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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 C" 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 [I2] in the
context of non-positively curved simply connected Riemannian Manifolds. Very recently
Bharali and Zimmer [3] considered this concept for domains in C™ with respect to the
Kobayashi distance. When n > 2, given a hyperbolic domain 2 C C", it is a very dif-
ficult problem to determine if the distance space (£2,kq) is complete—here ko denotes
the Kobayashi distance on 2. 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 [0, 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 [I4].

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 [I5] 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 1.1l for a precise statement). Our result covers a broad class of domains for
which recent results [23] and [2§] 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 €2 satisfies the
visibility property for every two points in 092 \ S, where S is a totally disconnected set,
then (2 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 C" 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 [I1, 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, 2 shall denote a Kobayashi hyperbolic domain with kg, ko being
the Kobayashi distance and Kobayashi—-Royden metric, respectively, associated with 2.

Definition 1.1. Let Q be a domain in C? and let A > 1 and x > 0 be given. A map
o: I — Q, where I C R is an interval, is said to be a (A, k)-almost-geodesic (with respect
to kg ) if the following are satisfied:

(i) Vs,t eI, f|s —t| — k < ka(o(s),o(t)) < A|s —¢| + &;
(i) o is absolutely continuous, whence o’(t) exists for a.e. t € I, and kq(o(t);0'(t)) < A
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 0" of the closure € of a domain Q C C4. We refer the reader to for

the definition of the end compactification and the end topology introduced on the space

Q"™ In what follows 900" "* .= 0" \ €; it consists of the ordinary Euclidean boundary

02 of Q) plus the ends (P \ Q of Q.

Definition 1.2. Given a hyperbolic domain 2 C C%, given A > 1 and & > 0, and given a
pair of distinct points (,n € 8§End, the pair ¢, 7 is said to satisfy (or possess) the (A, k)-
visibility property (with respect to kg ) or to satisfy (or possess) the wvisibility property with
respect to (A, k)-almost-geodesics (for ko) if there exist neighbourhoods V¢ of ¢ and V,, of

7 in 07" such that VNV, =0 and a compact K C € such that for every (), x)-almost-
geodesic o : [0,T] — Q with respect to ko with o(0) € Vi and o(T") € V,,, o([0, T]) N K # 0.

Definition 1.3. Given a hyperbolic domain  C C%, given a pair of distinct points ¢,n €
807" and given X\ > 1, the pair (,n is said to satisfy (or possess) the A-visibility property
(with respect to kg ) if, for every k > 0, the pair (, n satisfies the (A, k)-visibility property. It
is said to satisfy (or possess) the wisibility property (with respect to kg ) if, for every A > 1,
it satisfies the A-visibility property. It is said to satisfy (or possess) the weak visibility
property (with respect to kg ) if it satisfies the 1- visibility property.

Definition 1.4. Given a hyperbolic domain  C C? and given A > 1 and x > 0, Q
is said to be a (A, k)-visibility domain (with respect to ko) or to satisfy (or possess) the
(A, k)-visibility property (with respect to kg ) or to satisfy (or possess) the visibility property
with respect to (A, k)-almost-geodesics (for kg ) if every pair of distinct points (,n € g
satisfies the (A, k)-visibility property. It is said to be a A-visibility domain (with respect to
ko) or to satisfy (or possess) the A-visibility property (with respect to kq) if every pair of

distinct points (,n € 597" satisfies the A-visibility property.

Definition 1.5. Given a hyperbolic domain Q C C%, Q is said to be a visibility domain
(with respect to the Kobayashi distance) or to satisfy (or possess) the wisibility property
(with respect to the Kobayashi distance) if, for every A > 1, () satisfies the A-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 () 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 (A, ),>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 (x,),>1 such that, for every n, x, € A,. Finally, it is not difficult to
show that if (A,),>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 C? that satisfy a version of visibility property . These results and a
few other are contained in Section Bl We begin with:

Theorem 1.6. Let Q C C? be a hyperbolic domain (not necessarily bounded). Suppose that
for some A > 1, k > 0, and some totally disconnected set S C 0S), every pair of distinct
points of O\ S satisfies the visibility property with respect to (X, k)-almost-geodesics for
kq. Then Q is a (A, k)-visibility domain.

A consequence of the above result is that, in order to check if a domain 2 possesses a
particular type of visibility property, one only has to check whether pairs of distinct points
of 0f) possess this property, i.e., there is no need to verify the condition at the ends of 2.

We now present our second result.

Theorem 1.7. Let Q C C? be a hyperbolic domain (not necessarily bounded) and Qg C C4

be a wisibility domain. If there exists a biholomorphism ® : Qo — Q that extends to a
continuous surjective map from Q_OEM to QEnd, then Q 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—Okten-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 1.19 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 T.T5])
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 Q C C? is said to be a local (weak) visibility domain
at p € 09 if, for every sequence (x,),>1 in {2 converging to p, there exist a subdomain U
of 2 and a subsequence (xy, )n>1 of (x,)n>1 such that p € (OU NoQ) \ U N €2, such that
xy, € U for all n and such that every two points of (OU N92) \ OU N €2 possess the (weak)
visibility property with respect to ky. We say that Q is a local (weak) visibility domain if
it is a local (weak) visibility domain at p for every p € €.

Theorem 1.9. Suppose that Q C C? is a hyperbolic domain that satisfies BSP (in partic-
ular, it can be taken to be any bounded domain). Then Q 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 .14l Lemma [B.§ and the results in subsection 3.4 show why the BSP assumption
is essential); note that it is automatically satisfied if €2 is bounded. It is not needed for the
only if implication. All of this will become clear from the proof of Theorem presented
at the end of Section

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 M 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 Q be a bounded simply connected domain in C. Then § is a visibility
domain if and only if OS2 is locally connected.

In this paper we generalize this result to any simply connected domain by an application
of Carathéodory extension theorem and Theorem [[L7l More precisely, we present:

Theorem 1.12 (Corollary to[Theorem 4.7)). Let Q be a hyperbolic simply connected domain
in C. Then Q is a visibility domain if and only if OS2 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 [ we construct a simply connected domain
Vr 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 Q2 C C be a hyperbolic planar domain. Suppose there exists a totally
disconnected subset S C 02 such that, for every p € OQ\ S, O is locally connected at p and
the connected component of 0S) containing p is not a singleton (i.e., is non-degenerate).
Then §2 is a visibility domain.

The proof of the above theorem is presented in Section @l 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 .3l Later we give a topological character-
ization of domains that satisfy Condition 2; see Theorem Theorem 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., [B, Theorem 4.3.1]). Suppose that Q@ C Cy is a
hyperbolic simply connected domain and that f : D — Q is a biholomorphism. Then f
extends to a continuous map from D to Q if and only if OQ is locally connected, where
Q and 0Q denote the closure and boundary of Q, respectively, in Coy. The extension is a
homeomorphism if and only if 02 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 while
comparing them with our result in this direction:

Theorem 1.15. Let Qq,Qy C C be hyperbolic domains and let f : Q3 — o be a biholo-
morphism. Suppose

(1) there exists a totally disconnected set S C 0Sdy such that for all p € 0y \ S the
boundary 0§y is locally connected at p and the component of 02 containing p is
not a singleton; and

(ii) every component of 0 is a Jordan curve and 0 is locally connected.

Then f extends to a continuous map from ﬁfnd onto ﬁfnd. Moreover, if Qo satisfies (ii),
then the extension is a homeomorphism.

We note that the conditions of [Theorem 1.5 are purely topological and, as in [Result 1.14]
local connectedness at the boundary points play a pivotal role. [Iheorem 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 6l The proof
of the above theorem is presented in [Section 5l As mentioned earlier, the topological
condition on )y, as in (i) above, is equivalent to the analytical condition Condition 2.
Moreover the topological condition on €, as in (i) above, is equivalent to Condition 1,
see Proposition [.14] in Section 4. These analytical conditions, together with Lemma [£.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 Fuclidean spaces. The notion of end compactification
can be defined for more general topological spaces, but we shall have no need to consider
this.

Let © be an unbounded domain in C? (for bounded domains €2, we have a natural com-
pactification, namely the Euclidean closure €2). We choose and fix an exhaustio_n (K)j>1 of

Q) such that, for all j, K; C K3y, where K7, denotes the interior of K;; in {2. We define
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an end ¢ of Q to be a sequence (F;)j>1 where, for every j, F; is a connected component
of O\ K; and where Fj;; C Fj. Note that if e = (F});>; is an end of Q then, for every

j, Fj is necessarily an unbounded component of 0\ K;. As a set, 07" is defined to be
QU {e|eis an end of Q}. We now define a topology on Q" by prescribing a neighbour-

hood basis at each point of VI (= Q, we take for a neighbourhood basis at z all the
ordinary Euclidean (2-neighbourhoods containing x; we take for a neighbourhood basis at

an end ¢ = (F});»1 the family (F});>; of subsets of Q""" where
ﬁ’j = F; U{f|f=(G,),>1 is an end of Q such that G, = F, Vv =1,...,5j}.

As we have defined it, both the set Q7" and the topology on it depend on the compact
exhaustion (Kj),>; initially chosen; however, it is easy to see that if one starts out with
a different exhaustion (L;);>; 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 Q C C? is an unbounded hyperbolic domain. Suppose that, for

every compact K C Q, there exists R < oo such that K C B(0; R) and such that there are

only finitely many connected components of Q\ K that intersect C*\ B(0; R). Then "

1s 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 €2, 0" s 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  C C? and a sequence of paths 7, :
[an, by] — €2, we shall say that (7,)n>1 eventually avoids every compact set in € if for any
compact K C €, there exists n(K) > 1, such that v,([a,,b,]) N K = 0 for all n > n(K).

Lemma 2.2. Let Q C C? be a domain and let p # q € 07" Let Yot @n, bn] —> Q be a
sequence of paths that eventually avoids every compact set in Q) and such that v,(a,) — p
and v, (b,) — q in the topology of Q7 Then there ezist a sequence (Sp)n>1 C [an, by,
a point & € 00 and an R > 0 such that v,(s,) — & and such that each ~y, intersects
Q\ B R).

Proof. We first observe that the case when one of the points p, ¢ is in 0f2 is easy to handle.
First suppose that both p and ¢ are in ). Then we can simply take s,, := a,, £ := p and
R = ||p — q||/2. Next, suppose that exactly one of p,q is an end of Q. Suppose, without
loss of generality, that p € 02 and that ¢ € Q" \ Q. Then we can take s, == a,, £ = p
and R :=1.

So we may suppose that p, ¢ are two distinct ends. Choose a sequence (K;);>1 of compact
subsets of Q) such that, denoting by K 7 the interior of Kj in O, K;CK 741 for every j and
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such that
UK =2
j=1

It is given that (v, (ay))n>1 and (7,(by))n>1 converge to p and g, respectively, in the topology

of T, By the definition of this topology, there exist decreasing sequences (U]’-’ )j>1 and

(U})j>1 such that, for every j, U and U] are connected components of O\ Kj, such that
p = (U])j>1, ¢ = (U]);>1. Because p # q, there exists jo € Z; such that U} # U . Then
Uy MU =0 and, for all j > jo, U7 NUJ = (. We may assume, without loss of generality,
that for all n, v,(a,) € Uﬁj and 7, (b,) € U;-IO.

Now, for every n, v, must intersect K, ; otherwise v, ([a,, b,]), a connected subset of €2,

hence of Q, will intersect two distinct connected components of Q\ Kj,, which will be a
contradiction. Thus, for every n, there exists s,, a,, < s, < by, such that v,(s,) € K.
Since K, is compact, we may assume, without loss of generality, that (v, (s,))n>1 converges
to some point £ of Kj,. Since (7,),>1 eventually avoids every compact set in €2, it follows
that £ € K;, N 0. Finally, as above, we can take R := 1.

This finishes the consideration of all cases and completes the proof. O

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 Q C C? is a hyperbolic domain and 7y : [a,b] — € is an
absolutely continuous map such that ~' is almost everywhere non-vanishing. Then there
exists a ko-unit-speed reparametrization 7 : [0, L] — Q of 7, i.e.,

(2.1) ko(Y(t);7'(t)) =1 for a.e. t €0, L].

Proof. Define the function F': [a,b] — [0, 00) as follows:

Fs) = / k(3 (1) 7(1)) dt.

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

(2.2) F'(t) = ka(y(t); 7' (t)) for ae. t € [a,b].

It also follows that F'is strictly increasing, for if a < s <t < b,

F(t) — F(s) = / ka(y(r): 7 (7)) dr > 0,

since 7 — Kq(vy(7);9/(7)) 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~!; then G is a strictly increasing continuous function
from [0, L] onto [a,b]. From (2.2), the hyperbolicity of € 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 7 := v o G. Since 7
is absolutely continuous and G is strictly increasing and absolutely continuous, it follows
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that 7 is absolutely continuous and is a reparametrization of . We claim that it is k-
unit-speed. To prove this it suffices to show that, for a.e. t € [0, L], ko(7(¢);7'(t)) = 1. By
the chain rule,
1 1
(23) A =57 (GQR) =
FI(G(1)) ra(Y(G(1)); 7 (G(1)))

From the above it follows immediately that 7 is kq-unit-speed. O

7Y (G(t)) for a.e. t €0, L].

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

Definition 2.4 ([27, Definition 3]). Suppose that Q C C? is a hyperbolic domain, that
A > 1 and k > 0 are parameters, and that I C R is an interval. An absolutely continuous
curve v : I — Q is called a (), k)-geodesic for kq if for all s <t € I we have

16(]is.) < Aka(Y(2),7(s)) + .
Here I&(7|(s,4) denotes the length of the curve 7| 4 with respect to kq.
Remark 2.5. Note that the definition of a (A, k)-geodesic is devised in such a way that after

allowable reparametrizations it remains a (A, k)-geodesic. Lastly it is not difficult to see
that a (\, k)-almost-geodesic is a (A%, \2k)-geodesic.

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

Proposition 2.6. Suppose that Q@ C C¢ is a hyperbolic domain and, given X > 1 and
k>0, let v be a (A, k)-geodesic for kq. Suppose further that ~' is almost everywhere non-
vanishing. Let 7 : [0, L] — § be the kq-unit-speed reparametrization of v as in the above
proposition. Then 7 is a (A, k)-almost-geodesic for kg,

Proof. To show that 7 is a (A, k)-almost-geodesic for kg, we have to show the following;:
o for all s,t € [0, L], ka(7(s),7(t)) > (1/N)|s — t| — &,
e for all s,t € [0, L], ka(7(s),7(t)) < A|s — t| + k,
o fora.e. t € [0, L], ko(7(t); 7' (1)) < A
Since 7 is kg-unit-speed, for a.e. t € [0, L], kq(7(t);7'(t)) = 1 and hence the last property

above holds with stronger reason. Therefore, we also have, for all s,¢ € [0, L] with s < ¢,
that

a5 70) < [ koG (Ndr =t =5 < Nt—9) +5:
Finally, for s,t € [0, L] with s <t arbitrary,
ka(3(s),7(t)) = ka(7(G(s)),v(G(t)))
> (1/ N0V iaes).cwn) — (K/A),

since 7 is a (A, k)-geodesic for kg. Further, since the Kobayashi length of an absolutely
continuous path is independent of reparametrization,

(Ve .cwn) = (V) =t —s.
Combining the two inequalities above, we get, for all s,¢ € [0, L] with s < ¢, that
ka(V(s), 7(t)) = (L/A)(t = 5) = (k/A) = (1/A)([E = ) — k.
This establishes the result. ]
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The last result in this subsection says that an arbitrary (A, k)-geodesic can be approxi-
mated uniformly by another such curve that is non-stationary. More precisely:

Proposition 2.7. Suppose that Q C C? is a hyperbolic domain and x,y € Q. Given X\ > 1
and k> 0, let v : [a,b] = Q be a (A, k)-geodesic joining x and y and let € > 0 be such that
Nbdca(ran(vy),€) C Q. Then there exists an absolutely continuous map 7 : [a,b] — Q such
that (1) 7 is a (X, Xe + k)-geodesic, (2) for every t € [a,b], ||v(t) —7(@)|| < €/2, (3)7 is
almost-everywhere non-vanishing.

Proof. Let E = {t € [a,b] | 7/(t) = 0}. Suppose E has positive measure (otherwise the
result is obvious). Let § > 0 be an arbitrary number (whose values we should prescribe
later) and define h almost everywhere on |a, b] by

h(t) =+ (t) + oxz(t)e,

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

V(s) = / Sh(t)dt, Vs € [a,b].

Note that 7 is absolutely continuous on [a, b], differentiable almost everywhere on [a, b] and
=~

7'(t) = h(t) = '(t) + dxr(t)e outside a measure zero set C. Note that

(2.4) F(t)#0 Vit e la,b]\C.

(if t € [a,b] \ (CUE), 7' (t) =4/(t) # 0, whereas if t € E\ C, ¥/(t) = de # 0).
Now given s € [a, b] arbitrary,

() =2t = [ e~ [0t = [ netoredr

a

therefore, by choosing § so small such that 36L(F) < €, we get

(2.5) [7(s) = (s)]l < 5/8 Xp(t)dt = 6L (E Na,s]) < /3, Vs € [a,b].

Also for every t € [a,b] \ C we }lllave

(2.6) T(t) =7 (t) = h(t) =7'(t) = dxe(tle, = [IF'() =7 ()] < dxze(t) < 0.
In particular,

(2.7) IO < IV @Ol +6 Vi€ la,b]\ C.

We now make certain general observations.

(a) Since kg is continuous on Q x Q (see, for example, [I7, Proposition 3.1.10]), there
exists d; > 0 such that

ko (7(s), (1)) — ka(z, w)| < ¢/3
for all s, € [a, b] and for all z,w € Q such that [|v(s)—z|| < d; and ||y(t) —w]|| < ;.

(b) Since Nbdca(ran(v),e) C €, it follows that Nbdca(ran(y),e/2) € Q. This implies
that there exists ' < oo such that

ka(z;v) < Cllv|| Vz € Nbdea(ran(v),€/2), and Yo € C%
We may suppose, without loss of generality, that €¢/(3C") < 1.
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Since v/, defined a.e. on [a,b], is in L!([a, b], C?), there exists dy, 0 < do < €/(3C),
such that,

V measurable A C [a,b], £'(A) < 0, = / I/ (0)]|dt < €/(3C).
A

By Lusin’s theorem, there exist a closed subset F' C [a,b] and a continuous map
g : R — C? such that

7' =gon F and £ ([a,b] \ F) < 6.

As F'is a compact set and g is a continuous function on it, there exists M < oo such
that ||g(t)|| < M for all t € F. Since kg is upper semicontinuous on 2 x C¢ (see,
for example, [I7, Proposition 3.5.13]), there exists d3 > 0 such that for all ¢t € F,
all z € Q such that ||z —v(¢)]| < d3, all v € C¢ with |Jv|| < M, and all w € C¢ such
that [|[v —w|| < &3, ka(z;w) < Kka(y(t);v)+(€/3(b—a)). In particular, for all t € F,
z € Q such that ||z — v(¢)|| < 3 and for all v € C? such that ||jv —~/(t)|| < &5, we
have

ka(ziv) < Ka(Y(1);7'(1) + (¢/3(b — a)).

Let § := min{l,dy,d,d3,¢/3}/L(E) then the last inequality together with (ZH) and
[26) implies

ka((1);7'(1) < ka(Y(t);7/(1) + (¢/3(b—a)) Vie F\C.

This inequality implies, for all s,t € [a, b] with s < ¢, we have

o) = [ KalG0F () dr

(2.8)

Note

— / ka(3(7); 7 (7)) dr + / ko (Y(7); ¥ (1)) dr
[s,tINF

[s,t]\F

< /[ ,ﬂmpm(”(ﬂ”/(ﬂ)d” /[ ’t]mF(€/3(b—a))d7+ / ka(3(T); 7 () dr,

[s,t]\F

/[t]ﬂF ko(Y(7);+ (1)) dr < / ko (Y(1); 7' (1)) dT = €5 (V]1s4) < Aka(v(s),7(t)) + &,

where we used the fact that v is a (A, k)-almost-geodesic with respect to kq. By (2.3]), and
the inequality in item (a) above implies that

ka(7(s),7(t)) < ka(7(s),7(£)) + (¢/3).

Therefore
(2.9 /[ ) () < MealF8)5(0) + (/) +
Obviously,
(2.10) /[ e/ ) i < (30— @)~ ) = /3
Finally
/[8 ) ) dr < /[ LOR@lEse [ e
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where, to write the first inequality, we have used (2.5]) and the inequality in item (b). Now

€ € € 2e
17 (7) |l dr < / IV (O +0)dr < = + L ([a, 0]\ F) < o5 + o5 = o=,
where, to write the first inequality, we have used (2.71); 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

0 <y < €/(3C) < 1. The last two inequality then imply that
~ o~ 2e
(211) | a7 @)ar <5
s\ F

Using (€3, @0 and €I in €3,
(212)  03(7lon) < AealT5),7(0) + (0e/3) + &+ (2¢/3) < Xka(3(5),T(0) + Ae + 5.
From (Z4)), (250) and (2I2), we see that the proposition has been proved. O

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  C C¢ and two distinct points p,q € 8§End, we shall say that p,q
satisfy the boundary separation property BSP with respect to kg if the following holds:
(2.13) lim inf ko(z,w) > 0.

(Z7w)%(p7q)7 Z7’U)€Q

It is not difficult to see that if the inequality above holds for all p,q € 09, p # q (i.e.,

for every pair of distinct ordinary boundary points), then it holds for all p,q € 8§End,
p # q (i.e., it extends automatically to pairs of distinct ends). Bearing this in mind, we say
that Q satisfies BSP with respect to kq if, for all p,q € 9Q with p # ¢, (ZI3) holds. Our
first lemma says that a domain possesses this property under a natural condition on the
Kobayashi-Royden metric.

Lemma 2.8. Let Q C C? be a hyperbolic domain such that for every point p € 9Q there
exist a neighbourhood U of p and a constant ¢ > 0 such that ko (z;v) > c||v|| for all z € UNQ
and v € C. Then Q satisfies BSP with respect to k.

The proof is not difficult and follows simply from the fact that the Kobayashi distance
is the integrated form of kq. 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 Q C C, we know that lim,_,, .cq ka(z) = +oo for any
p € 0F); from this it follows that ) satisfies BSP. We state this as a result to be used later:

Result 2.9. Fvery hyperbolic planar domain € satisfies BSP with respect to k.

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 B 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 C L of
a hyperbolic domain € are given and we wish to conclude that kq(K,Q\ L) > 0. The
simplest case is given by the following lemma from which the general case also follows.

Lemma 2.10. Suppose that Q C C? is a hyperbolic domain. Let p € Q and R > 0 be such

that B(p, R) C Q. Then there exists a ¢ > 0 such that ko(p,w) > ¢ for allw € Q\ B(p, R).
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Proof. Since €2 is hyperbolic, Theorem 2 in [31] implies that there exist r, ¢’ > 0 such that
(2.14) ka(z,v) > d|v|]| Vz € B(p,r)and Vv € C

Let p = min{R/2,7}. Choose w € Q\ B(p, R) and let 7y : [0, 1] — Q be any C' path joining
p and w. Writing

s = inf{t € [0,1] [ y(t) ¢ B(p, p)},
it follows that v(s) € 9B(p, p) and that v([0,s)) C B(p,p). Then

lo() > / k(). 7/ (6)dt
> / (@)t (from @ID)

>dllp—(s)| =cp=:c

Since 7 was arbitrary, therefore, taking the infimum over all C! paths v joining p and w, it
follows that kq(p, w) > ¢ . O

Corollary 2.11. Suppose that 2 C C¢ is a hyperbolic domain. Let K C Q and r > 0 be
such that both K and K, = {z € C? | distgu(z, K) < r} are compact subsets of Q. Then
ko(K,Q\ K,) > 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 [I3] Lemma 4].

Result 2.12 (Royden’s Localization Lemma). Suppose that X is a hyperbolic complex
manifold and that U C X is a domain. Then for any z € U and v € T}°X , we have

ku(z;v) < coth (kx(z, X \ U))rx(z;0),
where kx(z, X \ U) = inf ,ex\v kx (2, 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 Q C C?¢ is a
hyperbolic domain, if U C C? is a sub-domain, if W C U is a set such that kq(W,Q\U) > 0
and if we write \g := coth (kQ(VV,Q \ U)), then, for every A > 1 and every x > 0, every
(A, k)-almost-geodesic 7 for kg that is contained in W is a (Ao, k)-almost-geodesic for k.
This follows immediately from the definition of almost-geodesics by using [Result 2.12] and
will be used in Section [l

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 Q C C¢ is a hyperbolic domain and U C €
is a sub-domain. If W C U is an open set with ko(W,Q\ U) > 0, then there exists L < co
such that

ku(z;0) < (1 + Le @0 g0 (2:0) Vze W, v e CL
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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 Q C C¢ is a hyperbolic domain and that &;,&5 € OﬁEnd, &1 # &,
satisfy the visibility property with respect to (1, €)-almost-geodesics for some € > 0. Then

lim sup (zlw), < +00.
(z,w)—(&1,82), z,w €N
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 (z,),>1 and
(wn)n>1 are any two sequences in €2 converging to &; and &, respectively, then
lim sup(z,|w,), < +00.

n—o0
So let (2,)n>1 and (wy,),>1 be such sequences. For every n, choose a (1, €)-almost-geodesic
7n for kg joining z, and w,,. Note that, by the assumption that the pair {£;, £, } possesses the
visibility property, there exists a compact subset K of Q such that, for every n, v, N K # (.
Choose, for every n, x, € v, N K. Since z,,z, and w, lie on a (1, ¢)-almost-geodesic, for
all n,

ko (2n, wy) > ka(zn, 2,) + ko (2, w,) — 3€
> ka(zn, 0) + ka(wy, 0) — 2kg(z,,0) — 3e.

From this it follows that
(Zn|wn)o < kQ(fL’n, 0) + 2e.

Since x,, € K, it follows that there exists L. < oo such that, for every n, the right-hand side
above is < L. This, of course, shows that

lim sup(z,|wy), < 00
n—oo

and completes the proof. O

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 Q C C? is a complete hyperbolic domain that possesses the geodesic
vistbility property. Suppose p € 8§End, that (¢)n>1 is a sequence of points of ) converging
to p, that o € § is a fived point, and that, for every n, v, is a kq-geodesic joining o and
qn. Then, up to a subsequence, (Vn)n>1 converges locally uniformly on [0,00) to a geodesic
ray that emanates from o and lands at p.
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Proof. Let v, : [0, L,] — €; then L, = kq(0,¢g,). Since (€, kq) is by assumption complete,
ka(o,q,) — 00 as n — oo. Therefore, we may suppose, without loss of generality, that
(Ln)n>1 is a strictly increasing sequence of positive real numbers tending to co. Extend
each 7, to all of R by defining 7,|(z, ] to be constantly equal to g,; call the extended
mapping 7,. Now consider the sequence of mappings (7,),>1 between the distance spaces
([0,00),] - |) and (2, kq). It is now easy to see that one may invoke the Arzela—Ascoli
theorem to conclude that (7,),>; has a subsequence that converges locally uniformly on
[0,00) to a continuous mapping v from [0, 00) to €. It also follows immediately that 7 is
a kg-geodesic.

Now we will show that 7 lands at p. First we show that ¥ lands at some point of g

(actually, our argument will show that any ko-geodesic ray lands at some point of 8§End).
Consider the set

$ = 5(0,59)) \ 7([0, ),

where we take the closure in 0", By the properness of the distance space (€2, kq), S C

aga By the compactness of ﬁEnd, S # (). We need to show that S is a singleton. Assume,

to get a contradiction, that S contains at least two points, say & and ¢, £ # (. Since £ € S,
there exists a sequence (s,),>1 such that s, / oo and such that ¥(s,) — & as n — oo.
Similarly, we get a sequence (t,),>1 corresponding to (. By passing to subsequences, we
may assume that, for all n, s, < t, < s,+1. Now consider the sequence (7y“|[smtn])n>1 of
ko-geodesics. The sequences of its end-points converge to & and (, respectively, which are
distinct. Therefore, by the visibility assumption, there exists a compact subset K of 2 such
that, for every n, 7|, 1,jN K # 0. Therefore, for every n, there exists u, € [s,, t,] such that
~(u,) € K. Consequently, there exists M < oo such that, for every n, kqo(7(0), 7(u,)) < M.
But, at the same time, ko (7(0),¥(u,)) = u, > s, and, since s, — oo as n — 00, 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 =: {{}. Then our
assumption means that p # £. Choose (U;);>1 and (V});>1 representing p and £ respectively
as ends. Since lim,_,o () = &, for every j, there exists s; € [0, 00) such that, for all £ > s,
~(t) € V;. We may also suppose that s; — oco. Now (7,(s;))n>1 converges to 5(s;).
Therefore, there exists n; € Z. such that, for all n > n;, 3,(s;) € V;. We may also take
n; to be so large that L, > s;, so that, for all n > n;, 3,(s;) = yu(s;). So, finally, for all
J» Tn;(85) € V;. But, at the same time, (7y,(Ly,));>1 converges to p. Therefore, for every
k € Z,, there exists j, € Z, such that for all j > ji, yn,;(Ln,) € Uy. In particular, for every
k, Vny, (Lnjk) € Uy. Now, for every k, consider the geodesic Yy, |[sjk7 Lnj |- The sequences of
its end points, (vn;, (55,))k>1 and (yn;, (Ln;, ))r>1, converge to the distinct points § and p

of 8§End, respectively. By visibility, there exist ¢, € [s;,, Lnjk] and M < oo such that, for
all k, ka (v, (tr),0) < M. But ka(vn,, (t), 0) = ka(vn,, (tk); ¥, (0)) =t > s, which is a
contradiction because s;, — 0o. This contradiction shows that p € S, hence that S = {p},
and we are done. U

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 (2 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 whose proof we present here.

Proof of [Theorem 1.6. Assume, to get a contradiction, that £ does not possess the visibility
property with respect to (A, k)-almost-geodesics for ko. Then we know that there exist

D,q € 8§Ew, p # q, and a sequence (v,),>1 of (A, k)-almost-geodesics with respect to kg,
Yo o lal, bl — Q, such that v,(a)) — p, v.(0,) — ¢ and such that (v,),>1 eventually
avoids every compact set in . By [Lemma 2.2 there exist £ € 992, R > 0 and a sequence
(an)n>1 C [al,,b)] such that v, (a,) — & and such that every =, intersects '\ B(&; R). We

may suppose, without loss of generality, that, for every n, v,([a,,b,]) N (2\ B(§; R)) # 0.
For every n, write

by = inf{t > a, | 7.(t) ¢ B(§; R)}.

Note that, for every n, there exist ¢,,d,, a, < ¢, < d, < b,, such that vn((an,cn)) -
B(&R/3), yulen) € 0B(&R/3), va(dy) € 0B(&2R/3) and 7, ((dnsbn)) € B(&R) \
B(&;2R/3). Note that, by passing to subsequences successively, we may assume that
(vn([an,cn]))n>l converges in the Hausdorff distance to some compact, connected set

Ly C B(&; R/3) and that (v, ([dn, bn])) ., converges in the Hausdorff distance to some com-

pact, connected set Ly, C B(&; R)\ B(&;2R/3) (see the discussion following [Definition 1.5).
Clearly, L; contains p and some point of 0B({; R/3) and Ly contains some point of
0B(&;2R/3) and some point of 0B(£; R). By the assumption that (7,),>1 eventually
avoids every compact subset of Q, it follows that L; C B(&; R/3) N 9Q and that Ly C
(B(& R)\ B(&2R/3)) N 0. Ly and Ly are closed, connected subsets of 99 each of which
contains at least 2 points. Therefore, neither of them can be included in S, i.e., there exist
points ¢; € L1\ S and gy € Ly \ S. Since ¢; and ¢ are in L; and Lo, respectively, there
exist sequences ¢, € [a,,c,| and d], € [d,,b,] such that v,(c,) — ¢ and v,(d),) — g,
respectively. Now consider the sequence 7,| 4 of (A, £)-almost-geodesics. Its end points
converge, respectively, to ¢; € 9\ S and ¢ € 90 \ S; and ¢y, go are distinct. Thus, by
the assumed visibility property, there exists a compact subset of ) that all the v,| 4]
intersect. But this is an immediate contradiction to the assumption that (7,),>1 eventually
avoids every compact set. This contradiction proves the result. O

Remark 3.1. We extract from the preceding proof an important fact that we shall use later.
Namely, if Q c C? is a hyperbolic domain, if S C 99 is a totally disconnected set, and if
Yo lan, by — Q is a sequence of paths whose end points 7,(a,) and ~,(b,) converge to
distinct points, say p and ¢, of 8§End, then there exist py € 02\ S, R > 0 and a sequence
t, of parameter values such that ~,(¢,) converges to py and such that each =, intersects
Q\ B(po; R). We may also suppose that py # p, q.

As mentioned in Subsection 2.1l 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 2 C C? is an unbounded hyperbolic domain. Given a compact
subset K C € and an R < oo such that K C B(0; R), suppose that infinitely many
connected components of Q\ K intersect C*\ B(0; R). Then, for every k > 0, there exist
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two distinct boundary points of €2 that do not satisfy the visibility property with respect to
(1, k)-almost-geodesics for kq. In particular, ) is not a weak visibility domain.

Proof. To begin with, choose R’ < R such that K C B(0; R).
Claim 1. Q\ B(0; R') has infinitely many components that intersect C?\ B(0; R).

Assume, to get a contradiction, that there are only finitely many components of Q\ B(0; R’)
that intersect C¢\ B(0; R), say W1, ..., W, (there must be at least one, otherwise 2 will be
bounded). Note W; is connected and is contained in Q \ K. Therefore, for each i, W; C F
for some connected component F of Q\ K that intersects C¢\ B(0, R). On the other hand,
given F a connected component of Q\ K that intersects C?\ B(0, R), clearly F intersects

Q\ B(0,R) C Q\ B(0, R). Note that

Q\B(0;R) =W\ B(0;R) = Q\B(O;R)=JW;\B(0;R) c | JW..

i=1 i=1 i=1
As F intersects Q\ B(0, R), F clearly intersects some W;. But then W; C F, i.e., each
connected component F' of Q\ K that intersects C?\ B(0, R) contains some W;. As the
collection of such F’s is infinite, and W,’s are finite this leads to contradiction whence the
claim. <

Using Claim 1, choose a sequence (W,,),>1 of pairwise distinct connected components of
O\ B(0; R') that intersect C?\ B(0; R). Choose and fix a point 0 € QNB(0; R') and, for every
n, choose z, € W, \ B(0; R). Also, for every n, choose a (1, k)-almost-geodesic 7, for kg that
joins o with z,. Suppose that every =, is defined on [0, 1]; then, for every n, there exists tn €
(0,1) such that 7, ((t,,1]) € Q\ B(0; R"). Therefore, every 7, ((t,,1]) is included in some
connected component of Q\ B(0; R); since 4, (1) = 2, € Wy, it follows that 7, ((t,,1]) C
W,. If we choose and fix Ry € (R',R), it is clear that each -, intersects 0B(0; Ry).
Indeed, assuming that each -, is defined on [0, 1], there exist, for each n, s,,t, € [0,1] with
0 < s, <t, <1such that v,([s,, t,]) C B(0; R) \ B(0; Ry), such that 7,(s,) € 0B(0; Ry)
and 7,(t,) € 0B(0; R). By the compactness of B(0; R), there exists a subsequence of
(Yn([Sn, tn]))n>1, which we will denote without changing subscripts, that converges in the

Hausdorff distance to a compact, connected subset L of QN (B(0; R) \ B(0; Ry)).

Clearly, L C Q. First suppose that L N Q # (. This means that there is a subsequence
(kn)n>1 C Zy and a corresponding sequence of parameter values wy, € [sg,,tk,| such
that v, (u,) — o, where z € QN (B(0; R) \ B(0; R;)). Now, x is in some connected
component W of Q\ B(0; R'); this W is an open set, and (74, (ug,))n>1 iS a sequence
converging to z; therefore, for large n, say for n > N, v (ur,) € W. In particular,
View Wk )s Vi1 Uy, ) € W But ypy (uny) € Wy and yiy,, (tny,,) € Wiy1. Therefore the
distinct connected components Wy and Wy, of Q\ B(0; R’) both intersect the connected

component W of Q\ B(0; R'), which is a contradiction.

Thus it cannot be that L N Q # (; hence it must be that L C 9. Furthermore, since
Yn(sn) € 0B(0; Ry) and v,,(t,) € 0B(0; R), we may assume, by passing to a subsequence and
relabelling, that (7,,(s,))n>1 converges to a point p € B(0; Ry) NI and that (v, (t,))n>1
converges to a point ¢ € 9B(0; R) NJS. Since L C 01, it follows that (%‘[Smtn})nxv which
is a sequence of (1, x)-almost-geodesics with respect to kg, avoids every compact subset of
Q2. Moreover, as we just remarked, the sequences of its endpoints converge to two distinct
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boundary points of €). Consequently, {2 does not have the weak visibility property, which
completes the proof. O

Theorem 3.3. Suppose that Q@ C C? is an unbounded hyperbolic domain that satisifes
the wvisibility property with respect to (1, k)-almost-geodesics for some k > 0. Then the

topological space Q"7 sequentially compact.

Proof. Let K C Q be a compact set and let K C B(0, R). Then it follows from the above
lemma that there are only finitely many connected components of {2\ K that intersect

C?\ B(0, R). Therefore by Result 1] 0""s sequentially compact. O

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

Lemma 3.4. Suppose Q C C¢ is a weak visibility domain, and given p € 99, let U be a
neighbourhood of p in C*. Then, given a sequence (2,)n>1 in UNQ converging to p, the set

Ey 0, (@n)nsy = {V |V is a connected component of UNQ and In € Z. such that x, € V}
is finite.

Proof. Assume that F), i (5,),., is infinite; then, in particular, U N {2 has infinitely many
connected components. Relabelling, we may assume, without loss of generality, that(V}),>1
is a sequence of distinct connected components of U N €2 such that z; € V; and (x;);>;
converges to p. Let W be a neighbourhood of p such that W € U and Q\ W # 0. Note
that, for large j, =; € W. Fix a point o € Q\ W and choose a (1, 1)-almost-geodesic
v, : laj, b;] — € for kq joining o and z;. Note, for large j, v;(a;) € Q\ W and ~;(b;) € W,
therefore, there exists t; € [a;,b;] such that ~;(¢;) € oW, and ~;((¢;,b;]) € W. By the
compactness of 0W, we may assume, without loss of generality, that (v;(¢;));>1 converges
to some point g € OW.

Case 1. g € ().

Note that ¢ € U NSQ, and therefore, ¢ must belong to some connected component of U N2,
say V. For every j, v;([t;,b;]) is a connected subset of U N (2, and consequently, it is
contained in a connected component of U N . Since 7,(b;) = z; € Vj, it follows that
~vi([t;,b;]) € Vi. Since ¢ € V and (v;(t;));1 converges to g, therefore, for all j large
enough, v,(t;) € V. But then, for all such j, 7v;(t;) is contained in both the connected

components V and V; of U N Q. In particular, this means (since distinct components are
disjoint) that all the components V; for large enough j coincide, which is a contradiction.
Case 2. g € 0.

Note that ¢ € OW NoOQ C U NI and (”Yj\[tj,bj})Pl
for ko the sequences of whose end-points, (7;(t;));j>1 and (x;);>1, converge to ¢ and p,
respectively, which are distinct points of 0€2. Therefore, by the assumed weak visibility
property, there exists a sequence (s;);>1, t; < s; < b;, such that {v;(s;) | 7 > 1} is relatively
compact in 2 (hence relatively compact in UNSY). Consequently, we may suppose, without
loss of generality, that (v;(s;));>1 converges to some point u € U N 2. Now we appeal to
the argument as in Case 1 above to obtain a contradiction, whence the result. 0

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

Theorem 3.5. Suppose Q C C? is a weak visibility domain, and given p € 0N, let U be a
neighbourhood of p in C¢. Then there exists a connected component V of U N such that
p € OV ; moreover, the number of such components are finite.
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Proof. It U N ) has finitely many components, then the proof is trivial. So we assume
that U N has infinitely many components. Choose a sequence (z,,),>1 of points of U N
converging to p. Let (V;);>1 be an enumeration of the connected components of U N§2. By
Lemma 3.4l F), ,(z,),-, is finite, which in this case means that

{j € Z, | 3n € Z; such that z, € V}}
is finite. Thus there exists jy € Z; such that z,, € Vj, for infinitely many n. Clearly, then,
Vi, is a connected component of U N {2 that has p as a boundary point.

Now suppose there are infinitely many components V' of U N such that p € 9V. Then
there exists a sequence (V;);>1 of distinct components of U N € such that, for each j,
p € dV;. For each j, choose z; € V; such that ||x; —p|| < 1/j. Then (z;);> is a sequence
in U N Q converging to p that contradicts [Lemma 3.4, whence the result. O

We remark that it is still possible that there exists a neighbourhood basis at p, the inter-
section of each of whose elements with {2 has infinitely many components; see

3.2. Proof of [Theorem 1.7 Now we move on to provide a proof of [[heorem 1.7 We

shall first prove a lemma.

Lemma 3.6. Suppose Q) C C¢ is a hyperbolic domain that is a (\, k)-visibility domain for

some A > 1, k > 0. Then, given two disjoint compact subsets Hy, Hy of 8§Ew, there exists
a compact subset K of ) such that the following is satisfied.

(%) Given a sequence 7y, : [an,by] — Q of (A, k)-almost-geodesics with respect to kg
such that all the limit points of (Yn(an))n>1 (resp. (Yn(bn))n>1) lie in Hy and Hy
respectively, there exists ng € Z such that v, N K # 0 for every n > ny.

Proof. Assume that there does not exist any compact set K C () satisfying the stated
property. Choose a compact exhaustion (K, ),>; of €. Then, for each fixed v, there exists
a sequence v : [a¥,b"] — Q of (A, k)-almost-geodesics such that all the limit points of

(vi(ar)) ., (vesp. (yu(by)) .,) lie in Hy (resp. Hy) and (without loss of generality) such
that every 7~ avoids K,. By the compactness of ﬁEnd, (75(&’5))”>1 and (qg(bg))m both

have limit points in Q7 that lie, by hypothesis, in H; and Hs, respectively. Passing to
a subsequence and relabelling, we may assume that (y%(a)) ., and (y4(b%)), ., converge
to points p, of Hy and ¢, of Hs, respectively. By the compactness of H; and Hy we may
assume, by passing to a subsequence and relabelling, that (p,),>1 and (g,),>1 converge to
points p € H; and ¢ € Hs, respectively Choose countable neighbourhood bases (U;);>1

and (V;);>1 for the topology of Q7" at p and ¢, respectively. For every j, choose v(j) € Z..
such that, for every v > v(j), p, € U; and ql, € Vj; in particular, p,¢;) € U; and q,(;) € V}.

Since U; (resp., V;) is an open subset of Q7 and Pu(j) (resp., qu(;)) is a point of that is

in U; (resp., V;), and since, for every n, (74" (a4"))us1 (resp., (79 (559))>1) converges

to pu(jy (resp., qu(;)), therefore, for every j, we may choose n(j) € Z, so large that for
every n > n(j), P (at?) € U; (resp., YA (A= V;); in particular, v ¥ )( ) e U;

n(j)
(resp., 7283(628))) € V;). Now simply rename =, E].) as 0;, an(])) as ¢; and bz(é as dj. Then

6 : [cj,dj] — Qis a sequence of (A, k)-almost-geodesics for ko whose sequences of end
points converge to the distinct points p and ¢ of o, Consequently, by the (\ k)-
visibility property of €2, there exists a compact subset of € that all the ¢, intersect. This
clearly is a contradiction to our assumption. U
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Proof of [Theorem 1.7, Choose p,q € 0" with p# qgand A\ > 1 and k > 0. Consider
S, =& p} and S, := P '{¢}. Then S, and S, are disjoint, compact subsets of 85(])5"6[.
By Lemma [B.0] there exists a compact subset K of €y such that the property (x) therein
is satisfied. Now suppose (z,)n,>1 and (y,)n>1 are sequences in 2 converging to p and ¢,
respectively, and 7, : [a,, b,] — 2 is a sequence of (\, k)-almost-geodesics with respect to
ko joining z,, to y,. Now let 4, := ®~' 0 ~,. Then, since ® is a biholomorphism, each 7,
is a (A, k)-almost-geodesic with respect to kg,. Since ® extends continuously to ﬁf " and
Ynlayn) = x, — p and v, (b,) = y, — ¢, it follows that all the limit points of (§,(an))n>1
(resp. (Yn(bn))n>1) lie in S, (resp. S,). Therefore, by property (*) in Lemma [B.0] there

exists ng € Z, such that, for all n > ng, ¥, N K # (. Consequently
P9, NK)#0 VYn>ng
which implies
Yo NP(K) #0 Vn > ng.
By the continuity of ®, ®(K) is a compact subset of Q. Since p,q and A > 1,k > 0 were
chosen arbitrarily, the result follows. O

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 Q C C¢ is a hyperbolic domain and that &, & € aﬁEnd’ & #£&,
satisfy the wvisibility property with respect to (1, €)-almost-geodesics for some € > 0. Then
&1, & satisfy BSP.

Proof. To get a contradiction assume that there exist sequences (2,),>1 and (w,),>1 with
zp — & and w,, — & as n — oo and kq(z,,w,) < 1/n for all n € Z,. For every n so large
that 1/n < €, choose a (1,1/n)-almost-geodesic v, : [a,, b,] — § joining 2, and w,. By
the assumption that & and & satisfy the visibility property with respect to (1, ¢)-almost-
geodesics, there exists a compact subset K C € such that, for every n, v, N K # (). Choose,
for every n, x, € v, N K. Since z,, z,,w, lie on the (1, 1/n)-almost-geodesic 7, and since,
by assumption, kq(z,,w,) < 1/n, we have, as before,

2 kQ(Zm zn) - 3/71

Thus kq(zn,2,) < 4/n and so lim, . ko(x,,2,) = 0. But this is a contradiction to
Corollary 2. 1T because as z, converges either to a boundary point or to an end, it eventually
escapes from all compact subsets of 2. O

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 @ C C? is a hyperbolic domain and U C § is a sub-domain
such that given two distinct points & and & of OU N OS2 we have

lim inf ko(z,w) > 0.
(zw)—=(€1,62), 2,wEN

Let W C U be a non-empty open subset such that W &€ (UUOQ)\oU N Q. Then ko(W, 2\
U) > 0.
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Proof. Assume, to get a contradiction, that ko(W,Q\ U) = 0. Using the assumption that
W e (UUuo)\oU N Q, choose r > 0 such that Nbd(W;r)NoU NQ = 0. Put Wy :={z €
U | dguc(z, W) < r/2}. Then W is a non-empty open subset of U, W; € (UUIQ)\oU N,
and

(31) W e (Wl U 8Q) \8W1 N €.

By hypothesis, for every n € Z,, there exist z,, € W and y,, € Q\ U such that kq(z,, y,) <
1/n. For every n, choose a (1,1/n)-almost-geodesic v, : [an, b,] — Q for kg joining z,, and
Yn. Consider

tn = sup{t € [an, by] | Yn([an,t]) C Wi} for every n.

It is easy to see that, for every n, a, < t,, < by, Yn([an,tn)) C Wi, and v,(t,) € OW; N Q.
We may assume, without loss of generality, that (z,),>1 converges to a point & € W and
(Vn(tn))n>1 converges to a point ¢ € OW;. In case either € or ¢ is in €2, we use Corollary 2.11]
to get a contradiction. So we may assume that &, € 9. In this case, it follows from (B1)
that & # (. Also by our hypothesis, there exists ¢ > 0 such that

ka(xn, Yn(t,)) > ¢ for every n.

So & and ( are two distinct points of U N 9, (vn(an))n>1 and (7,(t,))n>1 converge to
¢ and ¢, respectively, and (V,ja,.,)), <, i a sequence of (1,1/n)-almost-geodesics for kq.
Therefore

ka(n; yn) = ka(yn(@n), 1m(bn)) = ka(yn(an), 1(tn)) + ka(Ya(tn) 1 (bn)) = (3/7)
> ka(n(an) Y(tn)) = (3/n) = ¢ = (3/n).

So, for all n large enough, we have kq(z,,y,) > (¢/2). This is an immediate contradiction,
which proves the required result. O

n>1

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 Q C C% is a complete hyperbolic visibility domain, that o and
B are distinct ends of Q and that o and v are kq-geodesic rays in ) that land at o and
B, respectively (i.e., limy_ o 0(t) = a and limy_,o y(t) = [ in the end-compactification
topology). Then dl;}?(a, ) = o00.

Proof. We proceed by contradiction. Assume, to get a contradiction, that d;‘f(a, v) < oo.
Then, by definition, there exists M < oo such that, for every n € Z,, there exists y, € v
such that ko(o(n),y,) < M. For each n, choose a kg-geodesic 6,, : [0,7},] — € such that
0,(0) = o(n) and 0,(T},) = y,. Then (6,),>1 is a sequence of kg-geodesics the sequences
of whose end points converge to the distinct ends o and 3, respectively, of Q. By our
assumption that €2 is a visibility domain, there exists a compact K C €2 such that, for
every n, 0, N K # (). For every n, choose z, € 0, N K. Since (z,),>1 is trapped in K, since
o(n) — oo as n — oo (i.e., limy . ||o(t)|| = oo) and since € is complete hyperbolic, it
follows that lim,, . ko(o(n), z,) = co. By the fact that each 6, is a geodesic, it follows that,
for each n, kq(a(n), y,) = ka(o(n), z,) + ka(zn, yn). So, since kg(a(n), z,) — 0o as n — oo,
it follows that kq(o(n),y,) — oo as n — oo. But this is an immediate contradiction.  [J
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3.4. Local visibility implies global visibility. In this subsection, we shall prove that,
given domains U C 2, under certain conditions on U, visibility with respect to ky implies
visibility with respect to kg. The precise result is stated in Theorem below, which
follows from a more refined result, namely Theorem B.I5 below. At the heart of this
latter result is Lemma [B.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 [B.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 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 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-Okten-Thomas [27] have proved results very similar to ours (see [27, Theorem 4.1,
Theorem 4.2]). Nonetheless, there are important differences. Firstly, Nikolov—Okten—
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 and 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-Okten Thomas call (), x)-geodesics (which we use
in our paper) and (\, k)-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 Q C C? is a hyperbolic domain and U C € is a sub-domain
such that every pair of distinct points of (OU N OQ) \ OU N possesses the \-visibility
property with respect to ky for some A > 1. Let W1 and Wy be two open sets such that
Wy e (UUQ)\oUNQ and Wy € (W, U00Q) \ OW1 NQ. Then, for every k > 0, there
exists a compact subset K of U such that every (A, k)-almost-geodesic with respect to ky
starting in Wy and ending in U \ W intersects K.

Proof. Suppose the above is not true, i.e., there exists a ko > 0 such that for every compact
subset K of U there exists a (A, ko)-almost-geodesic with respect to ky that originates in
Wy, terminates in U\ W) and avoids K. Choose a compact exhaustion (K,,),>1 of U. Then
for every n there exists a (A, kg)-almost-geodesic 7, : [an, b,] — U for kg that originates in
W3, terminates in U \ W; and that avoids K,,. Define, for each n,

ty, = sup{t € [an, b,] | yu([an,t]) C Wi}
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Then: v,([an,t,)) C Wy and v,(t,) € OW; N Q. As Wy and W are relatively compact, we
may assume that (7, (a,))n>1 and (7,(t,))n>1 both converge to points ¢ and ¢ of W and
OW1 N €, respectively. From the fact that the v, eventually avoid every compact subset of
U it follows that &, ¢ € 9. It is also clear from our hypothesis on W, and W, that £ # (.
Thus (%|[an¢n})n>1 is a sequence of (\, kg)-almost-geodesics with respect to ky whose end

points converge to distinct points of (U N 02) \ OU N ). Therefore, by hypothesis, there
exists a compact subset K of U that all the %‘[an,tn] intersect. But that is an immediate
contradiction whence the result follows. O

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 310, given o € U, there exists
L < oo such that for any z € Wy

kU(Z, 0) S kU(Z, U \ Wl) + L.

Proof. By Lemma 310 there exists a compact subset K of U such that every (1, 1)-almost-
geodesic for ki joining a point of W5 to one of U\ W) intersects K. Let L := sup,,cx kv (0, w).
Fix z € Wy, and for each n, choose w,, € U\ W such that ky (2, w,) < ky(z, U\W7)+(1/n).
Now choose a (1,1/n)-almost-geodesic v, : [an,b,] — U for ky joining z and w,. Since
z € Wy and w,, € U \ Wy, each 7, intersects K. For each n, choose ¢, € [ay,b,] such that
() € K. For every n, ky(z,w,) > Ly(y,) — (1/n) because 7, being a (1, 1/n)-almost-
geodesic with respect to ky, is also (see Remark 2.5) a (1,1/n)-geodesic. Also, for every

n,
0o (V) = € (Wlfanen]) + Lo (Tnlienbn])-
Of course, for every n, £y (Vulan.ca)) = kv (2, 7n(cn)). Therefore, for every n,
ky(z, U\ W) > ky(z,w,) — (1/n)
> Ly(m) = (2/n)
> Ly (Yol lam,en)) — (2/7)
> ku(z,m(cn)) = (2/n).
(

Now, for every n, ky (2, v,(cn)) > ku(z,0)—ku (0, va(cn)) > ky(z,0)—L since ki (0, vn(cpn)) <
L. Therefore, from the above,

ki (2, U\ Wh) > ky(z,0) — L — (2/n).
This inequality holds for every n. Taking n — oo, we obtain the required result. U

Lemma 3.12. Suppose that Q C C¢ is a hyperbolic domain and U C Q is a sub-domain.
Let W C U be an open set such that W € (U U Q) \ oU NQ and ko(W,Q2\U) > 0. Then
there exists C' < co such that

kp(z, U\ W) < Ckq(z,U\W) VzeW.
Proof. Let C := coth (kQ(VV, Q\ U)); by hypothesis, C' < co. Suppose that z € W. Let
A = {7 [0,1] ST | 7([0,1)) € W, 5(0) = 2, 7(1) € IW N U},
Bow ={lu(y) | v € A.w}, and C.w = {la(7) | v € Ao 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 ky (z, U\ W) =
inf B, w and kq(z,U \ W) = inf C, . Now suppose that v € A, . Then

1 1
) = [ R0 @)t and ta2) = [ (07 (0)de.
0 0
A direct consequence of Royden’s localization lemma is that

For a.e. t € [0,1], ru(v(t);7' (1)) < Cra(y(t);7'(1)).
Consequently, it is immediate that ¢y (y) < Clq(y). This holds for every «. From this it
follows that inf B, y < C'inf C, w, i.e., ky(z, U\ W) < Ckq(z,U\ W). Finally, z € W was
arbitrary, so we are done. O

When we combine Lemmas B.11] and B.12] we obtain

Lemma 3.13. Under the assumptions as in Lemmal3 10 and, in addition, that ko(Wq,Q\
U) > 0, there exists C' < oo such that, for every o € U, there exists L < oo such that for
all z € Wy, we have

ka(z, U\ W1) = (1/C)ky(z,0) = (L/C) = (1/C)ka(z,0) — (L/C)

Proof. By Lemma [3.12] there exists C' < oo such that for all z € W,
kp(z, U\ W) < Ckq(z, U\ Wh).
Now fix 0 € U. By Lemma [B.IT] there exists L < oo such that for all z € W,
kp(z, U\ Wi) > ky(z,0) — L.
From the two equations above, it follows that if z € W,
ka(z, U\ W1) = (1/C)ky(z,0) — (L/C).

Since kg (z,0) > kq(z,0), the result now follows. O

Our next lemma is the most crucial tool, which says that under suitable conditions,
non-stationary (\, k)-almost-geodesics with respect to the global metric are (A2, &)-almost-
geodesics with respect to the local metric.

Lemma 3.14. Under the same assumptions as in Lemmal3 13, given X\ > 1, k > 0, there
exists k > 0 such that every (A, k)-almost-geodesic ~ for kg included in Wo — that is almost
everywhere non-stationary — is, upto a reparametrization, a (\?, K)-almost-geodesic for ky .

Proof. Fix o € U. By Lemma [3.13] there exists C' < oo such that for every z € W,

(3.2) ko(z, U\ W1) > (1/C)kq(z,0) — C.

Also, by the fact that ko (W, Q\U) > 0 and Result .14, we may suppose that the C' above
is so large that for every z € W, and v € C?

(3.3) ku(z;0) < (1 + Ce @A) ko (2:0).

Note (recall Remark 2.5]) that v is a (A%, A\%k)-geodesic with respect to kq. Using Propo-
sition 2.3 we can reparametrize 7 such that it is kg-unit-speed. We continue to call this
reparametrization v and observe that it may not be a (\, k)-almost-geodesic with respect
to ko but it remains a (A%, \?k)-geodesic with respect to kg. Therefore, for all s,t € [a, b],
we have

(3.4) (1/X%)]s = t] = Mk < ka(7(s),7(t)) < [s —¢| and
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(3.5) ko(Y(t);7/(t)) =1 for a.e. t € [a,b].

Claim. There exists a & > 0 such that 7 is a (A%, %)-geodesic for ky, i.e., for all s,¢ € [a, D]
with s < ¢ we have

Co(Ys.) < Nko(v(s),7(t)) + &
Note

gU(fy‘[s,t}) :/ IiU(’y(T);fy/(T))dTS/ (1_'_C€—kg(’y ),Q\U) )dT

s

where we have used the fact that v is contained in W5, ([8.3)), and ([B.5). Therefore
(ol < (6= ) +.C [ a0

(3.6) < Xka(y(s), 7(8) + Mk + C / ekl M) g

where, to write the last inequality, we have used (B.4]). Now, using the fact that the
Kobayashi distance is given by infimizing over the lengths of paths, for all z € W5, we
have kq(z, Q2 \ W) = kq(z,U \ W}). Furthermore, obviously, kq(z, 2\ U) > kq(z, 2\ Wy).
Therefore, for all z € W5, we have

ko(z,Q\ U) > kq(z,U \ W1).
As 7 is contained in Ws, we use ([B.2)) to write
ko(y(7), U\ W) = (1/C)ka(v(7),0) = C VT € [a,b].
Combining the last two inequalities above, for all 7 € [a, b], we have
(3.7) ko(v(1), @\ U) = (1/C)ka(v(T),0) = C.

Choose Ty € [a,b] such that ko(7(70),0) = min ¢, ko(v(7),0). Now note, by the choice
of 1, that

ka(7(7),0) = ka(7(7), 7(70)) — ka(7(70), 0) = ka(¥(7),7(70)) — ka(y(7),0) VT € [a,b].
Thus for all 7 € [a, b], by ([B.4]), we have
2ka(Y(7),0) > ka(¥(7),7(70)) > (1/A*)|7 — 70| = A%k
Therefore, by (87) and the above,
ko(Y(7),Q\ U) > (1/2C\})|1 — 79| — (\*k/20) — C V7 € [a,b].

Note that in the inequality above it is 7y that depends on v; A, Kk and C' are completely
independent of . Therefore

t t )
1 A%k
/ e—kQ('\/(T),Q\U)dT < / e 3T \T—To|+—zc —I—CdT
s

S/ﬂeffW“mH%”Qh AONEHC.
Hence, from (B.6) we have
2[{
Co(js) < Nka(1(5), 7 (1) + N2k 4 402N ea €

= Nka(y(s),7(t)) + &
< Nk ((s),7(t) + 7,
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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 we can again
reparametrize v so that v is a (A2, &)-almost-geodesic with respect to ky. Since v was
arbitrary, the proof is complete. O

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 A-visibility property on the “relative boundary” (see below), then the domain
itself satisfies the A-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 2 C C? is a hyperbolic domain and let S C 0S) be a totally
disconnected set. Given A > 1, suppose for every p € 02\ S and every sequence (y)n>1
in ) converging to p, there exist a sub-domain U C 2, a subsequence (xy, )n>1 Of (Tn)n>1
and an r > 0 such that

e pc (OUNIN)\OUNQ;

e cvery two distinct points of (OU N ON) \ OU NQ possess the N -visibility property

with respect to ky;
e for every n, xi, € U and
e ko(B(p;r)NU,Q\U) > 0.

Then ) is a A-visibility domain.

Proof. Assume, to get a contradiction, that ) is not a A-visibility domain. Then there
exist k > 0, points p,q € 0@End, p # q, and a sequence v, : [ay, b,] — Q of (A, k)-almost-
geodesics with respect to kg, such that (v, (an))n>1, (7n(bn))n>1 converge to p, q respectively,
and such that (v,),>1 eventually avoids every compact subset of Q. By [Remark 3.1] there
exist a sequence (t,),>1 with a,, <t, < b, and a point p, € 9\ S such that ~,(t,) — po as
n — oo. We may also suppose that py # p, ¢. By hypothesis, there exist a domain U C €,

a subsequence (%n (tkn))n>1, and an r > 0, such that

e py € (OUNON)\ U NQ;

e any two distinct points of (AU NAQ)\ U N Q possess the Ai-visibility property with
respect to ky;

e for every n, v, (tx,) € U; and

o ko(B(po;r)NU,Q\U) > 0.

Since py ¢ OU N, we may choose 7, > 0 such that B(py;r1) N oU N :@ We may also
suppose that 7 is so small that ko (B(po; r1)NU, Q\U) > (0 and that p, g ¢ B(po;r1). Write
W1 iiB(po;’f’l)mU, Wg = B(p(];’/’l/Q)ﬁU and W3 = B(po;’/’l/g)ﬁU. Thenpo c 8W3ﬂ8§2,
and V C (U U Q) \ OU NQ, where (V,U) is any one of the pairs (Ws, Wa), (W, W1) or
(Wb U)

Note that, for every n large enough, and hence, without loss of generality, for every n,
Ve, (te,) € W3. Note also that, for all n, there exists s < g, such that vy, (s) ¢ Ws. This
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is because we may assume that -y, (ay,) is very close to p, and consequently 7y, (ax,) ¢

B(po; r1), whence, a fortiori, i, (ax, ) ¢ W3. For every n, write
sp = f{t € [ag,, br, ] | W, ((t,th,]) C Wa}.

Then the infimum above is actually a minimum, we have 7y, ((sn, tkn]) C Wi, and v, (s,) €
OW3NQ C OB(po;r1/3)NU. By the compactness of 0B(po;11/3), we may suppose, without
loss of generality, that (7, (sn))n>1 converges to some point xg € dB(po;r1/3) NU. Since
(Vn)n>1 eventually avoids every compact subset of €, it follows that zy € 0. Consequently,
xog € 0B(po;71/3) NOU NOQL C (OU N o) \ oU N L. In particular, xg # po.

For every n choose €, > 0 so small that (1) €, \ 0, (2) \?¢; < 1, and
(3) Nbdga (i, ([sn, tk,]), €n) € Blpo;m1/2) NU = Wy,

Note for each n, Vi, |(s, 4,1 18 & (A%, A2k)-geodesic for kq. Using Proposition 277, choose
for every n € Z, an absolutely continuous curve 7, : [S,,tr,] — € such that 7, is a
(A2, \%¢,, + A\?k)-geodesic for kq, such that 7, is almost everywhere non-stationary, and
such that
sup () — 0] < e
tE[sn,tky, |

Note each 7, is a (A%, Ak + 1)-geodesic for kg such that 7,(s,) — x¢ and J,(tx,) — po.
Using Proposition 2.6l we reparametrize each 7, to get an absolutely continuous, kq-unit-
speed curve 6, : [0, L,] — Q that is a (A%, A%k + 1)-almost-geodesic for kg. One also has
0,(0) = Fu(sn) — zo and 6,(L,) = Yn(tr,) — po. Now consider the sequence (6,,),>1
of (A%, A’k + 1)-almost-geodesics with respect to kg. Each of them is almost everywhere
non-stationary and included in W5. By the properties that W; and W, satisfy, we may
invoke Lemma B.14] to conclude that there exists k > 0 such that, for every n, 6, is a
(M, K)-almost-geodesic with respect to ky. (K depends only on A, x, U and r;.)

So consider the sequence 6, of (A, %)-almost-geodesics with respect to ky. The two
sequences of its endpoints, (6,,(0)),>1 and (6,,(Ly,))n>1 converge to zo and p, respectively,
which are distinct points of (OU N 0Q2) \ OU N ). Therefore, by hypothesis, there exists a
compact subset K of U such that, for every n, Hn([O, Ln]) N K # (). But then it is obvious,
by how the 6,, have been constructed, that there also exists a compact subset K of Q such
that, for every n, ran(y;,) N K # (), which is a contradiction to our starting assumption.
This contradiction completes the proof. 0

Theorem 3.16. Let (V) stand for either “the weak visibility property” or “the visibility
property”.  Suppose that @ C C? is a hyperbolic domain and let S C 9Q be a totally
disconnected set. Suppose that for every p € OQ\ S and every sequence (x,)p>1 in Q
converging to p, there exist a sub-domain U C ), a subsequence (zg, )n>1 0f (n)n>1 and
an r > 0 such that

e pc (UNIN)\ U N,

e cvery two distinct points of (AU NON) \ dU NQ possess (V) with respect to ky;

o for everyn, xx, € U and

e ko(B(p;r)NU,Q\U) > 0.

Then Q) possesses (V) with respect to kg, i.e., Q is either a weak visibility domain or a
wistbility domain.
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Proof. 1f (V) stands for “the weak visibility property”, then appealing to Theorem B.I5]
with A = 1 shows that €2 is a weak visibility domain.

If, on the other hand, (V) stands for “the visibility property”, then, for every A > 1,
we appeal to Theorem B.I5] to conclude that €2 is a A-visibility domain. Since A > 1 is
arbitrary, it follows that €2 is a visibility domain. U

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

Theorem 3.18. Let (V) stand for either “the weak wvisibility property” or “the wvisibility
property”. Suppose that Q C C? is a hyperbolic domain that satisfies BSP and let S C 0% be
a totally disconnected set. Suppose that, for every p € 002\ S, there exists a neighbourhood
U of p in C? such that UNQ has only finitely many connected components, say Vi, ..., Vo,
and such that for each j = 1...m, each pair of distinct points of OV; N 0L satisfies (V)
with respect to ky,. Then € satisfies (V) with respect to kg, i.e., Q is either a visibility
domain or a weak visibility domain.

Proof. We will invoke Theorem B.16l We verify that the hypotheses are satisfied. Consider a
sequence (x,,),>1 of points of {2 converging to an arbitrary point p € 9Q2\ S. By hypothesis,
there exists a neighbourhood U of p such that U N ) has finitely many components, say
Vi,..., Vi, and such that, for every j = 1,...,m, every pair of distinct points of OV; M o<
possesses (V) with respect to ky,. Since x,, converges to p, since U is a neighbourhood of
p and since

UNQ=V,U---UV,,

there exists j € {1,...,m} such that V; contains z,, for infinitely many n. We may suppose,
without loss of generality, that V; contains x,, for infinitely many n; this implies that there
is a subsequence zy, of z, lying in V. Note that p € (9V; N0ONQ) \ 9V; N2 Secondly, again
by hypothesis, every pair of distinct points of 9V} NI possesses (V) with respect to ky;.
Thirdly, if we choose 19 > 0 so small that B(p;r9)NdV; NQ = 0, it follows from Lemma 3.8
that ko(B(p;ro) NV1, 2\ Vi) > 0. Thus all the hypotheses of Theorem are satisfied,
with Vi playing the role of the U in the statement of the theorem. Consequently, by that
theorem, 2 possesses (V) with respect to kg. O

3.5. Global visibility implies local visibility. In this subsection, we shall prove that,
given a subdomain U of 2, for every A > 1, A-visibility with respect to kg implies A-visibility
with respect to kg (note that this is in contrast to the results in the previous subsection,
which showed only that local A*-visibility implies global A-visibility). This is achieved by
showing that every (A, k)-almost geodesic with respect to ky is a (A, k)-almost geodesic
with respect to kg for some £ > 0. At the heart of this latter result is a localization lemma
Lemma 3.27] that says
ky < kq+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 B4). In the sense that this lemma
deals with arbitrary sub-domains U of a given domain {2 rather than with an “external”
intersection of the form U N, it is ntrinsic, as pointed out in the abstract. We begin
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with stating two lemmas that are analogues of Lemma B.I0 and Lemma BTl for kg. We
skip the proofs as they are closely analogous to those of the aforementioned lemmas.

Lemma 3.19. Suppose that Q C C? is a hyperbolic domain and U C € is a subdomain such
that, given A\ > 1, every pair of distinct points of OU N OS2 satisfies the \-visibility property
with respect to kq. Let Wo C W1 C U be open sets such that Wy € (W1 U 0Q) \ oW N Q.
Then, for every k > 0, there exists a compact subset K of Q such that every (X, k)-almost-
geodesic for kg that starts in Wy and ends in Q \ Wy intersects K.

Lemma 3.20. Suppose that 2 C C? is a hyperbolic domain and U C ) is a subdomain such
that, given A > 1, every pair of distinct points of OU N OS) satisfies the \-visibility property
with respect to kg. Then for any open set W C U — such that W € (UUIQ)\OU N QY — and
any o € ), there exists L < oo such that

ka(z,0) <ka(z,Q\U)+ L, VzeW.

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 @ C C? is a hyperbolic domain and U C ) is a subdomain such
that, given A > 1, every pair of distinct points of OU N OS) satisfies the \-visibility property
with respect to kg. Then for any open set W C U such that W € (U U0Q) \ oU NS, there
exists a C' < oo such that

kpy(z,w) < ko(z,w) +C  for all zyw € W.

Proof. Suppose the conclusion of the lemma is not true. Then, for all n € Z., there exist
points z,,w, € W such that

kp (zn, wy) > ka(zn, wy,) + n.

By the compactness of W, we may assume, without loss of generality, that (2,),>; and
(wp)n>1 converge to points 2 and @ of W, respectively. For every n, we choose a (1,1)-
almost-geodesic 7, : [a,, b,] — € with respect to kg joining z, and w,. Fix a point 0o € U
and let £ € [ay, by] be such that

kQ(’Yn(tSLO))a 0) = min kQ(’Yn(t), O) Vn € Ly.

tE€[an,bn)
Now fix an open set W7 C U such that W € (W, U0Q) \ oW, NQ and Wy € (UUON) \
oU N €. Depending on the position of =, relative to W, two cases arise.
Case 1. ran(v,) C W; for all but finitely many n.
We assume, without loss of generality, that v, C W; for alln € Z,. Note that

(3.8) Ko (2, ) < / " (D))t Y € T,

n

Lemma implies that kq(W7,Q2\ U) > 0, and therefore, by Lemma 2.T4] there exists
L < oo such that

ku(z;0) < (1 + Le @GN ko (2:0) Vze Wy, Vo e C
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Since v, C W; for all n € Z,, the above inequality, together with the fact that each 7, is
a (1, 1)-almost-geodesic implies that
Ko (T (8); 77,(1)) < (1 4 Le*00m O ) 50 (,,(8); 7, (1))
<1+ Le 00nOND) vy € 7, for a.e. t € [an, by).

This last inequality and (B.8)) implies that for every n € Z,

iz, ) < / (a8 7 ()t

bn

< (b — an) + L/ e~kalm®.NU) gy

bn

(3.9) < ka(zn,w,) + 14+ L/ e ka(m(),Q\U) g4

an

(One has b, — a, < kq(zn,w,) + 1 because v, : [a,,b,] — Wi is a (1, 1)-almost-geodesic
with respect to kq.) By Lemma B20] we can assume that L is so large that one also has

(3.10) ko(7.(t), 2\ U) > ka(vu(t),0) =L, ¥Yn € Z,,Vt € [a,, by
Now, the choice of tﬁ?), implies that

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

ka(1(1),0) = (1/2)[t =] = (1/2).
The last inequality together with (B.I0), implies that

bn bu o bu o
/ k(i (OO) gy < / o~ (/2= 1 H /4L gy — L(1/2)4L / - /2=t gy

an an

< 4e/2HL,
The above inequality together with (B.9]) implies that
ki (2, wn) < ko(2n, w,) +1+4LeVDHE Y c 7,

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 ko joining z and w and contained in W; then there exists L < oo such that
kp(z,w) < kq(z,w) + 1+ 4Le/D+E,

Case 2. v, ¢ W for infinitely many n.

We may assume, without loss of generality, that v, ¢ W; for all n. By Lemma [B.19] there
exists a compact subset K of Q such that every (1,1)-almost-geodesic for kg starting in
W and ending in Q \ W intersects K. We may suppose, without loss of generality, that
K C U. For every n, we define

Uy, = inf{t € [a,, b,] | 7a(t) & Wi},
Un = sup{t € [an, by] | yn(t) & Wit

Then a, < u, < v, < b,. Also, for every n, v,([an,u,)) C Wi, ¥((vn, b)) C W,
and v, (u,), Y (v,) € OW1 N Q. The foregoing then implies that 7, ([an, u,]) N K # 0 and
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Y[V, b ])F‘lK # () for every n. Choose s, € [a,,u,] and s, € [v,,b,] such that v,(s,) € K
and 7, (s),) € K.

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

kU(Zna 'Vn(sn)) < kQ(Zm ’Vn(sn)) + 1+ 4L6(1/2)+L and
ki (T (57,), wn) < ka(Yn(s),) wa) + 1+ 4Lel/2HE

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

ky(z,w) — ko(z,w) < L, Vz,w € K.
Using the above three inequalities, we get
kv (20, wn) < ko (20, Yu(8n)) + ku(a(Sn), (7)) + ko (Y(s),), wn)
< ko (20, T(50)) + ka(n(n), 1 (57)) + ka(Ya(s7,)s wa) +2 4 L+ 8Lel/DHE
Now, since zy,, ¥, (5n), Yu(s),) and w, all lie on the (1, 1)-almost-geodesic 7, we have
k(20 Yn(sn)) + ko (3 (sn), Yn(s1)) + ka(1n(s),), wn) < ka(zn, wn) + 6.

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

ky (zn, wn) < ko(zn,w,) + M, Vn € Zy.

This shows once again that kg (z,, w,) — ka(z,, w,) is bounded, and yields a contradiction.

So, our starting assumption must be wrong, and so the stated result holds. 0

Now we prove that, under suitable hypotheses, (A, x)-almost-geodesics with respect to
the local metric are (A, K)-almost-geodesics with respect to the global metric for some xk > 0.

Corollary 3.22. Under the same assumptions as in Lemmal3.20, given A > 1 and k > 0,
there exists kK > 0 such that every (\, k)-almost-geodesic with respect to ky included in W
is a (A, K)-almost-geodesic with respect to kg,

Proof. By Lemma [B.2]] there exists C' < oo such that

(3.11) ko(z,w) < kpy(z,w) < ka(z,w) +C, Vz,weW.
The above together with the fact that kg (z;v) < ky(2;v) for all z € U and v € C¢ implies
the result with kK :=x + C. O

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

Theorem 3.23. Suppose Q@ C C? is a hyperbolic domain that satisfies the \-visibility
property for a given A > 1. Let U C Q be a subdomain such that (U NOQ) \ OU N # (.
Then every two distinct points of (OU N0 \ OU N Q satisfy the \-visibility property with
respect to k.
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Proof. Let U be as above and choose ¢ # 7 in (OU N 0Q2) \ oU N Given k > 0, let
Y [an, by) — U be a sequence of (A, k)-almost-geodesics for ki such that (7, (a,))n>1
converges to ¢ and (7,(b,))n>1 converges to 7. Furthermore, assume that the sequence
(Vn)n>1 eventually avoids every compact set in U.

Since ¢ ¢ OU N Q, we may choose r > 0 such that B(¢;7) NoU N = () and such that
n ¢ B((;r). Therefore if we write W := B((;7) N U then ¢ € (0W N 9oQ) \ OW NQ and
W e (Uuo)\ oU NS Therefore Lemma B8 implies

ka(W,Q\ U) > 0.

For every n, put

tn = sup{t € [an, by] | yn([an, t]) C B(C;r)}-
Since n ¢ B((;r), it follows that, for every n, t,, < by, Yn(t,) € OB(¢;r) and

'Vn([am tn)) cWw.

This together with the choice of W — by appealing to Corollary B.222—implies that there
exists & > 0 such that, for every n, Y,lja,t, 15 a (A, £)-almost-geodesic with respect to
ko. We may assume, without loss of generality, that (v,(t,)),>1 converges to some point
£ € 0B((;r). Observe that £ € (U N o) \ OU N2, and ¢ # £. Since (2 satisfies the A-
visibility property and 7, |, ] 15 @ (A, k)-almost-geodesic with respect to kg, there exists

a compact subset K of ) such that, for every n, ran(%hamtn}) NnK # (). This implies
there exists a compact subset K of U such that, for every n, ran(%|[an7tn}) N K # (), which
contradicts the assumption that the sequence (7,),>1 eventually avoids every compact
subset of U. Hence the result. O

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

Theorem 3.24. Suppose that Q C C? is a (weak) visibility domain. Let U C Q be a
subdomain such that (OU N IQ) \ oU N # 0. Then every two distinct points of (OU N
o) \ oU N Q satisfy the (weak) visibility property with respect to ki .

The proof of Theorem is now clear.

Proof of Theorem[I.9. First suppose that 2 is a (weak) visibility domain. To show that it
is a local (weak) visibility domain, take p € J2 and a sequence (x,,),>1 in Q converging to
p. Choose and fix a bounded neighbourhood W of p. Using [Lemma 3.4] there exist finitely
many components of W N Q, say Vi,...,V,,, such that, for all n, x,, is contained in one of
the Vj. So we may suppose, without loss of generality, that V; contains z,, for infinitely
many n. This means there is a subsequence (xy, )n>1 of (z,),>1 lying in V4. It is easy to see
that p € (V1 NON) \ 9Vi N Q. Therefore we may directly invoke [Theorem 3.24] to conclude
that every two distinct points of (OV;N0ON)\ OV; N Q possess the (weak) visibility property.
Since p was arbitrary, this shows that € is a local (weak) visibility domain. Note that we
did not need the BSP assumption for this implication.

Conversely, suppose that € 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 Q is a (weak) visibility domain (we take S := ) in [Theorem 3.16). O
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4. VISIBILITY OF PLANAR DOMAINS

4.1. Conditions 1, 2 and 3. Given two distinct points x1, x5 € D,

(1) Are(xy, zo) and Arclzy, xo] will denote the open arc and the closed arc, respectively,
joining z1 and x5 and containing 1;

(2) (x1,x2), will denote the bi-geodesic ray in D for the hyperbolic distance induced by
the Poincaré metric joining the boundary points z; and x9, and [z, 2], will denote
(21, 22)p U {1, 22};

(3) Reg(z1,22) will denote the open region bounded by the arc Arcl[zi, 5] and the
bi-geodesic ray [x1, Ta),.

We now introduce three conditions that a hyperbolic planar domain 2 C C may satisfy.

Condition 1. 2 satisfies Condition 1 if for every point p € 0f) there exists a topological
embedding 7, : D — € such that 7,(D) C Q and such that for any sequence (z,),>1 in
converging to p, the tail of the sequence must lie in 7, (D).

It is not difficult to see that the above condition is equivalent to the following: for any
point p € 0f2, there exist an r > 0 and a topological embedding 7, : D — Q such that
7,(D) C 2 and B(p,r) N C 7,(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. () satisfies Condition 2 if there exists a closed, totally disconnected set
S C 09 such that for every p € 90\ S and every sequence (z,),>1 in  with z, — p,
there exist a subsequence (2, )n>1, an injective holomorphic map ¢ : D — Q that extends
continuously to D and an arc Arc(zy, 25) containing 1 such that

(1) ¢(1) = p and ¢(Arc(zy, 22)) C 09,
(2) for all n € Z, 21, € ¢(Reg(w1,29)) and ¢~ (24,) — 1 as n — oo.

Remark 4.1. The existence of ¢ and Arc(z, x2) also implies that we may, without loss of
generality, assume that the points ¢(z1), ¢(z2) and ¢(1) are pairwise distinct points of 9.
To see this, consider ¢; = ¢ — ¢(1) which is holomorphic in D and extends continuously to
D. Denoting the zero set of ¢; by Z(¢,), we first observe that the arc-length measure of
Z(¢1) N ID is zero. Choose a point ) € Arc(xy, x2) \ Z(¢1) and consider ¢o = ¢ — ().
The set Z(¢2)NOD has arc-length measure zero. Therefore, we can choose =, € Arc(zy, x2)\

(Z(¢1) U Z(¢3)). Clearly, d(x) # ¢(x}), ¢(ah) # ¢(1). It is evident that the points 27,z
can be chosen arbitrarily close to 1.

Condition 3. € satisfies Condition 3 if there exists a closed, totally disconnected set S C
02 such that for every p € 92\ S, for every neighbourhood U of p, and for every sequence
(2n)n>1 in Q with z, — p, there exist a subsequence (zy, )n>1, an injective holomorphic map
¢ : D — Q that extends continuously to D, and arcs Arc(zy, z3), Arc(yr, y2) containing
1 such that Arc(zy, x2) @ Arc(ys, y2) and such that:

(1) ¢(1) = p, p(Arc(ys, y2)) € 90, d(Reg(y1,y2)) C U,
(2) for all n € Z, 21, € ¢(Reg(w1,29)) and ¢~ (24,) — 1 as n — oo.
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Observe that if a domain €2 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
2 satisfies Condition 2. Choose a point p € 9\ S, where S is as in Condition 2, let U be
a neighbourhood of p and (z,),>1 be a sequence in €2 converging to p. Let ¢ : D — 2 be
the injective holomorphic map provided by Condition 2. Then ¢~!(U) is an open subset of
D containing 1. Therefore there exists a small 7 > 0 such that B(1, 7r)ND C ¢~*(U) and
B(1, r) N oD C Arc(wzy, xs), where Arc(xy, z3) is as provided by Condition 2. It is now
clear that we can choose points 7, y},7 = 1,2, in B(1, r)N oD that are close to 1 such that
all the requirements in Condition 3 are satisfied.

Observe that, arguing as described in Remark [, we can also assume, without loss of
generality, that the points ¢(z;), ¢(y;), (1) in Condition 3 are all distinct for j =1, 2.

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

Theorem 4.3. Let 2 C C be a hyperbolic domain satisfying Condition 2. Then ) is a
wistbility domain.

Proof. To get a contradiction, assume that {2 does not possess the visibility property. Then,
by definition, there exist A > 1, k > 0, points p,q € 8§End, p # q, sequences (p,)n,>1 and

(Gn)n>1 in § converging to p and g, respectively (in the topology of ﬁEnd), and a sequence
(Vn)n>1 0f (A, k)-almost-geodesics, 7y, : [an, by] — Q, joining p,, to g,, such that -, eventually
avoids every compact set in €. An application of Remark 3.1] gives the following: there
exist a sequence (t,)p>1, @n < t, < by, a & € 02\ S, and an r > 0 such that (v, (t,))n>1
converges to ¢ and such that each =, intersects 2\ D(&;r). We may suppose, without loss
of generality, that, for every n, there exists t/ , ¢, < t,, < b,, such that v, (/) € Q\ D(&; 7).

By Condition 3, there exist a subsequence (%n (tkn))n>1, an injective holomorphic map
¢ : D — Q that extends continuously to I, and arcs Arc(wz, x3), Arc(yy, y2) containing 1

such that Arc(xy, o) € Are(y, y2) and such that:
(1) (1) =&, o(Arc(yr,y2)) C 09, ¢(Reg(y1,y2)) C D(E,7/2),
(2) for all n € Zy, v, (tr,) € ¢(Reg(x1,22)) and ¢~ (1, (tr,)) — 1 as n — oo.
Moreover, we can also assume that ¢(z1), ¢(z2), ¢(v1), ¢(y2) and & are all distinct and
that, for all x € Arclzy, xq] and j = 1,2, ¢(y;) # ¢(z).
We now suppress the subsequential notation by relabelling, and suppose that (2) above
holds for the original sequences (v,)n>1 and (t,),>1. For every n, we let

t, = inf{t € [tn,bn] | Yn(t) & G(Reg(zy,x2))}.
Claim 1. For every n, t, > t,, vn([tn,fn)) C ¢(Reg(z1,x2)) and %(’tVn) € o((z1,22)p)-
The inequality in the claim above follows immediately because we know, by (2) above,
that v, (t,) € ¢(Reg(x1,22)), that ¢(Reg(xy,x2)) is open, and that -, is continuous. The

inclusion follows because of the definition of ¢, as an infimum. As for the membership
relation, 7,(tn) € (¢(Reg(w1,22)) \ p(Reg(r1,72))) N Q= ¢((21,22),). <

Clearly, we may assume, without loss of generality, that (7, (¢,))n,>1 converges to a point
of ¢([z1,22],). However, since (v,),>1 eventually avoids every compact subset of € and
since ¢(z;) and ¢(z5) are the only two points of ¢([x1, z5],) NI, it follows that (v, (£,))n>1
converges either to ¢(z1) or to ¢(xz). Suppose, without loss of generality, that it converges

to (1)
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Now consider the sequence (% [tn,fn])n>1 of (A, k)-almost-geodesics with respect to kgq.
We shall show that the sequence is also a sequence of (N, k)-almost-geodesics with respect
to kg for some X' > 1. To do this, we shall use the localization lemma, but first we make
the following:

Claim 2. ko (¢(Reg(x1,22)),Q2\ ¢(D)) > 0.

First we make the following observation:

(4.1) ka (¢(Reg(x1,22)), 2\ ¢(D)) > ka(¢(Reg(z1,22)), 6(D) \ ¢(Reg(y1,12))).

To see the above, let x and y be arbitrary points of ¢(Reg(z1, z2)) and Q\ ¢(D), respectively.
Using the completeness of (€2, kg ), choose a kqo-geodesic v : [0, L] — €2 such that v(0) =
x € ¢(Reg(wy,x2)) and y(L) =y € Q\ ¢(D). Let

§:={t € [0,L][([0,7]) C ¢(Reg(y1,92))}-
Further, let ¢ := sup S. Clearly ¢y > 0 and it follows that v(ty) € 0d(Reg(y1,y2)) N Q2 =
O((y1,92)p) C #(D) \ ¢(Reg(y1,y2)). Now

ka(z,y) = L > tg = ka(x,7(to)) > ka(d(Reg(x1, z2)), o(D) \ ¢(Reg(y1,12))).

Since x € Reg(xy,x2) and y € Q \ ¢(ID) were arbitrary, the inequality (A1) follows.
Therefore, to prove Claim 2, it suffices to prove that

(4.2) ko (¢(Reg(w1, 22)), #(D) \ 6(Reg(y1,32))) > 0.

Assume, to get a contradiction, that (£.2)) does not hold. Then there exist sequences (uy,),>1
in ¢(Reg(z1,22)) and (vy,)n>1 in ¢(D) \ @(Reg(y1,y2)) such that ko (uy,, v,) — 0. For each
n, choose a kg-geodesic a,, : [0, L,] — Q joining u,, and v,. Also, for each n, let

sp = sup{t € [0, L,] | 0,([0,t]) C ¢(Reg(z1,x2))}, and
tn = inf{t > s, | 0n(t) & ¢(Reg(y1,92))}-

Now note that, clearly, 0,(s,) € 0¢(Reg(z1,22)) N Q = ¢((z1,22),) and that o,(t,) €
0d(Reg(y1,y2)) N = ¢((y1, y2)p). So we can find sequences (&,),>1 and ((,)n>1 in (21, 22),
and (y1,y2),, respectively, such that, for every n, ¢(&,) = 0,(s,) and ¢(¢,) = 0,(t,). By
compactness we may suppose that (&,),>1 and (¢, )n>1 converge to points € and ¢ of (21, 22],
and [y1, ya],, respectively. By the continuity of ¢ on D, (¢(£,))n>1 and (¢((,))n>1 converge
to ¢(&) and ¢(C), respectively, i.e., (0,,(5,))nz1 and (o, (,))ns1 converge to ¢(£) and ¢(¢),
respectively. It follows easily from the hypotheses on ¢ that ¢(€) # ¢(C). Note that
0n(Sn), on(t,) € ran(o,) and so, since ko (u,, v,) — 0, it follows that kg (0, (sp), 0, (t,)) — 0.
On the other hand, since  is a hyperbolic planar domain and ¢(€), ¢(¢) are distinct points
of 0, we have

liminf  kq(z,w) > 0.
(2, w)=((¢), ¢(<))
This is a contradiction, and hence Claim 2 follows. <
Let k == coth kg (¢(Reg(z1,22), 2\ ¢(D))) and let X' := kX. Now we make the following

claim.

Claim 3. For every n, (’Yn‘[tn,t]]) is a (X', k)-almost-geodesic with respect to ke ).

n>1
Since each 7, is a (A, k)-almost-geodesic with respect to kg, the condition on the Kobayashi—
Royden metric together with the localization lemma gives

(4.3)  Vn € Zy, for ace. t € [ta,tal, Koo (1)1 (B)] < kra(ya(t)) 1y (B)] < kA = N
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On the other hand, by the distance-decreasing property of the inclusion map,
(44) Vn € Zy Vst € [t Bal, (1/0)]s —t = & < ka(3a(5).7n(8)) < ko)1 (5), 7 8):

Finally

t
V€ Ly, Vst € [t tnl, s <t Koy (yn(s), 1m(t)) < / Ko@) (1 (7)) 170 () ldT
(4.5) < Ns—t| < N|s—t|+ k.

By ([@3]), (4] and (L), the claim follows. <

Now consider the sequence of curves given by
pTL = ¢_1 o) ’}/n‘[tn7’t”n].

Note that (p,) is a sequence of curves in I such that p, joins ¢~ (7, (t,)) and ¢~ (7, (t,))
for each n. Observe that (¢~ '(7,(t,))) ., converges to 1 and we may assume, without

loss of generality, that (¢~'(7a(fn))) -,
biholomorphism and from Claim 3, it follows that p, is a (X, x)-almost-geodesic with
respect to kp whose end points converge to 1 and z; 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>1
converges to x1. Now, by the fact that ¢ is a

Vn € Zy, ran(p,) N K # 0.
Obviously then
Vn € Zy, ran(y,) No(K) # (.

But then ¢(K) is a compact subset of Q that all the ~, intersect. This contradicts the
initial assumption and completes the proof. O

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 Q (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 Q are excluded
from consideration below.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose Q) C C is a hyperbolic planar domain satisfying Condition 1. Then,
for any fixed o € Q) and every &1,& € 012,

lim inf (z|w), = +00
(Z7w)—>(517§2)7 Z,’LUEQ

if and only if & = &.
Proof. First note that, by Theorem [1.13] €2 is a visibility domain. It follows from Lemma[2.15]
that if

lim inf (z|w), = 400,
(Z7w)—>(517§2)7 Z,’LUEQ

then 51 = gg.
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Conversely, suppose that & = & =: £. To get a contradiction suppose that there exist a
point o and sequences (z,),>1 and (wy),>1 in © such that z, — ¢ and w, — { as n — oo
and, for alln € Z,

(zn]wn)o < K/2 < +00,
for some positive constant k. Choose, for every n € Z,, a kg-geodesic o} joining o and z,
and a kq-geodesic 02 joining o and w,. For all s,t € [0,+00) and n € Z,, by the triangle
inequality and using the fact that ¢! and o2 are geodesics, we have

ka(0,(t), 0) + ka(0, 97 (s)) — ka(a,(t), o5 (s))

= ka(2n, 0) = ka(0,(t), z2) + ka(0,wn) — ka(07(s), wa) = ka(oy(t), o7 (s))
(4.6) < ka(2n, 0) + ka0, w,) — ka(z,, wy,)

= 2(zp|wn)o

< K.

By Lemma 216, passing to subsequences, we may assume that (o}),>; and (02),>;
converge to kg-geodesic rays o7 : [0,+00) — Q and oy : [0, +00) — (2, respectively,
emanating from o and landing at the boundary point £. Now, define

t t>
O'(t) _ 0'1( ), v = O,
Ug(—t), Vit <0.
We claim that o is a (1, k)-almost-geodesic of (€2, kq). It is easy to see that
vt e R\ {0}, wo(o(t);o'(t) =1

since the Kobayashi metric (Poincaré metric) of the hyperbolic planar domain €2 is a Rie-
mannian metric and geodesics are the unit-speed curves. For s,t in [0, +00) or (—o0, 0], it
can be seen easily, by definition, that ko (o (t),0(s)) = |t — s|. For s <0 and ¢ > 0, we have

ka(o(t), a(s)) < ka(o(t),a(0)) + ka(a(0),0(s))
=t—s=|t—s,
and
ka(a(t),0(s)) = ka(o1(t), 02(—5))
— lim ka(c} (1), 02(~)
— Tim {ka(o}(t).0) + ka(0.2(~s))
— (ka(0(t),0) + ka(0,0,(=5)) — ka(o, (1), on(—s5))) }
> 1 (ka(o}(1),0) + ka(o,2(~5) — ) (by (D))
= kq(o1(t),0) + ka(o,02(—s)) — Kk
=t—s—kKk=|t—s|—k.

Hence o is a (1, k)-almost-geodesic of (€2, kq). Note that lim; o o(t) = lim;_,, o(—t) = .

By Condition 1, there exists a topological embedding 7 : D — Q such that 7(D) C 0
and such that every sequence (z,),>1 in €2 converging to & lies eventually in 7(D). By
the remark made right after the statement of Condition 1, there exists a neighbourhood
U of ¢ in C such that UNQ C 7(D). We choose a neighbourhood W of £ in C such that
W e U. After this, we choose T < oo such that, for all t € R with |t| > Ty, o(t) € W.
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It is immediate that dg..(W NQ,Q\ 7(D)) > 0, where dg,. is the Euclidean distance.
From this, [Result 2.9 and [Lemma 3.8] it now follows easily that ko(/W NQ,Q\ 7(D)) > 0
and hence that coth k(W NQ,Q\ 7(D)) = A < co. Hence, by Remark 2.13] 0|, «) and
0| (—o0,—1p) are (A, K)-almost-geodesics of (7(ID), ky ).

Choose a biholomorphism ¢ : D — 7(D). By the Carathéodory Extension Theo-
rem ¢ extends to a homeomorphism from D onto 7(D). Choose a continuous curve
ag . [—To, T()] — T(D) such that Uo(—To) = O'(—To) and Uo(To) = O'(T(]).

Now, define 7 : R — 7(D) by

() = o(t), Vtsuch that |t| > Ty,
TN o0(t), Visuch that |t] < Ty,

Now, we show that v is a (A1, k1 )-quasi-geodesic loop of (7(ID), k-()) at the point £ € O7(ID)
for some A1 > 1 and x; > 0. To see this we proceed as follows.

Case 1. For s < =T, and t > T, by the monotonicity of the Kobayashi distance with
respect to inclusions, and using the fact that o is a (1, k)-almost-geodesic of (€2, kq), we
have

kr)(7(1),7(8)) = ka(o(t),0(s)) = [t — s| — &,
and by the triangle inequality, definition of v and using the fact that oz, ) and o|(—eo,—7]
are (A, k)-almost-geodesics of (7(ID, k;py), we have

kr) (Y(2),7(5)) < krmy(o(s), 0(=T0)) + krm)(00(=T0), 00(To)) + ke (0 (T0), o (1))

< )\(_T(] — S) + >\(t — T(]) + diamk (0'0) + 2K

< A(t = s) + diamy_,, (00) + 2.
Case 2. For s,t > Ty or s,t < =Ty, and s < t, by the monotonicity of the Kobayashi
distance with respect to inclusions, and using the fact that o is a (1, k)-almost-geodesic of
(Q, kq), we have

k'r(]]])) (7(077(8» = kT(D) (0(8)7 U(t)) Z kQ(U(t)v U(S)) Z ‘t - S| — K.

Further, by the definition of 7 and using the fact that oz, ) and o|(cc,—1) are (A, k)-
almost-geodesics of (7(ID, k-(p)), we have

kT(]D)) (7(8)7 W(t)) < kT(D) (0(8)7 O'(t)) < )‘(t - 8) + K.
Case 3. For —Tj < s <t < Ty, the following inequalities follow easily:
(t —5) =275 <0 < ke (7(5), (1)) < (t — s) + diamy_, (00).

Case 4. For s < —Ty) <t < Tyor =Ty < s < Ty < t, the following inequalities follow
easily:

(D)

Lt~ 5) — w — diamy,, (00) — 275 < ko) (7(5), 7(1))

A
< A(t = s) + k + diamy_, (00).
From the consideration of the four cases above, it is now clear that there exists x; > 0 such
that 7 is a (A, k1)-quasi-geodesic loop at the boundary point £ of 7(D).

Since the map ¢! : 7(D) — D is a Kobayashi isometry that extends up to the boundary
as a homeomorphism, ¢! oy : R — D is a (), x;)-quasi-geodesic loop at the boundary
point ¢~1(€) of D. This is a contradiction because (I, kp) is a Gromov hyperbolic distance
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space for which the Fuclidean boundary can be identified with the Gromov boundary, and
hence there does not exist any quasi-geodesic loop at any boundary point of D. 0

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. CU{o0}. Also, for a domain 2 in C, cl¢_ (£2) and O¢_ 2 denote the closure and
the boundary of 2 in C,, respectively.

Lemma 4.5. Let 2 C C., be a hyperbolic simply connected domain. Suppose that there is
a totally disconnected subset S C O¢_S2 N C such that dc ) is locally connected at every
point of (0c, QN C)\ S. Then dc 2 is locally connected everywhere.

Proof. Since €2 is hyperbolic and simply connected, choose a biholomorphism ¢ : D — €.
We wish to show that ¢ extends to a continuous map from D to clc_(€2). To do this, it is
sufficient (see |29, Chapter 2]) to show that for every prime end p of €2, the impression /(p) of
p is trivial (i.e., is a singleton). To get a contradiction, we assume that there exists a prime
end p of € such that I(p) is not a singleton. We know that I(p) is a compact, connected
set that is contained in dc_ €2 (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 Co \ Q is locally connected. Note that I(p) \ {oo} ¢ S. The reason is that, since
I(p) is compact, connected, and contains more than one point, I(p) \ {oo} is not totally
disconnected, whereas S is. Therefore, choose zg € I(p) \ (SU{o0}). Since ¢ € dc 2\ S,
Oc..Q is locally connected at xy and, hence, so is C \ Q2. Now, note that I(p) \ {oo,zo}
is non-empty and not totally disconnected. Choose yo € I(p) \ {00, xo} such that the
connected component C' of I(p) \ {00, z¢} containing y, is not a singleton. Once again,
C ¢ S, so there exists zp € C'\S. Since zy € dc, 2\ S, Jc € is locally connected at zy and,
hence, so is Co, \ 2. Repeating this procedure, we find vy € I(p)\ {00, x¢, 20} where Cy, \ 2
is also locally connected. Therefore, we have three distinct points of I(p), namely ¢, zo
and vy, where C, \ € is locally connected. This contradicts |30, Theorem 1.1]. Thus /(p)
must be a singleton; since the prime end p of 2 was arbitrary, this shows that ¢ extends to
a continuous map from D to cle_ (), which we continue to denote by ¢, and which maps
0D continuously to dc, Q. The latter set is, therefore, locally connected (everywhere), as
required. 0

Lemma 4.6. Let €, C C be hyperbolic domains. Suppose that €2y is bounded and
satisfies Condition 1 and that Qs is a weak visibility domain. Then any biholomorphism

(mdee_d, any Kobayashi-isometric embedding) from Qy to )y extends to a continuous map
from £y to cle ().

Proof. Choose and fix a point o € €);. Now suppose that f : Q; — 2y is a Kobayashi-
isometric embedding. In order to show that f extends to a continuous map from €,
to cle (€22), it suffices to show that, for every £ € 00, lim, ¢ ,eq, f(2) exists as an
element of J¢ 2. Assume, to get a contradiction, that the stated limit does not exist.
Then, by the compactness of clc_ (€22), there exist sequences (z,),>1 and (wy,)p>1 in
converging to & such that (f(z,))n>1 and (f(wy,))n>1 converge to distinct points (j, (a of
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Jc..()s. Since one of the points (i, (» must belong to 02y, we can use arguments as in the
proof of Theorem to conclude that the aforementioned points satisfy visibility property.
Therefore, by Lemma .15 we have
lim sup(f (zn)|f (wn)) o) < 00
n—oo

Since f is assumed to be a Kobayashi isometric embedding,

(f(zn)‘f(wn»f@) = (2n|wn)o-

By Lemma [£.4]
nh_):aolo(zn\wn)o = +00.
Thus, we have a contradiction, which completes the proof. O

We now present the main result of this subsection.

Theorem 4.7. Let €2 C C be a hyperbolic simply connected domain. If, for some totally
disconnected subset S of 02 (not necessarily closed), every pair of distinct points of O\ S
possesses the wvisibility property with respect to kg, then 0S) is locally connected and Oc_ <)
is a continuous surjective image of S*. Conversely, if OS) is locally connected, then € is a
wistbility domain.

Proof. First suppose that for some totally disconnected (not necessarily closed) subset S
of 0%, every pair of distinct points of 02\ S possesses the visibility property with respect
to kg. Then, by Theorem [L.] €2 is a visibility domain. Since € is hyperbolic and simply
connected, we may choose a biholomorphism f from D to €. By Lemma (L6l f extends
to a continuous map f from D to cle_(2). By compactness and continuity, this map is
surjective (and maps 0D onto Jc_ 2). Therefore, dc_ €2, being the continuous image of the
compact, locally connected space S, is locally connected. Note that dc__€ is either equal
to 98 (if 02 is bounded) or equal to 9Q U {oo} (if 0F2 is unbounded). In either case, OS2
is an open subset of dc_ (2, and is therefore itself locally connected.

Conversely, suppose that 02 is locally connected. Then it follows by Lemma that
Jc.. € is also locally connected. We may now regard 2 as a simply connected hyperbolic
domain in C,, with locally connected boundary, and we may choose a biholomorphism
f:D — Q. 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

cle (). Note that the latter set may not be homeomorphic to Q" Nevertheless, the
proof method of Theorem [[L7] readily implies that €2 is a visibility domain. O

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

Definition 4.8. Let 2 C C be a domain and let v be a connected component of 9€2. Let
K., be the connected component of C \ €2 that contains . Define

O — C\ K,, if K, is unbounded as a subset of C,
T Cs K., if K, is bounded as a subset of C.

In either case, we regard €2, as a subset of C.

Given a domain 2 in C and a connected component K of C\ €2, it is not difficult to show
that 0K C 092 and C\ K is connected. Moreover, it is a fact [26], Theorem 14.5, page 124]
that K contains only one component of J€2. Therefore the components of C\ © and 052



VISIBILITY 41

are in one-to-one correspondence with each other in such a way that given a component K
of C\ , there is a unique component v of 99 such that

0K = .
This fact helps us to prove the following important result.

Proposition 4.9. Let Q C C be a domain and let v C OS2 be a connected component. Then
), is a simply connected domain in Co, such that

8000(27 NC = Y= aKﬁ/

Proof. Note that from the definition of €2, and the fact that C\ K, is connected, it follows
that (2, is a connected open set in Co,. Note that C \ €2, is K, when K., is bounded and
it is K, U {oo} when K, is unbounded; we see that C, \ €2, is connected in either case.
Therefore (2, is simply connected.

Note that d¢ 2, NC = JK,,. Since v C dK,, it follows from the discussion above that
0K, = ~. This establishes the result. O

Now we have an important technical lemma.

Lemma 4.10. Let v C C be a closed, connected set, let a € v, and suppose that -y is
locally connected at every point other than a. Then v s 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 ¢ € C and that v C C is a closed,
connected set in C that is locally connected at all points other than a.

To prove that v 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) C U. We first make the following
Claim 1. There does not exist any connected component o of B(a;r) N~ such that
o C B(a;r) and such that a ¢ o.
Proof of Claim 1. Assume, to get a contradiction, that there does exist such a component
0. Note that since @ C B(a;r) (by assumption) and o is closed in B(a;r) (since 7 is closed
in C and since o is a connected component of B(a;r) N~), it follows that o is closed in C,
i.e., @ = 0. Now, there cannot exist any neighbourhood V' of ¢ in B(a;r) (or, equivalently,
in C) such that VN~ = ¢. For, suppose that there exists such a neighbourhood V. Since,
by the above, ¢ is a compact set, it follows that we may choose a neighbourhood W of o
such that W & V. Clearly, one also has W N~y = 0. Now, W N~ and (C\ W) N~ are
disjoint, non-empty open subsets of 7 and, clearly, their union is . This shows that ~ is
disconnected, which is a contradiction. So, there indeed doesn’t exist any neighbourhood
V of o such that V N~ = o. Therefore, for every neighbourhood V of o, (V N~) \ o # 0.
In particular, once again by the compactness of o, there exists a sequence (y,)n>1 in v\
that converges to some point p € 0. Now, each y, belongs to some connected component
C,, of B(a;r)N~. First assume that the total number of distinct C),’s is finite, that is,

(4.7) {ChneZ}

is a finite set. This means that there exist some connected component C of B (a;r) Ny
and some sequence (z,),>1 in it (a subsequence of (y,),>1) that converges to p. Since, as

above, C is closed in B (a;r), it follows that p € C'. But that is a contradiction because

p € o, and o and C are distinct connected components of B(a;r) N~vy. So (A1) must be
infinite, i.e., there exist infinitely many distinct C,,’s. Therefore we may assume, without
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loss of generality, that (C),),>1 is a sequence of pairwise distinct components of B(a;7)N~.
Since p € o and hence p # a, 7 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 Ny is
connected. Since (y,)n>1 converges to p, there exists ng € Z, such that, for all n > ny,
Yy, € W. In particular, yn,, Yng+1 € W. SO, Yngs Yng+1 € W N y. Since W N~ is connected,
this implies that y,,, Yn,+1 belong to the same connected component of B(a;r) N~y. But
this is a contradiction because they belong to the distinct components C,, and C,, 41 of
B(a;r) N~. This contradiction establishes Claim 1. <

Our next observation is as follows.
Claim 2. For every 6 € (0,r), only finitely many components of B(a;r) N~y intersect
0B(a;0).
Proof of Claim 2. Assume, to get a contradiction, that for some § € (0, ), infinitely many
components of B(a;r) N~ intersect 0B(a;d). In particular, there exists a sequence (C,),>1
of distinct components of B(a;r) N~ such that, for every n, C, N dB(a;d) # 0. 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 v at points other than a. This contradiction
completes the proof. <

Write

0p := the connected component of B(a;r) N~y that contains a,

and write € for the set of connected components of B(a;r) N~y. Our third claim is:

Claim 3. o1 (Uyceyoy ) = 0
Proof of Claim 3. Assume, to get a contradiction, that

O'Om U g #(Z)

oceC\{oo}

Then there exist a sequence (2, )n,>1 in Usee\ (0,30 and a point yo € 0g such that z, — yo.
Note that, since oy C B(a;1), yo € B(a;r). Choose €y > 0 such that B(yo;€) C B(a;r) and
write § = |yo — a| + €; then B(a;d) C B(a;r) and 0 < § < r. Since (x,),>1 is a sequence
in Usee\(00}0, for every n there exists a connected component C,, of B(a;r) N+~ other than
oo such that z,, € C,. We may assume that, for every n, z,, € B(yo;€) C B(a;d). Note
that a ¢ C,. Consequently, by Claim 1, C,, N dB(a;r) # (. Therefore, C,, is a connected
set that intersects both B(a;0) and 0B(a;r); hence it must also intersect dB(a;d). So, by
Claim 2, there cannot be infinitely many distinct C,,, i.e., {C,, | n € Z;} must be finite.
Thus, there must exist some connected component C' of B(a;r) N~y other than oy such that
x, € C for infinitely many n. Suppose, without loss of generality, that x,, € C for all n.
Then, as C' is closed in B(a;r) and as z, — yo € B(a;r), it follows that yo € C. But
that is an immediate contradiction because yg € oy and C' N oy = (. This contradiction
completes the proof. <
Write
V= B(a;r)\ U o
o€C\{oo}

then, by Claim 3, V' is a neighbourhood of o¢ in B(a;r). Furthermore, clearly, V N~y = oy.
Thus, we have a neighbourhood of a, namely V', contained in B(a;r), whose intersection
with ~ is connected (and is equal to gg). This proves the local connectedness of v at a.
The proof is complete.
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U

Lemma 4.11. Suppose that Q2 C C is a hyperbolic domain satisfying Condition 2 and let
S be the associated totally disconnected subset of Q. Given p € I\ S denote by v and
K., the connected component of 02 and the connected component of C\ 0 containing p,
respectively. Then there ezists a neighbourhood V' of p in C such that

V=(VNQUVNK,).

Proof. Assume, to get a contradiction, that there does not exist any such V. Then, for
every n € Z,, there exists x, € D(p;1/n)\ (QU K,).

Case 1. x,, € 99 for infinitely many n.

Without loss of any generality, we assume that x, € 02 for all n. Since z,, ¢ K, there
exists 7, > 0 such that D(z,;r,) N K, = 0 for all n. As z, — p € K,, it follows
that r, — 0 as n — oo. For every n, choose z, € D(x,;r,) N Q; clearly, z, — p.
Since p € 9\ S and (2,),>1 is a sequence in € converging to p, by Condition 2, there
exist an injective holomorphic map ¢ : D — 2 that extends to a continuous map from
D to Q, points &1,& € S, & # &, and a subsequence z;, of z, such that ¢(1) = p,
¢(Arclér, &]) C 09, and such that 2z, € ¢(Reg(&r,&2)) for every n. This clearly implies

that ¢(Arclér, &]) € v C K, and hence z,, ¢ ¢(Reg(&1, &) = ¢(Reg(&1, E2)).

Note that, since p ¢ ¢([&1,&a]), there exists > 0 such that D(p;2r) N ¢([&1,&2]) = 0.
Therefore, for all n large enough, zx, € D(p;r) N ¢(Reg(&1,&2)). We may also suppose
that D(xy,;7k,) C D(p;r) for all such n. Now, for all n, join xj, and z, by the radial
line L, in D(xy,;r%,). Note L, is a connected set that intersects both ¢(Reg(&1,&2))
and C \ ¢(Reg(&1,&2)). Consequently, it must intersect do(Reg(&1,&2)) C p(OReg(&1,E2)),
i.e., for every n, there exists u, € dReg(&1,&s) such that ¢(u,) € L,. Now, u, cannot
be in (&1,&) because then ¢(u,) would be in ¢([£1, &) whereas one has ¢(u,) € L, C
D(zy,;7k,) C D(p;r) and D(p;r) N ¢([&1,&]) = 0. Therefore u,, € Arc[é, &) and hence
d(un) € ¢(Arcléy, &) C ~y, which is again a contradiction because ¢(u,,) € L, C D(xy, ;7x,)
and D(xzy,; 7k, ) Ny = 0. Thus, Case 1 cannot arise.

Case 2. There are only finitely many n such that x,, € 9.

We may assume, without loss of any generality that x,, € C\ (QUK.,), for all n. For every n,
choose z, € D(p;1/n)NQ and join z, to x, by the line segment L,,. Then L, C D(p;1/n)
and L, can be parametrized in this way: 6, =t — z, + t(z, — 2,) : [0,1] = D(p;1/n).
For every n, let

tn :=sup{t € [0,1] | 0,(t) € Q}.

Then, for every n, t, < 1 (because 0,(1) = z, ¢ Q) and 0,(t,) € Q. We claim that
0,(t,) ¢ K, for all n. This is because 0,([t,,1]) C C\  is a connected set. Hence,
if 0,(t,) € K, then 0,,([t,,1]) C K,, so also 0,(1) = x, € K., which is a contradiction.
Thus, for all n, 0,,(t,) € 0Q\ K, and 6,(t,) converges to p. But by Case 1, this is impossible.

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

Lemma 4.12. Let 2 C C be a hyperbolic domain that satisfies Condition 2 and let S C 0f)
be the associated totally disconnected subset. Let v be a non-degenerate component of 0S).
Then S0, N C satisfies Condition 2 with the associated totally disconnected set S N y.
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Proof. Note that 0(Q2, N C) = ¢y, = 7. Choose ¢ € v\ S and let (z,),>1 C €, be
convergent to ¢q. Using Lemma [L.TT], choose a neighbourhood V' of ¢ such that

V=VnQu(VnK,).

Since z, ¢ K., therefore, by the above, for all n large enough, z, € VN Q C Q. Therefore
(zn)n>1 can be considered to be a sequence in €2 converging to the point g € v\ .S C 92\ S.
Since (2 satisfies Condition 2, there exist an injective holomorphic map ¢ : D — €2 that
extends continuously to D, points &, & € S close to 1 and on opposite sides of 1, and
a subsequence (2, )n>1 such that ¢(1) = ¢q, ¢(Arc(&1,&2)) C 00 and such that z,, €
d(Reg(&1,€2)). Clearly ¢(Arc(&,&2)) C v = 0(2, N C), this together with the fact that
2 C 2, implies that (2, satisfies Condition 2. U

Theorem 4.13. Let €2 C C be a hyperbolic domain. Then € satisfies Condition 2 if and
only if there exists a totally disconnected subset S C OS2 (not necessarily closed) such that,
for every p € 0\ S, 02 is locally connected at p and the connected component of OS2
containing p is not a singleton (i.e., is non-degenerate).

Proof. First suppose (2 satisfies Condition 2 and let S C 02 be the associated totally
disconnected subset. Let p € 92\ S and let v be the boundary component of € such that
p € 7. Clearly ~ is not singleton. By Lemma [Z11], there exists a neighbourhood V' of p
such that V = (VN Q) U (VN K,). From this it follows that V' N9 =V N~. From this
latter fact it follows that, in order to prove the local connectedness of OS2 at p, it suffices
to prove that of v at p. By Lemma .12, 2, N C also satisfies Condition 2. Therefore, by
Theorem [[LT3] it is a visibility domain. Hence, by Lemma [£.6] the Riemann map ¢ extends
to a continuous map from D to cle_ (2, NC) = cle (€2,), which we will continue to denote
by ¢. Clearly ¢ maps 0D onto O €, = clc (), which is therefore locally connected.
Consequently, v itself is locally connected and in particular 0f2 is locally connected at p
whence the conclusion.

For the converse, given p € 90\ S, let v denote the connected component of 92 containing
p and let K, be the connected component of C\ € that contains p.

Claim 1. For every p € 902 \ S, there exists r > 0 such that D(p;r) N 9oQ = D(p;r)N~.

Assume, to get a contradiction, that for every r > 0, D(p;r) N 92 2 D(p;r) N~. Then,
in particular, there exists a sequence (z,),>1 such that, for every n, z, € D(p;1/n) N 0N
and z, ¢ . Since z, ¢ 7, z, belongs to some connected component C,, of 92 other than
~v. Now, considering the set {C,, | n € Z,} and arguing as in the proof of Lemma [LT0
Claim 1, it is easy to contradict the local connectedness of 02 at p. Therefore, Claim 1
holds. |

Claim 2. For every p € 02\ S, there exists a neighbourhood V' of p such that V =
(VNnQuVnK,).

By Claim 1, there exists ro > 0 such that D(p;ro) N9 = D(p;r) N~y. Put r = ry/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 ¢ € V' \ (QU K.,). Now, since
q €V C D(p;ro) and q & v (because q ¢ K.,), ¢ & 9. So q ¢ Q. Consider the straight-line
segment joining ¢ to p; more precisely, consider the mapping

f=t—=q+tip—q):[0,1] = V.
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Obviously it is continuous, and f(0) = ¢ ¢ Q. Let

to = sup{t € [0,1] | £(t) ¢ .
Then f(ty) € 0 and f([0,%]) C C\ Q. Now f(ty) ¢ v because, if it were, then f([0,¢0])
would be a connected subset of C\ €2 that intersects 7, and hence one would have f([0,#y]) C
K., so in particular f(0) = ¢ € K., which is not the case. Thus f(t;) € 0\ ~. But
f(tg) € V.C D(p;ro) and so this is a contradiction. This proves Claim 2. <

To see that € satisfies Condition 2, choose p € 92\ S and let (z,),>1 be a sequence in
(2 that converges to p. Let v, K, and €2, have the same meanings as above. By hypothesis
7 is not a singleton, so €1, is a hyperbolic, simply connected domain in C.

Using the fact that dc €2, NC =~ and Claim 1 above, it follows that dc (2, is locally
connected at every point of (Jc €, N C)\ S. Therefore we may invoke Lemma to
conclude that dc_ €2, is locally connected everywhere. Choose a biholomorphism ¢ : D —
),. By Carthéodory’s extension theorem [5, Theorem 4.3.1], ¢ extends to a continuous
map from D onto cle(€2,) (which we will continue to denote by ¢); note that ¢ maps
JD continuously to clg_ (7). Using Claim 2, choose a neighbourhood V' of p such that
V=(VnQuVnK,). 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 (2,),>; C W. Consider ¢~1(W), which is an open subset of D that
intersects O (because it includes ¢~ '{p}, which is non-empty). Because (z,),>1 converges
to p, (¢~ (zn))n>1, which is a sequence in D, has a subsequence, say (¢~ '(zx, ))n>1, that
converges to a point, say xo, of ¢~'{p} (indeed, the set of limit points of (¢~ '(z,))n>1 is
included in ¢~!{p}). Using a rotation, we may assume that ro = 1. Choose r > 0 very
small such that D(1;7)ND C ¢~ (W). Then note that U := D(1;7)ND is a convex domain
that is mapped biholomorphically to ¢(U) C W NQ = W NQ, by ¢. Further, (2x,)n>1
eventually lies in ¢(U). Finally, writing C':= D(1;7)NJD, C'is a piece of 9D homeomorphic
to an open interval; C' is mapped continuously into v C 9 by ¢, and p € ¢(C') (because
p = ¢(1)). Now it is easy to see, using the Riemann mapping theorem, that one may choose
an injective holomorphic map ¢ : D —  such that all the requirements of Condition 2 are
satisfied (simply map D biholomorphically to U by a Riemann map). Since p € 92\ S and
(zn)n>1 were arbitrary, it follows that €2 satisfies Condition 2. O

4.4. Proof of [Theorem 1.13. Our proof of [Theorem 1.13| follows from [Theorem 4.3 and
(I'heorem 4.13|

4.5. Characterization of Condition 1.

Proposition 4.14. Let 2 C C be a hyperbolic domain that satisfies Condition 1. Then
(the closure in Co, of) every boundary component of ) is a Jordan curve. Conversely, if
(the closure in Cy, of ) every boundary component of Q is a Jordan curve and 9S) is locally
connected, then ) satisfies Condition 1.

Proof. First suppose that ) satisfies Condition 1. Choose p € 9 and let v, €2, and K,
have the same meanings as above. Note that, by Condition 1, v is not a singleton (indeed,
it includes a non-degenerate arc). Consider the hyperbolic simply connected domain €2, C
Cy. Since Q satisfies Condition 1, using Lemma 11l and arguing as in Lemma [LT2] it is
easy to see that (2, satisfies Condition 1.

Choose a biholomorphism ¢ : D — €2,. We now consider two cases: v bounded and ~
unbounded. In the former case, {1, contains oo and so, strictly speaking, is not a planar
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domain; nevertheless, it is easy to see that Theorem implies that ¢ extends to a
homeomorphism from D to cl¢_ (€2,), which we will continue to denote by ¢, and which
maps 0D homeomorphically to dc_€2, = 7. Hence, in this case, 7 (which coincides with
cle, (7)) is a homeomorphic image of S', and is therefore a Jordan curve. In the latter case,
(2, is a planar domain that satisfies Condition 1. By a direct application of Theorem [[.T5]

. —  —=FEnd . . .
¢ extends to a homeomorphism from D to Q,}f " which we will continue to denote by ¢,

and which maps 0D homeomorphically to 8@5 " From this fact it follows easily that 2,

has only one end, whence Q;End ~ cle (€,) and 8@5”61 ~ O, S,. But dc Q, = cle (7),

whence cle () is a homeomorphic image of S' and hence a Jordan curve. Since p € 95
was arbitrary, it follows that (the closure in C., of) every component of Jf) is a Jordan
curve.

To see the converse, choose p € 9 and let 7, €2, and K, have the same meanings as
above. Since clc_ () is, by assumption, a Jordan curve, = is not a singleton. Therefore
(2, C Cy is a hyperbolic simply connected domain. Choose a biholomorphism ¢ : D — €.
Since Jc_ €2, = clc (), which is a Jordan curve, it follows from Carathéodory’s extension
theorem for biholomorphisms that ¢ extends to a homeomorphism from D to clc_ (£2,),
which we will continue to denote by ¢. We may suppose, without loss of generality, that
¢(1) = p. Since 01 is locally connected by assumption, the same proof as that of Claim 2
in Theorem works to show that there exists a neighbourhood V' of p such that V =
(VNQ)U (VNK,). This implies in particular that VN Q =V N§,. Now choose r > 0
such that D(p;r) C V and write U := ¢~ (D(p; T) ﬂﬁv); then U is a neighbourhood of 1 in
D. Choose s > 0 such that D(1;s)ND C U. Once again using a Riemann map to map D
biholomorphically to D(1;s) "D (and D homeomorphically to D(1;s) N 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) ND; otherwise ¢ might not map into €2). Since p was arbitrary, this shows that
() satisfies Condition 1. O

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

Proposition 4.15. Let 2 C C be a hyperbolic domain and suppose that there exists a
(closed) totally disconnected subset S of 02 such that, for every p € 02\ S, the connected
component v of 02 containing p is not a singleton and there exists a neighbourhood V' of
p such that VN OQ =V N~. Then Q is a visibility domain if and only if O is locally
connected at every point of 02\ S.

Proof. First suppose 0f2 is locally connected at every point of 92\ S. Then Theorem T3]
implies that €2 satisfies Condition 2 whence by Theorem [[.13]is a visibility domain.

Conversely, suppose that € is a visibility domain. Let p € 02\ S and suppose v, €2, and
K., have their usual meanings.
Claim 1. , is a visibility domain.
We shall use Theorem to prove the claim. It is clear that, for the purpose of this
claim, it is enough to deal with 2, NC, i.e, to regard (), as being contained in C, which we
shall do. First note that v N S is a totally disconnected subset of v = 0c2,. Suppose that
g € v\ S and that (z,),>1 is a sequence in €2, converging to ¢. By hypothesis, there exists
a neighbourhood V' of ¢ such that VN 902 = V N~. From this it follows, as in the proof
of Claim 2 in Theorem 13| that there also exists r > 0 such that D(q;r) = (D(gq;r) N
Q) U (D(¢;r) N K,). We may assume, without loss of generality, that (z,),>1 C D(g;r).
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Since 2 is a visibility domain, we may invoke Lemma [3.4] to conclude that there are only
finitely many connected components of D(q;r) NQ = D(¢;r)NSL, that contain z, for some
n. From this it follows that there is some connected component of D(g;r) N Q,, say W,
that contains z, for infinitely many n. So there is a subsequence (2, )n>1 Of (2,,)n>1 that
lies in W. Note that, since € is a visibility domain, it follows by Theorem that every
two points of (OW NoOQ) \ W N2 possess the visibility property with respect to ky. It is
clear that ¢ € (OW NoQ) \ OW N Q. Furthermore, since €2, is a planar domain, it follows
that

ko, (D(q;r/2) N W, Q, \ W) > 0.
Now recall that ¢ € v\ S and the sequence (z,),>1 converging to g were arbitrary. Therefore,
it follows by Theorem that €2, is a visibility domain. <

Since (2, is a simply connected planar visibility domain and hence, by Theorem [E.7]
0, = v 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 N0 = U N~. From
this and from the local connectedness of vy at p the local connectedness of 9€) at p follows.
This completes the proof. O

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

Corollary 4.16. Let Q2 C C be a hyperbolic planar domain such that there exists 6 > 0
such that for every two distinct connected components v1 and vo of 02, dist gye(71,72) = 9.
Then the following are equivalent:

(1) Q2 is a wvisibility domain;

(2) OS2 is locally connected;

(8) Every connected component ~y C 92 is locally connected;

(4) For every connected component v C 082, cle () is a continuous surjective image

of S*t.

Proposition 4.17. Suppose that Q2 C C is a hyperbolic domain such that, for every p € 02
there exists a neighbourhood U of p such that U N §2 is connected, simply connected, and
has a boundary that is a Jordan curve. Then € 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 2 C C is a hyperbolic domain such that there exists a
(closed) totally disconnected subset S of OS) such that, for every p € 0L\ S there exists
a bounded neighbourhood U of p such that U N Q) has finitely many components, each of
which is simply connected and has a boundary that is locally connected. Then ) satisfies
Condition 2.

Proof. Suppose that p € 9Q\ S and that (z,,),>1 is a sequence in € converging to p. Using
the hypothesis, choose a bounded neighbourhood U of p such that U N2 has finitely many
components, say Vi,...,V,,, each of which is simply connected and has a locally connected
boundary. Since (z,),>1 is a sequence in 2 converging to p, since U is a neighbourhood of
p, and since UNQ = Vi U---UV,,, we may suppose that V; contains z,, for infinitely many
n. This implies that there is a subsequence (zy,, ),>1 of (x,),>1 that belongs to V;. Since V;
is, by assumption, simply connected, choose a biholomorphism ¢ : D — V;. Since V; is by
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assumption locally connected, by [5, Theorem 4.3.1], ¢ extends to a continuous surjective
map from D to V. It is easy to see that p € (9V; NON)\ dV; N Q. Choose a neighbourhood
W of p such that W N aV; NQ = (. Consider the sequence (¢~(zx, ))n>1. It is clear that
all its limit points must belong to JD and must map to p under ¢; 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 (¢~ (z, ))n>1
converges to 1. Now note that ¢~'(W) is a neighbourhood of ¢~'{p} in D. In particular,
¢~ (W) is aneighbourhood of 1 in D. We may choose z;, 5 € 9D close to 1 and on opposite
sides of 1 such that Reg(z1,72) C ¢~1(W). We may suppose, without loss of generality,
that (¢~ (x4, ))n>1 lies in Reg(xy, z2). We also claim that ¢(Arclxy, z5)) C 09. To see why
this is true, note that ¢(Arclxy, x2]) C ¢(ID) = OV;y. Further, 0V) = (0V1NONQ)U(OV; NQ).
Now, ¢(Arc[zy,z2]) € W, and so it is clear that ¢(Arclxy, xs]) NOVE NQ = 0. From this
it follows that ¢(Arc[zy, xs]) C OV4 N O, as required. This shows, since p € 92\ S and
(n)n>1 were arbitrary, that  satisfies Condition 2, as claimed. O

5. EXTENSION OF BIHOLOMORPHISMS BETWEEN PLANAR DOMAINS

In this section, we shall present the proof of Theorem [I.15

Proof of [Theorem 1.13. Since Condition 1 implies Condition 2, by Theorem [[.13] both €24
and (), are visibility domains.

First, we shall show that for all £ € 99y, lim,_,¢ f(2) exists and lies in 8§§nd. Assume,
to get a contradiction, that this does not hold. By the compactness of ﬁfnd there exist
€, p,qe 0ﬁfnd, p # q, and sequences (z,)n>1, (Wp)p>1 in €y such that z,,w, — &

as n — oo and such that lim, . f(z,) = p, lim,_, f(w,) = ¢. Since € is a visibility
domain, Lemma 2.5 implies that

lim sup(f (z0)1f (wa)) o) < +00.

n—oo

where o € ) is an arbitrary but fixed point. Since f is a Kobayashi isometry,

lim sup(z.wa)o = limsup(f (201 (w3)) ) < +o.

n—oo n—oo
This implies that liminf, ,,_,¢(2|w), < +00, which is a contradiction to Lemma [£.4l Hence

for every & € 0€); there exists p € 0§fnd such that lim, ¢ ,eq, f(2) = p.

Next, we shall show that for every end £ € ﬁf”d \ Q,, there exists p € 0§fnd such that

lim, ¢ .c0, f(2) = p. Assume, to get a contradiction, that this does not hold. Once again

—End . . —~End \ — . —Fnd
by the compactness of an , there exist a point £ € an \ 2, points p # q € 895”

and sequences (2,),>1 and (wy,),>1 in Q1 converging to & such that lim, . f(z,) = p
and lim,,, f(w,) = ¢. Since (z,)n>1 and (w,),>1 are sequences in €y converging to the
same end &, we may choose, for each n, a path o, : [0,1] — € joining z, and w, such
that (0,,)n,>1 eventually avoids every compact set. Define «,,(t) := f(o,(t)) for all n € Z,
and all ¢ € [0, 1]. Since (0,,),>1 eventually avoids every compact subset of €, and f is a
biholomorphism, (c,),>1 eventually avoids every compact subset of Q,. By Remark 3.7]
there exist a sequence of points z/, € ran(a,) and py € 9, \ S such that z/, — py as
n — oo and pg # p,q. Say z,, = ay,(t,), where (t,),>1 is a sequence in (0,1). Now, take a
neighbourhood U of py such that p,q € C\ U. By Condition 2 there exist a subsequence
(2, Jn>1 of (2, )n>1, a one-one holomorphic map ¢ : D — € that extends continuously up
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to D, and arcs Arc(zy, x2), Arc(yr, y2) containing 1, such that Arc(xy, x2) @ Arc(yi, o),
and satisfying the following properties:

(1) ¢(1) = po, ¢(Arc(yr,y2)) C 0K d(Reg(y1,y2)) C U,
(2) for all n € Zy, z, € ¢(Reg(x1,22)) and ¢ '(z], ) = 1 as n — 0.

As remarked just after Condition 3 in Section Ml we can choose z;,y;, j = 1,2, such that
the points ¢(z1), p(x2), d(y1), d(y2), ¢(1) are distinct. In what follows, we suppress the
subsequential notation and write z;, as z,.

For every n, let
si = 1inf{t € [0,t,] | an((t,t,]) C (D)}, and
= sup{t € [t 1] | an([tn, 1)) € (D)},
It is obvious that the infimum above is actually a minimum and the supremum above is
actually a maximum. Consequently, one has «,((s),t,]) C ¢(D) and «,([t,, s?)) C o(D).
It is also clear that a,(s)) € ¢(OD) N Qy and a,(s7) € ¢(0D) N Qy. Now put
uy, = nf{t € [s),, tn] | an((t,1a]) C d(Reg(y1,2))},
o) =1inf{t € [u,t,] | an((t,t,]) C @(Reg(z1,22))}

Then it follows easily that s, < u!, < v, < t, < si. It also follows that a,(ul) €

¢((y1,92)p), that an((uy,, tn]) C ¢(Reg(yr,12)), that an(v,) € ¢((z1,72)p), and that
an((vp, tn]) C ¢(Reg(x1, 5)).

Observe that a,,([s),, sh]) C ¢(D) and o, ((s),, s7)) C (D). Put X, := ¢~ (v, (s, 52))).

n)Tn n) n n» n

Note that this is a closed, connected subset of D. Therefore we may suppose, without loss of
generality, that (X,),>1 converges, in the Hausdorff distance associated to the Euclidean
distance in D, to some closed subset X of . Since each X, is connected, it follows
easily that X is also connected. Since (a,)n,>1 eventually avoids every compact subset
of Qy, it follows immediately that (X,,),>1 eventually avoids every compact subset of D.
Consequently, X C OD. Note that, for every n, ¢~ (o, (u},)) € [y1, 4], and ¢~ (an(v})) €
[x1, x3],. Therefore, we may suppose, without loss of generality, that (¢_1(Oén(%)))n>1
converges to one of z; or &y, say to 1. Further, for every n, ¢—*(2.) € X,, and ¢~ 1(2/)) — 1.
Thus X is a closed, connected subset of JD that contains both 1 and ;. It is easy to see
that, in this case, Arc[ri,1] C X. Using the continuity of ¢ on D, we see that there exists
xy € Are(xy, 1) such that

(5.1) Vo € Arc(zy, 1), ¢(x) ¢ {d(x1), d(z2)}

(it suffices to ensure that ¢(z) is very close to ¢(1), which, by assumption, is distinct from
¢(z1) and ¢(x2)). Now we make the following

Claim 0. For every = € Arc(z), 1),
lim | £~ (6(r2))] = oo.

r—1—
Let = be an arbitrary but fixed point of Arc(z),1). Suppose that 7, : [0,+00) — D is the
parametrization of the radial geodesic ray of (ID, kp) joining 0 and x € dD. Then ¢ o, is
a geodesic ray of (¢(ID), kgmy) emanating from the point ¢(0) and landing at the boundary
point ¢(z) € 9p(D) N 9Qy. Now we make the following subsidiary
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Claim 1. There exists a point §, € 0§fnd such that
tlim fH(por.(t)) =&, which is equivalent to lim f~*(¢(rz)) = &.
—00

r—1-

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 A;, B; C €2;, 7 = 1,2, the Hausdorff distance with respect to
kq, between A;, B; will be denoted by Hi(A;, B;). Recall that 2 denotes an arbitrary but
fixed element of Arc(z’,1). Suppose that (5 )icjo,00) is any family of curves in €2, such that,
for every t € [0,00), f; : [0,T;] — Q2 is a geodesic of (s, kg, ) joining ¢(0) and ¢ o v, (),
ie., 5;(0) = ¢(0) and 5y(T}) = ¢ o v,(t). As Qs is complete hyperbolic and as ¢(x) € 9y,
it follows that 7} — oo as t — oo.

Choose T < oo sufficiently large so that, for all t > Ty, v.(t) € Reg(x],1). Note that,
for every t > Tp, Bi(T}) = ¢ o v.(t) € ¢p(Reg(2,1)) C ¢p(Reg(xy, x2)). So, for every t > T,
Bi(s) € ¢p(Reg(x1,x2)) for every s sufficiently large. Define, for every t > Tj,

g 0, if ran 8, C ¢(Reg(x1,x3)),
t'_ sup {s € [0, T3] | Bi(s) & ¢(Reg(z1,22))}  otherwise.

We claim that supciz ) S; < 0o. To get a contradiction, suppose there exists a sequence
(tn)n>1 such that S, — oo as n — oo. It is easy to see that if this is so, then one must
also have t,, — co. Note that, for every n, 3, (S:,) € ¢((x1,x2),). From this, compactness,
and the fact that S;, — oo as n — oo, we may suppose, without loss of generality,
that (6;,(S,)), ., converges to either ¢(z1) or ¢(z2). Now consider the sequence of kq,-

geodesics (1, ]10,5,.1), 5, Since By, (S,) — @(x1) or ¢(x2), therefore, by Lemma 2.6, we

may assume, without loss of generality, that (5tn|[0,stn}) converges locally uniformly on

n>1
[0, 00) to a kq,-geodesic ray B [0,00) — €2 that lands at ¢(x1) or ¢(x2), as the case may be.
On the other hand, the sequence of kg,-geodesics (f,), ., satisfy £y, (T3,) = ¢(7a(tn)). As
Yo(tn) — z asn — oo and ¢ (74 (t,)) — ¢(z) as n — oo, we can, once again by Lemma 216
suppose without loss of generality that (5tn)n>1 converges, locally uniformly on [0, 00), to a
geodesic ray B\ : [0,00) = Qy that lands at ¢(x). But since 3, |j,s,,] is merely a restriction
of 5, E = B\ But this implies that either ¢(z) = ¢(x1) or ¢(x) = ¢(z2), which is an
immediate contradiction to (5.I). Therefore, it must be that S* = sup,ez, o) Sr < 00.
Thus, clearly, by the definition of S;, for every t € [Ty, 00) such that T; > S*, and for all
s> 5% Bi(s) € ¢(Reg(x1,12)). Now we make the following claim.

Claim 2. There exists a constant M < oo such that the Hausdorff distance with respect to
kq, between v, := ¢ 07,04 and 3, —recall that 3, : [0,T;] — €2y is a geodesic of (€9, ka,)
joining ¢(0) and ¢ o v, (t) —is bounded by M for all ¢ € [0, c0), i.e.,

Vi € [0,00), Hz(,@t,’}/t) S M.
Note that, to prove Claim 2, it suffices to show that there exists M < oo such that
(5.2) vt sufficiently large, Hp (8|51 Vi) < M.

Write Hfm) (A, B) for the Hausdorff distance with respect to the Kobayashi distance be-
tween subsets A, B C ¢(ID). It is obvious that, for all such A, B, HZ(A, B) < ”Hf(D)(A, B).
Since, for all ¢ sufficiently large, 5;([S*+1,T}]) C ¢(Reg(x1,22)) C ¢(D), it follows that, for
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all such t, 5;([S*+1,T3]) and ran(y;) are both subsets of ¢(ID). Therefore, by our comments
above, in order to establish (5.2)), it suffices to establish that there exists M < oo such that

(5.3) V't sufficiently large, ’Hf(D) (Bilis=+1,10,71) < M.

To show this we first note that there exists A\ < oo such that for sufficiently large t,
Bilis= ) is a (A, 0)-almost-geodesic for (¢(D), kgmy). To see this, we follow exactly the
same arguments as given in the proof of Theorem [[L.T3] more specifically, the arguments in
Claim 2 and Claim 3 therein. In particular, each B;|(g+11,1,) is a (continuous) (A, 0)-quasi-
geodesic for (¢(ID), kym)) joining B,(S* + 1) and f;(1;) = ¢ o 7,(t). Now, it is easy to see
that

{B:(S* 4+ 1) | t € ]0,00) is large enough that T, > S* + 1}
is a relatively compact subset of ¢(ID). Therefore, it follows immediately from the Geodesic

Stability Theorem on the Gromov hyperbolic space (¢(ID), kgmy) (see [8, 1.7 Theorem]) that
there exists M < oo such that

V't sufficiently large, H(f(D) (Belis* 1,1, 1) < 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 (5;), t € [0,00). Then

Hi (U080 07z) < M.

(b) Suppose that 5,3 are geodesic rays which are obtained as subsequential limits
(uniformly on compact subsets of [0, 4+00)) of the collection of geodesic segments
(Bt)i>0. Then

H{(B,B) < 2M.

Suppose pp,q, € ran(¢ o 7,) are such that p,,q, — ¢(x) € 0Qy. Then there exist
Sn,tn € [0,400) such that s,,t, — +00 as n — oo and ¢ 0V, (s,) = p, and ¢ o y,.(t,) = ¢y
for all n € Z,. Suppose [ and B\ are geodesic rays that are limits of subsequences of
the sequences of geodesics (fs, )n>1 and (B, )n>1, respectively. Then, by part (b) above,
H2(B8,8) < 2M. Consider the sequences (f~' o By, )ns1 and (f~' o By, )ns1 of geodesics
in Q. Since the subsequences of (s, )n>1 and (5, ),>1 in question converge to 5 and B,
respectively, it follows, since f is a biholomorphism, that the corresponding subsequences of
(f ' Bs,)n>1 and ( 1o B, )n>1 converge, locally uniformly on [0 00), to the geodesic rays
floBand f~'ofBin Q. By Lemma 2.16, f~ o3 and f 16 3 land at the corresponding

subsequential limits of f~!(8, ( sn)) = f Hpn) and (B3, (T3,)) = f7H(gn), say & and
&, respectively. Using the fact that f preserves the Kobayashi distance, we get H}(f' o

B,fto B) = ”Hﬁ(ﬁ,g) < 2M < +4o00. Lemma [3.9 implies that & = &. Since p,, and ¢,
were completely arbitrary, Claim 1 follows; i.e., there exists a point &, € 8§fnd such that
lim f~!(¢(rz)) = &.

r—1
<
To establish Claim 0, we shall show that £, = £. Recall that X, is a closed, connected
subset of D which contains a path joining two points, one of which, ¢~*(a,(v))), comes

from (1, 2s),, and converges to x1, and the other is ¢~'(z},). Hence, for sufficiently large
n, X, must intersect ran(+y,). For every n sufficiently large, choose ¢, € ran(v,)NX,,. Since
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(Xn)n>1 eventually avoids every compact subset of D, it follows that ({,),>1 converges to
x. Therefore ({,)n>1 is a sequence of points of ran(y,) tending to x. By Claim 1,

lim fH(¢(rz)) = & = lim f7(6(Ca))-

r—1— n— 00

But f~1(#(¢,)) € ran(o,). Since, by definition, for every sequence (2,),>1 such that z, €
On, limy, o0 2, = &, we have

lim f~(p(rz)) = & = lim f7((G)) = &

r—1— n—oo

Since ¢ is an end of ;, we have,

lim |f~(é(ra))| = oo.

r—1—

This proves Claim 0. <

We shall now complete the proof of the theorem by contradicting our assumption. Since
) satisfies Condition 1, there exists zy € C\ €; and r9 > 0 such that D(zg;79) C C\ €.
Hence the following function is well-defined, holomorphic, and bounded on the unit disk D:

To

g(¢) = V(eD.
Ry SR
It follows immediately from Claim 0 that, for every x € Are(x), 1),
lim g(rz) = 0.
r—1—

By a standard result in the theory of univalent functions (see, for example, [B Proposi-

tion 3.3.2]), this is an immediate contradiction.

Thus our starting assumption must be wrong and so, for every £ € ﬁfw\ﬁl, lim, e .en, f(2)
must exist as an element of 8QEnd

Combining this with what we obtained before, we can say: for every & € ﬁf”d \ €4, there

: —FEnd
exists p € 8(25” such that

li
dm f(z) =p.
Now we define f : QEnd ﬁfnd as follows:
= f(), if £ € Q,
f€)=1" —Pnd
hmz—>§,zeﬂ1 f(Z), 1f€ S Q \ Q1-

. . = . L =End .
Then it is straightforward to check that f is continuous (we keep in mind that an is first-
countable). Thus we have our required continuous extension. It is also straightforward to

check that fis surjective (simply use the fact that ﬁfnd and ﬁf " are compact).

For the final assertion of the theorem, note that if {2y also satisfies Condition 1, we can
apply the first assertion of the theorem to f~!, which is a blholomorphlsm from Qg to €.
Consequently, f‘1 extends to a continuous mapping f #=1 from Q 1o Q . It is then
easy to see that f is a homeomorphism, with inverse f— = O
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5.1. Comparison of[T’heorem 1.15with earlier extension results. In this subsection
we compare our extension result [[heorem 1.15f 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 2y and Qy be two generalized Jordan domains. Let {P,} and
{Q.} be nondegenerate components of 9y and 0y respectively. Assume that:

(1) >, diam(Q,) < oco.

(ii) The point components of Oy or Iy forms a set of o-finite linear measure.

Then any biholomorphism f : Q1 — Qy extends to a continuous map from Qy to_Q_g. If, in
addition, > diam(P,) < oo, then there is a homeomorphic extension of f from €y to €.

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

Result 5.2 (Ntalampekos). Let Q1 and Qs be two generalized Jordan domains in CU{oc}
such that Qq is cofat and every compact subset of the point components of 982y is CNED.
Assume that f: Qy — Qo is a biholomorphism.

(i) If the diameters of Oy lie in I? then f has a continuous extension from Qi to Q.
(i) If, in_addition to (i), Qg is also cofat, then there is a homeomorphic extension of f
from Qq to €.

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

Result 5.3 (Bharali-Zimmer). Let Q1 and Qo be two proper Lipschitz subdomains of C.

Then any biholomorphism f : Q1 — Qs extends to a homeomorphism from Q_lEnd to Q_gEnd

There are visibility domains which do not satisfy the conditions of [Result 5.1] or [Result 5.3]
but satisfy the conditions of [Theorem I.15 (see [Example 6.11] for details).

6. EXAMPLES

In this section, we will construct some planar domains €2 such that 0€2 is very irregular (in
particular, such that 02\ 0,2 is not totally disconnected) but such that we can still conclude
that €2 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) VteR, T(t) =Y 27/dist(2't, Z).

=0
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 < 7T < 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-Hélder-continuous, i.e.,
for every s € (0,1), there ezists My < oo such that

Va,y e R, |T(x) = T(y)| < Mylz —y/*.

Result 6.2 (see, for example [I8 Theorem 9.3.1]). For every dyadic rational © € R, the
right-hand derivative of T at x is +00 and the left-hand derivative of T at x is —o0.
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We first use the Takagi function to construct the following simple domain.
Dy ={z+iyeCly>T(x)}.
We now state and prove two lemmas.
Lemma 6.3. There exists ro > 0 such that, for every xo € R,
(6.2) Vigro = {x 4+ iy € R? | |z — z0| < 10, y > T(x0) + |2 — 20|?} C Dy

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 Dr.

Proof. Using Result [6.1], there exists M < oo such that
Yo,y €R, [T(2) - T(y)| < M|z —y[*'*.

Choose 1y > 0 such that Mré/4 < 1. Suppose that xg € R is arbitrary, that = € R is such
that |2 — xg| < 7o, and that y € R satisfies y > T'(zo) + |z — z0|'/2. What we have to do is
show that = + iy € Dr, or, equivalently, that y > T'(x). But we know that

T (x) — T(w)] < Mz — wo|¥* = M|z — xo|V?|z — x0[Y/* < Mry* |z — zo|/? < |z — o[/,
by the choice of ry. From the above we obtain

T(zo) + |z — z0|V* > T(x).
Since y > T'(wg) + |x — 0|*/?, it follows from the above that y > T'(z), as required. O

Remark 6.4. It follows immediately from the above lemma that given xg € R and given a
neighbourhood V' of Zy := wg+iT'(x), there exists s > 0 such that V., ,,ND(Zp; s) C DyrNV.

The next lemma shows that, given any boundary point of Dy 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 Dy at that point.

Lemma 6.5. Suppose that xq € R is a dyadic rational. Then for every M, 0 < M < oo,
there exists to > 0 such that

(6.3) Drn{z+iy e C| |z —xo| <to} C Usyito
where
(6.4) Usorito ={x+1y € C| |z — 20| <to, y>T(x) + M|x — 20|}

Proof. By Result [6.2] there exists ¢ty > 0 such that

(x) = T(xo0)

T
Ve (Io—to,l’0+t0)\{xo}, ‘x_xo‘ > M.

From the above it follows that
V€ (xg —to,x0+to), T(x) > T(x0) + M|x — 0.

Now, if x +iy € Dr is such that |z — x| < to, then we know that y > T'(x) and so it follows
from the above that y > T'(zo) + M|z — x|, i.e.,  + iy € Uy ary, a8 required. O

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

H,r={z€C|4n <Re(z) <4n+1, Im(z) > 6 — T'(Re(2))}
U{ze€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
H, r 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 OH,, r is homeomorphic to R. It is
clear that, if we write Hy := U,ezH, r and

(65) UT = (C \ HT,

then Uy 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 co”).

Now we proceed to obtain an infinitely-connected domain from Up. For every n € Z,
consider

Spr={2z€C|4n <Re(z) <4n+1, 2 —-T(Re(z)) <Im(z) <3+ T (Re(2))}
U{zeC|2<Im(z) <3,4n —T(Im(2)) <Re(z) <4n+1+T(Im(z))}.

Note that S, 1 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'|j ;. Note also that
0S,,r is homeomorphic to St. Thus, if we write V := Uz \ S, then it is clear that V7 is an
infinitely-connected domain in C with infinitely many ends. Every boundary component
of Vr is either homeomorphic to R or is a Jordan curve (as can be seen, the components of
OV that are homeomorphic to R are dH,, 1, n € Z, whereas those homeomorphic to S* are
0S, 1, n € Z). By construction, OVr is locally connected. Therefore, by [Proposition 4.14]
Vr satisfies Condition 1 and, consequently, is a visibility domain. However, it will follow
from the proposition below that Vi does not satisfy the hypotheses of [4, Theorem 1.4]. In
fact, it will follow that no point in OV is a local Goldilocks point, to use the terminology
of [, Definition 1.3].

Before we begin the task of proving that no point in dVr 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 hg > 0, pg > 0, there exists
C < oo such that, writing Uy == {z € C | Re(2) > M|Im(2)|}, and regarding (0, 00) C Uy,

Vh € (O, ho), kUM/<p07 h) >

Using the facts that Uy, ary, is simply the rotation of Uy by /2 in the anticlockwise
sense followed by its translation by zy := z¢ + i1'(zo) and that the Kobayashi distance of a
subdomain dominates that of the original domain, we can also say:
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Proposition 6.8. Let M > 0 and r > 0 be arbitrary. Then for every hg > 0, py > 0, there
exists C' < oo such that,

Vh € (0,ho), kv, arignDzoir) (20 + ip0, 20 + ih) > log(1/h) — C.

™
8 cot™1 (M)
We shall also need another result, which allows us to compare the Kobayashi distance
of a truncation of Vp 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 Vi is a visibility
domain. It is also clear from the construction of Vi that for every p € 0V, there exists
7 > 0 such that, for every r, 0 < r <7, D(p;r) N Vr is connected (indeed, contractible).
Since every two distinct points of OV satisfy the visibility property with respect to ky,.,
so do every two distinct points of D(p;r) N OVy. Therefore, by invoking [32] Theorem 1.3]
directly, we can say that given p € 9V and r > 0 small, there exists C' < oo such that

(6.6) Vz,we D(p;r) N Ve, kpparnve (2, w) < ky,(2,w) 4+ C.

Now we turn to the task of proving that no point in 0Vr 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 OV is a local Goldilocks point, it suffices to show that there exists a
dense subset A of OV such that no point of A is a local Goldilocks point of V. Note that,
by construction, there exists a closed, discrete subset S of OV such that, near every point
of OVr \ S, OVr is the graph of T'|;, where [ 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 Vr).

It is clear from the construction of Vi that for every p € 9V \ S, there exist a neigh-
bourhood U of p, an r; > 0 and an zy € R such that after just a translation and rotation
one can write

(6.7) U={z+iwyeCl||lr—mx| <r, —1/2<y<5/4}
and
6.8) UnVp={ae+iyecU|y>T(x)} ={x+iyeC| |z —z| <m, 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 OV \ S (hence also a dense subset of 0Vr) such that for all p € R one can
write (G7) and (6.8)) with zy a dyadic rational.

With this is mind, we will first prove that if xq € R is any dyadic rational and if r; > 0
is arbitrary then, if we write

Dryorn ={x+iyeC|lz—ao| <r, T(x) <y <5/4}
(6.9) =DrnN{x+iyeC|lz—xo| <r, —1/4 <y <5/4},
Dy 4.y 1s not locally Goldilocks at the boundary point zy := x¢ + ¢1'(zo). (We point out
that the upper bound 5/4 above is entirely arbitrary; we could replace 5/4 with any number

p > 1.) We shall see later why this is enough to conclude that V7 is not locally Goldilocks
at any boundary point.

Proposition 6.9. Dy, ,, (defined in (69)) is not locally Goldilocks at the boundary point
20 =Ty + ZT(SL’O)
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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 z,. We
assume, to get a contradiction, that the condition holds near that point. This means that
there exist a neighbourhood V' of Zp, a point zy of V. N Dy, -, and C, a0 < oo such that
(6.10) V2 €V N Drayr, kpg,,,, (20,2) < (a/2)log (1/6p,.,, . (2)) + C.

Using Remark [6.4] we choose s > 0 such that V., N D(Zy;s) C DrNV = Dy oy NV (we
suppose, without loss of generality, that V' is so small that this happens). Then, for every
h € (0, s), since

Up, = /Z\(] +ih € ‘/;07T0 N D(EO; 8),
it follows that there exists a sufficiently small hy > 0 such that, for every h € (0, ho),

(6'11) 6DT,1;0,7‘1 (uh) 2 5Vx0,T'OﬂD(/Z\O;8)(uh) = 6VZ‘0,T‘O (uh)'

It follows from plane analytic geometry and calculus that by possibly shrinking hg we may
assume that there exists ¢ > 0 such that

Vh e (0,hg), ch* < OV (Un) < (1/c)h?.
By (610), (GI1) and the above, we can say that
(6.12) Vh € (0,ho), kpy,, . (20,un) < alog(1/h) + C,

with a possibly increased C'.
Now choose M, 0 < M < oo, so large that
T
6.13 — —a>0.
(6.13) 8 cot~H(M) “
Now, using Lemma [6.5] we choose ty > 0 such that
DT N {l’+ly e C | |£L’ — ZL’Q| < to} C USUO,M7tO'

We can also suppose, without loss of generality, that ¢ty < s. In particular, by the above
inclusion, we also have

(614) Dr N D(/Z\(); to) = 1)1“75(;07T1 N D(EQ; to) C U1'07M7t0 N D(/Z\(); to).
Write

Do = Dr gy N D(Z0;7)

for r > 0 small; EIO,T is a truncation of Dy, ,,. Now note that Dr,, ,, satisfies Condition 1
and is, therefore, itself a visibility domain. Consequently, every pair of distinct boundary
points of Dy, ., satisfies the visibility property with respect to kDT,acO,r'l' In particular,
every pair of distinct points of 0Dy ., N D(Zo;to) satisfies the visibility property with
respect to kp,, . Consequently, once again by [32, Theorem 1.3], we can say that there
exists C' < oo such that

Vz,we ﬁxo’to/g, kﬁzoyto(z,w) <kps,, ., (z,0) +C.
We may assume, without loss of generality, that zy € 5zo,to /2. We may also shrink hg so
that hg < to/2. Then, using the inequality above, we can write
Vh e (0, hy), kf)xo,to(z()’uh) < kDroy o, (z0,up) + C.
Combining this inequality with (6€12]) we can write
(6.15) Vh e (0,hg), kf)xo,to (z0,un) < alog(1/h) + C,
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with a possibly increased C'. But we also know from (6.14)) that

Dwo,to C U{Eo,M,to'
Therefore, by Proposition [6.8]

Vh e (0,hy), kf)zo,to(z()’uh) > Kty ar4 (20, Un) log(1/h) — C.

- T

~ 8cot™H(M)

Combining this with (6I5]) we obtain, by once again possibly increasing C,
T

h ho), ————=1log(1/h) < alog(1/h :

VI e (Ouho) ooy (/M) < alog(1/h) +C

But since /(8 cot ™ (M)) > a, the inequality above gives an immediate contradiction when

h — 0+. This contradiction shows that, indeed, Dy, ., is not locally Goldilocks at Zy, as
required. 0

Now we will see why this suffices to show that no point of dVr is a local Goldilocks
point. Suppose, to get a contradiction, that there exists some point g of 0V that is a local
Goldilocks point. Then there exist a small positive real number r, a zg € Vp, an a > 1 and
a C' < oo such that

1
(6.16) Vze D(g;r) N Ve, ki (20, 2) < e log < ) +C.
5VT(’Z)

2

By the density of the dyadic rationals in R and the explicit form of Vi, we see that there
exists p € D(g;r) NOVy such that one can write (6.7) and (6.8), with z a dyadic rational.
We choose a small s > 0 such that

D(p;2s) N Vr C Dy, N D(q;7),

where Dy, ,, 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 zg € D(p;s) N Vp and (by shrinking s
further, if necessary) that

(6.17) Vz € D(p;2s) N Vr, dpg,, .. (2) = vy (2).
Then, by (6.16) and (6.6) we can write
1
(618) Vze D(p, S) N VT, kD(p;2s)ﬂVT(Z07 Z) S g lOg ( ) + C.
2 5VT (Z)

Now note that
D(p;2s) NV = D(p;2s) N\ Dryyry € D1y
and, consequently, (6I8]) coupled with (6.17) implies:

e 1
Vz € D(p;s) N Dragrys kpr,y ., (20, 2) < KD2s)nDr sy 0, (20, 2) < S log | ———— | +C.
2 5DT,ICO,T'1 (Z)

This last inequality says (once again after the appropriate translation and rotation) that
Dy 4y satisfies a-log-growth near the boundary point xg + i7'(xp). But this contradicts
Proposition[6.9! Finally, this contradiction tells us that Vi does not have a-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 C? with infinitely
many ends that satisfies the visibility property but such that there is a large (in particular,
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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 Ur given in (€3). Since Ur is a hyperbolic simply
connected domain, there exists a Riemann map ¢ : D — Ur. Since Ur clearly satisfies
Condition 1, by Theorem ¢ extends to a homeomorphism from D to U?”d, which we
shall continue to denote by ¢.

Now define ® : B, — C? by

Vz= (Zl, 22) € ]Bg, (P(Z) = (gb(zl), 22).

Since, for (21, 22) € By, |21|* + |22|? < 1, it follows that the mapping above is well-defined,
holomorphic, and indeed a biholomorphism from By onto some domain  C C? whose
intersection with C x {0} is precisely Ur x {0}. In other words,

(6.19) ®(B, N (C x {0})) = ®(D x {0}) = Ur x {0}.
More generally, for zo € D arbitrary,

(B, N (C x {22})) = ¢(D(0; /1 — |22]?)) x {22}

In particular, for every zo € D\ {0}, ®(B, N (C x {22})) is bounded. By (6.19), it follows
that ) has infinitely many ends and that the ends of {2 are in one-one correspondence with
those of Up. It also follows from the fact that ¢ is a homeomorphism from D to U?ﬂd that
® is a homeomorphism from B, to 0™ 1t now follows from Mheorem 1.7 that  is a
visibility domain.

Note that, by (619),

00N (C x {0}) = Uy x {0}.

Thus 012 is highly irregular and it is very unlikely, given that OUr is nowhere differentiable,
that © is locally Goldilocks at any point of 922N (C x {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 [[LT3], and not any weaker theorem (in particular, it cannot be
deduced using |4, Theorem 1.4]).

Example 6.10. Let
D':={zeC|—-1<Re(z) <1, =2+ T(Re(z)) < Im(z) <2 —T(Re(2))}.

D' is the rectangle [—1,1] x [—2,2] with its top and bottom sides replaced with a part of
the graph of the Takagi function (G.I]). Note that

{zeC|-1<Re(z) <1, Im(z)=0}C D

and that 1,—1 € 9D’. Consider the usual middle-thirds Cantor set C' 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 0D = 9D’ U C. Therefore, C' is a closed,
totally-disconnected subset of 0D. It is easy to see that, for every

p€OD\ (CU{1+2i,1—2i,—1—2i,—1+2i}),

there exists a neighbourhood U of p such that U N 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 N 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
is proved that no point of

{:€C|-1<Re(2) <1, Im(z) = —2 + T(Re(2))} U
{z€C|—1<Re(2) <1, Im(2) = 2 — T(Re(2))}

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 7" as in (G.1) and Dy = {z +iy € C: y >
T(z)}. Consider the domain

Q= Drp\ O D(ki, 1/3)

k=4

Clearly, Q) satisfies Condition 1. Hence, it is a visibility domain. The domain €2 is not
locally Goldilocks near the boundary points of Dy. Hence, it does not satisfy the condition
of Result 5.3l Since the sequence of diameters of the components of 92 is neither in /!
nor in /2. Hence, it does not satisfy the conditions of [Result 5.1] and [Result 5.2l But this
domain satisfy the both the conditions of [[heorem 1.15l Hence, any biholo f : ©Q; — Q
extends to a homeomorphism upto the boundary. In particular, any automorphism from
() 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 £ such that any sufficiently small ball centred at £
intersects the domain in an open set having infinitely many components none of which has
¢ as a boundary point.

Example 6.12. Let

Dy ={2€C|0<Re(2) <1,0<Im(z) <1}\ G{z € C|Re(2) = 1/4, 0 < Im(2) < 1/2}

Jj=2

and let ¢ be the boundary point (0,1/4) of D;. It is easy to see that all disks of radius
< 1/4 centred at ¢ intersect D; in an open set having infinitely many components, none of
which has £ as a boundary point. It is well known that D; is a simply connected domain.
Since 0D is not locally connected (it is not locally connected at &, for instance), it follows
from Corollary 3.4 in [7] that D; is not a visibility domain. One could also conclude that
Dy is not a visibility domain using Theorem

Now let us modify the definition of D; slightly and consider the domain

Dy :={z € C| 0 < Re(2),Im(2) < 1} \ D{z € C|Re(z) =1/4, 1/4 <Im(z) < 3/4}.

j=2

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 to
conclude that D, is not a weak visbility domain (and hence not a visibility domain).
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Example 6.13. Let

D:=D\ (U{rei/"|0§r§1/2}u{x+iy|y:(), O§x§1/2}>.
v=1

Then it is clear that if we consider 0 € 0D, then for all » € (0,1/2), D(0;7) N D has
infinitely many components, each of which has 0 as a boundary point. Consequently, by
Theorem 3.7 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;7)N 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::(LHm”|L—Uj§r§1,ezogm@.“ﬂwu—1yﬁ>uam
j=3
Then it is clear that S is a closed set (in C, or in D) and it is also clear that D :=
D\ (SU[-1/3,1/3]) is a domain. Note that dD has two components, one of which is just
a closed line segment. It is not too difficult to see that 9D is locally connected. Using this
same local connectedness, it is not difficult to see that D satisfies Condition 2. Hence, by
MTheorem 1.13 D is a visibility domain. Note that S' C 9D and that for every £ € S* there
exists a neighbourhood U of £ such that U N D is simply connected and has a boundary
that is locally connected. Also note that, for every ¢ € S', there does not exist any
neighbourhood V' of ¢ such that V' N 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 (y,),>1 in R such that inf;., |y, — y;| > ¢ for some
9 > 0. Let (Ly)n>1 be a sequence of proper closed subsets of R. Then L := U,{z + iy, :
x € L,} is a closed subset of C. Now, we define a domain

Q:=C\ L.

Note that L = 092. We claim that ) satisfies Condition 2. To prove this claim, let
S = L\ U,(int(L,) x {yn}), where int(L,,) is the set of all interior points of L,, considered
as a subset of R. Let ¢ € 002\ S = L\ S. Then there exists ng € Z, such that { = z¢+iy,,,
where x¢ € int(L,,). Hence, xy € I where I is a connected component of L,,. Since L,, is
a closed subset of R, we have [ is also a closed subset of R. Since z,, is an interior point of
L,,, hence, z,, is also an interior point of /. Let r > 0 such that (zg —r, 2o +r) C I. Now,
let e = min{r,d}. Then B((,e)NL = (xg — 1,20+ 1) X {yn, }. This shows that D" := {z €
C:lz—(|<eandIm(z—()>0}and D™ :={z€ C: |z — (| <eand Im(z — () <0} are
subsets of (2. Now, if we can show that S is a totally disconnected set, then it will follow
that €2 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 C L; x{y;}. This implies
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that P = I x {y;} for some interval I C R. Since the cardinality of P is strictly greater
than 1, the cardinality of I is also strictly greater than 1. Let ¢,d € I with ¢ < d. Then
(c+d)/2 is an interior point of L;, and so ¢y = <% +iy; € L\ S. This is a contradiction to
(o € S. This proves our claim that the domain ) satisfies Condition 2. As a consequence
of this, €2 is a visibility domain.

Finally we provide an example illustrating the comment made after the proof of Theo-

rem B.5]

Example 6.16. First, for every n € Z,, choose r, > 0 such that 1/n —r, > 1/(n+ 1).
For every n € Z ., define

T, = | J{z € C|Re(z) = (1/n) = (ra/v), 0 < Im(z) < \/(1/n)2 — Re(2)2},

and then define

D:U\Gﬂ“

where U denotes the open upper half plane. N ote that U2, T, is a closed subset of U (the
only limit points of U2, T, that are not in it are the pomts 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 [.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) N D has infinitely many connected components
(although only one of them has 0 as a boundary point).

—FEnd
7. APPENDIX: (2 IS SEQUENTIALLY COMPACT

In this section, we present the proof of Result 2.1] as stated in subsection 2.1l To prove
the result, we need a lemma.

Lemma 7.1. Suppose that §2 C C? is an unbounded hyperbolic domain. Suppose that, for
every compact K C Q, there exists R < oo such that K C B_(O; R) and such that there are
only finitely many components of Q\ K that intersect C\ B(0; R). Then, for every end e

of Q and for every neighbourhood U of ¢ in ﬁEnd, UnQ#70Q.

Proof. Since U is a neighbourhood of ¢ in ﬁEnd therefore, by definition, there exist a
compact exhaustion (K;);>; of Q and a decreasmg sequence (F});>1, where for each j, F;
is a connected component of Q\ K, such that Fj;, C U for some j, € Z. By hypothesis,
there exists R < oo such that K C B(0; R) and such that only finitely many components
of O\ Kj, intersect C?\ B(0; R). Fj,, being unbounded, is one of these components. Let
the other components of 0\ K}, that intersect C*\ B(0; R) be Gy,...,G,,. Note that

F;,,G1,...,Gy, being connected components of Q\ Kj,, are disjoint closed subsets of
O\ K;,; therefore, given zo € Fj, \ B(0; R) we can choose 7 > 0 so small that
(7.1) B(xg;7) N B(0; R) = B(zo;7) NGy = -+~ = B(xo;7) NG,y = 0.

Since z¢ € Fj, C Q, B(zg;7) NQ # ). Now,

B(zo;r)NQ C Q\ B(0; R) = (F}, \ B(0; R)) u@ G;\ B(0;R)),
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so, from () it follows that B(xg;7) NQ C Fj,. Thus, since B(zo;r) NQ # 0, F;y NQ # 0,
and hence U NQ # (0 as well. O

We now present the proof of the aforementioned result.
7.1. Proof of the Result 2.1

. =End
Proof. We need to prove that any sequence (z,),>1 in €2 "“has a subsequence that converges
. —~End . .=
to some point 20 € Q. It is clear that we may focus separately on sequences in §2 and

on sequences in Q" \ Q. Let us first deal with a sequence (z,),>1 in Q. Suppose first
that there exists M < oo such that, for infinitely many n € Z., ||z,|| < M. Then it
is clear that there is some subsequence of (z,),>; that converges to some point 20 e Q.
Therefore we may assume that, for every M < oo, there exist only finitely many n such that
||zn|| < M. This means precisely that ||z,|| — co. Now consider the compact exhaustion
(B(0;5) N Q)51 of Q. By hypothesis, for every j € Z,, there exists R;, j < R; < oo, such
that there are only finitely many components of Q\ B(0;j) that intersect (Cd \ B (O, R;).
Also, using the fact that ||z,|| — oo, choose, for every j € Z;, N; € Z. such that, for all
n > Nj, ||z.]| > R;. Now we will define a subsequence of (z,),>1 inductively and show
that it converges to an end of 2. We proceed as follows. For every j € Z.., let the finitely
many components of Q \ B(0;7) that intersect C?\ B(0; R;) be WY, .. W]j (it follows

that, for every j, k; > 1, i.e., there is at least one component of Q '\ B(07j) that intersects
C4\ B(0; R;) because, otherwise, one would have Q C B(0; R;), contrary to hypothesis).
Now (2,)n>n, is a sequence in Q '\ B(0;1) that is contained in C?\ B(0; R;); therefore, it

is contained in
k1

UJ W)\ B(0; Ry)):

v=1
therefore, there exists v; € {1,...,k;} such that W, \ B(0; R,) contains z, for infinitely
many n. Let Ay C Z, be an infinite set such that z, € T/Vl,l1 for all n € A;. Now assuming
that 4 € Z, and that we have obtained: (1) vy € {1 kit e {10 kL) (2)
infinite subsets Ay, ..., A, of Zy such that (1) Wk C--- C W), (2) A, C--- C Ay, (3)
for every i € {1,...,u}, z, € W), for all n € A;, we attempt to find v,41 € {1,..., kus1}
and an infinite subset A, ;1 of A, such that W/ C W} and such that z, € W/ for every
n € A,1. Now note that W/ is a component of O\ B(0, 1) that intersects C?\ B(0; R,,)
and that z, € W} for every n € A,, which is an infinite subset of Z,. Note that W} ¢

B(0; Ry41) because, if it is, the fact that ||z, — co as n — oo will be contradicted. Thus,
Wh A\ B(0; Rysa) # 0. For all n € A, with n > N1, 2, € W\ B(0; Ry41). Now since

kpya
Q\ B(0; Ryt) = U VVZHH \ B(0; Ryit1),
i=1
it follows that

Ept1
WA BO; Ruwn) = | (W n W)\ B(0: Ruga).
i=1
From the above two facts it follows that there exists ¢ € {1,...,k,41} such that z, €
(we nwf )\ B(0; R,.41) for infinitely many n € A,. Let us choose such an i and call
it ¥,41. The foregoing implies that there exists an infinite subset 4,4, of A, such that,
for all n € Ayy1, 2, € (WE MWL)\ B(0; Rypa). Now Wt s a connected component

Vp+1 Vpt1
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of O\ B(0; 4 1), hence a connected subset of Q\ B(0; u); furthermore, it intersects the
connected component W of Q\ B(0; 1), and so must be included in it: Wlftjfl c wh.
And so the induction step is complete. Therefore we have sequences (v,),>1 and (A4,),>1
such that, for every p, v, € {1,...,k,}; such that, for every s, W,ﬁffl C W} ; such that, for
every ji, A, is an infinite subset of Z,; such that, for every p, A,41 C Am and such that,
for every n € A, z, € W} . Now note that the sequence (A4,),>1 of nested infinite subsets
of Z determines a subsequence (2, )n>1 Of (2,,)n>1 with the following property: for every
o € Zy and every n > pi, 2, € W/ . From this, from the fact that the sequence (W} ),>1
is nested, and from the fact that W} is a connected component of Q\ B(0; ), it follows

immediately that (z,,,)n,>1 converges to the end of Q that (W, )1 defines. Therefore we

have proved that any sequence (z,),>1 in € converges to some point of Q.

It only remains to prove that an arbitrary sequence in Q" \ Q (i.e., a sequence of ends
of Q) has a subsequence that converges to a point of Q™. But, by Lemma [(.1] this is now
easy to prove. Assume that (z,),>1 is a sequence in (Pl \ Q. We work with the same
compact exhaustion as before. For every n € Z, there exists a sequence (F}');>; such that,
for every j, FT' is a connected component of Q\ B(0; j), such that F'; C F}', and such

that (F );>1 is a neighbourhood basis for the topology of Q" at 2,. By Lemma [T1] we
know that, for every n € Z; and every j € Zy, F* N Q # (). So, for every n € Z,, choose
w, € F'NQ. Now (wy),>1 is a sequence in €2 and therefore, by what we have proved
(note that ||Jw,|| — o0), there exists an end ¢ of Q to which some sub-sequence of (w,,)n>1,
say (Wr(n))n>1, converges. We want to show that (z;(,))n>1 converges to e. To do this, let
¢ = (H,)j>1 where (H;);>1 is a decreasing sequence of connected components of Q\ B(0; j),

and let us consider an arbitrary neighbourhood U of ¢ in Q" By the definition of the
end compactification, there exists jo € Z, such that ﬁjo C U. Since (wr@m))n>1 converges
to e, there exists ng € Z, (and we may suppose that ng > jo) such that, for every n > nyg,
Wrmy € Hj,. But by definition w.,) € F:((g)). Now FT(( )) is a connected component of

Q\ B(0;7(n)). Since 7(n) > n > ng > jo, &\ B(0;7(n)) € Q\ B(0;j). So F~™

= ! T(n)’
being a connected subset of Q \ B(0;7(n)), is also a connected subset of Q \ B(0; jy) and,
therefore, is included in a connected component of Q\ B(0;jy). But F e Hj, # 0 (since

7(n)
77 (n)

Wr(n) € F ﬂ Hj,) and so F ) Hj,. Therefore F (() C Hjo and, since zr(n) € F (7,

Zr(n) € H]O. ThlS holds for all n 2 ng. Since H;, C U and the neighbourhood U of ¢ was
arbitrary, this shows that (z-(,))n>1 converges to e. This completes the proof. 0

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. Diaz-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, larXiv: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.

[13] 1. Graham, Boundary behavior of the Carathéodory and Kobayashi metrics on strongly pseudoconvex
domains in C™ with smooth boundary, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 207 (1975), 219-240.

[14] M. Gromov, Metric structures for Riemannian and non-Riemannian spaces. With appendices by M.
Katz, P. Pansu and S. Semmes. Translated from the French by Sean Michael Bates Progr. Math., 152
Birkh&user Boston, Inc., Boston, MA, 1999. xx+585 pp.

[15] Zheng-Xu He and O. Schramm, Fized points, Koebe uniformization and circle packings, Ann. of Math.
(2)137 (1993), no.2, 369-406.

[16] Zheng-Xu He and O. Schramm, Rigidity of circle domains whose boundary has o-finite linear measure,
Invent. Math. 115 (1994), no.2, 297-310.

[17] M. Jarnicki and P. Pflug, Invariant Distances and Metrics in Complex Analysis, 2nd extended edition,
De Gruyter Expositions in Mathematics 9, 2013.

[18] M. Jarnicki and P. Pflug, Continuous Nowhere Differentiable Functions, Springer Monographs in Math-
ematics, Springer, 2015.

[19] J. Kahn, A Priori Bounds for Some Infinitely Renormalizable Quadratics: I. Bounded Primitive Com-
binatorics Preprint Stony Brook, # 5 (2006)

[20] J. Kahn and M. Lyubich, A priori bounds for some infinitely renormalizable quadratics: II. Decorations
Annals Sci. Ecole Norm. Sup., 41 (2008), 57-84.

[21] J. Kahn and M. Lyubich, A priori bounds for some infinitely renormalizable quadratics, III. Molecules
Complex Dynamics: Families and Friends. Proceeding of the Conference Dedicated to Hubbard’s 60th
Birthday, D. Schleicher, ed. Peters, A K, Limited (2009).

[22] P.Kiernan, On the relations between taut, tight and hyperbolic manifolds, Bull. Amer. Math. Soc. 76
(1970), 49-51.

[23] J. Luo and X. Yao, On continuous extension of conformal homeomorphisms of infinitely connected
planar domains, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 375 (2022), no. 9, 6507-6535.

[24] M. Lyubich, Dynamics of quadratic polynomials, I-IT Acta Math., 178 (1997), 185-297.

[25] I.P. Natanson, Theory of Functions of a Real Variable, Vol. I, Revised Edition, Frederick Ungar Pub-
lishing Company, New York, 1961.

[26] M. H. A. Newman, Elements of the topology of plane sets of points, Cambridge University Press, 1964.

[27] N.Nikolov, A.Y. Okten and P.J.Thomas, Local and global notions of wvisibility with respect to
Kobayashi distance: a comparison, Ann. Polon. Math. 132 (2024), no. 2, 169-185.

[28] D.Ntalampekos, Rigidity and continuous extension for conformal maps of circle domains, Trans.
Amer. Math. Soc. 376 (2023), no. 7, 5221-5239.

[29] C.Pommerenke, Boundary behaviour of conformal maps, Grundlehren der Mathematischen Wis-
senschaften 299, Springer Verlag Berlin Heidelberg 1992.

[30] L.Rempe, On prime ends and local connectivity, Bull. London Math. Soc. 40 (2008), 817-826.


http://arxiv.org/abs/1509.07843

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

[31] H.L.Royden, Remarks on the Kobayashi metric, Several Complex Variables, College Park, MD, USA,
1970, Part 2, Lecture Notes in Mathematics 185.

[32] A.D.Sarkar, Localization of the Kobayashi distance for any visibility domain, J. Geom. Anal. 33
(2023), no. 5, Paper No. 144, 16 pp.

[33] A.Shidfar and K. Sabetfakhri, On the Continuity of Van Der Waerden’s Function in the Hélder Sense,
Amer. Math. Monthly 93 (1986), no. 5, 375-376.

[34] T.Takagi, A simple example of the continuous function without derivative, Proc. Phys.-Math. Soc.
Japan 1 (1903), 176-177. The Collected Papers of Teiji Takagi, S. Kuroda, Ed., Iwanami (1973), 5-6.

[35] A.M. Zimmer, Characterizing domains by the limit set of their automorphism group, Adv. Math. 308
(2017), 438-482.

VSC: DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS AND STATISTICS, INDIAN INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY KAN-
PUR, KANPUR — 208 016, INDIA
Email address: vschandel@iitk.ac.in

SG: DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS AND STATISTICS, INDIAN INSTITUTE OF SCIENCE EDUCATION
AND RESEARCH KOLKATA, MOHANPUR — 741 246, INDIA
Email address: sushil.gorai@iiserkol.ac.in

AM: DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS AND STATISTICS, INDIAN INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY KAN-
PUR, KANPUR — 208 016, INDIA
Email address: anwoym@iitk.ac.in

ADS: SCHOOL OF BASIC SCIENCES, INDIAN INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY BHUBANESWAR, ARGUL —
752 050, INDIA

Email address: amar@iitbbs.ac.in



	1. Introduction and statement of results
	1.1. General results about visibility
	1.2. Visibility of planar domains and the continuous extension of conformal maps

	2. Preliminaries
	2.1. End compactification
	2.2. Topological results
	2.3. Reparametrization of absolutely continuous curves with respect to the Kobayashi-Royden metric
	2.4. Separation results with respect to the Kobayashi distance
	2.5. Localization results for the Kobayashi metric
	2.6. Preliminary results regarding visibility

	3. Some general results about visibility
	3.1. Removability of a totally disconnected set and other topological consequences of visibility property
	3.2. Proof of thm:contsurjimvisdomvis
	3.3. On Boundary separation property BSP
	3.4. Local visibility implies global visibility
	3.5. Global visibility implies local visibility

	4. Visibility of planar domains
	4.1.  Conditions 1, 2 and 3
	4.2. Simply Connected Visibility Domains
	4.3. Characterization of domains that satisfy Condition 2 and applications
	4.4. Proof of T:VisibilityThminplane
	4.5. Characterization of Condition 1

	5. Extension of biholomorphisms between planar domains
	5.1. Comparison of thm:extbiholo with earlier extension results

	6. Examples
	7. Appendix: End is sequentially compact
	7.1. Proof of the Result 2.1

	References

