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Abstract

The null energy or null convergence condition (NEC) is one of the fundamental
assumptions necessary for many celebrated results from Lorentzian Geometry
and Mathematical General Relativity. As such there have been several recent
efforts to find a good generalization of this condition to the new setting of
Lorentzian length spaces or metric measure spacetimes. One important property
any such generalization should fulfill is consistency with the classical formula-
tion for a class of spacetimes as large as possible. The purpose of this note is to
show that the reformulation of the NEC by McCann as variable lower timelike
Ricci curvature bounds in [13] remains equivalent to the classical NEC not just
for smooth but even for C2-metrics, where McCann’s original proof needs to be
modified.
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Ricci curvature bounds, (timelike/null) curvature dimension condition
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1 Introduction

Curvature or energy conditions of the form Ric(v,v) ≥ 0 for certain subsets of vectors
v ∈ TM have been fundamental to many mathematical developments in General
Relativity and Lorentzian Geometry since their introduction to the field in the 1960ies.
These conditions have found numerous applications, most notably in the formulation
of singularity and splitting theorems. As such, finding replacements for the classical
energy conditions naturally forms an integral part of the newly developing theory of
Lorentzian length spaces or metric measure spacetimes (cf. [6] and references therein).
While timelike Ricci curvature bounds are by now quite well understood even in these
settings (starting from the works of [14, 16, 7]), how to treat the null energy or null
convergence condition (NEC),

Definition 1 (Classical null energy condition) A spacetime1 (M, g) satisfies the classical
null energy condition (classical NEC) if

Ric(v,v) ≥ 0 for all v ∈ TM with g(v,v) = 0,

and null geometry more broadly has remained a more open problem.

A better understanding of the NEC specifically is desirable on multiple levels:
For one the NEC is weaker and more physically well founded than the strong energy
condition. It is also satisfied in scenarios where the strong energy condition is violated
even classically, such as the massive scalar field, and while taking into account quantum
effects will lead to a violation of the NEC in semiclassical settings there is hope of
retaining at least some ’averaged NEC’ (cf. the discussions in [18, p. 723 and 801]).

The second reason lies in what is also part of the mathematical difficulty namely
that, contrary to timelike Lorentzian geometry, null geometry cannot as directly draw
inspiration from Riemannian geometry, where the study of (R)CD spaces has been
a very active field of research since the introduction of CD spaces by Sturm [19, 20]
and independently by Lott and Villani [12] in the mid 2000s.

Recently two proposals for a NEC in a purely synthetic setting have been put
forward, cf. [13] and [4]. Their character is very different: In the first proposal, McCann
bases his definition in [13] on, essentially, an approximation argument. Since there
are timelike vectors arbitrarily close to null vectors and the only way for the quotient
Ric(v,v)
|g(v,v)| to diverge is if v becomes arbitrarily close to being null, [13] first replaces the

classical NEC with a variable lower bound on the timelike Ricci curvature,

Definition 2 (Variable timelike curvature condition) A spacetime (M, g) is said to have a
variable lower bound on the timelike Ricci curvature if for any compact Z ⊂ M there exists
a constant CT

Z ∈ R such that

Ric(v,v) ≥ CT
Z g(v,v) for all v ∈ TM |Z with g(v,v) < 0,

1that is a smooth manifold M with a smooth or at least C2 Lorentzian metric g and a time orientation
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and then uses this together with one of the established formulations of timelike
Ricci curvature bounds in metric measure spacetimes as the basis for his definition of
a NEC for metric measure spacetimes: A (sufficiently nice) metric measure spacetime
is said to satisfy a (weak) null energy-dimension condition, (w)NCe

q(N), (with dimen-
sion N > 0) if for any compact Z ⊆ M there exists a constant CZ ∈ R such that the
metric measure spacetime J(Z,Z) := J+(Z) ∩ J−(Z) satisfies the respective timelike
curvature dimension condition with curvature bound CZ and dimension N > 0.

While this work will focus on McCann’s approach, let us for completeness also
briefly discuss the more recent proposal by Cavalletti, Manini and Mondino, [4].
They define their synthetic null energy condition, NCe(N), based on the concavity
of the Shannon entropy power functional along optimal transport along a given null
hypersurface with prescribed parametrization and measure. This program builds on
equivalences established in the smooth setting, cf. their earlier work [5] and also [9]
for a related approach using optimal transport based on null displacement convexity
of the relative Renyi entropy that has been independently explored by Ketterer.

As part of Cavalletti, Manini and Mondino’s approach, instead of finding a way
to incorporate null geometry strictly within the established framework of Lorentzian
length spaces or metric measure spacetimes, their central objects of study become
what they define to be synthetic null hypersurfaces: Triples (H,G,m) consisting of a
closed achronal set H in a topological causal space, a gauge function G on H encod-
ing the desired parametrization along causal curves in H, and a Radon measure m
on H. Such synthetic null hypersurfaces can either be studied on their own or poten-
tially as structures within a given larger synthetic Lorentzian space. However, trying
to determine synthetic null hypersurfaces within a given synthetic Lorentzian space
poses some difficulties: While one may start by considering achronal sets within a syn-
thetic Lorentzian space, the (equivalence class of) the gauge function and the measure
required to turn them into synthetic null hypersurfaces do not always appear canoni-
cally arise from the given data.2 As a consequence ’satisfying the NCe(N) of [4]’ is a
priori not a property of the synthetic Lorentzian space itself.

On the other hand, their definition very elegantly builds on both the geometric
meaning of the NEC, which largely arises from its consequences on the expansion of
families of null geodesic foliating null hypersurfaces, and established techniques from
optimal transport. This allows Cavalletti, Manini and Mondino to derive strong con-
sequences, such as a version of the Penrose singularity theorem and of Hawking’s area
theorem for synthetic null hypersurfaces, which are so far not available for McCann’s
synthetic NEC.

Whichever approach one chooses, any formulation of a NEC for Lorentzian length
spaces/metric measure spacetimes should at minimum be equivalent to the classi-
cal NEC for a large class of smooth spacetimes – which both [13] and [4] achieve in

2One can construct explicit examples of causally well-behaved Lorentzian length spaces where a given
achronal boundary inherits two very different gauges and measures turning it into a synthetic null hyper-
surface in the sense of Cavalletti, Manini and Mondino. This will be further explored in upcoming work of
Saúl Burgos, Leonardo Garćıa-Heveling and Melanie Graf.
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principle3 – and better yet also for less regular spacetimes. Of particular interest are
regularities where either the classical NEC is still well-defined (C2-metrics) or other
useful generalizations of the NEC, e.g. based on almost everywhere (C1,1

loc -metrics)
or distributional curvature bounds (C1-metrics), are already available and have been
successfully used to derive geometric consequences such as a version of Penrose’s
singularity theorem and related results, cf. [8, 17, 11].

The purpose of this short note is not to address these low-regularity compatibility
questions in full generality, as they are expected to become very subtle (and indeed
have only recently been comprehensively answered even in the Riemannian setting,
cf. [15]), but rather to investigate a peculiar regularity gap specifically in the equiva-
lence of McCann’s proof of the equivalence of Definitions 1 and 2, which is the main
motivation behind his definition of the synthetic NCe

q(N) condition: While McCann
formulates his full consistency result [13, Thm. 31] only for smooth metrics, a brief
examination shows that C3 would be sufficient for his proofs to go through without
modifications as the central new result for the proof, [13, Thm. 26], which establishes
the aforementioned equivalence of Definitions 1 and 2, is formulated for arbitrary C1-
tensor fields F and thus applies to both F = Ricg for a C3-metric g and to F = RicN,V

g

for the N -Bakry-Émery-Ricci tensor

RicN,V
g := Ricg +Hessg(V ) +

1

N − n
DV ⊗DV

with g ∈ C3, N ≥ n and a weight V ∈ C3(M), which is assumed constant in case
n = N so that Ricn,Vg = Ricg. However, the given proof breaks down for continu-
ous F , which means that the overall proof of equivalence already breaks down for
C2-metrics – a regularity which is still very much considered classical in the field
and for which the consensus is that results for smooth metrics should generally go
through. As such it would be quite surprising if this degree of differentiability really
were necessary. Moreover, the direction which becomes problematic is the step from
Definition 1 to Definition 2 which in the overall argument is relevant for going from
the classical NEC to the NCe

q(N) condition – the direction which appears to be more
easily shown to be robust under lowering regularity (cf. [2], but also the Riemannian
case, where this direction has independently been established in [10] additionally to
the most general equivalence of [15] mentioned above).

In this short note we show that McCann’s proof can indeed be modified to show
that Definitions 1 and 2 remain equivalent for C0-tensor fields F and thus can be
applied to both F = Ricg for a C2-metric g and F = RicN,V

g with g ∈ C2, N ≥ n and
a weight V ∈ C2(M) (cf. Remark 2.3). While this might not be the most general result
possible, it confirms the common belief that – maybe with some minor modifications
to the proofs – results established for smooth metrics can generally be recovered for
g ∈ C2.

3Since [4] considers a slightly different setting, their equivalence is not for spacetimes per se, but rather
for nice enough null hypersurfaces, such as achronal boundaries, within them, when equipped with their
natural geodesic gauge and the corresponding rigged measure.
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Notations and conventions We want to emphasize that our signature conven-
tion for spacetimes is (−,+, . . . ,+) and as such unfortunately differs from the signature
convention used in our main reference [13]. Other definitions and conventions align
with [13].

2 Equivalence of Definitions 1 and 2 for
C2-Lorentzian metrics

To establish the equivalence of Definitions 1 and 2, [13] relies on the following slightly
more general result, which [13] formulates for C1-tensor fields F and smooth semi-
Riemannian metrics and we are able to generalize to C0-tensor fields F and C0 semi-
Riemannian metrics g.

Theorem 2.1. Let M be a smooth manifold with a C0 semi-Riemannian metric g.
Let F be a (0, 2)-tensor field of regularity C0 satisfying the null energy condition

F (v,v) ≥ 0 for all null vectors v.

Then, for each compact subset Z ⊆ M there is a constant CZ ∈ R such that

F (v,v) ≥ CZ · |g(v,v)| (*)

for all v ∈ TZ := TM |Z .

Before going into the details of the proof, let us outline the general argument. The
proof of Theorem 2.1 in [13] essentially observes that the only way for the quotient
F (v,v)
|g(v,v)| to diverge to −∞ would be for v to become null (but non-zero) and then

uses a Taylor expansion of the tensor fields F and g around the null bundle L =
{v ∈ TM : g(v,v) = 0, v ̸= 0} ⊂ TM to estimate that in reality the liminf of
the quotient must always remain bounded from below even as one approaches the
null bundle: Derivatives of g(., .) : TM → R transverse to L cannot vanish (which
follows from non-degeneracy of g), so the denominator goes to zero linearly, and from
the imposed non-negativity of F on L one can show that the negative part of the
numerator must approach zero at least linearly as well. While it seems reasonable
that the transverse direction used in the Taylor argument might be picked in such
a way that the base point p remains fixed, in McCann’s very general construction
starting from an arbitrary Riemannian background metric this transverse derivative
corresponds to a vector field X ∈ X(TM) for which generally dπ ◦X ̸= 0 (where π is
the usual projection π : TM → M). If this can be remedied, one may be able to use
the fact that any tensor field is automatically continuously differentiable in vertical
directions by multilinearity to recover the proof for C0 tensor fields F . In principle the
same trick also removes the need for differentiability of g as long as one is sufficiently
careful in the construction of a suitable vector field X and in analyzing its flow, which
both become slightly more challenging without differentiability of g.
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Proof of Theorem 2.1. For any compact Z ⊆M we set

CZ := inf
v∈TM |Z : g(v,v)̸=0

F (v,v)

g(v,v)
.

If CZ > −∞ this is clearly a suitable constant for (*).
We first remark that if g is Riemannian, there are no null vectors. Thus every C0-tensor

field satisfies the null energy condition and also

CZ = inf
v∈TM |Z :v ̸=0

F (v,v)

g(v,v)
= inf

v∈TM |Z : g(v,v)=1
F (v,v) > −∞.

automatically. So let us assume that g has at least one negative eigenvalue.
We next reduce the proof to the case where M = Rn. Since Z is compact, we can cover

it by finitely many compact subsets Zi, i = 1, . . . , N , each of which is still contained in a
coordinate neighbourhood Ui

∼= Rn. If we can show that for each compact Zi ⊆ Ui the
constant CZi

defined as above is in R, then
CZ = min

1≤i≤N
CZi

∈ R

is the desired constant for Z. Thus we may, without loss of generality, assume that we
have fixed global smooth coordinates in which M = Rn and that Z is a compact subset of
Rn. This simplifies the setting and instead of choosing an arbitrary complete4 background
Riemannian metric on M as in [13] we may simply use the Euclidean metric in the given
coordinates as our background Riemannian metric, denoting it with ⟨., .⟩ and the associated
norm with ∥.∥. To obtain a (then also complete) Riemannian metric on TM [13] uses the
Sasaki-Metric obtained from the arbitrarily chosen Riemannian background metric on TM .
For us TM = TRn = Rn × Rn = R2n trivializes globally in its induced smooth coordinates,
so we can simply equip it with the Euclidean metric in these coordinates, which we by a
slight abuse of notation again denote by ⟨., .⟩.

As in [13], due to the 2-homogeneity of the bilinear forms F and g, it suffices to consider
the infimum over all unit (with respect to the background Riemannian metric) vectors v =
(p, v) ∈ TM |Z = Z × Rn with g(v,v) ̸= 0 in the definition of CZ . Since M = Rn and our
background Riemannian metric is just the Euclidean one, the unit sphere bundle becomes
Rn × Sn−1, where Sn−1 ⊆ Rn is the standard round sphere. In particular this unit sphere
bundle is globally trivial and a smooth (2n− 1)-dimensional submanifold of TM = R2n. We
set S := Rn × Sn−1 and decompose it into three disjoint subsets:

S = S− ∪ S0 ∪ S+,
corresponding to timelike, null, and spacelike vectors, respectively. Clearly, this decomposition
depends on the C0 semi-Riemannian metric g. We note that

S0 = {(p, v) ∈ Rn × Sn−1 : gp(v, v) = 0}
is a (2n − 2)-dimensional topological submanifold of TM = Rn × Rn: Since g is not dif-
ferentiable we cannot argue via the tangent spaces to the null bundle and the unit-sphere
bundle spanning TM as in [13]. Instead, we will show the desired property more directly.
For any p ∈ M = Rn, gp is a symmetric bilinear form on Rn, hence can be orthogonally
diagonalized, i.e. there exists an orthogonal matrix Up such that UT

p gpUp = η(k,n−k), where
η(k,n−k) is the standard semi-Riemannian inner product of signature (k, n− k) on Rn. Since
Up consists of the eigenvectors of gp, it depends continuously on p. This gives a continuous
global change of coordinates ψ : (p, v) 7→ (p, Upv) for TM = R2n with continuous inverse
ψ−1 : (p, v′) 7→ (p, UT

p v
′). For (p, v) ∈ Rn×Rn and v′ := Upv we have ∥v∥ = 1 ⇐⇒ ∥v′∥ = 1

4Completeness is, however, not actually used in either McCann’s or our proof.
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since Up is orthogonal and gp(v, v) = 0 ⇐⇒ η(k,n−k)(v
′, v′) = 0 since Up diagonalizes gp,

so in the new coordinates (p, v′) the subset S0 becomes just

ψ(S0) = {(p, v′) ∈ Rn × Rn : ∥v′∥ = 1 and η(k,n−k)(v
′, v′) = 0}, (1)

which is known to be a smooth (2n− 2)-dimensional submanifold of Rn ×Rn. Hence S0 is a
(2n− 2)-dimensional topological submanifold of TM .

After this set-up, let us continue with the proof. As in [13] we assume for the sake of
contradiction that the theorem’s assertion is false, i.e., that CZ = −∞. Then there exists a
sequence (pm, vm)m∈N in S|Z := Z × Sn−1 ⊂ S with gpm(vm, vm) ̸= 0 such that

r(pm, vm) :=
Fpm(vm, vm)

|gpm(vm, vm)| → −∞. (2)

By compactness of S|Z a subsequence of (pm, vm), which we again denote by (pm, vm), must
converge to some limit (p∞, v∞) ∈ S|Z . Since r(pm, vm) diverges to −∞ and F is bounded
on S|Z , this forces gpm(vm, vm) → 0, implying that (p∞, v∞) ∈ S0|Z .

Our goal is to essentially think of the Rn-component p as a parameter instead of a
coordinate as we approach (p∞, v∞). This will be helpful because these directions are the
only source for the non-smoothness: For any fixed p ∈ M = Rn, S0|p is a smooth (n − 2)-
dimensional submanifold of both S|p = {p}×Sn−1 and TpM = {p}×Rn and both gp and Fp

are smooth on TpM × TpM by bilinearity. Instead of the normal/Fermi coordinates around
S0 (based on the Sasaki metric on TM corresponding to the arbitrarily chosen Riemannian
background metric on M) that [13] uses to get a handle on the distance to S0 (which will
potentially mix vertical and horizontal components), we will use the flow of a continuous
vertical vector field X ∈ X(TM), i.e. X = 0+

∑n
i=1X

i ∂
∂vi for continuous Xi : TM → R, such

that X|S remains tangent to the unit sphere bundle S but such that X(p,v) is non-tangent
to the (smooth) fiber Lp = {(p, v) ∈ TpM = {p} × Rn : gp(v, v) = 0} of the null cone of the
semi-Riemannian metric g for any (p, v) ∈ S0.

We can give a suitable X very explicitly by making the following ansatz: We start with

Y(p,v) :=

n∑
i=1

∂g

∂vi
· ∂

∂vi

∣∣∣∣
(p,v)

= 2

n∑
i=1

 n∑
j=1

gij(p)v
j

 ∂

∂vi

∣∣∣∣
(p,v)

,

which is equal to the vertical projection of

grad g(p,v) =

n∑
i=1

 n∑
j,k=1

∂gjk(p)

∂pi
· vjvk

 ∂

∂pi

∣∣∣∣
(p,v)

+

n∑
i=1

2

n∑
j=1

gij(p)v
j

 ∂

∂vi

∣∣∣∣
(p,v)

if g ∈ C1, but is also perfectly well-behaved for continuous g. We then project onto TS to
obtain

X(p,v) := Y(p,v) − ⟨Y(p,v), n(p,v)⟩ · n(p,v)

= 2

n∑
i=1

 n∑
j=1

gij(p)v
j − gp(v, v)v

i

 ∂

∂vi

∣∣∣∣
(p,v)

, (3)

where n(p,v) := vi
∂

∂vi
is the unit normal to S at (p, v) for (p, v) ∈ S ⊂ TM . This vector field

is clearly continuous and vertical on TM and X|S is tangent to S by construction. It remains
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to check non-tangency to Lp for any (p, v) ∈ S0. Since TvLp = {w ∈ TpM | gp(v, w) = 0} it
suffices to show that gp(v,X(p,v)) ̸= 0. We compute

gp(v,X(p,v)) = 2
∑
i,j,k

gij(p)gki(p)v
jvk = 2 ⟨gp · v, gp · v⟩ ̸= 0,

where gp · v := (
∑

j gij(p)v
j)i=1,...,n and we used non-degeneracy of g and that v ̸= 0.

We now wish to define a “projection” of points (p, v) in S near S0 onto S0 by using the
integral curves of X. Since X is overall merely continuous we cannot directly use standard
results such as flowout coordinates. Instead we will solve the ODE for the integral curves
directly:

Because X is vertical, any integral curve γ : I → S = Rn × Sn−1 of X starting in some
(p0, v0) ∈ S0 ⊂ Rn × Sn−1 must remain in the same fiber, i.e. γ(t) = (p0, v(t)) for all t, and
v : I → Sn−1 ⊂ Rn must solve the fiberwise ODE:

v : I → S ,

{
v(0) = v0,
v′(t) = 2 gp0 · v(t)− 2 gp0(v(t), v(t)) · v(t).

(4)

For fixed p0, the right-hand side is smooth in v, so by Picard-Lindelöf, for each (p0, v0) ∈
S0, there exists a unique solution γp0(t) = (p0, v(t)) defined on a maximal interval Ip0,v0 ∋ 0.
We notice that equation (4) is almost linear except for the projection term to stay on the
sphere. Since the linear equation is solved by t 7→ e2t gp0 · v0 for all t ∈ R, where gp0 is the
matrix (gij(p0))i,j=1,...,n and e2tg is the matrix exponential of 2tg, we make the following
ansatz for the solution of (4) and the associated flow map

Φ : R× S0 → S, Φ(t, (p0, v0)) = (p0, v(t)) =

(
p0,

e2t·gp0 v0
∥e2t·gp0 v0∥

)
, (5)

where ∥ · ∥ is the Euclidean norm. It is straightforward to check that this indeed solves (4)
(see Appendix A, Lemma A.1). Clearly Φ is globally defined and continuous on R × S0.
Furthermore, one can explicitly show that Φ is injective (see Appendix A, Lemma A.2).

Since R×S0 and S are both (2n−1)-dimensional topological manifolds and Φ : R×S0 → S
is continuous and injective, invariance of domain implies that V := Φ(R × S0) ⊆ S is open
in S and Φ : R × S0 → V is a homeomorphism. Since S0 ⊂ V , the points (pm, vm) of the
sequence converging to (p∞, v∞) ∈ S0 along which r diverges to −∞ lie in V for all large
enough m. Define

(tm, (p̂m, v̂m)) := Φ−1((pm, vm)) ∈ R× S0.

Since p is constant along the integral curves, we immediately get p̂m = pm for all m. Further,
(t∞, (p̂∞, v̂∞)) = (0, (p∞, v∞)) since (p∞, v∞) ∈ S0.

Continuity of Φ−1 implies tm → 0 and (pm, v̂m) → (p∞, v∞) as m→ ∞.
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(p∞, v∞)

(pm, vm)

(pm, v̂m)

γm

Fig. 1 Approaching (p∞, v∞) along the null projections (pm, v̂m) at S0 (for illustrative purposes
pm = p∞).

Denote the integral curve starting in (pm, v̂m) by γm, i.e.,

γm(t) := Φ(t, (pm, v̂m)) = (pm, v̂m(t)) with v̂m(t) :=
e2t·gpm v̂m

∥e2t·gpm v̂m∥
(6)

as in (5). Then both F ◦ γm := Fpm(v̂m(.), v̂m(.)) : R → R and g ◦ γm := gpm(v̂m(.), v̂m(.)) :
R → R are smooth and we can Taylor expand

F (γm(tm))

|g(γm(tm))| =
(F ◦ γm)(0) + tm · (F ◦ γm)′(0) +

t2m
2 (F ◦ γm)′′(ξm)∣∣∣ (g ◦ γm)(0) + tm · (g ◦ γm)′(0) +

t2m
2! (g ◦ γm)′′(νm)

∣∣∣
≥

tm · (F ◦ γm)′(0) +
t2m
2 (F ◦ γm)′′(ξm)∣∣∣tm · (g ◦ γm)′(0) +

t2m
2 (g ◦ γm)′′(νm)

∣∣∣
≥ −

∣∣∣∣∣ (F ◦ γm)′(0) + tm
2 (F ◦ γm)′′(ξm)

(g ◦ γm)′(0) + tm
2 (g ◦ γm)′′(νm)

∣∣∣∣∣ (7)

for suitable ξm, νm ∈ [0, tm), where we used (p∞, v∞) ∈ S0 and F satisfying the null energy
condition in the first inequality.

Since v̂′m(t) and v̂′′m(t) are continuous functions of t and (pm, vm) (which follows either
from the ODE (4) or the explicit form (6)) and F is continuous, also (F ◦ γm)′(t) =
2Fpm(v̂m(t), v̂′m(t)) and (F ◦ γm)′′(t) = 2Fpm(v̂′m(t), v̂′m(t))+2Fpm(v̂m(t), v̂′′m(t)) are jointly
continuous in t and (pm, vm). The same holds for (g ◦ γm)′(t) and (g ◦ γm)′′(t). Since tm
converges to zero as m→ ∞, also νm → 0 we obtain

lim
m→∞

(g ◦ γm)′(0) +
tm
2
(g ◦ γm)′′(νm) = (g ◦ γ∞)′(0) = 2gp∞(v∞, γ′∞(0))

= 4gp∞(v∞, gp∞ · v∞) = 4⟨gp∞ · v∞, gp∞ · v∞⟩ (8)

since γ′∞(0) = 2 gp∞ · v∞ by the ODE (4) or the explicit form (6). This is always non-zero
since v∞ ∈ S0, so in particular v∞ ̸= 0, and g is non-degenerate. Because the denominator
does not converge to zero, we obtain

lim
m→∞

r(pm, vm) = lim
m→∞

F (γm(tm))

|g(γm(tm))| ≥ −

∣∣∣∣∣ (F ◦ γ∞)′(0)
4⟨gp∞ · v∞, gp∞ · v∞⟩

∣∣∣∣∣ ∈ R

for the ratio. This contradicts the assumption that r(pm, vm) → −∞ as m→ ∞ and finishes
the proof. □
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Using Theorem 2.1, we also recover [13, Cor. 27] and [13, Rem. 28] in this generality
with exactly the same proof as in [13].

Corollary 2.2. Let M be a smooth manifold with a C0 semi-Riemannian metric g
and let F be a C0-tensor field. Then

F (v,v) ≥ 0 for all null vectors v.

if and only if for each compact subset Z ⊆ M there is a constant CT
Z = −CZ ∈ R

such that
F (v,v) ≥ CT

Z · g(v,v) (9)
for all timelike v ∈ TZ.

Remark 2.3 (Weighted null energy vs weighted Ricci bounds). Applying the previous
corollary either to F = Ricg for a C2 Lorentzian metric or to

RicN,V
g := Ricg +Hessg(V ) +

1

N − n
DV ⊗DV

for g ∈ C2, N ≥ n and a weight V ∈ C2(M) (which is assumed constant in case
n = N), shows that non-negativity of the (weighted) Ricci tensor in null directions
is equivalent to a local lower bound on the (weighted) Ricci curvature in timelike
directions.

3 Discussion of implications for the equivalence to
the synthetic NEC of [13]

Having established the equivalence of Definitions 1 and 2 in the desired regularities,
we can now turn to discuss the implications for the equivalence of the classical null
energy condition, cf. Definition 1, to McCann’s synthetic null energy condition defined
below.

Definition 3.1 (Definition 29 in [13]). Given N > 0 and 0 < q < 1, a proper
measured causally geodesic space (M,d, ℓ,m) is said to satisfy a (weak) null energy-
dimension condition, (w)NCe

q(N), (with dimension N > 0 and 0 < q < 1) if for any
compact Z ⊆ M there exists a constant CZ ∈ R such that the metric measure space-
time J(Z,Z) := J+(Z) ∩ J−(Z) satisfies the respective timelike curvature dimension
condition (w)TCDe

q(CZ , N) with curvature bound CZ and dimension N > 0.

In order to not get bogged down with having to consider various technicalities and
cases, we restrict ourselves to considering N ∈ [n,∞) below, but similar considerations
as in [13, Thm. 25] should give that, like the corresponding [13, Thm. 31], the result
remains true for any N ∈ (0,∞] if N ≥ n is added to (iii).

Theorem 3.2 (Consistency with the null energy condition). Let (Mn, g) be a glob-
ally hyperbolic spacetime with a C2-Lorentzian metric g, 0 < q < 1, and let ℓ and
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volg denote the induced Lorentzian time separation function and volume measure. Fix
N ∈ (0,∞] and dm = e−V d volg for some V ∈ C2(M), and a complete auxiliary
Riemannian metric g̃ on Mn which induces a distance d. Consider

(i) (M,d, ℓ,m) ∈ wNCe
q(N)

(ii) (M,d, ℓ,m) ∈ NCe
q(N) and

(iii) every null vector (v, z) ∈ TM satisfies

Ric(N,V )(v, v) ≥ 0.

Then (iii) =⇒ (ii) =⇒ (i).

Proof We follow the argument in the proof of the corresponding result [13, Thm. 31]. That
(ii) =⇒ (i) holds for general metric measure spacetimes is immediate from the definitions.

For the proof of (iii) =⇒ (ii), we first note that even for globally hyperbolic C1,1-metrics
g (and C1-weights V ) timelike Ricci curvature bounds imply the TCDe

q(K,N) condition: In
this case [2, Thm. 3.2] shows that TCDq(K,N) is satisfied and [1, Prop. 3.6] shows that
TCDq(K,N) implies TCD∗

q(K,N) (noting that coming from a globally hyperbolic space-

time with a C1,1-metric our metric measure spacetime indeed satisfies [1, Assumption 3.1]).
Lastly by [1, Thm. 1.5] the latter is equivalent to TCDe

q(K,N) for timelike non-branching

spaces (which is satisfied for C1,1-metrics because this regularity still guarantees unique-
ness of geodesics by classical ODE theory) satisfying [1, Assumption 3.1]. Combining this
with Remark 2.3 essentially proves (iii) =⇒ (ii). The only remaining minor issue is that
McCann’s definition works with the closed globally hyperbolic metric measure spacetimes
J(Z,Z) instead of the open I(Z,Z) ones and only the latter really are Lorentzian manifolds
in the classical sense. This could either be argued away as in [13], or – if we want to stick
with applying the low-regularity versions [2, 1] directly – by noting that J(Z,Z) ⊂ I(Z̃, Z̃)
for any compact Z̃ with Z contained in the interior of Z̃. Since the spaces considered are
globally hyperbolic and the diamonds are causally convex, this implies that J(Z,Z) satisfies
the TCDe

q(K,N) condition with the same constant K = CJ(Z̃,Z̃) as I(Z̃, Z̃) (obtained from

applying Remark 2.3 to the compact set J(Z̃, Z̃)). □

Remark 3.3. The remaining implication (i) =⇒ (iii) of the full equivalence does
not require our improved version of Theorem 2.1 and purely rests on the folklore of the
standard arguments for establishing the equivalence of the various TCD conditions to
timelike Ricci curvature bounds still going through for C2-metrics (and C2-weights).
We were careful to not rely on any arguments of this form in the proof of Theorem 3.2
above, however, given that [14, Thm. 8.5] (or alternatively one of the results [3] or [16],
where this might be easier to see) indeed goes through for C2-metrics, (i) =⇒ (iii)
follows exactly as in [13, Thm. 31].
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Appendix A Properties of the flow map Φ from (5)

Lemma A.1. Let S := Rn × Sn−1, S0 := {(p, v̂) ∈ S | g(v̂, v̂) = 0} and set

Φ : R× S0 → S, Φ(t, (p, v̂)) :=

(
p,

e2t·gp v̂

∥e2t·gp v̂∥

)
≡ (p, v(p,v̂)(t)).

Then for any initial data (p, v̂) ∈ S0 the curve t 7→ v(p,v̂) solves the ODE

v : I → S , v′(t) = 2 gp0 · v(t)− 2 gp0(v(t), v(t)) · v(t).

from (4) with initial data Φ(0, (p, v̂)) = (p, v̂).

Proof The proof is a straightforward computation, but we include detailed steps for
convenience. Setting w(t) := e2tgp v̂, we obtain ẇ(t) = 2gp · w(t) and

d

dt

1

∥w(t)∥ =
d

dt

1√
w(t)Tw(t)

= −1

2

1√
w(t)Tw(t)

3
· 2w(t)T ẇ(t)

= − 2

∥w(t)∥ gp
(

w(t)

∥w(t)∥ ,
w(t)

∥w(t)∥

)
.

So

d

dt

w(t)

∥w(t)∥ = 2gp · w(t)

∥w(t)∥ − 2
w(t)

∥w(t)∥ gp
(

w(t)

∥w(t)∥ ,
w(t)

∥w(t)∥

)
Since v(t) = w(t)/∥w(t)∥, we see that v indeed solves the desired ODE. That Φ(0, (p, v̂)) =
(p, v̂) immediately follows from e0 = Id and ∥v̂∥ = 1. □

Lemma A.2. The flow map Φ : R× S0 → S defined by

Φ(t, (p0, v0)) =
(
p0,

e2tgp0 v0

∥e2tgp0 v0∥

)
is injective on R× S0.

Proof Suppose Φ(t, (p, v)) = Φ(s, (q, w)) for two points (t, (p, v)), (s, (q, w)) ∈ R × S0. By
definition of Φ, the base points must satisfy p = q. We are left with:

e2tgpv

∥e2tgpv∥
=

e2sgpw

∥e2sgpw∥
.

Thus there exists λ > 0 such that:

e2tgpv = λe2sgpw. (A1)

Rearranging (A1) gives:

w = λ−1e2(t−s)gpv. (A2)

To compute the matrix exponential more explicitly we orthogonally diagonalize the sym-
metric bilinear form gp, finding an orthogonal matrix Up such that UT

p gpUp = η(k,n−k),
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where η(k,n−k) is the standard semi-Riemannian inner product of signature (k, n−k) on Rn.
We obtain

e2(t−s)gp = UT
p

[
e−2(t−s) Ik×k

e2(t−s) I(n−k)×(n−k)

]
Up.

As in the proof of S0 being a (2n− 2)-dimensional topological submanifold (cf. (1)), we
note that

v, w ∈ S0 ⇐⇒ v′, w′ ∈ {v′ ∈ Rn : ∥v′∥ = 1 and η(k,n−k)(v
′, v′) = 0}}, (A3)

where we define v′ := Upv and w′ := Upw, and that v = w if and only if v′ = w′. We denote
the first k-components of v′ by v′− and the last n− k components by v′+:

v′ =

(
v′−
v′+

)
where

{
v′− = (v′1, . . . , v

′
k) ∈ Rk

v′+ = (v′k+1, . . . , v
′
n) ∈ Rn−k.

and analogously for w′. Via (A3) the condition of v, w ∈ S0 becomes equivalent to

∥v′−∥ = ∥v′+∥ = ∥w′
−∥ = ∥w′

+∥ =
1

2
. (A4)

Additionally (A2) reduces to

w′ = λ−1

[
e−2(t−s) Ik×k

e2(t−s) I(n−k)×(n−k)

]
v′, (A5)

which splits into

w′
− = λ−1e−2(t−s)v′− and w′

+ = λ−1e2(t−s)v′+.

Taking norms and using (A4) we get

λ−1e−2(t−s) = 1 = λ−1e2(t−s),

which can only hold for t = s and λ = 1. Thus Φ is injective. □

References
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