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EXT BRANCHING LAWS FOR THE GENERAL LINEAR GROUP

MOHAMMED SAAD QADRI

ABSTRACT. Let F be a non-archimedean local field. Let π1 and π2 be irreducible Arthur

type representations of GLn(F ) and GLn−1(F ) respectively. We study Ext branching

laws when π1 and π2 are products of discrete series representations and their Aubert-

Zelevinsky duals. We obtain an Ext analogue of the local non-tempered Gan-Gross-

Prasad conjecture in this case.

1. INTRODUCTION

Let F be a non-archimedean local field. Following the work [19] of Dipendra Prasad,

there has been much interest in the study of Ext branching laws about the restriction of an

irreducible representation of GLn(F ) to GLn−1(F ).
Let π1 and π2 be smooth irreducible representations of GLn(F ) and GLn−1(F ) respec-

tively. It is a fundamental result due to Aizenbud-Gourevitch-Rallis-Schiffman [1] that the

space HomGLn−1(F )(π1, π2) is at most one dimensional. It is also known that for all inte-

gers i ≥ 1, the spaces ExtiGLn−1(F )(π1, π2) are finite dimensional (see [2], [19]). By the

study of Ext branching laws we mean understanding when the spaces ExtiGLn−1(F )(π1, π2)
are non-zero. If π1 and π2 are generic then it is a classical fact (see [18, Theorem 3], [13])

that HomGLn−1(F )(π1, π2) = C. For the corresponding Ext branching law, it was con-

jectured by Dipendra Prasad that when π1 and π2 are generic then the higher Ext spaces

vanish, that is, ExtiGLn−1(F )(π1, π2) = 0 for all integers i ≥ 1. This has been recently

proved by K.Y. Chan and G. Savin (see [9]).

The local Gan-Gross-Prasad conjectures [10] were formulated by Wee Teck Gan, Bene-

dict Gross, and Dipendra Prasad giving rules for branching laws of certain pairs (G,H) of

classical groups. These conjectures predict when a generic irreducible representation of

H occurs in the quotient of a generic irreducible representation of G upon restriction. In

a recent paper [11], they extended these conjectures beyond the generic case to the class

of representations of Arthur type. For the p-adic general linear group, one direction of the

local non-generic Gan-Gross-Prasad conjecture was proved by Maxim Gurevich [12] and

the conjecture was completely settled by K.Y. Chan in the work [7]. In a recent work of

K.Y. Chan (see [6]) the general smooth branching problem for the p-adic general linear

group is resolved. It is now natural to consider the problem of formulating an Ext branch-

ing law, that is, classifying irreducible representations π1 of GLn(F ) and π2 of GLn−1(F )
such that ExtiGLn−1(F )(π1, π2) 6= 0 for some integer i ≥ 0. As pointed out earlier, the Ext
branching for the general linear group is known when both the representations π1 and π2
are generic, in which case Ext branching reduces to just Hom branching.

In Remark 5.8 of the work [11], the authors mention that it would be an interesting

question to give a precise condition predicting exactly when ExtiGLn−1(F )(π1, π2) is non-

zero for some i ≥ 0, when π1 and π2 are representations of Arthur type. This seems to be
1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2402.07423v1


2 MOHAMMED SAAD QADRI

a difficult problem in general. In this paper, we study Ext branching laws when π1 and π2
are products of discrete series representations and the Aubert-Zelevinsky duals of discrete

series representations, as a first step towards answering this question. We obtain an Ext

analogue of the local non-tempered Gan-Gross-Prasad conjecture in this case. Note that

when either π1 or π2 is generic then some results on Ext branching law have been obtained

in the work [7] of K.Y. Chan and this paper builds on the work [7].

We introduce the notion of strongExt relevance for pairs of Arthur parameters. In order

to motivate our definition we recall the original notion of relevance for Arthur type repre-

sentations of GLn(F ). We first recall the definition of an Arthur parameter for GLn(F ).
Let WF denote the Weil group of the field F . An Arthur parameter of GLn(F ) is an

admissible homomorphism,

ψ : WF × SL2(C)× SL2(C) → GLn(C)

such that the restriction of ψ to WF has bounded image and the restriction to the two

SL2(C) factors are algebraic. The first SL2(C) is called the Deligne SL2 and the second

SL2(C) is called the Arthur SL2. We can obtain an L-parameter from an Arthur parameter

by sending the Weil-Deligne groupWF ×SL2(C) to WF ×SL2(C)×SL2(C) via the map,

α : (w, g) →

(

w, g,

(

|w|1/2 0
0 |w|−1/2

))

where, w ∈ WF and g ∈ SL2(C). Given an Arthur parameter ψ, we obtain the cor-

responding L-parameter ψ ◦ α. Thus by the local Langlands correspondence, we can

associate an irreducible representation of GLn(F ) to any Arthur parameter, which turns

out to be unitary. An irreducible representation of GLn(F ) obtained in this manner is

called a representation of Arthur type.

Let m,n ∈ Z≥0 and let π1 and π2 be Arthur type representations of GLm(F ) and

GLn(F ) respectively. Let A(π1) and A(π2) denote their respective Arthur parameters.

Let Vd denote the unique irreducible representation of SL2(C) of dimension d, that is,

Vd = Symd−1(C2). In the work [11], the authors define a pair (π1,π2) to be relevant if

there exist admissible homomorphisms {φi}
i=r+s
i=1 ofWF with bounded image and positive

integers a1, a2, . . . ar, br+1, b2, . . . br+s, c1, c2, . . . cr+s such that,

A(π1) =
r

∑

i=1

φi ⊗ Vci ⊗ Vai ⊕
r+s
∑

i=r+1

φi ⊗ Vci ⊗ Vbi−1

and,

A(π2) =
r

∑

i=1

φi ⊗ Vci ⊗ Vai−1 ⊕
r+s
∑

i=r+1

φi ⊗ Vci ⊗ Vbi .

It is now known by the work of K.Y. Chan (see [7, Theorem 1.3]) that the above rele-

vance condition controls the branching law for representations of Arthur type.

Theorem 1.1. [7, Theorem 1.3] Suppose that π1 and π2 are irreducible Arthur type rep-

resentations of GLn(F ) and GLn−1(F ) respectively. Then HomGLn−1(F )(π1, π2) 6= 0 if

and only if the Arthur parameters of the representations π1 and π2 are GGP-relevant.
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It is known that the above relevance condition does not control the Ext branching law

for Arthur type representations. This means that there exist Arthur type irreducible repre-

sentations π1 and π2 of GLn(F ) and GLn−1(F ) respectively such that π1 and π2 are not

relevant but ExtiGLn−1(F )(π1, π2) 6= 0 for some i ≥ 0.

For instance, let π1 = 13 be the trivial representation of GL3(F ) and let π2 = St2 be

the Steinberg of GL2(F ). Then we have that

Ext1GL2(F )(13, St2) = C,

although in this case, 13 and St2 do not have relevant Arthur parameters.

We now introduce the notion of strong Ext relevance which controls the Ext branching

law in the cases we study in this paper.

Definition 1.1. Let m,n ∈ Z≥0 and let π1 and π2 be Arthur type representations of

GLm(F ) and GLn(F ) respectively. Let A(π1) and A(π2) denote their respective Arthur

parameters. We say that π1 and π2 are strong Ext relevant if there exist admissible

homomorphisms {φi}
i=r+s
i=1 and {ψi}

i=t+u
i=1 of WF with bounded image and positive in-

tegers a1, a2, . . . ar, br+1, br+2, . . . br+s, c1, c2, . . . cr+s, d1, d2, . . . dt, et+1, et+2, . . . et+u,
f1, f2, . . . ft+u such that,

A(π1) =
r

∑

i=1

φi⊗Vci⊗Vai⊕
r+s
∑

i=r+1

φi⊗Vci⊗Vbi−1⊕
t

∑

i=1

ψi⊗Vfi⊗Vdi⊕
t+u
∑

i=t+1

ψi⊗Vei−1⊗Vfi

and,

A(π2) =

r
∑

i=1

φi⊗Vci⊗Vai−1⊕

r+s
∑

i=r+1

φi⊗Vci⊗Vbi⊕

t
∑

i=1

ψi⊗Vdi−1⊗Vfi⊕

t+u
∑

i=t+1

ψi⊗Vfi⊗Vei .

Remark 1.1. The definition stated above makes sense for arbitrary integers m and n.

Later we shall specialise to the case m = n + 1.

Remark 1.2. A priori there are eight possible terms that might occur in the definition of

strong Ext relevance where Ext might be non-zero based on the GGP relevance together

with application of the Aubert-Zelevinsky involution. We enumerate these possibilities

below where the first term is for GLm(F ) and the second term is for GLn(F ).

(1) φ⊗ Va ⊗ Vb and φ⊗ Va ⊗ Vb−1.

(2) φ⊗ Va ⊗ Vb−1 and φ⊗ Va ⊗ Vb.
(3) φ⊗ Va ⊗ Vb and φ⊗ Vb−1 ⊗ Va.

(4) φ⊗ Vb−1 ⊗ Va and φ⊗ Va ⊗ Vb.
(5) φ⊗ Va ⊗ Vb and φ⊗ Vb ⊗ Va−1.

(6) φ⊗ Vb ⊗ Va−1 and φ⊗ Va ⊗ Vb.
(7) φ⊗ Va ⊗ Vb and φ⊗ Va−1 ⊗ Vb.
(8) φ⊗ Va−1 ⊗ Vb and φ⊗ Va ⊗ Vb.

But only the sum of the first four is expected to give us a sufficient condition to obtain

non-zero Ext modules. As an example consider the following. We know from the work of

K.Y Chan and G. Savin [9] that the Steinberg Stn of GLn(F ) is projective upon restriction

to GLn−1(F ) (and in fact isomorphic to the Gelfand-Graev representation upon restriction

to GLn−1(F )) so that,

ExtiGLn−1(F )(Stn,1n−1) = 0
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for all integers i ≥ 1. Here, 1n−1 denotes the trivial representation of GLn−1(F ). Now

by the Euler-Poincare pairing formula of Dipendra Prasad (see [19]) we have that,

dimWh(Stn). dimWh(1n−1) =
∑

i≥0

(−1)i dimExtiGn−1
(Stn,1n−1),

where Wh(Stn) and Wh(1n−1) are the spaces of Whittaker models for Stn and 1n−1

respectively. Hence for n ≥ 3, using the fact that ExtiGLn−1(F )(Stn,1n−1) = 0 for all

integers i ≥ 1, along with the Euler-Poincare pairing implies that HomGn−1(Stn,1n−1) =
0. Hence when n ≥ 3 we have that,

Ext∗GLn−1(F )(Stn,1n−1) = 0.

Notice that for n ≥ 3 the Arthur parameters of Stn and 1n−1,

A(Stn) = 1⊗ Vn ⊗ V1,

A(1n−1) = 1⊗ V1 ⊗ Vn−1,

are not strong Ext relevant.

We prove that strong Ext relevance gives a necessary and sufficient condition for pre-

dicting Ext non-vanishing when π1 and π2 are products of discrete series representations

and the Aubert-Zelevinsky duals of discrete series representations. Let us state what this

condition on π1 and π2 means, in terms of their Arthur parameters. In this case, the

Arthur parameters of π1 and π2 are a sum of irreducible representations such that for each

irreducible direct summand either the Deligne SL2 or the Arthur SL2 acts trivially. This

means that the Arthur parameters of π1 and π2 are a direct sum of irreducible representa-

tions of the form φ⊗Va⊗Vb such that either a = 1 or b = 1. Here, φ denotes an irreducible

representation of WF and Vd denotes the unique d-dimensional irreducible representation

of SL2(C).
The main result of this paper is the following Ext branching law.

Theorem 1.2. Let π1 and π2 be Arthur type representations of GLn(F ) and GLn−1(F )
respectively. Suppose that the Arthur parameters of π1 and π2 are of the form,

A(π1) =

r
∑

i=1

φi ⊗ Vai ⊗ V1 ⊕

r+s
∑

i=r+1

φi ⊗ V1 ⊗ Vbi

and,

A(π2) =

t
∑

i=1

ψi ⊗ Vci ⊗ V1 ⊕

t+u
∑

i=t+1

ψi ⊗ V1 ⊗ Vdi.

Then,

ExtiGLn−1(F )(π1, π2) 6= 0

for some integer i ≥ 0, if and only if π1 and π2 are strong Ext relevant.

The above result can be thought as an Ext analogue of the local non-tempered Gan-

Gross-Prasad conjecture in this case.

Remark 1.3. The hypothesis on Arthur parameters in the above theorem amounts to

saying that π1 and π2 are products of unitary representations of segment type (see Section

3.1.3). This means that π1 and π2 are products of unitary representations of the form

Z(∆) and Q(∆) (see Section 2 for notation).
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We now restate the definition of strong Ext relevance in representation theoretic terms.

We refer to Sections 2 and 3 for unexplained notations. Given an irreducible represen-

tation π of GLn(F ), we let π(h) denote its highest derivative. For the sake of notational

convenience, we set π− = ν1/2π(h). We letD(π) denote the Aubert-Zelevinsky involution

of π.

Let uρ(a, b) be a Speh representation (see Section 3.1 for notation) whose correspond-

ing Arthur parameter is given as

φ⊗ Va ⊗ Vb.

Here φ is an irreducible representation ofWF corresponding to the cuspidal representation

ρ. Then by Theorem 3.1, the Aubert-Zelevinsky dual of uρ(a, b) is equal to uρ(b, a) and

the corresponding Arthur parameter is equal to

φ⊗ Vb ⊗ Va.

Also, by Lemma 3.1, the highest derivative of ν1/2uρ(a, b) is equal to uρ(a, b− 1), that is,

uρ(a, b)
− = uρ(a, b− 1).

This leads us to the following equivalent definition of strong Ext relevance in representa-

tion theoretic terms.

Definition 1.2. Let m,n ∈ Z≥0 and let π1 and π2 be Arthur type representations of

GLm(F ) and GLn(F ) respectively. Then π1 and π2 are strong Ext relevant if there exist

Speh representations,

πm,1, πm,2, . . . , πm,r, πn,1, πn,2, . . . , πn,s

and,

πp,1, πp,2, . . . , πp,t, πq,1, πq,2, . . . , πq,u

such that,

π1 = πm,1 × . . . πm,r × π−
p,1 × . . .× π−

p,t × πn,1 × . . .× πn,s ×D(π−
q,1)× . . .×D(π−

q,u)

and,

π2 = π−
m,1 × . . . π−

m,r × πp,1 × . . .× πp,t ×D(π−
n,1)× . . .×D(π−

n,s)× πq,1 × . . .× πq,u.

Let us now say a few words about what is expected in the general situation when π1 and

π2 are representations of Arthur type. In general, the above notion of strong Ext relevance

is expected to give a sufficient (but not necessary) condition in order to have non-trivial

Ext branching, which we formulate in the following conjecture.

Conjecture 1.3. Let π1 and π2 be Arthur type representations of GLn(F ) and GLn−1(F )
respectively. If π1 and π2 are strong Ext relevant then,

ExtiGLn−1(F )(π1, π2) 6= 0

for some integer i ≥ 0.

We point out that in general, strong Ext relevance does not give us a necessary condi-

tion for Ext non-vanishing. This means that there exist Arthur type irreducible representa-

tions π1 and π2 of GLn(F ) and GLn−1(F ) respectively such that ExtiGLn−1(F )(π1, π2) 6= 0
for some i ≥ 0, but π1 and π2 are not strong Ext relevant.
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Consider the following example. Let ρ denote the trivial representation of G1. Consider

the representations π1 = uρ(2, 3) and π2 = uρ(3, 1) × ρ × ρ of GL6(F ) and GL5(F )
respectively. Then by Theorem 7.4 of [7] it follows that,

Ext∗GL5(F )(π1, π2) 6= 0.

Note that in this example π1 and π2 are not strong Ext relevant.

1.1. Remarks on the Proof. When dealing with the branching problem for the p-adic

general linear group it is natural to invoke the Bernstein-Zelevinsky filtration. A very

pleasant situation that might occur is the following. Suppose that one is able to show that

all pieces other than exactly one in the Bernstein-Zelevinsky filtration do not contribute

to the branching law. Moreover, suppose that we are also able to show that higher Ext
modules for the other pieces vanish. Then we are left with exactly one piece to analyse

which is quite easy to handle. Unfortunately this pleasant situation does not always occur.

Therefore rather than using the Bernstein-Zelevinsky filtration we use a variant of it

introduced by K.Y. Chan in the work [7]. This variant (see Theorem 4.1) clumps to-

gether some pieces of the Bernstein-Zelevinsky filtration and hence is coarser than the

Bernstein-Zelevinsky filtration. Due to some considerations involving cuspidal support

one can show that all but one of the pieces in this coarser filtration cannot contribute to

the Ext branching. Thus we are left with an easier situation to analyse. As a consequence

one is able to replace some factors in the given representation by a suitable cuspidal rep-

resentation. In the course of the proof we use the transfer lemma (Lemma 4.1) that allows

us to transfer the problem from the pair (GLn,GLn−1) to the pair (GLn+1,GLn). The

variant of the Bernstein-Zelevinsky filtration introduced by K.Y. Chan and other ideas

from [7] are key to our proofs.

1.2. Organization of the Paper. The organization of the paper is as follows. We in-

troduce some preliminary notions and set up notations in Section 2. We then introduce

various classes of representations in Section 3. In Section 4, we recall the coarse variant

of the Bernstein-Zelevinsky filtration due to K.Y. Chan and collect some important lem-

mas from [7]. We prove some lemmas about extensions on the same group in Section 5.

We prove a preparatory reduction lemma in Section 6. We prove Theorem 1.2 in Sections

7 and 8.

2. PRELIMINARIES

2.1. Basic Notations. Let F be a non-archimedean local field. For a p-adic group G,

let Alg(G) denote the category of smooth representations of G. In this paper we are

interested in the study of smooth representations of the p-adic general linear group and

all representations considered in this paper are smooth. For n ∈ Z≥0, we let Gn =
GLn(F ). Let Irr(Gn) denote the collection of irreducible representations of Gn and set

Irr = ∪n≥0 Irr(Gn). For π ∈ Alg(Gn) we set n(π) = n and let π∨ denote the smooth

dual of π.

Given a p-adic group G and a closed subgroup H and a representation ρ of H , we

let IndG
H(ρ) (resp. c-indG

H(ρ)) denote the representation of G obtained by normalized

induction (resp. normalized compact induction).

We let νn denote the character of Gn defined as νn(g) = | det(g)|F , where g ∈ Gn. We

shall usually suppress the subscript and simply denote the character as ν.
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Given an irreducible representation π, we let χπ denote its central character. Suppose

that |χπ|F = νs. We set e(π) = s. That is, e(π) denotes the exponent of the unramified

part of χπ .

Let Rn denote the Grothendieck group of the category of smooth representations of

Gn. Set R = ⊕n≥0Rn. The group R has the structure of a graded Hopf algebra where

the product (denoted by ×) is given by normalized parabolic induction and the co-product

(denoted by ∂) is defined using the Jacquet functor.

Suppose π1 ∈ Alg(Gn1) and π2 ∈ Alg(Gn2) for some n1, n2 ∈ Z≥0. Then π1 × π2
denotes the representation of Gn1+n2 obtained by parabolic induction and is defined as,

π1 × π2 = Ind
Gn1+n2
Pn1,n2

(π1 ⊗ π2).

Here Pn1,n2 denotes the standard parabolic in Gn1+n2 with Levi Gn1 ×Gn2 corresponding

to the partition (n1, n2). We consider π1 ⊗ π2 as a representation of Pn1,n2 by extending it

trivially across the unipotent subgroup.

Given an irreducible representation π of Gn there exists a unique multiset {ρ1, ρ2, . . . , ρr}
consisting of cuspidal representations such that π is a subquotient of ρ1 × ρ2 × . . .× ρr.
We call this multiset the cuspidal support of π and denote it as csupp(π). We define

csuppZ(π) = {νmρ|ρ ∈ csupp(π), m ∈ Z} and we say that elements of csuppZ(π) lie in

the cuspidal line of π.

Consider n1, n2, . . . , nr, n ∈ Z≥0 such that n1 + n2 + . . . + nr = n. Given π ∈
Alg(Gn), we let r(n1,...,nr)(π) denote the Jacquet module of π, which is a representation

of Gn1 ×Gn2 × . . .× Gnr
. Now, given π ∈ Alg(Gn), the co-product ∂ : R → R×R is

defined as,

∂(π) =

n
∑

i=0

r(i,n−i)(π).

Given π ∈ Alg(Gn), we shall denote the opposite Jacquet functor corresponding to the

partition (n1, n2) of n as r̄(n1,n2)(π) which as a consequence of the second adjointness

theorem is,

r̄(n1,n2)(π) ≃ (r(n1,n2)(π
∨))∨.

2.2. Zelevinsky and Langlands Classification. Both the Zelevinsky and Langlands clas-

sification parameterize any irreducible representation of Gn in terms of a collection of

segments as explained below.

Consider a, b ∈ C such that b − a ∈ Z≥0. Given a cuspidal representation ρ of Gn, a

segment ∆ associated to the datum (ρ,a,b) is an ordered set of irreducible representations

of Gn of the form,

∆ = [a, b]ρ = {νaρ, νa+1ρ, . . . , νbρ}.

We set a(∆) = a and let b(∆) = b.
Given the segment ∆ = [a, b]ρ, the associated principal series,

νaρ× νa+1ρ× . . .× νbρ

has a unique irreducible submodule and unique irreducible quotient which we denote as

Z(∆) and Q(∆) respectively.

Given cuspidal representations ρ1 and ρ2 of Gn, we say ρ1 precedes ρ2 if there exists

c ∈ Z>0 such that ρ2 = νcρ1. In this case we write ρ1 ≤ ρ2. We say that two segments
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∆1 and ∆2 are linked if ∆1 6⊂ ∆2, ∆2 6⊂ ∆1 and ∆1 ∪∆2 is a segment. We say that ∆1

precedes ∆2 if ∆1 and ∆2 are linked and b(∆1) < b(∆2).
Given a multiset of segments (which we call a multisegment) m = {∆1,∆2, . . . ,∆r}

such that ∆i does not precede ∆j for all i < j. The representation

Z(∆1)× Z(∆2)× . . .× Z(∆r)

has a unique irreducible submodule which we denote as Z(∆1,∆2, . . . ,∆r). By the

Zelevinsky classification any irreducible representation of Gn can be uniquely realized

in this manner. Similarly by the Langlands classification, the representation

Q(∆1)×Q(∆2)× . . .×Q(∆r)

has a unique irreducible quotient which we denote as Q(∆1,∆2, . . . ,∆r).

2.3. The Aubert-Zelevinsky Involution. Given a irreducible representation π of GLn(F )
the Aubert-Zelevinsky Involution (denoted by the symbol D) takes π to another irre-

ducible representation of GLn(F ). This involution can be also defined in the more gen-

eral context of any reductive p-adic group. Since we are only concerned with the general

linear group in this paper we only recall the definition for GLn.

Recall that Rn denotes the Grothendieck group of the category Alg(Gn). The ring Rn

is a polynomial ring in the indeterminates of the form Z(∆) (see [21, Corollary 7.5]).

Therefore it is enough to define the involution D on elements of the form Z(∆). We

define,

D : Rn → Rn

by sending Z(∆) to Q(∆). It is known that the involution D takes irreducible represen-

tations to irreducible representations.

We have the following cohomological duality theorem (see [16, Theorem 2]) due to

Nori and Prasad.

Theorem 2.1. Let π1 be a smooth irreducible representations of Gn and π2 be any smooth

representation of Gn. Then for any integer i ≥ 0,

ExtiGn
(π1, π2)

∨ ≃ Ext
d(π1)−i
Gn

(π2, D(π1)).

Here d(π1) is the split rank of the Levi subgroup of Gn which carries the cuspidal support

of π1.

2.4. On Derivatives and the Bernstein-Zelevinsky Filtration. Given π ∈ Alg(Gn),
we want to define the i-th Bernstein-Zelevinsky derivative π(i), which is a smooth repre-

sentation of Gn−i. We first recall the definitions of the Bernstein-Zelevinsky derivative

functors that we need. Let Mn ⊂ Gn denote the mirabolic subgroup inside Gn. We have

the decomposition,

Mn = Gn−1 ·Vn

where, Vn denotes the unipotent subgroup of Mn. We define functors,

Φ− : Alg(Mn) → Alg(Mn−1)

and,

Ψ− : Alg(Mn) → Alg(Gn−1)

as follows.
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Given τ ∈ Alg(Mn) we define,

Φ−(τ) = δ−1/2τ/〈τ(u).x− ψi(u).x : x ∈ τ, u ∈ Vn〉.

Here, δ−1/2 is the modulus character of Mn and ψn is a non-degenerate character of Vn.

Note that Mn−1 normalizes Vn and ψn and therefore we may consider Φ−(τ) to be a

smooth representation of Mn−1.

Similarly we define,

Ψ−(τ) = δ−1/2τ/〈τ(u).x− x : x ∈ τ, u ∈ Vn〉.

Once again, δ−1/2 denotes the modulus character of Mn. Since Gn−1 normalizes Vn we

have that Ψ−(τ) ∈ Alg(Gn−1).
Now given π ∈ Alg(Gn), we define the i-th Bernstein-Zelevinsky derivative π(i) ∈

Alg(Gn−i) as,

π(i) = Ψ−(Φ−)i−1(π|Mn
).

Given, π ∈ Alg(Gn), let k be the largest integer such that π(k) 6= 0. Then we say that

the level of π is k and write lev(π) = k.

2.4.1. Gelfand-Graev Representation. Let Un ⊂ Gn be the subgroup of upper triangu-

lar unipotent matrices. Fix a non-degenerate character ψn of Un. The Gelfand-Graev

representation of Mn (denoted by Πn) is defined as,

Πn = c-indMn

Un
ψn.

2.4.2. Product Rule for Derivatives. We shall require the following product rule for

derivatives (see [4, Corollary 4.14(c)]).

Lemma 2.1. Let πj ∈ Alg(Gnj
) for j = 1, 2, . . . , k. Then the representation (π1 × π2 ×

. . .×πk)
(i) has a filtration whose successive quotients are π

(i1)
1 ×π

(i2)
2 × . . .×π

(ik)
k , where,

0 ≤ it ≤ nt for t = 1, 2, . . . , k and i1 + i2 + . . .+ ik = i.

2.4.3. Bernstein-Zelevinsky Filtration. Let π ∈ Alg(Gn). By the Bernstein-Zelevinsky

filtration (see [3]), we have a filtration of submodules 0 = Vn ( Vn−1 ( . . . ( V0 =
π|Gn−1 such that,

Vi/Vi+1
∼= ν1/2π(i+1) ×Πi.

Here Ui ⊂ Gi is the subgroup of upper triangular unipotent matrices and ψi is a fixed

non-degenerate character of Ui.

2.5. Restriction of a Principal Series to the Mirabolic Subgroup. In this subsection,

we want to recall a key lemma (see [4, Proposition 4.13 (a)]) about the restriction of

a principal series representation of GLn to the mirabolic subgroup. We first recall the

definitions of two types of mirabolic induction that we shall need from [4, Section 4.12]).

Let Mm denote the mirabolic subgroup sitting inside Gm. Let Matm,p denote the set of

m× p matrices. Let 0m,p denote the zero matrix of order m× p.

Suppose r and s be integers and let n = r+ s. Let ρ ∈ Alg(Gr) and τ ∈ Alg(Ms). We

define ρ×̄τ ∈ Alg(Mn) and τ×̄ρ ∈ Alg(Mn) as follows.
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2.5.1. Definition of ρ×̄τ . Consider the subgroup of Mn defined as follows.

H =

{(

g u
m

)

: g ∈ Gr, m ∈ Ms, u ∈ Matr,n−r

}

.

We extend the representation ρ⊗ τ of Gr ×Ms trivially to H . We define,

ρ×̄τ = IndMn

H ρ⊗ τ.

2.5.2. Definition of τ×̄ρ. Consider the subgroup of Mn defined as follows.

H ′ =











g′ u m′

g 0r,1
1



 : g ∈ Gr, g
′ ∈ Gs−1, m

′ ∈ Mats−1,1, u ∈ Mats−1,r







.

Set ρ̃ = ν−1/2ρ. We define a representation π of H ′ acting on the underlying space of

τ ⊗ ρ as,

π





g′ u m′

g 0r,1
1



 = τ

(

g′ m′

01,s−1 1

)

⊗ ρ̃(g).

Then τ×̄ρ is defined as,

τ×̄ρ = IndMn

H′ π.

We are now in a position to state the required lemma. The lemma below tells us how a

principal series representation decomposes upon restriction to the mirabolic subgroup.

Lemma 2.2. [4, Proposition 4.13(a)] Let π1 and π2 be smooth representations of Gn1 and

Gn2 respectively. Then

0 → π1|Mn1
×̄π2 → (π1 × π2)|Mn1+n2

→ π1×̄π2|Mn2
→ 0.

Here Mn1 and Mn2 are the mirabolic subgroups of Gn1 and Gn2 respectively.

2.6. Second Adjointness and the Identity orbit in the Geometric Lemma. Let π1 ∈
Alg(Gn1) and π2 ∈ Alg(Gn2) for some n1, n2 ∈ Z≥0. Set n = n1 + n2 and consider

the representation π1 × π2 of Gn. The geometric lemma (see [4]) describes the fac-

tors in a composition series of the Jacquet module r(n1,n2)(π1 × π2). Each factor in the

composition series of r(n1,n2)(π1 × π2) corresponds to a double coset representative of

Pn1,n2 \ Gn /Pn1,n2 where, Pn1,n2 denotes the parabolic inside Gn corresponding to the

partition (n1, n2). Here, the term π1 ⊗ π2 in the composition series of r(n1,n2)(π1 × π2)
corresponds to the identity double coset. By the geometric lemma the term π1⊗π2 occurs

as the quotient of r(n1,n2)(π1 × π2).
We want to understand the structure of the opposite Jaquet module of r̄(n1,n2)(π1×π2).

Since we know that,

r̄(n1,n2)(π1 × π2) ≃ (r(n1,n2)((π1 × π2)
∨)))∨

the above discussion leads to the following corollary.

Corollary 2.1. Let π1 ∈ Alg(Gn1) and π2 ∈ Alg(Gn2) for some n1, n2 ∈ Z≥0. Then

π1 ⊗ π2 occurs as a submodule of r̄(n1,n2)(π1 × π2).
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2.7. Kunneth Formula and a lemma on Ext Vanishing. We shall require the following

Kunneth formula in the course of our calculations of Ext modules.

Theorem 2.2. ([19, Theorem 3.1]) Let H1 and H2 be p-adic groups and suppose that H1

is reductive. Let E1 and F1 (resp. E2 and F2) be smooth representations ofH1 (resp. H2).

If E1 has finite length then,

ExtiH1×H2
(E1 ⊗ E2, F1 × F2) =

i
∑

k=0

ExtkH1
(E1, F1)⊗ Exti−k

H2
(E2, F2).

The above Kunneth formula when combined with cuspidal support considerations al-

lows us to conclude Ext vanishing in some cases as in the lemma below. The lemma

below is a slight reformulation of [7, Lemma 2.4].

Lemma 2.3. Let π1 be an irreducible representation of Gn−i and π2 be a smooth repre-

sentation of Gi not necessarily of finite length. Let π be an irreducible representation of

Gn. Let σ be a cuspidal representation such that σ ∈ csupp(π1) but σ 6∈ csupp(π). Then

for all integers i ≥ 0,

ExtiGn
(π1 × π2, π) = 0.

Remark 2.1. The above lemma codifies a standard argument that we shall use. In the

above lemma, since π2 is not necessarily of finite length we cannot directly conclude Ext
vanishing by cuspidal support considerations. Instead we first apply second adjointness

and the Kunneth formula for each simple composition factor of the opposite Jacquet mod-

ule of π. Now by comparing cuspidal supports at σ ∈ csupp(π1) and the corresponding

factor in the opposite Jacquet module of π we conclude Ext vanishing.

2.8. Generic Branching Law. We recall the Hom and Ext branching law for generic

representations. This will form the base case for the inductive proof of our theorems.

Theorem 2.3. ([9, Theorem 4.1]) Let n ≥ 0 be an integer. Let π1 and π2 be irreducible

generic representations of Gn and Gn−1 respectively. Then

HomGn−1
(π1, π2) = C,

and for all integers i ≥ 1,

ExtiGn−1
(π1, π2) = 0.

The above theorem about higher Ext vanishing was later extended to the case when π1
and the dual of π2 are standard representations by K.Y. Chan (see [8, Theorem 1.1]).

3. ON CLASSES OF REPRESENTATIONS OF GLn(F )

In this Section, we introduce various classes of representations of the p-adic general

linear group. Let Irrc(Gn) (resp. Irru(Gn)) denote the collection of irreducible cusp-

idal (resp. unitary) representations of Gn. Let Irrc,u(Gn) = Irrc(Gn) ∩ Irru(Gn) de-

note the class of cuspidal unitary representations. We set Irrc = ∪n≥0 Irr
c(Gn), Irr

u =
∪n≥0 Irr

u(Gn) and Irrc,u = ∪n≥0 Irr
c,u(Gn).
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3.1. On Speh and Arthur Representations. The Speh representations are the building

blocks of unitary representations and are defined as follows. Let ρ ∈ Irrc,u. For a ∈ Z≥0

let ∆(ρ, a) be the segment ∆(ρ, a) = [− (a−1)
2
, (a−1)

2
]ρ. We let δρ(a) denote the square

integrable representation δρ(a) = Q(∆(ρ, a)).
Let b be a non-negative integer. The product,

ν
(b−1)

2 δρ(a)× ν
(b−1)

2
−1δρ(a)× . . .× ν−

(b−1)
2 δρ(a)

has a unique irreducible quotient which we denote as uρ(a, b). The irreducible represen-

tations of the form uρ(a, b) are known as Speh representations.

Definition 3.1. We say that an irreducible representation π of Gn is of Arthur type if there

exist Speh representations π1, π2, . . . , πk such that,

π = π1 × π2 × . . .× πk.

3.1.1. Derivatives of Speh Representations. We shall gather some information about the

derivatives of Speh representations. The knowledge of cuspidal support of the derivatives

of Speh representations will be helpful in allowing us to conclude Ext vanishing.

The lemma below follows from [15, Theorem 14] when it is reformulated in terms

of the Langlands classification. We refer to the discussion after Theorem 14 in loc. sit.

Given π ∈ Alg(Gn), recall that by the level of π (denoted lev(π)) we mean the largest

integer k such that π(k) 6= 0.

Lemma 3.1. Let π = uρ(a, b) be a Speh representation. Then the level of π is equal to

n(ρ)a, that is, lev(π) = n(ρ)a.

(1) If k < lev(π) then ν(m+n−2)/2ρ ∈ csupp(π(k)).
(2) If k = lev(π) then π(k) = ν−1/2uρ(a, b− 1).

3.1.2. Aubert-Zelevinsky Dual of a Speh Representation. We shall need the following

calculation of the Aubert-Zelevinsky dual of a Speh representation. The following result

is due to Tadic (see [20, Theorem B]).

Theorem 3.1. Let a, b ∈ Z≥0 and ρ ∈ Irrc. Let π = uρ(a, b) be a Speh representation of

Gn. Then,

D(uρ(a, b)) = uρ(b, a).

The above result can be interpreted in the language of Arthur parameters as follows.

Let π = uρ(a, b) be a Speh representation of Gn that arises from an Arthur parameter of

the form,

ψ ⊗ Syma(C2)⊗ Symb(C2).

Then the Aubert-Zelevinsky dual of uρ(a, b) is once again a Speh representation whose

corresponding Arthur parameter is given as,

ψ ⊗ Symb(C2)⊗ Syma(C2).

3.1.3. Definition of Speh Representations of Segment Type. We introduce some terminol-

ogy for the sake of convenience. Suppose that we are given a Speh representation uρ(a, b)
of Gn. If a = 1 then the Speh representation uρ(a, b) is of the form Z(∆) for the segment

∆ = [− (b−1)
2
, (b−1)

2
]ρ. If b = 1 then the Speh representation uρ(a, b) is of the form Q(∆)

for the segment ∆ = [− (a−1)
2
, (a−1)

2
]ρ.
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If a Speh representation is of the form Q(∆) or Z(∆) for some segment ∆ then we

shall say that the Speh representation is of segment type. If π ∈ Irr(Gn) is of segment

type then its Arthur parameter A(π) is such that either the Weil-Deligne SL2 factor of

A(π) or the Arthur SL2 factor of A(π) acts trivially.

We shall require the following computations of Jacquet modules (see [21, Proposition

3.4] and [21, Proposition 9.5]).

Lemma 3.2. Let ρ be a cuspidal representation of Gm and consider the segment ∆ =
[ρ, ρk−1ρ] where, n = km. If l is not divisible bym then r(n−l,l)(Q(∆)) = r̄(n−l,l)(Q(∆)) =
r(n−l,l)(Z(∆)) = r̄(n−l,l)(Z(∆)) = 0. If l = mp then,

r(n−l,l)(Q(∆)) = Q([νpρ, νk−1ρ])⊗Q([ρ, νp−1ρ]).

r̄(n−l,l)(Q(∆)) = Q([ρ, νk−p−1ρ])⊗Q([νk−pρ, νk−1ρ]).

r(n−l,l)(Z(∆)) = Z([ρ, νk−p−1ρ])⊗ Z([νk−pρ, νk−1ρ]).

r̄(n−l,l)(Z(∆)) = Z([νpρ, νk−1ρ])⊗ Z([ρ, νp−1ρ]).

Remark 3.1. SupposeQ(∆) is a unitary representation of Gn. Suppose r(n−l,l)(Q(∆)) =
ω1 ⊗ ω2 where, r(n−l,l)(Q(∆)) is the Jacquet module of Q(∆) with respect to a proper

parabolic of Gn corresponding to the partition (n−l, l) of n. Then by the first computation

in the above lemma it is evident that e(ω1) > 0 whereas, e(ω2) < 0. We recall that given

an irreducible representation π, e(π) denotes the exponent of the unramified part of the

central character of π. We can make analogous assertions for the remaining three cases

of the above lemma.

4. A COARSE VARIANT OF THE BERNSTEIN-ZELEVINSKY FILTRATION

In this Section, we recall the filtration for parabolically induced representations intro-

duced by K.Y. Chan in the work [7]. It will be the main tool in our underlying our proofs.

We also state two lemmas from [7] that follow by an application of this filtration.

4.1. Filtration for Parabolically Induced Modules. Since the following filtration on

parabolically induced modules is going to play a key role in proving our results, we recall

the main idea behind the proof for the sake of completeness.

Theorem 4.1. [7, Proposition 5.13] Let π1 and π2 be smooth representations of Gn1 and

Gn2 respectively. Then (π1 × π2)|Gn1+n2−1 has a filtration,

0 = Vd ( Vd−1 ( . . . ( V0 = (π1 × π2)|Gn1+n2−1

such that,

V0/V1 ∼= ν1/2π1 × π2|Gn2−1 ,

and for 1 ≤ k ≤ d− 1,

Vk/Vk+1
∼= ν1/2π

(k)
1 × (Πk×̄π2)|Gn2+k−1

.

Here, Πk denotes the Gelfand-Graev representation of the mirabolic group Mk and ×̄
denotes the mirabolic induction as defined in Section 2.5.



14 MOHAMMED SAAD QADRI

Sketch of the Proof: By Lemma 2.2, we obtain the following exact sequence,

0 → π1|Mn1
×̄π2 → (π1 × π2)|Mn1+n2

→ π1×̄π2|Mn2
→ 0.

On restricting π1|Mn1
×̄π2 to Gn1+n2−1 we get ν1/2π1×π2|Gn2−1

which gives us the first

term in our filtration.

For the submodule π1|Mn1
×̄π2 we apply the Bernstein-Zelevinky filtration to decom-

pose π1|Mn1
and then restrict to Gn1+n2−1 in order to obtain the rest of the terms our

lemma.

Remark 4.1. As pointed out earlier the above filtration can be thought of as a coarse

version of the Bernstein-Zelevinsky filtration where we club together some of the pieces

in the Bernstein-Zelevinsky filtration. As we shall see in Lemma 6.1, an advantage of

having this coarser filtration is that we can establish Ext vanishing for all but one of the

pieces of this filtration making our situation easier to analyse.

4.2. Transfer Lemma. The following lemma shall allow us to transfer a branching prob-

lem for the pair (Gn,Gn−1) to a branching problem for the pair (Gn−1,Gn−2) and vice-

versa.

Lemma 4.1. [7, Proposition 4.1] Let π1 and π2 be irreducible representations of Gn

and Gn−1 respectively. Then for any cuspidal representation σ of G2 such that σ 6∈
csuppZ(ν

−1/2π∨
1 ) ∪ csuppZ(π2) we have that,

ExtiGn−1
(π1, π

∨
2 ) = ExtiGn

(π2 × σ, π∨
1 )

for all integers i ≥ 0.

4.3. A Replacement Lemma. We shall also require the following replacement lemma.

It will be useful in the proof of Lemma 6.1 by allowing us to replace some factors in a

restriction of an Arthur type representation by some cuspidal representation.

Lemma 4.2. [7, Lemma 3.6] Let π1 ∈ Alg(Gk) and π2 ∈ Alg(Gl). Let π3 ∈ Alg(Gn)
with n ≥ l + k. Let a = (n + 1) − (k + l). Then, for any σ in Irrc(Ga) such that

σ 6∈ csuppZ(ν
−1/2π3), and for any i,

ExtiGn
(π1 × (σ × π2)|Gn−k

, π3) = ExtiGn
(π1 × (Πa×̄π2)|Gn−k

, π3)

5. SOME LEMMAS ON EXTENSIONS ON THE SAME GROUP

In this Section, we prove some lemmas about extensions between representations of

Arthur type on the same group. These lemmas about extensions on the same group are

needed because we shall ultimately reduce the Ext branching problem to a study of ex-

tensions between representations of the same group.

5.1. Extensions between Speh Representations. We have the following lemma about

Ext modules of Speh representations on the same group.

Lemma 5.1. Let π1 and π2 be two Speh representations of Gn such that,

ExtiGn
(π1, π2) 6= 0

for some integer i ≥ 0. Then either π2 = π1 or π2 = D(π1).
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Proof. The proof follows from looking at the cuspidal supports.

�

Remark 5.1. The above lemma (proved by looking at cuspidal supports) is equivalent to

the observation that if V1, V2, V3 and V4 are finite dimensional irreducible representations

of SL2(C) such that,

V1 ⊗ V2 = V3 ⊗ V4
then, (V3, V4) = (V1, V2) or (V3, V4) = (V2, V1).

5.2. Lemmas about extensions between products of unitary segment type represen-

tations. Recall that by a unitary representation of segment type (see Section 3.1.3), we

mean a unitary representation of the form Z(∆) or Q(∆) for some segment ∆. In the

proof of the lemma below we shall freely invoke Lemma 3.2 and the observations in

Remark 3.1 without citing them explicitly each time.

Lemma 5.2. Let π1 be a unitary segment type representation of Gn and let τ ∈ Alg(Gk)
(not necessarily of finite length). Let π2 ∈ Alg(Gn+k) be an irreducible unitary represen-

tation of Arthur type. Suppose that π2 = π2,1×π2,2× . . .×π2,s where, π2,1, π2,2, . . . , π2,s
are unitary representations of segment type. Suppose that,

ExtiGn+k
(π1 × τ, π2) 6= 0

for some integer i ≥ 0. Then one of the following holds:

(1) π1 = π2,m for some m ∈ {1, 2, . . . , s}. And, π2 = π1 × π′
2 where π′

2 ∈ Alg(Gk)
is the product of the factors π2,1, . . . , π2,m−1, π2,m+1, . . . , π2,s. Moreover,

ExtjGk
(τ, π′

2) 6= 0

for some j ≤ i.
(2) D(π1) = π2,m for some m ∈ {1, 2, . . . , s}. And, π2 = D(π1) × π′′

2 where

π′′
2 ∈ Alg(Gk) is the product of the factors π2,1, . . . , π2,m−1, π2,m+1, . . . , π2,s.

Moreover,

ExtjGk
(τ, π′′

2) 6= 0

for some j < i.

Proof. We are given that,

ExtiGn+k
(π1 × τ, π2) 6= 0.

By second adjointness we have that,

ExtiGn ×Gk
(π1 ⊗ τ,Ω) 6= 0 (5.1)

for some irreducible subquotient Ω of r̄(n,k)(π2). Let us suppose that π1 is of the form

Z(∆). The case when π1 is of the form Q(∆) can be handled similarly. Since π2 is irre-

ducible we arrange the factors of π2 so that factors of the form Z(∆) occur first followed

by factors of the form Q(∆). Therefore, let us suppose that π1 = Z(∆0), π2,i = Z(∆2,i)
(i = 1, 2, . . . , k) and π2,j = Q(∆2,j) (j = k + 1, . . . , s). Here, 0 ≤ k ≤ s is an integer

and ∆0,∆2,i (i = 1, 2, . . . , k) and ∆2,j (j = k + 1, . . . , s) are some segments. Note that

all the representations π2,1, π2,2, . . . , π2,s and π1 are unitary.

By the geometric lemma we obtain a filtration on r̄(n,k)(π2) where the subquotients are

of the form,

(ω1,1 × . . .× ω1,k × ξ1,k+1 × . . .× ξ1,s)⊗ (ω2,1 × . . .× ω2,k × ξ2,k+1 × . . .× ξ2,s),
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where ω1,i ⊗ω2,i is the opposite Jacquet module of π2,i (here i = 1, 2, . . . , k) with respect

to a suitable opposite parabolic. Similarly, ξ1,j ⊗ ξ2,j is the opposite Jacquet module of

π2,j (here j = k + 1, . . . , s) with respect to a suitable opposite parabolic.

We wish to analyse which of the above subquotients can make a non-zero contribution

in Equation 5.1. We carry out this analysis by considering the kinds of subquotients as in

the following two cases.

Case 1: Suppose each of the factors ω1,1, ω2,1, . . . , ω1,k is equal to the trivial repre-

sentation of G0 = 〈e〉. Let us suppose that a subquotient of this kind makes a non-zero

contribution in Equation 5.1. In this case by Equation 5.1 and the Kunneth formula we

conclude that,

ExtpGn
(π1, ξ1,k+1 × . . .× ξ1,s) 6= 0 (5.2)

for some integer p ≤ i.
Note that e(ξ1,j) ≤ 0 for all j = k + 1, . . . , s whereas, e(π1) = 0. Therefore, by

comparing central characters we conclude that for all j = k + 1, . . . , s either ξ1,j =
Q(∆2j) or ξ1,j is the trivial representation of G0. We now claim that ξ1,j = Q(∆2j) for

exactly one j ∈ {k + 1, . . . , s}.

Suppose for the sake of contradiction that ξ1,j = Q(∆2j) for two distinct integers j1
and j2. Without loss of generality we may take j1 = k + 1 and j2 = k + 2. By Equation

5.2 we know that,

ExtpGn
(π1, Q(∆2,k+1)×Q(∆2,k+2)× ζ) 6= 0,

where, ζ = ξ1,k+3 × . . .× ξ1,s. Now by Frobenius reciprocity,

ExtpGl ×Gn−l
(η1 ⊗ η2, Q(∆2,k+1)⊗ (Q(∆2,k+2)× ζ)) 6= 0,

where, l = n(Q(∆2,k+1)) and η1⊗η2 is the Jacquet module of π1 with respect to a suitable

parabolic. Hence we obtain that,

ExtqGl
(η1, Q(∆2,k+1)) 6= 0,

for some integer q ≤ p. Now since e(η1) > 0 and e(Q(∆2,k+1)) = 0, by comparing

central characters we obtain a contradiction.

Hence we conclude that in Case 1, the only subquotient of r̄(n,k)(π2) that can make a

non-zero contribution in Equation 5.1 is of the form,

Ω = Q(∆2j)⊗ π′′

where, π′′ is the product of segment type representations π2,1, π2,2, . . . , π2,s except the

term Q(∆2j).
Now by Equation 5.1, applying the Kunneth formula and Lemma 5.1 proves part (2) of

our lemma.

Case 2: Now suppose that atleast one of the factors ω1,1, ω2,1, . . . , ω1,k is a represen-

tation of GM , where M ≥ 1. Without loss of generality we may assume that ω1,1 is

a representation of GM , where M ≥ 1. Let us suppose that a subquotient of this kind

makes a non-zero contribution in Equation 5.1. Now by Equation 5.1 and the Kunneth

formula we have that,

ExtpGn
(π1, ω1,1 × ω2,1,× . . .× ω1,k × ξ1,k+1 × . . .× ξ1,s) 6= 0

for some integer p ≤ i.
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Hence, by Frobenius reciprocity we have that,

ExtpGl ×Gn−l
(η1 ⊗ η2, ω1,1 ⊗ (ω2,1,× . . .× ω1,k × ξ1,k+1 × . . .× ξ1,s)) 6= 0,

where, l = n(ω1,1) and η1 ⊗ η2 is the Jacquet module of π1 with respect to a suitable

parabolic. Hence we have that,

ExtqGl
(η1, ω1,1) 6= 0, (5.3)

for some integer q ≤ 0. Let us suppose that π1 = Z(∆0) = Z([− (x−1)
2
, (x−1)

2
]ρ1) and

π2,1 = Z(∆2,1) = Z([− (y−1)
2
, (y−1)

2
]ρ2), where x, y are integers such that x, y ≥ 1, and ρ1

and ρ2 are some unitary cuspidal representations.

Then η1 = Z([− (x−1)
2
, w]ρ1) and ω1,1 = Z([z, (y−1)

2
]ρ2), where, w, z are integers such

that w ≤ (x−1)
2

and z ≥ − (y−1)
2

. Now by comparing cuspidal supports in Equation 5.3

we conclude that ρ1 = ρ2, w = (y−1)
2

and z = − (x−1)
2

. Substituting these in the above

inequalities we conclude that x = y. Hence η1 = π1 and ω1,1 = π2,1 ∼= π1.

Hence we conclude that in Case 2, the only subquotient of r̄(n,k)(π2) that can make a

non-zero contribution in Equation 5.1 is of the form,

Ω = Z(∆2i)⊗ π′,

where, π′′ is the product of segment type representations π2,1, π2,2, . . . , π2,s except the

term Z(∆2i). Now using Equation 5.1 and applying the Kunneth formula proves part (1)

of our lemma.

�

Remark 5.2. In the above lemma, the hypothesis that π1 and π2,1, π2,2, . . . , π2,s are uni-

tary segment type representations cannot be dropped. For instance, the above lemma does

not hold if we assume π1 to be an arbitrary Speh representation.

Consider the following example. Let ρ denote the trivial representation of G1. Let

π1 = Q([0, 1]ρ, [−1, 0]ρ) and π2 = ρ×Q([−1, 0, 1]ρ). We claim that,

Ext1G4
(π1, π2) 6= 0.

By Frobenius reciprocity we have that,

ExtiG4
(π1, π2) = ExtiG3 ×G1

(ρ⊗Q([0, 1]ρ, [−1]ρ), ρ⊗Q([−1, 0, 1]ρ)) 6= 0.

Here, we have used the description of Jacquet modules of ladder representations in [14].

By comparing cuspidal supports ρ⊗Q([0, 1]ρ, [−1]ρ) is the only subquotient of the r(1,3)(π1)
that can contribute to the above Ext module. By [17] we know that,

Ext1G3
(Q([0, 1]ρ, [−1]ρ), Q([−1, 0, 1]ρ)) 6= 0.

Applying the Kunneth formula we conclude that,

Ext1G4
(π1, π2) 6= 0.

Remark 5.3. The above lemma can be thought of as an Ext analogue of [7, Proposition

4.2] albeit with much more restrictive hypothesis. The Proposition 4.2 in [7] follows from

[7, Theorem 9.1] (see [5] for a generalization of [7, Theorem 9.1]).

The following lemma is like a converse to Lemma 5.2. The statement of the lemma

below is obvious if one takes Hom instead of Ext modules.
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Lemma 5.3. Let π1 be a unitary segment type representation of Gn and let τ ∈ Alg(Gk)
(not necessarily of finite length). Let σ ∈ Alg(Gk) be an irreducible unitary representation

of Arthur type. Suppose that σ = σ1 × σ2 × . . . × σs where, σ1, σ2, . . . , σs are unitary

representations of segment type. Suppose that,

ExtjGk
(τ, σ) 6= 0

for some integer j ≥ 0. Then

ExtiGn+k
(π1 × τ, π1 × σ) 6= 0

for some integer i ≥ 0.

Proof. By second adjointness we have that,

ExtiGn+k
(π1 × τ, π1 × σ) = ExtiGn ×Gk

(π1 ⊗ τ, r̄P (π1 × σ)). (5.4)

Here r̄P denotes the opposite Jacquet module with respect to the opposite parabolic cor-

responding to the partition (n, k). By the analysis carried out in the proof of Lemma 5.2,

the only subquotients of r̄P (π1 × σ) that can make a non-zero contribution to the Ext
module in the right hand side of Equation 5.4 are of the following two kinds:

(A) Ω1 = π1⊗σ. Note that by the discussion in Section 2.6, Ω1 occurs as a submodule

of r̄P (π1 × σ).
(B) Ω2 = D(π1) ⊗ σ′. Note that if Ω2 occurs as a subquotient of r̄P (π2) then there

existm ∈ {1, 2, . . . , s} such that σm = D(π1). Here, σ′ = π1×σ1× . . .×σm−1×
σm+1 × . . .× σs. In this case we have that π1 × σ = D(π1)× σ′ and once again

by the discussion in Section 2.6, we can ensure that Ω2 occurs as a submodule of

r̄P (π1 × σ).

We are given that

ExtjGk
(τ, σ) 6= 0 (5.5)

for some integer j ≥ 0. Also, we know that

HomGn
(π1, π1) 6= 0. (5.6)

Hence by Equation 5.5, Equation 5.6 and the Kunneth formula we conclude that,

ExtjGn ×Gk
(π1 ⊗ τ, π1 ⊗ σ) 6= 0. (5.7)

We define the following sets. For t = 1, 2 we define,

St = {h ∈ Z|ExthGn ×Gk
(π1 ⊗ τ,Ωt) 6= 0}.

Let us denote S = S1∪S2. Then by Equation 5.7 it is evident that the set S is non-empty.

Let i∗ denote the smallest integer in the set S. Then Exti
∗

Gn ×Gk
(π1 ⊗ τ,Ωt∗) 6= 0 where

t∗ ∈ {1, 2}.

Since Ωt∗ occurs as a submodule of r̄P (π1 × σ) by a long exact sequence argument we

get that,

Exti
∗

Gn ×Gk
(π1 ⊗ τ, r̄P (π1 × σ)) 6= 0.

Hence by Frobenius reciprocity we conclude that,

Exti
∗

Gn+k
(π1 × τ, π1 × σ) 6= 0.

�

We also have the following similar lemma.
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Lemma 5.4. Let π1 be a unitary segment type representation of Gn and let τ ∈ Alg(Gk)
(not necessarily of finite length). Let σ ∈ Alg(Gk) be an irreducible unitary representation

of Arthur type. Suppose that σ = σ1 × σ2 × . . . × σs where, σ1, σ2, . . . , σs are unitary

representations of segment type. Suppose that,

ExtjGk
(τ, σ) 6= 0

for some integer j ≥ 0. Then

ExtiGn+k
(π1 × τ,D(π1)× σ) 6= 0

for some integer i ≥ 0.

The proof of the above lemma is along similar lines as Lemma 5.3 except that we use

the fact that Ext∗Gn
(π1, D(π1)) 6= 0 instead of Equation 5.6 in the proof of the Lemma

5.3. The fact that Ext∗Gn
(π1, D(π1)) 6= 0 is a simple consequence of the duality theorem

(Theorem 2.1) of Nori and Prasad.

5.3. A reformulation. We can reformulate Lemmas 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4 into a single state-

ment in the language of Arthur parameters as follows. Let ∆SL2 denote the diagonally

embedded SL2 sitting inside SL2× SL2. Note that if π1 and π2 are irreducible Arthur type

representations of Gn then, A(π1)|WF×∆SL2
∼= A(π2)|WF×∆SL2 if and only if π1 and π2

have the same cuspidal support.

Lemma 5.5. Let π1 be a unitary segment type representation of Gn and let τ ∈ Alg(Gk)
(not necessarily of finite length). Let π2 ∈ Alg(Gn+k) be an irreducible unitary represen-

tation of Arthur type. Suppose that π2 = π2,1×π2,2× . . .×π2,s where, π2,1, π2,2, . . . , π2,s
are unitary representations of segment type. Then,

Ext∗Gn+k
(π1 × τ, π2) 6= 0

if and only if π2 decomposes as, π2 = π′
2 × π′′

2 where, π′
2 ∈ Alg(Gn) and π′′

2 ∈ Alg(Gk)
such that,

A(π1)|WF×∆SL2
∼= A(π′

2)|WF×∆SL2

and,

Ext∗Gk
(τ, π′′

2) 6= 0.

5.4. A conjecture about extensions on the same group. Since we are dealing with

questions about extensions on the same group in this section, it is natural to ask when non-

trivial extensions exist between Arthur type representations on the same group. The fol-

lowing conjecture arose in an email correspondence between Professor Dipendra Prasad

and Professor K.Y. Chan.

Conjecture 5.1. Suppose π1 and π2 are irreducible Arthur type representations of GLn(F ).
Then Ext∗GLn(F )(π1, π2) 6= 0 if and only if

A(π1)|WF×∆SL2
∼= A(π2)|WF×∆SL2 .

Remark 5.4. Note that as observed earlier, saying that

A(π1)|WF×∆SL2
∼= A(π2)|WF×∆SL2

is the same as saying that π1 and π2 have the same cuspidal support.
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By repeated applications of Lemma 5.5 it follows that the above conjecture is true in

the following special case.

Proposition 5.1. Suppose π1 and π2 are irreducible Arthur type representations ofGLn(F ).
Moreover, suppose that π1 and π2 are products of unitary representations of segment type.

Then Ext∗GLn(F )(π1, π2) 6= 0 if and only if

A(π1)|WF×∆SL2
∼= A(π2)|WF×∆SL2 .

6. MAIN REDUCTION LEMMA

The following lemma is Lemma 4.3 from [7] where it is stated for Hom spaces but

which works as well for Ext modules as we assert below. This lemma follows from an

application of the filtration stated in Theorem 4.1. It allows us to reduce the study of Ext
branching to the bottom piece of the aforementioned filtration. Since this lemma plays an

important role in our arguments we recall its proof for the sake of completeness.

Lemma 6.1. Let π1 and π2 be Arthur type representations of Gn and Gn−1 respectively.

Suppose that

π1 = uρ1(a1, b1)× uρ2(a2, b2)× . . .× uρr(ar, br)

and

π2 = uτ1(c1, d1)× uτ2(c2, d2)× . . .× uτs(cs, ds)

where ρi (i = 1, 2, . . . , r) and τj (j = 1, 2, . . . , s) are some unitary cuspidal represen-

tations. Moreover, let us suppose that a1 + b1 ≥ ai + bi and a1 + b1 ≥ cj + dj for all

i = 1, 2, . . . , r and j = 1, 2, . . . , s. Let σ be a unitary cuspidal representation of Ga1n(ρ1)

such that ν1/2σ 6∈ csuppZ(π2) and σ 6∈ csuppZ(π1). Then for all integers i ≥ 0 we have

that,

ExtiGn−1
(π1, π2) = ExtiGn−1

(uρ1(a1, b1 − 1)× (σ × π′
1)|Ga

, π2)

where, a = n− n(ρ1)a1(b1 − 1)− 1 and π′
1 = uρ2(a2, b2)× . . .× uρr(ar, br).

Proof. By Theorem 4.1 we have that π1|Gn−1 is glued together from the pieces,

V0/V1 ∼= ν1/2uρ1(a1, b1)× π′
1|Gn(π′

1)−1
,

for 1 ≤ k ≤ d,

Vk/Vk+1
∼= ν1/2uρ1(a1, b1)

(k) × (Πk×̄π
′
1)|Gn(π′

1
)+k−1

.

Here d = lev(uρ1(a1, b1)) is the largest integer ℓ such that uρ1(a1, b1)
(ℓ) 6= 0. By Lemma

3.1 we know that d = n(ρ1)a1.

Claim: We claim that among all the pieces in the above filtration the pieces other than

the last piece do not contribute to the desired Ext module, that is for all integers i ≥ 0,

ExtiGn−1
(Vk/Vk+1, π2) = 0

for all 0 ≤ k < d.

Proof of the Claim: The proof of the claim is based on a simple observation about

the cuspidal support of derivatives of Speh representations. If S = uρ(m,n) is a Speh

representation then ν(m+n−2)/2ρ ∈ csupp(S(k)) provided k < lev(S), that is if S(k) is not
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the highest derivative of S (Lemma 3.1). Suppose that k < d = lev(uρ1(a1, b1)). Now by

definition

ExtiGn−1
(Vk/Vk+1, π2) = ExtiGn−1

(ν1/2uρ1(a1, b1)
(k) ×Nk, π2)

where Nk = (Πk×̄π
′
1)|Gn(π′

1
)+k−1

. The inequalities a1+ b1 ≥ ai+ bi and a1+ b1 ≥ cj + dj

imply that 1/2 + (a1 + b1 − 2)/2 is strictly greater than any element of the set,

S = {(ai + bi − 2)/2, (cj + dj − 2)/2|i = 1, 2, . . . , r; j = 1, 2, . . . , s}.

So if k < lev(uρ1(a1, b1)) we conclude that ν1/2+(a1+b1−2)/2ρ1 lies in csupp(uρ1(a1, b1)
(k))

but does not lie in the cuspidal support of π2. Therefore by second adjointness and com-

paring cuspidal supports at ν1/2+(a1+b1−2)/2ρ1 (see Lemma 2.3) we conclude that,

ExtiGn−1
(Vk/Vk+1, π2) = 0

for all 0 ≤ k < d. This completes the proof of the claim.

Since the claim is true, a long exact sequence argument implies that for all integers

i ≥ 0,

ExtiGn−1
(π1, π2) = ExtiGn−1

(Vd/Vd+1, π2)

= ExtiGn−1
(uρ1(a1, b1)

− × (Πd×̄π
′
1)|Ga

, π2).

Here, uρ1(a1, b1)
− = ν1/2uρ1(a1, b1)

(d) = uρ1(a1, b1 − 1). Since ν1/2σ 6∈ csuppZ(π2) and

σ 6∈ csuppZ(π1) by Lemma 4.2 it follows that,

ExtiGn−1
(π1, π2) = ExtiGn−1

(uρ1(a1, b1)× (σ × π′
1)|Ga

, π2).

�

7. PROOF OF ONE DIRECTION OF THEOREM 1.2

In this Section we shall prove one direction of Theorem 1.2. More precisely, we prove

the following.

Theorem 7.1. Let n ≥ 1 be an integer. Let π1 and π2 be irreducible Arthur type repre-

sentations of GLn(F ) and GLn−1(F ) respectively. Suppose that π1 and π2 are products

of discrete series representations and the Aubert-Zelevinsky duals of discrete series repre-

sentations. If ExtiGLn−1(F )(π1, π2) 6= 0 for some integer i ≥ 0, then π1 and π2 are strong

Ext relevant.

Proof. Suppose π1 = π1,1 × π1,2 × . . . × π1,r and π2 = π2,1 × π2,2 × . . . × π2,s. Let

us denote π1,i = uρi(ai, bi) and π2,j = uτj (ci, di) where the ρi (i = 1, 2, . . . , r) and τj
(j = 1, 2, . . . , s) are some cuspidal representations. We are given that π1,1, π1,2, . . . , π1,r
and π2,1, π2,2, . . . , π2,s are all of segment type. This means that for all i = 1, 2, . . . , r
either ai = 1 or bi = 1. Similarly, for all j = 1, 2, . . . , s either cj = 1 or dj = 1. We know

that ExtiGn−1
(π1, π2) 6= 0 for some integer i ≥ 0. We want to show that the pair (π1, π2)

is strong Ext relevant.

Let m(π1, π2) denote the number of non-cuspidal factors of π1 and π2. The proof of

the Theorem is via induction on m(π1, π2). When m(π1, π2) = 0 then both π1 and π2 are

generic and hence automatically strong Ext relevant. We now assume that Theorem 7.1

holds for all integers less than m(π1, π2).



22 MOHAMMED SAAD QADRI

Since π1 and π2 are irreducible we can permute their factors and ensure that one of the

following cases occurs. We can ensure that either:

(1) a1 + b1 ≥ ai + bi and a1 + b1 ≥ cj + dj for all i and j.
(2) c1 + d1 ≥ cj + dj and c1 + d1 ≥ ai + bi for all i and j.

We deal with the above two cases one by one.

Case 1: Let us suppose that a1 + b1 ≥ ai + bi and a1 + b1 ≥ cj + dj for all i and

j. Choose a unitary cuspidal representation σ of G2 such that ν1/2σ 6∈ csuppZ(π2) and

σ 6∈ csuppZ(π1).
Since ExtiGn−1

(π1, π2) 6= 0 by Lemma 6.1 we have that,

ExtiGn−1
(uρ1(a1, b1 − 1)× (σ × π′

1)|Ga
, π2) 6= 0

where, a = n− n(ρ1)a1(b1 − 1)− 1 and π′
1 = uρ2(a2, b2)× . . .× uρr(ar, br). Note that

π−
1,1 = uρ1(a1, b1)

− = uρ1(a1, b1 − 1) is also of segment type.

We now invoke Lemma 5.2 and suitably rearrange the factors of π2 to conclude the

following.

(1) π2,1 is equal to either π−
1,1 or D(π−

1,1). Therefore, the pair (π1,1, π2,1) is strong Ext
relevant.

(2) We have that ExtiGa
(σ × π′

1, π2,2 × . . . π2,s) 6= 0. So by the induction hypothesis

the pair (σ×π′
1, π2,2× . . . π2,s) is strong Ext relevant. Since ν1/2σ 6∈ csuppZ(π2),

the pair (π′
1, π2,2 × . . . π2,s) is strong Ext relevant.

From the above two observations we conclude that the pair π1 and π2 are strong Ext
relevant.

Case 2: Let us suppose that c1 + d1 ≥ cj + dj and a1 + b1 ≥ ci + di for all i and j.
Then we can apply the transfer lemma (Lemma 4.1) and deal with the pair (π∨

2 × σ̃, π∨
1 )

rather than the pair (π1, π2) where, σ̃ is some cuspidal representation of G2 chosen such

that ν1/2σ̃ 6∈ csuppZ(π
∨
1 ) and σ̃ 6∈ csuppZ(π

∨
2 ). Since, σ̃ 6∈ csuppZ(ν

−1/2π∨
1 ) observe

that the pair (π1, π2) is strong Ext relevant if and only if the pair (π∨
2 × σ̃, π∨

1 ) is strong

Ext relevant. When dealing with the pair (π∨
2 × σ̃, π∨

1 ) the role of π1,1 is replaced by π2,1.

Hence it is enough to deal with Case 1. �

8. PROOF OF OTHER DIRECTION OF THEOREM 1.2

We now prove the other direction of Theorem 1.2.

Theorem 8.1. Let π1 and π2 be irreducible Arthur type representations of GLn(F ) and

GLn−1(F ) respectively. Suppose that π1 and π2 are products of discrete series represen-

tations and the Aubert-Zelevinsky duals of discrete series representations. If π1 and π2
are strong Ext relevant then, ExtiGLn−1(F )(π1, π2) 6= 0 for some integer i ≥ 0.

Proof. We set up notations as in the previous section. Suppose π1 = π1,1×π1,2×. . .×π1,r
and π2 = π2,1×π2,2×. . .×π2,s, where π1,1, π1,2, . . . , π1,r and π2,1, π2,2, . . . , π2,s are unitary

representations of segment type. Let us denote π1,i = uρi(ai, bi) and π2,j = uτj(ci, di)
where the ρi (i = 1, 2, . . . , r) and τj (j = 1, 2, . . . , s) are some cuspidal representations.

We are given that π1 and π2 are strong Ext relevant. Let m(π1, π2) denote the number

of non-cuspidal factors of π1 and π2. As before, the proof of the Theorem is via induction

on m(π1, π2). When m(π1, π2) = 0 then both π1 and π2 are generic and by Theorem 2.3
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we conclude that HomGn−1
(π1, π2) 6= 0. We now assume that the Theorem 8.1 holds for

all integers less than m(π1, π2).
Arguing similarly as in Case 2 of the proof of Theorem 7.1, it is enough to deal with

the case that a1 + b1 ≥ ai + bi and a1 + b1 ≥ cj + dj for all i and j. Choose a unitary

cuspidal representation σ of G2 such that ν1/2σ 6∈ csuppZ(π2) and σ 6∈ csuppZ(π1). Then

by Lemma 6.1 we have that for all integers i ≥ 0,

ExtiGn−1
(π1, π2) = ExtiGn−1

(π−
1,1 × (σ × π′

1)|Ga
, π2) (8.1)

where, a = n − n(ρ1)a1(b1 − 1) − 1 and π′
1 = uρ2(a2, b2) × . . . × uρr(ar, br). Here

π−
1,1 = uρ1(a1, b1)

− = uρ1(a1, b1 − 1).
Now since the representations π1 and π2 are strong Ext relevant one of the following

two cases must occur.

(A) π2,m = π−
1,1 for some m = 1, 2, . . . , s. In this case π2 = π−

1,1 × π′
2 where, π′

2 =
π2,1 × . . .× π2,m−1 × π2,m+1 × . . .× π2,s. In this case, the representations π′

1 and

π′
2 are strong Ext relevant.

(B) π2,m = D(π−
1,1) for some m = 1, 2, . . . , s. In this case π2 = π−

1,1 × π′′
2 where,

π′′
2 = π2,1 × . . .× π2,m−1 × π2,m+1 × . . .× π2,s. In this case, the representations

π′
1 and π′′

2 are strong Ext relevant.

Let us suppose that Case (A) above occurs, that is, π2 = π−
1,1 × π′

2, and the representa-

tions π′
1 and π′

2 are strong Ext relevant. Since π′
1 and π′

2 are strong Ext relevant we have

that the representations σ×π′
1 and π′

2 are strong Ext relevant. By the induction hypothesis

we conclude that,

Ext∗Ga
(σ × π′

1, π
′
2) 6= 0.

By Lemma 5.3 and Equation 8.1 we conclude that

ExtiGn−1
(π1, π2) 6= 0

for some integer i ≥ 0.

On the other hand suppose that Case (B) occurs. In this case, π2 = D(π−
1,1)× π′′

2 , and

the representations π′
1 and π′′

2 are strong Ext relevant. The proof proceeds exactly as in

Case (A) but we invoke Lemma 5.4 instead of Lemma 5.3.

�
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1–109, 2011.

[11] Wee Teck Gan, Benedict H Gross, and Dipendra Prasad. Branching laws for classical groups: the

non-tempered case. Compositio Mathematica, 156(11):2298–2367, 2020.

[12] Maxim Gurevich. On restriction of unitarizable representations of general linear groups and the

non-generic local Gan–Gross–Prasad conjecture. Journal of the European Mathematical Society,

24(1):265–302, 2021.
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[20] Marko Tadić. Classification of unitary representations in irreducible representations of general linear

group (non-archimedean case). In Annales scientifiques de l’École normale supérieure, volume 19,

pages 335–382, 1986.

[21] A. Zelevinsky. Induced representations of reductive p-adic groups. II. on irreducible representations of
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