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VISIBILITY PROPERTY IN ONE AND SEVERAL VARIABLES AND
ITS APPLICATIONS

VIKRAMJEET SINGH CHANDEL, SUSHIL GORAI, ANWOY MAITRA AND AMAR DEEP
SARKAR

Abstract. In this paper we report our investigations on visibility with respect to the

Kobayashi distance and its applications, with a special focus on planar domains. We prove
that totally disconnected subsets of the boundary are removable in the context of visibility.

We also show that a domain in Cn is a local weak visibility domain if and only if it is a weak

visibility domain. The above holds also for visibility. Along the way, we prove an intrinsic
localization result for the Kobayashi distance. Moreover, we observe some interesting

consequences of weak visibility; for example, weak visibility implies compactness of the
end topology of the closure of the domain. For planar domains:

(i) We provide examples of visibility domains that are not locally Goldilocks at any

boundary point.
(ii) We provide certain general conditions on planar domains that yield the continuous

extension of conformal maps, generalizing the Carathéodory extension theorem. Our
conditions are quite general and assume very little regularity of the boundary. We

demonstrate this through examples.

(iii) We also provide conditions for the homeomorphic extension of biholomorphic maps
up to the boundary.

(iv) We prove that a hyperbolic, simply connected domain possesses the visibility property
if and only if its boundary is locally connected. This leads us to reformulate the MLC

conjecture in terms of visibility.

(v) We provide a characterization of visibility for a large class of planar domains including
certain uncountably connected domains.

1. Introduction and statement of results

The notion of visibility manifold was introduced by Eberlein and O’Neill [12] in the
context of non-positively curved simply connected Riemannian Manifolds. Very recently
Bharali and Zimmer [3] considered this concept for domains in Cn with respect to the
Kobayashi distance. When n ≥ 2, given a hyperbolic domain Ω ⊂ Cn, it is a very dif-
ficult problem to determine if the distance space (Ω, kΩ) is complete—here kΩ denotes
the Kobayashi distance on Ω. Completeness is a natural condition that implies, in this
case, that any two points can be joined by a geodesic. Bharali and Zimmer [3] introduced
visibility property using almost-geodesics instead of geodesics and showed that a class of
domains, which they called Goldilocks domains, satisfy the visibility property. For mul-
tidimensional domains, there are few general tools to prove visibility: showing that the
domain is locally a Goldilocks domain (see [4, Theorem 1.4]) or that it satisfies a slightly
weaker hypothesis [9, Theorem 1.3] (see also [4, Remark 1.5]). It turns out that, in the
case of planar domains, things are very different and interesting; this was already pointed
out in [7]. Here we provide an example of a planar visibility domain which is not locally
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Goldilocks at any point of its boundary. The construction uses a continuous but nowhere
differentiable function introduced by Takagi [34]. This points towards the possibility that
the visibility property may be the right tool to study the geometry of planar domains whose
boundary is a fractal set. The question of understanding the geometry of fractal sets was
mentioned in Gromov’s book [14].

Continuous/homeomorphic extension of conformal one-one maps between planar do-
mains up to the boundary is an old problem, going back to Carathéodory for simply
connected domains. The question of homeomorphic extension on circle domains up to
the boundary is also the first step towards the rigidity conjecture [16] and the rigidity
conjecture is required to approach to the Koebe conjecture. The Koebe conjecture has
been proved for countably connected domains (see [15] for details). Therefore, continu-
ous/homeomorphic extension up to the boundary is a very important question in complex
analysis in one variable. Using visibility as a tool, we provide conditions under which
continuous/homeomorphic extensions of conformal maps up to the boundary exist (see
Theorem 1.15 for a precise statement). Our result covers a broad class of domains for
which recent results [23] and [28] do not apply. Note that in the case of hyperbolic planar
domains, the Kobayashi distance coincides with the hyperbolic distance, which is the inte-
grated form of the hyperbolic metric, which in turn is induced from the Poincaré metric of
the unit disc through the covering map.

Visibility of planar domains has a very deep connection with local connectedness of the
boundary. Bracci–Nikolov–Thomas [7, Corollary 3.4] proved that bounded simply con-
nected domains satisfy the visibility property if and only if their boundaries are locally
connected. We prove this for any (not necessarily bounded) simply connected planar do-
main. A general result about visibility in this paper says that if a domain Ω satisfies the
visibility property for every two points in ∂Ω \ S, where S is a totally disconnected set,
then Ω is a visibility domain. Therefore, a reformulation of the MLC conjecture is possible
here. MLC conjecture was posed by Douady and Hubbard in 1980s.

A Reformulation of the MLC conjecture:
The complement of the Mandelbrot set in C satisfies the visibility property outside a totally
disconnected subset of the boundary.
This reformulation of the MLC conjecjure is interesting because it allows us to check vis-
ibility outside a totally disconnected set which might be of full measure as there is no
restriction on the measure of the totally disconnected set. Another general result about
visibility in this paper says that a domain in Cn is a visibility domain if it is locally a
visibility domain at each boundary point outside a totally disconnected set. This led us
to believe, vaguely, that local visibility should imply local connectivity. We could actually
prove a bit more: the boundary of a simply connected planar domain is locally connected
if it is locally connected outside a totally disconnected set. This surprising rigidity of local
connectedness of planar domains lead us to the following observation which might be known
to experts.

Observation 1. MLC if and only if MLC except a totally disconnected subset of the bound-
ary of the Mandelbrot set.

There have been some advancements towards the proof of the MLC conjecture by Yoccoz,
Lyubich and Kahn others [19, 24, 11, 20, 21, 10] by the method of different types of
renormalizations. In certain classes of points in the boundary of the Mandelbrot set the
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local connectedness is already proved. The main problem that remains is whether the
complement of that set is totally disconnected.

We will now provide the statements of our main results. For that we need some defini-
tions. In what follows, Ω shall denote a Kobayashi hyperbolic domain with kΩ, κΩ being
the Kobayashi distance and Kobayashi–Royden metric, respectively, associated with Ω.

Definition 1.1. Let Ω be a domain in Cd and let λ ≥ 1 and κ ≥ 0 be given. A map
σ : I → Ω, where I ⊂ R is an interval, is said to be a (λ, κ)-almost-geodesic (with respect
to kΩ) if the following are satisfied:

(i) ∀ s, t ∈ I, 1
λ
|s− t| − κ ≤ kΩ(σ(s), σ(t)) ≤ λ|s− t|+ κ;

(ii) σ is absolutely continuous, whence σ′(t) exists for a.e. t ∈ I, and κΩ(σ(t); σ
′(t)) ≤ λ

for almost every t ∈ I.

The following definitions were introduced in [3] for bounded domains and in [4] for
unbounded domains. To introduce these definitions, we need to consider the end compact-

ification Ω
End

of the closure Ω of a domain Ω ⊂ Cd. We refer the reader to Section 2.1 for
the definition of the end compactification and the end topology introduced on the space

Ω
End

. In what follows ∂Ω
End

:= Ω
End

\ Ω; it consists of the ordinary Euclidean boundary

∂Ω of Ω plus the ends Ω
End

\ Ω of Ω.

Definition 1.2. Given a hyperbolic domain Ω ⊂ Cd, given λ ≥ 1 and κ > 0, and given a

pair of distinct points ζ, η ∈ ∂Ω
End

, the pair ζ, η is said to satisfy (or possess) the (λ, κ)-
visibility property (with respect to kΩ) or to satisfy (or possess) the visibility property with
respect to (λ, κ)-almost-geodesics (for kΩ) if there exist neighbourhoods Vζ of ζ and Vη of

η in Ω
End

such that V ζ ∩ V η = ∅ and a compact K ⊂ Ω such that for every (λ, κ)-almost-
geodesic σ : [0, T ] → Ω with respect to kΩ with σ(0) ∈ Vζ and σ(T ) ∈ Vη, σ([0, T ])∩K 6= ∅.

Definition 1.3. Given a hyperbolic domain Ω ⊂ Cd, given a pair of distinct points ζ, η ∈

∂Ω
End

and given λ ≥ 1, the pair ζ, η is said to satisfy (or possess) the λ-visibility property
(with respect to kΩ) if, for every κ > 0, the pair ζ, η satisfies the (λ, κ)-visibility property. It
is said to satisfy (or possess) the visibility property (with respect to kΩ) if, for every λ ≥ 1,
it satisfies the λ-visibility property. It is said to satisfy (or possess) the weak visibility
property (with respect to kΩ) if it satisfies the 1- visibility property.

Definition 1.4. Given a hyperbolic domain Ω ⊂ Cd and given λ ≥ 1 and κ > 0, Ω
is said to be a (λ, κ)-visibility domain (with respect to kΩ) or to satisfy (or possess) the
(λ, κ)-visibility property (with respect to kΩ) or to satisfy (or possess) the visibility property

with respect to (λ, κ)-almost-geodesics (for kΩ) if every pair of distinct points ζ, η ∈ ∂Ω
End

satisfies the (λ, κ)-visibility property. It is said to be a λ-visibility domain (with respect to
kΩ) or to satisfy (or possess) the λ-visibility property (with respect to kΩ) if every pair of

distinct points ζ, η ∈ ∂Ω
End

satisfies the λ-visibility property.

Definition 1.5. Given a hyperbolic domain Ω ⊂ Cd, Ω is said to be a visibility domain
(with respect to the Kobayashi distance) or to satisfy (or possess) the visibility property
(with respect to the Kobayashi distance) if, for every λ ≥ 1, Ω satisfies the λ-visibility
property. It is said to be a weak visibility domain (with respect to the Kobayashi distance)
or to satisfy (or possess) the weak visibility property (with respect to the Kobayashi distance)
if Ω satisfies the 1-visibility property.
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In what follows, we shall frequently use the notion of convergence in the Hausdorff
distance. For the sake of clarity and completeness, we recall that, given a compact distance
space (X, d), the Hausdorff distance is a distance defined on the set of all non-empty closed
(equivalently, compact) subsets of X that turns this set into a compact distance space in
its own right. In particular, given any sequence of non-empty closed subsets of X , it has a
subsequence that converges in the Hausdorff distance to a non-empty closed subset of X .
Further, if (An)n≥1 is a sequence of non-empty closed subsets of X that converges to some
set A in the Hausdorff distance, then A consists precisely of the set of all subsequential
limits of sequences (xn)n≥1 such that, for every n, xn ∈ An. Finally, it is not difficult to
show that if (An)n≥1 is a sequence of non-empty, closed, connected sets converging in the
Hausdorff distance to a (non-empty, closed) set B, then B is necessarily connected.

1.1. General results about visibility. In this subsection, we present our main results
for general domains in Cd that satisfy a version of visibility property . These results and a
few other are contained in Section 3. We begin with:

Theorem 1.6. Let Ω ⊂ Cd be a hyperbolic domain (not necessarily bounded). Suppose that
for some λ ≥ 1, κ ≥ 0, and some totally disconnected set S ⊂ ∂Ω, every pair of distinct
points of ∂Ω \ S satisfies the visibility property with respect to (λ, κ)-almost-geodesics for
kΩ. Then Ω is a (λ, κ)-visibility domain.

A consequence of the above result is that, in order to check if a domain Ω possesses a
particular type of visibility property, one only has to check whether pairs of distinct points
of ∂Ω possess this property, i.e., there is no need to verify the condition at the ends of Ω.

We now present our second result.

Theorem 1.7. Let Ω ⊂ Cd be a hyperbolic domain (not necessarily bounded) and Ω0 ⊂ Cd

be a visibility domain. If there exists a biholomorphism Φ : Ω0 → Ω that extends to a

continuous surjective map from Ω0
End

to Ω
End

, then Ω is a visibility domain.

The above result is not only of independent interest but it turns out to be a useful tool in
proving our results for planar domains.

Next we have a result that says that, under rather general conditions, local and global
(weak) visibility are equivalent. In the definition below, we specify what we mean by
“local (weak) visibility” (“global (weak) visibility” simply means (weak) visibility as defined
in Definition 1.5). We point out that, in the recent past, Nikolov–Ökten–Thomas have
proved very similar results (see [27, Theorem 4.1, 4.2]). Nevertheless, there are important
differences between their results and ours. Specifically, they make a seemingly technical, but
crucial, assumption about the connectedness of certain domains obtained as intersections,
whereas we explicitly avoid making this assumption. This is not merely a technical matter:
the specific definition of local visibility that we use not only informs the theorems that
we are able to prove (such as Theorem 1.9 below, which has no artificial connectedness-
of-intersections-type assumption), but is also inspired by the condition that the codomain
in Theorem 1.15 is required to satisfy (compare the definition below with Condition 2
as defined in Section 4); and the latter theorem appears to be natural in the sense that,
given the evidence of Carathéodory’s result dealing with the continuous extension of planar
biholomorphisms (see, for instance, [5, Theorem 4.3.1]), it seems that local connectedness of
the boundary (which is essentially the condition imposed on the codomain in Theorem 1.15)
is the most appropriate one in so far as one is looking for a continuous-extension-type result.
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Definition 1.8. A hyperbolic domain Ω ⊂ Cd is said to be a local (weak) visibility domain
at p ∈ ∂Ω if, for every sequence (xn)n≥1 in Ω converging to p, there exist a subdomain U
of Ω and a subsequence (xkn)n≥1 of (xn)n≥1 such that p ∈ (∂U ∩ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω, such that
xkn ∈ U for all n and such that every two points of (∂U ∩ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω possess the (weak)
visibility property with respect to kU . We say that Ω is a local (weak) visibility domain if
it is a local (weak) visibility domain at p for every p ∈ ∂Ω.

Theorem 1.9. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain that satisfies BSP (in partic-
ular, it can be taken to be any bounded domain). Then Ω is a (weak) visibility domain if
and only if it is a local (weak) visibility domain.

Remark 1.10. BSP above refers to the boundary separation property (see subsection 2.4
for a definition). It is a technical but essential assumption in the if implication above
(Result 2.14, Lemma 3.8 and the results in subsection 3.4 show why the BSP assumption
is essential); note that it is automatically satisfied if Ω is bounded. It is not needed for the
only if implication. All of this will become clear from the proof of Theorem 1.9 presented
at the end of Section 3.

1.2. Visibility of planar domains and the continuous extension of conformal
maps. In this subsection, we present our results regarding the hyperbolic planar domains.
These results and a few other are contained in Section 4 of this article. The notion of
visibility with respect to the Kobayashi distance was introduced mainly to study domains
in higher-dimensional spaces. Not much is known in one dimension. (In this case, the
Kobayashi distance coincides with the hyperbolic distance, which comes from the hyper-
bolic metric.) In this context, the following result by Bracci, Nikolov and Thomas [7,
Corollary 3.4], which is a corollary of a more general result [7, Theorem 3.3], is interesting.

Result 1.11. Let Ω be a bounded simply connected domain in C. Then Ω is a visibility
domain if and only if ∂Ω is locally connected.

In this paper we generalize this result to any simply connected domain by an application
of Carathéodory extension theorem and Theorem 1.7. More precisely, we present:

Theorem 1.12 (Corollary to Theorem 4.7). Let Ω be a hyperbolic simply connected domain
in C. Then Ω is a visibility domain if and only if ∂Ω is locally connected.

One other place where visibility for planar domains is considered is in the context of
homeomorphic extension of biholomorphism between two planar domains by Bharali and
Zimmer [4, Theorem 1.10]. Their approach to visibility is through the notion of locally
Goldilocks domain. In this paper, in Section 6, we construct a simply connected domain
VT in C that is not locally Goldilocks at any of its boundary points. This shows that
the local Goldilocks property is considerably stronger than visibility. More generally, we
provide a much more general sufficient condition for the visibility of planar domains.

Theorem 1.13. Let Ω ⊂ C be a hyperbolic planar domain. Suppose there exists a totally
disconnected subset S ⊂ ∂Ω such that, for every p ∈ ∂Ω\S, ∂Ω is locally connected at p and
the connected component of ∂Ω containing p is not a singleton (i.e., is non-degenerate).
Then Ω is a visibility domain.

The proof of the above theorem is presented in Section 4. In this section, we introduce Con-
dition 1 and Condition 2 that a hyperbolic planar domain may satisfy. These conditions are
defined analytically. One of the main results of this section is that any domain that satisfy
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Condition 2 is a visibility domain; see Theorem 4.3. Later we give a topological character-
ization of domains that satisfy Condition 2; see Theorem 4.13. Theorem 1.13 is a conse-
quence of the aforementioned results. We conjecture that the converse of Theorem 1.13 is
also true. We will give some evidence towards this.

We now discuss about continuous/homeomorphic extension of biholomorphic maps be-
tween planar domains. The question of the continuous extension of biholomorphisms be-
tween planar domains is an old one that goes back to the following result of Carathéodory.

Result 1.14 (Carathéodory; see, e.g., [5, Theorem 4.3.1]). Suppose that Ω ⊂ C∞ is a
hyperbolic simply connected domain and that f : D → Ω is a biholomorphism. Then f
extends to a continuous map from D to Ω if and only if ∂Ω is locally connected, where
Ω and ∂Ω denote the closure and boundary of Ω, respectively, in C∞. The extension is a
homeomorphism if and only if ∂Ω is a Jordan curve.

There are several generalizations of this result. The ones by Luo and Yao [23] and
Ntalampekos [28] are quite general. We will state these results precisely in Section 5 while
comparing them with our result in this direction:

Theorem 1.15. Let Ω1,Ω2 ⊂ C be hyperbolic domains and let f : Ω1 −→ Ω2 be a biholo-
morphism. Suppose

(i) there exists a totally disconnected set S ⊂ ∂Ω2 such that for all p ∈ ∂Ω2 \ S the
boundary ∂Ω2 is locally connected at p and the component of ∂Ω2 containing p is
not a singleton; and

(ii) every component of ∂Ω1 is a Jordan curve and ∂Ω1 is locally connected.

Then f extends to a continuous map from Ω
End

1 onto Ω
End

2 . Moreover, if Ω2 satisfies (ii),
then the extension is a homeomorphism.

We note that the conditions of Theorem 1.15 are purely topological and, as in Result 1.14,
local connectedness at the boundary points play a pivotal role. Theorem 1.15 gives some
classes of domains for which extension of biholomorphisms hold that can not be considered
under the other known results. We will provide some examples in Section 6. The proof
of the above theorem is presented in Section 5. As mentioned earlier, the topological
condition on Ω2, as in (i) above, is equivalent to the analytical condition Condition 2.
Moreover the topological condition on Ω1, as in (ii) above, is equivalent to Condition 1,
see Proposition 4.14 in Section 4. These analytical conditions, together with Lemma 4.4,
help us to prove the above theorem.

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we collect certain auxiliary results that are needed to prove the main
results of this article. We begin with a discussion about the end compactification.

2.1. End compactification. In this article, we shall only consider the end compactifica-
tions of the closures of domains in Euclidean spaces. The notion of end compactification
can be defined for more general topological spaces, but we shall have no need to consider
this.

Let Ω be an unbounded domain in Cd (for bounded domains Ω, we have a natural com-
pactification, namely the Euclidean closure Ω). We choose and fix an exhaustion (Kj)j≥1 of
Ω such that, for all j, Kj ⊂ K◦

j+1, where K
◦
j+1 denotes the interior of Kj+1 in Ω. We define
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an end e of Ω to be a sequence (Fj)j≥1 where, for every j, Fj is a connected component
of Ω \ Kj and where Fj+1 ⊂ Fj. Note that if e = (Fj)j≥1 is an end of Ω then, for every

j, Fj is necessarily an unbounded component of Ω \ Kj . As a set, Ω
End

is defined to be

Ω ∪ {e | e is an end of Ω}. We now define a topology on Ω
End

by prescribing a neighbour-

hood basis at each point of Ω
End

. If x ∈ Ω, we take for a neighbourhood basis at x all the
ordinary Euclidean Ω-neighbourhoods containing x; we take for a neighbourhood basis at

an end e = (Fj)j≥1 the family (F̂j)j≥1 of subsets of Ω
End

where

F̂j
..= Fj ∪ {f | f = (Gν)ν≥1 is an end of Ω such that Gν = Fν ∀ ν = 1, . . . , j}.

As we have defined it, both the set Ω
End

and the topology on it depend on the compact
exhaustion (Kj)j≥1 initially chosen; however, it is easy to see that if one starts out with
a different exhaustion (Lj)j≥1 and proceeds to define the end compactification relative to
this exhaustion then there exists a natural homeomorphism between the two spaces thus
obtained. Therefore, so far as topological questions are concerned (and we will deal only
with such questions), the end compactification is well defined, independent of the compact
exhaustion chosen; we can work with whichever exhaustion is most convenient for us. At
this point, we state a result that is very important in our future discussion.

Result 2.1. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is an unbounded hyperbolic domain. Suppose that, for
every compact K ⊂ Ω, there exists R <∞ such that K ⊂ B(0;R) and such that there are

only finitely many connected components of Ω \K that intersect Cd \ B(0;R). Then Ω
End

is sequentially compact.

As stated, the above result has nothing to do with visibility and its proof is purely topo-
logical. Therefore we present the proof of the above result in the appendix, Section 7, for
completeness. Using the above result, we shall be able to conclude that for a visibility

domain Ω, Ω
End

is squentially compact.

2.2. Topological results. In this article, the word path will always denote a continuous
map from some (usually compact) interval in R into whatever topological space (usually
a domain) is being considered. Given a domain Ω ⊂ Cd and a sequence of paths γn :
[an, bn] −→ Ω, we shall say that (γn)n≥1 eventually avoids every compact set in Ω if for any
compact K ⊂ Ω, there exists n(K) ≥ 1, such that γn([an, bn]) ∩K = ∅ for all n ≥ n(K).

Lemma 2.2. Let Ω ⊂ Cd be a domain and let p 6= q ∈ ∂Ω
End

. Let γn : [an, bn] −→ Ω be a
sequence of paths that eventually avoids every compact set in Ω and such that γn(an) → p

and γn(bn) → q in the topology of Ω
End

. Then there exist a sequence (sn)n≥1 ⊂ [an, bn],
a point ξ ∈ ∂Ω and an R > 0 such that γn(sn) → ξ and such that each γn intersects
Ω \B(ξ, R).

Proof. We first observe that the case when one of the points p, q is in ∂Ω is easy to handle.
First suppose that both p and q are in ∂Ω. Then we can simply take sn ..= an, ξ ..= p and
R ..= ‖p − q‖/2. Next, suppose that exactly one of p, q is an end of Ω. Suppose, without

loss of generality, that p ∈ ∂Ω and that q ∈ Ω
End

\ Ω. Then we can take sn ..= an, ξ ..= p
and R ..= 1.
So we may suppose that p, q are two distinct ends. Choose a sequence (Kj)j≥1 of compact

subsets of Ω such that, denoting by K◦
j the interior of Kj in Ω, Kj ⊂ K◦

j+1 for every j and
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such that
∞⋃

j=1

K◦
j = Ω.

It is given that (γn(an))n≥1 and (γn(bn))n≥1 converge to p and q, respectively, in the topology

of Ω
End

. By the definition of this topology, there exist decreasing sequences (Up
j )j≥1 and

(U q
j )j≥1 such that, for every j, Up

j and U q
j are connected components of Ω \Kj, such that

p = (Up
j )j≥1, q = (U q

j )j≥1. Because p 6= q, there exists j0 ∈ Z+ such that Up
j0
6= U q

j0
. Then

Up
j0
∩ U q

j0
= ∅ and, for all j ≥ j0, U

p
j ∩ U q

j = ∅. We may assume, without loss of generality,
that for all n, γn(an) ∈ Up

j0
and γn(bn) ∈ U q

j0
.

Now, for every n, γn must intersect Kj0; otherwise γn([an, bn]), a connected subset of Ω,
hence of Ω, will intersect two distinct connected components of Ω \ Kj0, which will be a
contradiction. Thus, for every n, there exists sn, an < sn < bn, such that γn(sn) ∈ Kj0 .
Since Kj0 is compact, we may assume, without loss of generality, that (γn(sn))n≥1 converges
to some point ξ of Kj0. Since (γn)n≥1 eventually avoids every compact set in Ω, it follows
that ξ ∈ Kj0 ∩ ∂Ω. Finally, as above, we can take R ..= 1.
This finishes the consideration of all cases and completes the proof. �

2.3. Reparametrization of absolutely continuous curves with respect to the
Kobayashi-Royden metric. The first result in this subsection shows that any abso-
lutely continuous curve that is almost everywhere non-stationary can be reparametrized so
as to have unit speed with respect to the Kobayashi–Royden metric.

Proposition 2.3. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain and γ : [a, b] → Ω is an
absolutely continuous map such that γ′ is almost everywhere non-vanishing. Then there
exists a κΩ-unit-speed reparametrization γ̃ : [0, L] → Ω of γ, i.e.,

(2.1) κΩ(γ̃(t); γ̃
′(t)) = 1 for a.e. t ∈ [0, L].

Proof. Define the function F : [a, b] → [0,∞) as follows:

F (s) ..=

∫ s

a

κΩ(γ(t); γ
′(t)) dt.

(The assumption that γ is absolutely continuous implies that F is well-defined.) Write
L ..= F (b); L is the Kobayashi length of γ calculated using the Kobayashi metric. Note
that F itself is an absolutely continuous function and

(2.2) F ′(t) = κΩ(γ(t); γ
′(t)) for a.e. t ∈ [a, b].

It also follows that F is strictly increasing, for if a ≤ s < t ≤ b,

F (t)− F (s) =

∫ t

s

κΩ(γ(τ); γ
′(τ)) dτ > 0,

since τ 7→ κΩ(γ(τ); γ
′(τ)) is a non-negative measurable function that is positive almost

everywhere. Therefore F is a strictly increasing (absolutely) continuous function that
maps [a, b] onto [0, L]. Let G ..= F−1; then G is a strictly increasing continuous function
from [0, L] onto [a, b]. From (2.2), the hyperbolicity of Ω and by hypothesis, F ′ is almost
everywhere non-vanishing. Consequently, by a standard result (see for instance Exercise 13,
Chapter IX of [25]) G is absolutely continuous. Consider the mapping γ̃ ..= γ ◦G. Since γ
is absolutely continuous and G is strictly increasing and absolutely continuous, it follows



VISIBILITY 9

that γ̃ is absolutely continuous and is a reparametrization of γ. We claim that it is κΩ-
unit-speed. To prove this it suffices to show that, for a.e. t ∈ [0, L], κΩ(γ̃(t); γ̃

′(t)) = 1. By
the chain rule,

(2.3) γ̃′(t) =
1

F ′(G(t))
γ′(G(t)) =

1

κΩ(γ(G(t)); γ′(G(t)))
γ′(G(t)) for a.e. t ∈ [0, L].

From the above it follows immediately that γ̃ is κΩ-unit-speed. �

In order to state our next result, we need a definition.

Definition 2.4 ([27, Definition 3]). Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain, that
λ ≥ 1 and κ > 0 are parameters, and that I ⊂ R is an interval. An absolutely continuous
curve γ : I → Ω is called a (λ, κ)-geodesic for kΩ if for all s ≤ t ∈ I we have

lκΩ(γ|[s,t]) ≤ λkΩ(γ(t), γ(s)) + κ.

Here lκΩ(γ|[s,t]) denotes the length of the curve γ|[s,t] with respect to κΩ.

Remark 2.5. Note that the definition of a (λ, κ)-geodesic is devised in such a way that after
allowable reparametrizations it remains a (λ, κ)-geodesic. Lastly it is not difficult to see
that a (λ, κ)-almost-geodesic is a (λ2, λ2κ)-geodesic.

Our next result says that any absolutely continuous (λ, κ)-geodesic that is almost every-
where non-stationary can be re-parametrized so as to become an almost-geodesic.

Proposition 2.6. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain and, given λ ≥ 1 and
κ > 0, let γ be a (λ, κ)-geodesic for kΩ. Suppose further that γ′ is almost everywhere non-
vanishing. Let γ̃ : [0, L] → Ω be the κΩ-unit-speed reparametrization of γ as in the above
proposition. Then γ̃ is a (λ, κ)-almost-geodesic for kΩ.

Proof. To show that γ̃ is a (λ, κ)-almost-geodesic for kΩ, we have to show the following:

• for all s, t ∈ [0, L], kΩ(γ̃(s), γ̃(t)) ≥ (1/λ)|s− t| − κ,

• for all s, t ∈ [0, L], kΩ(γ̃(s), γ̃(t)) ≤ λ|s− t|+ κ,

• for a.e. t ∈ [0, L], κΩ(γ̃(t); γ̃
′(t)) ≤ λ.

Since γ̃ is κΩ-unit-speed, for a.e. t ∈ [0, L], κΩ(γ̃(t); γ̃
′(t)) = 1 and hence the last property

above holds with stronger reason. Therefore, we also have, for all s, t ∈ [0, L] with s ≤ t,
that

kΩ(γ̃(s); γ̃(t)) ≤

∫ t

s

κΩ(γ̃(τ); γ̃
′(τ))dτ = t− s ≤ λ(t− s) + κ.

Finally, for s, t ∈ [0, L] with s ≤ t arbitrary,

kΩ(γ̃(s), γ̃(t)) = kΩ(γ(G(s)), γ(G(t)))

≥ (1/λ)ℓκΩ(γ|[G(s),G(t)])− (κ/λ),

since γ is a (λ, κ)-geodesic for kΩ. Further, since the Kobayashi length of an absolutely
continuous path is independent of reparametrization,

ℓκΩ(γ|[G(s),G(t)]) = ℓκΩ(γ̃|[s,t]) = t− s.

Combining the two inequalities above, we get, for all s, t ∈ [0, L] with s ≤ t, that

kΩ(γ̃(s), γ̃(t)) ≥ (1/λ)(t− s)− (κ/λ) ≥ (1/λ)(t− s)− κ.

This establishes the result. �
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The last result in this subsection says that an arbitrary (λ, κ)-geodesic can be approxi-
mated uniformly by another such curve that is non-stationary. More precisely:

Proposition 2.7. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain and x, y ∈ Ω. Given λ ≥ 1
and κ > 0, let γ : [a, b] → Ω be a (λ, κ)-geodesic joining x and y and let ǫ > 0 be such that
NbdCd(ran(γ), ǫ) ⊂ Ω. Then there exists an absolutely continuous map γ̃ : [a, b] → Ω such
that (1) γ̃ is a (λ, λǫ + κ)-geodesic, (2) for every t ∈ [a, b], ‖γ(t) − γ̃(t)‖ ≤ ǫ/2, (3) γ̃′ is
almost-everywhere non-vanishing.

Proof. Let E ..= {t ∈ [a, b] | γ′(t) = 0}. Suppose E has positive measure (otherwise the
result is obvious). Let δ > 0 be an arbitrary number (whose values we should prescribe
later) and define h almost everywhere on [a, b] by

h(t) ..= γ′(t) + δχE(t)e,

where e ∈ Cd is the vector (1, 0, . . . , 0) (any nonzero vector would work just as well).
Clearly, h is integrable. Therefore, define

γ̃(s) ..=

∫ s

a

h(t)dt, ∀ s ∈ [a, b].

Note that γ̃ is absolutely continuous on [a, b], differentiable almost everywhere on [a, b] and
γ̃′(t) = h(t) = γ′(t) + δχE(t)e outside a measure zero set C. Note that

(2.4) γ̃′(t) 6= 0 ∀ t ∈ [a, b] \ C.

(if t ∈ [a, b] \ (C ∪ E), γ̃′(t) = γ′(t) 6= 0, whereas if t ∈ E \ C, γ̃′(t) = δe 6= 0).

Now given s ∈ [a, b] arbitrary,

γ̃(s)− γ(s) =

∫ s

a

h(t)dt−

∫ s

a

γ′(t)dt =

∫ s

a

δχE(t)e dt,

therefore, by choosing δ so small such that 3δL1(E) < ǫ, we get

(2.5) ‖γ̃(s)− γ(s)‖ ≤ δ

∫ s

a

χE(t) dt = δL1(E ∩ [a, s]) ≤ ǫ/3, ∀ s ∈ [a, b].

Also for every t ∈ [a, b] \ C we have

(2.6) γ̃′(t)− γ′(t) = h(t)− γ′(t) = δχE(t)e, =⇒ ‖γ̃′(t)− γ′(t)‖ ≤ δχE(t) ≤ δ.

In particular,

(2.7) ‖γ̃′(t)‖ ≤ ‖γ′(t)‖+ δ ∀ t ∈ [a, b] \ C.

We now make certain general observations.

(a) Since kΩ is continuous on Ω × Ω (see, for example, [17, Proposition 3.1.10]), there
exists δ1 > 0 such that

|kΩ(γ(s), γ(t))− kΩ(z, w)| ≤ ǫ/3

for all s, t ∈ [a, b] and for all z, w ∈ Ω such that ‖γ(s)−z‖ ≤ δ1 and ‖γ(t)−w‖ ≤ δ1.

(b) Since NbdCd

(
ran(γ), ǫ

)
⊂ Ω, it follows that NbdCd

(
ran(γ), ǫ/2

)
⋐ Ω. This implies

that there exists C <∞ such that

κΩ(z; v) ≤ C‖v‖ ∀z ∈ NbdCd

(
ran(γ), ǫ/2

)
, and ∀v ∈ Cd.

We may suppose, without loss of generality, that ǫ/(3C) < 1.
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(c) Since γ′, defined a.e. on [a, b], is in L1([a, b],Cd), there exists δ2, 0 < δ2 < ǫ/(3C),
such that,

∀ measurable A ⊂ [a, b], L1(A) < δ2 =⇒

∫

A

‖γ′(t)‖dt < ǫ/(3C).

(d) By Lusin’s theorem, there exist a closed subset F ⊂ [a, b] and a continuous map
g : R → Cd such that

γ′ = g on F and L1([a, b] \ F ) < δ2.

As F is a compact set and g is a continuous function on it, there existsM <∞ such
that ‖g(t)‖ ≤ M for all t ∈ F . Since κΩ is upper semicontinuous on Ω × Cd (see,
for example, [17, Proposition 3.5.13]), there exists δ3 > 0 such that for all t ∈ F ,
all z ∈ Ω such that ‖z − γ(t)‖ ≤ δ3, all v ∈ Cd with ‖v‖ ≤ M , and all w ∈ Cd such
that ‖v−w‖ ≤ δ3, κΩ(z;w) ≤ κΩ(γ(t); v)+(ǫ/3(b−a)). In particular, for all t ∈ F ,
z ∈ Ω such that ‖z − γ(t)‖ ≤ δ3 and for all v ∈ Cd such that ‖v − γ′(t)‖ ≤ δ3, we
have

κΩ(z; v) ≤ κΩ(γ(t); γ
′(t)) + (ǫ/3(b− a)).

Let δ ..= min{1, δ1, δ2, δ3, ǫ/3}/L
1(E) then the last inequality together with (2.5) and

(2.6) implies

κΩ(γ̃(t); γ̃
′(t)) ≤ κΩ(γ(t); γ

′(t)) + (ǫ/3(b− a)) ∀ t ∈ F \ C.

This inequality implies, for all s, t ∈ [a, b] with s ≤ t, we have

ℓκΩ(γ̃|[s,t]) =

∫ t

s

κΩ(γ̃(τ); γ̃
′(τ)) dτ

=

∫

[s,t]∩F

κΩ(γ̃(τ); γ̃
′(τ)) dτ +

∫

[s,t]\F

κΩ(γ̃(τ); γ̃
′(τ)) dτ

≤

∫

[s,t]∩F

κΩ(γ(τ); γ
′(τ)) dτ +

∫

[s,t]∩F

(ǫ/3(b− a)) dτ +

∫

[s,t]\F

κΩ(γ̃(τ); γ̃
′(t)) dτ,(2.8)

Note∫

[s,t]∩F

κΩ(γ(τ); γ
′(τ)) dτ ≤

∫ t

s

κΩ(γ(τ); γ
′(τ)) dτ = ℓκΩ(γ|[s,t]) ≤ λkΩ(γ(s), γ(t)) + κ,

where we used the fact that γ is a (λ, κ)-almost-geodesic with respect to kΩ. By (2.5), and
the inequality in item (a) above implies that

kΩ(γ(s), γ(t)) ≤ kΩ(γ̃(s), γ̃(t)) + (ǫ/3).

Therefore

(2.9)

∫

[s,t]∩F

κΩ(γ(τ); γ
′(τ)) dτ ≤ λkΩ(γ̃(s), γ̃(t)) + (λǫ/3) + κ.

Obviously,

(2.10)

∫

[s,t]∩F

(ǫ/3(b− a)) dτ ≤ (ǫ/3(b− a))(b− a) = ǫ/3.

Finally ∫

[s,t]\F

κΩ(γ̃(τ); γ̃
′(t)) dτ ≤

∫

[s,t]\F

C‖γ̃′(τ)‖ dτ ≤ C

∫

[a,b]\F

‖γ̃′(τ)‖ dτ,
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where, to write the first inequality, we have used (2.5) and the inequality in item (b). Now
∫

[a,b]\F

‖γ̃′(τ)‖ dτ ≤

∫

[a,b]\F

(
‖γ′(τ)‖+ δ

)
dτ ≤

ǫ

3C
+ δL1([a, b] \ F ) ≤

ǫ

3C
+

ǫ

3C
=

2ǫ

3C
,

where, to write the first inequality, we have used (2.7); to write the second, we have used
the inequality in item (c); and to write the third and fourth we have used the fact that
δ ≤ δ2 < ǫ/(3C) < 1. The last two inequality then imply that

(2.11)

∫

[s,t]\F

κΩ(γ̃(τ); γ̃
′(t)) dτ ≤

2ǫ

3
.

Using (2.9), (2.10) and (2.11) in (2.8),

(2.12) ℓκΩ(γ̃|[s,t]) ≤ λkΩ(γ̃(s), γ̃(t)) + (λǫ/3) + κ+ (2ǫ/3) ≤ λkΩ(γ̃(s), γ̃(t)) + λǫ+ κ.

From (2.4), (2.5) and (2.12), we see that the proposition has been proved. �

2.4. Separation results with respect to the Kobayashi distance. In this subsection,
we collect certain separation results with respect to the Kobayashi distance. Given a

hyperbolic domain Ω ⊂ Cd and two distinct points p, q ∈ ∂Ω
End

, we shall say that p, q
satisfy the boundary separation property BSP with respect to kΩ if the following holds:

(2.13) lim inf
(z,w)→(p,q), z,w∈Ω

kΩ(z, w) > 0.

It is not difficult to see that if the inequality above holds for all p, q ∈ ∂Ω, p 6= q (i.e.,

for every pair of distinct ordinary boundary points), then it holds for all p, q ∈ ∂Ω
End

,
p 6= q (i.e., it extends automatically to pairs of distinct ends). Bearing this in mind, we say
that Ω satisfies BSP with respect to kΩ if, for all p, q ∈ ∂Ω with p 6= q, (2.13) holds. Our
first lemma says that a domain possesses this property under a natural condition on the
Kobayashi–Royden metric.

Lemma 2.8. Let Ω ⊂ Cd be a hyperbolic domain such that for every point p ∈ ∂Ω there
exist a neighbourhood U of p and a constant c > 0 such that κΩ(z; v) ≥ c‖v‖ for all z ∈ U∩Ω
and v ∈ Cd. Then Ω satisfies BSP with respect to kΩ.

The proof is not difficult and follows simply from the fact that the Kobayashi distance
is the integrated form of κΩ. Every bounded domain satisfies the condition in the above
lemma (see, e.g., Proposition 3.5 in [3]) and therefore every bounded domain satisfies BSP.
For a planar hyperbolic domain Ω ⊂ C, we know that limz→p, z∈Ω κΩ(z) = +∞ for any
p ∈ ∂Ω; from this it follows that Ω satisfies BSP. We state this as a result to be used later:

Result 2.9. Every hyperbolic planar domain Ω satisfies BSP with respect to kΩ.

BSP is intimately related to the notion of hyperbolicity at a boundary point as presented,
for example, in [27] (see [27, Definition 1]). In Section 3, we shall also see that a form of
weak visibility for a hyperbolic domain implies that it satisfies BSP.

We shall also need a separation result of the type where two compact sets K ⊂ L of
a hyperbolic domain Ω are given and we wish to conclude that kΩ(K,Ω \ L) > 0. The
simplest case is given by the following lemma from which the general case also follows.

Lemma 2.10. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain. Let p ∈ Ω and R > 0 be such
that B(p, R) ⊂ Ω. Then there exists a c > 0 such that kΩ(p, w) ≥ c for all w ∈ Ω \B(p, R).
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Proof. Since Ω is hyperbolic, Theorem 2 in [31] implies that there exist r, c′ > 0 such that

(2.14) κΩ(z, v) ≥ c′‖v‖ ∀ z ∈ B(p, r) and ∀ v ∈ Cd.

Let ρ = min{R/2, r}. Choose w ∈ Ω\B(p, R) and let γ : [0, 1] → Ω be any C1 path joining
p and w. Writing

s ..= inf{t ∈ [0, 1] | γ(t) /∈ B(p, ρ)},

it follows that γ(s) ∈ ∂B(p, ρ) and that γ
(
[0, s)

)
⊂ B(p, ρ). Then

lΩ(γ) ≥

∫ s

0

κΩ(γ(t), γ
′(t))dt

≥

∫ s

0

c′‖γ′(t)‖dt (from (2.14))

≥ c′‖p− γ(s)‖ = c′ρ =.. c.

Since γ was arbitrary, therefore, taking the infimum over all C1 paths γ joining p and w, it
follows that kΩ(p, w) ≥ c . �

Corollary 2.11. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain. Let K ⊂ Ω and r > 0 be
such that both K and Kr

.

.= {z ∈ Cd | distEuc(z,K) ≤ r} are compact subsets of Ω. Then
kΩ(K,Ω \Kr) > 0.

2.5. Localization results for the Kobayashi metric. The following result due to Roy-
den [31, Lemma 2] is an important tool in studying the localization properties of the
Kobayashi distance and in studying the relation between local and global visibility and
Gromov hyperbolicity (see, e.g., [32, 6, 7]). Its proof can also be found in [13, Lemma 4].

Result 2.12 (Royden’s Localization Lemma). Suppose that X is a hyperbolic complex
manifold and that U ⊂ X is a domain. Then for any z ∈ U and v ∈ T 1,0

z X, we have

κU(z; v) ≤ coth
(
kX(z,X \ U)

)
κX(z; v),

where kX(z,X \ U) .

.= infw∈X\U kX(z, w).

Remark 2.13. To provide an illustration of how the result above can be used to study
the relation between global and local visibility, we remark the following: If Ω ⊂ Cd is a
hyperbolic domain, if U ⊂ Cd is a sub-domain, ifW ⊂ U is a set such that kΩ(W,Ω\U) > 0
and if we write λ0 ..= coth

(
kΩ(W,Ω \ U)

)
, then, for every λ ≥ 1 and every κ ≥ 0, every

(λ, κ)-almost-geodesic γ for kΩ that is contained in W is a (λ0λ, κ)-almost-geodesic for kU .
This follows immediately from the definition of almost-geodesics by using Result 2.12 and
will be used in Section 5.

The following lemma, recently presented and proved in [32], is a refinement of the one
above, and is crucial in proving localization results for the Kobayashi distance, as in [32].
Its usefulness will also become apparent in this paper.

Result 2.14 ([32, Lemma 3.1]). Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain and U ⊂ Ω
is a sub-domain. If W ⊂ U is an open set with kΩ(W,Ω \U) > 0, then there exists L <∞
such that

κU (z; v) ≤ (1 + Le−kΩ(z,Ω\U))κΩ(z; v) ∀ z ∈ W, v ∈ Cd.
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2.6. Preliminary results regarding visibility. The first result of this subsection says
that, under the assumption of weak visibility, the Gromov product of points, converging to
two distinct points of the boundary of the end compactification, remains finite in a strong
sense. This behaviour is analogous to the one shown by pairs of distinct points of the ideal
boundary of a Gromov hyperbolic distance space. It was first proved in [7, Proposition 2.4]
and mildly generalized in [9, Proposition 3.1]. This is a further generalization.

Lemma 2.15. Suppose Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain and that ξ1, ξ2 ∈ ∂Ω
End

, ξ1 6= ξ2,
satisfy the visibility property with respect to (1, ǫ)-almost-geodesics for some ǫ > 0. Then

lim sup
(z,w)→(ξ1,ξ2), z,w∈Ω

(z|w)o < +∞.

Proof. This is a mild modification of the proof of [7, Proposition 2.4] for the end compact-
ification case, but, for the sake of completeness, we provide a full argument here. Note
that, in order to prove the required result, it suffices to prove the following: if (zn)n≥1 and
(wn)n≥1 are any two sequences in Ω converging to ξ1 and ξ2, respectively, then

lim sup
n→∞

(zn|wn)o < +∞.

So let (zn)n≥1 and (wn)n≥1 be such sequences. For every n, choose a (1, ǫ)-almost-geodesic
γn for kΩ joining zn and wn. Note that, by the assumption that the pair {ξ1, ξ2} possesses the
visibility property, there exists a compact subset K of Ω such that, for every n, γn∩K 6= ∅.
Choose, for every n, xn ∈ γn ∩K. Since zn, xn and wn lie on a (1, ǫ)-almost-geodesic, for
all n,

kΩ(zn, wn) ≥ kΩ(zn, xn) + kΩ(xn, wn)− 3ǫ

≥ kΩ(zn, o) + kΩ(wn, o)− 2kΩ(xn, o)− 3ǫ.

From this it follows that

(zn|wn)o ≤ kΩ(xn, o) + 2ǫ.

Since xn ∈ K, it follows that there exists L <∞ such that, for every n, the right-hand side
above is ≤ L. This, of course, shows that

lim sup
n→∞

(zn|wn)o <∞

and completes the proof. �

The last lemma of this section is about the convergence of a sequence of geodesics to a
geodesic ray in visibility domains. The proof of this lemma is substantially similar to that
of [4, Proposition 5.4] and its main ideas are also to be found in [7, Lemma 3.1]. The latter
result, in fact, is precisely this lemma stated for bounded complete hyperbolic visibility
domains. We present a proof of this result here since the hypotheses and conclusion of this
lemma are slightly different from those of either of the two results quoted.

Lemma 2.16. Suppose Ω ⊂ Cd is a complete hyperbolic domain that possesses the geodesic

visibility property. Suppose p ∈ ∂Ω
End

, that (qn)n≥1 is a sequence of points of Ω converging
to p, that o ∈ Ω is a fixed point, and that, for every n, γn is a kΩ-geodesic joining o and
qn. Then, up to a subsequence, (γn)n≥1 converges locally uniformly on [0,∞) to a geodesic
ray that emanates from o and lands at p.
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Proof. Let γn : [0, Ln] → Ω; then Ln = kΩ(o, qn). Since (Ω, kΩ) is by assumption complete,
kΩ(o, qn) → ∞ as n → ∞. Therefore, we may suppose, without loss of generality, that
(Ln)n≥1 is a strictly increasing sequence of positive real numbers tending to ∞. Extend
each γn to all of R by defining γn|[Ln,∞] to be constantly equal to qn; call the extended
mapping γ̃n. Now consider the sequence of mappings (γ̃n)n≥1 between the distance spaces
([0,∞), | · |) and (Ω, kΩ). It is now easy to see that one may invoke the Arzelà–Ascoli
theorem to conclude that (γ̃n)n≥1 has a subsequence that converges locally uniformly on
[0,∞) to a continuous mapping γ̃ from [0,∞) to Ω. It also follows immediately that γ̃ is
a kΩ-geodesic.

Now we will show that γ̃ lands at p. First we show that γ̃ lands at some point of ∂Ω
End

(actually, our argument will show that any kΩ-geodesic ray lands at some point of ∂Ω
End

).
Consider the set

S ..= γ̃([0,∞)) \ γ̃([0,∞)),

where we take the closure in Ω
End

. By the properness of the distance space (Ω, kΩ), S ⊂

∂Ω
End

. By the compactness of Ω
End

, S 6= ∅. We need to show that S is a singleton. Assume,
to get a contradiction, that S contains at least two points, say ξ and ζ , ξ 6= ζ . Since ξ ∈ S,
there exists a sequence (sn)n≥1 such that sn ր ∞ and such that γ̃(sn) → ξ as n → ∞.
Similarly, we get a sequence (tn)n≥1 corresponding to ζ . By passing to subsequences, we
may assume that, for all n, sn < tn < sn+1. Now consider the sequence

(
γ̃|[sn,tn]

)
n≥1

of

kΩ-geodesics. The sequences of its end-points converge to ξ and ζ , respectively, which are
distinct. Therefore, by the visibility assumption, there exists a compact subset K of Ω such
that, for every n, γ̃|[sn,tn]∩K 6= ∅. Therefore, for every n, there exists un ∈ [sn, tn] such that
γ̃(un) ∈ K. Consequently, there existsM <∞ such that, for every n, kΩ(γ̃(0), γ̃(un)) ≤M .
But, at the same time, kΩ(γ̃(0), γ̃(un)) = un ≥ sn and, since sn → ∞ as n → ∞, we have
a contradiction. Therefore, our starting assumption must be wrong, and it must be that S
is a singleton.
Now we will show that S = {p}; it is enough to assume that p /∈ S and obtain a

contradiction. So we assume p /∈ S. Since we know S is a singleton, let S =.. {ξ}. Then our
assumption means that p 6= ξ. Choose (Uj)j≥1 and (Vj)j≥1 representing p and ξ respectively
as ends. Since limt→∞ γ̃(t) = ξ, for every j, there exists sj ∈ [0,∞) such that, for all t ≥ sj ,
γ̃(t) ∈ Vj . We may also suppose that sj → ∞. Now (γ̃n(sj))n≥1 converges to γ̃(sj).
Therefore, there exists nj ∈ Z+ such that, for all n ≥ nj , γ̃n(sj) ∈ Vj . We may also take
nj to be so large that Lnj

> sj, so that, for all n ≥ nj , γ̃n(sj) = γn(sj). So, finally, for all
j, γnj

(sj) ∈ Vj . But, at the same time, (γnj
(Lnj

))j≥1 converges to p. Therefore, for every
k ∈ Z+, there exists jk ∈ Z+ such that for all j ≥ jk, γnj

(Lnj
) ∈ Uk. In particular, for every

k, γnjk
(Lnjk

) ∈ Uk. Now, for every k, consider the geodesic γnjk
|[sjk ,Lnjk

]. The sequences of

its end points, (γnjk
(sjk))k≥1 and (γnjk

(Lnjk
))k≥1, converge to the distinct points ξ and p

of ∂Ω
End

, respectively. By visibility, there exist tk ∈ [sjk , Lnjk
] and M < ∞ such that, for

all k, kΩ(γnjk
(tk), o) ≤M . But kΩ(γnjk

(tk), o) = kΩ(γnjk
(tk), γnjk

(0)) = tk ≥ sjk , which is a

contradiction because sjk → ∞. This contradiction shows that p ∈ S, hence that S = {p},
and we are done. �

3. Some general results about visibility

3.1. Removability of a totally disconnected set and other topological conse-
quences of visibility property. In this subsection, we present certain results that show
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that if a domain Ω satisfies either the visibility property or the weak visibility property
then it must satisfy certain topological conditions. In this direction, our first result is
Theorem 1.6 whose proof we present here.

Proof of Theorem 1.6. Assume, to get a contradiction, that Ω does not possess the visibility
property with respect to (λ, κ)-almost-geodesics for kΩ. Then we know that there exist

p, q ∈ ∂Ω
End

, p 6= q, and a sequence (γn)n≥1 of (λ, κ)-almost-geodesics with respect to kΩ,
γn : [a′n, b

′
n] → Ω, such that γn(a

′
n) → p, γn(b

′
n) → q and such that (γn)n≥1 eventually

avoids every compact set in Ω. By Lemma 2.2, there exist ξ ∈ ∂Ω, R > 0 and a sequence
(an)n≥1 ⊂ [a′n, b

′
n] such that γn(an) → ξ and such that every γn intersects Ω \ B(ξ;R). We

may suppose, without loss of generality, that, for every n, γn([an, b
′
n]) ∩ (Ω \ B(ξ;R)) 6= ∅.

For every n, write

bn ..= inf{t > an | γn(t) /∈ B(ξ;R)}.

Note that, for every n, there exist cn, dn, an < cn < dn < bn, such that γn
(
(an, cn)

)
⊂

B(ξ;R/3), γn(cn) ∈ ∂B(ξ;R/3), γn(dn) ∈ ∂B(ξ; 2R/3) and γn
(
(dn, bn)

)
⊂ B(ξ;R) \

B(ξ; 2R/3). Note that, by passing to subsequences successively, we may assume that(
γn
(
[an, cn]

))
n≥1

converges in the Hausdorff distance to some compact, connected set

L1 ⊂ B(ξ;R/3) and that
(
γn
(
[dn, bn]

))
n≥1

converges in the Hausdorff distance to some com-

pact, connected set L2 ⊂ B(ξ;R) \B(ξ; 2R/3) (see the discussion following Definition 1.5).
Clearly, L1 contains p and some point of ∂B(ξ;R/3) and L2 contains some point of
∂B(ξ; 2R/3) and some point of ∂B(ξ;R). By the assumption that (γn)n≥1 eventually
avoids every compact subset of Ω, it follows that L1 ⊂ B(ξ;R/3) ∩ ∂Ω and that L2 ⊂(
B(ξ;R) \B(ξ; 2R/3)

)
∩ ∂Ω. L1 and L2 are closed, connected subsets of ∂Ω each of which

contains at least 2 points. Therefore, neither of them can be included in S, i.e., there exist
points q1 ∈ L1 \ S and q2 ∈ L2 \ S. Since q1 and q2 are in L1 and L2, respectively, there
exist sequences c′n ∈ [an, cn] and d′n ∈ [dn, bn] such that γn(c

′
n) → q1 and γn(d

′
n) → q2,

respectively. Now consider the sequence γn|[c′n,d′n] of (λ, κ)-almost-geodesics. Its end points
converge, respectively, to q1 ∈ ∂Ω \ S and q2 ∈ ∂Ω \ S; and q1, q2 are distinct. Thus, by
the assumed visibility property, there exists a compact subset of Ω that all the γn|[c′n,d′n]
intersect. But this is an immediate contradiction to the assumption that (γn)n≥1 eventually
avoids every compact set. This contradiction proves the result. �

Remark 3.1. We extract from the preceding proof an important fact that we shall use later.
Namely, if Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain, if S ⊂ ∂Ω is a totally disconnected set, and if
γn : [an, bn] → Ω is a sequence of paths whose end points γn(an) and γn(bn) converge to

distinct points, say p and q, of ∂Ω
End

, then there exist p0 ∈ ∂Ω \ S, R > 0 and a sequence
tn of parameter values such that γn(tn) converges to p0 and such that each γn intersects
Ω \B(p0;R). We may also suppose that p0 6= p, q.

As mentioned in Subsection 2.1, we now present the proof of the result that for a visibility
domain, its end compactification is sequentially compact. First, we need the following
lemma.

Lemma 3.2. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is an unbounded hyperbolic domain. Given a compact
subset K ⊂ Ω and an R < ∞ such that K ⊂ B(0;R), suppose that infinitely many
connected components of Ω \K intersect Cd \ B(0;R). Then, for every κ > 0, there exist
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two distinct boundary points of Ω that do not satisfy the visibility property with respect to
(1, κ)-almost-geodesics for kΩ. In particular, Ω is not a weak visibility domain.

Proof. To begin with, choose R′ < R such that K ⊂ B(0;R′).

Claim 1. Ω \B(0;R′) has infinitely many components that intersect Cd \B(0;R).

Assume, to get a contradiction, that there are only finitely many components of Ω\B(0;R′)
that intersect Cd \B(0;R), say W1, . . . ,Wn (there must be at least one, otherwise Ω will be
bounded). Note Wi is connected and is contained in Ω \K. Therefore, for each i, Wi ⊂ F
for some connected component F of Ω\K that intersects Cd \B(0, R). On the other hand,

given F a connected component of Ω \K that intersects Cd \B(0, R), clearly F intersects

Ω \B(0, R) ⊂ Ω \B(0, R). Note that

Ω \B(0;R) =

n⋃

i=1

Wi \B(0;R) =⇒ Ω \B(0;R) =

n⋃

i=1

Wi \B(0;R) ⊂
n⋃

i=1

W i.

As F intersects Ω \B(0, R), F clearly intersects some Wi. But then Wi ⊂ F , i.e., each

connected component F of Ω \ K that intersects Cd \ B(0, R) contains some Wi. As the
collection of such F ’s is infinite, and Wi’s are finite this leads to contradiction whence the
claim. ◭

Using Claim 1, choose a sequence (Wn)n≥1 of pairwise distinct connected components of
Ω\B(0;R′) that intersect Cd\B(0;R). Choose and fix a point o ∈ Ω∩B(0;R′) and, for every
n, choose zn ∈ Wn\B(0;R). Also, for every n, choose a (1, κ)-almost-geodesic γn for kΩ that
joins o with zn. Suppose that every γn is defined on [0, 1]; then, for every n, there exists t̂n ∈
(0, 1) such that γn((t̂n, 1]) ⊂ Ω \ B(0;R′). Therefore, every γn((t̂n, 1]) is included in some
connected component of Ω \ B(0;R′); since γn(1) = zn ∈ Wn, it follows that γn((t̂n, 1]) ⊂
Wn. If we choose and fix R1 ∈ (R′, R), it is clear that each γn intersects ∂B(0;R1).
Indeed, assuming that each γn is defined on [0, 1], there exist, for each n, sn, tn ∈ [0, 1] with
0 < sn < tn < 1 such that γn([sn, tn]) ⊂ B(0;R) \ B(0;R1), such that γn(sn) ∈ ∂B(0;R1)
and γn(tn) ∈ ∂B(0;R). By the compactness of B(0;R), there exists a subsequence of
(γn([sn, tn]))n≥1, which we will denote without changing subscripts, that converges in the

Hausdorff distance to a compact, connected subset L of Ω ∩ (B(0;R) \B(0;R1)).

Clearly, L ⊂ Ω. First suppose that L ∩ Ω 6= ∅. This means that there is a subsequence
(kn)n≥1 ⊂ Z+ and a corresponding sequence of parameter values ukn ∈ [skn, tkn] such
that γkn(ukn) → x, where x ∈ Ω ∩ (B(0;R) \ B(0;R1)). Now, x is in some connected
component W of Ω \ B(0;R′); this W is an open set, and (γkn(ukn))n≥1 is a sequence
converging to x; therefore, for large n, say for n ≥ N , γkn(ukn) ∈ W . In particular,
γkN (ukN ), γkN+1

(ukN+1
) ∈ W . But γkN (ukN ) ∈ WN and γkN+1

(ukN+1
) ∈ WN+1. Therefore the

distinct connected components WN and WN+1 of Ω \B(0;R′) both intersect the connected
component W of Ω \B(0;R′), which is a contradiction.

Thus it cannot be that L ∩ Ω 6= ∅; hence it must be that L ⊂ ∂Ω. Furthermore, since
γn(sn) ∈ ∂B(0;R1) and γn(tn) ∈ ∂B(0;R), we may assume, by passing to a subsequence and
relabelling, that (γn(sn))n≥1 converges to a point p ∈ ∂B(0;R1) ∩ ∂Ω and that (γn(tn))n≥1

converges to a point q ∈ ∂B(0;R)∩ ∂Ω. Since L ⊂ ∂Ω, it follows that
(
γn|[sn,tn]

)
n≥1

, which

is a sequence of (1, κ)-almost-geodesics with respect to kΩ, avoids every compact subset of
Ω. Moreover, as we just remarked, the sequences of its endpoints converge to two distinct
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boundary points of Ω. Consequently, Ω does not have the weak visibility property, which
completes the proof. �

Theorem 3.3. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is an unbounded hyperbolic domain that satisifes
the visibility property with respect to (1, κ)-almost-geodesics for some κ > 0. Then the

topological space Ω
End

is sequentially compact.

Proof. Let K ⊂ Ω be a compact set and let K ⊂ B(0, R). Then it follows from the above
lemma that there are only finitely many connected components of Ω \ K that intersect

Cd \B(0, R). Therefore by Result 2.1 Ω
End

is sequentially compact. �

We shall now present another topological consequence of visibility property. We begin
with a lemma.

Lemma 3.4. Suppose Ω ⊂ Cd is a weak visibility domain, and given p ∈ ∂Ω, let U be a
neighbourhood of p in Cd. Then, given a sequence (xn)n≥1 in U ∩Ω converging to p, the set

Fp, U, (xn)n≥1
.

.=
{
V | V is a connected component of U∩Ω and ∃n ∈ Z+ such that xn ∈ V

}

is finite.

Proof. Assume that Fp, U, (xn)n≥1
is infinite; then, in particular, U ∩ Ω has infinitely many

connected components. Relabelling, we may assume, without loss of generality, that(Vj)j≥1

is a sequence of distinct connected components of U ∩ Ω such that xj ∈ Vj and (xj)j≥1

converges to p. Let W be a neighbourhood of p such that W ⋐ U and Ω \W 6= ∅. Note
that, for large j, xj ∈ W . Fix a point o ∈ Ω \ W and choose a (1, 1)-almost-geodesic
γj : [aj , bj ] → Ω for kΩ joining o and xj . Note, for large j, γj(aj) ∈ Ω \W and γj(bj) ∈ W ,
therefore, there exists tj ∈ [aj , bj] such that γj(tj) ∈ ∂Wj and γj((tj , bj ]) ⊂ W . By the
compactness of ∂W , we may assume, without loss of generality, that (γj(tj))j≥1 converges
to some point q ∈ ∂W .

Case 1. q ∈ Ω.

Note that q ∈ U ∩Ω, and therefore, q must belong to some connected component of U ∩Ω,

say V̂ . For every j, γj([tj , bj ]) is a connected subset of U ∩ Ω, and consequently, it is
contained in a connected component of U ∩ Ω. Since γj(bj) = xj ∈ Vj, it follows that

γj([tj , bj]) ⊂ Vj. Since q ∈ V̂ and (γj(tj))j≥1 converges to q, therefore, for all j large

enough, γj(tj) ∈ V̂ . But then, for all such j, γj(tj) is contained in both the connected

components V̂ and Vj of U ∩ Ω. In particular, this means (since distinct components are
disjoint) that all the components Vj for large enough j coincide, which is a contradiction.

Case 2. q ∈ ∂Ω.

Note that q ∈ ∂W ∩ ∂Ω ⊂ U ∩ ∂Ω and
(
γj|[tj ,bj ]

)
j≥1

is a sequence of (1, 1)-almost-geodesics

for kΩ the sequences of whose end-points, (γj(tj))j≥1 and (xj)j≥1, converge to q and p,
respectively, which are distinct points of ∂Ω. Therefore, by the assumed weak visibility
property, there exists a sequence (sj)j≥1, tj ≤ sj ≤ bj , such that {γj(sj) | j ≥ 1} is relatively
compact in Ω (hence relatively compact in U ∩Ω). Consequently, we may suppose, without
loss of generality, that (γj(sj))j≥1 converges to some point u ∈ U ∩ Ω. Now we appeal to
the argument as in Case 1 above to obtain a contradiction, whence the result. �

Theorem 3.5. Suppose Ω ⊂ Cd is a weak visibility domain, and given p ∈ ∂Ω, let U be a
neighbourhood of p in Cd. Then there exists a connected component V of U ∩ Ω such that
p ∈ ∂V ; moreover, the number of such components are finite.
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Proof. If U ∩ Ω has finitely many components, then the proof is trivial. So we assume
that U ∩Ω has infinitely many components. Choose a sequence (xn)n≥1 of points of U ∩Ω
converging to p. Let (Vj)j≥1 be an enumeration of the connected components of U ∩Ω. By
Lemma 3.4, Fp,U,(xn)n≥1

is finite, which in this case means that

{j ∈ Z+ | ∃n ∈ Z+ such that xn ∈ Vj}

is finite. Thus there exists j0 ∈ Z+ such that xn ∈ Vj0 for infinitely many n. Clearly, then,
Vj0 is a connected component of U ∩ Ω that has p as a boundary point.

Now suppose there are infinitely many components V of U ∩Ω such that p ∈ ∂V . Then
there exists a sequence (Vj)j≥1 of distinct components of U ∩ Ω such that, for each j,
p ∈ ∂Vj . For each j, choose xj ∈ Vj such that ‖xj − p‖ < 1/j. Then (xj)j≥1 is a sequence
in U ∩ Ω converging to p that contradicts Lemma 3.4, whence the result. �

We remark that it is still possible that there exists a neighbourhood basis at p, the inter-
section of each of whose elements with Ω has infinitely many components; see Example 6.16.

3.2. Proof of Theorem 1.7. Now we move on to provide a proof of Theorem 1.7. We
shall first prove a lemma.

Lemma 3.6. Suppose Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain that is a (λ, κ)-visibility domain for

some λ ≥ 1, κ > 0. Then, given two disjoint compact subsets H1, H2 of ∂Ω
End

, there exists
a compact subset K of Ω such that the following is satisfied.

(∗) Given a sequence γn : [an, bn] → Ω of (λ, κ)-almost-geodesics with respect to kΩ

such that all the limit points of (γn(an))n≥1 (resp. (γn(bn))n≥1) lie in H1 and H2

respectively, there exists n0 ∈ Z+ such that γn ∩K 6= ∅ for every n ≥ n0.

Proof. Assume that there does not exist any compact set K ⊂ Ω satisfying the stated
property. Choose a compact exhaustion (Kν)ν≥1 of Ω. Then, for each fixed ν, there exists
a sequence γνn : [aνn, b

ν
n] → Ω of (λ, κ)-almost-geodesics such that all the limit points of(

γνn(a
ν
n)
)
n≥1

(resp.
(
γνn(b

ν
n)
)
n≥1

) lie in H1 (resp. H2) and (without loss of generality) such

that every γνn avoids Kν . By the compactness of Ω
End

,
(
γνn(a

ν
n)
)
n≥1

and
(
γνn(b

ν
n)
)
n≥1

both

have limit points in Ω
End

that lie, by hypothesis, in H1 and H2, respectively. Passing to
a subsequence and relabelling, we may assume that

(
γνn(a

ν
n)
)
n≥1

and
(
γνn(b

ν
n)
)
n≥1

converge

to points pν of H1 and qν of H2, respectively. By the compactness of H1 and H2 we may
assume, by passing to a subsequence and relabelling, that (pν)ν≥1 and (qν)ν≥1 converge to
points p̌ ∈ H1 and q̌ ∈ H2, respectively. Choose countable neighbourhood bases (Uj)j≥1

and (Vj)j≥1 for the topology of Ω
End

at p̌ and q̌, respectively. For every j, choose ν(j) ∈ Z+

such that, for every ν ≥ ν(j), pν ∈ Uj and qν ∈ Vj ; in particular, pν(j) ∈ Uj and qν(j) ∈ Vj .

Since Uj (resp., Vj) is an open subset of Ω
End

and pν(j) (resp., qν(j)) is a point of Ω that is

in Uj (resp., Vj), and since, for every n, (γ
ν(j)
n (a

ν(j)
n ))n≥1 (resp., (γ

ν(j)
n (b

ν(j)
n ))n≥1) converges

to pν(j) (resp., qν(j)), therefore, for every j, we may choose n(j) ∈ Z+ so large that, for

every n ≥ n(j), γ
ν(j)
n (a

ν(j)
n ) ∈ Uj (resp., γ

ν(j)
n (b

ν(j)
n ) ∈ Vj); in particular, γ

ν(j)
n(j)(a

ν(j)
n(j)) ∈ Uj

(resp., γ
ν(j)
n(j)(b

ν(j)
n(j)) ∈ Vj). Now simply rename γ

ν(j)
n(j) as θj , a

ν(j)
n(j) as cj and b

ν(j)
n(j) as dj. Then

θj : [cj, dj] → Ω is a sequence of (λ, κ)-almost-geodesics for kΩ whose sequences of end

points converge to the distinct points p̌ and q̌ of ∂Ω
End

. Consequently, by the (λ, κ)-
visibility property of Ω, there exists a compact subset of Ω that all the θj intersect. This
clearly is a contradiction to our assumption. �



20 VIKRAMJEET SINGH CHANDEL, SUSHIL GORAI, ANWOY MAITRA AND AMAR DEEP SARKAR

Proof of Theorem 1.7. Choose p, q ∈ ∂Ω
End

with p 6= q and λ ≥ 1 and κ > 0. Consider

Sp
..= Φ−1{p} and Sq

..= Φ−1{q}. Then Sp and Sq are disjoint, compact subsets of ∂Ω
End

0 .
By Lemma 3.6, there exists a compact subset K of Ω0 such that the property (∗) therein
is satisfied. Now suppose (xn)n≥1 and (yn)n≥1 are sequences in Ω converging to p and q,
respectively, and γn : [an, bn] → Ω is a sequence of (λ, κ)-almost-geodesics with respect to
kΩ joining xn to yn. Now let γ̌n ..= Φ−1 ◦ γn. Then, since Φ is a biholomorphism, each γ̌n
is a (λ, κ)-almost-geodesic with respect to kΩ0 . Since Φ extends continuously to Ω

End

0 and
γn(an) = xn → p and γn(bn) = yn → q, it follows that all the limit points of (γ̌n(an))n≥1

(resp. (γ̌n(bn))n≥1) lie in Sp (resp. Sq). Therefore, by property (∗) in Lemma 3.6, there
exists n0 ∈ Z+ such that, for all n ≥ n0, γ̌n ∩K 6= ∅. Consequently

Φ
(
γ̌n ∩K

)
6= ∅ ∀n ≥ n0

which implies
γn ∩ Φ(K) 6= ∅ ∀n ≥ n0.

By the continuity of Φ, Φ(K) is a compact subset of Ω. Since p, q and λ ≥ 1, κ > 0 were
chosen arbitrarily, the result follows. �

3.3. On Boundary separation property BSP. Now we prove that if a pair of points
of the boundary of the end-compactification satisfies (a property weaker than) the weak
visibility property, then they satisfy BSP (as defined in subsection 2.4) relative to the
Kobayashi distance.

Lemma 3.7. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain and that ξ1, ξ2 ∈ ∂Ω
End

, ξ1 6= ξ2,
satisfy the visibility property with respect to (1, ǫ)-almost-geodesics for some ǫ > 0. Then
ξ1, ξ2 satisfy BSP.

Proof. To get a contradiction assume that there exist sequences (zn)n≥1 and (wn)n≥1 with
zn → ξ1 and wn → ξ2 as n→ ∞ and kΩ(zn, wn) ≤ 1/n for all n ∈ Z+. For every n so large
that 1/n < ǫ, choose a (1, 1/n)-almost-geodesic γn : [an, bn] → Ω joining zn and wn. By
the assumption that ξ1 and ξ2 satisfy the visibility property with respect to (1, ǫ)-almost-
geodesics, there exists a compact subset K ⊂ Ω such that, for every n, γn∩K 6= ∅. Choose,
for every n, xn ∈ γn ∩K. Since zn, xn, wn lie on the (1, 1/n)-almost-geodesic γn and since,
by assumption, kΩ(zn, wn) ≤ 1/n, we have, as before,

1/n ≥ kΩ(zn, wn) ≥ kΩ(zn, xn) + kΩ(xn, wn)− 3/n

≥ kΩ(zn, xn)− 3/n.

Thus kΩ(xn, zn) ≤ 4/n and so limn→∞ kΩ(xn, zn) = 0. But this is a contradiction to
Corollary 2.11 because as zn converges either to a boundary point or to an end, it eventually
escapes from all compact subsets of Ω. �

The boundary separation property BSP, at the level of points, leads to a similar property
at the level of sets. This latter property is essential for all localization results in this article.

Lemma 3.8. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain and U ⊂ Ω is a sub-domain
such that given two distinct points ξ1 and ξ2 of ∂U ∩ ∂Ω we have

lim inf
(z,w)→(ξ1,ξ2), z,w∈Ω

kΩ(z, w) > 0.

Let W ⊂ U be a non-empty open subset such that W ⋐ (U ∪∂Ω)\∂U ∩ Ω. Then kΩ(W,Ω\
U) > 0.
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Proof. Assume, to get a contradiction, that kΩ(W,Ω \ U) = 0. Using the assumption that
W ⋐ (U ∪ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω, choose r > 0 such that Nbd(W ; r)∩ ∂U ∩ Ω = ∅. Put W1

..= {z ∈
U | dEuc(z,W ) < r/2}. ThenW1 is a non-empty open subset of U , W1 ⋐ (U∪∂Ω)\∂U ∩ Ω,
and

(3.1) W ⋐ (W1 ∪ ∂Ω) \ ∂W1 ∩ Ω.

By hypothesis, for every n ∈ Z+, there exist xn ∈ W and yn ∈ Ω\U such that kΩ(xn, yn) <
1/n. For every n, choose a (1, 1/n)-almost-geodesic γn : [an, bn] → Ω for kΩ joining xn and
yn. Consider

tn ..= sup{t ∈ [an, bn] | γn([an, t]) ⊂ W1} for every n.

It is easy to see that, for every n, an < tn < bn, γn([an, tn)) ⊂ W1, and γn(tn) ∈ ∂W1 ∩ Ω.
We may assume, without loss of generality, that (xn)n≥1 converges to a point ξ ∈ W and
(γn(tn))n≥1 converges to a point ζ ∈ ∂W1. In case either ξ or ζ is in Ω, we use Corollary 2.11
to get a contradiction. So we may assume that ξ, ζ ∈ ∂Ω. In this case, it follows from (3.1)
that ξ 6= ζ . Also by our hypothesis, there exists c > 0 such that

kΩ(xn, γn(tn)) ≥ c for every n.

So ξ and ζ are two distinct points of ∂U ∩ ∂Ω, (γn(an))n≥1 and (γn(tn))n≥1 converge to
ξ and ζ , respectively, and

(
γn|[an,tn]

)
n≥1

is a sequence of (1, 1/n)-almost-geodesics for kΩ.

Therefore

kΩ(xn, yn) = kΩ(γn(an), γn(bn)) ≥ kΩ(γn(an), γn(tn)) + kΩ(γn(tn), γn(bn))− (3/n)

≥ kΩ(γn(an), γn(tn))− (3/n) ≥ c− (3/n).

So, for all n large enough, we have kΩ(xn, yn) ≥ (c/2). This is an immediate contradiction,
which proves the required result. �

At the end of this subsection, we state and prove a result about complete hyperbolic
visibility domains which will be used in the proof of Theorem 1.15 and is of independent
interest.

Lemma 3.9. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a complete hyperbolic visibility domain, that α and
β are distinct ends of Ω and that σ and γ are kΩ-geodesic rays in Ω that land at α and
β, respectively (i.e., limt→∞ σ(t) = α and limt→∞ γ(t) = β in the end-compactification

topology). Then dkΩH (σ, γ) = ∞.

Proof. We proceed by contradiction. Assume, to get a contradiction, that dkΩH (σ, γ) < ∞.
Then, by definition, there exists M < ∞ such that, for every n ∈ Z+, there exists yn ∈ γ
such that kΩ(σ(n), yn) < M . For each n, choose a kΩ-geodesic θn : [0, Tn] → Ω such that
θn(0) = σ(n) and θn(Tn) = yn. Then (θn)n≥1 is a sequence of kΩ-geodesics the sequences
of whose end points converge to the distinct ends α and β, respectively, of Ω. By our
assumption that Ω is a visibility domain, there exists a compact K ⊂ Ω such that, for
every n, θn ∩K 6= ∅. For every n, choose zn ∈ θn ∩K. Since (zn)n≥1 is trapped in K, since
σ(n) → ∞ as n → ∞ (i.e., limt→∞ ‖σ(t)‖ = ∞) and since Ω is complete hyperbolic, it
follows that limn→∞ kΩ(σ(n), zn) = ∞. By the fact that each θn is a geodesic, it follows that,
for each n, kΩ(σ(n), yn) = kΩ(σ(n), zn)+kΩ(zn, yn). So, since kΩ(σ(n), zn) → ∞ as n→ ∞,
it follows that kΩ(σ(n), yn) → ∞ as n→ ∞. But this is an immediate contradiction. �
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3.4. Local visibility implies global visibility. In this subsection, we shall prove that,
given domains U ⊂ Ω, under certain conditions on U , visibility with respect to kU implies
visibility with respect to kΩ. The precise result is stated in Theorem 3.16 below, which
follows from a more refined result, namely Theorem 3.15, below. At the heart of this
latter result is Lemma 3.14 below. This Lemma and two others that follow, and their
proofs, are substantially similar to Proposition 3.2, Lemma 3.3 and Lemma 3.5 in [32].
However, there is an important difference. The results in [32] quoted above have not been
presented in the form that will be convenient for us, and which is important in order to
get to Theorem 3.16, which deals with a situation more general than the one considered
in (one of) the (two) main result(s) in [32], namely [32, Theorem 1.1]. (It must be noted,
however, that [32, Theorem 1.1] provides a localization result for the Kobayashi distance,
whereas our Theorem 3.16 is concerned with proving that visibility with respect to the
local Kobayashi distance implies visibility with respect to the global one.) What makes [32,
Theorem 1.1] have a narrower range of applicability than Theorem 3.16 is the approach, in
the former result, of dealing with intersections of suitable open sets with the domain under
consideration. This necessitates the technical, but crucial, assumption that the intersection
is connected. Since we wish to make no such assumption in Theorem 3.16, we must handle
a situation that is topologically quite distinct.

A second point that we must make (and we made it also in Section 1.1) is that recently
Nikolov–Ökten–Thomas [27] have proved results very similar to ours (see [27, Theorem 4.1,

Theorem 4.2]). Nonetheless, there are important differences. Firstly, Nikolov–Ökten–
Thomas’s work is focused entirely on a single boundary point (see the results cited above,
as well as [27, Theorem 3.1, Theorem 3.6, Lemma 3.2]). Secondly, it is implicitly assumed
in [27] that when one intersects the given domain with suitable neighbourhoods of the
boundary point of interest, the intersection is connected. Thirdly, the statements of their
results are qualitatively quite different from ours (compare Theorems 3.16 and 3.23 in this
paper with Theorems 4.1 and 4.2 in [27]). Finally, it appears that some facts pertaining to

the differences between what Nikolov–Ökten–Thomas call (λ, κ)-geodesics (which we use
in our paper) and (λ, κ)-almost-geodesics in the sense of Bharali–Zimmer (which we also
use) are not made explicit in [27].

Bearing all this in mind, we present full statements and proofs.

Lemma 3.10. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain and U ⊂ Ω is a sub-domain
such that every pair of distinct points of (∂U ∩ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω possesses the λ-visibility
property with respect to kU for some λ ≥ 1. Let W1 and W2 be two open sets such that
W1 ⋐ (U ∪ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω and W2 ⋐ (W1 ∪ ∂Ω) \ ∂W1 ∩ Ω. Then, for every κ > 0, there
exists a compact subset K of U such that every (λ, κ)-almost-geodesic with respect to kU

starting in W2 and ending in U \W1 intersects K.

Proof. Suppose the above is not true, i.e., there exists a κ0 > 0 such that for every compact
subset K of U there exists a (λ, κ0)-almost-geodesic with respect to kU that originates in
W2, terminates in U \W1 and avoids K. Choose a compact exhaustion (Kn)n≥1 of U . Then
for every n there exists a (λ, κ0)-almost-geodesic γn : [an, bn] → U for kU that originates in
W2, terminates in U \W1 and that avoids Kn. Define, for each n,

tn ..= sup{t ∈ [an, bn] | γn([an, t]) ⊂W1}.
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Then: γn([an, tn)) ⊂W1 and γn(tn) ∈ ∂W1 ∩ Ω. As W2 and W1 are relatively compact, we
may assume that (γn(an))n≥1 and (γn(tn))n≥1 both converge to points ξ and ζ of W 2 and
∂W1 ∩ Ω, respectively. From the fact that the γn eventually avoid every compact subset of
U it follows that ξ, ζ ∈ ∂Ω. It is also clear from our hypothesis on W1 and W2 that ξ 6= ζ.
Thus

(
γn|[an,tn]

)
n≥1

is a sequence of (λ, κ0)-almost-geodesics with respect to kU whose end

points converge to distinct points of (∂U ∩ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω. Therefore, by hypothesis, there
exists a compact subset K of U that all the γn|[an,tn] intersect. But that is an immediate
contradiction whence the result follows. �

Now we prove a lemma to the effect that, under the assumption of visibility, the Kobayashi
distance to a set can be approximated from below by the distance to a single point.

Lemma 3.11. Under the same assumptions as in Lemma 3.10, given o ∈ U , there exists
L <∞ such that for any z ∈ W2

kU (z, o) ≤ kU(z, U \W1) + L.

Proof. By Lemma 3.10, there exists a compact subset K of U such that every (1, 1)-almost-
geodesic for kU joining a point ofW2 to one of U\W1 intersectsK. Let L ..= supw∈K kU(o, w).
Fix z ∈ W2, and for each n, choose wn ∈ U \W1 such that kU (z, wn) ≤ kU (z, U \W1)+(1/n).
Now choose a (1, 1/n)-almost-geodesic γn : [an, bn] → U for kU joining z and wn. Since
z ∈ W2 and wn ∈ U \W1, each γn intersects K. For each n, choose cn ∈ [an, bn] such that
γn(cn) ∈ K. For every n, kU(z, wn) ≥ ℓU(γn)− (1/n) because γn, being a (1, 1/n)-almost-
geodesic with respect to kU , is also (see Remark 2.5) a (1, 1/n)-geodesic. Also, for every
n,

ℓU(γn) = ℓU
(
γn|[an,cn]

)
+ ℓU

(
γn|[cn,bn]

)
.

Of course, for every n, ℓU
(
γn|[an,cn]

)
≥ kU (z, γn(cn)). Therefore, for every n,

kU (z, U \W1) ≥ kU(z, wn)− (1/n)

≥ ℓU(γn)− (2/n)

≥ ℓU
(
γn|[an,cn]

)
− (2/n)

≥ kU(z, γn(cn))− (2/n).

Now, for every n, kU(z, γn(cn)) ≥ kU(z, o)−kU (o, γn(cn)) ≥ kU(z, o)−L since kU(o, γn(cn)) ≤
L. Therefore, from the above,

kU(z, U \W1) ≥ kU(z, o)− L− (2/n).

This inequality holds for every n. Taking n→ ∞, we obtain the required result. �

Lemma 3.12. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain and U ⊂ Ω is a sub-domain.
Let W ⊂ U be an open set such that W ⋐ (U ∪ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω and kΩ(W,Ω \ U) > 0. Then
there exists C <∞ such that

kU(z, U \W ) ≤ CkΩ(z, U \W ) ∀ z ∈ W.

Proof. Let C ..= coth
(
kΩ(W,Ω \ U)

)
; by hypothesis, C <∞. Suppose that z ∈ W . Let

Az,W
..= {γ : [0, 1]

C1

→ W | γ([0, 1)) ⊂W, γ(0) = z, γ(1) ∈ ∂W ∩ U},

Bz,W
..= {ℓU(γ) | γ ∈ Az,W}, and Cz,W

..= {ℓΩ(γ) | γ ∈ Az,W}.
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Then, since the Kobayashi distance is given by taking the infimum over the lengths of curves
computed according to the Kobayashi–Royden metric, it follows easily that kU (z, U \W ) =
inf Bz,W and kΩ(z, U \W ) = inf Cz,W . Now suppose that γ ∈ Az,W . Then

ℓU(γ) =

∫ 1

0

κU(γ(t); γ
′(t))dt and ℓΩ(γ) =

∫ 1

0

κΩ(γ(t); γ
′(t))dt.

A direct consequence of Royden’s localization lemma is that

For a.e. t ∈ [0, 1], κU(γ(t); γ
′(t)) ≤ CκΩ(γ(t); γ

′(t)).

Consequently, it is immediate that ℓU(γ) ≤ CℓΩ(γ). This holds for every γ. From this it
follows that inf Bz,W ≤ C inf Cz,W , i.e., kU (z, U \W ) ≤ CkΩ(z, U \W ). Finally, z ∈ W was
arbitrary, so we are done. �

When we combine Lemmas 3.11 and 3.12, we obtain

Lemma 3.13. Under the assumptions as in Lemma 3.10 and, in addition, that kΩ(W1,Ω\
U) > 0, there exists C < ∞ such that, for every o ∈ U , there exists L < ∞ such that for
all z ∈ W2, we have

kΩ(z, U \W1) ≥ (1/C)kU(z, o)− (L/C) ≥ (1/C)kΩ(z, o)− (L/C)

Proof. By Lemma 3.12, there exists C <∞ such that for all z ∈ W1

kU (z, U \W1) ≤ CkΩ(z, U \W1).

Now fix o ∈ U . By Lemma 3.11, there exists L <∞ such that for all z ∈ W2

kU(z, U \W1) ≥ kU (z, o)− L.

From the two equations above, it follows that if z ∈ W2

kΩ(z, U \W1) ≥ (1/C)kU(z, o)− (L/C).

Since kU(z, o) ≥ kΩ(z, o), the result now follows. �

Our next lemma is the most crucial tool, which says that under suitable conditions,
non-stationary (λ, κ)-almost-geodesics with respect to the global metric are (λ2, κ̃)-almost-
geodesics with respect to the local metric.

Lemma 3.14. Under the same assumptions as in Lemma 3.13, given λ ≥ 1, κ > 0, there
exists κ̃ > 0 such that every (λ, κ)-almost-geodesic γ for kΩ included in W2—that is almost
everywhere non-stationary— is, upto a reparametrization, a (λ2, κ̃)-almost-geodesic for kU .

Proof. Fix o ∈ U . By Lemma 3.13, there exists C <∞ such that for every z ∈ W2

(3.2) kΩ(z, U \W1) ≥ (1/C)kΩ(z, o)− C.

Also, by the fact that kΩ(W1,Ω\U) > 0 and Result 2.14, we may suppose that the C above
is so large that for every z ∈ W1 and v ∈ Cd

(3.3) κU(z; v) ≤ (1 + Ce−kΩ(z,Ω\U))κΩ(z; v).

Note (recall Remark 2.5) that γ is a (λ2, λ2κ)-geodesic with respect to kΩ. Using Propo-
sition 2.3, we can reparametrize γ such that it is κΩ-unit-speed. We continue to call this
reparametrization γ and observe that it may not be a (λ, κ)-almost-geodesic with respect
to kΩ but it remains a (λ2, λ2κ)-geodesic with respect to kΩ. Therefore, for all s, t ∈ [a, b],
we have

(3.4) (1/λ2)|s− t| − λ2κ ≤ kΩ(γ(s), γ(t)) ≤ |s− t| and
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(3.5) κΩ(γ(t); γ
′(t)) = 1 for a.e. t ∈ [a, b].

Claim. There exists a κ̃ > 0 such that γ is a (λ2, κ̃)-geodesic for kU , i.e., for all s, t ∈ [a, b]
with s ≤ t we have

ℓU(γ|[s,t]) ≤ λ2kU(γ(s), γ(t)) + κ̃.

Note

ℓU(γ|[s,t]) =

∫ t

s

κU(γ(τ); γ
′(τ))dτ ≤

∫ t

s

(
1 + Ce−kΩ(γ(τ),Ω\U)

)
dτ,

where we have used the fact that γ is contained in W2, (3.3), and (3.5). Therefore

ℓU(γ|[s,t]) ≤ (t− s) + C

∫ t

s

e−kΩ(γ(τ),Ω\U)dτ

≤ λ2kΩ(γ(s), γ(t)) + λ4κ+ C

∫ t

s

e−kΩ(γ(τ),Ω\U)dτ,(3.6)

where, to write the last inequality, we have used (3.4). Now, using the fact that the
Kobayashi distance is given by infimizing over the lengths of paths, for all z ∈ W2, we
have kΩ(z,Ω \W1) = kΩ(z, U \W1). Furthermore, obviously, kΩ(z,Ω \ U) ≥ kΩ(z,Ω \W1).
Therefore, for all z ∈ W2, we have

kΩ(z,Ω \ U) ≥ kΩ(z, U \W1).

As γ is contained in W2, we use (3.2) to write

kΩ(γ(τ), U \W1) ≥ (1/C)kΩ(γ(τ), o)− C ∀ τ ∈ [a, b].

Combining the last two inequalities above, for all τ ∈ [a, b], we have

(3.7) kΩ(γ(τ),Ω \ U) ≥ (1/C)kΩ(γ(τ), o)− C.

Choose τ0 ∈ [a, b] such that kΩ(γ(τ0), o) = minτ∈[a,b] kΩ(γ(τ), o). Now note, by the choice
of τ0, that

kΩ(γ(τ), o) ≥ kΩ(γ(τ), γ(τ0))− kΩ(γ(τ0), o) ≥ kΩ(γ(τ), γ(τ0))− kΩ(γ(τ), o) ∀ τ ∈ [a, b].

Thus for all τ ∈ [a, b], by (3.4), we have

2kΩ(γ(τ), o) ≥ kΩ(γ(τ), γ(τ0)) ≥ (1/λ2)|τ − τ0| − λ2κ.

Therefore, by (3.7) and the above,

kΩ(γ(τ),Ω \ U) ≥ (1/2Cλ2)|τ − τ0| − (λ2κ/2C)− C ∀ τ ∈ [a, b].

Note that in the inequality above it is τ0 that depends on γ; λ, κ and C are completely
independent of γ. Therefore

∫ t

s

e−kΩ(γ(τ),Ω\U)dτ ≤

∫ t

s

e−
1

2Cλ2
|τ−τ0|+

λ2κ
2C

+Cdτ

≤

∫ ∞

−∞

e−
1

2Cλ2
|τ−τ0|+

λ2κ
2C

+Cdτ = 4Cλ2e
λ2κ
2C

+C .

Hence, from (3.6) we have

ℓU(γ|[s,t]) ≤ λ2kΩ(γ(s), γ(t)) + λ2κ + 4C2λ2e
λ2κ
2C

+C

= λ2kΩ(γ(s), γ(t)) + κ̃

≤ λ2kU(γ(s), γ(t)) + κ̃,
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where the last inequality follows from the Kobayashi-distance-decreasing property of the
inclusion map. This establishes the claim. Appealing to Proposition 2.6 we can again
reparametrize γ so that γ is a (λ2, κ̃)-almost-geodesic with respect to kU . Since γ was
arbitrary, the proof is complete. �

Now we prove a result that shows that local visibility implies global visibility. Roughly
speaking, the result says that if a hyperbolic domain is such that every sequence converging
to every boundary point that is not in a small exceptional subset of the boundary has a
subsequence that is contained in a sub-domain (depending on the original sequence) that
satisfies the λ4-visibility property on the “relative boundary” (see below), then the domain
itself satisfies the λ-visibility property. It is noteworthy that we do not need to assume
that the boundary points have neighbourhoods whose intersections with the domain are
connected.

Theorem 3.15. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain and let S ⊂ ∂Ω be a totally
disconnected set. Given λ ≥ 1, suppose for every p ∈ ∂Ω \ S and every sequence (xn)n≥1

in Ω converging to p, there exist a sub-domain U ⊂ Ω, a subsequence (xkn)n≥1 of (xn)n≥1

and an r > 0 such that

• p ∈ (∂U ∩ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω;

• every two distinct points of (∂U ∩ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω possess the λ4-visibility property
with respect to kU ;

• for every n, xkn ∈ U and

• kΩ(B(p; r) ∩ U,Ω \ U) > 0.

Then Ω is a λ-visibility domain.

Proof. Assume, to get a contradiction, that Ω is not a λ-visibility domain. Then there

exist κ > 0, points p, q ∈ ∂Ω
End

, p 6= q, and a sequence γn : [an, bn] → Ω of (λ, κ)-almost-
geodesics with respect to kΩ, such that (γn(an))n≥1, (γn(bn))n≥1 converge to p, q respectively,
and such that (γn)n≥1 eventually avoids every compact subset of Ω. By Remark 3.1, there
exist a sequence (tn)n≥1 with an ≤ tn ≤ bn and a point p0 ∈ ∂Ω\S such that γn(tn) → p0 as
n→ ∞. We may also suppose that p0 6= p, q. By hypothesis, there exist a domain U ⊂ Ω,
a subsequence

(
γkn(tkn)

)
n≥1

, and an r > 0, such that

• p0 ∈ (∂U ∩ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω;

• any two distinct points of (∂U ∩∂Ω)\∂U ∩ Ω possess the λ4-visibility property with
respect to kU ;

• for every n, γkn(tkn) ∈ U ; and

• kΩ

(
B(p0; r) ∩ U,Ω \ U

)
> 0.

Since p0 /∈ ∂U ∩ Ω, we may choose r1 > 0 such that B(p0; r1) ∩ ∂U ∩ Ω = ∅. We may also
suppose that r1 is so small that kΩ

(
B(p0; r1)∩U,Ω\U

)
> 0 and that p, q /∈ B(p0; r1). Write

W1
..= B(p0; r1)∩U ,W2

..= B(p0; r1/2)∩U andW3
..= B(p0; r1/3)∩U . Then p0 ∈ ∂W3∩∂Ω,

and Ṽ ⊂ (Ũ ∪ ∂Ω) \ ∂Ũ ∩ Ω, where (Ṽ , Ũ) is any one of the pairs (W3,W2), (W2,W1) or
(W1, U).

Note that, for every n large enough, and hence, without loss of generality, for every n,
γkn(tkn) ∈ W3. Note also that, for all n, there exists s < tkn such that γkn(s) /∈ W3. This



VISIBILITY 27

is because we may assume that γkn(akn) is very close to p, and consequently γkn(akn) /∈
B(p0; r1), whence, a fortiori, γkn(akn) /∈ W3. For every n, write

sn ..= inf{t ∈ [akn , bkn ] | γkn
(
(t, tkn ]

)
⊂W3}.

Then the infimum above is actually a minimum, we have γkn
(
(sn, tkn]

)
⊂ W3, and γkn(sn) ∈

∂W3∩Ω ⊂ ∂B(p0; r1/3)∩U . By the compactness of ∂B(p0; r1/3), we may suppose, without

loss of generality, that (γkn(sn))n≥1 converges to some point x0 ∈ ∂B(p0; r1/3) ∩ U . Since
(γn)n≥1 eventually avoids every compact subset of Ω, it follows that x0 ∈ ∂Ω. Consequently,
x0 ∈ ∂B(p0; r1/3) ∩ ∂U ∩ ∂Ω ⊂ (∂U ∩ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω. In particular, x0 6= p0.

For every n choose ǫn > 0 so small that (1) ǫn ց 0, (2) λ2ǫ1 < 1, and

(3) NbdCd(γkn([sn, tkn]), ǫn) ⋐ B(p0; r1/2) ∩ U = W2.

Note for each n, γkn|[sn,tkn ] is a (λ2, λ2κ)-geodesic for kΩ. Using Proposition 2.7, choose
for every n ∈ Z+ an absolutely continuous curve γ̃n : [sn, tkn] → Ω such that γ̃n is a
(λ2, λ2ǫn + λ2κ)-geodesic for kΩ, such that γ̃n is almost everywhere non-stationary, and
such that

sup
t∈[sn,tkn ]

‖γ̃n(t)− γkn(t)‖ < ǫn.

Note each γ̃n is a (λ2, λ2κ + 1)-geodesic for kΩ such that γ̃n(sn) → x0 and γ̃n(tkn) → p0.
Using Proposition 2.6, we reparametrize each γ̃n to get an absolutely continuous, κΩ-unit-
speed curve θn : [0, Ln] → Ω that is a (λ2, λ2κ + 1)-almost-geodesic for kΩ. One also has
θn(0) = γ̃n(sn) → x0 and θn(Ln) = γ̃n(tkn) → p0. Now consider the sequence (θn)n≥1

of (λ2, λ2κ + 1)-almost-geodesics with respect to kΩ. Each of them is almost everywhere
non-stationary and included in W2. By the properties that W1 and W2 satisfy, we may
invoke Lemma 3.14 to conclude that there exists κ̃ > 0 such that, for every n, θn is a
(λ4, κ̃)-almost-geodesic with respect to kU . (κ̃ depends only on λ, κ, U and r1.)

So consider the sequence θn of (λ4, κ̃)-almost-geodesics with respect to kU . The two
sequences of its endpoints, (θn(0))n≥1 and (θn(Ln))n≥1 converge to x0 and p0, respectively,
which are distinct points of (∂U ∩ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω. Therefore, by hypothesis, there exists a
compact subset K of U such that, for every n, θn

(
[0, Ln]

)
∩K 6= ∅. But then it is obvious,

by how the θn have been constructed, that there also exists a compact subset K̃ of Ω such
that, for every n, ran(γkn) ∩ K̃ 6= ∅, which is a contradiction to our starting assumption.
This contradiction completes the proof. �

Theorem 3.16. Let (V) stand for either “the weak visibility property” or “the visibility
property”. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain and let S ⊂ ∂Ω be a totally
disconnected set. Suppose that for every p ∈ ∂Ω \ S and every sequence (xn)n≥1 in Ω
converging to p, there exist a sub-domain U ⊂ Ω, a subsequence (xkn)n≥1 of (xn)n≥1 and
an r > 0 such that

• p ∈ (∂U ∩ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω;

• every two distinct points of (∂U ∩ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω possess (V) with respect to kU ;

• for every n, xkn ∈ U and

• kΩ(B(p; r) ∩ U,Ω \ U) > 0.

Then Ω possesses (V) with respect to kΩ, i.e., Ω is either a weak visibility domain or a
visibility domain.
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Proof. If (V) stands for “the weak visibility property”, then appealing to Theorem 3.15
with λ = 1 shows that Ω is a weak visibility domain.

If, on the other hand, (V) stands for “the visibility property”, then, for every λ ≥ 1,
we appeal to Theorem 3.15 to conclude that Ω is a λ-visibility domain. Since λ ≥ 1 is
arbitrary, it follows that Ω is a visibility domain. �

Remark 3.17. In the theorem above, we could have dropped the assumption involving r (in
the fourth bullet point) and instead assumed that Ω satisfies BSP, as we do in the theorem
below.

Theorem 3.18. Let (V) stand for either “the weak visibility property” or “the visibility
property”. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain that satisfies BSP and let S ⊂ ∂Ω be
a totally disconnected set. Suppose that, for every p ∈ ∂Ω \ S, there exists a neighbourhood
U of p in Cd such that U ∩Ω has only finitely many connected components, say V1, . . . , Vm,
and such that for each j = 1 . . .m, each pair of distinct points of ∂Vj ∩ ∂Ω satisfies (V)
with respect to kVj

. Then Ω satisfies (V) with respect to kΩ, i.e., Ω is either a visibility
domain or a weak visibility domain.

Proof. We will invoke Theorem 3.16. We verify that the hypotheses are satisfied. Consider a
sequence (xn)n≥1 of points of Ω converging to an arbitrary point p ∈ ∂Ω\S. By hypothesis,
there exists a neighbourhood U of p such that U ∩ Ω has finitely many components, say
V1, . . . , Vm, and such that, for every j = 1, . . . , m, every pair of distinct points of ∂Vj ∩ ∂Ω
possesses (V) with respect to kVj

. Since xn converges to p, since U is a neighbourhood of
p and since

U ∩ Ω = V1 ∪ · · · ∪ Vm,

there exists j ∈ {1, . . . , m} such that Vj contains xn for infinitely many n. We may suppose,
without loss of generality, that V1 contains xn for infinitely many n; this implies that there
is a subsequence xkn of xn lying in V1. Note that p ∈ (∂V1∩∂Ω) \∂V1 ∩ Ω. Secondly, again
by hypothesis, every pair of distinct points of ∂V1 ∩ ∂Ω possesses (V) with respect to kV1 .
Thirdly, if we choose r0 > 0 so small that B(p; r0)∩∂V1 ∩ Ω = ∅, it follows from Lemma 3.8
that kΩ(B(p; r0) ∩ V1,Ω \ V1) > 0. Thus all the hypotheses of Theorem 3.16 are satisfied,
with V1 playing the role of the U in the statement of the theorem. Consequently, by that
theorem, Ω possesses (V) with respect to kΩ. �

3.5. Global visibility implies local visibility. In this subsection, we shall prove that,
given a subdomain U of Ω, for every λ ≥ 1, λ-visibility with respect to kΩ implies λ-visibility
with respect to kU (note that this is in contrast to the results in the previous subsection,
which showed only that local λ4-visibility implies global λ-visibility). This is achieved by
showing that every (λ, κ)-almost geodesic with respect to kU is a (λ, κ̃)-almost geodesic
with respect to kΩ for some κ̃ > 0. At the heart of this latter result is a localization lemma
Lemma 3.21 that says

kU ≤ kΩ + C

on an appropriate open subset W of U . This result is very similar to (and inspired by) [32,
Theorem 1.3] but it is in fact more general (it applies to a broader range of situations and
eschews the technical but essential connectedness assumption made in [32, Theorem 1.3],
exactly as described at the beginning of subsection 3.4). In the sense that this lemma
deals with arbitrary sub-domains U of a given domain Ω rather than with an “external”
intersection of the form U ∩ Ω, it is intrinsic, as pointed out in the abstract. We begin
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with stating two lemmas that are analogues of Lemma 3.10 and Lemma 3.11 for kΩ. We
skip the proofs as they are closely analogous to those of the aforementioned lemmas.

Lemma 3.19. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain and U ⊂ Ω is a subdomain such
that, given λ ≥ 1, every pair of distinct points of ∂U ∩ ∂Ω satisfies the λ-visibility property
with respect to kΩ. Let W2 ⊂ W1 ⊂ U be open sets such that W2 ⋐ (W1 ∪ ∂Ω) \ ∂W1 ∩ Ω.
Then, for every κ > 0, there exists a compact subset K of Ω such that every (λ, κ)-almost-
geodesic for kΩ that starts in W2 and ends in Ω \W1 intersects K.

Lemma 3.20. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain and U ⊂ Ω is a subdomain such
that, given λ ≥ 1, every pair of distinct points of ∂U ∩ ∂Ω satisfies the λ-visibility property
with respect to kΩ. Then for any open setW ⊂ U—such thatW ⋐ (U∪∂Ω)\∂U ∩ Ω—and
any o ∈ Ω, there exists L <∞ such that

kΩ(z, o) ≤ kΩ(z,Ω \ U) + L, ∀ z ∈ W.

Now we prove the intrinsic localization result for the Kobayashi distance mentioned
above. The proof of this result is more or less the same as that of [32, Theorem 1.3],
with the (minor) necessary modifications to handle the more general situation to which the
present result applies.

Lemma 3.21. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain and U ⊂ Ω is a subdomain such
that, given λ ≥ 1, every pair of distinct points of ∂U ∩ ∂Ω satisfies the λ-visibility property
with respect to kΩ. Then for any open set W ⊂ U such that W ⋐ (U ∪ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω, there
exists a C <∞ such that

kU(z, w) ≤ kΩ(z, w) + C for all z, w ∈ W.

Proof. Suppose the conclusion of the lemma is not true. Then, for all n ∈ Z+, there exist
points zn, wn ∈ W such that

kU(zn, wn) > kΩ(zn, wn) + n.

By the compactness of W , we may assume, without loss of generality, that (zn)n≥1 and
(wn)n≥1 converge to points ẑ and ŵ of W , respectively. For every n, we choose a (1, 1)-
almost-geodesic γn : [an, bn] → Ω with respect to kΩ joining zn and wn. Fix a point o ∈ U

and let t
(0)
n ∈ [an, bn] be such that

kΩ(γn(t
(0)
n ), o) = min

t∈[an,bn]
kΩ(γn(t), o) ∀n ∈ Z+.

Now fix an open set W1 ⊂ U such that W ⋐ (W1 ∪ ∂Ω) \ ∂W1 ∩ Ω and W1 ⋐ (U ∪ ∂Ω) \
∂U ∩ Ω. Depending on the position of γn relative to W1 two cases arise.

Case 1. ran(γn) ⊂W1 for all but finitely many n.

We assume, without loss of generality, that γn ⊂W1 for all n ∈ Z+. Note that

(3.8) kU(zn, wn) ≤

∫ bn

an

κU(γn(t); γ
′
n(t))dt ∀n ∈ Z+.

Lemma 3.8 implies that kΩ(W1,Ω \ U) > 0, and therefore, by Lemma 2.14 there exists
L <∞ such that

κU(z; v) ≤ (1 + Le−kΩ(z,Ω\U))κΩ(z; v) ∀ z ∈ W1, ∀ v ∈ Cd.
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Since γn ⊂ W1 for all n ∈ Z+, the above inequality, together with the fact that each γn is
a (1, 1)-almost-geodesic implies that

κU(γn(t); γ
′
n(t)) ≤ (1 + Le−kΩ(γn(t),Ω\U))κΩ(γn(t); γ

′
n(t))

≤ 1 + Le−kΩ(γn(t),Ω\U) ∀n ∈ Z+, for a.e. t ∈ [an, bn].

This last inequality and (3.8) implies that for every n ∈ Z+

kU(zn, wn) ≤

∫ bn

an

κU(γn(t); γ
′
n(t))dt

≤ (bn − an) + L

∫ bn

an

e−kΩ(γn(t),Ω\U)dt

≤ kΩ(zn, wn) + 1 + L

∫ bn

an

e−kΩ(γn(t),Ω\U)dt.(3.9)

(One has bn − an ≤ kΩ(zn, wn) + 1 because γn : [an, bn] → W1 is a (1, 1)-almost-geodesic
with respect to kΩ.) By Lemma 3.20, we can assume that L is so large that one also has

(3.10) kΩ(γn(t),Ω \ U) ≥ kΩ(γn(t), o)− L, ∀n ∈ Z+, ∀ t ∈ [an, bn].

Now, the choice of t
(0)
n , implies that

kΩ(γn(t), o) ≥ kΩ(γn(t), γn(t
(0)
n ))− kΩ(γn(t

(0)
n ), o) ≥ kΩ(γn(t), γn(t

(0)
n ))− kΩ(γn(t), o).

This together with the fact that γn is a (1, 1)-almost-geodesic with respect to kΩ, we get

kΩ(γn(t), o) ≥ (1/2)|t− t(0)n | − (1/2).

The last inequality together with (3.10), implies that
∫ bn

an

e−kΩ(γn(t),Ω\U)dt ≤

∫ bn

an

e−(1/2)|t−t
(0)
n |+(1/2)+Ldt = e(1/2)+L

∫ bn

an

e−(1/2)|t−t
(0)
n |dt.

≤ 4 e(1/2)+L.

The above inequality together with (3.9) implies that

kU (zn, wn) ≤ kΩ(zn, wn) + 1 + 4Le(1/2)+L, ∀n ∈ Z+.

But this contradicts our starting assumption.

Note that the argument above implies that given z, w ∈ W , if there is a (1, 1)-almost-
geodesic for kΩ joining z and w and contained in W1 then there exists L < ∞ such that
kU(z, w) ≤ kΩ(z, w) + 1 + 4Le(1/2)+L.

Case 2. γn 6⊂W1 for infinitely many n.

We may assume, without loss of generality, that γn 6⊂W1 for all n. By Lemma 3.19, there
exists a compact subset K of Ω such that every (1, 1)-almost-geodesic for kΩ starting in
W and ending in Ω \W1 intersects K. We may suppose, without loss of generality, that
K ⊂ U . For every n, we define

un ..= inf{t ∈ [an, bn] | γn(t) /∈ W1};

vn ..= sup{t ∈ [an, bn] | γn(t) /∈ W1}.

Then an < un ≤ vn < bn. Also, for every n, γn([an, un)) ⊂ W1, γn((vn, bn]) ⊂ W1,
and γn(un), γn(vn) ∈ ∂W1 ∩ Ω. The foregoing then implies that γn([an, un]) ∩K 6= ∅ and
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γn([vn, bn])∩K 6= ∅ for every n. Choose sn ∈ [an, un] and s
′
n ∈ [vn, bn] such that γn(sn) ∈ K

and γn(s
′
n) ∈ K.

Note by the remark made at the end of the discussion in Case 1, there exists L < ∞,
such that

kU (zn, γn(sn)) ≤ kΩ(zn, γn(sn)) + 1 + 4Le(1/2)+L and

kU(γn(s
′
n), wn) ≤ kΩ(γn(s

′
n), wn) + 1 + 4Le(1/2)+L.

Since K ⊂ U is a compact set, it follows that we may increase L further so that we also
have

kU(z, w)− kΩ(z, w) ≤ L, ∀ z, w ∈ K.

Using the above three inequalities, we get

kU (zn, wn) ≤ kU(zn, γn(sn)) + kU(γn(sn), γn(s
′
n)) + kU (γn(s

′
n), wn)

≤ kΩ(zn, γn(sn)) + kΩ(γn(sn), γn(s
′
n)) + kΩ(γn(s

′
n), wn) + 2 + L+ 8Le(1/2)+L.

Now, since zn, γn(sn), γn(s
′
n) and wn all lie on the (1, 1)-almost-geodesic γn, we have

kΩ(zn, γn(sn)) + kΩ(γn(sn), γn(s
′
n)) + kΩ(γn(s

′
n), wn) ≤ kΩ(zn, wn) + 6.

Let M ..= 8 + L + 8Le(1/2)+L and note that M is determined as soon as U,W and W1 are
specified. By the foregoing inequality

kU(zn, wn) ≤ kΩ(zn, wn) +M, ∀n ∈ Z+.

This shows once again that kU (zn, wn)− kΩ(zn, wn) is bounded, and yields a contradiction.

So, our starting assumption must be wrong, and so the stated result holds. �

Now we prove that, under suitable hypotheses, (λ, κ)-almost-geodesics with respect to
the local metric are (λ, κ̃)-almost-geodesics with respect to the global metric for some κ̃ > 0.

Corollary 3.22. Under the same assumptions as in Lemma 3.20, given λ ≥ 1 and κ > 0,
there exists κ̃ > 0 such that every (λ, κ)-almost-geodesic with respect to kU included in W
is a (λ, κ̃)-almost-geodesic with respect to kΩ.

Proof. By Lemma 3.21, there exists C <∞ such that

(3.11) kΩ(z, w) ≤ kU(z, w) ≤ kΩ(z, w) + C, ∀ z, w ∈ W.

The above together with the fact that κΩ(z; v) ≤ κU(z; v) for all z ∈ U and v ∈ Cd implies
the result with κ̃ ..= κ + C. �

Now we prove a result that shows that global visibility implies local visibility. Roughly
speaking, it says that if we start out with a (weak) visibility domain then any sub-domain
whose boundary intersects that of the original domain in a non-degenerate way (see below)
possesses the (weak) visibility property on the “relative boundary”, where the latter term
has the same meaning as in the context of Theorem 3.15.

Theorem 3.23. Suppose Ω ⊂ Cd is a hyperbolic domain that satisfies the λ-visibility
property for a given λ ≥ 1. Let U ⊂ Ω be a subdomain such that (∂U ∩ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω 6= ∅.
Then every two distinct points of (∂U ∩ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω satisfy the λ-visibility property with
respect to kU .
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Proof. Let U be as above and choose ζ 6= η in (∂U ∩ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω. Given κ > 0, let
γn : [an, bn] −→ U be a sequence of (λ, κ)-almost-geodesics for kU such that (γn(an))n≥1

converges to ζ and (γn(bn))n≥1 converges to η. Furthermore, assume that the sequence
(γn)n≥1 eventually avoids every compact set in U .

Since ζ /∈ ∂U ∩ Ω, we may choose r > 0 such that B(ζ ; r) ∩ ∂U ∩ Ω = ∅ and such that

η /∈ B(ζ ; r). Therefore if we write W ..= B(ζ ; r) ∩ U then ζ ∈ (∂W ∩ ∂Ω) \ ∂W ∩ Ω and
W ⋐ (U ∪ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω. Therefore Lemma 3.8 implies

kΩ(W,Ω \ U) > 0.

For every n, put

tn ..= sup{t ∈ [an, bn] | γn([an, t]) ⊂ B(ζ ; r)}.

Since η /∈ B(ζ ; r), it follows that, for every n, tn < bn, γn(tn) ∈ ∂B(ζ ; r) and

γn([an, tn)) ⊂W.

This together with the choice of W —by appealing to Corollary 3.22— implies that there
exists κ̃ > 0 such that, for every n, γn|[an,tn] is a (λ, κ̃)-almost-geodesic with respect to
kΩ. We may assume, without loss of generality, that (γn(tn))n≥1 converges to some point
ξ ∈ ∂B(ζ ; r). Observe that ξ ∈ (∂U ∩ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω, and ζ 6= ξ. Since Ω satisfies the λ-
visibility property and γn|[an,tn] is a (λ, κ̃)-almost-geodesic with respect to kΩ, there exists

a compact subset K̃ of Ω such that, for every n, ran
(
γn|[an,tn]

)
∩ K̃ 6= ∅. This implies

there exists a compact subset K of U such that, for every n, ran
(
γn|[an,tn]

)
∩K 6= ∅, which

contradicts the assumption that the sequence (γn)n≥1 eventually avoids every compact
subset of U . Hence the result. �

We now state the following theorem, which is an immediate corollary of the one above.
We omit the proof.

Theorem 3.24. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is a (weak) visibility domain. Let U ⊂ Ω be a
subdomain such that (∂U ∩ ∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω 6= ∅. Then every two distinct points of (∂U ∩
∂Ω) \ ∂U ∩ Ω satisfy the (weak) visibility property with respect to kU .

The proof of Theorem 1.9 is now clear.

Proof of Theorem 1.9. First suppose that Ω is a (weak) visibility domain. To show that it
is a local (weak) visibility domain, take p ∈ ∂Ω and a sequence (xn)n≥1 in Ω converging to
p. Choose and fix a bounded neighbourhood W of p. Using Lemma 3.4, there exist finitely
many components of W ∩ Ω, say V1, . . . , Vm, such that, for all n, xn is contained in one of
the Vj . So we may suppose, without loss of generality, that V1 contains xn for infinitely
many n. This means there is a subsequence (xkn)n≥1 of (xn)n≥1 lying in V1. It is easy to see
that p ∈ (∂V1∩∂Ω)\∂V1 ∩ Ω. Therefore we may directly invoke Theorem 3.24 to conclude
that every two distinct points of (∂V1∩∂Ω)\∂V1 ∩ Ω possess the (weak) visibility property.
Since p was arbitrary, this shows that Ω is a local (weak) visibility domain. Note that we
did not need the BSP assumption for this implication.
Conversely, suppose that Ω is a local (weak) visibility domain. Then, using the BSP

assumption and Remark 3.17, we see that we may invoke Theorem 3.16 directly to conclude
that Ω is a (weak) visibility domain (we take S ..= ∅ in Theorem 3.16). �
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4. Visibility of planar domains

4.1. Conditions 1, 2 and 3. Given two distinct points x1, x2 ∈ ∂D,

(1) Arc(x1, x2) and Arc[x1, x2] will denote the open arc and the closed arc, respectively,
joining x1 and x2 and containing 1;

(2) (x1, x2)p will denote the bi-geodesic ray in D for the hyperbolic distance induced by
the Poincaré metric joining the boundary points x1 and x2, and [x1, x2]p will denote
(x1, x2)p ∪ {x1, x2};

(3) Reg(x1, x2) will denote the open region bounded by the arc Arc[x1, x2] and the
bi-geodesic ray [x1, x2]p.

We now introduce three conditions that a hyperbolic planar domain Ω ⊂ C may satisfy.

Condition 1. Ω satisfies Condition 1 if for every point p ∈ ∂Ω there exists a topological
embedding τp : D −→ Ω such that τp(D) ⊂ Ω and such that for any sequence (zn)n≥1 in Ω
converging to p, the tail of the sequence must lie in τp(D).

It is not difficult to see that the above condition is equivalent to the following: for any
point p ∈ ∂Ω, there exist an r > 0 and a topological embedding τp : D −→ Ω such that
τp(D) ⊂ Ω and B(p, r) ∩ Ω ⊂ τp(D).

Examples of domains that satisfy Condition 1 include: domains with continuous bound-
ary; simply connected domains with boundary a Jordan curve; multiply (possibly infinitely)
connected domains each of whose boundary components is a Jordan curve for which there
exists a positive quantity that is a lower bound for the Euclidean distance between any two
of these components.

Condition 2. Ω satisfies Condition 2 if there exists a closed, totally disconnected set
S ⊂ ∂Ω such that for every p ∈ ∂Ω \ S and every sequence (zn)n≥1 in Ω with zn → p,
there exist a subsequence (zkn)n≥1, an injective holomorphic map φ : D −→ Ω that extends
continuously to D and an arc Arc(x1, x2) containing 1 such that

(1) φ(1) = p and φ(Arc(x1, x2)) ⊂ ∂Ω,

(2) for all n ∈ Z+, zkn ∈ φ(Reg(x1, x2)) and φ
−1(zkn) → 1 as n→ ∞.

Remark 4.1. The existence of φ and Arc(x1, x2) also implies that we may, without loss of
generality, assume that the points φ(x1), φ(x2) and φ(1) are pairwise distinct points of ∂Ω.
To see this, consider φ1 = φ− φ(1) which is holomorphic in D and extends continuously to
D. Denoting the zero set of φ1 by Z(φ1), we first observe that the arc-length measure of
Z(φ1) ∩ ∂D is zero. Choose a point x′1 ∈ Arc(x1, x2) \ Z(φ1) and consider φ2 = φ− φ(x′1).
The set Z(φ2)∩∂D has arc-length measure zero. Therefore, we can choose x′2 ∈ Arc(x1, x2)\(
Z(φ1) ∪ Z(φ2)

)
. Clearly, φ(x′2) 6= φ(x′1), φ(x

′
2) 6= φ(1). It is evident that the points x′1, x

′
2

can be chosen arbitrarily close to 1.

Condition 3. Ω satisfies Condition 3 if there exists a closed, totally disconnected set S ⊂
∂Ω such that for every p ∈ ∂Ω \S, for every neighbourhood U of p, and for every sequence
(zn)n≥1 in Ω with zn → p, there exist a subsequence (zkn)n≥1, an injective holomorphic map
φ : D −→ Ω that extends continuously to D, and arcs Arc(x1, x2), Arc(y1, y2) containing
1 such that Arc(x1, x2) ⋐ Arc(y1, y2) and such that:

(1) φ(1) = p, φ(Arc(y1, y2)) ⊂ ∂Ω, φ(Reg(y1, y2)) ⊂ U ,

(2) for all n ∈ Z+, zkn ∈ φ(Reg(x1, x2)) and φ
−1(zkn) → 1 as n→ ∞.
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Observe that if a domain Ω satisfies Condition 3 then it clearly satisfies Condition 2. It
is not very difficult to see that Condition 2 also implies Condition 3. To see that, assume
Ω satisfies Condition 2. Choose a point p ∈ ∂Ω \ S, where S is as in Condition 2, let U be
a neighbourhood of p and (zn)n≥1 be a sequence in Ω converging to p. Let φ : D −→ Ω be
the injective holomorphic map provided by Condition 2. Then φ−1(U) is an open subset of
D containing 1. Therefore there exists a small r > 0 such that B(1, r) ∩ D ⊂ φ−1(U) and
B(1, r) ∩ ∂D ⊂ Arc(x1, x2), where Arc(x1, x2) is as provided by Condition 2. It is now
clear that we can choose points x′j , y

′
j, j = 1, 2, in B(1, r)∩∂D that are close to 1 such that

all the requirements in Condition 3 are satisfied.

Observe that, arguing as described in Remark 4.1, we can also assume, without loss of
generality, that the points φ(xj), φ(yj), φ(1) in Condition 3 are all distinct for j = 1, 2.

Remark 4.2. It is clear that if a hyperbolic domain Ω ⊂ C satisfies Condition 1, then it
satisfies Condition 2, and hence Condition 3.

Theorem 4.3. Let Ω ⊂ C be a hyperbolic domain satisfying Condition 2. Then Ω is a
visibility domain.

Proof. To get a contradiction, assume that Ω does not possess the visibility property. Then,

by definition, there exist λ ≥ 1, κ > 0, points p, q ∈ ∂Ω
End

, p 6= q, sequences (pn)n≥1 and

(qn)n≥1 in Ω converging to p and q, respectively (in the topology of Ω
End

), and a sequence
(γn)n≥1 of (λ, κ)-almost-geodesics, γn : [an, bn] → Ω, joining pn to qn, such that γn eventually
avoids every compact set in Ω. An application of Remark 3.1 gives the following: there
exist a sequence (tn)n≥1, an ≤ tn ≤ bn, a ξ ∈ ∂Ω \ S, and an r > 0 such that (γn(tn))n≥1

converges to ξ and such that each γn intersects Ω \D(ξ; r). We may suppose, without loss
of generality, that, for every n, there exists t′n, tn < t′n ≤ bn, such that γn(t

′
n) ∈ Ω \D(ξ; r).

By Condition 3, there exist a subsequence
(
γkn(tkn)

)
n≥1

, an injective holomorphic map

φ : D → Ω that extends continuously to D, and arcs Arc(x1, x2), Arc(y1, y2) containing 1
such that Arc(x1, x2) ⋐ Arc(y1, y2) and such that:

(1) φ(1) = ξ, φ(Arc(y1, y2)) ⊂ ∂Ω, φ(Reg(y1, y2)) ⊂ D(ξ, r/2),

(2) for all n ∈ Z+, γkn(tkn) ∈ φ(Reg(x1, x2)) and φ
−1(γkn(tkn)) → 1 as n→ ∞.

Moreover, we can also assume that φ(x1), φ(x2), φ(y1), φ(y2) and ξ are all distinct and
that, for all x ∈ Arc[x1, x2] and j = 1, 2, φ(yj) 6= φ(x).

We now suppress the subsequential notation by relabelling, and suppose that (2) above
holds for the original sequences (γn)n≥1 and (tn)n≥1. For every n, we let

t̃n ..= inf{t ∈ [tn, bn] | γn(t) /∈ φ(Reg(x1, x2))}.

Claim 1. For every n, t̃n > tn, γn
(
[tn, t̃n)

)
⊂ φ(Reg(x1, x2)) and γn(t̃n) ∈ φ((x1, x2)p).

The inequality in the claim above follows immediately because we know, by (2) above,
that γn(tn) ∈ φ(Reg(x1, x2)), that φ(Reg(x1, x2)) is open, and that γn is continuous. The
inclusion follows because of the definition of t̃n as an infimum. As for the membership
relation, γn(t̃n) ∈

(
φ(Reg(x1, x2)) \ φ(Reg(x1, x2))

)
∩ Ω = φ

(
(x1, x2)p

)
. ◭

Clearly, we may assume, without loss of generality, that (γn(t̃n))n≥1 converges to a point
of φ([x1, x2]p). However, since (γn)n≥1 eventually avoids every compact subset of Ω and

since φ(x1) and φ(x2) are the only two points of φ([x1, x2]p)∩∂Ω, it follows that (γn(t̃n))n≥1

converges either to φ(x1) or to φ(x2). Suppose, without loss of generality, that it converges
to φ(x1).
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Now consider the sequence
(
γn|[tn,t̃n]

)
n≥1

of (λ, κ)-almost-geodesics with respect to kΩ.

We shall show that the sequence is also a sequence of (λ′, κ)-almost-geodesics with respect
to kφ(D) for some λ′ > 1. To do this, we shall use the localization lemma, but first we make
the following:

Claim 2. kΩ

(
φ(Reg(x1, x2)),Ω \ φ(D)

)
> 0.

First we make the following observation:

(4.1) kΩ

(
φ(Reg(x1, x2)),Ω \ φ(D)

)
≥ kΩ

(
φ(Reg(x1, x2)), φ(D) \ φ(Reg(y1, y2))

)
.

To see the above, let x and y be arbitrary points of φ(Reg(x1, x2)) and Ω\φ(D), respectively.
Using the completeness of (Ω, kΩ), choose a kΩ-geodesic γ : [0, L] → Ω such that γ(0) =
x ∈ φ(Reg(x1, x2)) and γ(L) = y ∈ Ω \ φ(D). Let

S ..= {t ∈ [0, L] | γ([0, t]) ⊂ φ(Reg(y1, y2))}.

Further, let t0 ..= supS. Clearly t0 > 0 and it follows that γ(t0) ∈ ∂φ(Reg(y1, y2)) ∩ Ω =
φ((y1, y2)p) ⊂ φ(D) \ φ(Reg(y1, y2)). Now

kΩ(x, y) = L ≥ t0 = kΩ(x, γ(t0)) ≥ kΩ

(
φ(Reg(x1, x2)), φ(D) \ φ(Reg(y1, y2))

)
.

Since x ∈ Reg(x1, x2) and y ∈ Ω \ φ(D) were arbitrary, the inequality (4.1) follows.

Therefore, to prove Claim 2, it suffices to prove that

(4.2) kΩ

(
φ(Reg(x1, x2)), φ(D) \ φ(Reg(y1, y2))

)
> 0.

Assume, to get a contradiction, that (4.2) does not hold. Then there exist sequences (un)n≥1

in φ(Reg(x1, x2)) and (vn)n≥1 in φ(D) \ φ(Reg(y1, y2)) such that kΩ(un, vn) → 0. For each
n, choose a kΩ-geodesic σn : [0, Ln] −→ Ω joining un and vn. Also, for each n, let

sn ..= sup{t ∈ [0, Ln] | σn([0, t]) ⊂ φ(Reg(x1, x2))}, and

tn ..= inf{t ≥ sn | σn(t) /∈ φ(Reg(y1, y2))}.

Now note that, clearly, σn(sn) ∈ ∂φ(Reg(x1, x2)) ∩ Ω = φ((x1, x2)p) and that σn(tn) ∈
∂φ(Reg(y1, y2))∩Ω = φ((y1, y2)p). So we can find sequences (ξn)n≥1 and (ζn)n≥1 in (x1, x2)p
and (y1, y2)p, respectively, such that, for every n, φ(ξn) = σn(sn) and φ(ζn) = σn(tn). By

compactness we may suppose that (ξn)n≥1 and (ζn)n≥1 converge to points ξ̌ and ζ̌ of [x1, x2]p
and [y1, y2]p, respectively. By the continuity of φ on D, (φ(ξn))n≥1 and (φ(ζn))n≥1 converge

to φ(ξ̌) and φ(ζ̌), respectively, i.e., (σn(sn))n≥1 and (σn(tn))n≥1 converge to φ(ξ̌) and φ(ζ̌),
respectively. It follows easily from the hypotheses on φ that φ(ξ̌) 6= φ(ζ̌). Note that
σn(sn), σn(tn) ∈ ran(σn) and so, since kΩ(un, vn) → 0, it follows that kΩ(σn(sn), σn(tn)) → 0.
On the other hand, since Ω is a hyperbolic planar domain and φ(ξ̌), φ(ζ̌) are distinct points
of Ω, we have

lim inf
(z,w)→(φ(ξ̌), φ(ζ̌))

kΩ(z, w) > 0.

This is a contradiction, and hence Claim 2 follows. ◭

Let k ..= coth kΩ
(
φ(Reg(x1, x2),Ω \ φ(D))

)
and let λ′ ..= kλ. Now we make the following

claim.

Claim 3. For every n,
(
γn|[tn,t̃n]

)
n≥1

is a (λ′, κ)-almost-geodesic with respect to kφ(D).

Since each γn is a (λ, κ)-almost-geodesic with respect to kΩ, the condition on the Kobayashi–
Royden metric together with the localization lemma gives

(4.3) ∀n ∈ Z+, for a.e. t ∈ [tn, t̃n], κφ(D)(γn(t))|γ
′
n(t)| ≤ kκΩ(γn(t))|γ

′
n(t)| ≤ kλ = λ′.
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On the other hand, by the distance-decreasing property of the inclusion map,

(4.4) ∀n ∈ Z+, ∀ s, t ∈ [tn, t̃n], (1/λ)|s− t| − κ ≤ kΩ(γn(s), γn(t)) ≤ kφ(D)(γn(s), γn(t)).

Finally

∀n ∈ Z+, ∀ s, t ∈ [tn, t̃n], s ≤ t, kφ(D)(γn(s), γn(t)) ≤

∫ t

s

κφ(D)(γn(τ))|γ
′
n(τ)|dτ

≤ λ′|s− t| ≤ λ′|s− t|+ κ.(4.5)

By (4.3), (4.4) and (4.5), the claim follows. ◭

Now consider the sequence of curves given by

ρn ..= φ−1 ◦ γn|[tn,t̃n].

Note that (ρn) is a sequence of curves in D such that ρn joins φ−1(γn(tn)) and φ
−1(γn(t̃n))

for each n. Observe that
(
φ−1(γn(tn))

)
n≥1

converges to 1 and we may assume, without

loss of generality, that
(
φ−1(γn(t̃n))

)
n≥1

converges to x1. Now, by the fact that φ is a

biholomorphism and from Claim 3, it follows that ρn is a (λ′, κ)-almost-geodesic with
respect to kD whose end points converge to 1 and x1 respectively. This together with the
well-known fact that D is a visibility domain, implies that there exists a compact subset K
of D such that

∀n ∈ Z+, ran(ρn) ∩K 6= ∅.

Obviously then

∀n ∈ Z+, ran(γn) ∩ φ(K) 6= ∅.

But then φ(K) is a compact subset of Ω that all the γn intersect. This contradicts the
initial assumption and completes the proof. �

We now prove a result that shows that the Euclidean boundary of a planar hyperbolic
domain satisfying Condition 1 possesses a property that is an analogue of a corresponding
property possessed by the ideal boundary of a (proper, geodesic) Gromov hyperbolic space
(see, for example, [35, Proposition 2.10]). It is important to note that the analogy is
not perfect. Specifically, the lemma below does not deal with the boundary of the end-
compactification of Ω (which one expects to be the true analogue of the ideal boundary), but
rather with the Euclidean boundary: in effect this means that the ends of Ω are excluded
from consideration below.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose Ω ⊂ C is a hyperbolic planar domain satisfying Condition 1. Then,
for any fixed o ∈ Ω and every ξ1, ξ2 ∈ ∂Ω,

lim inf
(z,w)→(ξ1,ξ2), z,w∈Ω

(z|w)o = +∞

if and only if ξ1 = ξ2.

Proof. First note that, by Theorem 1.13, Ω is a visibility domain. It follows from Lemma 2.15
that if

lim inf
(z,w)→(ξ1,ξ2), z,w∈Ω

(z|w)o = +∞,

then ξ1 = ξ2.
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Conversely, suppose that ξ1 = ξ2 =.. ξ. To get a contradiction suppose that there exist a
point o and sequences (zn)n≥1 and (wn)n≥1 in Ω such that zn → ξ and wn → ξ as n → ∞
and, for all n ∈ Z+,

(zn|wn)o ≤ κ/2 < +∞,

for some positive constant κ. Choose, for every n ∈ Z+, a kΩ-geodesic σ
1
n joining o and zn

and a kΩ-geodesic σ
2
n joining o and wn. For all s, t ∈ [0,+∞) and n ∈ Z+, by the triangle

inequality and using the fact that σ1
n and σ2

n are geodesics, we have

kΩ(σ
1
n(t), o) + kΩ(o, σ

2
n(s))− kΩ(σ

1
n(t), σ

2
n(s))

= kΩ(zn, o)− kΩ(σ
1
n(t), zn) + kΩ(o, wn)− kΩ(σ

2
n(s), wn)− kΩ(σ

1
n(t), σ

2
n(s))

≤ kΩ(zn, o) + kΩ(o, wn)− kΩ(zn, wn)

= 2(zn|wn)o

≤ κ.

(4.6)

By Lemma 2.16, passing to subsequences, we may assume that (σ1
n)n≥1 and (σ2

n)n≥1

converge to kΩ-geodesic rays σ1 : [0,+∞) −→ Ω and σ2 : [0,+∞) −→ Ω, respectively,
emanating from o and landing at the boundary point ξ. Now, define

σ(t) ..=

{
σ1(t), ∀ t ≥ 0,

σ2(−t), ∀ t ≤ 0.

We claim that σ is a (1, κ)-almost-geodesic of (Ω, kΩ). It is easy to see that

∀ t ∈ R \ {0}, κΩ(σ(t); σ
′(t)) = 1

since the Kobayashi metric (Poincaré metric) of the hyperbolic planar domain Ω is a Rie-
mannian metric and geodesics are the unit-speed curves. For s, t in [0,+∞) or (−∞, 0], it
can be seen easily, by definition, that kΩ(σ(t), σ(s)) = |t− s|. For s ≤ 0 and t ≥ 0, we have

kΩ(σ(t), σ(s)) ≤ kΩ(σ(t), σ(0)) + kΩ(σ(0), σ(s))

= t− s = |t− s|,

and

kΩ(σ(t), σ(s)) = kΩ(σ1(t), σ2(−s))

= lim
n→∞

kΩ(σ
1
n(t), σ

2
n(−s))

= lim
n→∞

{
kΩ(σ

1
n(t), o) + kΩ(o, σ

2
n(−s))

−
(
kΩ(σ

1
n(t), o) + kΩ(o, σ

2
n(−s))− kΩ(σ

1
n(t), σ

2
n(−s))

) }

≥ lim
n→∞

(kΩ(σ
1
n(t), o) + kΩ(o, σ

2
n(−s))− κ) (by (4.6))

= kΩ(σ1(t), o) + kΩ(o, σ2(−s))− κ

= t− s− κ = |t− s| − κ.

Hence σ is a (1, κ)-almost-geodesic of (Ω, kΩ). Note that limt→∞ σ(t) = limt→∞ σ(−t) = ξ.

By Condition 1, there exists a topological embedding τ : D → Ω such that τ(D) ⊂ Ω
and such that every sequence (zn)n≥1 in Ω converging to ξ lies eventually in τ(D). By
the remark made right after the statement of Condition 1, there exists a neighbourhood
U of ξ in C such that U ∩ Ω ⊂ τ(D). We choose a neighbourhood W of ξ in C such that
W ⋐ U . After this, we choose T0 < ∞ such that, for all t ∈ R with |t| ≥ T0, σ(t) ∈ W .
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It is immediate that dEuc(W ∩ Ω,Ω \ τ(D)) > 0, where dEuc is the Euclidean distance.
From this, Result 2.9 and Lemma 3.8, it now follows easily that kΩ(W ∩ Ω,Ω \ τ(D)) > 0
and hence that coth kΩ(W ∩ Ω,Ω \ τ(D)) =.. λ < ∞. Hence, by Remark 2.13, σ|[T0,∞) and
σ|(−∞,−T0] are (λ, κ)-almost-geodesics of (τ(D), kτ(D)).

Choose a biholomorphism φ : D → τ(D). By the Carathéodory Extension Theo-
rem φ extends to a homeomorphism from D onto τ(D). Choose a continuous curve
σ0 : [−T0, T0] −→ τ(D) such that σ0(−T0) = σ(−T0) and σ0(T0) = σ(T0).
Now, define γ : R −→ τ(D) by

γ(t) ..=

{
σ(t), ∀ t such that |t| ≥ T0,

σ0(t), ∀ t such that |t| ≤ T0.

Now, we show that γ is a (λ1, κ1)-quasi-geodesic loop of (τ(D), kτ(D)) at the point ξ ∈ ∂τ(D)
for some λ1 ≥ 1 and κ1 > 0. To see this we proceed as follows.

Case 1. For s ≤ −T0 and t ≥ T0, by the monotonicity of the Kobayashi distance with
respect to inclusions, and using the fact that σ is a (1, κ)-almost-geodesic of (Ω, kΩ), we
have

kτ(D)(γ(t), γ(s)) ≥ kΩ(σ(t), σ(s)) ≥ |t− s| − κ,

and by the triangle inequality, definition of γ and using the fact that σ|[T0,∞) and σ|(−∞,−T0]

are (λ, κ)-almost-geodesics of (τ(D, kτ(D)), we have

kτ(D)(γ(t), γ(s)) ≤ kτ(D)(σ(s), σ(−T0)) + kτ(D)(σ0(−T0), σ0(T0)) + kτ(D)(σ(T0), σ(t))

≤ λ(−T0 − s) + λ(t− T0) + diamkτ(D)
(σ0) + 2κ

≤ λ(t− s) + diamkτ(D)
(σ0) + 2κ.

Case 2. For s, t ≥ T0 or s, t ≤ −T0, and s ≤ t, by the monotonicity of the Kobayashi
distance with respect to inclusions, and using the fact that σ is a (1, κ)-almost-geodesic of
(Ω, kΩ), we have

kτ(D)(γ(t), γ(s)) = kτ(D)(σ(s), σ(t)) ≥ kΩ(σ(t), σ(s)) ≥ |t− s| − κ.

Further, by the definition of γ and using the fact that σ|[T0,∞) and σ|(−∞,−T0] are (λ, κ)-
almost-geodesics of (τ(D, kτ(D)), we have

kτ(D)(γ(s), γ(t)) ≤ kτ(D)(σ(s), σ(t)) ≤ λ(t− s) + κ.

Case 3. For −T0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T0, the following inequalities follow easily:

(t− s)− 2T0 ≤ 0 ≤ kτ(D)(γ(s), γ(t)) ≤ (t− s) + diamkτ(D)
(σ0).

Case 4. For s ≤ −T0 ≤ t ≤ T0 or −T0 ≤ s ≤ T0 ≤ t, the following inequalities follow
easily:

1

λ
(t− s)− κ− diamkτ(D)

(σ0)− 2T0 ≤ kτ(D)(γ(s), γ(t))

≤ λ(t− s) + κ+ diamkτ(D)
(σ0).

From the consideration of the four cases above, it is now clear that there exists κ1 > 0 such
that γ is a (λ, κ1)-quasi-geodesic loop at the boundary point ξ of τ(D).

Since the map φ−1 : τ(D) −→ D is a Kobayashi isometry that extends up to the boundary
as a homeomorphism, φ−1 ◦ γ : R −→ D is a (λ, κ1)-quasi-geodesic loop at the boundary
point φ−1(ξ) of D. This is a contradiction because (D, kD) is a Gromov hyperbolic distance
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space for which the Euclidean boundary can be identified with the Gromov boundary, and
hence there does not exist any quasi-geodesic loop at any boundary point of D. �

4.2. Simply Connected Visibility Domains. The main result of this subsection gives
a characterization of simply connected visibility domains. To prove this result we need
two lemmas below. These results will also be an important tool in the next subsection in
which we provide a characterization of domains that satisfy Condition 2 and Condition 1
respectively.

In what follows, C∞ will denote the Riemann sphere, i.e., the one-point compactification
of C, i.e. C ∪ {∞}. Also, for a domain Ω in C, clC∞

(Ω) and ∂C∞
Ω denote the closure and

the boundary of Ω in C∞ respectively.

Lemma 4.5. Let Ω ⊂ C∞ be a hyperbolic simply connected domain. Suppose that there is
a totally disconnected subset S ⊂ ∂C∞

Ω ∩ C such that ∂C∞
Ω is locally connected at every

point of (∂C∞
Ω ∩ C) \ S. Then ∂C∞

Ω is locally connected everywhere.

Proof. Since Ω is hyperbolic and simply connected, choose a biholomorphism φ : D → Ω.
We wish to show that φ extends to a continuous map from D to clC∞

(Ω). To do this, it is
sufficient (see [29, Chapter 2]) to show that for every prime end p of Ω, the impression I(p) of
p is trivial (i.e., is a singleton). To get a contradiction, we assume that there exists a prime
end p of Ω such that I(p) is not a singleton. We know that I(p) is a compact, connected
set that is contained in ∂C∞

Ω (see, for example, [29, Section 2.5]); and by assumption, it
contains more than one point. By [30, Theorem 1.1], there are at most two points of I(p)
where C∞ \ Ω is locally connected. Note that I(p) \ {∞} 6⊂ S. The reason is that, since
I(p) is compact, connected, and contains more than one point, I(p) \ {∞} is not totally
disconnected, whereas S is. Therefore, choose x0 ∈ I(p) \ (S ∪{∞}). Since x0 ∈ ∂C∞

Ω \S,
∂C∞

Ω is locally connected at x0 and, hence, so is C∞ \ Ω. Now, note that I(p) \ {∞, x0}
is non-empty and not totally disconnected. Choose y0 ∈ I(p) \ {∞, x0} such that the
connected component C of I(p) \ {∞, x0} containing y0 is not a singleton. Once again,
C 6⊂ S, so there exists z0 ∈ C \S. Since z0 ∈ ∂C∞

Ω\S, ∂C∞
Ω is locally connected at z0 and,

hence, so is C∞ \Ω. Repeating this procedure, we find v0 ∈ I(p)\{∞, x0, z0} where C∞ \Ω
is also locally connected. Therefore, we have three distinct points of I(p), namely x0, z0
and v0, where C∞ \ Ω is locally connected. This contradicts [30, Theorem 1.1]. Thus I(p)
must be a singleton; since the prime end p of Ω was arbitrary, this shows that φ extends to
a continuous map from D to clC∞

(Ω), which we continue to denote by φ, and which maps
∂D continuously to ∂C∞

Ω. The latter set is, therefore, locally connected (everywhere), as
required. �

Lemma 4.6. Let Ω1,Ω2 ⊂ C be hyperbolic domains. Suppose that Ω1 is bounded and
satisfies Condition 1 and that Ω2 is a weak visibility domain. Then any biholomorphism
(indeed, any Kobayashi-isometric embedding) from Ω1 to Ω2 extends to a continuous map
from Ω1 to clC∞

(Ω2).

Proof. Choose and fix a point o ∈ Ω1. Now suppose that f : Ω1 → Ω2 is a Kobayashi-
isometric embedding. In order to show that f extends to a continuous map from Ω1

to clC∞
(Ω2), it suffices to show that, for every ξ ∈ ∂Ω1, limz→ξ, z∈Ω1 f(z) exists as an

element of ∂C∞
Ω2. Assume, to get a contradiction, that the stated limit does not exist.

Then, by the compactness of clC∞
(Ω2), there exist sequences (zn)n≥1 and (wn)n≥1 in Ω1

converging to ξ such that (f(zn))n≥1 and (f(wn))n≥1 converge to distinct points ζ1, ζ2 of
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∂C∞
Ω2. Since one of the points ζ1, ζ2 must belong to ∂Ω2, we can use arguments as in the

proof of Theorem 1.6 to conclude that the aforementioned points satisfy visibility property.
Therefore, by Lemma 2.15 we have

lim sup
n→∞

(f(zn)|f(wn))f(o) <∞.

Since f is assumed to be a Kobayashi isometric embedding,

(f(zn)|f(wn))f(o) = (zn|wn)o.

By Lemma 4.4,

lim
n→∞

(zn|wn)o = +∞.

Thus, we have a contradiction, which completes the proof. �

We now present the main result of this subsection.

Theorem 4.7. Let Ω ⊂ C be a hyperbolic simply connected domain. If, for some totally
disconnected subset S of ∂Ω (not necessarily closed), every pair of distinct points of ∂Ω \S
possesses the visibility property with respect to kΩ, then ∂Ω is locally connected and ∂C∞

Ω
is a continuous surjective image of S1. Conversely, if ∂Ω is locally connected, then Ω is a
visibility domain.

Proof. First suppose that for some totally disconnected (not necessarily closed) subset S
of ∂Ω, every pair of distinct points of ∂Ω \ S possesses the visibility property with respect
to kΩ. Then, by Theorem 1.6, Ω is a visibility domain. Since Ω is hyperbolic and simply
connected, we may choose a biholomorphism f from D to Ω. By Lemma 4.6, f extends

to a continuous map f̃ from D to clC∞
(Ω). By compactness and continuity, this map is

surjective (and maps ∂D onto ∂C∞
Ω). Therefore, ∂C∞

Ω, being the continuous image of the
compact, locally connected space S1, is locally connected. Note that ∂C∞

Ω is either equal
to ∂Ω (if ∂Ω is bounded) or equal to ∂Ω ∪ {∞} (if ∂Ω is unbounded). In either case, ∂Ω
is an open subset of ∂C∞

Ω, and is therefore itself locally connected.

Conversely, suppose that ∂Ω is locally connected. Then it follows by Lemma 4.5 that
∂C∞

Ω is also locally connected. We may now regard Ω as a simply connected hyperbolic
domain in C∞ with locally connected boundary, and we may choose a biholomorphism
f : D → Ω. By (a version of) Carathéodory’s theorem on the extension of biholomorphisms
(see [29, Chapter 2, Section 1]), it follows that f extends to a continuous map from D to

clC∞
(Ω). Note that the latter set may not be homeomorphic to Ω

End
. Nevertheless, the

proof method of Theorem 1.7 readily implies that Ω is a visibility domain. �

4.3. Characterization of domains that satisfy Condition 2 and applications.

Definition 4.8. Let Ω ⊂ C be a domain and let γ be a connected component of ∂Ω. Let
Kγ be the connected component of C \ Ω that contains γ. Define

Ωγ
..=

{
C \Kγ , if Kγ is unbounded as a subset of C,

C∞ \Kγ , if Kγ is bounded as a subset of C.

In either case, we regard Ωγ as a subset of C∞.

Given a domain Ω in C and a connected component K of C\Ω, it is not difficult to show
that ∂K ⊂ ∂Ω and C \K is connected. Moreover, it is a fact [26, Theorem 14.5, page 124]
that K contains only one component of ∂Ω. Therefore the components of C \ Ω and ∂Ω
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are in one-to-one correspondence with each other in such a way that given a component K
of C \ Ω, there is a unique component γ of ∂Ω such that

∂K = γ.

This fact helps us to prove the following important result.

Proposition 4.9. Let Ω ⊂ C be a domain and let γ ⊂ ∂Ω be a connected component. Then
Ωγ is a simply connected domain in C∞ such that

∂C∞
Ωγ ∩ C = γ = ∂Kγ .

Proof. Note that from the definition of Ωγ and the fact that C \Kγ is connected, it follows
that Ωγ is a connected open set in C∞. Note that C∞ \Ωγ is Kγ when Kγ is bounded and
it is Kγ ∪ {∞} when Kγ is unbounded; we see that C∞ \ Ωγ is connected in either case.
Therefore Ωγ is simply connected.

Note that ∂C∞
Ωγ ∩ C = ∂Kγ . Since γ ⊂ ∂Kγ , it follows from the discussion above that

∂Kγ = γ. This establishes the result. �

Now we have an important technical lemma.

Lemma 4.10. Let γ ⊂ C∞ be a closed, connected set, let a ∈ γ, and suppose that γ is
locally connected at every point other than a. Then γ is locally connected at a as well.

Proof. By using the inversion self-homeomorphism of C∞, it is clear that it is enough to
prove the result assuming that a ∈ C. So we assume that a ∈ C and that γ ⊂ C is a closed,
connected set in C that is locally connected at all points other than a.
To prove that γ is locally connected at a as well, we suppose that U is a neighbourhood

of a in C. We choose r > 0 such that B(a; r) ⊂ U . We first make the following
Claim 1. There does not exist any connected component σ of B(a; r) ∩ γ such that
σ ⊂ B(a; r) and such that a /∈ σ.
Proof of Claim 1. Assume, to get a contradiction, that there does exist such a component
σ. Note that since σ ⊂ B(a; r) (by assumption) and σ is closed in B(a; r) (since γ is closed
in C and since σ is a connected component of B(a; r) ∩ γ), it follows that σ is closed in C,
i.e., σ = σ. Now, there cannot exist any neighbourhood V of σ in B(a; r) (or, equivalently,
in C) such that V ∩ γ = σ. For, suppose that there exists such a neighbourhood V . Since,
by the above, σ is a compact set, it follows that we may choose a neighbourhood W of σ
such that W ⋐ V . Clearly, one also has W ∩ γ = σ. Now, W ∩ γ and (C \W ) ∩ γ are
disjoint, non-empty open subsets of γ and, clearly, their union is γ. This shows that γ is
disconnected, which is a contradiction. So, there indeed doesn’t exist any neighbourhood
V of σ such that V ∩ γ = σ. Therefore, for every neighbourhood V of σ, (V ∩ γ) \ σ 6= ∅.
In particular, once again by the compactness of σ, there exists a sequence (yn)n≥1 in γ \ σ
that converges to some point p ∈ σ. Now, each yn belongs to some connected component
Cn of B(a; r) ∩ γ. First assume that the total number of distinct Cn’s is finite, that is,

(4.7) {Cn | n ∈ Z+}

is a finite set. This means that there exist some connected component Ĉ of B(a; r) ∩ γ
and some sequence (zn)n≥1 in it (a subsequence of (yn)n≥1) that converges to p. Since, as

above, Ĉ is closed in B(a; r), it follows that p ∈ Ĉ. But that is a contradiction because

p ∈ σ, and σ and Ĉ are distinct connected components of B(a; r) ∩ γ. So (4.7) must be
infinite, i.e., there exist infinitely many distinct Cn’s. Therefore we may assume, without
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loss of generality, that (Cn)n≥1 is a sequence of pairwise distinct components of B(a; r)∩γ.
Since p ∈ σ and hence p 6= a, γ is, by assumption, locally connected at p. Therefore,
there exists a neighbourhood W of p that is included in B(a; r) and such that W ∩ γ is
connected. Since (yn)n≥1 converges to p, there exists n0 ∈ Z+ such that, for all n ≥ n0,
yn ∈ W . In particular, yn0, yn0+1 ∈ W . So, yn0, yn0+1 ∈ W ∩ γ. Since W ∩ γ is connected,
this implies that yn0, yn0+1 belong to the same connected component of B(a; r) ∩ γ. But
this is a contradiction because they belong to the distinct components Cn0 and Cn0+1 of
B(a; r) ∩ γ. This contradiction establishes Claim 1. ◭

Our next observation is as follows.
Claim 2. For every δ ∈ (0, r), only finitely many components of B(a; r) ∩ γ intersect
∂B(a; δ).
Proof of Claim 2. Assume, to get a contradiction, that for some δ ∈ (0, r), infinitely many
components of B(a; r)∩γ intersect ∂B(a; δ). In particular, there exists a sequence (Cn)n≥1

of distinct components of B(a; r) ∩ γ such that, for every n, Cn ∩ ∂B(a; δ) 6= ∅. Now
exactly the same argument as that at the end of the proof of Claim 1 shows that we have
a contradiction to the local connectedness of γ at points other than a. This contradiction
completes the proof. ◭

Write

σ0 ..= the connected component of B(a; r) ∩ γ that contains a,

and write C for the set of connected components of B(a; r) ∩ γ. Our third claim is:

Claim 3. σ0 ∩
(⋃

σ∈C\{σ0}
σ
)
= ∅.

Proof of Claim 3. Assume, to get a contradiction, that

σ0 ∩


 ⋃

σ∈C\{σ0}

σ


 6= ∅.

Then there exist a sequence (xn)n≥1 in ∪σ∈C\{σ0}σ and a point y0 ∈ σ0 such that xn → y0.

Note that, since σ0 ⊂ B(a; r), y0 ∈ B(a; r). Choose ǫ0 > 0 such that B(y0; ǫ) ⊂ B(a; r) and
write δ ..= |y0 − a| + ǫ; then B(a; δ) ⊂ B(a; r) and 0 < δ < r. Since (xn)n≥1 is a sequence
in ∪σ∈C\{σ0}σ, for every n there exists a connected component Cn of B(a; r)∩ γ other than
σ0 such that xn ∈ Cn. We may assume that, for every n, xn ∈ B(y0; ǫ) ⊂ B(a; δ). Note
that a /∈ Cn. Consequently, by Claim 1, Cn ∩ ∂B(a; r) 6= ∅. Therefore, Cn is a connected
set that intersects both B(a; δ) and ∂B(a; r); hence it must also intersect ∂B(a; δ). So, by
Claim 2, there cannot be infinitely many distinct Cn, i.e., {Cn | n ∈ Z+} must be finite.
Thus, there must exist some connected component C of B(a; r)∩γ other than σ0 such that
xn ∈ C for infinitely many n. Suppose, without loss of generality, that xn ∈ C for all n.
Then, as C is closed in B(a; r) and as xn → y0 ∈ B(a; r), it follows that y0 ∈ C. But
that is an immediate contradiction because y0 ∈ σ0 and C ∩ σ0 = ∅. This contradiction
completes the proof. ◭

Write

V ..= B(a; r) \
⋃

σ∈C\{σ0}

σ;

then, by Claim 3, V is a neighbourhood of σ0 in B(a; r). Furthermore, clearly, V ∩ γ = σ0.
Thus, we have a neighbourhood of a, namely V , contained in B(a; r), whose intersection
with γ is connected (and is equal to σ0). This proves the local connectedness of γ at a.
The proof is complete.
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Lemma 4.11. Suppose that Ω ⊂ C is a hyperbolic domain satisfying Condition 2 and let
S be the associated totally disconnected subset of ∂Ω. Given p ∈ ∂Ω \ S denote by γ and
Kγ the connected component of ∂Ω and the connected component of C \ Ω containing p,
respectively. Then there exists a neighbourhood V of p in C such that

V = (V ∩ Ω) ∪ (V ∩Kγ).

Proof. Assume, to get a contradiction, that there does not exist any such V . Then, for
every n ∈ Z+, there exists xn ∈ D(p; 1/n) \ (Ω ∪Kγ).

Case 1. xn ∈ ∂Ω for infinitely many n.
Without loss of any generality, we assume that xn ∈ ∂Ω for all n. Since xn /∈ Kγ , there
exists rn > 0 such that D(xn; rn) ∩ Kγ = ∅ for all n. As xn → p ∈ Kγ , it follows
that rn → 0 as n → ∞. For every n, choose zn ∈ D(xn; rn) ∩ Ω; clearly, zn → p.
Since p ∈ ∂Ω \ S and (zn)n≥1 is a sequence in Ω converging to p, by Condition 2, there
exist an injective holomorphic map φ : D → Ω that extends to a continuous map from
D to Ω, points ξ1, ξ2 ∈ S1, ξ1 6= ξ2, and a subsequence zkn of zn such that φ(1) = p,
φ
(
Arc[ξ1, ξ2]

)
⊂ ∂Ω, and such that zkn ∈ φ(Reg(ξ1, ξ2)) for every n. This clearly implies

that φ
(
Arc[ξ1, ξ2]

)
⊂ γ ⊂ Kγ and hence xn /∈ φ(Reg(ξ1, ξ2)) = φ(Reg(ξ1, ξ2)).

Note that, since p /∈ φ([ξ1, ξ2]), there exists r > 0 such that D(p; 2r) ∩ φ([ξ1, ξ2]) = ∅.
Therefore, for all n large enough, zkn ∈ D(p; r) ∩ φ(Reg(ξ1, ξ2)). We may also suppose
that D(xkn; rkn) ⊂ D(p; r) for all such n. Now, for all n, join xkn and zkn by the radial
line Ln in D(xkn ; rkn). Note Ln is a connected set that intersects both φ(Reg(ξ1, ξ2))

and C \ φ(Reg(ξ1, ξ2)). Consequently, it must intersect ∂φ(Reg(ξ1, ξ2)) ⊂ φ(∂Reg(ξ1, ξ2)),
i.e., for every n, there exists un ∈ ∂Reg(ξ1, ξ2) such that φ(un) ∈ Ln. Now, un cannot
be in (ξ1, ξ2) because then φ(un) would be in φ([ξ1, ξ2]) whereas one has φ(un) ∈ Ln ⊂
D(xkn; rkn) ⊂ D(p; r) and D(p; r) ∩ φ([ξ1, ξ2]) = ∅. Therefore un ∈ Arc[ξ1, ξ2] and hence
φ(un) ∈ φ(Arc[ξ1, ξ2]) ⊂ γ, which is again a contradiction because φ(un) ∈ Ln ⊂ D(xkn ; rkn)
and D(xkn; rkn) ∩ γ = ∅. Thus, Case 1 cannot arise.

Case 2. There are only finitely many n such that xn ∈ ∂Ω.
We may assume, without loss of any generality that xn ∈ C\(Ω∪Kγ), for all n. For every n,
choose zn ∈ D(p; 1/n)∩Ω and join zn to xn by the line segment Ln. Then Ln ⊂ D(p; 1/n)
and Ln can be parametrized in this way: θn ..= t 7→ zn + t(xn − zn) : [0, 1] → D(p; 1/n).
For every n, let

tn ..= sup{t ∈ [0, 1] | θn(t) ∈ Ω}.

Then, for every n, tn < 1 (because θn(1) = xn /∈ Ω) and θn(tn) ∈ ∂Ω. We claim that
θn(tn) /∈ Kγ for all n. This is because θn([tn, 1]) ⊂ C \ Ω is a connected set. Hence,
if θn(tn) ∈ Kγ , then θn([tn, 1]) ⊂ Kγ, so also θn(1) = xn ∈ Kγ, which is a contradiction.
Thus, for all n, θn(tn) ∈ ∂Ω\Kγ and θn(tn) converges to p. But by Case 1, this is impossible.

Therefore, we have a contradiction in each case whence the result. �

Lemma 4.12. Let Ω ⊂ C be a hyperbolic domain that satisfies Condition 2 and let S ⊂ ∂Ω
be the associated totally disconnected subset. Let γ be a non-degenerate component of ∂Ω.
Then Ωγ ∩ C satisfies Condition 2 with the associated totally disconnected set S ∩ γ.
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Proof. Note that ∂(Ωγ ∩ C) = ∂CΩγ = γ. Choose q ∈ γ \ S and let (zn)n≥1 ⊂ Ωγ be
convergent to q. Using Lemma 4.11, choose a neighbourhood V of q such that

V = (V ∩ Ω) ∪ (V ∩Kγ).

Since zn /∈ Kγ, therefore, by the above, for all n large enough, zn ∈ V ∩ Ω ⊂ Ω. Therefore
(zn)n≥1 can be considered to be a sequence in Ω converging to the point q ∈ γ \S ⊂ ∂Ω\S.
Since Ω satisfies Condition 2, there exist an injective holomorphic map φ : D → Ω that
extends continuously to D, points ξ1, ξ2 ∈ S1 close to 1 and on opposite sides of 1, and
a subsequence (zkn)n≥1 such that φ(1) = q, φ(Arc(ξ1, ξ2)) ⊂ ∂Ω and such that zkn ∈
φ(Reg(ξ1, ξ2)). Clearly φ(Arc(ξ1, ξ2)) ⊂ γ = ∂(Ωγ ∩ C), this together with the fact that
Ω ⊂ Ωγ implies that Ωγ satisfies Condition 2. �

Theorem 4.13. Let Ω ⊂ C be a hyperbolic domain. Then Ω satisfies Condition 2 if and
only if there exists a totally disconnected subset S ⊂ ∂Ω (not necessarily closed) such that,
for every p ∈ ∂Ω \ S, ∂Ω is locally connected at p and the connected component of ∂Ω
containing p is not a singleton (i.e., is non-degenerate).

Proof. First suppose Ω satisfies Condition 2 and let S ⊂ ∂Ω be the associated totally
disconnected subset. Let p ∈ ∂Ω \ S and let γ be the boundary component of Ω such that
p ∈ γ. Clearly γ is not singleton. By Lemma 4.11, there exists a neighbourhood V of p
such that V = (V ∩ Ω) ∪ (V ∩Kγ). From this it follows that V ∩ ∂Ω = V ∩ γ. From this
latter fact it follows that, in order to prove the local connectedness of ∂Ω at p, it suffices
to prove that of γ at p. By Lemma 4.12, Ωγ ∩ C also satisfies Condition 2. Therefore, by
Theorem 1.13, it is a visibility domain. Hence, by Lemma 4.6, the Riemann map φ extends
to a continuous map from D to clC∞

(Ωγ ∩C) = clC∞
(Ωγ), which we will continue to denote

by φ. Clearly φ maps ∂D onto ∂C∞
Ωγ = clC∞

(γ), which is therefore locally connected.
Consequently, γ itself is locally connected and in particular ∂Ω is locally connected at p
whence the conclusion.

For the converse, given p ∈ ∂Ω\S, let γ denote the connected component of ∂Ω containing
p and let Kγ be the connected component of C \ Ω that contains p.

Claim 1. For every p ∈ ∂Ω \ S, there exists r > 0 such that D(p; r) ∩ ∂Ω = D(p; r) ∩ γ.

Assume, to get a contradiction, that for every r > 0, D(p; r) ∩ ∂Ω ) D(p; r) ∩ γ. Then,
in particular, there exists a sequence (zn)n≥1 such that, for every n, zn ∈ D(p; 1/n) ∩ ∂Ω
and zn /∈ γ. Since zn /∈ γ, zn belongs to some connected component Cn of ∂Ω other than
γ. Now, considering the set {Cn | n ∈ Z+} and arguing as in the proof of Lemma 4.10,
Claim 1, it is easy to contradict the local connectedness of ∂Ω at p. Therefore, Claim 1
holds. ◭

Claim 2. For every p ∈ ∂Ω \ S, there exists a neighbourhood V of p such that V =
(V ∩ Ω) ∪ (V ∩Kγ).

By Claim 1, there exists r0 > 0 such that D(p; r0) ∩ ∂Ω = D(p; r0) ∩ γ. Put r ..= r0/2
and V ..= D(p; r); then we claim that V satisfies the requirement of Claim 2. Assume,
to get a contradiction, that it doesn’t. Then there exists q ∈ V \ (Ω ∪ Kγ). Now, since
q ∈ V ⊂ D(p; r0) and q /∈ γ (because q /∈ Kγ), q /∈ ∂Ω. So q /∈ Ω. Consider the straight-line
segment joining q to p; more precisely, consider the mapping

f ..= t 7→ q + t(p− q) : [0, 1] → V.
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Obviously it is continuous, and f(0) = q /∈ Ω. Let

t0 ..= sup{t ∈ [0, 1] | f(t) /∈ Ω}.

Then f(t0) ∈ ∂Ω and f([0, t0]) ⊂ C \ Ω. Now f(t0) /∈ γ because, if it were, then f([0, t0])
would be a connected subset of C\Ω that intersects γ, and hence one would have f([0, t0]) ⊂
Kγ, so in particular f(0) = q ∈ Kγ, which is not the case. Thus f(t0) ∈ ∂Ω \ γ. But
f(t0) ∈ V ⊂ D(p; r0) and so this is a contradiction. This proves Claim 2. ◭

To see that Ω satisfies Condition 2, choose p ∈ ∂Ω \ S and let (zn)n≥1 be a sequence in
Ω that converges to p. Let γ, Kγ and Ωγ have the same meanings as above. By hypothesis
γ is not a singleton, so Ωγ is a hyperbolic, simply connected domain in C∞.

Using the fact that ∂C∞
Ωγ ∩ C = γ and Claim 1 above, it follows that ∂C∞

Ωγ is locally
connected at every point of (∂C∞

Ωγ ∩ C) \ S. Therefore we may invoke Lemma 4.5 to
conclude that ∂C∞

Ωγ is locally connected everywhere. Choose a biholomorphism φ : D →
Ωγ . By Carthéodory’s extension theorem [5, Theorem 4.3.1], φ extends to a continuous

map from D onto clC∞
(Ωγ) (which we will continue to denote by φ); note that φ maps

∂D continuously to clC∞
(γ). Using Claim 2, choose a neighbourhood V of p such that

V = (V ∩Ω)∪ (V ∩Kγ). Also, choose a neighbourhood W of p such that W ⋐ V . (Recall
that p ∈ C and that V and W are neighbourhoods in C.) We may suppose, without loss
of generality, that (zn)n≥1 ⊂ W . Consider φ−1(W ), which is an open subset of D that
intersects ∂D (because it includes φ−1{p}, which is non-empty). Because (zn)n≥1 converges
to p, (φ−1(zn))n≥1, which is a sequence in D, has a subsequence, say (φ−1(zkn))n≥1, that
converges to a point, say x0, of φ

−1{p} (indeed, the set of limit points of (φ−1(zn))n≥1 is
included in φ−1{p}). Using a rotation, we may assume that x0 = 1. Choose r > 0 very
small such that D(1; r)∩D ⊂ φ−1(W ). Then note that U ..= D(1; r)∩D is a convex domain
that is mapped biholomorphically to φ(U) ⊂ W ∩ Ω = W ∩ Ωγ by φ. Further, (zkn)n≥1

eventually lies in φ(U). Finally, writing C ..= D(1; r)∩∂D, C is a piece of ∂D homeomorphic
to an open interval; C is mapped continuously into γ ⊂ ∂Ω by φ, and p ∈ φ(C) (because
p = φ(1)). Now it is easy to see, using the Riemann mapping theorem, that one may choose
an injective holomorphic map ψ : D → Ω such that all the requirements of Condition 2 are
satisfied (simply map D biholomorphically to U by a Riemann map). Since p ∈ ∂Ω\S and
(zn)n≥1 were arbitrary, it follows that Ω satisfies Condition 2. �

4.4. Proof of Theorem 1.13. Our proof of Theorem 1.13 follows from Theorem 4.3 and
Theorem 4.13.

4.5. Characterization of Condition 1.

Proposition 4.14. Let Ω ⊂ C be a hyperbolic domain that satisfies Condition 1. Then
(the closure in C∞ of) every boundary component of Ω is a Jordan curve. Conversely, if
(the closure in C∞ of) every boundary component of Ω is a Jordan curve and ∂Ω is locally
connected, then Ω satisfies Condition 1.

Proof. First suppose that Ω satisfies Condition 1. Choose p ∈ ∂Ω and let γ, Ωγ and Kγ

have the same meanings as above. Note that, by Condition 1, γ is not a singleton (indeed,
it includes a non-degenerate arc). Consider the hyperbolic simply connected domain Ωγ ⊂
C∞. Since Ω satisfies Condition 1, using Lemma 4.11 and arguing as in Lemma 4.12, it is
easy to see that Ωγ satisfies Condition 1.

Choose a biholomorphism φ : D → Ωγ . We now consider two cases: γ bounded and γ
unbounded. In the former case, Ωγ contains ∞ and so, strictly speaking, is not a planar
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domain; nevertheless, it is easy to see that Theorem 1.15 implies that φ extends to a
homeomorphism from D to clC∞

(Ωγ), which we will continue to denote by φ, and which
maps ∂D homeomorphically to ∂C∞

Ωγ = γ. Hence, in this case, γ (which coincides with
clC∞

(γ)) is a homeomorphic image of S1, and is therefore a Jordan curve. In the latter case,
Ωγ is a planar domain that satisfies Condition 1. By a direct application of Theorem 1.15,

φ extends to a homeomorphism from D to Ω
End

γ , which we will continue to denote by φ,

and which maps ∂D homeomorphically to ∂Ω
End

γ . From this fact it follows easily that Ωγ

has only one end, whence Ω
End

γ ≃ clC∞
(Ωγ) and ∂Ω

End

γ ≃ ∂C∞
Ωγ . But ∂C∞

Ωγ = clC∞
(γ),

whence clC∞
(γ) is a homeomorphic image of S1 and hence a Jordan curve. Since p ∈ ∂Ω

was arbitrary, it follows that (the closure in C∞ of) every component of ∂Ω is a Jordan
curve.

To see the converse, choose p ∈ ∂Ω and let γ, Ωγ and Kγ have the same meanings as
above. Since clC∞

(γ) is, by assumption, a Jordan curve, γ is not a singleton. Therefore
Ωγ ⊂ C∞ is a hyperbolic simply connected domain. Choose a biholomorphism φ : D → Ωγ .
Since ∂C∞

Ωγ = clC∞
(γ), which is a Jordan curve, it follows from Carathéodory’s extension

theorem for biholomorphisms that φ extends to a homeomorphism from D to clC∞
(Ωγ),

which we will continue to denote by φ. We may suppose, without loss of generality, that
φ(1) = p. Since ∂Ω is locally connected by assumption, the same proof as that of Claim 2
in Theorem 4.13 works to show that there exists a neighbourhood V of p such that V =
(V ∩ Ω) ∪ (V ∩Kγ). This implies in particular that V ∩ Ω = V ∩ Ωγ. Now choose r > 0
such that D(p; r) ⊂ V and write U ..= φ−1

(
D(p; r)∩Ωγ

)
; then U is a neighbourhood of 1 in

D. Choose s > 0 such that D(1; s) ∩ D ⊂ U . Once again using a Riemann map to map D

biholomorphically to D(1; s) ∩ D (and D homeomorphically to D(1; s) ∩ D), it is now easy
to see that the requirement of Condition 1 is satisfied at p (note that we need to restrict
to D(1; s) ∩ D; otherwise φ might not map into Ω). Since p was arbitrary, this shows that
Ω satisfies Condition 1. �

Next, we characterize visibility on a large class of planar domains.

Proposition 4.15. Let Ω ⊂ C be a hyperbolic domain and suppose that there exists a
(closed) totally disconnected subset S of ∂Ω such that, for every p ∈ ∂Ω \ S, the connected
component γ of ∂Ω containing p is not a singleton and there exists a neighbourhood V of
p such that V ∩ ∂Ω = V ∩ γ. Then Ω is a visibility domain if and only if ∂Ω is locally
connected at every point of ∂Ω \ S.

Proof. First suppose ∂Ω is locally connected at every point of ∂Ω \ S. Then Theorem 4.13
implies that Ω satisfies Condition 2 whence by Theorem 1.13 is a visibility domain.

Conversely, suppose that Ω is a visibility domain. Let p ∈ ∂Ω\S and suppose γ, Ωγ and
Kγ have their usual meanings.

Claim 1. Ωγ is a visibility domain.

We shall use Theorem 3.16 to prove the claim. It is clear that, for the purpose of this
claim, it is enough to deal with Ωγ ∩C, i.e, to regard Ωγ as being contained in C, which we
shall do. First note that γ ∩ S is a totally disconnected subset of γ = ∂CΩγ. Suppose that
q ∈ γ \ S and that (zn)n≥1 is a sequence in Ωγ converging to q. By hypothesis, there exists
a neighbourhood V of q such that V ∩ ∂Ω = V ∩ γ. From this it follows, as in the proof
of Claim 2 in Theorem 4.13, that there also exists r > 0 such that D(q; r) = (D(q; r) ∩
Ω) ∪ (D(q; r) ∩ Kγ). We may assume, without loss of generality, that (zn)n≥1 ⊂ D(q; r).
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Since Ω is a visibility domain, we may invoke Lemma 3.4 to conclude that there are only
finitely many connected components of D(q; r)∩Ω = D(q; r)∩Ωγ that contain zn for some
n. From this it follows that there is some connected component of D(q; r) ∩ Ωγ , say W ,
that contains zn for infinitely many n. So there is a subsequence (zkn)n≥1 of (zn)n≥1 that
lies in W . Note that, since Ω is a visibility domain, it follows by Theorem 3.24 that every
two points of (∂W ∩ ∂Ω) \ ∂W ∩ Ω possess the visibility property with respect to kW . It is
clear that q ∈ (∂W ∩ ∂Ω) \ ∂W ∩ Ω. Furthermore, since Ωγ is a planar domain, it follows
that

kΩγ

(
D(q; r/2) ∩W,Ωγ \W

)
> 0.

Now recall that q ∈ γ\S and the sequence (zn)n≥1 converging to q were arbitrary. Therefore,
it follows by Theorem 3.16 that Ωγ is a visibility domain. ◭

Since Ωγ is a simply connected planar visibility domain and hence, by Theorem 4.7,
∂Ωγ = γ is locally connected. In particular, it is locally connected at p. Once again recall,
by hypothesis, that there exists a neighbourhood U of p such that U ∩ ∂Ω = U ∩ γ. From
this and from the local connectedness of γ at p the local connectedness of ∂Ω at p follows.
This completes the proof. �

Finally, we state a corollary whose proof we omit, because it follows immediately from
the foregoing.

Corollary 4.16. Let Ω ⊂ C be a hyperbolic planar domain such that there exists δ > 0
such that for every two distinct connected components γ1 and γ2 of ∂Ω, distEuc(γ1, γ2) ≥ δ.
Then the following are equivalent:

(1) Ω is a visibility domain;
(2) ∂Ω is locally connected;
(3) Every connected component γ ⊂ ∂Ω is locally connected;
(4) For every connected component γ ⊂ ∂Ω, clC∞

(γ) is a continuous surjective image
of S1.

Proposition 4.17. Suppose that Ω ⊂ C is a hyperbolic domain such that, for every p ∈ ∂Ω
there exists a neighbourhood U of p such that U ∩ Ω is connected, simply connected, and
has a boundary that is a Jordan curve. Then Ω satisfies Condition 1.

We omit the proof of this because it follows the same pattern as, and is much simpler
than, the proof of the following Proposition.

Proposition 4.18. Suppose that Ω ⊂ C is a hyperbolic domain such that there exists a
(closed) totally disconnected subset S of ∂Ω such that, for every p ∈ ∂Ω \ S there exists
a bounded neighbourhood U of p such that U ∩ Ω has finitely many components, each of
which is simply connected and has a boundary that is locally connected. Then Ω satisfies
Condition 2.

Proof. Suppose that p ∈ ∂Ω\S and that (xn)n≥1 is a sequence in Ω converging to p. Using
the hypothesis, choose a bounded neighbourhood U of p such that U ∩Ω has finitely many
components, say V1, . . . , Vm, each of which is simply connected and has a locally connected
boundary. Since (xn)n≥1 is a sequence in Ω converging to p, since U is a neighbourhood of
p, and since U ∩Ω = V1∪ · · · ∪Vm, we may suppose that V1 contains xn for infinitely many
n. This implies that there is a subsequence (xkn)n≥1 of (xn)n≥1 that belongs to V1. Since V1
is, by assumption, simply connected, choose a biholomorphism φ : D → V1. Since V1 is by
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assumption locally connected, by [5, Theorem 4.3.1], φ extends to a continuous surjective
map from D to V 1. It is easy to see that p ∈ (∂V1∩∂Ω)\∂V1 ∩ Ω. Choose a neighbourhood
W of p such that W ∩ ∂V1 ∩ Ω = ∅. Consider the sequence (φ−1(xkn))n≥1. It is clear that
all its limit points must belong to ∂D and must map to p under φ; furthermore, there is
at least one such limit point. Thus, without loss of generality, we may suppose that 1 is a
limit point. This means that, passing to a subsequence, we may suppose that (φ−1(xkn))n≥1

converges to 1. Now note that φ−1(W ) is a neighbourhood of φ−1{p} in D. In particular,
φ−1(W ) is a neighbourhood of 1 in D. We may choose x1, x2 ∈ ∂D close to 1 and on opposite
sides of 1 such that Reg(x1, x2) ⊂ φ−1(W ). We may suppose, without loss of generality,
that (φ−1(xkn))n≥1 lies in Reg(x1, x2). We also claim that φ(Arc[x1, x2]) ⊂ ∂Ω. To see why
this is true, note that φ(Arc[x1, x2]) ⊂ φ(∂D) = ∂V1. Further, ∂V1 = (∂V1∩∂Ω)∪(∂V1∩Ω).
Now, φ(Arc[x1, x2]) ⊂ W , and so it is clear that φ(Arc[x1, x2]) ∩ ∂V1 ∩ Ω = ∅. From this
it follows that φ(Arc[x1, x2]) ⊂ ∂V1 ∩ ∂Ω, as required. This shows, since p ∈ ∂Ω \ S and
(xn)n≥1 were arbitrary, that Ω satisfies Condition 2, as claimed. �

5. Extension of biholomorphisms between planar domains

In this section, we shall present the proof of Theorem 1.15.

Proof of Theorem 1.15. Since Condition 1 implies Condition 2, by Theorem 1.13 both Ω1

and Ω2 are visibility domains.

First, we shall show that for all ξ ∈ ∂Ω1, limz→ξ f(z) exists and lies in ∂Ω
End

2 . Assume,

to get a contradiction, that this does not hold. By the compactness of Ω
End

2 there exist

ξ ∈ ∂Ω1, p, q ∈ ∂Ω
End

2 , p 6= q, and sequences (zn)n≥1, (wn)n≥1 in Ω1 such that zn, wn → ξ
as n → ∞ and such that limn→∞ f(zn) = p, limn→∞ f(wn) = q. Since Ω2 is a visibility
domain, Lemma 2.15 implies that

lim sup
n→∞

(f(zn)|f(wn))f(o) < +∞,

where o ∈ Ω1 is an arbitrary but fixed point. Since f is a Kobayashi isometry,

lim sup
n→∞

(zn|wn)o = lim sup
n→∞

(f(zn)|f(wn))f(o) < +∞.

This implies that lim infz,w→ξ(z|w)o < +∞, which is a contradiction to Lemma 4.4. Hence

for every ξ ∈ ∂Ω1 there exists p ∈ ∂Ω
End

2 such that limz→ξ, z∈Ω1 f(z) = p.

Next, we shall show that for every end ξ ∈ Ω
End

1 \ Ω1, there exists p ∈ ∂Ω
End

2 such that
limz→ξ, z∈Ω1 f(z) = p. Assume, to get a contradiction, that this does not hold. Once again

by the compactness of Ω
End

2 , there exist a point ξ ∈ Ω
End

1 \ Ω1, points p 6= q ∈ ∂Ω
End

2

and sequences (zn)n≥1 and (wn)n≥1 in Ω1 converging to ξ such that limn→∞ f(zn) = p
and limn→∞ f(wn) = q. Since (zn)n≥1 and (wn)n≥1 are sequences in Ω1 converging to the
same end ξ, we may choose, for each n, a path σn : [0, 1] −→ Ω1 joining zn and wn such
that (σn)n≥1 eventually avoids every compact set. Define αn(t) ..= f(σn(t)) for all n ∈ Z+

and all t ∈ [0, 1]. Since (σn)n≥1 eventually avoids every compact subset of Ω1 and f is a
biholomorphism, (αn)n≥1 eventually avoids every compact subset of Ω2. By Remark 3.1,
there exist a sequence of points z′n ∈ ran(αn) and p0 ∈ ∂Ω2 \ S such that z′n → p0 as
n → ∞ and p0 6= p, q. Say z′n = αn(tn), where (tn)n≥1 is a sequence in (0, 1). Now, take a
neighbourhood U of p0 such that p, q ∈ C \ U . By Condition 2 there exist a subsequence
(z′kn)n≥1 of (z′n)n≥1, a one-one holomorphic map φ : D −→ Ω that extends continuously up
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to D, and arcs Arc(x1, x2), Arc(y1, y2) containing 1, such that Arc(x1, x2) ⋐ Arc(y1, y2),
and satisfying the following properties:

(1) φ(1) = p0, φ(Arc(y1, y2)) ⊂ ∂Ω, φ(Reg(y1, y2)) ⊂ U ,

(2) for all n ∈ Z+, z
′
kn

∈ φ(Reg(x1, x2)) and φ
−1(z′kn) → 1 as n→ ∞.

As remarked just after Condition 3 in Section 4, we can choose xj , yj, j = 1, 2, such that
the points φ(x1), φ(x2), φ(y1), φ(y2), φ(1) are distinct. In what follows, we suppress the
subsequential notation and write z′kn as z′n.

For every n, let

s′n
..= inf{t ∈ [0, tn] | αn((t, tn]) ⊂ φ(D)}, and

s′′n
..= sup{t ∈ [tn, 1] | αn([tn, t)) ⊂ φ(D)}.

It is obvious that the infimum above is actually a minimum and the supremum above is
actually a maximum. Consequently, one has αn((s

′
n, tn]) ⊂ φ(D) and αn([tn, s

′′
n)) ⊂ φ(D).

It is also clear that αn(s
′
n) ∈ φ(∂D) ∩ Ω2 and αn(s

′′
n) ∈ φ(∂D) ∩ Ω2. Now put

u′n
..= inf{t ∈ [s′n, tn] | αn((t, tn]) ⊂ φ(Reg(y1, y2))},

v′n
..= inf{t ∈ [u′n, tn] | αn((t, tn]) ⊂ φ(Reg(x1, x2))}.

Then it follows easily that s′n < u′n < v′n < tn < s′′n. It also follows that αn(u
′
n) ∈

φ((y1, y2)p), that αn((u
′
n, tn]) ⊂ φ(Reg(y1, y2)), that αn(v

′
n) ∈ φ((x1, x2)p), and that

αn((v
′
n, tn]) ⊂ φ(Reg(x1, x2)).

Observe that αn([s
′
n, s

′′
n]) ⊂ φ(D) and αn((s

′
n, s

′′
n)) ⊂ φ(D). Put Xn

..= φ−1
(
αn((s′n, s

′′
n))
)
.

Note that this is a closed, connected subset of D. Therefore we may suppose, without loss of
generality, that (Xn)n≥1 converges, in the Hausdorff distance associated to the Euclidean
distance in D, to some closed subset X of D. Since each Xn is connected, it follows
easily that X is also connected. Since (αn)n≥1 eventually avoids every compact subset
of Ω2, it follows immediately that (Xn)n≥1 eventually avoids every compact subset of D.
Consequently, X ⊂ ∂D. Note that, for every n, φ−1

(
αn(u

′
n)
)
∈ [y1, y2]p and φ−1

(
αn(v

′
n)
)
∈

[x1, x2]p. Therefore, we may suppose, without loss of generality, that
(
φ−1
(
αn(v

′
n)
))

n≥1

converges to one of x1 or x2, say to x1. Further, for every n, φ
−1(z′n) ∈ Xn and φ−1(z′n) → 1.

Thus X is a closed, connected subset of ∂D that contains both 1 and x1. It is easy to see
that, in this case, Arc[x1, 1] ⊂ X . Using the continuity of φ on D, we see that there exists
x′1 ∈ Arc(x1, 1) such that

(5.1) ∀ x ∈ Arc(x′1, 1), φ(x) /∈ {φ(x1), φ(x2)}

(it suffices to ensure that φ(x) is very close to φ(1), which, by assumption, is distinct from
φ(x1) and φ(x2)). Now we make the following

Claim 0. For every x ∈ Arc(x′1, 1),

lim
r→1−

|f−1(φ(rx))| = ∞.

Let x be an arbitrary but fixed point of Arc(x′1, 1). Suppose that γx : [0,+∞) −→ D is the
parametrization of the radial geodesic ray of (D, kD) joining 0 and x ∈ ∂D. Then φ ◦ γx is
a geodesic ray of (φ(D), kφ(D)) emanating from the point φ(0) and landing at the boundary
point φ(x) ∈ ∂φ(D) ∩ ∂Ω2. Now we make the following subsidiary
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Claim 1. There exists a point ξ0 ∈ ∂Ω
End

1 such that

lim
t→∞

f−1(φ ◦ γx(t)) = ξ0, which is equivalent to lim
r→1−

f−1(φ(rx)) = ξ0.

The proof of Claim 1 crucially depends on the Claim 2 stated below. However, before we
state and prove Claim 2, we need a few notations and a certain preparation that will help
in proving Claim 2. Given Aj , Bj ⊂ Ωj , j = 1, 2, the Hausdorff distance with respect to

kΩj
between Aj , Bj will be denoted by Hj

k
(Aj, Bj). Recall that x denotes an arbitrary but

fixed element of Arc(x′1, 1). Suppose that (βt)t∈[0,∞) is any family of curves in Ω2 such that,
for every t ∈ [0,∞), βt : [0, Tt] −→ Ω2 is a geodesic of (Ω2, kΩ2) joining φ(0) and φ ◦ γx(t),
i.e., βt(0) = φ(0) and βt(Tt) = φ ◦ γx(t). As Ω2 is complete hyperbolic and as φ(x) ∈ ∂Ω2,
it follows that Tt → ∞ as t→ ∞.

Choose T0 < ∞ sufficiently large so that, for all t ≥ T0, γx(t) ∈ Reg(x′1, 1). Note that,
for every t ≥ T0, βt(Tt) = φ ◦ γx(t) ∈ φ(Reg(x′1, 1)) ⊂ φ(Reg(x1, x2)). So, for every t ≥ T0,
βt(s) ∈ φ(Reg(x1, x2)) for every s sufficiently large. Define, for every t ≥ T0,

St
..=

{
0, if ran βt ⊂ φ(Reg(x1, x2)),

sup
{
s ∈ [0, Tt] | βt(s) /∈ φ(Reg(x1, x2))

}
otherwise.

We claim that supt∈[T0,∞) St < ∞. To get a contradiction, suppose there exists a sequence
(tn)n≥1 such that Stn → ∞ as n → ∞. It is easy to see that if this is so, then one must
also have tn → ∞. Note that, for every n, βtn(Stn) ∈ φ((x1, x2)p). From this, compactness,
and the fact that Stn → ∞ as n → ∞, we may suppose, without loss of generality,
that

(
βtn(Stn)

)
n≥1

converges to either φ(x1) or φ(x2). Now consider the sequence of kΩ2-

geodesics
(
βtn |[0,Stn ]

)
n≥1

. Since βtn(Stn) → φ(x1) or φ(x2), therefore, by Lemma 2.16, we

may assume, without loss of generality, that
(
βtn |[0,Stn ]

)
n≥1

converges locally uniformly on

[0,∞) to a kΩ2-geodesic ray β̃ : [0,∞) → Ω2 that lands at φ(x1) or φ(x2), as the case may be.
On the other hand, the sequence of kΩ2-geodesics

(
βtn
)
n≥1

satisfy βtn(Ttn) = φ(γx(tn)). As

γx(tn) → x as n→ ∞ and φ(γx(tn)) → φ(x) as n→ ∞, we can, once again by Lemma 2.16,
suppose without loss of generality that

(
βtn
)
n≥1

converges, locally uniformly on [0,∞), to a

geodesic ray β̂ : [0,∞) → Ω2 that lands at φ(x). But since βtn |[0,Stn ] is merely a restriction

of βtn , β̃ = β̂. But this implies that either φ(x) = φ(x1) or φ(x) = φ(x2), which is an
immediate contradiction to (5.1). Therefore, it must be that S∗ ..= supt∈[T0,∞) St < ∞.
Thus, clearly, by the definition of St, for every t ∈ [T0,∞) such that Tt > S∗, and for all
s > S∗, βt(s) ∈ φ(Reg(x1, x2)). Now we make the following claim.

Claim 2. There exists a constantM <∞ such that the Hausdorff distance with respect to
kΩ2 between γt ..= φ ◦ γx|[0,t] and βt—recall that βt : [0, Tt] −→ Ω2 is a geodesic of (Ω2, kΩ2)
joining φ(0) and φ ◦ γx(t)— is bounded by M for all t ∈ [0,∞), i.e.,

∀ t ∈ [0,∞), H2
k
(βt, γt) ≤M.

Note that, to prove Claim 2, it suffices to show that there exists M <∞ such that

(5.2) ∀ t sufficiently large, H2
k
(βt|[S∗,Tt], γt) ≤M.

Write H
φ(D)
k

(A,B) for the Hausdorff distance with respect to the Kobayashi distance be-

tween subsets A,B ⊂ φ(D). It is obvious that, for all such A, B, H2
k
(A,B) ≤ H

φ(D)
k

(A,B).
Since, for all t sufficiently large, βt([S

∗+1, Tt]) ⊂ φ(Reg(x1, x2)) ⊂ φ(D), it follows that, for
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all such t, βt([S
∗+1, Tt]) and ran(γt) are both subsets of φ(D). Therefore, by our comments

above, in order to establish (5.2), it suffices to establish that there exists M <∞ such that

(5.3) ∀ t sufficiently large, H
φ(D)
k

(βt|[S∗+1,Tt], γt) ≤M.

To show this we first note that there exists λ < ∞ such that for sufficiently large t,
βt|[S∗,Tt] is a (λ, 0)-almost-geodesic for (φ(D), kφ(D)). To see this, we follow exactly the
same arguments as given in the proof of Theorem 1.13, more specifically, the arguments in
Claim 2 and Claim 3 therein. In particular, each βt|[S∗+1,Tt] is a (continuous) (λ, 0)-quasi-
geodesic for (φ(D), kφ(D)) joining βt(S

∗ + 1) and βt(Tt) = φ ◦ γx(t). Now, it is easy to see
that

{βt(S
∗ + 1) | t ∈ [0,∞) is large enough that Tt > S∗ + 1}

is a relatively compact subset of φ(D). Therefore, it follows immediately from the Geodesic
Stability Theorem on the Gromov hyperbolic space (φ(D), kφ(D)) (see [8, 1.7 Theorem]) that
there exists M <∞ such that

∀ t sufficiently large, H
φ(D)
k

(βt|[S∗+1,Tt], γt) ≤M.

This shows that (5.3) holds, and completes the proof of Claim 2. ◭

We shall now prove Claim 1 but first we note two straightforward consequences that
follow from Claim 2.

(a) Consider the collection of paths (βt), t ∈ [0,∞). Then

H2
k
(∪t≥0βt, φ ◦ γx) ≤M.

(b) Suppose that β, β̂ are geodesic rays which are obtained as subsequential limits
(uniformly on compact subsets of [0,+∞)) of the collection of geodesic segments
(βt)t≥0. Then

H2
k
(β, β̂) ≤ 2M.

Suppose pn, qn ∈ ran(φ ◦ γx) are such that pn, qn → φ(x) ∈ ∂Ω2. Then there exist
sn, tn ∈ [0,+∞) such that sn, tn → +∞ as n→ ∞ and φ ◦ γx(sn) = pn and φ ◦ γx(tn) = qn
for all n ∈ Z+. Suppose β and β̂ are geodesic rays that are limits of subsequences of
the sequences of geodesics (βsn)n≥1 and (βtn)n≥1, respectively. Then, by part (b) above,

H2
k
(β, β̂) ≤ 2M . Consider the sequences (f−1 ◦ βsn)n≥1 and (f−1 ◦ βtn)n≥1 of geodesics

in Ω1. Since the subsequences of (βsn)n≥1 and (βtn)n≥1 in question converge to β and β̂,
respectively, it follows, since f is a biholomorphism, that the corresponding subsequences of
(f−1 ◦βsn)n≥1 and (f−1 ◦βtn)n≥1 converge, locally uniformly on [0,∞), to the geodesic rays

f−1 ◦ β and f−1 ◦ β̂ in Ω1. By Lemma 2.16, f−1 ◦ β and f−1 ◦ β̂ land at the corresponding
subsequential limits of f−1(βsn(Tsn)) = f−1(pn) and f−1(βtn(Ttn)) = f−1(qn), say ξ1 and
ξ2, respectively. Using the fact that f preserves the Kobayashi distance, we get H1

k
(f−1 ◦

β, f−1 ◦ β̂) = H2
k
(β, β̂) ≤ 2M < +∞. Lemma 3.9 implies that ξ1 = ξ2. Since pn and qn

were completely arbitrary, Claim 1 follows; i.e., there exists a point ξ0 ∈ ∂Ω
End

1 such that

lim
r→1−

f−1(φ(rx)) = ξ0.

◭

To establish Claim 0, we shall show that ξ0 = ξ. Recall that Xn is a closed, connected
subset of D which contains a path joining two points, one of which, φ−1(αn(v

′
n)), comes

from (x1, x2)p, and converges to x1, and the other is φ−1(z′n). Hence, for sufficiently large
n, Xn must intersect ran(γx). For every n sufficiently large, choose ζn ∈ ran(γx)∩Xn. Since
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(Xn)n≥1 eventually avoids every compact subset of D, it follows that (ζn)n≥1 converges to
x. Therefore (ζn)n≥1 is a sequence of points of ran(γx) tending to x. By Claim 1,

lim
r→1−

f−1(φ(rx)) = ξ0 = lim
n→∞

f−1(φ(ζn)).

But f−1(φ(ζn)) ∈ ran(σn). Since, by definition, for every sequence (zn)n≥1 such that zn ∈
σn, limn→∞ zn = ξ, we have

lim
r→1−

f−1(φ(rx)) = ξ0 = lim
n→∞

f−1(φ(ζn)) = ξ.

Since ξ is an end of Ω1, we have,

lim
r→1−

|f−1(φ(rx))| = ∞.

This proves Claim 0. ◭

We shall now complete the proof of the theorem by contradicting our assumption. Since
Ω1 satisfies Condition 1, there exists z0 ∈ C \ Ω1 and r0 > 0 such that D(z0; r0) ⊂ C \ Ω1.
Hence the following function is well-defined, holomorphic, and bounded on the unit disk D:

g(ζ) ..=
r0

z0 − f−1 ◦ φ(ζ)
∀ ζ ∈ D.

It follows immediately from Claim 0 that, for every x ∈ Arc(x′1, 1),

lim
r→1−

g(rx) = 0.

By a standard result in the theory of univalent functions (see, for example, [5, Proposi-
tion 3.3.2]), this is an immediate contradiction.

Thus our starting assumption must be wrong and so, for every ξ ∈ Ω
End

1 \Ω1, limz→ξ, z∈Ω1 f(z)

must exist as an element of ∂Ω
End

2 .

Combining this with what we obtained before, we can say: for every ξ ∈ Ω
End

1 \Ω1, there

exists p ∈ ∂Ω
End

2 such that

lim
z→ξ, z∈Ω1

f(z) = p.

Now we define f̃ : Ω
End

1 −→ Ω
End

2 as follows:

f̃(ξ) ..=

{
f(ξ), if ξ ∈ Ω1,

limz→ξ, z∈Ω1 f(z), if ξ ∈ Ω
End

1 \ Ω1.

Then it is straightforward to check that f̃ is continuous (we keep in mind that Ω
End

1 is first-
countable). Thus we have our required continuous extension. It is also straightforward to

check that f̃ is surjective (simply use the fact that Ω
End

1 and Ω
End

2 are compact).

For the final assertion of the theorem, note that if Ω2 also satisfies Condition 1, we can
apply the first assertion of the theorem to f−1, which is a biholomorphism from Ω2 to Ω1.

Consequently, f−1 extends to a continuous mapping f̃−1 from Ω
End

2 to Ω
End

1 . It is then

easy to see that f̃ is a homeomorphism, with inverse f̃−1. �



VISIBILITY 53

5.1. Comparison of Theorem 1.15 with earlier extension results. In this subsection
we compare our extension result Theorem 1.15 with the following three recent results in
this direction. The first one is due to Luo and Yao [23, Theorem 3].

Result 5.1 (Luo-Yao). Let Ω1 and Ω2 be two generalized Jordan domains. Let {Pn} and
{Qn} be nondegenerate components of ∂Ω1 and ∂Ω2 respectively. Assume that:

(i)
∑

n diam(Qn) <∞.
(ii) The point components of ∂Ω1 or ∂Ω2 forms a set of σ-finite linear measure.

Then any biholomorphism f : Ω1 → Ω2 extends to a continuous map from Ω1 to Ω2. If, in
addition,

∑
diam(Pn) <∞, then there is a homeomorphic extension of f from Ω1 to Ω2.

The next one is due to Ntalampekos [28, Theorem 1.4].

Result 5.2 (Ntalampekos). Let Ω1 and Ω2 be two generalized Jordan domains in C∪{∞}
such that Ω1 is cofat and every compact subset of the point components of ∂Ω1 is CNED.
Assume that f : Ω1 → Ω2 is a biholomorphism.

(i) If the diameters of ∂Ω2 lie in l2 then f has a continuous extension from Ω1 to Ω2.
(i) If, in addition to (i), Ω2 is also cofat, then there is a homeomorphic extension of f

from Ω1 to Ω2.

The next result is due to Bharali and Zimmer [4, Theorem 1.10].

Result 5.3 (Bharali-Zimmer). Let Ω1 and Ω2 be two proper Lipschitz subdomains of C.

Then any biholomorphism f : Ω1 → Ω2 extends to a homeomorphism from Ω1
End

to Ω2
End

.

There are visibility domains which do not satisfy the conditions of Result 5.1 or Result 5.3
but satisfy the conditions of Theorem 1.15 (see Example 6.11 for details).

6. Examples

In this section, we will construct some planar domains Ω such that ∂Ω is very irregular (in
particular, such that ∂Ω\∂lgΩ is not totally disconnected) but such that we can still conclude
that Ω is a visibility domain. We start with a certain continuous nowhere-differentiable
function on R, namely the Takagi or blancmange function. It is defined as follows.

(6.1) ∀ t ∈ R, T (t) ..=

∞∑

j=0

2−jdist(2jt,Z).

In the above equation, dist(· ,Z) denotes the Euclidean distance between an arbitrary point
of R and the set of integers Z. Note that T is clearly continuous and 1-periodic, hence
uniformly continuous. It also follows immediately from the definition that 0 ≤ T ≤ 1.
We shall only use two main facts about the Takagi function, which we now state.

Result 6.1 (see, for example, [33]). For every s ∈ (0, 1), T is s-Hölder-continuous, i.e.,
for every s ∈ (0, 1), there exists Ms <∞ such that

∀ x, y ∈ R, |T (x)− T (y)| ≤Ms|x− y|s.

Result 6.2 (see, for example [18, Theorem 9.3.1]). For every dyadic rational x ∈ R, the
right-hand derivative of T at x is +∞ and the left-hand derivative of T at x is −∞.
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We first use the Takagi function to construct the following simple domain.

DT
..= {x+ iy ∈ C | y > T (x)}.

We now state and prove two lemmas.

Lemma 6.3. There exists r0 > 0 such that, for every x0 ∈ R,

(6.2) Vx0,r0
.

.= {x+ iy ∈ R2 | |x− x0| < r0, y > T (x0) + |x− x0|
1/2} ⊂ DT .

In other words, quadratic cuspidal domains having the y-axis as their axis of symmetry and
having their vertex at an arbitrary boundary point can be fitted into DT .

Proof. Using Result 6.1, there exists M <∞ such that

∀ x, y ∈ R, |T (x)− T (y)| ≤ M |x− y|3/4.

Choose r0 > 0 such that Mr
1/4
0 < 1. Suppose that x0 ∈ R is arbitrary, that x ∈ R is such

that |x− x0| < r0, and that y ∈ R satisfies y > T (x0) + |x− x0|
1/2. What we have to do is

show that x+ iy ∈ DT , or, equivalently, that y > T (x). But we know that

|T (x)− T (x0)| ≤M |x− x0|
3/4 =M |x− x0|

1/2|x− x0|
1/4 < Mr

1/4
0 |x− x0|

1/2 ≤ |x− x0|
1/2,

by the choice of r0. From the above we obtain

T (x0) + |x− x0|
1/2 ≥ T (x).

Since y > T (x0) + |x− x0|
1/2, it follows from the above that y > T (x), as required. �

Remark 6.4. It follows immediately from the above lemma that given x0 ∈ R and given a
neighbourhood V of ẑ0 ..= x0+iT (x0), there exists s > 0 such that Vx0,r0∩D(ẑ0; s) ⊂ DT∩V .

The next lemma shows that, given any boundary point of DT that is indexed (in the
obvious sense) by a dyadic rational, there exist arbitrarily narrow angular segments with
vertex at that point that contain suitably small truncations of DT at that point.

Lemma 6.5. Suppose that x0 ∈ R is a dyadic rational. Then for every M , 0 < M < ∞,
there exists t0 > 0 such that

(6.3) DT ∩ {x+ iy ∈ C | |x− x0| < t0} ⊂ Ux0,M,t0,

where

(6.4) Ux0,M,t0
.

.= {x+ iy ∈ C | |x− x0| < t0, y > T (x0) +M |x− x0|}.

Proof. By Result 6.2, there exists t0 > 0 such that

∀ x ∈ (x0 − t0, x0 + t0) \ {x0},
T (x)− T (x0)

|x− x0|
> M.

From the above it follows that

∀ x ∈ (x0 − t0, x0 + t0), T (x) > T (x0) +M |x− x0|.

Now, if x+ iy ∈ DT is such that |x−x0| < t0, then we know that y > T (x) and so it follows
from the above that y > T (x0) +M |x− x0|, i.e., x+ iy ∈ Ux0,M,t0 , as required. �

Now we turn to the construction of the domain that we are interested in.
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Example 6.6. For every n ∈ Z, let

Hn,T
..={z ∈ C | 4n ≤ Re(z) ≤ 4n+ 1, Im(z) ≥ 6− T (Re(z))}

∪ {z ∈ C | Im(z) ≥ 6, 4n− T (Im(z)) ≤ Re(z) ≤ 4n+ 1 + T (Im(z))}.

(The choices for the various parameters will become clear as we proceed.) Note that each
Hn,T is the closed, infinite rectangle

{z ∈ C | Im(z) ≥ 6, 4n ≤ Re(z) ≤ 4n+ 1}

with each of the three lines constituting its boundary replaced by (a suitably oriented copy
of) the graph of the Takagi function. Note also that ∂Hn,T is homeomorphic to R. It is
clear that, if we write HT

..= ∪n∈ZHn,T and

(6.5) UT
..= C \HT ,

then UT is a simply connected (hyperbolic) domain in C with infinitely many ends (it has
an end corresponding to each n ∈ Z and one other “at ∞”).
Now we proceed to obtain an infinitely-connected domain from UT . For every n ∈ Z,

consider

Sn,T
..= {z ∈ C | 4n ≤ Re(z) ≤ 4n+ 1, 2− T (Re(z)) ≤ Im(z) ≤ 3 + T (Re(z))}

∪ {z ∈ C | 2 ≤ Im(z) ≤ 3, 4n− T (Im(z)) ≤ Re(z) ≤ 4n + 1 + T (Im(z))}.

Note that Sn,T is basically the closed rectangle

{z ∈ C | 4n ≤ Re(z) ≤ 4n+ 1, 2 ≤ Im(z) ≤ 3}

with each side replaced by (a suitably oriented copy of) the graph of T |[0,1]. Note also that
∂Sn,T is homeomorphic to S1. Thus, if we write VT ..= UT \ST , then it is clear that VT is an
infinitely-connected domain in C with infinitely many ends. Every boundary component
of VT is either homeomorphic to R or is a Jordan curve (as can be seen, the components of
∂VT that are homeomorphic to R are ∂Hn,T , n ∈ Z, whereas those homeomorphic to S1 are
∂Sn,T , n ∈ Z). By construction, ∂VT is locally connected. Therefore, by Proposition 4.14,
VT satisfies Condition 1 and, consequently, is a visibility domain. However, it will follow
from the proposition below that VT does not satisfy the hypotheses of [4, Theorem 1.4]. In
fact, it will follow that no point in ∂VT is a local Goldilocks point, to use the terminology
of [4, Definition 1.3].

Before we begin the task of proving that no point in ∂VT is a local Goldilocks point, we
need to make some preparations. We first take note of the following elementary estimate
of the Kobayashi distance on an infinite angular sector.

Proposition 6.7. Let M > 0 be arbitrary. Then for every h0 > 0, p0 > 0, there exists
C <∞ such that, writing UM

.

.= {z ∈ C | Re(z) > M |Im(z)|}, and regarding (0,∞) ⊂ UM ,

∀h ∈ (0, h0), kUM
(p0, h) ≥

π

8 cot−1(M)
log(1/h)− C.

Using the facts that Ux0,M,t0 is simply the rotation of UM by π/2 in the anticlockwise
sense followed by its translation by ẑ0 ..= x0 + iT (x0) and that the Kobayashi distance of a
subdomain dominates that of the original domain, we can also say:



56 VIKRAMJEET SINGH CHANDEL, SUSHIL GORAI, ANWOY MAITRA AND AMAR DEEP SARKAR

Proposition 6.8. Let M > 0 and r > 0 be arbitrary. Then for every h0 > 0, p0 > 0, there
exists C <∞ such that,

∀h ∈ (0, h0), kUx0,M,t0
∩D(z0;r)(z0 + ip0, z0 + ih) ≥

π

8 cot−1(M)
log(1/h)− C.

We shall also need another result, which allows us to compare the Kobayashi distance
of a truncation of VT near a boundary point with that of the whole domain. We use a
very recent result providing a localization of the Kobayashi distance under an assumption
of visibility, namely [32, Theorem 1.3]. We have already remarked that VT is a visibility
domain. It is also clear from the construction of VT that for every p ∈ ∂VT , there exists
r̃ > 0 such that, for every r, 0 < r ≤ r̃, D(p; r) ∩ VT is connected (indeed, contractible).
Since every two distinct points of ∂VT satisfy the visibility property with respect to kVT

,
so do every two distinct points of D(p; r̃) ∩ ∂VT . Therefore, by invoking [32, Theorem 1.3]
directly, we can say that given p ∈ ∂VT and r > 0 small, there exists C <∞ such that

(6.6) ∀ z, w ∈ D(p; r) ∩ VT , kD(p;2r)∩VT
(z, w) ≤ kVT

(z, w) + C.

Now we turn to the task of proving that no point in ∂VT is a local Goldilocks point.
Since the set of all local Goldilocks points is an open subset of the boundary, in order to
show that no point in ∂VT is a local Goldilocks point, it suffices to show that there exists a
dense subset A of ∂VT such that no point of A is a local Goldilocks point of VT . Note that,
by construction, there exists a closed, discrete subset S of ∂VT such that, near every point
of ∂VT \ S, ∂VT is the graph of T |I , where I is a suitably small interval of R depending
on the boundary point (we can take S to be the set of all corners of all the “rectangles”
thrown out of C in the process of obtaining VT ).
It is clear from the construction of VT that for every p ∈ ∂VT \ S, there exist a neigh-

bourhood U of p, an r1 > 0 and an x0 ∈ R such that after just a translation and rotation
one can write

(6.7) U = {x+ iy ∈ C | |x− x0| < r1, −1/2 < y < 5/4}

and

(6.8) U ∩ VT = {x+ iy ∈ U | y > T (x)} = {x+ iy ∈ C | |x− x0| < r1, T (x) < y < 5/4}.

In particular, since the dyadic rationals are dense in R, it follows that there exists a dense
subset R of ∂VT \ S (hence also a dense subset of ∂VT ) such that for all p ∈ R one can
write (6.7) and (6.8) with x0 a dyadic rational.
With this is mind, we will first prove that if x0 ∈ R is any dyadic rational and if r1 > 0

is arbitrary then, if we write

DT,x0,r1
..= {x+ iy ∈ C | |x− x0| < r1, T (x) < y < 5/4}

= DT ∩ {x+ iy ∈ C | |x− x0| < r1, −1/4 < y < 5/4},(6.9)

DT,x0,r1 is not locally Goldilocks at the boundary point ẑ0 ..= x0 + iT (x0). (We point out
that the upper bound 5/4 above is entirely arbitrary; we could replace 5/4 with any number
ρ > 1.) We shall see later why this is enough to conclude that VT is not locally Goldilocks
at any boundary point.

Proposition 6.9. DT,x0,r1 (defined in (6.9)) is not locally Goldilocks at the boundary point
ẑ0 .

.= x0 + iT (x0).
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Proof. We will show that the condition on the growth of the Kobayashi distance that is
part of the definition of a local Goldilocks point is violated near the boundary point ẑ0. We
assume, to get a contradiction, that the condition holds near that point. This means that
there exist a neighbourhood V of ẑ0, a point z0 of V ∩DT,x0,r1 and C, α <∞ such that

(6.10) ∀ z ∈ V ∩DT,x0,r1, kDT,x0,r1
(z0, z) ≤ (α/2) log

(
1/δDT,x0,r1

(z)
)
+ C.

Using Remark 6.4, we choose s > 0 such that Vx0,r0 ∩D(ẑ0; s) ⊂ DT ∩V = DT,x0,r1 ∩V (we
suppose, without loss of generality, that V is so small that this happens). Then, for every
h ∈ (0, s), since

uh ..= ẑ0 + ih ∈ Vx0,r0 ∩D(ẑ0; s),

it follows that there exists a sufficiently small h0 > 0 such that, for every h ∈ (0, h0),

(6.11) δDT,x0,r1
(uh) ≥ δVx0,r0∩D(ẑ0;s)(uh) = δVx0,r0

(uh).

It follows from plane analytic geometry and calculus that by possibly shrinking h0 we may
assume that there exists c > 0 such that

∀h ∈ (0, h0), ch
2 ≤ δVx0,r0

(uh) ≤ (1/c)h2.

By (6.10), (6.11) and the above, we can say that

(6.12) ∀h ∈ (0, h0), kDT,x0,r1
(z0, uh) ≤ α log(1/h) + C,

with a possibly increased C.
Now choose M , 0 < M <∞, so large that

(6.13)
π

8 cot−1(M)
− α > 0.

Now, using Lemma 6.5, we choose t0 > 0 such that

DT ∩ {x+ iy ∈ C | |x− x0| < t0} ⊂ Ux0,M,t0.

We can also suppose, without loss of generality, that t0 < s. In particular, by the above
inclusion, we also have

(6.14) DT ∩D(ẑ0; t0) = DT,x0,r1 ∩D(ẑ0; t0) ⊂ Ux0,M,t0 ∩D(ẑ0; t0).

Write
D̃x0,r

..= DT,x0,r1 ∩D(ẑ0; r)

for r > 0 small; D̃x0,r is a truncation ofDT,x0,r1. Now note that DT,x0,r1 satisfies Condition 1
and is, therefore, itself a visibility domain. Consequently, every pair of distinct boundary
points of DT,x0,r1 satisfies the visibility property with respect to kDT,x0,r1

. In particular,
every pair of distinct points of ∂DT,x0,r1 ∩ D(ẑ0; t0) satisfies the visibility property with
respect to kDT,x0,r1

. Consequently, once again by [32, Theorem 1.3], we can say that there
exists C <∞ such that

∀ z, w ∈ D̃x0,t0/2, kD̃x0,t0
(z, w) ≤ kDT,x0,r1

(z, w) + C.

We may assume, without loss of generality, that z0 ∈ D̃x0,t0/2. We may also shrink h0 so
that h0 < t0/2. Then, using the inequality above, we can write

∀h ∈ (0, h0), kD̃x0,t0
(z0, uh) ≤ kDT,x0,r1

(z0, uh) + C.

Combining this inequality with (6.12) we can write

(6.15) ∀h ∈ (0, h0), kD̃x0,t0
(z0, uh) ≤ α log(1/h) + C,
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with a possibly increased C. But we also know from (6.14) that

D̃x0,t0 ⊂ Ux0,M,t0 .

Therefore, by Proposition 6.8,

∀h ∈ (0, h0), kD̃x0,t0
(z0, uh) ≥ kUx0,M,t0

(z0, uh) ≥
π

8 cot−1(M)
log(1/h)− C.

Combining this with (6.15) we obtain, by once again possibly increasing C,

∀h ∈ (0, h0),
π

8 cot−1(M)
log(1/h) ≤ α log(1/h) + C.

But since π/(8 cot−1(M)) > α, the inequality above gives an immediate contradiction when
h → 0+. This contradiction shows that, indeed, DT,x0,r1 is not locally Goldilocks at ẑ0, as
required. �

Now we will see why this suffices to show that no point of ∂VT is a local Goldilocks
point. Suppose, to get a contradiction, that there exists some point q of ∂VT that is a local
Goldilocks point. Then there exist a small positive real number r, a z0 ∈ VT , an α ≥ 1 and
a C <∞ such that

(6.16) ∀ z ∈ D(q; r) ∩ VT , kVT
(z0, z) ≤

α

2
log

(
1

δVT
(z)

)
+ C.

By the density of the dyadic rationals in R and the explicit form of VT , we see that there
exists p ∈ D(q; r)∩ ∂VT such that one can write (6.7) and (6.8), with x0 a dyadic rational.
We choose a small s > 0 such that

D(p; 2s) ∩ VT ⊂ DT,x0,r1 ∩D(q; r),

whereDT,x0,r1 now stands for the appropriately translated and rotated version of the domain
that we were previously calling by the same name (obviously, this makes no difference).
We may suppose, without loss of generality, that z0 ∈ D(p; s) ∩ VT and (by shrinking s
further, if necessary) that

(6.17) ∀ z ∈ D(p; 2s) ∩ VT , δDT,x0,r1
(z) = δVT

(z).

Then, by (6.16) and (6.6) we can write

(6.18) ∀ z ∈ D(p; s) ∩ VT , kD(p;2s)∩VT
(z0, z) ≤

α

2
log

(
1

δVT
(z)

)
+ C.

Now note that
D(p; 2s) ∩ VT = D(p; 2s) ∩DT,x0,r1 ⊂ DT,x0,r1

and, consequently, (6.18) coupled with (6.17) implies:

∀ z ∈ D(p; s) ∩DT,x0,r1, kDT,x0,r1
(z0, z) ≤ kD(p;2s)∩DT,x0,r1

(z0, z) ≤
α

2
log

(
1

δDT,x0,r1
(z)

)
+ C.

This last inequality says (once again after the appropriate translation and rotation) that
DT,x0,r1 satisfies α-log-growth near the boundary point x0 + iT (x0). But this contradicts
Proposition 6.9! Finally, this contradiction tells us that VT does not have α-log-growth near
any boundary point and that, consequently, it is not locally Goldilocks at any boundary
point.
We now construct an example of an unbounded hyperbolic domain in C2 with infinitely

many ends that satisfies the visibility property but such that there is a large (in particular,



VISIBILITY 59

non-totally-disconnected) subset of the boundary each point of which is, in all likelihood,
not a local Goldilocks point.
We start with the planar domain UT given in (6.5). Since UT is a hyperbolic simply

connected domain, there exists a Riemann map φ : D → UT . Since UT clearly satisfies

Condition 1, by Theorem 1.15 φ extends to a homeomorphism from D to U
End

T , which we
shall continue to denote by φ.
Now define Φ : B2 → C2 by

∀ z = (z1, z2) ∈ B2, Φ(z) ..= (φ(z1), z2).

Since, for (z1, z2) ∈ B2, |z1|
2 + |z2|

2 < 1, it follows that the mapping above is well-defined,
holomorphic, and indeed a biholomorphism from B2 onto some domain Ω ⊂ C2 whose
intersection with C× {0} is precisely UT × {0}. In other words,

(6.19) Φ
(
B2 ∩ (C× {0})

)
= Φ(D× {0}) = UT × {0}.

More generally, for z2 ∈ D arbitrary,

Φ
(
B2 ∩ (C× {z2})

)
= φ

(
D(0;

√
1− |z2|2)

)
× {z2}.

In particular, for every z2 ∈ D \ {0}, Φ
(
B2 ∩ (C× {z2})

)
is bounded. By (6.19), it follows

that Ω has infinitely many ends and that the ends of Ω are in one-one correspondence with

those of UT . It also follows from the fact that φ is a homeomorphism from D to U
End

T that

Φ is a homeomorphism from B2 to Ω
End

. It now follows from Theorem 1.7 that Ω is a
visibility domain.
Note that, by (6.19),

∂Ω ∩ (C× {0}) = ∂UT × {0}.

Thus ∂Ω is highly irregular and it is very unlikely, given that ∂UT is nowhere differentiable,
that Ω is locally Goldilocks at any point of ∂Ω ∩ (C× {0}).
We present some examples of visibility and non-visibilityplanar domains. The first ex-

ample we present is that of a planar domain that satisfies Condition 2 but not Condition 1.
Consequently, it possesses the visibility property, but the fact that it does so can only
be deduced using Theorem 1.13, and not any weaker theorem (in particular, it cannot be
deduced using [4, Theorem 1.4]).

Example 6.10. Let

D′ ..= {z ∈ C | −1 < Re(z) < 1, −2 + T (Re(z)) < Im(z) < 2− T (Re(z))}.

D′ is the rectangle [−1, 1] × [−2, 2] with its top and bottom sides replaced with a part of
the graph of the Takagi function (6.1). Note that

{z ∈ C | −1 < Re(z) < 1, Im(z) = 0} ⊂ D′

and that 1,−1 ∈ ∂D′. Consider the usual middle-thirds Cantor set C ′ ⊂ [0, 1]. Let
C ..= C ′ − (1/2) (C ′ translated to the left by 1/2) and let D ..= D′ \ C. We claim that D
satisfies Condition 2. To see this, first note that ∂D = ∂D′ ∪ C. Therefore, C is a closed,
totally-disconnected subset of ∂D. It is easy to see that, for every

p ∈ ∂D \
(
C ∪ {1 + 2i, 1− 2i,−1 − 2i,−1 + 2i}

)
,

there exists a neighbourhood U of p such that U ∩D is connected, simply connected, and
has a boundary that is a Jordan curve. Consequently, by Proposition 4.18, D satisfies
Condition 2. But it does not satisfy Condition 1 because, for every p ∈ C and every
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neighbourhood U of p, U ∩D is not simply connected (and in fact has a very complicated
boundary). Finally, it can be shown in precisely the same manner in which Proposition 6.9
is proved that no point of

{z ∈ C | −1 ≤ Re(z) ≤ 1, Im(z) = −2 + T (Re(z))} ∪

{z ∈ C | −1 ≤ Re(z) ≤ 1, Im(z) = 2− T (Re(z))}

is a local Goldilocks point of D, whence one cannot invoke [4, Theorem 1.4] to conclude
that D is a visibility domain.

Example 6.11. Consider the Takagi function T as in (6.1) and DT = {x+ iy ∈ C : y >
T (x)}. Consider the domain

Ω := DT \
∞⋃

k=4

D(ki, 1/3)

Clearly, Ω satisfies Condition 1. Hence, it is a visibility domain. The domain Ω is not
locally Goldilocks near the boundary points of DT . Hence, it does not satisfy the condition
of Result 5.3. Since the sequence of diameters of the components of ∂Ω is neither in l1

nor in l2. Hence, it does not satisfy the conditions of Result 5.1 and Result 5.2. But this
domain satisfy the both the conditions of Theorem 1.15. Hence, any biholo f : Ω1 → Ω
extends to a homeomorphism upto the boundary. In particular, any automorphism from
Ω extends as a homeomorphism upto the boundary.

We now present an example of a planar domain that shows that if visibility is not assumed
then there may exist boundary points ξ such that any sufficiently small ball centred at ξ
intersects the domain in an open set having infinitely many components none of which has
ξ as a boundary point.

Example 6.12. Let

D1
..= {z ∈ C | 0 < Re(z) < 1, 0 < Im(z) < 1} \

∞⋃

j=2

{z ∈ C | Re(z) = 1/j, 0 ≤ Im(z) ≤ 1/2}

and let ξ be the boundary point (0, 1/4) of D1. It is easy to see that all disks of radius
< 1/4 centred at ξ intersect D1 in an open set having infinitely many components, none of
which has ξ as a boundary point. It is well known that D1 is a simply connected domain.
Since ∂D1 is not locally connected (it is not locally connected at ξ, for instance), it follows
from Corollary 3.4 in [7] that D1 is not a visibility domain. One could also conclude that
D1 is not a visibility domain using Theorem 3.5.
Now let us modify the definition of D1 slightly and consider the domain

D2
..={z ∈ C | 0 < Re(z), Im(z) < 1} \

∞⋃

j=2

{z ∈ C | Re(z) = 1/j, 1/4 ≤ Im(z) ≤ 3/4}.

Then this domain is not simply connected, and so we cannot invoke Corollary 3.4 in [7] to
conclude that it is not a visibility domain. However, we can still invoke Theorem 3.5 to
conclude that D2 is not a weak visbility domain (and hence not a visibility domain).
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Example 6.13. Let

D ..= D \

(
∞⋃

ν=1

{rei/ν | 0 ≤ r ≤ 1/2} ∪ {x+ iy | y = 0, 0 ≤ x ≤ 1/2}

)
.

Then it is clear that if we consider 0 ∈ ∂D, then for all r ∈ (0, 1/2), D(0; r) ∩ D has
infinitely many components, each of which has 0 as a boundary point. Consequently, by
Theorem 3.5, it follows that D is not a visibility domain. To the best of our knowledge, one
cannot directly conclude this using any previously known theorem. We also note another
fact, which is that each connected component of D(0; r)∩D is a simply connected domain
with boundary a Jordan curve, and so each component is a visibility domain in its own
right.

Example 6.14. Let

S ..=

(
∞⋃

j=3

{reiθ | 1− 1/j ≤ r ≤ 1, θ = 0, 2π/j, . . . , 2π(j − 1)/j}

)
∪ ∂D.

Then it is clear that S is a closed set (in C, or in D) and it is also clear that D ..=
D \ (S ∪ [−1/3, 1/3]) is a domain. Note that ∂D has two components, one of which is just
a closed line segment. It is not too difficult to see that ∂D is locally connected. Using this
same local connectedness, it is not difficult to see that D satisfies Condition 2. Hence, by
Theorem 1.13, D is a visibility domain. Note that S1 ⊂ ∂D and that for every ξ ∈ S1 there
exists a neighbourhood U of ξ such that U ∩ D is simply connected and has a boundary
that is locally connected. Also note that, for every ξ ∈ S1, there does not exist any
neighbourhood V of ξ such that V ∩ D is simply connected with its boundary a Jordan
curve.

The next example gives examples of domains that satisfy Condition 2; equivalently,
domains that have locally connected boundary outside a totally disconnected set. These
domains fall in the category of slit domains.

Example 6.15. Consider a sequence (yn)n≥1 in R such that infj 6=n |yn − yj| ≥ δ for some
δ > 0. Let (Ln)n≥1 be a sequence of proper closed subsets of R. Then L ..= ∪n{x + iyn :
x ∈ Ln} is a closed subset of C. Now, we define a domain

Ω ..= C \ L.

Note that L = ∂Ω. We claim that Ω satisfies Condition 2. To prove this claim, let
S ..= L \ ∪n(int(Ln)×{yn}), where int(Ln) is the set of all interior points of Ln considered
as a subset of R. Let ζ ∈ ∂Ω\S = L\S. Then there exists n0 ∈ Z+ such that ζ = x0+ iyn0,
where x0 ∈ int(Ln0). Hence, x0 ∈ I where I is a connected component of Ln0. Since Ln0 is
a closed subset of R, we have I is also a closed subset of R. Since xn0 is an interior point of
Ln0 , hence, xn0 is also an interior point of I. Let r > 0 such that (x0− r, x0+ r) ⊂ I. Now,
let ǫ = min{r, δ}. Then B(ζ, ǫ)∩L = (x0 − r, x0 + r)×{yn0}. This shows that D

+ ..= {z ∈
C : |z − ζ | < ǫ and Im(z − ζ) > 0} and D− ..= {z ∈ C : |z − ζ | < ǫ and Im(z − ζ) < 0} are
subsets of Ω. Now, if we can show that S is a totally disconnected set, then it will follow
that Ω satifies Condition 2.

To see that S is a totally disconnected set, let P be a connected component of S. Assume,
to get a contradiction, that the cardinality of P is stricly greater than 1 . Now, note that
since P is a connected subset of L, there exists j ∈ Z+ such that P ⊂ Lj×{yj}. This implies
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that P = I × {yj} for some interval I ⊂ R. Since the cardinality of P is strictly greater
than 1, the cardinality of I is also strictly greater than 1. Let c, d ∈ I with c < d. Then
(c+ d)/2 is an interior point of Lj , and so ζ0 =

c+d
2

+ iyj ∈ L\S. This is a contradiction to
ζ0 ∈ S. This proves our claim that the domain Ω satisfies Condition 2. As a consequence
of this, Ω is a visibility domain.

Finally we provide an example illustrating the comment made after the proof of Theo-
rem 3.5.

Example 6.16. First, for every n ∈ Z+, choose rn > 0 such that 1/n − rn > 1/(n + 1).
For every n ∈ Z+, define

Tn ..=

∞⋃

ν=1

{z ∈ C | Re(z) = (1/n)− (rn/ν), 0 ≤ Im(z) ≤
√

(1/n)2 − Re(z)2},

and then define

D ..= U \
∞⋃

n=1

Tn,

where U denotes the open upper half plane. Note that ∪∞
n=1Tn is a closed subset of U (the

only limit points of ∪∞
n=1Tn that are not in it are the points 1/n, n ∈ Z+). Therefore D is

an open set in C, and it is easy to see that D is a domain, is simply connected, and has
locally connected boundary. Consequently, by Theorem 4.7, it follows that D is a visibility
domain. Now consider the boundary point 0 of D and consider the neighbourhood basis
D(0; 1/n), n ∈ Z+, of 0. Then D(0; 1/n) ∩ D has infinitely many connected components
(although only one of them has 0 as a boundary point).

7. Appendix: Ω
End

is sequentially compact

In this section, we present the proof of Result 2.1 as stated in subsection 2.1. To prove
the result, we need a lemma.

Lemma 7.1. Suppose that Ω ⊂ Cd is an unbounded hyperbolic domain. Suppose that, for
every compact K ⊂ Ω, there exists R <∞ such that K ⊂ B(0;R) and such that there are
only finitely many components of Ω \K that intersect Cd \B(0;R). Then, for every end e

of Ω and for every neighbourhood U of e in Ω
End

, U ∩ Ω 6= ∅.

Proof. Since U is a neighbourhood of e in Ω
End

, therefore, by definition, there exist a
compact exhaustion (Kj)j≥1 of Ω and a decreasing sequence (Fj)j≥1, where for each j, Fj

is a connected component of Ω \Kj, such that F̂j0 ⊂ U for some j0 ∈ Z+. By hypothesis,
there exists R < ∞ such that K ⊂ B(0;R) and such that only finitely many components
of Ω \Kj0 intersect Cd \ B(0;R). Fj0, being unbounded, is one of these components. Let
the other components of Ω \ Kj0 that intersect Cd \ B(0;R) be G1, . . . , Gm. Note that
Fj0, G1, . . . , Gm, being connected components of Ω \ Kj0 , are disjoint closed subsets of
Ω \Kj0 ; therefore, given x0 ∈ Fj0 \B(0;R) we can choose r > 0 so small that

(7.1) B(x0; r) ∩B(0;R) = B(x0; r) ∩G1 = · · · = B(x0; r) ∩Gm = ∅.

Since x0 ∈ Fj0 ⊂ Ω, B(x0; r) ∩ Ω 6= ∅. Now,

B(x0; r) ∩ Ω ⊂ Ω \B(0;R) =
(
Fj0 \B(0;R)

)
∪

m⋃

i=1

(
Gi \B(0;R)

)
,
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so, from (7.1) it follows that B(x0; r)∩Ω ⊂ Fj0 . Thus, since B(x0; r)∩Ω 6= ∅, Fj0 ∩Ω 6= ∅,
and hence U ∩ Ω 6= ∅ as well. �

We now present the proof of the aforementioned result.

7.1. Proof of the Result 2.1.

Proof. We need to prove that any sequence (zn)n≥1 in Ω
End

has a subsequence that converges

to some point z0 ∈ Ω
End

. It is clear that we may focus separately on sequences in Ω and

on sequences in Ω
End

\ Ω. Let us first deal with a sequence (zn)n≥1 in Ω. Suppose first
that there exists M < ∞ such that, for infinitely many n ∈ Z+, ‖zn‖ ≤ M . Then it
is clear that there is some subsequence of (zn)n≥1 that converges to some point z0 ∈ Ω.
Therefore we may assume that, for everyM <∞, there exist only finitely many n such that
‖zn‖ ≤ M . This means precisely that ‖zn‖ → ∞. Now consider the compact exhaustion
(B(0; j) ∩ Ω)j≥1 of Ω. By hypothesis, for every j ∈ Z+, there exists Rj , j < Rj <∞, such
that there are only finitely many components of Ω \ B(0; j) that intersect Cd \ B(0;Rj).
Also, using the fact that ‖zn‖ → ∞, choose, for every j ∈ Z+, Nj ∈ Z+ such that, for all
n ≥ Nj , ‖zn‖ > Rj . Now we will define a subsequence of (zn)n≥1 inductively and show
that it converges to an end of Ω. We proceed as follows. For every j ∈ Z+, let the finitely
many components of Ω \ B(0; j) that intersect Cd \ B(0;Rj) be W j

1 , . . . ,W
j
kj

(it follows

that, for every j, kj ≥ 1, i.e., there is at least one component of Ω \B(0; j) that intersects
Cd \ B(0;Rj) because, otherwise, one would have Ω ⊂ B(0;Rj), contrary to hypothesis).
Now (zn)n≥N1 is a sequence in Ω \ B(0; 1) that is contained in Cd \ B(0;R1); therefore, it
is contained in

k1⋃

ν=1

(
W 1

ν \B(0;R1)
)
;

therefore, there exists ν1 ∈ {1, . . . , k1} such that W 1
ν1
\ B(0;R1) contains zn for infinitely

many n. Let A1 ⊂ Z+ be an infinite set such that zn ∈ W 1
ν1

for all n ∈ A1. Now assuming
that µ ∈ Z+ and that we have obtained: (1) ν1 ∈ {1, . . . , k1}, . . . , νµ ∈ {1, . . . , kµ}, (2)
infinite subsets A1, . . . , Aµ of Z+ such that (1′) W µ

νµ ⊂ · · · ⊂ W 1
ν1
, (2′) Aµ ⊂ · · · ⊂ A1, (3)

for every i ∈ {1, . . . , µ}, zn ∈ W i
νi

for all n ∈ Ai, we attempt to find νµ+1 ∈ {1, . . . , kµ+1}
and an infinite subset Aµ+1 of Aµ such thatW µ+1

νµ+1
⊂W µ

νµ and such that zn ∈ W µ+1
νµ+1

for every

n ∈ Aµ+1. Now note that W µ
νµ is a component of Ω \B(0, µ) that intersects Cd \ B(0;Rµ)

and that zn ∈ W µ
νµ for every n ∈ Aµ, which is an infinite subset of Z+. Note that W µ

νµ 6⊂

B(0;Rµ+1) because, if it is, the fact that ‖zn‖ → ∞ as n→ ∞ will be contradicted. Thus,
W µ

νµ \B(0;Rµ+1) 6= ∅. For all n ∈ Aµ with n ≥ Nµ+1, zn ∈ W µ
νµ \B(0;Rµ+1). Now since

Ω \B(0;Rµ+1) =

kµ+1⋃

i=1

W µ+1
i \B(0;Rµ+1),

it follows that

W µ
νµ \B(0;Rµ+1) =

kµ+1⋃

i=1

(
W µ

νµ ∩W
µ+1
i

)
\B(0;Rµ+1).

From the above two facts it follows that there exists i ∈ {1, . . . , kµ+1} such that zn ∈(
W µ

νµ ∩W µ+1
i

)
\ B(0;Rµ+1) for infinitely many n ∈ Aµ. Let us choose such an i and call

it νµ+1. The foregoing implies that there exists an infinite subset Aµ+1 of Aµ such that,
for all n ∈ Aµ+1, zn ∈

(
W µ

νµ ∩W µ+1
νµ+1

)
\ B(0;Rµ+1). Now W µ+1

νµ+1
is a connected component
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of Ω \ B(0;µ + 1), hence a connected subset of Ω \ B(0;µ); furthermore, it intersects the
connected component W µ

νµ of Ω \ B(0;µ), and so must be included in it: W µ+1
νµ+1

⊂ W µ
νµ .

And so the induction step is complete. Therefore we have sequences (νµ)µ≥1 and (Aµ)µ≥1

such that, for every µ, νµ ∈ {1, . . . , kµ}; such that, for every µ, W µ+1
νµ+1

⊂W µ
νµ ; such that, for

every µ, Aµ is an infinite subset of Z+; such that, for every µ, Aµ+1 ⊂ Aµ; and such that,
for every n ∈ Aµ, zn ∈ W µ

νµ. Now note that the sequence (Aµ)µ≥1 of nested infinite subsets

of Z+ determines a subsequence (zmn
)n≥1 of (zn)n≥1 with the following property: for every

µ ∈ Z+ and every n ≥ µ, zmn
∈ W µ

νµ. From this, from the fact that the sequence (W µ
νµ)µ≥1

is nested, and from the fact that W µ
νµ is a connected component of Ω \ B(0;µ), it follows

immediately that (zmn
)n≥1 converges to the end of Ω that (W µ

νµ)µ≥1 defines. Therefore we

have proved that any sequence (zn)n≥1 in Ω converges to some point of Ω
End

.

It only remains to prove that an arbitrary sequence in Ω
End

\Ω (i.e., a sequence of ends

of Ω) has a subsequence that converges to a point of Ω
End

. But, by Lemma 7.1, this is now

easy to prove. Assume that (zn)n≥1 is a sequence in Ω
End

\ Ω. We work with the same
compact exhaustion as before. For every n ∈ Z+, there exists a sequence (F n

j )j≥1 such that,

for every j, F n
j is a connected component of Ω \ B(0; j), such that F n

j+1 ⊂ F n
j , and such

that (F̂ n
j )j≥1 is a neighbourhood basis for the topology of Ω

End
at zn. By Lemma 7.1, we

know that, for every n ∈ Z+ and every j ∈ Z+, F
n
j ∩ Ω 6= ∅. So, for every n ∈ Z+, choose

wn ∈ F n
n ∩ Ω. Now (wn)n≥1 is a sequence in Ω and therefore, by what we have proved

(note that ‖wn‖ → ∞), there exists an end e of Ω to which some sub-sequence of (wn)n≥1,
say (wτ(n))n≥1, converges. We want to show that (zτ(n))n≥1 converges to e. To do this, let

e = (Hj)j≥1 where (Hj)j≥1 is a decreasing sequence of connected components of Ω\B(0; j),

and let us consider an arbitrary neighbourhood U of e in Ω
End

. By the definition of the
end compactification, there exists j0 ∈ Z+ such that Ĥj0 ⊂ U . Since (wτ(n))n≥1 converges
to e, there exists n0 ∈ Z+ (and we may suppose that n0 ≥ j0) such that, for every n ≥ n0,

wτ(n) ∈ Hj0. But by definition wτ(n) ∈ F
τ(n)
τ(n) . Now F

τ(n)
τ(n) is a connected component of

Ω \ B(0; τ(n)). Since τ(n) ≥ n ≥ n0 ≥ j0, Ω \ B(0; τ(n)) ⊂ Ω \ B(0; j0). So F
τ(n)
τ(n) ,

being a connected subset of Ω \ B(0; τ(n)), is also a connected subset of Ω \B(0; j0) and,

therefore, is included in a connected component of Ω \B(0; j0). But F
τ(n)
τ(n) ∩Hj0 6= ∅ (since

wτ(n) ∈ F
τ(n)
τ(n) ∩ Hj0) and so F

τ(n)
τ(n) ⊂ Hj0. Therefore F̂

τ(n)
τ(n) ⊂ Ĥj0 and, since zτ(n) ∈ F̂

τ(n)
τ(n) ,

zτ(n) ∈ Ĥj0. This holds for all n ≥ n0. Since Ĥj0 ⊂ U and the neighbourhood U of e was
arbitrary, this shows that (zτ(n))n≥1 converges to e. This completes the proof. �

Acknowledgements: Sushil Gorai is partially supported by a Core Research Grant
(CRG/2022/003560) from Science and Engineering Research Board, Department of Sci-
ence and Technology, Government of India. Anwoy Maitra is supported by an INSPIRE
Faculty Fellowship (DST/INSPIRE/04/2021/000262) from the Department of Science and
Technology, Government of India.

References

[1] M.Abate, Iteration theory, compactly divergent sequences and commuting holomorphic maps, Ann.
Scuola Norm. Sup. Pisa Cl. Sci. (4) 18 (1991), 167–191.

[2] G.Bharali and A.Maitra, A weak notion of visibility, a family of examples, and Wolff–Denjoy theo-

rems, Ann. Sc. Norm. Super. Pisa Cl. Sci. (5) 22 (2021), 195–240.



VISIBILITY 65

[3] G.Bharali and A. Zimmer, Goldilocks domains, a weak notion of visibility, and applications, Adv.
Math. 310 (2017), 377–425.

[4] G.Bharali and A. Zimmer, Unbounded visibility domains, the end compactification, and applications,

Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 376 (2023), no. 8, 5949–5988.
[5] F. Bracci, M.D. Contreras and S.Dı́az-Madrigal, Continuous semigroups of holomorphic self-maps of

the unit disc, Springer 2020.
[6] F. Bracci, H.Gaussier, N.Nikolov, and P. J. Thomas, Local and global visibility and Gromov hyperbol-

icity of domains with respect to the Kobayashi distance, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 377 (2024), no. 1,

471–493.
[7] F. Bracci, N.Nikolov and P. J.Thomas, Visibility of Kobayashi geodesics in convex domains and related

properties, Math. Z.,301(2), (2022), 2011–2035.
[8] M.R.Bridson and A.Haefliger, Metric Spaces of Non-positive Curvature, Grundlehren der mathema-

tischen Wissenschaften 319, Springer-Verlag Berlin, 1999.

[9] V. S. Chandel, A.Maitra, and A.D. Sarkar, Notions of visibility with respect to the Kobayashi distance:

comparison and applications, Ann.Mat. Pura Appl. (4) 203 (2024), no. 2, 475–498.

[10] D. Cheraghi and M. Shishikura, Satellite renormalization of quadratic polyno- mials, arXiv:1509.07843.
[11] D. Dudko and M. Lyubich, Local connectivity of the Mandelbrot set at some satellite parameters of

bounded type Geom. Funct. Anal.33(2023), no.4, 912–1047.

[12] P. Eberlein and B. O’Neill, Visibility manifolds, Pacific J. Math. 46 (1973), 45–109.
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