1042, 2018.

[19] M. Graf, E.-A. Kontou, A. Ohanyan, and B. Schinnerl. Hawking-type singularity theorems for worldvolume energy inequalities, Ann. Henri Poincaré (2024).

[20] M. Graf and E. Ling. Maximizers in Lipschitz spacetimes are either timelike or null.

Classical Quantum Gravity, 35(8):087001, 6, 2018.

[21] J. D. E. Grant, M. Kunzinger, C. Sämann, and R. Steinbauer. The future is not always open. Lett. Math. Phys., 110(1):83–103, 2020.

[22] J. B. Griffiths and J. Podolský. Exact space-times in Einstein’s general relativity. Cambridge Monographs on Mathematical Physics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2009.

[23] P. Hartman and A. Wintner. On the problems of geodesics in the small. Amer. J. Math., 73:132–148, 1951.

[24] S. W. Hawking. The occurrence of singularities in cosmology. III. Causality and singularities. Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series A, Mathematical and Physical Sciences, 300(1461):187–201, 1967.

[25] S. W. Hawking and G. F. R. Ellis. The large scale structure of space-time. Cambridge University Press, London-New York, 1973.

[26] W. Israel. Singular hypersurfaces and thin shells in general relativity. Il Nuovo Cimento B (1965-1970), 44(1):1–14, 1966.

[27] C. Ketterer. The Heintze-Karcher inequality for metric measure spaces. Proc. Amer. Math.

Soc., 148(9):4041–4056, 2020.

[28] C. Ketterer. Rigidity of mean convex subsets in non-negatively curved RCD spaces and stability of mean curvature bounds, 2023.

[29] S. Khakshournia and R. Mansouri. The art of gluing space-time manifolds—methods and applications. SpringerBriefs in Physics. Springer, 2023.

[30] B. Klartag. Needle decompositions in Riemannian geometry. Mem. Amer. Math. Soc., 249(1180):v+77, 2017.

[31] M. Kunzinger, M. Oberguggenberger, and J. A. Vickers. Synthetic versus distributional lower Ricci curvature bounds. Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh, pages 1–25, 2023.

[32] M. Kunzinger, A. Ohanyan, B. Schinnerl, and R. Steinbauer. The Hawking-Penrose singularity theorem for C^1-Lorentzian metrics. Comm. Math. Phys., 391(3):1143–1179, 2022.

[33] M. Kunzinger and C. Sämann. Lorentzian length spaces. Ann. Global Anal. Geom., 54(3):399–447, 2018.

[34] M. Kunzinger, R. Steinbauer, M. Stojković, and J. A. Vickers. A regularisation approach to causality theory for C^{1,1}-Lorentzian metrics. Gen. Relativity Gravitation, 46(8):Art. 1738, 18, 2014.

[35] M. Kunzinger, R. Steinbauer, M. Stojković, and J. A. Vickers. Hawking’s singularity theorem for C^{1,1}-metrics. Classical Quantum Gravity, 32(7):075012, 19, 2015.

[36] M. Kunzinger, R. Steinbauer, and J. A. Vickers. The Penrose singularity theorem in regularity C^{1,1}. Classical Quantum Gravity, 32(15):155010, 12, 2015.

[37] C. Lange, A. Lytchak, and C. Sämann. Lorentz meets Lipschitz. Adv. Theor. Math. Phys., 25(8):2141–2170, 2021.

[38] J. M. Lee. Introduction to smooth manifolds, volume 218 of Graduate Texts in Mathematics.

Springer, New York, second edition, 2013.

[39] M. Manzano and M. Mars. Abstract formulation of the spacetime matching problem and null thin shells. Phys. Rev. D, 109(4):Paper No. 044050, 28, 2024.

[40] R. J. McCann and C. Sämann. A Lorentzian analog for Hausdorff dimension and measure.

Pure and Applied Analysis, 4(2):367–400, 2022.

[41] E. Minguzzi. Limit curve theorems in Lorentzian geometry. J. Math. Phys., 49(9):092501, 18, 2008.

[42] E. Minguzzi. Convex neighborhoods for Lipschitz connections and sprays. Monatsh. Math., 177(4):569–625, 2015.

[43] E. Minguzzi. Causality theory for closed cone structures with applications. Rev. Math.

Phys., 31(5):1930001, 139, 2019.

[44] E. Minguzzi. Lorentzian causality theory. Living Reviews in Relativity, 22(1):3, 2019.

[45] A. Mondino and V. Ryborz. On the equivalence of distributional and synthetic ricci curvature lower bounds, 2024.

[46] B. O’Neill. Semi-Riemannian geometry with applications to relativity, volume 103 of Pure and Applied Mathematics. Academic Press, New York, 1983.

[47] R. Penrose. Gravitational collapse and space-time singularities. Phys. Rev. Lett., 14:57–59, 1965.

[48] R. Penrose. The geometry of impulsive gravitational waves. In General relativity (papers in honour of J. L. Synge), pages 101–115. Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1972.

[49] J. Podolský and R. Steinbauer. Penrose junction conditions with Λ: geometric insights into low-regularity metrics for impulsive gravitational waves. Gen. Relativity Gravitation, 54(9):Paper No. 96, 24, 2022.

[50] C. Sämann. Global hyperbolicity for spacetimes with continuous metrics. Ann. Henri Poincaré, 17(6):1429–1455, 2016.

[51] C. Sämann and R. Steinbauer. On geodesics in low regularity. Journal of Physics: Conference Series, 968(1):012010, 2018.

[52] B. Schinnerl and R. Steinbauer. A note on the Gannon-Lee theorem. Lett. Math. Phys., 111(6):Paper No. 142, 17, 2021.

[53] J. M. M. Senovilla. Singularity theorems and their consequences. Gen. Relativity Gravitation, 30(5):701–848, 1998.

[54] R. Steinbauer. Every Lipschitz metric has C^1-geodesics. Classical and Quantum Gravity, 31(5):057001, 2014.