
ON THE APPROACHING GEODESIC PROPERTY VIA THE
QUOTIENT INVARIANT

KINGSHOOK BISWAS AND SANJOY CHATTERJEE

Abstract. We study the approaching geodesic property of a bounded domain
in Cd with respect to the Kobayashi distance using the quotient invariant.

1. Introduction

The Gromov compactification X
G
of a proper geodesic Gromov hyperbolic met-

ric space (X, d) is fundamental in the study of metric geometry. In [11], Gromov
introduced a compactification procedure for proper metric spaces by embedding
the metric space (X, d) into the space C(X) of real-valued continuous functions
(see Section 2 for the precise definition). This construction, commonly referred

to as the horofunction compactification and denoted by X
H
, provides a natural

boundary associated to the metric structure of X. A fundamental question is to

understand how these two compactifications X
H
and X

G
compare to one another.

In [5, Theorem 1.1], it is shown that for a proper geodesic Gromov hyperbolic
metric space (X, d), the approaching geodesic property (see Definition 2.3) suffices

to guarantee that the horofunction compactification X
H

and the Gromov com-

pactification X
G
are homeomorphic. More precisely, the following result is proved

in [5, Theorem 1.1]:

Result 1.1. Let (X, d) be a proper geodesic Gromov hyperbolic metric space with
the approaching geodesics property. Then the Busemann map induces a homeomor-

phism X
H → X

G
extending the identity map. Thus X

H
and X

G
are topologically

equivalent.

The approaching geodesic property also has further implications in the study
of orbits under the iteration of non-expanding self-maps of Gromov hyperbolic
metric spaces; see, for instance, [4, Proposition 4.20] and [4, Proposition 4.10]. It
follows from [4, Proposition 5.2] that not every Gromov hyperbolic metric space
satisfies the approaching geodesic property. This naturally raises the question:
which metric spaces do possess the approaching geodesic property? The study of
the metric geometry of a domain in Cn endowed with the Kobayashi distance is
one of the major areas of interest in several complex variables. In this article, we
always consider the domains in Cd for which the Kobayashi (pseudo)distance is a
genuine distance; that is, we consider Kobayashi hyperbolic domains in Cd. In [5],
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Arosio et al. identified a class of Kobayashi hyperbolic domains in Cd that satisfy
the approaching geodesic property using the squeezing function. They established
the following result:

Result 1.2. [5, Theorem 4.3] Let D ⊂ Cn be a bounded domain such that limz→∂D sD(z) =
1. Then the Kobayashi metric space (D,KD) has the approaching geodesic prop-
erty.

As a consequence of Result 1.2, Arosio et al. proved the following:

Result 1.3. [5, Corrolary 4.5] Let D ⋐ Cn be one of the following:

(i) a strongly pseudoconvex domain with C2 boundary,
(ii) a convex domain satisfying limz→∂D sD(z) = 1.

Let KD denote the Kobayashi distance on D. Then any two of the compactifications

D
H
, D, and , D

G
are homeomorphic via maps extending the identity.

The existence of a continuous extension of the identity map from the Euclidean

closure D to the horofunction compactification D
H

ensures the existence of the
following limit for any ζ ∈ ∂D :

hp,ζ(z) := lim
w→ζ

[KD(z, w)−KD(p, w)]. (1.1)

If the limit in (1.1) exists then the corresponding horoballs are defined by the
set {z ∈ D : hp,ζ(z) <

1
2
lnR}. The notion of a horoball plays an important

role in the study of the dynamics of iterates of holomorphic self-maps (see [1],
[2], [3] for details ). Therefore, the study of approaching geodesic property of
Kobayashi hyperbolic domain is important. The aim of this article is to study the
approaching geodesic property of the domain in terms of the quotient invariant
which is a biholomorphic invariant real valued function defined on a domain Cd.
Let us mentioned the definition of quotient invariant before going to our main
result.

Definition 1.4. LetD ⊂ Cd be a domain. The Carathéodory and Kobayashi–Eisenman
volume elements on D at the point p ∈ D are denoted by cD(p) and kD(p) respec-
tively, and is defined by the following:

cD(p) := sup{|detψ′(p)|2 : ψ ∈ O(D,Bn), ψ(p) = 0},
kD(p) := inf{|detϕ′(0)|−2 : ϕ ∈ O(Bn, D), ϕ(0) = p}.

Remark 1.5. For any taut domain D ⊂ Cd , by Montel’s theorem, it follows there
exists ϕ ∈ O(Bn, D) such that kD(p) = |det(ϕ′(0))|−2 ̸= 0. Similarly, there exists
ψ ∈ O(D,Bn) such that cD(p) = |det(ψ′(p))|2 for some ψ ∈ O(D,Bn).

The quotient invariant of taut domain D is denoted by qD(z) and is defined by

qD(z) :=
cD(z)

kD(z)
. (1.2)

It is well known that qD(z) is a biholomorphic invariant [12, Chapter 11, p. 446]. It
follows from [10, Theorem 1] that if there exists a point p ∈ D such that qD(p) = 1,
then D is biholomorphic to the unit ball. In [6, Theorem 1.3], the author has used
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the quotient invariant to detect strong pseudoconvexity at boundary points of a
domain. In this paper, we have studied the approaching geodesic property of a
domain via quotient invariant.

The main result of the paper is the following:

Theorem 1.6. Let D ⋐ Cd be a complete hyperbolic domain and ζ ∈ ∂HD.
Suppose that qD(z) → 1 as z → ζ. Then the domain D has the approaching
geodesic property at ζ.

Remark 1.7. By the Schwarz lemma, one has qD(z) ≤ 1 for all z ∈ D. It follows
from [9, Theorem 3.1] that for any bounded domain D ⊂ Cd sD ≤ qD(z). Hence,
sD(z) → 1 does not necessarily imply that that qD(z) → 1.

It follows from Remark 1.7 that Theorem 1.6 extends the Result 1.2. Next, using
Theorem 1.6, we establish a metric-geometric property of bounded convex domains
for which qD(z) → 1 as z → ∂D. In particular, we show that

Theorem 1.8. If D ⋐ Cd be a convex domain and limz→∂D qD(z) = 1. Then
(D,KD) is a Gromov hyperbolic metric space that enjoys the visibility property.

Moreover, any two compactification D, D
G

and D
H

are homeomorphic via the
maps extending the identity.

2. Preliminaries and Technical Results

In this section, we introduce the definitions and notions relevant to this paper,
and recall several known results that will be used in the proofs of our theorems.

Definition 2.1 (Gromov compactification). Let (X, d) be a proper geodesic Gro-
mov hyperbolic metric space and R(X) denotes the set of all geodesic rays in
(X, d). Define an equivalence relation on R(X) as follow: γ ∼ σ if and only
if supt≥0 d(γ(t), σ(t)) < ∞. Two geodesic rays γ, σ are said to be asymptotic if
γ ∼ σ. The Gromov boundary of (X, d) is denoted by ∂GX and is defined by
∂GX := R(X)/ ∼. The Gromov compactification of the metric space (X, d) is

defined by X
G
:= X ⊔ ∂GX endowed with a compact metrizable topology defined

as [5]

Next, we mention the notion of horofunction compactification introduced by
Gromov in [11]

Definition 2.2 (Horofunction compactifiation). Let (X, d) be a proper metric
space. Let C(X) be the set of all real-valued continuous functions on X endowed
with the topology of uniform convergence. Fix a base point p ∈ X. For each x ∈ X
the map dx : X → R is defined by dx(z) = d(z, x)−d(p, x). Clearly, them iH : X →
C(X) defined by x 7→ dx induces a homeomorphic embedding of X in the subspace
of C(X) consisting of functions vanishing at the point p ∈ X. The horofunction

compactification of X is denoted by X
H

and is defined by closure of the image
of X in C(X) under the map iH . The horofunction boundary of X is defined by

∂HX := X
H \X. For a geodesic ray γ : [0,∞) → X we write γ(∞) = ζ ∈ ∂HX if

the limt→∞ [d(z, γ(t))− t] exists for all z ∈ x and ζ(z) = limt→∞ [d(z, γ(t))− t].
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Definition 2.3. Let (X, d) be a proper geodesic metric space. Two geodesic rays
γ, σ ∈ R(X) are strongly asymptotic if there exists T ∈ R such that

lim
t→∞

d(γ(t), σ(t+ T )) = 0.

A proper geodesic metric space is (X, d) said to have the approaching geodesic
property if every asymptotic geodesic ray are strongly asymptotic . If (X, d) is
proper metric space and ζ ∈ ∂HX we say that X has approaching geodesic at ζ
if any two asymptotic geodesic rays γ, σ with γ(∞) = σ(∞) = ζ are strongly
asymptotic.

Definition 2.4. Let D ⊂ Cd, z ∈ D and X ∈ Cn. The Kobayashi-Royden
(pseudo)metric κD of D are defined as:

κD(z;X) = inf{|α| : ∃φ ∈ O(D,D), φ(0) = z, αφ′(0) = X}.

For x, y ∈ D the Kobayashi distance, is defined as follows :

KD(x, y) = inf
γ

ˆ 1

0

κD(γ(t); γ
′(t)) dt, (2.1)

where the infimum is taken over all piecewise C1 curves γ : [0, 1] → D with
γ(0) = x and γ(1) = y.

A geodesic for KD is a curve σ : I → D, where I is an interval in R, such that
for any s, t ∈ I,

KD(σ(s), σ(t)) = |s− t|.
Here we mention some known terminology:

• If x, y ∈ D, I = [0, a] and σ(0) = x, σ(a) = y, then L = KD(x, y) and we
say that σ is a geodesic joining x and y.

• If I = (−∞,+∞), we say that σ is a geodesic line.
• If I = [0,∞), we say that σ is a geodesic ray.

A geodesic ray σ lands if there exists p ∈ D such that limt→∞ σ(t) = p.
The domain D is complete hyperbolic if it is Kobayashi hyperbolic and if KD

is a complete distance, or equivalently, the balls for the Kobayashi distance are
relatively compact. Bounded convex domains are well known to be complete hy-
perbolic. If a domain D is complete hyperbolic, by the Hopf-Rinow Theorem,
(D,KD) is a geodesic space, namely, any two points in D can be joined by a
geodesic.

We now mention some known results that will be used to prove our main the-
orems. Before going to state the result, let us mention some required definitions.
A domain D ⊂ Cd is said to have a simple boundary if every holomorphic map
ϕ : D → ∂Ω is constant.

A convex domain D ⊂ Cd is called C-properly convex if D does not contain any
entire complex affine lines. The set of all C properly convex domains endowed with
local Hausdorff topology (see [14, Section 3] for details) is denoted by Xd. The set
Xd,0 := {(D, z) ∈ Xd × Cd : z ∈ D} is endowed with the subspace topology. With
this terminology in place, we now state the following results, which will be used in
the proof of Theorem 1.8.



ON THE APPROACHING GEODESIC PROPERTY VIA THE QUOTIENT INVARIANT 5

Result 2.5. [14, Theorem 1.5] Let D ⊂ Cd be a bounded convex domain. Then

(D,KD) is Gromov hyperbolic if and only if every domain in Aff(Cd) ·D ∩Xd has
a simple boundary. Here, Aff(Cd) denotes the set of all affine automorphisms of
Cd.

Result 2.6. [6, Theorem 1.3] The function f : Xd,0 → R define by f(D, z) = qD(z)
is upper semicontinuous.

Result 2.7. [8, Theorem 3.3] Let D be a complete hyperbolic bounded domain.
Assume that (D,KD) is Gromov hyperbolic. Then D has the visibility property if

and only if the identity map extends as a continuous surjective map Φ : D
G −→ D.

Moreover, Φ is a homeomorphism if and only if D has no geodesic loops in D.

Result 2.8. [7, Theorem 1.5] Let D ⋐ Cd be a convex domain . If (D,KD) is
Gromov hyperbolic, then the identity map id : D → D extends to a homeomorphism

id : D
G → D.

The following result gives a necessary and sufficient condition for two geodesic rays
to be strongly asymptotic.

Result 2.9. [5, Proposition 3.13] Let (X, d) be a proper metric space and γ and
γ̃ be two geodesic rays. The rays γ and γ̃ are strongly asymptotic if and only if
limt→+∞ infs≥0 d(γ(t), γ̃(s)) = 0.

The next result will be used crucially in the proof of Theorem 1.6.

Result 2.10. [13, Lemma 15.3.2] If F : Bd → Bd is holomorphic, F (0) = 0,
det(DF (0)) = 1, then F is unitary. In particular F ∈ Aut(Bd).

3. Proof of Theorem 1.6

In order to prove Theorem 1.6, we first establish several preparatory lemmas. We
use the following notation throughout the proof BR := {z ∈ Bd : KBd(0, z) < R}.
For S ⊂ D we write BD(S, ε) := {z ∈ D : infx∈S KD(z, x) < ε}.

Lemma 3.1. Let D ⋐ Cd be complete hyperbolic domain and ϕ ∈ O(Bd,Cd). Let
R, ε, δ be positive real numbers such that R > ε > δ > 0 and ϕ be an open map on
BR. Let KD(ϕ(z), ϕ(0)) > KBd(0, z) − δ for all z ∈ BR Then BD(ϕ(0), R − ε) ⊂
BD(ϕ(BR), ε).

Proof. Clearly, BD(ϕ(0), R − ε) and BD(ϕ(BR), ε) both are domains. Let z ∈
BD(ϕ(0), R − ε) and z /∈ BD(ϕ(BR), ε). Let γ : [0, 1] → D be a geodesic joining
ϕ(0) and z. Since γ(0) is inside the domain BD(ϕ(BR), ε) and γ(1) is outside the
domain hence there exists t0 ∈ (0, 1) such that γ(t0) ∈ ∂B(ϕ(BR), ε). Now we have
the following:

KD(ϕ(0), z) > t0 ≥ dist(ϕ(0), ∂B(ϕ(BR), ε)) ≥ dist(ϕ(0), ∂ϕ(BR)). (3.1)

Here ∂ϕ(BR) is compact. Hence, there exists w ∈ ∂ϕ(BR) such that dist(ϕ(0), ∂ϕ(BR)) =
KD(ϕ(0), w). Since w ∈ ∂ϕ(BR), there exists zn ∈ BR such that ϕ(zn) → w as
n → ∞. Since BR is compact subset of Bd, we can assume that zn → z0 in BR.
Since ϕ is an open map, it follows that z0 ∈ ∂BR. Therefore, w = limn→∞ ϕ(zn) =
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ϕ(z0) for some z0 ∈ Bd with KBd(0, z0) = R. Hence, from (3.1) and our assumption
we obtain that

R− ε > KD(ϕ(0), z) > dist(ϕ(0), ∂ϕ(BR)) = KBd(ϕ(0), ϕ(z0))

From our assumption we have that

R− ε > KD(ϕ(0), z) ≥ KBd(0, z0)− δ = R− δ.

This leads to a contradiction with our assumption of ε > δ. □

Lemma 3.2. Let a ∈ R and γ : [a,∞) → D be a geodesic ray. Let ϕ ∈ O(Bd,Cd)
be an open map such that for any R > ε > δ > 0, the assumption of Lemma 3.1
holds. If γ(t0) = ϕ(0) for some t0 ∈ [a,∞). Then for any compact subset K ⊂
[a,∞) there exists RK > 0 such that γ(K) ⊂ BD(ϕ(BRK

), ε).

Proof. Let K ⊂ [a,∞) be any compact subset and r := supt∈K |t| > 0. Choose
RK := r + ε+ |t0|. We obtain the following for all t ∈ K

KD(γ(t), ϕ(0)) = KD(γ(t), γ(t0)) = |t− t0| ≤ |t|+ |t0| ≤ RK − ε. (3.2)

Therefore, in view of Lemma 3.1, we obtain that γ(t) ∈ BD(ϕ(BRK
), ε) for all

t ∈ K. □

Lemma 3.3. Let tn > 0 with tn → ∞ as n → ∞ and γn : [−tn,∞) → D
be a sequence of geodesic rays such that γn(0) = zn and zn → ∂D as n → ∞.
Let ψn ∈ O(D,Bd) with ψn(zn) = 0 and ϕn ∈ O(Bd, D) with ϕn(0) = zn. If
ψn ◦ ϕn : Bd → Bd converges to F ∈ Aut(Bd) uniformly over every compact subsets
of Bd. Then ψn ◦ γn → η (upto a subsequence ) uniformly over every compact
subsets of R to a geodesic line η : R → Bd.

Proof. Let ε > 0, K ⊂ R be any compact subset and r = supt∈K |t| > 0. Clearly,
there exists nK ∈ N such that K ⊂ domain(γn) for every n ≥ nK . By the Arzelà-
Ascoli theorem, the sequence ψn◦γn admits a subsequence that converges uniformly
onK. Renaming the subsequence, we assume without loss of generality that ψn◦γn
converges uniformly on K as n→ ∞. Since the compact set is arbitrary, we define
η : R → Bd by η := limn→∞ ψn ◦ γn, where the convergence is uniform over every
compact subset of R. We show that η is a geodesic ray. To this aim, we prove the
following claim:

Claim 3.4. For any R > ε > δ > 0, there exists nR,ε ∈ N such that

KBd(x, y) ≥ KD(ϕn(x), ϕn(y)) ≥ KBd(x, y)− δ ∀x, y ∈ BR, ∀n ≥ nR,ε. (3.3)

Proof. Here BR is a compact subset of Bd. From the assumption, we conclude that
ψn ◦ ϕn → F ∈ Aut(Bd) uniformly over BR. From the continuity of Kobayashi
distance on the ball, it follows that for ε > δ > 0 there exists nR,ε ∈ N such that
for all n ≥ nR,ε the following holds:

KD(ϕn(x), ϕn(y)) ≥ KBd(ψn ◦ ϕn(x), ψn ◦ ϕn(y)) ≥ KBd(F (x), F (y))− δ. (3.4)

Since F ∈ Aut(Bd), we conclude from the above equation that KD(ϕn(x), ϕn(y)) ≥
KBd(x, y) − δ for all x, y ∈ BR and for all n ≥ nR,ε. The first part of (3.3)
follows from the fact that holomorphic maps are non-expanding with respect to
the Kobayashi distance. This proves the claim. □
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Here BR is compact subset of Bd and according to our assumption, we have
ψn ◦ ϕn converges to F ∈ Aut(Bd) uniformly on BR as n→ ∞. Hence det(D(ψn ◦
ϕn)(z)) → 1 uniformly on BR as n → ∞. Therefore, from holomorphic inverse
function theorem, it follows that there exists n′

R,ε ∈ N such that ϕn are open maps
on BR for all n ≥ n′

R,ε. For the chosen compact set K, we choose RK > 0 as
Lemma 3.2. We next choose nRK ,ε ∈ N such that ϕn satisfies (3.3) for R = RK

and δ = ε
2
. Therefore, we infer from Lemma 3.2 that γn(K) ⊂ B(ϕn(BRK

), ε) for
all n ≥ lRK ,ε := max{nRK ,ε, nK , n

′
RK ,ε}.

Here we claim the following:

Claim 3.5. For any R, ε > 0, there exits MR,ε ∈ N such that

KBd(ψn(z), ψn(w)) ≥ KD(z, w)− 9ε ∀z, w ∈ BD(ϕn(BR), ε) ∀n ≥MR,ε. (3.5)

Proof. Let z′, w′ ∈ B(ϕn(BR), ε). Clearly, there exist zn,ε, wn,ε ∈ BR such that

KD(z
′, ϕn(zn,ε)) < dist(z′, ϕn(BR)) + ε < 2ε, (3.6)

KD(w
′, ϕn(wn,ε)) < dist(w′, ϕn(BR)) + ε < 2ε. (3.7)

We now deduce the following from triangle inequality:

KBd(ψn(z
′), ψn(w

′)) ≥ KBd(ψn ◦ ϕn(zn,ε), ψn ◦ ϕn(wn,ε))−KBd(ψn ◦ ϕn(zn,ε), ψn(z
′))

−KBd(ψn ◦ ϕn(wn,ε), ψn(w
′)),

since holomorphic maps are non-expansive with respect to the Kobayashi distance,
we get

KBd(ψn(z
′), ψn(w

′)) ≥ KBd(ψn ◦ ϕn(zn,ε), ψn ◦ ϕn(wn,ε))−KD(ϕn(zn,ε), z
′)−KD(ϕn(wn,ε), w

′).
(3.8)

It follows from (3.6), (3.7) and (3.8) that

KD(ψn(z
′), ψn(w

′)) ≥ KBd(ψn ◦ ϕn(zn,ε), ψn ◦ ϕn(wn,ε))− 4ε. (3.9)

Since ψn ◦ ϕn converges to an automorphism F ∈ Aut(Bd) uniformly on BR and
automorphisms are Kobayashi isometry, hence, we get that there exists MR,ε ∈ N
such that

KD(ψn(z
′), ψn(w

′)) ≥ KBd(zn,ε, wn,ε)− 5ε ∀n ≥MR,ε. (3.10)

From the triangle inequality, we deduce that:

KD(z
′, w′) ≤ KD(z

′, ϕn(zn,ε)) +KD(ϕn(zn,ε), ϕn(wn,ε)) +KD(w
′, ϕn(wn,ε))

using (3.6), (3.7) we get the following from the above equation

KD(z
′, w′) ≤ KD(ϕn(zn,ε), ϕn(wn,ε)) + 4ε

≤ KBd(zn,ε, wn,ε) + 4ε. (3.11)

Therefore, from (3.11),(3.10) we obtain that

KD(ψn(z
′), ψn(w

′)) ≥ KD(z
′, w′)− 9ε ∀z′, w′ ∈ B(ϕn(BR), ε) ∀n ≥MR,ε. (3.12)

This proves the Claim 3.5. □
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Now, let us go back to the proof of the lemma. We have that γn(K) ⊂
B(ϕn(BRK

), ε) for all n ≥ lRK ,ε. Hence, in view of Claim 3.5, we conclude that for
all n > NR,ε := max{lRK ,ε,MRK ,ε}, for all s, t ∈ K the following holds:

KD(γn(s), γn(t)) ≥ KBd(ψn ◦ γn(s), ψn ◦ γn(t)) ≥ KD(γn(s), γn(t))− 9ε,

since γn is a geodesic, we get

|s− t| ≥ KBd(ψn ◦ γn(s), ψn ◦ γn(t)) ≥ |s− t| − 9ε. (3.13)

Now letting n→ ∞ in (3.13), we get that

|s− t| ≥ KBd(η(s), η(t)) ≥ |s− t| − 9ε. (3.14)

Since the compact set K ⊂ R and ε > 0 is arbitrarily chosen, we conclude that
KBd(η(s), η(t)) = |s− t| for all s, t ∈ R. This proves the lemma. □

Lemma 3.6. Let tn > 0, and γn : [−tn,∞) → D, ψn ∈ O(D,Bd) and ϕn ∈
O(Bd, D) as Lemma 3.3. If γ̃n : [−tn,∞) → D is a sequence of geodesic rays
such that supt∈[−tn,∞)KD(γn(t), γ̃n(t)) < ∞ for all n ∈ N, then ψn ◦ γ̃n → η̃
(upto a subsequence) uniformly over every compact subset of R to a geodesic ray
η̃ : R → Bd.

Proof. Let K ⊂ R be any compact subset. Clearly, there exists nK ∈ N such that
K ⊂ domain(γ̃n) for all n ≥ nk. It follows from Arzelà-Ascoli theorem that the
sequence ψn ◦ γ̃n has a convergent subsequence that converges uniformly to some
function on K. Renaming the subsequence, we assume that that ψn ◦ γ̃n uniformly
converges on K. Now define η̃ : R → D by η̃(t) := limn→∞ ψn ◦ γ̃n(t). We need to
show that η̃ is a geodesic line. To this aim, we prove the following claim:

Claim 3.7. For all compact subset K ⊂ R and ε > 0 there exists RK > 0 and
mK,ε ∈ N such that γ̃n(K) ⊂ B(ϕn(BRK

), ε) for all n ≥ mRK ,ε.

Proof. Let L := supt∈[−tn,∞)KD(γn(t), γ̃n(t)) and RK > r + L + ε where r =
supt∈K |t| > 0. Proceeding in a similar way as Lemma 3.3, we choose mR,ε ∈ N
such that ϕn satisfies the conditions of Lemma 3.1 for all n > mRK ,ε. We have that

KD(ϕn(0), γ̃n(t)) ≤ KD(γ̃n(t), γn(t)) +KD(γn(t), γn(0))

≤ L+ r < RK − ε. (3.15)

Therefore, from Lemma 3.2 γ̃n(K) ⊂ B(ϕn(BRk
), ε) for all n ≥ mK,ε. This proves

the claim. □

Now invoking Claim 3.5 and proceeding same way as Lemma 3.2 we conclude
that ψn ◦ γ̃n → η̃ uniformly on every compact subset of R and η̃ : R → Bd. This
proves the lemma. □

Lemma 3.8. Let γn, η, ϕn, ψn be as Lemma 3.3 and γ̃n η̃ be as Lemma 3.6. If
there exists c > 0 such that 0 < c ≤ infs≥0,n∈NKD(γn(0), γ̃n(s)), then η and η̃ are
two distinct geodesic lines.

Proof. Let K = [0, 1] and ε ∈ (0, c
9
). It follows from the proof of Lemma 3.3 and

Claim 3.7 that there exists RK > 0 and ÑRK ,ε = max{mRK ,ε, lRK ,ε} such that
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both γn[0, 1] and γ̃n[0, 1] are inside B(ϕn(BRK
), ε) for all n ≥ ÑRK ,ε. Therefore, in

view of Claim 3.5 we conclude that the following holds for all t ∈ [0, 1] and for all

n ≥ ÑRK ,ε

KBd(ψn ◦ γn(0), ψn ◦ γ̃n(t)) ≥ KD(γn(0), γ̃n(t))− 9ε

≥ inf
s≥0

KD(γn(0), γ̃n(s))− 9ε

> c− 9ε > 0. (3.16)

Letting n→ ∞ in (3.16) we get that KBd(η(0), η̃(t)) ≥ c− 9ε > 0 for all t ∈ [0, 1].
Therefore, η and η̃ are two distinct geodesic lines. □

Lemma 3.9. Let γn, η, η̃, ϕn, ψn be as Lemma 3.8. Then there exists C > 0 such
that supt∈RKBd(η(t), η̃(t)) < C.

Proof. For any M > 0, we have that ψn ◦ γn → η and ψn ◦ γ̃ → η̃ uniformly on
[−M,M ]. Since holomorphic maps are non-expansive with respect to Kobayashi
distance, hence we have that

KBd(ψn ◦ γn(t), ψn ◦ γ̃n(t)) ≤ KD(γn(t), γ̃n(t)) < C, ∀t ∈ [−M,M ].

Letting n → ∞ in the above equation, we get that KBd(η(t), η̃(t)) ≤ C for all
t ∈ [−M,M ]. Since the relation holds for all M > 0, we conclude the lemma. □

We now give the proof of Theorem 1.6.

Proof of Theorem 1.6. If the theorem is not true, then it follows from Result 2.9
that there exists two geodesic rays γj : [0,∞) → D for j = {1, 2}, a sequence of
positive real number tn with tn → ∞ as n → ∞ and constants C > c > 0 such
that

sup
t≥0

KD(γ1(t), γ2(t)) < C, (3.17)

and

0 < c ≤ inf
s≥0

KD(γ1(tn), γ2(s)) ≤ KD(γ1(tn), γ2(tn)) ≤ C. (3.18)

From our assumption, zn := γ1(tn) → ∂HD as n→ ∞ and qD(zn) → 1 as n→ ∞.
It follows from Remark 1.5 that there exists ψn ∈ O(D,Bd) with ψn(zn) = 0 and
ϕn ∈ O(Bd, D) with ϕn(0) = zn such that qD(zn) = |det(ψ′

n(zn))|2|det(ϕ′
n(0))|2.

Therefore, given any δ > 0 there exists nδ ∈ N such that

|detψ′
n(ϕn(0))||detϕ′

n(0)| ∈ (1− δ, 1] ∀ n ≥ nδ. (3.19)

Consequently,

|det(ψn ◦ ϕn)
′(0)| ∈ (1− δ, 1] ∀n ≥ nδ. (3.20)

Here ψn ◦ ψn(0) = 0 for all n ∈ N. Hence, by Montel’s theorem, there exists a
convergent subsequence of ψn ◦ ϕn. After passing to a subsequence we can assume
that the sequence ψn ◦ ϕn converges to a F ∈ O(Bd,Bd) uniformly over every
compact subset of Bd. Since δ > 0 is arbitrary in (3.20), hence letting n → ∞ we
conclude that |detF (0)| = 1. We now invoke Result 2.10 to conclude that F ∈
Aut(Bd). Let us consider two geodesic sequences denoted by σj,n : [−tn,∞) → D
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and is defined by σj,n(t) := γj(t + tn) for j = {1, 2}. Clearly, ψn ◦ σ1,n(0) = 0.
Taking γn = σ1,n in Lemma 3.3, we conclude that ψn ◦ σ1,n : [−tn,∞) → D
uniformly over every compact subsets of R to a geodesic line η : R → Bd. In view
of (3.17) we get that

KD(σ1,n(t), (σ2,n(t)) = KD(γ1(t+ tn), γ2(t+ tn)) ≤ sup
t≥0

KD(γ1(t), γ2(t)) < C, ∀n ∈ N.

Therefore, using Lemma 3.6 we conclude that ψn ◦ σ2,n : [−tn,∞) → Bd uniformly
over every compact subsets of R to a geodesic line η̃ : R → Bd. From (3.18), we
get that

inf
s≥0

KD(σ1,n(0), σ2,n(s)) ≥ c > 0 ∀n ∈ N. (3.21)

Therefore, from Lemma 3.8 we conclude that two geodesic lines η and η̃ are dis-
tinct. Finally from Lemma 3.9, we get that there exists ζ ̸= ξ ∈ ∂Bd such that
limt→∞ η(t) = limt→∞ η̃(t) = ζ and limt→−∞ η(t) = limt→−∞ η̃(t) = ξ. This leads
to a contradiction. Therefore, we conclude the theorem. □

4. Consequences of approaching geodesics

Here we present the proof of the Theorem 1.8.

Proof of Theorem 1.8. In view of Result 2.5, it is enough to show that Aff(Cd) ·D∩
Xd has simple boundary. Let D′ ∈ Aff(Cd) ·D ∩ Xd \ Aff(Cd) · D. Then there
exists zn ∈ D such that zn → ∂D as n → ∞ and An ∈ Aff(Cd) such that
(AnD,Anzn) → (D′, z0) in Xd,0 in local Hausdorff convergence. We now infer from
Result 2.6 that

1 ≥ qD′(z0) ≥ lim sup
n→∞

qAnD(Anzn) = lim sup
n→∞

qD(zn) = 1.

Therefore, it follows that D′ is biholomorphic to the unit ball in Cd. Hence, it has
a simple boundary. The rest of the argument follows from a similar argument as in
the proof of [14, Lemma 20.8]. Now we infer from Result 2.8 and Result 2.7 that
the domain D has the visibility property with respect to the Kobayashi distance.
Here qD(z) → 1 as z → ∂D. By a similar argument, as Theorem 1.6 we conclude
that (D,KD) has the approaching geodesic property, hence, invoking, Result 1.1

we conclude that there is a homeomorphism between D
G
and D

H
extending the

identity map. Therefore, we are done. □
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