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KOBAYASHI-ROYDEN VS. HAHN PSEUDOMETRIC IN C?

WITOLD JARNICKI

ABSTRACT. For a domain D C C the Kobayashi-Royden 3¢ and Hahn h pseudo-
metrics are equal iff D is simply connected. Overholt showed that for D C C",
n > 3, we have hp = »p. Let D1, D2 C C. The aim of this paper is to show that
hp,xDy = %D, x D, iff at least one of D1, D2 is simply connected or biholomorphic
to C\ {0}. In particular, there are domains D C C? for which hp # »p.

1. Introduction.
For a domain D C C", the Kobayashi-Royden pseudometric »p and the Hahn
pseudometric hp are defined by the formulas:

#p(2;X) = inf{|al: Ireor,p) [(0) =
hp(z; X) == inf{la|: Ireo(z,p) f(0) =

(0) = X},
(0) = X, f is injective},
zeD, X eC”

z, af’
z, off

where E denotes the unit disc (cf. [Roy], [Hah], [Jar-Pfl]). Obviously »p < hp.
It is known that both pseudometrics are invariant under biholomorphic mappings,
ie., if f: D — D is biholomorphic, then

hp (2 X) = hi(f(2);: f'(2)(X)),  sep(2: X) = 355 (f (2); [/ (2) (X)),
ze D, X eC™

It is also known that for a domain D C C we have: hp = sp iff D is simply
connected. In particular hp # »p for D = C, := C\ {0}. It has turned out
that hp = »p for any domain D C C", n > 3 ([Ove]). The case n = 2 was
investigated for instance in [Hah], [Ves], [Vig], [Cho], but neither a proof nor a
counterexample for the equality was found (existing ‘counterexamples’ were based
on incorrect product properties of the Hahn pseudometric).

2. The main result.

Theorem 1. Let Dy, Dy C C be domains. Then:
1. If at least one of D1, Dy is simply connected, then hp,xp, = %Dy x D5 -
2. If at least one of D1, Dy is biholomorphic to C, then hp,xp, = #DyxD5-
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3. Otherwise hp,xp, Z *D,x D5 -

Let pj: D — D; be a holomorphic universal covering of D; (D} € {C, E}),
Jj = 1,2. Recall that if D; is simply connected, then hp, = »p,. If D; is not
simply connected and D; is not biholomorphic to C,, then, by the uniformization
theorem, D} = E and p; is not injective.

Hence, Theorem 1 is an immediate consequence of the following three proposi-
tions (we keep the above notation).

Proposition 2. If hp, = »p,, then hp,xp, = %D, xD, for any domain Dy C C.

Proposition 3. If D; is biholomorphic to C,, then hp,xp, = »p,xD, for any
domain Dy C C.

Proposition 4. If D} = E and p; is not injective, j = 1,2, then hp,xp, £
%Dl ><D2'

Observe the following property that will be helpful in proving the propositions.

Remark 5. For any domain D C C" we have hp = »p iff for any f € O(E, D),
¥ € (0,1) with f'(0) # 0, there exists an injective g € O(E, D) such that g(0) =
f(0) and g'(0) = 9£'(0).
Proof of Proposition 2. Let f = (f1, f2) € O(E, D1 x D3) and let ¥ € (0,1).

First, consider the case where f{(0) # 0.

By Remark 5, there exists an injective function g1 € O(E, D1) such that g1(0) =
f1(0) and g7 (0) = 9f1(0). Put g(z) := (g1(2), f2(9z)).

Obviously g € O(F, Dy x D3) and g is injective. Moreover, ¢g(0) = f(0) and
9'(0) = (91(0), f5(0)9) = (9£1(0), 9.f5(0)) = 9f'(0).

Suppose now that f1(0) = 0. Take 0 < d < dist(f1(0),9D;) and put
fa(9z) — f2(0)

h(z) = ——+~——2

Y T

) = 92), g(2) = (01(2), fa(92), =€ P

M = max{|h(z)|: z € E},

g1(2) = f1(0) +

Obviously g € O(E,Cx Ds). Since |g1(2)—f1(0)| < d, we get g1(2) € B(f1(0),d) C
Dy, z € E. Hence g € O(E, Dy X D3y). Take 21,22 € E such that g(z1) = g(z2).
Then h(z1) = h(z2), and consequently z; = zs.

Finally g(0) = (91(0), f2(0)) = (f1(0) + 557h(0), f2(0)) = f(0) and ¢'(0) =
(91(0),2£3(0)) = (575 (W(0) = 0),9.£5(0)) = Vf'(0). 0
Proof of Proposition 3. We may assume that D, = C, and Dy # C. Using Remark
5, let f = (f1,f2) € O(E,C, x D3) and let ¥ € (0,1). Applying an appropriate
automorphism of C,, we may assume that f1(0) = 1.

For the case where f5(0) = 0, we apply the above construction to the domains
Dy = f5(0) + dist(f2(0),0D2)E, Dy = C, and mappings f1 = f2(0), fo = f1.
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Now, consider the case where f5(0) # 0 and 9f;(0) = 1. We put

g1(z) =142, ¢g(z):=(91(2), f2(92)), z€E.
Obviously, g € O(F, C, x D2) and g is injective. We have ¢(0) = (1, f2(0)) = f(0)
and ¢'(0) = (1,9f3(0)) = Jf(0).

In all other cases, let M := max{|f2(z)|: |z| < ¥}. Take a k € N such that
lex| > M, where

e = f2(0) — k%.
Put
 fa(V2) — e
h(z) := 7}02(0) e

g1(2) = A+ 2)hE(2),  g2(2) = fa(92), g(2) = (91(2),02(2)), z€F.

Obviously, g € O(E,C x D). Since h(z) # 0, we have ¢1(z) # 0, z € E. Hence
g € O(E,C, x D3). Take z1, 22 € E such that g(z1) = g(z2). Then h(z1) = h(z2),
and consequently z; = zo.

Finally g(0) = (h*(0), f2(0)) = f(0) and

9'(0) = (91(0),9£3(0)) = (h*(0) + kh"~(0)h'(0), 9£3(0))
0£5(0)

= (1+ b gE o P0)) = (1+01(0) — 1,0£3(0)) = 05 (0)

d

Proof of Proposition 4. It suffices to show that there exist ¢1, @2 € Aut(E) and a
point ¢ = (q1,¢2) € E?, qi # qa, such that p;(¢;(q1)) = pj(¢;(g2)), j = 1,2, and
det[(pj © ;) (ar)]jk=1,2 # 0.

Indeed, put p; = p;j o @;, 5 = 1,2, and suppose that hp,xp, = %D, xD,-
Put a := (p1(0),p2(0)) and X = (p}(0),p5(0)) € (Ci)?. Take an arbitrary f €
O(E, D;) with f(0) = a;. Let f be the lifting of f with respect to pj such that
£(0) = 0. Since |f/(0)] < 1, we get | f/(0)] < |X,|. Consequently sp, (a;; X;) = 1,
j =1,2. In particular, sp, xp,(a; X) = max{sp, (a1; X1), »#p,(az; X2)} = 1.

Let (0,1) > a, /1. Fix an n € N. Since »p, xp,(a; X) = 1, there exists
fn € O(E, D1 x D3) such that f,(0) = a and f!(0) = a,X. By Remark 5, there
exists an injective holomorphic mapping g, = (gn,1,9n,2): E — D1 x D3y such
that g,(0) = a and g,,(0) = a2 X. Let g, ; be the lifting with respect to p; of g, ;
with gn(0) =0, j = 1,2.

By the Montel theorem, we may assume that the sequence (g, ;)22 is locally
uniformly convergent, go,; := lim,—cc gn,j. We have g ;(0) =1, goj: £ — E.
By the Schwarz lemma we have go ; = idg, j = 1, 2.
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Let ho j(21,22) := p;(21) — Dj(22), (21,22) € E?,
V; =V(ho;) = {(21,22) € E®: hoj(21,22) =0}, j=1,2.

Since

9o ()

= —det [pi(qr)] . _, , #0,
P L,k—m [ j ]g,k_1,2

det {
Vi and Vs intersect transversally at q. Let U CC {(z1,22) € E?: 21 # 22} be a
neighborhood of ¢ such that V; N Vo NU = {¢q}. For n € N, j = 1,2, define

B (21, 22) == gnj(21) — gn.j(22), (21, 22) € B2

Observe that the sequence (hy, ;)5 ; converges uniformly on U to hgj, j = 1,2.
In particular (cf. [Two-Win]), we have V(h,, 1) NV (hn2) U = {2z € U: hy1(2) =
hn,2(z) =0} # & for some n € N — contradiction.

We move now to the construction of ¢1, @2 and ¢. Let ¢; € Aut(E) be a non—-
identity lifting of p; with respect to p; (p; o ¥; = pj, ¥; #id), j = 1,2. Observe
that ; has no fixed points (a lifting is uniquely determined by its value at one
point), j =1, 2.

To simplify notation, let

One can easily check that

supm(z,95(2) =1, j=1.2,
zeE

where m(z,w) := |hy(2)| = |£=2| is the Mébius distance. Hence there exist
e € (0,1) and 21, 22 € E with m(z1,91(21)) = m(z2,12(22)) = 1—¢. Let d € (0,1),
hl,hQ S Aut(E) be such that h,J(—d) = Zj, h,J(d> = ’L/)j(Zj), j = 1,2

If (p;j o hj) (—d) # £(pj o h;)'(d) for some j (we may assume that for j = 1),
then at least one of the determinants

det [(pl ohy) ;l)a (p1o hl)/(d)] 7

(
(P2 © ha)'(=d), (p2© hs)'(d)
det |:(p1 ohyo(=id))/(=d), (prohio (—id))’(d)]
(p2 © h2)'(=d), (p2 © h2)'(d) ’

is nonzero. _
Otherwise, let ¥; = h;l ot;oh; and p; = pjoh;, j = 1,2. Observe that

Jj(—d) =d and ({/)V;(—d))2 =1, j =1,2. Thus, each {/;j is either — id or h., where
2d

C:_W'

The case @Zj = —id is impossible since zzj has no fixed points. By
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substituting p; by p; and ¢; by Jj, 7 =1,2, the proof reduces to the case, where
1 = Yo = he =: ¢ for some —1 < ¢ < 0.

We claim that there exists a point a € E such that if an automorphism ¢ = ¢, €
Aut(E) satisfies p(a) = ¥(a) and ¢(1p(a)) = a, then ¢'(a) # £9'(a). Suppose
for a moment that such an a has been found. Notice that ¢ o ¢ = id and hence
¢ (Y(a)) = @,%a). Put ¢1 :=1d, w2 := ¢, ¢ := (a,¥(a)). We have

det _(pl op1)(a), (prow1) (¥ a))}
) (@), (p2op2) (1(a))

| | @, o)
| hela))e! (@), po(@)e (6(@)

N N
) (@), (20 0) (o)t

[, i)
@) @), P (@)t

N V. 1

B @R et | G0 i | 20

which finishes the construction.

It remains to find a. First observe that the equality ¢/, (a) = 9'(a) is impossible.
Otherwise ¢, = ¥ and consequently 1 o ¢ = id; contradiction. We only need to
find an a € E such that ¢} (a) # —¢’(a). One can easily check that

Pa = h,a e} (— ld) (e} hha(w(a)) e} h,a.

Direct calculations show that ¢} (a) = —¢’(a) <= a € R. Thus it suffices to take
any a € E'\ R. O
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