arXiv:2109.01944v3 [math.CV] 8 Sep 2022

QUANTITATIVE LOCALIZATION AND COMPARISON OF INVARIANT DISTANCES OF DOMAINS IN C^n

NIKOLAI NIKOLOV AND PASCAL J. THOMAS

Abstract. We obtain explicit bounds on the difference between “local” and “global” Kobayashi distances in a domain of C^n as the points go toward a boundary point with appropriate geometric properties. We use this for the global comparison of various invariant distances. We provide some sharp estimates in dimension 1.

1. Introduction

1.1. Previous results and motivations. In this paper, we want to study the behaviour of various invariant (pseudo)distances and metrics – notably the Kobayashi-Royden infinitesimal pseudometric – as the points considered tend to the same point on the Euclidean boundary of a domain in C^n . It is often useful or even necessary to compare those metrics and distances to their counterparts defined within a neighborhood of a boundary point, i.e. to get “localization” estimates of the kind already present in the seminal work of Forstnerič and Rosay [FR].

For that purpose it will be necessary to see that, under some hypotheses of local convexity, the whole of a geodesic (or more generally of a curve close to the solution of the extremal problem) has to tend to the boundary. Proposition 2.2 makes this precise. This can be seen as a sort of converse to the “visibility” results; recall that in a geodesic metric space, “visibility of geodesics” roughly means that when two points tend to distinct boundary points (which may lie in some abstract boundary), the geodesic curves connecting them have to pass through a fixed compact set depending only on the limits.

Regarding the behavior of extremal curves, F. Bracci, J.E. Fornaess and E.F. Wold prove that in a strongly pseudoconvex domain D, two points sufficiently close to the boundary and whose difference is almost tangential to it can be joined by a complex geodesic of D which is also a holomorphic retract of D (and remains close the points, see [BFW, Proposition 2.5]). As a consequence, for those points, the Carathéodory distance coincides with the Lempert function (and therefore with the Kobayashi distance).

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 32F45.

Key words and phrases. (pseudo)convex domain, Lempert function, Kobayashi, Bergman and Carathéodory distances.

The first named author is partially supported by the National Science Fund, Bulgaria under contract KP-06-N52/3. 1

Boundedness of differences between local and global Kobayashi distances (themselves tending to infinity) was recently obtained under various hypotheses in [LW] and [BNT]. On the other hand, several other invariant distances can be considered, as in [N2, Propositions 1 and 2], which themselves make use of the precise estimates obtained in [BB] for strictly pseudoconvex domains. A. Zimmer [Zim, Theorem 16.3] obtained localization results for locally convexifiable domains of finite type. Much earlier, Venturini [Ven, Theorem 1, Proposition 3] considered the ratios of various invariant distances. A motivation of the present paper is to obtain quantitative versions of the results mentioned above from [Ven], [N2] and [Zim].

Our main localization result is Theorem 1.1, which gives an explicit bound on the difference between local and global Kobayashi distances as the points go toward a boundary point with the required geometric properties. Theorem 1.2 is the general technical tool needed to obtain this localization result from previous localization results on the infinitesimal level.

Another motivation is to obtain more precise estimates about the Bergman metric and the Lempert function than those obtained in [N2]. The Bergman metric has a definition of a slightly different character, coming from extremal problems on spaces of squareintegrable holomorphic functions. But its values are constrained by the “squeezing function” (details and references given below), so we can deduce similar results about it, see Theorem 1.3, which is related to [N2, Proposition 2].

Our second main result is Theorem 1.6 which provides quantitative versions of [Ven, Theorem 1] (for ratios of invariant distances, in the essential case where both points approach the same boundary point) and of [N2, Proposition 1] (for differences). Note that Theorems 1.5 and 1.6 involve the Carathéodory distance and the Lempert function, which are more delicate to manipulate since they are not inner distances.

Explicit calculations lead to a sharp localization result in dimension 1, Theorem 1.7. The question remains open of which is the correct exponent in the remainder term in higher dimension, at least for strictly pseudoconvex domains.

Acknowledgement. We would like to thank the referee for his very careful reading of the paper, and his detailed suggestions which helped us correct some inaccuracies and improve the exposition.

1.2. Some definitions and notations. We denote by D the unit disc in C . Let D be a domain in C^n . We denote by δ_D(z) the Euclidean distance from z ∈ D to C^n \ D.

Let x, y, z ∈ D and X ∈ C^n . The Kobayashi-Royden (pseudo)metric κ_D and the Kobayashi (pseudo)distance k_D of D are defined as: κ_D(z; X) = inf{|α| : ∃φ ∈ O(D , D) : φ(0) = z, αφ^′(0) = X}, (1.1) k_D(x, y) = inf_σ ∫_b a κ_D(σ(t); σ^′(t))dt, where the infimum is taken over all absolutely continuous curves σ : [a, b] → D with a, b ∈ R, a < b, σ(a) = x and σ(b) = y. We will use the following notation: for any sets D and U in C^n , we write D_U := D ∩ U.

This will be used mostly for D a domain in C^n and U a neighborhood of p ∈ ∂D.

Recall that a domain D is C -convex if any non-empty intersection of D with a complex line is connected and simply connected. For the relationship of this notion with (weak) lineal convexity, see [APS] or [Hör]. Of course, any convex domain is C -convex.

We say that a domain D is convexifiable (resp. C -convexifiable) near a point p ∈ ∂D if there exists a neighborhood U of p and a biholomorphic map Φ defined in a neighborhood of D_U such that Φ(D_U ) is convex (resp. C -convex). If ∂D is of class C^2 near p, a point of strict pseudoconvexity, then D is convexifiable near p.

We recall that when D ⊂ C^n is a domain with C^∞-smooth boundary near a point p ∈ ∂D, then p is said to be of type at most m if any analytic curve has an order of contact at most m with ∂D at p. When D is C -convex, it is enough to consider the order of contact with affine complex lines passing through p (see [NPZ, Proposition 6]). So when D is C -convex, we say that p ∈ ∂D is of type at most m when ∂D is C^m-smooth near p (m ∈ N) and the order of contact of complex lines with ∂D is at most m in a neighborhood of p. If D is C -convexifiable near a point p ∈ ∂D, and ∂D is C^m-smooth near p, we say that p is of type at most m if Φ(p) is with respect to Φ(D_U ).

1.3. Results.

Theorem 1.1. Let D ⊂ C^n be a domain. Assume that D is C -convexifiable near p ∈ ∂D, and that p is of type at most m. Then there exists a neighborhood U_0 of p such that for any neighborhoods V ⊂⊂ U ⊂ U_0, with D_U connected, one may find C > 0 such that (1.2) k_D(z, w) ≤ k_{DU} (z, w) ≤ k_D(z, w) + C|z − w|^{1/m}, z, w ∈ D_V , and (1.3) 1 ≤ k_{DU} (z, w) k_D(z, w) ≤ 1 + C^′(δ_D(z) + |z − w|^{1/m}), z ≠ w ∈ D_V . This theorem follows quickly from the more general and technical Theorem 1.2, see subsection 2.1.

Remark. In particular, if p ∈ ∂D is a strictly pseudoconvex point, then local convexifiability follows and the conclusions (1.2) and (1.3) hold with m = 2.

The statement (1.3) for m = 2 provides a quantitative refinement of the results about the behavior of the ratios of various distances in [Ven, Proposition 3] and [N2, Proposition 4(5)]. The statement (1.2) somewhat generalizes and sharpens [Zim, Theorem 16.3].

We need a couple of definitions to state the next result. Let us say that f is an admissible weight if f : (0, ∞) → (0, ∞) is a continuous, increasing function such that x →^{f(x)}_x is decreasing and

∫_1 0 f(x) x dx < ∞. Without loss of generality, we may assume that lim_{x→∞} f(x) = ∞.

Set ω_f (s) := ∫_s 0 f(x) x dx. We let t_D : D × C^n → [0, ∞] be an upper semicontinuous Finsler pseudometric, and always denote by T_D the pseudodistance obtained from integrating t_D.

Theorem 1.2. Let D ⊂ C^n be a domain. Assume that D is C -convexifiable near p ∈ ∂D, and that p is of type at most m.

Then there exists U_0 a neighborhood of p with the following properties. For any bounded neighborhood U of p such that U ⊂ U_0 and D_U is connected, any f admissible weight and any t_D (u.s.c.) Finsler pseudometric such that (1.4) t_D(z; X) ≤ (1 + f (δ_D(z))) κ_D(z; X), z ∈ D_U , then for any neighborhood V ⊂⊂ U of p one may find C > 0 such that (1.5) T_D(z; w) ≤ k_D(z; w) + Cω_f (|z − w|^{1/m}), z, w ∈ D_V , and (1.6) T_D(z, w) k_D(z, w) ≤ 1 + Cf ( δ_D(z) + |z − w|^{1/m} ) , z ≠ w ∈ D_V . Furthermore, if instead of (1.4), we assume

(1.7) t_D(z; X) ≥ (1 + f(δ_D(z)))^{−1} κ_D(z; X), z ∈ D_U , then for any neighborhood V ⊂⊂ U of p one may find C > 0 such that (1.8) T_D(z; w) ≥ k_D(z; w) − Cω_f (|z − w|^{1/m}), z, w ∈ D_V , and (1.9) k_D(z, w) T_D(z, w) ≤ 1 + Cf ( δ_D(z) + |z − w|^{1/m} ) , z ≠ w ∈ D_V . We provide the proof of Theorem 1.2 in Section 2.

Remark. In this theorem, and in all the results that follow, the expression |z − w|^{1/m} in the bounds could be replaced by a somewhat better one, B_D(z, w), defined by

(1.10) B_D(z, w) := ( |z − w| |z − w|^{1/2} + δ_D(z)^{1/2} + δ_D(w)^{1/2} )_{2/m} . We indicate how to modify the proof of Proposition 2.2 at the end of Subsection 2.2; the reader can verify that Lemma 2.5, and subsequent steps of the proof, with suitably modified statements, can be proved in the same way.

For a bounded domain D ⊂ C^n , we denote by L^2_h(D) the space of holomorphic functions which are square-integrable with respect to the usual Lebesgue measure.

We define the Bergman metric by

β_D(z; X) = M_D(z; X) K_D(z) , z ∈ D, X ∈ C^n , where M_D(z; X) = sup{|f^′(z)X| : f ∈ L^2_h(D), ||f||_D ≤ 1, f(z) = 0}, and K_D(z) = sup{|f(z)| : f ∈ L^2_h(D), ||f||_D ≤ 1} is the square root of the Bergman kernel on the diagonal.

Furthermore, it will be convenient to have a different normalization of the Bergman metric and to set β̃_D(z; X) := β_D(z; X)/√n + 1.

We then define b_D to be the inner distance obtained by integrating β̃_D.

Theorem 1.3. Let D ⊂ C^n be a bounded pseudoconvex domain. We denote by u, v any two of the four pseudodistances k_D, k_{DU} , b_D, b_{DU} .

Let p ∈ ∂D be a strictly pseudoconvex point; assume that ∂D is C^{k,ε}-smooth in a neighborhood of p, with k = 2 or 3, and ε ∈ (0, 1] if k = 2, ε ∈ [0, 1) if k = 3.

Then there exists U_0 a neighborhood of p such that for any open neighborhood of p, U ⊂ U_0, with D_U connected, and for any neighborhood V of p such that V ⊂⊂ U, there exists a constant C > 0 such that for any z ≠ w ∈ D_V (1.11) |u(z, w)−v(z, w)| ≤ C|z−w|^{(k−2+ε)/4}, resp. | | | u(z, w) v(z, w) − 1 | | | ≤ C ( δ_D(z) + |z − w|^{1/2} )_{(k−2+ε)/2} . The proof is given in Section 3.

Corollary 1.4. Let D be a strictly pseudoconvex domain with C^{k,ε}-smooth boundary, with k = 2 or 3, and ε ∈ (0, 1]. Then there is a constant C > 0 such that for any z ≠ w ∈ D, |k_D(z, w) − b_D(z, w)| ≤ C|z − w|^{(k−2+ε)/4}, | | | | k_D(z, w) b_D(z, w) − 1 | | | | ≤ C ( δ_D(z) + |z − w|^{1/2} )_{(k−2+ε)/2} . A non-quantitative version of this statement for the C^2-smooth case was given in [N2, Proposition 4(6)].

To compare various invariant distances, we will use the following (unbounded) version of the Lempert function, i.e.

l_D(z, w) := inf{tanh^{−1} α : α ∈ [0, 1) and ∃φ ∈ O(D , D) : φ(0) = z, φ(α) = w}.

Note that k_D is the largest pseudodistance on D which does not exceed l_D.

Similarly, let also c_D be the (unbounded) Carathéodory distance,

c_D(z, w) := sup{tanh^{−1} α : α ∈ [0, 1) and ∃f ∈ O(D, D ) : f(z) = 0, f(w) = α}. We always have c_D ≤ k_D ≤ l_D. We know that l_D − c_D is bounded on strictly pseudoconvex domains [N2, Proposition 1]. We can refine this estimate in two directions: first, replacing the constant bound by a quantity that depends on |z − w|, and second, for l_D − k_D, to have a result covering the case of domains of type m.

Theorem 1.5. Let D ⊂ C^n be a bounded domain with C^m-smooth boundary. Assume that D is C -convexifiable near each p ∈ ∂D, and that any p ∈ ∂D is of type at most m.

Then there exists C > 0 such that (1.12) 0 ≤ l_D(z, w) − k_D(z, w) ≤ C|z − w|^{1/m}, z, w ∈ D, and (1.13) 1 ≤ l_D(z, w) k_D(z, w) ≤ 1 + C ( δ_D(z) + |z − w|^{1/m} ) , z ≠ w ∈ D. Comparing with the Carathéodory distance seems to require strict pseudoconvexity.

Theorem 1.6. If D ⊂ C^n is a strictly pseudoconvex domain, then there exists C > 0 such that (1.14) 0 ≤ l_D(z, w) − c_D(z, w) ≤ C|z − w|^{1/2}, z, w ∈ D and (1.15) 1 ≤ l_D(z, w) c_D(z, w) ≤ 1 + C ( δ_D(z) + |z − w|^{1/2} ) , z ≠ w ∈ D. The two theorems above are proved in Section 3.

In the special case of dimension 1, a much more precise estimate holds. Theorem 1.7. Let p be a Dini-smooth boundary point of a planar domain D. Then there exists a neighborhood U_0 of p such that for any neighborhoods V ⊂⊂ U ⊂ U_0 of p one may find C > 0 such that 0 ≤ k_{DU} (z, w) − c_D(z, w) ≤ C|z − w|(|z − w| + δ_D(z)^{1/2}δ_D(w)^{1/2}), z, w ∈ D_V . The proof is to be found in Section 4, as well as examples showing that none of the terms in the parenthesis can be dispensed with. Remarks. a) Note that max{k_D − c_D, c_{DU} − c_D, k_{DU} − k_D} ≤ k_{DU} − c_D, so the three differences inside the maximum satisfy the estimate in Theorem 1.7.

b) Note that k_{DU} (z, w) − c_D(z, w) = |z − w|o(1) near p but the exponent 1 of |z − w| cannot be improved. So 1 is the right exponent in the plane. We may conjecture the same in the strictly pseudoconvex case in C^n (our results only give 1/2).

c) Since |z −w| ≥ |δ_D(z)−δ_D(w)|, if we allow a multiplicative constant, the second term in the parenthesis could be max(δ_D(z), δ_D(w)) or (δ_D(z)δ_D(w))^{1/2} or in fact any number between δ_D(z) and δ_D(w). This is true for all n ≥ 1.

2. Proofs of Theorem 1.1 and 1.2

We need to specify the class of curves that we will use instead of actual geodesics. Let t_D be a (u.s.c.) Finsler pseudometric and T_D the associated integrated pseudodistance.

For any ε ≥ 0, we will call an absolutely continuous curve σ : [a; b] → D, with σ(a) = z, σ(b) = w, ε-extremal for T_D if ∫_b a t_D(σ(t); σ^′(t))dt ≤ T_D(z, w) + ε. When σ is an ε-extremal curve for T_D, the definition of the pseudodistance and the triangle inequality imply that for a ≤ t_1 < t_2 ≤ b,

(2.1) T_D(σ(t_1), σ(t_2)) ≤ ∫_{t2} t_1

t_D(σ(t); σ^′(t))dt ≤ T_D(σ(t_1), σ(t_2)) + ε.

2.1. Proof of Theorem 1.1.

Proof. The left hand side inequality follows from the definitions.

To prove the right hand side, choose U_0 as in Theorem 1.2. Let V ⊂⊂ U ⊂ U_0, with D ∩ U connected.

Consider the Finsler metric t_D on D given by t_D(z; X) := κ_{DU} (z; X) for z ∈ D_U and t_D(z; X) := ∞ for z ∈ D \ U. Then clearly T_D|_{DU} = k_{DU} . We now need to show that the hypotheses of Theorem 1.2 hold on an appropriate open set.

Lemma 2.1. There exists an open set W_0 such that V ⊂⊂ W_0 ⊂⊂ U and D ∩ W_0 is connected.

Accepting the Lemma temporarily, for each point q ∈ U ∩ D, [BNT, Corollary 6.14] implies that there exists a neighborhood V_q ⊂⊂ U such that

(2.2) κ_{DU} (z; X) ≤ (1 + cδ_D(z))κ_D(z; X), z ∈ D ∩ V_q, X ∈ C^n ,

and shrinking V_q as needed, we can take it so that D ∩ V_q is connected and f is of the form f(s) = c_qs on V_q.

Take a finite covering of W_0 ∩D by V_{qj} , q_j ∈ W_0, 1 ≤ j ≤ N, and let W_1 := ⋃_N j=1 V_{qj} ⊂⊂ U. Since D ∩ W_1 = (D ∩ W_0) ∪ ⋃_N j=1(D ∩ V_{qj} ), it is connected as well. On W_1, we have (2.2) with f(s) = cs, c := max_{1≤j≤N} c_{qj} .

We have V ⊂⊂ W_1, and we can apply Theorem 1.2 with U := W_1 and f(s) = cs; then ω_f (s) = c^′s and (1.5) yields the result.

To get (1.3), do as above but use (1.6) in Theorem 1.2. □

Proof of Lemma 2.1.

Claim. For any η > 0, there exists ε > 0 such that for any z^′, z^{′′} ∈ D ∩ U with δ_U (z^′), δ_U (z^{′′}) ≥ η, then there exists a continuous curve γ in D ∩ U joining z^′ to z^{′′} such that for any t, δ_U (γ(t)) ≥ ε.

Indeed, suppose that the Claim fails, and let (z^′_k, z^{′′}_k )_{k≥1} be such that sup { inf_{0≤t≤1} δ_U (γ(t)) : γ(0) = z^′_k, γ(1) = z^{′′}_k } → 0 as k → ∞. Pick convergent subsequences tending to z^′_∞, z^{′′}_∞ respectively. If both limits belong to D_U , some continuous curve connects them within D_U and it violates the property above. If one of the points, say z^′_∞, is in ∂D, then using the fact that ∂D is C^1-smooth, we can find r ∈ (0, δ_U (z^′_∞)) such that B(z^′_∞, r) ∩ D ∋ z^′_∞ + tn_z′_∞ for any t ∈ (0, r), where n_p stands for the inner normal at a point p ∈ ∂D (as usual, we write B(a, r) for the Euclidean ball centered at a, of radius r). Then, using again the fact that ∂D is C^1-smooth, for k large enough, the line segment from z^′_k to z^′_∞ +^r_2 n_z′_∞ is contained in B̄(z^′_∞, r) ∩ D ∩ U and remains at distance at least r/2 from C^n \ U; then, as before, z^′_∞ +^r_2 n_z′_∞ can be connected to z^{′′}_∞ by a curve which stays compactly within D ∩ U, and this violates our assumption again. If both z^′_∞, z^{′′}_∞ ∈ ∂D, we construct two balls and two inward-pointing line segments as above, and connect their inner extremities, again obtaining a contradiction.

Now let η := dist(V, C^n \ U), by hypothesis η > 0; choose ε > 0 depending on η as in the Claim. For z, w ∈ V ∩ D, pick a curve γ connecting them with δ_U (γ(t)) ≥ ε, and let N(z, w) := ⋃ 0≤t≤1 B ( γ(t), 1 2 min[δ_U (γ(t)), δ_D(γ(t))] ) . That set is connected and open, N(z, w) ⊂ D ∩ U and dist(N(z, w), C^n \ U) ≥ ε/2. We take W^′_0 := ⋃ z,w∈D∩V N(z, w), which is connected and relatively compact in U; W0 =

V ∪ W^′_0 = (V \ D) ∪ W^′_0. Then D ∩ V ⊂ W^′_0 = D ∩ W_0, and W_0 ⊂⊂ U. □

2.2. Kobayashi ε-extremals cannot go far. Theorem 1.2 will be proved with the help of several auxiliary results, some of which will be ultimately superseded but are needed as intermediate steps.

Proposition 2.2. Let D ⊂ C^n be a domain, p ∈ ∂D such that D is C -convexifiable near p. Let U be a neighborhood of p such that D_U is biholomorphic to a C -convex open set under a biholomorphism of a neighborhood of D_U , and such that all points of U ∩ ∂D are of type at most m.

Then there exist a constant C > 0 and a neighborhood V ⊂ U of p such that for any z ≠ w ∈ V , there exists ε_{z,w} > 0 such that for any ε ∈ (0, ε_{z,w}), for any ε-extremal curve σ for k_D joining z to w, (2.3) |σ(s) − z| ≤ C|z − w|^{1/m}, for any s ∈ [a, b]. An immediate consequence is that there exists a neighborhood V^′ ⊂ V of p such that for any z, w ∈ V^′, there exists ε_{z,w} > 0 such that for any ε ∈ (0, ε_{z,w}), any ε-extremal curve σ for k_D joining z to w satisfies σ(s) ∈ D_U , a ≤ s ≤ b.

Note that we do not need to assume that D itself is bounded, or even hyperbolic, in the above result. All the action will take place at a local level, where we can reduce ourselves to the case of bounded C -convex domains. Note also that by (2.2), we have κ_D(z; X) ≥ c‖X‖ on each V_q, once U_0 has been chosen small enough.

Proof. We may assume that V ⊂ B(p,^1_2 ), and C ≥ 2. Then if q ∈ D \ B(z, C|z − w|^{1/m}), |q − w| ≥ (C − 1)|z − w|^{1/m}. Shrinking V further, we know by [NA, Theorem 7] that, for z, w ∈ V ,

(2.4) k_D(z, w) ≤ log ( 1 + 2|z − w| δ_D(w)^{1/2}δ_D(z)^{1/2} ) . Let σ be an ε-extremal curve.

Suppose that there exists s_0 ∈ [a; b] such that |σ(s_0) − z| > C|z − w|^{1/m}. Let s_1 := sup{s : σ([a; s]) ⊂ B(z, C|z − w|^{1/m})}, s_2 := inf{s : σ([s; b]) ⊂ B(z, C|z − w|^{1/m})}, then a < s_1 < s_0 < s_2 < b and if we let z^′ := σ(s_1), w^′ := σ(s_2), we have z^′, w^′ ∈ ∂B(z, C|z − w|^{1/m}). Then k_D(z, w) ≥ ∫_b a κ_D(σ(t); σ^′(t))dt − ε ≥ ∫_{s1} a κ_D(σ(t); σ^′(t))dt + ∫_b s_2 κ_D(σ(t); σ^′(t))dt − ε ≥ k_D(w, w^′) + k_D(z^′, z) − ε. We may reduce V further so that B(z, C|z − w|^{1/m}) is contained in a small enough neighborhood of p to apply to it [NTh, Theorem 1.7], which yields a constant C_1 > 0 such that (2.5) k_D(w, w^′) ≥ m 2 log ( 1 + C_1 |w^′ − w| δ_D(w)^{1/m} ) and k_D(z, z^′) ≥ m 2 log ( 1 + C_1 |z^′ − z| δ_D(z)^{1/m} ) , so k_D(z, w) ≥ m 2 log ( 1 + C^2_1 C(C − 1)|z − w|^{2/m} δ_D(w)^{1/m}δ_D(z)^{1/m} ) −ε ≥ log ( 1 + C^m_1 (C − 1)^m|z − w| δ_D(w)^{1/2}δ_D(z)^{1/2} ) −ε. Choosing ε small enough, depending on z and w, we have k_D(z, w) ≥ log ( 1 + C^m_1 (C − 1)^m|z − w| 2δ_D(w)^{1/2}δ_D(z)^{1/2} ) . Choosing C large enough so that C^m_1 (C −1)^m > 4, we reach a contradiction with (2.4). □ Remark. Let B_D(z, w) be as in (1.10). We may improve Proposition 2.2 to obtain (2.6) |σ(s) − z| ≤ B_D(z, w), for any s ∈ [a, b].

In fact, it will be enough to show (2.7) |σ(s) − z| ≤ Cδ_D(z)^{−1/m}|z − w|^{2/m}; we can then exchange the roles of z and w, and finally thanks to Proposition 2.2, get |σ(s) − z| ≤ C min ( |z − w|^{1/m}, |z − w|^{2/m} δ_D(z)^{1/m} , |z − w|^{2/m} δ_D(w)^{1/m} ) , which is equivalent to (2.6).

To prove (2.7), the significant case is when |z − w| ≤^1_2 δ_D(z), and so δ_D(z) ≍ δ_D(w). Assume that the ε-extremal curve gets out of B(z, Cδ_D(z)^{−1/m}|z − w|^{2/m}) for a large C; we define z^′, w^′ as before, we have k_D(z, w) ≥ k_D(z, z^′) − ε, so from (2.5) we deduce this time k_D(z, w) ≥ m 2 log ( 1 + C_1 C|z − w|^{2/m} δ_D(z)^{1/m}δ_D(z)^{1/m} ) − ε ≥ log ( 1 + C_2 C|z − w| δ_D(z) ) , for ε small enough. As before we get a contradiction with (2.4) when C is too big.

2.3. Proof of (1.5). We will need the following technical result.

Lemma 2.3. Let D be a domain with boundary ∂D of class C^k, k ≥ 2. Suppose that D is C -convexifiable near a point p ∈ ∂D. Then for any small enough neighborhood W_1 of p, with W_1 and D ∩ W_1 connected, there exists a neighborhood W_2 ⊂ W_1 of p such that D ∩ W_2 is a C^k-smooth C -convexifiable domain.

Proof. By the hypothesis, there is a neighborhood W_0 of p and Φ a biholomorphism on a neighborhood V of D ∩ W_0 such that Φ(D ∩ W_0) is C -convex.

Let W_1 ⊂ W_0 be a neighborhood of p such that D ∩ W_1 is connected. Then Φ(D ∩ W_1) satisfies the hypotheses of [NPT2, Proposition 3.3] for the points of Φ(∂D) near Φ(p). So we obtain a neighborhood U of Φ(p), which we may reduce to have U ⊂ Φ(V ∩ W_1), and G_1 a C^k-smooth domain such that G_1 ⊂ Φ(D ∩ W_1) and Φ(D ∩ W_1) ∩ U = G_1 ∩ U.

We then take G := Φ^{−1}(G_1) ⊂ D ∩ W_1, W_3 := Φ^{−1}(U) ⊂ W_1. We have D ∩ W_3 = D ∩ W_1 ∩ W_3 = G ∩ W_3. Now take W_2 := G ∪ W_3. □ We first prove a local version of the result.

Lemma 2.4. Under the hypothesis (1.4) of Theorem 1.2, there exists a neighborhood U_0 of p such that for any point p^′ ∈ U_0 ∩ ∂D, there exists a neighborhood V_p′ of p^′ such that (1.5) holds for any z, w ∈ D ∩ V_p′ .

Proof. We start with a neighborhood U_0 such that every point of U_0 ∩ ∂D is of type at most m, and C -convexifiable (those are open properties and p satisfies them). By Lemma 2.3, we may reduce U_0 and assume that D_{U0} is Dini-smooth.

By [BNT, Lemma 6.10], proved in [BZ, Proposition 4.4], for any ε > 0, there exists an ε-extremal curve for the Kobayashi metric joining z to w, σ : [a; b] → D, which is absolutely continuous and which we may parametrize by Kobayashi-Royden length, i.e. κ_D(σ(s); σ^′(s)) = 1 a.e. in s ∈ [a; b]. By Proposition 2.2, σ([a; b]) ⊂ D_{U0} if V_p′ and ε are small enough. Then

(2.8) T_D(z, w) ≤ ∫_b a t_D(σ(t); σ^′(t))dt ≤ ∫_b a (1 + f (δ_D(σ(t)))) dt ≤ k_D(z, w) + ε + ∫_b a f (δ_D(σ(t))) dt. Now we need to see that when b is large, the last integral remains bounded. We will achieve this by proving that as t tends to infinity, σ(t) must tend to the boundary at a certain rate.

The proof below is inspired by [BNT, Theorem 6.5] and [LW]; see also a similar inequality in [BZ, Proof of Theorem 1.4, Claim 2].

Lemma 2.5. There exists s_0 ∈ [a; b] and C_1, C_2 > 0, independent of a, b and ε provided it is small enough, such that for any t ∈ [a; b] with |t − s_0| ≥ C_2, δ_D(σ(t)) ≤ C_1|z − w|^{1/m}e^{−|t−s0|}. Proof. For z, w ∈ D ∩ V_p′ , V_p′ a small enough neighborhood of p^′, δ_{DU0} (σ(t)) = δ_D(σ(t)) for any t ∈ [a; b], by Proposition 2.2. For any t, s ∈ [a; b], σ(s), σ(t) ∈ D_{U0} , and since D_{U0} is Dini-smooth we can apply the upper estimate for the Kobayashi distance from [NA, Corollary 8] to it: (2.9) − ε + |t − s| ≤ k_D(σ(s), σ(t)) ≤ k_{DU0} (σ(s), σ(t)) ≤ log ( 1 + C_3|σ(s) − σ(t)| δ_D(σ(s))^{1/2}δ_D(σ(t))^{1/2} ) . This implies after exponentiation

δ_D(σ(s))^{1/2}δ_D(σ(t))^{1/2} ≤ C_3|σ(s) − σ(t)| e^{|t−s|−ε} − 1 ≤ C_4|z − w|^{1/m} e^{|t−s|−ε} − 1 , by Proposition 2.2. Now choose s = s_0 ∈ [a; b] such that δ_D(σ(s_0)) is maximal, so that the left hand side above is always larger than δ_D(σ(t)).

Outside of an interval of fixed length around s_0, e^{|t−s0|−ε} − 1 ≥^1_2 e^{|t−s0|}, and therefore δ_D(σ(t)) ≤ C_1|z − w|^{1/m}e^{−|t−s0|}. This finishes the proof of Lemma 2.5. □ Now from (2.8) we deduce (2.10) T_D(z, w) ≤ k_D(z, w) + ε + 2 min(C_2, b − a)f(δ_D(σ(s_0))) + 2 ∫_∞ 0 f ( C_1|z − w|^{1/m}e^{−t} ) dt, and making the change of variables x := C_1|z − w|^{1/m}e^{−t} we see that the last integral is bounded by ω_f ( C_1|z − w|^{1/m} ) . By Proposition 2.2, δ_D(σ(s_0)) ≤ δ_D(z) + C_5|z − w|^{1/m}. We have two cases.

Case 1: δ_D(z) ≤ 2C_5|z − w|^{1/m}.

Then f(δ_D(σ(s_0))) ≤ f((C_5 + 2)|z − w|^{1/m}) ≤ ω_f ( (C_5 + 2)|z − w|^{1/m} ) , and we get (1.5) by letting ε tend to zero and setting C := max(C_1, C_5 + 2, 2 + 2C_2)^2 and noticing that ω_f (Cx) ≤ Cω_f (x). Case 2: δ_D(z) ≥ 2C_5|z − w|^{1/m}.

The hypothesis of Case 2 implies δ_D(w) ≥^1_2 δ_D(z) and δ_D(σ(s_0)) ≤^3_2 δ_D(z). Applying (2.4), we see that for ε small enough, b − a ≤ 2k_D(z, w) ≤ 2 2|z − w| δ_D(w)^{1/2}δ_D(z)^{1/2} ≤ 4 √ 2|z − w| δ_D(z) . So (b−a)f(δ_D (σ(s_0))) ≤ C^′|z −w| f(δ_D(σ(s_0))) δ_D(σ(s_0)) ≤ C^′|z −w| f(|z − w|^{1/m}) |z − w|^{1/m} ≤ C^{′′}f(|z −w|^{1/m}), and we conclude as in Case 1. This finishes the proof of Lemma 2.4. □

End of the proof of Theorem 1.2, (1.5).

We proceed by contradiction and assume that there are two sequences (z_k), (w_k) in V such that

T_D(z_k; w_k) − k_D(z_k; w_k) ≥ kω_f (|z_k − w_k|^{1/m}).

Passing to subsequences, we may assume that z_k → z_∞ ∈ V and w_k → w_∞ ∈ V .

Case 1: z_∞ = w_∞.

If z_∞ ∈ ∂D, then for k large enough, z_k, w_k ∈ V_{z∞} , and Lemma 2.4 contradicts the assumption.

If z_∞ ∈ D, then for k large enough, z_k, w_k are away from ∂D, and δ_D(σ(t)) is bounded from above and below for all t ∈ [a; b]. Then T_D(z_k; w_k) − k_D(z_k; w_k) ≤ C|z_k − w_k|, which contradicts the assumption again because lim_{x→0}+^{f(x)}_x > 0.

Case 2: z_∞ ≠ w_∞.

Here the hypotheses imply in particular lim_{k→∞} kω_f (|z_k − w_k|^{1/m}) = ∞. Case 2.1: z_∞, w_∞ ∈ D. Since D_V is connected, T_D(z_k, w_k) is bounded above, which contradicts the assumption.

Case 2.2: z_∞, w_∞ ∈ ∂D. We can pick neighborhoods Ṽ_z ⊂ V_{z∞} , Ṽ_w ⊂ V_{w∞} , such that Ṽ_z ∩ Ṽ_w = ∅. Let N_p denote the inner normal half-line at a boundary point p, and pick points z^′ ∈ N_{z∞} ∩ ∂Ṽ_z , w^′ ∈ N_{w∞} ∩ ∂Ṽ_w. Reducing Ṽ_z, Ṽ_w if needed, we may assume max(|z_∞ − z^′|, |w_∞ − w^′|) < |z_∞ − w_∞|.

For k large enough, by Lemma 2.4 and the above inequality,

(2.11) T_D(z_k, w_k) ≤ T_D(z_k, z^′) + T_D(z^′, w^′) + T_D(w^′, w_k) ≤ T_D(z^′, w^′) + k_D(z_k, z^′) + k_D(w^′, w_k) + 2Cω_f (|z_∞ − w_∞|).

By [NTh, Theorem 1.6], shrinking U_0 if needed (using Lemma 2.3), k_D(z_k, w_k) ≥ m 2 log ( 1 + C|z_k − w_k| δ_D(z_k)^{1/m} ) ( 1 + C|z_k − w_k| δ_D(w_k)^{1/m} )

≥ log ( |z_k − w_k|^{m/2} δ_D(z_k)^{1/2} ) + log ( |z_k − w_k|^{m/2} δ_D(w_k)^{1/2} ) − C ≥ log 1 δ_D(z_k)^{1/2}

+ log 1 δ_D(w_k)^{1/2} − C, where C is some constant depending on z_∞, w_∞; while by the introduction of [NPT1], itself relying on [FR] and [JP], k_D(z_k, z^′) ≤ 1 2 log ( 1 + |z_k − z^′| δ_D(z_k) ) + C ≤ 1 2 log 1 δ_D(z_k) + C, where C depends on the choices made for Ṽ_z, z^′. An analogous inequality holds for w_k and w^′. Putting the inequalities together, we obtain k_D(z_k, z^′) + k_D(w_k, w^′) ≤ k_D(z_k, w_k) + C.

Then (2.11) implies T_D(z_k, w_k) ≤ T_D(z^′, w^′) + C + k_D(z_k, w_k) + 2Cω_f (|z_∞ − w_∞|), and since the first two terms are bounded, thus negligible in front of kω_f (|z_k − w_k|^{1/m}), this contradicts the assumption.

Case 2.3: z_∞ ∈ D, w_∞ ∈ ∂D.

This time we only choose a neighborhood Ṽ_w and a point w^′ ∈ N_{w∞} ∩ ∂Ṽ_w. The reasoning is analogous to the previous case, but simpler. □

2.4. Proof of Theorem 1.2, (1.8).

To prove (1.8) in Theorem 1.2, we will switch the respective roles of k_D and T_D. We will need to establish some facts about the behavior of T_D, which is not as regular and well known as the Kobayashi pseudo-distance.

It will be convenient to use some of the results proved above. To this end, given t_D satisfying the hypothesis (1.7), define (2.12) t^0_D(z; X) := min ( t_D(z; X); (1 + f(δ_D(z)))^{−1} κ_D(z; X) ) . For z ∈ U, t^0_D(z; X) ≤ κ_D(z; X), and so t^0_D satisfies both (1.4) and (1.7). Obviously, T^0_D ≤ T_D, so proving (1.8) for T^0_D will imply the same conclusion for T_D. So henceforth we assume that t_D(z; X) = t^0_D(z; X), which implies in particular t_D ≤ κ_D and T_D ≤ k_D.

We start with a rough intermediate estimate.

Lemma 2.6. Let U be a C -convexifiable neighborhood of p such that every point of U ∩∂D is of type at most m and that D_U is Dini-smooth. Let z, w ∈ D_U be such that they can be joined by a C^1-smooth ε-extremal curve σ for T_D which remains inside D_U . Then (2.13) k_D(z, w) ≤ T_D(z, w) + C. Proof. We can repeat the proof of Lemma 2.4 with t_D, T_D playing the respective roles of κ_D, k_D. Reparametrize σ by t_D-length.

(2.14) k_D(z, w) ≤ ∫_b a κ_D(σ(t); σ^′(t))dt ≤ ∫_b a (1 + f (δ_D(σ(t)))) dt ≤ T_D(z, w) + ε + ∫_b a f (δ_D(σ(t))) dt. Lemma 2.7. There exists s_0 ∈ [a^′; b^′] and C_1, C_2 > 0, independent of a^′, b^′ and ε provided it is small enough, such that for any t ∈ [a^′; b^′] with |t − s_0| ≥ C_2, δ_D(σ̃(t)) ≤ C_1|z − w|^{1/m}e^{−|t−s0|}. Proof. Indeed, t_D(σ̃(s), σ̃(t)) ≤ k_D(σ̃(s), σ̃(t)) ≤ k_{DU} (σ̃(s), σ̃(t)) and then we can use the rest of (2.9) and the estimates following it to prove the Lemma in the same way as before. □

Lemma 2.7 implies the analogue of (2.10), (2.15)

k_D(z, w) ≤ T_D(z, w) + ε + 2 min(C_2, b − a)f(δ_D(σ(s_0))) + 2 ∫_∞ 0 f ( C_1|z − w|^{1/m}e^{−t} ) dt setting x := C_1|z − w|^{1/m}e^{−t}, the last integral becomes ω_f ( C_1|z − w|^{1/m} ) ≤ C, using the fact that D_{U0} is bounded. □

Lemma 2.8. Let t_D be the Finsler pseudometric defined in (2.12), and p and U be as in Lemma 2.6. Let V_0 ⊂⊂ U be a neighborhood of p. Then there exists V_1 ⊂⊂ V_0, another neighborhood of p, such that if z, w ∈ V_1, and ε > 0 small enough, then any ε-extremal curve σ : [a; b] → D for T_D joining z to w has to verify σ([a; b]) ⊂ V_0.

Proof. Suppose to get a contradiction that there exists s_0 ∈ [a; b] such that σ(s_0) /∈ V_0. Let s_1 := sup{s : σ([a; s]) ⊂ V_0}, s_2 := inf{s : σ([s; b]) ⊂ V_0}, then a < s_1 < s_0 < s_2 < b and if we let z^′ := σ(s_1), w^′ := σ(s_2), we have z^′, w^′ ∈ ∂V_0. We can apply (2.13) to get k_D(z, z^′) − C ≤ T_D(z, z^′), k_D(w^′, w) − C ≤ T_D(w^′, w), so that, by (2.1) and by (2.4), k_D(z, z^′) + k_D(w^′, w) − 2C ≤ T_D(z, z^′) + T_D(w^′, w) ≤ T_D(z, w) + 3ε ≤ k_D(z, w) + 3ε ≤ log ( 1 + C|z − w| δ_D(w)^{1/2}δ_D(z)^{1/2} ) + 3ε. On the other hand, since a neighborhood of p is C -convexifiable, we have by (2.5)

k_D(z, z^′) + k_D(w^′, w) ≥ log 1 δ_D(w)^{1/2}

+ log 1 δ_D(z)^{1/2}

+ m log dist(∂V_0, V_1) − C_2

≥ log 1 δ_D(w)^{1/2}δ_D(z)^{1/2} − C_3, which contradicts the previous inequality when V_1, and therefore |z−w|, δ_D(z) and δ_D(w), are small enough. □ Now we can give more precise bounds for T_D.

Lemma 2.9. Let t_D be the Finsler pseudometric defined in (2.12), and p ∈ ∂D as in Lemma 2.6. Then there exist a neighborhood V of p and constants C^′, C^{′′} such that for any z, w ∈ V , (2.16)

m log ( 1 + C^′|z − w| δ_D(z)^{1/m} ) ( 1 + C^′|z − w| δ_D(w)^{1/m} ) ≤ T_D(z, w) ≤ log ( 1 + C^{′′}|z − w| δ_D(z)^{1/2}δ_D(w)^{1/2} ) . Proof. Since T_D(z, w) ≤ k_D(z, w), the right hand estimate follows by (2.4).

By [NTh, Theorem 1.6], k_D(z, w) ≥ m log ( 1 + C_0|z − w| δ_D(z)^{1/m} ) ( 1 + C_0|z − w| δ_D(w)^{1/m} ) =: log(1 + A).

For V small enough, by Lemma 2.8, any ε-extremal curve σ for T_D will remain within D ∩ U, with U as in the hypothesis (1.7) of Theorem 1.2; so κ_D(σ(t), X) ≤ Ct_D(σ(t), X) for all t, and this proves k_D(z, w) ≤ CT_D(z, w) whenever z, w ∈ V . Along with Lemma 2.6, this shows that T_D(z, w) ≥ max(k_D(z, w) − C, 1 C k_D(z, w)) ≥ max ( log(1 + A) − C, log(1 + A) C ) . By splitting into the two cases A ≤ e^{2C} and A ≥ e^{2C} , one sees that, taking C_1 := e^{2C} , T_D(z, w) ≥ log(1 +^A_{C1} ), therefore (2.16) holds with C^′ = C_0/C_1. □ We resume the proof of Theorem 1.2, (1.8).

By Lemma 2.9, T_D satisfies the estimates (2.16), which are the analogues for T_D of (2.4) (up to a constant) and (2.5) for k_D, so that the analogue of Proposition 2.2 holds for ε-extremal curves for T_D. This sharpens the control of ε-extremal curves for T_D already obtained in Lemma 2.8.

We now prove the analogue of Lemma 2.4:

Lemma 2.10. We can choose U_0 such that for any p^′ ∈ U_0 ∩ ∂D, there exists a small neighborhood V^′ of p^′ such that (1.8) in Theorem 1.2 holds when z, w ∈ V^′.

Proof. We choose U_0 a neighborhood of p satisfying all the above results. We want k_D(z; w) ≤ T_D(z; w) + Cω_f (|z − w|^{1/m}), for z, w ∈ V^′. Pick z, w ∈ V^′ small enough so that any (absolutely continuous) ε-extremal curve for T_D remains within U, and that Lemmas 2.8 and 2.9 apply. The analogue of Proposition 2.2 implies that δ_D(σ(s_0)) ≤ δ_D(z)+C_5|z −w|^{1/m}, and that we can finish the majorization of the last integral in (2.15) as in the end of the proof of Lemma 2.4. □

To have the result as stated in the theorem, we can again follow the same reasoning as for (1.5), exchanging the roles of t_D and κ_D. As before, we proceed by contradiction and reduce the situation to the local situation, considering convergent sequences (z_k) and (w_k) such that k_D(z_k; w_k) ≥ T_D(z_k; w_k) + kω_f (|z_k − w_k|^{1/m}).

If z_∞ = w_∞ ∈ D, it is easy to find a contradiction from the fact that T_D(z_k; w_k) ≤ Ck_D(z_k; w_k) ≤ C^′|z_k −w_k| for k large enough. If z_∞ = w_∞ ∈ V ∩∂D, with V ⊂⊂ U ⊂ U_0, by Lemma 2.10 there is a neighborhood V^′ of z_∞ such that Theorem 1.2 (1.8) holds on it, again a contradiction.

The most delicate case is that when z_k → z_∞ ∈ ∂D, w_k → w_∞ ∈ ∂D, and z_∞ ≠ w_∞. Choose neighborhoods V^′_z , V^′_w as in Lemma 2.10, k large enough so z_k ∈ V^′_z , w_k ∈ V^′_w; and choose σ an ε-extremal curve for T_D joining z_k to w_k. Let z^′ be the first exit point from V^′_z , precisely z^′ := σ(t_1), with t_1 := inf{t : σ(t) /∈ V^′_z }, so z^′ ∈ ∂V^′_z , and w^′ the last entry point into V^′_w. Then the ε-extremal property implies

T_D(z_k, w_k) ≥ T_D(z_k, z^′) + T_D(w^′, w_k) − 2ε,

and the local property we just proved implies

T_D(z_k, z^′) + T_D(w^′, w_k) ≥ k_D(z_k, z^′) + k_D(w^′, w_k) − Cω_f (C),

where the upper bound in the integral depends on the diameters of V^′_z and V^′_w. Again using (2.5), and the fact that |z_k − z^′| and |w_k − w^′| are bounded from below,

k_D(z_k, z^′) + k_D(w^′, w_k) ≥ 1 2 log 1 δ_D(z_k) + 1 2 log 1 δ_D(w_k) − C, where once again the constant depends on the choices made for V^′_z , V^′_w. Now again by [NPT1], k_D(z_k, w_k) ≤ 1 2 log 1 δ_D(z_k) + 1 2 log 1 δ_D(w_k) + C, since |z_k − w_k| → |z_∞ − w_∞| > 0. This implies that k_D(z_k, w_k) − T_D(z_k, w_k) ≤ C and concludes the proof by contradiction in this case.

The last case is analogous but simpler.

2.5. Proof of Theorem 1.2, (1.6) and (1.9).

Proposition 2.11. Under the hypothesis (1.4) of Theorem 1.2, for any q ∈ U ∩∂D, there exists a neighborhood V_q ⊂ U of q and c > 0 such that for any z, w ∈ V_q,

(2.17) T_D(z, w) k_D(z, w) ≤ 1 + f ( δ_D(z) + c|z − w|^{1/m} ) ; and under the hypothesis (1.7), for any q ∈ U ∩ ∂D, there exists a neighborhood V_q ⊂ U of q and c > 0 such that for any z, w ∈ V_q,

(2.18) k_D(z, w) T_D(z, w) ≤ 1 + f ( δ_D(z) + c|z − w|^{1/m} ) . Proof. To prove (2.17), choose V_q small enough so that Proposition 2.2 applies. Then for ε small enough and an ε-extremal curve σ for k_D joining z to w, we have for all t, δ_D(σ(t)) ≤ δ_D(z) + C|z − w|^{1/m}, therefore t_D(σ(t); σ^′(t)) ≤ ( 1 + f ( δ_D(z) + C|z − w|^{1/m} )) κ_D(σ(t); σ^′(t)). Thus

T_D(z, w) ≤ ( 1 + f ( δ_D(z) + C|z − w|^{1/m} )) ∫^b a κ_D(σ(t); σ^′(t))dt ≤ ( 1 + f ( δ_D(z) + C|z − w|^{1/m} )) (k_D(z, w) + ε) , and we have the result letting ε go to 0.

To prove (2.18), we switch the roles of T_D and k_D. As explained before Lemma 2.10, the analogue of Proposition 2.2 gives us the same control over the location of the ε-extremals for T_D as we had previously from for k_D. □

We obtain the statements about any V ⊂⊂ U from the Proposition as we had obtained the corresponding statement for (1.5): construct sequences of points z_k, w_k such that

T_D(z_k, w_k) k_D(z_k, w_k)

≥ 1 + f ( δ_D(z) + k|z − w|^{1/m} ) , and pass to convergent subsequences. If (z_k) and (w_k) converge to distinct points inside D, it is easy to find a contradiction, using the fact that lim_{x→∞} f(x) = ∞; if one of the limits is in ∂D, by [FR, Theorem 2.3], k_D(z_k, w_k) → ∞, and the fact that T_D ≤ k_D + C is violated. If the limits coincide inside D, the infinitesimal hypothesis (1.4) is violated near the limit point, and if the common limit lies on ∂D, then the Proposition above is contradicted. The same reasoning goes through for the reverse inequality.

3. Proofs of Theorems 1.3, 1.5, and 1.6

3.1. Proof of Theorem 1.3. We will follow the pattern of the proof of Theorem 1.1: we obtain inequalities of comparison of infinitesimal metrics analogous to (2.2), which hold locally; then using Lemma 2.1, we obtain an open set on which we can apply Theorem 1.2 for the relevant metric.

A central juncture of the proof will be to use properties of the squeezing function on an appropriate strictly pseudoconvex subdomain of D. We choose U_0 a neighborhood of p such that D_{U0} is strictly pseudoconvex, with C^{k,ε}-smooth boundary (the regularity given by the hypotheses). We assume V , U are open neighborhoods of p as in the statement of the theorem.

Lemma 3.1. For any ν, ξ chosen among the six pseudometrics κ_D, κ_{DU0} , κ_{DU} , β̃_D, β̃_{DU0} , β̃_{DU} , and any q ∈ (∂D) ∩ U, there exists an open neighborhood of q, V_q ⊂ U such that D_{Vq} is connected and for any z ∈ D_{Vq} , X ∈ C^n , | | |ν(z; X) ξ(z; X) − 1 | | | ≤ Cδ_D(z)^{(k−2+ε)/2}. Proof. We start with (ν, ξ) = (κ_{DU0} , β̃_{DU0} ).

Recall that the squeezing function for a domain G, z → σ_G(z), is a holomorphically invariant function with values between 0 and 1 that measures how much G looks like a ball when seen from z. For a more precise definition and properties, see [FW], [NTr] and references therein. The salient fact for us is (see e.g. [NTr, p. 1361])

(3.1) σ_G(z)^{n+1} ≤ β̃_G(z; X) κ_G(z; X) ≤ σ_G(z)^{−n−1}. [NTr, Theorem 1], itself springing from [FW], implies that if G is strictly pseudoconvex with boundary of class C^{k,ε}, k ∈ {2, 3}, 0 < ε ≤ 1, then there exists C > 0 such that

(3.2) 1 ≥ σ_G(z) ≥ 1 − Cδ_G(z)^{(k−2+ε)/2}.

We apply this to D_{U0} and get

(3.3) 1 − Cδ_{DU0} (z)^{(k−2+ε)/2} ≤ β̃_{DU0} (z; X) κ_{DU0} (z; X) ≤ 1 + Cδ_{DU0} (z)^{(k−2+ε)/2}. Choosing V_q small enough, we have δ_{DU0} (z) ≤ δ_D(z) for z ∈ D_{Vq} . So the Lemma is proved for that pair of metrics.

It is now enough to compare the various κ_G and the various β̃_G between themselves. If (ν, ξ) = (κ_{DU0} , κ_D) or (κ_{DU} , κ_{DU0} ), the Lemma holds because of (2.2), since 1 > (k − 2 + ε)/2, and thus it holds for (ν, ξ) = (κ_{DU} , κ_D) too.

Since q is a strictly pseudoconvex point of ∂D, it follows from [N2, Lemma 3] that for any neighborhood U of q such that D ∩ U is connected, there exists a neighborhood W of q such that for all z ∈ W ,

(3.4) | | | | β̃_{D∩U} (z; X) β̃_D(z; X) − 1 | | | | ≤ CδD(z) log 1 δ_D(z) .

So the Lemma holds for ν, ξ ∈ { β̃_D, β̃_{DU0} , β̃_{DU} } . □ To finish the proof of Theorem 1.3, we use Lemma 2.1 to obtain an open set W_0 such that V ⊂⊂ W_0 ⊂⊂ U and D ∩ W_0 is connected. We take a finite covering of W_0 ∩ D by V_{qj} , q_j ∈ W_0, 1 ≤ j ≤ N, where the V_{qj} are chosen as in Lemma 3.1, and let W_1 := ⋃_N j=1 V_{qj} ⊂⊂ U. Since D ∩ W_1 = (D ∩ W_0) ∪ ⋃_N j=1(D ∩ V_{pj} ), it is connected as well.

The hypotheses (1.4) and (1.7) of Theorem 1.2 apply with f(s) = cs^{(k−2+ε)/2} on W_1.

We can apply Theorem 1.2 taking t_D to be any metric in { κ_{DU} , κ_{DU0} , β̃_D, β̃_{DU0} , β̃_{DU} } , with U := W_1 and f as above. Then ω_f (s) = c^′s^{(k−2+ε)/2}. In particular, when either ν = t_D or ξ = κ_D, then (1.5) and (1.8) imply the desired inequalities about differences of distances in (1.11) when, say, v = k_D. But then, since we can compare any two distances with k_D, we can compare them between themselves, too.

Lastly, we need to obtain the statement in (1.11) about ratios of distances. This follows from applying the conclusions (1.6) and (1.9) of Theorem 1.2.

Proof of Corollary 1.4. As a consequence of [N2, Proposition 2], |k_D(z, w)−b_D (z, w)| ≤ C on D.

Let us consider first the cases k = 2 or ε < 1. If we had sequences of points (z_k)_k, (w_k)_k in D so that (3.5) k|z_k − w_k|^{(k−2+ε)/4} ≤ |k_D(z, w) − b_D(z, w)|, then, passing to convergent subsequences, (z_k)_k and (w_k)_k would have to tend to the same point z_∞. If z_∞ ∈ D, this would contradict the fact that on a compactum K, k_D(z, w), b_D(z, w) ≤ C_K ‖z − w‖. So z_∞ ∈ ∂D, but then this contradicts Theorem 1.2 for the point z_∞.

Similarly, suppose we had sequences (z_k)_k, (w_k)_k in D so that

(3.6) | | | | k_D(z, w) b_D(z, w) − 1 | | | | ≥ k ( δ_D(z) + |z − w|^{1/2} )_{(k−2+ε)/2} , Passing to convergent subsequences, we may assume z_k → z_∞ ∈ D and w_k → w_∞ ∈ D. If z_∞, w_∞ ∈ D, then z_∞ = w_∞. But then k_D(z, w), b_D(z, w) ≍ ‖z − w‖ (on a compactum) and δ_D(z_∞) > 0 lead to a contradiction.

If lim_k k_D(z_k, w_k) = ∞, then |k_D(z_k, w_k) − b_D(z_k, w_k)| ≤ C implies that^{kD(zk ,wk)}_{bD (zk,wk)} → 1. But if z_∞ ∈ D and w_∞ ∈ ∂D, this will be the case, and so lead to another contradiction.

We may now assume z_∞, w_∞ ∈ ∂D. If z_∞ ≠ w_∞, then again [FR, Theorem 2.3] implies that lim_k k_D(z_k, w_k) = ∞, so we have another contradiction. Finally z_∞ = w_∞ ∈ ∂D, and again this contradicts Theorem 1.2.

In the case k = 3, ε = 1, we exploit the fact that since D is strictly pseudoconvex, we can take D_{U0} = D, and we do not need to use the estimate (3.4). Furthermore Lemma 3.1 holds with D_U = D. So we can apply directly Theorem 1.2 with f(s) = cs and get the desired result.

3.2. Proof of Theorem 1.5.

Proof. It follows from [NPT1, Theorem 1] that if D is bounded and ∂D is C^{1,ε}-smooth for some ε > 0, then there exists C > 0 such that

(3.7) l_D(z, w) ≤ 1 2 log 1 δ_D(z) + 1 2 log 1 δ_D(w) + C. On the other hand, [NTh, Theorem 1.6] states that under the hypotheses of Theorem 1.5,

(3.8) k_D(z, w) ≥ m 2 log ( 1 + C |w − z| δ_D(z)^{1/m} ) + m 2 log ( 1 + C |w − z| δ_D(w)^{1/m} ) . If (1.12) failed, there would be two sequences (z_k)_k, (w_k)_k in D so that (3.9) k|z_k − w_k|^{1/m} ≤ l_D(z_k, w_k) − k_D(z_k, w_k). Passing to subsequences, we may assume z_k → z_∞ ∈ D, w_k → w_∞ ∈ D.

If z_∞ ≠ w_∞, then there is some η > 0 such that for k ≥ N, |z_k − w_k| ≥ η. But (3.7) and (3.8) taken together imply l_D(z_k, w_k) − k_D(z_k, w_k) ≤ −2 log(C|z_k − w_k|^{1/m}) ≤ −2 log(Cη), and this contradicts (3.9).

So we are reduced to the case z_∞ = w_∞. If z_∞ ∈ D, then for k large enough, l_D(z_k, w_k) ≤ C|z_k − w_k|, and we have a contradiction again. We then assume z_∞ ∈ ∂D. Let U_0 be a neighborhood of z_∞ where Theorem 1.1 applies. By Lemma 2.3, we can take neighborhoods V ⊂⊂ U ⊂ U_0 of z_∞ such that D_U is C -convexifiable and C^m smooth.

Since it is at least C^2-smooth, we can apply Jacquet’s extension of Lempert’s theorem [Jac] to the C -convexifiable domain D_U , so that l_{DU} = k_{DU} , and Theorem 1.1 (1.2) yields, for k large enough so that z_k, w_k ∈ V , l_D(z, w) ≤ l_{DU} (z_k, w_k) = k_{DU} (z_k, w_k) ≤ k_D(z_k, w_k) + C|z_k − w_k|^{1/m}, which contradicts (3.9).

To prove (1.13), we proceed in a similar way: assume there are sequences (z_k)_k, (w_k)_k in D such that

(3.10) 1 + k ( δ_D(z_k) + |z_k − w_k|^{1/m} ) ≤ l_D(z_k, w_k) k_D(z_k, w_k) , and pass to convergent subsequences. The case z_∞ ≠ w_∞ can be ruled out because then, since D is bounded, k_D(z_k, w_k) ≥ η > 0 for k large enough, and then (3.7) and (3.8) taken together again imply that the right hand side of (3.10) is bounded.

When z_∞ = w_∞, again one sees that z_∞ ∈ D leads to a contradiction because l_D(z_k, w_k) and k_D(z_k, w_k) are both comparable to |z_k − w_k| and δ_D(z_k) ≥ η > 0, for k large enough. Finally, if z_∞ ∈ ∂D, we pick neighborhoods V ⊂⊂ U ⊂ U_0 as above, but use the conclusion (1.3) from Theorem 1.1 to get a final contradiction. □ 3.3. Proof of Theorem 1.6.

Proof. We follow the pattern of the proof of [N2, Proposition 1]. Assume the theorem fails. Then we may find sequences of points (z_k)_k, (w_k)_k, converging respectively to p, q ∈ D, such that (l_D(z_k, w_k) − c_D(z_k, w_k))|z_k − w_k|^{−1/2} → ∞.

For a strictly pseudoconvex domain D, by [N2, Proposition 1], (3.11) c_D(z, w) ≤ k_D(z, w) ≤ l_D(z, w) ≤ c_D(z, w) + C. So we must have p = q. If p ∈ D, then for k large enough, 0 ≤ c_D(z_k, w_k) ≤ l_D(z_k, w_k) = O(|z_k − w_k|), which easily implies the result.

Assume now p = q ∈ ∂D. Since p is a strictly pseudoconvex boundary point, we may apply Fornaess’ embedding theorem [For, Proposition 1] to obtain a holomorphic map Φ from a neighborhood of D to C^n and a strictly convex domain G ⊃ Φ(D) such that, near p, Φ is biholomorphic and ∂G = ∂D. Now we may choose a neighborhood U of p such that Φ is biholomorphic on a neighborhood of U and G^′ := Φ(D_U ) = G_V is a strictly convex domain and V is a neighborhood of Φ(p). For k large enough so that z_k, w_k ∈ D_U , let z^′_k = Φ(z_k) and w^′_k = Φ(w_k). Note that, since Φ is biholomorphic on a neighborhood of U, there is a uniform constant C > 0 such that C^{−1}|z_k − w_k| ≤ |z^′_k − w^′_k| ≤ C|z_k − w_k|. Then

(3.12) l_D(z_k, w_k) − c_D(z_k, w_k) ≤ l_{DU} (z_k, w_k) − c_D(z_k, w_k) = l_G′ (z^′_k, w^′_k) − c_{Φ(D)}(z^′_k, w^′_k) ≤ l_G′ (z^′_k, w^′_k) − c_G(z^′_k, w^′_k) = k_G′ (z^′_k, w^′_k) − k_G(z^′_k, w^′_k),

by applying Lempert’s theorem to G and G^′. So we would get (k_G′ (z^′_k, w^′_k) − k_G(z^′_k, w^′_k))|z^′_k − w^′_k|^{−1/2} → ∞, a contradiction to (1.2) in the case m = 2.

We adapt the previous proof to obtain (1.15). Assume now we have sequences of points (z_k)_k, (w_k)_k, converging respectively to p, q ∈ D, such that

l_D(z_k ,w_k) c_D(z_k,w_k) − 1

δ_D(z_k) + |z_k − w_k|^{1/2} → ∞. If p ≠ q, the denominator remains bounded below, and the numerator is bounded, by (3.11), so we have a contradiction. If p = q ∈ D, then because there are constants so that c|z − w| ≤ c_D(z, w) ≤ l_D(z, w) ≤ C|z − w|, we have a contradiction again. So the only remaining case is when z_k, w_k → p ∈ ∂D, and we follow the construction above, replacing (3.12) by:

l_D(z_k, w_k) c_D(z_k, w_k) ≤ l_{DU} (z_k, w_k) c_D(z_k, w_k) = l_G′ (z^′_k, w^′_k) c_{Φ(D)}(z^′_k, w^′_k) ≤ l_G′ (z^′_k, w^′_k) c_G(z^′_k, w^′_k) = k_G′ (z^′_k, w^′_k) k_G(z^′_k, w^′_k) ≤ 1 + C^′(δ_G(z^′_k) + |z^′_k − w^′_k|^{1/2}) ≤ 1 + C(δ_D(z_k) + |z_k − w_k|^{1/2}), by Theorem 1.1 (1.3), a contradiction again. □ Observe that this proof circumvents the use of the result of Balogh and Bonk [BB], since the proof of [N2, Proposition 1] only used [BB] to deal with the case when z and w were close to the same boundary point p, and this case is now settled by Theorem 1.1.

4. The planar case Let D ⊂ C be a planar domain; we write D_r = D ∩ (rD ) (r > 0). Denote by Π the upper half plane. We write m_D = tanh k_D, in particular m_Π(z, w) = |_{z−w} z−w̄ | . Recall that k_D = l_D (see e.g. [JP, Remark 3.3.8.(e)]).

Proposition 4.1. For z, w ∈ Π_1 = Π ∩ D , k_{Π1} (z, w) − k_Π(z, w) = T_1(z, w) + T_2(z, w), where

(4.1) T_1(z, w) = log ( 1 + |z − w| Im z Im w |z − w| + |z − w̄| 4 (|1 − zw| + |1 − zw̄|)|1 − zw̄| ) ,

(4.2) and T_2(z, w) = − 1 2 log ( 1 − |z − w|^2 |1 − zw̄|^2 ) . When z, w → 0

(4.3) T_1(z, w) = 2|z − w|

Im z Im w |z − w| + |z − w̄| (1 + o(1)),

(4.4) T_2(z, w) = 1 2 |z − w|^2(1 + o(1)).

As a consequence of (4.1) and (4.2), for any ε > 0 there exist r ∈ (0, 1) such that

(4.5) 0 ≤ k_{Π1} (z, w) − k_Π(z, w) < (1 + ε)|z − w|( 1 2 |z − w| + min(Im z, Im w))

when z, w ∈ Π_r. When Re z = Re w, this estimate is sharp: k_{Π1} (z, w) − k_Π(z, w) ∼ |z − w|(^1_2 |z − w| + min(Im z, Im w)).

Proof. Since the map f(z) :=

(_{z+1} z−1 )_2

transforms conformally Π_1 onto Π, m_{Π1} (z, w) = m_Π(f(z), f(w)). Notice also that

(4.6) 1 − m_Π(z, w)^2 =

4 Im z Im w |1 − zw̄|^2 .

Inverting the hyperbolic tangent function,

k_D(z, w) = log(1 + m_D) − 1 2 log(1 − m_D(z, w)^2), thus

k_{Π1} (z, w) − k_Π(z, w) = log

1 + m_{Π1} (z, w)) 1 + m_Π(z, w)) − 1 2 log 1 − m_{Π1} (z, w)^2 1 − m_Π(z, w)^2 . Elementary computations and the fact that f(z) = f(z̄) show that f(z) − f(w) = 4 (1 − zw)(z − w) (1 − z)^2(1 − w)^2

, and Im f(z) = 4

(1 − |z|^2) Im z |1 − z|^4 . We deduce that

m_{Π1} (z, w) = | | | | 1 − zw 1 − zw̄ | | | | m^Π(z, w) =: μ^1m^Π(z, w), and

1 − m_{Π1} (z, w)^2 = ( 1 − m_Π(z, w)^2

) (1 − |z|^2)(1 − |w|^2) |1 − zw̄|^2 . We then write^{1+μ1mΠ(z,w)}

1+m_Π(z,w) = 1 + (μ1 − 1) m_Π(z,w) 1+m_Π(z,w) , and

μ_1 − 1 = μ^2_1 − 1 μ_1 + 1 = 1 μ_1 + 1

4 Im z Im w |1 − zw̄|^2 . Elementary computations then lead to (4.1) and (4.2).

Since |1 − zw̄| → 1 as z, w → 0, the asymptotic expansions in (4.3), (4.4) follow readily. To get (4.5), notice that |z − w| + |z − w̄| ≥ | Im z − Im w| + | Im z + Im w| = 2 max(Im z, Im w). This becomes an equality when Re z = Re w. □ Remark. None of the two additive terms in the estimate (4.5) can be removed. This can be seen by choosing points z, w ∈ iR_+ such that either |z − w| or min(Im z, Im w) is dominating.

Proof of Theorem 1.7. We may choose U_0 such that D_{U0} is a bounded Dini-smooth domain.

Assume the proposition fails. Then we find sequences z_k → p^′ ∈ D_V and w_k → p^{′′} ∈ D_V such that k_{DU} (z_k, w_k) − c_D(z_k, w_k) |z_k − w_k|(|z_k − w_k| + δ_D(z_k)^{1/2}δ_D(w_k)^{1/2}) → ∞. We distinguish the same three cases as in the proof of Theorem 1.6. When p^′ ≠ p^{′′}, we get a contradiction to [N1, Propositions 5 and 7, Corollary 6] which imply that there exists a constant c > 0 such that if z is near p^′ and w is near p^{′′}, then 2k_{DU} (z, w) − c < − log δ_D(z) − log δ_D(w) < 2c_D(z, w) + c.

If p^′ = p^{′′} ∈ D_V , then we use the fact that k_{DU} (z, w) ≤ c|z − w| for z, w near p. Let now p^′ = p^{′′} ∈ ∂D. We shall use arguments from the proof of [NTA, Proposition 6]. We may find a Dini-smooth Jordan curve ζ such that ζ coincides with ∂D near p^′ and D ⊂ ζext. Since V ⊂⊂ U and p^′ ∈ V̄ , we can fix some r_0 > 0 depending only on U and V such that D(p^′, r_0) ⊂ U and D(p^′, r_0) ∩ ∂D = D(p^′, r_0) ∩ ζ.

Let a ∈ ζint, φ(z) = 1 z − a and G = φ(ζext) ∪ {0}. Let ψ : G → D be a Riemann map.

It extends to a C^1-diffeomorphism from G to D (cf. [Pom, Theorem 3.5]). Let θ map conformally D onto Π, chosen so that θ (ψ ∘ φ(p^′)) = 0.

Set η = θ ∘ ψ ∘ φ; for some r > 0 (depending on η and r_0), D_r ⊂ η(D_U ). Writing z̃ = η(z), we then have

c_D(z_k, w_k) ≥ c_Π(z̃_k, w̃_k) = k_Π(z̃_k, w̃_k), k_{DU} (z_k, w_k) ≤ k_{Πr} (z̃_k, w̃_k)

for k large enough.

Since c_Π = k_Π, lim_{z→a} δ_Π(z̃) δ_D(z) = |η^′(a)|, and z̃_k − w̃_k z_k − w_k → η^′(a), then using Proposition 4.1

0 ≤ k_{DU} (z_k, w_k) − c_D(z, w) ≤ k_{Πr} (z̃_k, w̃_k) − k_Π(z̃_k, w̃_k)

≤ C_r|z̃_k − w̃_k|(|z̃_k − w̃_k| + δ_D(z̃_k)^{1/2}δ_D(w̃_k)^{1/2}) ≤ C|z_k − w_k|(|z_k − w_k| + δ_D(z_k)^{1/2}δ_D(w_k)^{1/2}) for some C > 0 and any k large enough. We reach again a contradiction which completes the proof. □

Corollary 4.2. Let D be a bounded Dini-smooth planar domain D. Then there exists a constant C > 0 such that 0 ≤ k_D(z, w) − c_D(z, w) ≤ C|z − w|(|z − w| + δ_D(z)^{1/2}δ_D(w)^{1/2}), z, w ∈ D. Proof. Again we follow the same proof pattern:

(i) By [N1, Proposition 8], the difference k_D − c_D is bounded on D × D; (ii) For any p ∈ D, there is a constant C_p > 0 such that for z, w near p, k_D(z, w) ≤ C_p|z − w|; (iii) Theorem 1.7 applied to any boundary point and replacing k_{DU} by k_D. □

References

[APS] M. Andersson, M. Passare, R. Sigurdsson, Complex convexity and analytic functionals, Birkhäuser, Basel–Boston–Berlin, 2004.

[BB] Z.M. Balogh, M. Bonk, Gromov hyperbolicity and the Kobayashi metric on strictly pseudoconvex domains, Comment. Math. Helv. 75 (2000), 504–533.

[BZ] G. Bharali, A. Zimmer, Goldilocks domains, a weak notion of visibility, and applications, Adv.

Math. 310 (2017), 377–425.

[BFW] F. Bracci, J.E. Fornæss, E.F. Wold, Comparison of invariant metrics and distances on strongly pseudoconvex domains and worm domains, Math. Z. 292 (2018), 879–893.

[BNT] F. Bracci, N. Nikolov, P.J. Thomas Visibility of Kobayashi geodesics in convex domains and related properties, Math. Z. 301 (2022), 2011–2035.

[For] J.E. Fornaess, Strictly pseudoconvex domains in convex domains, Amer. J. Math. 98 (1976), 529– 569.

[FR] F. Forstnerič, J.-P. Rosay, Localization ot the Kobayashi metric and the boundary continuity of proper holomorphic mappings, Math. Ann. 279 (1987), 239–252.

[FW] J.E. Fornæss, E.F. Wold An estimate for the squeezing function and estimates of invariant metrics, in Complex Analysis and Geometry: KSCV10, Gyeongju, Korea, August 2014, eds. F. Bracci, J. Byun, H. Gaussier, K. Hirachi, K.-T. Kim, N. Shcherbina, Springer Proceedings in Mathematics & Statistics, Vol. 144, Springer, Tokyo, 2015, pp. 135–147.

[Hör] L. Hörmander, Notions of convexity, Birkhäuser, Basel–Boston–Berlin, 1994. [Jac] D. Jacquet, C -convex domains with C^2 boundary, Complex Var. Elliptic Equ. 51 (2006), 303–312. [JP] M. Jarnicki, P. Pflug, Invariant distances and metrics in complex analysis – 2nd edition. de Gruyter Expositions in Mathematics, vol. 9, Walter de Gruyter, Berlin/Boston, 2013.

[LW] J. Liu, H. Wang, Localization of the Kobayashi metric and applications, Math. Z. 297 (2021), 867– 883.

[N1] N. Nikolov, Estimates of invariant distances on “convex” domains, Ann. Mat. Pura Appl. 193 (2014), 1595–1605.

[N2] N. Nikolov, Comparison of invariant functions on strongly pseudoconvex domains, J. Math. Anal.

Appl. 421 (2015), 180–185.

[NA] N. Nikolov, L. Andreev, Estimates of the Kobayashi and quasi-hyperbolic distances, Ann. Mat. Pura Appl. 196 (2017), 43–50.

[NPT1] N. Nikolov, P. Pflug, P.J. Thomas, Upper bound for the Lempert function on smooth domains, Math. Z. 266 (2010), 425–430.

[NPT2] N. Nikolov, P. Pflug, P.J. Thomas, On different extremal bases for C -convex domains, Proc.

Amer. Math. Soc. 141 (2013), 3223–3230.

[NPZ] N. Nikolov, P. Pflug, W. Zwonek, Estimates for invariant metrics on C -convex domains, Trans.

Amer. Math. Soc. 363 (2011), 6245–6256.

[NTh] N. Nikolov, P.J. Thomas Comparison of the real and the complex Green functions, and sharp estimates of the Kobayashi distance, Ann. Sc. Norm. Super. Pisa Cl. Sci. (5) Vol. XVIII (2018), 1125–1143.

[NTr] N. Nikolov, M. Trybuła, Estimates for the squeezing function near strictly pseudoconvex boundary points with applications, J. Geom. Anal. 30 (2020), 1359–1365.

[NTA] N. Nikolov, M. Trybuła, L. Andreev, Boundary behavior of invariant functions on planar domains, Complex Var. Elliptic Equ. 61 (2016), 1064–1072.

[Pom] Ch. Pommerenke, Boundary behaviour of conformal maps, Springer, Berlin, 1992. [Ven] S. Venturini, Comparison between the Kobayashi and Carathéodory distances on strongly pseudoconvex bounded domains in C^n , Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 107 (1989) 725–730.

[Zim] A.M. Zimmer, Gromov hyperbolicity and the Kobayashi metric on convex domains of finite type, Math. Ann. 365 (2016), 1425–1498.

N. Nikolov: Institute of Mathematics and Informatics, Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Acad. G. Bonchev Str., Block 8, 1113 Sofia, Bulgaria,

Faculty of Information Sciences, State University of Library Studies and Information Technologies, 69A, Shipchenski prohod Str., 1574 Sofia, Bulgaria

Email address: nik@math.bas.bg

P.J. Thomas: Institut de Mathématiques de Toulouse; UMR5219, Université de Toulouse; CNRS, UPS, F-31062 Toulouse Cedex 9, France Email address: pascal.thomas@math.univ-toulouse.fr