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A METRIC APPROACH TO ZERO-FREE REGIONS FOR L-FUNCTIONS

NAWAPAN WATTANAWANICHKUL

Abstract. For integers m,m′ ≥ 1, let π and π′ be cuspidal automorphic representations of
GL(m) and GL(m′), respectively. We present a new proof of zero-free regions for L(s, π) and
for L(s, π × π′) under the assumption that π, π′ or L(s, π × π′) is self-dual. Our approach
builds on ideas of “pretentious” multiplicative functions due to Granville and Soundarara-
jan (as presented by Koukoulopoulos) and the notion of a positive semi-definite family of
automorphic representations due to Lichtman and Pascadi.

1. Introduction

1.1. Notation and motivation. In 1896, Hadamard and de la Vallée Poussin, as part of
their independent proofs of the prime number theorem, established that the Riemann zeta
function ζ(s) is nonzero on Re(s) = 1. In 1899, de la Vallée Poussin further showed that ζ(s)
remains nonzero in a narrow region to the left of Re(s) = 1, where the width at height t is
proportional to (log t)−1. Such a region is referred to as a classical zero-free region of ζ(s).

To explain their argument, we let σ, t ∈ R and s = σ + it. For σ > 1, we know that

ζ(σ + it)−1 =
∏

p

(
1− p−(σ+it)

)
. (1.1)

For t 6= 0, suppose that ζ(1 + it) = 0. By analyticity of ζ(s), we must have that for some
a ∈ C, ζ(σ + it) ∼ a(σ − 1) as σ → 1+. The only way that the product in (1.1) can tend to
infinity as σ → 1+ is when p−it frequently points towards −1. Consequently, p−2it must often
point towards 1. Thus, via (1.1), ζ(s) should have a pole at 1 + 2it, which is impossible as
ζ(s) has only one simple pole at s = 1 but t 6= 0.

Motivated by the theory of “pretentious” multiplicative functions developed by Granville
and Soundararajan (see [5]), Koukoulopoulos in [14, Theorem 8.3] formalized the idea of
Hadamard and de la Vallée Poussin through the following family of metrics. For any positive
integer n, let f(n) and g(n) be multiplicative functions taking values in the unit circle. For
any σ > 1, he defined

Dσ(f, g)
2 :=

1

2

∑

p

∞∑

k=1

|f(pk)− g(pk)|2 log p

pkσ
, (1.2)

where σ serves as a parameter to be optimized later.
Let µ(n) be the Möbius function. Koukoulopoulos considered the triangle inequality

Dσ(n
−iγ , niγ) ≤ Dσ(n

−iγ, µ(n)) + Dσ(µ(n), n
iγ) = 2Dσ(µ(n), n

iγ),

which implies, after squaring both sides, that

Dσ(n
−iγ, niγ)2 ≤ 4Dσ(µ(n), n

iγ)2. (1.3)
1
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The above inequality rigorously demonstrates that if piγ often points towards −1, then p2iγ

frequently points towards 1. Each distance in (1.3) can be expressed as a linear combination
of the logarithmic derivatives of L-functions, up to an additive constant O(1). Specifically,
(1.3) can be rewritten as

0 ≤ −3
ζ ′

ζ
(σ)− 4Re

(ζ ′
ζ
(σ + iγ)

)
− Re

(ζ ′
ζ
(σ + 2iγ)

)
+O(1),

which recasts the 3-4-1 argument by Mertens.
Let F be a number field with adele ring AF , OF the ring of integers of F , and N = NF/Q

the norm defined on nonzero ideals a of OF by Na = |OF/a|. Let Fm denote the set of
cuspidal automorphic representations π of GLm(AF ) whose central character ωπ is unitary.
For convenience, we also define

F∗
m := {π ∈ Fm : ωπ is trivial on the diagonally embedded positive reals.}. (1.4)

In this paper, we restrict ourselves to the case where π ∈ F∗
m and π′ ∈ F∗

m′ and adapt the
family of metrics in (1.2) to establish zero-free regions for L(s, π) and L(s, π × π′).

1.2. Statements of results. Recall the notation in the introduction and refer to Section 2
for more discussion of L-functions. Let π ∈ F∗

m and π′ ∈ F∗
m′ , and let C(π) ≥ 3 denote the

analytic conductor of π. We now present the main theorems of this paper.

Theorem 1.1. Let m ≥ 1 be an integer and π ∈ F∗
m. Let σ, t ∈ R and s = σ + it. Then

L(s, π) has no zero in the region

σ ≥ 1−
1

16(2m+ 3) log(C(π)(3 + |t|)m[F :Q])
,

except possibly for one simple real zero, in which case π is self-dual. Moreover, when π is
self-dual, the exponent m[F : Q] of 3 + |t| can be reduced to [F : Q].

Theorem 1.2. Let m,m′ ≥ 1 be integers, and let π ∈ F∗
m and π′ ∈ F∗

m′. Let σ, t ∈ R and
s = σ + it. If π 6= π̃, π′ = π̃′, and

σ ≥ 1−
1

28(m+m′) log(C(π)C(π′)(3 + |t|)m[F :Q])
,

then L(σ + it, π × π′) 6= 0.

Theorem 1.3. Let m,m′ ≥ 1 be integers, and let π ∈ F∗
m and π′ ∈ F∗

m′. Let σ, t ∈ R and
s = σ + it. If L(s, π × π′) = L(s, π̃ × π̃′), then L(s, π × π′) has at most one zero (necessarily
real and simple) in the region

σ ≥ 1−
1

66(m+m′) log(C(π)C(π′)(3 + |t|)m[F :Q])
.

1.3. Novelty of the present work. We now explain our motivation for adapting the metric
in (1.2) and highlight the novelty of our work. As in the case of ζ(s), to prove a zero-free
region for L(s, π), we assume it has a zero at s = 1+ it with t 6= 0. Let λπ(n) be the Dirichlet
coefficient of L(s, π). For a prime ideal p, we expect Np−it to often point toward −λπ(p),
suggesting the study of

∑

p

∞∑

k=1

λπ(p
k) logNp

Npks
, (1.5)
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for Re(s) > 1, which arises naturally from (1.2).
Assuming progress towards the generalized Ramanujan conjecture (GRC), the sum in (1.5)

can be approximated by −(L′/L)(s, π) +O(1), where the implied constant depends on m. A
similar approximation holds for L(s, π × π′), but now requires progress towards GRC that is
not yet proved in full generality to handle prime powers. To avoid this, we use the observation
that the Dirichlet coefficient of −(L′/L)(s, π) at a prime ideal p, denoted aπ(p), equals λπ(p).
Thus, instead of (1.5), it is more natural to study

∑

p

∞∑

k=1

aπ(p
k) logNp

Npks
, (1.6)

where Re(s) > 1, which leads naturally to the modified metric in (3.1). This shift in perspec-
tive not only circumvents the need for progress towards GRC, but also underpins our new
approach to proving zero-free regions for both standard and Rankin–Selberg L-functions. In
addition, our approach improves upon earlier results in several aspects:

(1) Brumley [7, Theorem A.1] was the first to establish a classical zero-free region for
L(s, π × π′) under the assumption that at least one of π or π′ is self-dual. However,
his result does not include an explicit constant and exhibits a weaker dependence
on the degrees of π and π′ compared to Theorems 1.2 and 1.3. Goldfeld and Li [4,
Theorem 1.2], in contrast, established a zero-free region for L(s, π × π̃) of the form

σ > 1−
c

(log(|t|+ 2))5
,

which is narrower than the region in Theorem 1.3 and is proven only in the t-aspect.
(2) Theorem 1.3 is new, except in the cases where (i) both π and π′ are self-dual or (ii)

π′ = π̃, which have been previously established—for instance, by Brumley [7, Theorem
A.1] and Moreno [17, Theorem 3.3] in the former case, and by Humphries–Thorner
[8, Theorem 2.1] in the latter. Furthermore, taking π′ = 1, Theorems 1.2 and 1.3
together imply Theorem 1.1, with the constant 16 in the denominator replaced by 33.

(3) The uniformity in m and m′ in Theorems 1.1–1.3 improves upon or matches all prior
results. Degree dependence is crucial in certain problems in analytic number theory.
For instance, in [21], an effective version of the Sato–Tate conjecture for holomorphic
cuspidal newforms relies on uniform prime number theorems for the L-functions of
their symmetric m-th powers, for all m up to some integer M . The quality of the
error term depends on the choice of M , which in turn relies on the degree dependence
of zero-free regions for these L-functions.

(4) An alternative proof of Theorem 1.1 in [9, Theorem 5.10] requires a nonnegative
product of L-functions where the multiplicity of a zero ρ in a certain region exceeds
the number of poles at s = 1. Such constructions could be difficult without the
notion of isobaric sums, which inherently produces a nonnegative linear combination
of logarithmic derivatives of L-functions with a square number of terms. Our method,
in contrast, yields a different range of nonnegative linear combinations. For example,
it recovers Mertens’ 3-4-1 argument, which clearly has 8 terms. Our approach, which
extends the method in [14, Theorem 8.3], thus brings the standard and Rankin–Selberg
L-functions settings in line with the approach of Hadamard and de la Vallée Poussin.

(5) The proof in [9, Theorem 5.10] requires a minor adjustment due to an oversight in
[9, Lemma 5.9]. Specifically, their argument accounts only for the contribution from
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the poles of the nonnegative product of L-function under consideration at s = 1 but
overlooks potential contributions from poles at s = 1 + iγ for some γ 6= 0, which can
be significant when γ is small. We address this issue and provide a more complete
analysis in Section 4.1.2.

Acknowledgements. The author thanks Jesse Thorner for suggesting this project and pro-
viding valuable guidance and support throughout its development. The author also thanks
Dimitris Koukoulopoulos and Alexandru Pascadi for helpful comments on the manuscript.
All numerical computations were carried out using Mathematica 14.

Outline of the paper. In Section 2, we review the fundamental properties of both standard
and Rankin–Selberg L-functions. In Section 3, we present preliminary computations and
establish useful bounds that will be used throughout the paper. In Section 4, we prove
Theorems 1.1–1.3 under the assumption that Nqπ = Nqπ′ = 1. In Section 5, we extend the
proofs of Theorems 1.1–1.3 in Section 4 to the case where Nqπ > 1 or Nqπ′ > 1.

2. Properties of L-functions

Let F be a number field with adele ring AF . Let DF be the absolute discriminant of F ,
OF the ring of integers of F , and N = NF/Q the norm defined on nonzero ideals a of OF by
Na = |OF/a|. For a place v of F , let v | ∞ (resp. v ∤ ∞) denote that v is archimedean (resp.
non-archimedean), and let Fv be the corresponding completion of F . Each v ∤ ∞ corresponds
with a prime ideal p of OF . The properties of L-functions given here rely on [3, 11, 16].
In our use of f = O(g) or f ≪ g, the implied constant is always absolute and effectively
computable, unless specified otherwise.

Let π ∈ Fm. Recall F∗
m in (1.4). There exists a unique pair (π∗, tπ) ∈ F∗

m × R such that
π = π∗⊗|· |itπ , in which case L(s, π) = L(s+ itπ, π

∗). Therefore, in our discussion of standard
L-functions and Rankin–Selberg L-functions, it suffices to restrict to F∗

m.

2.1. Standard L-functions. If π ∈ F∗
m, then for each place v, there exists an irreducible

admissible representation πv of GLm(Fv), with πv ramified for at most finitely many v, such
that π is a restricted tensor product ⊗vπv. When v ∤ ∞ and p corresponds with v, we write πv

and πp interchangeably. For each prime ideal p, there exist m Satake parameters (αj,π(p))
m
j=1

such that the local L-function L(s, πp) is given by

L(s, πp) =

m∏

j=1

1

1− αj,π(p)Np−s
=

∞∑

j=0

λπ(p
j)

Npjs
.

The standard L-function L(s, π) attached to π is

L(s, π) =
∏

p

L(s, πp) =
∑

n

λπ(n)

Nns
,

which converges absolutely for Re(s) > 1. If v | ∞, there exist m Langlands parameters at
v, namely, µ1,π(v), µ2,π(v), . . . , µm,π(v) ∈ C, from which we define

L∞(s, π) =
∏

v|∞

L(s, πv) =
∏

v|∞

m∏

j=1

Γv(s+ µj,π(v)),
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where

Γv(s) =

{
ΓR(s) = π−s/2Γ(s/2) if Fv = R,

ΓC(s) = 2(2π)−sΓ(s) if Fv = C.
(2.1)

Luo, Rudnick, and Sarnak [15], along with Müeller and Speh [18], showed that there exists
θm ∈ [0, 1

2
− 1

m2+1
] such that we have the uniform bounds

|αj,π(p)| ≤ Npθm , R(µj,π(v)) ≥ −θm, (2.2)

and the generalized Ramanujan conjecture asserts that one may take θm = 0.
Let qπ denote the conductor of π, and let 1 ∈ F∗

1 denote the trivial representation (whose
L-function is the Dedekind zeta function ζF (s)). Let δπ = 1 if π = 1, and δπ = 0 otherwise.
Let π̃ ∈ Fm be the contragredient of π. The completed L-function

Λ(s, π) = (s(1− s))δπ(Dm
F Nqπ)

s/2L∞(s, π)L(s, π)

is entire of order 1. There exists W (π) ∈ C of modulus 1 such that Λ(s, π) satisfies

Λ(s, π) = W (π)Λ(1− s, π̃) = W (π)Λ(1− s, π).

Since {αj,π̃(p)} = {αj,π(p)}, Nqπ̃ = Nqπ, and {µj,π̃(v)} = {µj,π(v)}, we have that L(s, π̃) =

L(s, π). If v | ∞, we define Cv(π) = Cv(0, π), where

Cv(it, π) =

m∏

j=1

(|µj,π(v) + it| + 3)[Fv:R].

The analytic conductor is given by C(π) = C(0, π), where

C(it, π) = Dm
F Nqπ

∏

v|∞

Cv(it, π).

Lastly, we define aπ(p
k) by the Dirichlet series identity

−
L′

L
(s, π) =

∑

p

∞∑

k=1

∑m
j=1 αj,π(p)

k log Np

Npks
=

∑

p

∞∑

k=1

aπ(p
k) log Np

Npks
, Re(s) > 1. (2.3)

2.2. Rankin–Selberg L-functions. Let π ∈ F∗
m and π′ ∈ F∗

m′ . Let δπ×π′ = 1 if π′ = π̃ and
δπ×π′ = 0 otherwise. For p ∤ qπqπ′, define

L(s, πp × π′
p) =

m∏

j=1

m′∏

j′=1

1

1− αj,π(p)αj′,π′(p)Np−s
.

Jaquet, Piatetski-Shapiro, and Shalika proved the following theorem.

Theorem 2.1. [11] If (π, π′) ∈ F∗
m × F∗

m′, then there exist

(1) complex numbers (αj,j′,π×π′(p))mj=1
m′

j′=1 for each p | qπqπ′, from which we define

L(s, πp × π′
p) =

m∏

j=1

m′∏

j′=1

1

1− αj,j′,π×π′(p)Np−s
;
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(2) complex numbers (µj,j′,π×π′(v))mj=1
m′

j′=1 for each v | ∞, from which we define

L∞(s, π × π′) =
∏

v|∞

L(s, πv × π′
v) =

∏

v|∞

m∏

j=1

m′∏

j′=1

Γv(s+ µj,j′,π×π′(v));

(3) a conductor, an integral ideal whose norm is denoted Nqπ×π′ = Nqπ̃×π̃′; and
(4) a complex number W (π × π′) of modulus 1

such that the Rankin–Selberg L-function

L(s, π × π′) =
∏

p

L(s, πp × π′
p)

converges absolutely for Re(s) > 1, the completed L-functions

Λ(s, π × π′) = (s(1− s))δπ×π′ (Dmm′

F Nqπ×π′)
s
2L∞(s, π × π′)L(s, π × π′) (2.4)

are entire of order 1, and

Λ(s, π × π′) = W (π × π′)Λ(1− s, π̃ × π̃′).

It follows from Theorem 2.1 that L(s, π̃ × π̃′) = L(s, π × π). We can explicitly determine
the numbers µj,j′,π×π′(v) at all v | ∞ (resp. αj,j′,π×π′(p) at all p | qπqπ′) using the archimedean
case of the local Langlands correspondence [18, Section 3.1] (resp. [20, Appendix]). These
descriptions and (2.2) yield the bounds

|αj,j′,π×π′(p)| ≤ Npθm+θm′ , Re(µj,j′,π×π′(v)) ≥ −(θm + θm′). (2.5)

If k ≥ 1 is an integer, then we define

aπ×π′(pk) =

{
aπ(p

k)aπ′(pk) if p ∤ qπqπ′,∑m
j=1

∑m′

j′=1 αj,j′,π×π′(p)k if p | qπqπ′,
(2.6)

We have the Dirichlet series identity

−
L′

L
(s, π × π′) =

∑

p

∞∑

k=1

aπ×π′(pk) logNp

Npks
, Re(s) > 1. (2.7)

If v | ∞, we define Cv(π × π′) = Cv(0, π × π′), where

Cv(it, π × π′) =

m∏

j=1

m′∏

j=1

(|µj,j′,π×π′(v) + it|+ 3)[Fv:R].

The analytic conductor is given by C(π × π′) = C(0, π × π′), where

C(it, π × π′) = Dmm′

F Nqπ×π′

∏

v|∞

Cv(it, π × π′).

We have the inequality

C(it, π × π′) ≤ C(π)m
′

C(π′)m(|t|+ 3)mm′[F :Q], (2.8)

as well as C(π × π′) ≤ C(π)m
′

C(π′)m. We provide a detailed proof of (2.8) in the appendix of
this article, following [7, Theorem A.2] and the correction noted in [19, P. 9].
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3. Preliminary computations and useful bounds

We begin by modifying the family of metrics defined in (1.2). Let π ∈ ∪∞
m=1F

∗
m, δ ∈ {±1},

and γ ∈ R. We define M to be the set of functions n 7→ δaπ(n)Nn
iγ , where aπ(n) denote

the Dirichlet coefficient of −(L′/L)(s, π) at n. Let m1, m2 > 0 be integers and π1 ∈ F∗
m1

,
π2 ∈ F∗

m2
. For γ1, γ2 ∈ R and δ1, δ2 ∈ {±1}, we define Dσ(·, ·) on M as

Dσ(δ1aπ1
(n)Nniγ1 , δ2aπ2

(n)Nniγ2)

:=

√√√√1

2

∑

p

∞∑

k=1

|δ1aπ1
(pk)Npikγ1 − δ2aπ2

(pk)Npikγ2|2 logNp

Npkσ
,

(3.1)

where σ > 1 is a parameter to be optimized later. We note that δ1 and δ2 are not limited to
{±1}, but this choice suffices for our purposes and simplifies the computations. To simplify
notation, for j ∈ {1, 2, 3}, we set xj(n) := δjaπj

(n)Nniγj . The quantity in (3.1) defines a
family of metrics on M as it satisfies the following properties:

(1) Nonnegativity: “Dσ(x1(n), x2(n)) ≥ 0, with equality if and only if x1(n) = x2(n).”
The nonnegativity follows from the definition in (3.1). For the second statement, the
“only if” direction also follows immediately from the definition. For the “if” direction,
suppose that Dσ(x1(n), x2(n)) = 0. This implies that

x1(p
k) = x2(p

k) for all prime powers pk.

Since aπ1
(n) and aπ2

(n), and hence x1(n) and x2(n), are supported on prime powers,
then x1(n) = x2(n) = 0 for all n that are not prime powers. It follows that x1(n) =
x2(n) for all n as desired.

(2) Symmetry: By (3.1), we have Dσ(x1(n), x2(n)) = Dσ(x2(n), x1(n)).
(3) Triangle inequality: The inequality

Dσ(x1(n), x2(n)) ≤ Dσ(x1(n), x3(n)) + Dσ(x3(n), x2(n)) (3.2)

follows from (3.1) and Minkowski’s inequality.

In Section 4, we will apply the new family of metrics in (3.1) to establish zero-free regions
for L(s, π) and L(s, π×π′), by carefully choosing πj, γj, and δj for j ∈ {1, 2, 3}, and using an
appropriate triangle inequality of the form (3.2). Before proceeding, we carry out preliminary
computations and derive useful bounds that will be used throughout the rest of the paper.

3.1. Preliminary computations. Consider the right-hand side of (3.1). Direct computa-
tion gives

|δ1aπ1
(pk)Npikγ1 − δ2aπ2

(pk)Npikγ2 |2

= |aπ1
(pk)|2 + |aπ2

(pk)|2 − 2δ1δ2 Re(aπ1
(pk)aπ2

(pk)Npik(γ1−γ2)).

It follows that

Dσ(δ1aπ1
(n)Nniγ1 , δ2aπ2

(n)Nniγ2)2 =
1

2

∑

p

∞∑

k=1

|aπ1
(pk)|2 log Np

Npkσ
+

1

2

∑

p

∞∑

k=1

|aπ2
(pk)|2 log Np

Npkσ

− δ1δ2Re
(∑

p

∞∑

k=1

aπ1
(pk)aπ2

(pk) log Np

NpkσNpik(γ2−γ1)

)
. (3.3)
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In the proofs of Theorems 1.1–1.3, choices of π1 and π2 will be chosen from {π, π′, π̃, π̃′}.
If Nqπ = Nqπ′ = 1, by (2.6) and (2.7), we have

Dσ(δ1aπ1
(n)Nniγ1 , δ2aπ2

(n)Nniγ2)2 = −
1

2

L′

L
(σ, π1 × π̃1)−

1

2

L′

L
(σ, π2 × π̃2)

+ δ1δ2Re
(L′

L
(σ + (γ2 − γ1)i, π1 × π̃2)

)
. (3.4)

If Nqπ > 1 or Nqπ′ > 1, the first term on the right-hand side of (3.3) equals

1

2

∑

p

∞∑

k=1

|aπ1
(pk)|2 log Np

Npkσ
=

1

2

∑

p∤qπ1

∞∑

k=1

|aπ1
(pk)|2 log Np

Npkσ
+

1

2

∑

p|qπ1

∞∑

k=1

aπ1×π̃1
(pk) logNp

Npkσ

+
1

2

∑

p|qπ1

∞∑

k=1

|aπ1
(pk)|2 log Np

Npkσ
−

1

2

∑

p|qπ1

∞∑

k=1

aπ1×π̃1
(pk) logNp

Npkσ
,

which, by (2.6) and (2.7), equals

−
1

2

L′

L
(σ, π1 × π̃1) +

1

2

( ∑

p|qπ1

∞∑

k=1

|aπ1
(pk)|2 log Np

Npkσ
−

∑

p|qπ1

∞∑

k=1

aπ1×π̃1
(pk) logNp

Npkσ

)
. (3.5)

For convenience, we define

E(σ + iγ, π1 × π2) :=
∑

p|qπ1qπ2

∞∑

k=1

aπ1
(pk)aπ2

(pk) logNp

Npk(σ+iγ)
−

∑

p|qπ1qπ2

∞∑

k=1

aπ1×π2
(pk) logNp

Npk(σ+iγ)
. (3.6)

Then (3.5) can be written as

−
1

2

L′

L
(σ, π1 × π̃1) +

1

2
E(σ, π1 × π̃1).

The second and third terms on the right-hand side of (3.3) can be rewritten in the same
manner as described above. Consequently, it follows from (3.3) that

Dσ(δ1aπ1
(n)Nniγ1 , δ2aπ2

(n)Nniγ2)2

= −
1

2

L′

L
(σ, π1 × π̃1)−

1

2

L′

L
(σ, π2 × π̃2) + δ1δ2 Re

(L′

L
(σ + (γ2 − γ1)i, π1 × π̃2)

)

+
1

2
E(σ, π1 × π̃1) +

1

2
E(σ, π2 × π̃2)− δ1δ2Re(E(σ + (γ2 − γ1)i, π1 × π̃2)). (3.7)

3.2. Useful bounds. In the proofs of Theorems 1.1–1.3, we will need to estimate the right-
hand side of (3.4) in the case where Nqπ = Nqπ′ = 1 and the right-hand side of (3.7) in the
case where Nqπ > 1 or Nqπ′ > 1. To proceed, we require the following lemmas.

Lemma 3.1. Let π1 ∈ F∗
m1

and π2 ∈ F∗
m2

. Let ρ denote the nontrivial zeros of L(s, π1 × π2)
different from 0 and 1. Let δ be the order of pole or zero of L(s, π1 × π2) at s = 1. Let
γQ be the Euler–Mascheroni constant. Let σ, t ∈ R, and define c1 = log π + γQ > 1.721. If
1 < σ < 2 and s = σ + it, then

−Re
(L′

L
(s, π1 × π2)

)
≤ Re

( δ

s− 1

)
−
∑

ρ

Re
( 1

s− ρ

)
+
(
δ −

c1
2

)
+

1

2
logC(it, π1 × π2).
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Proof. Since Λ(s, π1 × π2) as defined in (2.4) is entire, it admits a Hadamard factorization

Λ(s, π1 × π2) = ea+bs
∏

ρ

(
1−

s

ρ

)
e−s/ρ, (3.8)

where a = a(π1×π2) and b = b(π1×π2) are constants, and ρ ranges over zeros of Λ(s, π1×π2)
different from 0, 1. Using the definition (2.4), we take the real parts of the logarithmic
derivatives of both sides of (3.8) and apply the fact that Re(b) = −

∑
ρ Re(1/ρ), which

follows from [9, Theorem 5.7]. It follows that

− Re
(L′

L
(s, π1 × π2)

)
= Re

(δ
s
+

δ

s− 1

)
−

∑

ρ

Re
( 1

s− ρ

)

+
1

2
log(Dm1m2

F Nqπ1×π2
) + Re

(L′
∞

L∞
(s, π1 × π2)

)
, (3.9)

leaving us to bound the last two terms.
By the definition of L∞(s, π1 × π2) in Theorem 2.1, we have that

Re
(L′

∞

L∞
(s, π1 × π2)

)
= Re

(∑

v|∞

m1∑

j1=1

m2∑

j2=1

Γ′
v

Γv
(s+ µj1,j2,π1×π2

(v))
)
. (3.10)

Recall the definition of Γv(s) in (2.1). By [6, Lemma 4.1] and the fact that ΓC(s) =
ΓR(s)ΓR(s+ 1), there is a constant c1 = log π + γQ such that

Re
(Γ′

v

Γv
(s)

)
≤ [Fv : R]

(
−

c1
2
+

1

2
log(|s+ 1|)

)
. (3.11)

Denoting µj1,j2,π1×π2
(v) with µj1,j2(v), we have log(|s+µj1,j2 +1|) ≤ log(|µj1,j2 + it|+3), using

σ < 2. Thus it follows from (3.10) and (3.11) that

Re
(L′

∞

L∞

(s, π1 × π2)
)
≤ −

c1mm′[F : Q]

2
+

1

2
Re

(∑

v|∞

m∑

j=1

m′∑

j′=1

[Fv : R] log(|µj1,j2 + it|+ 3)
)
.

By using the above inequality in (3.9) and applying the definition of C(it, π1 × π2) as defined
in Section 2.2, we obtain

−Re
(L′

L
(s, π1×π2)

)
≤ Re

(δ
s
+

δ

s− 1

)
−
∑

ρ

Re
( 1

s− ρ

)
−
c1mm′[F : Q]

2
+
1

2
logC(it, π1×π2).

The lemma then follows from the fact that σ > 1 and mm′[F : Q] ≥ 1. �

We note that the contributions from zeros ρ of L(s, π1 × π2) in Lemma 3.1 can be handled
by observing that for σ > 1 and any nontrivial zero ρ = β + iγ, we have

Re
( 1

σ + it− ρ

)
=

σ − β

(σ − β)2 + (t− γ)2
≥ 0. (3.12)

Now, we let ω(n) denote the number of distinct prime ideals dividing the ideal n, namely,

ω(n) := |{p : p | n}|.

The next lemma provides an estimate for E(σ+ iγ, π1×π2), which arises only when Nqπ > 1
or Nqπ′ > 1, given that we take π1, π2 ∈ {π, π′, π̃, π̃′}.
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Lemma 3.2. Recall the definition of E(σ+it, π1×π2) in (3.6). Let π1 ∈ F∗
m1

and π2 ∈ F∗
m2

.For
i ∈ {1, 2}, let θmi

∈ [0, 1
2
− 1

m2

i
+1

] be the best bound towards the generalized Ramanujan

conjecture for πi. Then we have

|E(σ + iγ, π1 × π2)| ≪
m1m2

1− θm1
− θm2

ω(qπ1
qπ2

).

Proof. For i ∈ {1, 2}, we first note that

|aπi
(pk)| =

∣∣∣
mi∑

j=1

αj,πi
(p)k

∣∣∣ ≤
mi∑

j=1

Npkθmi = miNp
kθmi .

By (2.2), (2.3), (2.5), and (2.6), for p | qπ1
qπ2

, we have

|aπ1
(pk)||aπ2

(pk)| ≤ m1m2Np
k(θm1

+θm2
);

|aπ1×π2
(pk)| =

∣∣∣
m1∑

j=1

m2∑

j=1

αj1,j2,π1×π2
(p)k

∣∣∣ ≤ m1m2Np
k(θm1

+θm2
).

Since σ > 1, we have

|E(σ + iγ, π1 × π2)| ≪
∑

p|qπ1qπ2

∞∑

k=1

m1m2Np
k(θm1

+θm2
) logNp

Npk
= m1m2

∑

p|qπ1qπ2

log Np

Np1−θm1
−θm2 − 1

.

The lemma then follows from the observation that

(1−θm1
−θm2

) logNp = log(Np1−θm1
−θm2 ) ≤

∞∑

j=1

(log(Np1−θm1
−θm2 ))j

j!
= Np1−θm1

−θm2 −1. �

4. Proof of Theorems 1.1–1.3 when Nqπ = Nqπ′ = 1

In this section, we establish Theorems 1.1–1.3 under the assumption that Nqπ = Nqπ′ = 1.

4.1. Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let π ∈ F∗
m and ρ = β + iγ be a nontrivial zero of L(s, π).

Assume that for any constant c2 > 0, we have

β ≥ 1− 1/(c2L1), L1 = (2m+ 3) log(C(π)(3 + |γ|)m[F :Q]). (4.1)

We will show that (4.1) does not hold for sufficiently large c2.
Consider the triangle inequality

Dσ(aπ(n)Nn
−iγ , aπ(n)Nn

iγ) ≤ Dσ(aπ(n)Nn
−iγ ,−1) + Dσ(−1, aπ(n)Nn

iγ)

= 2Dσ(aπ(n)Nn
−iγ ,−1).

By squaring both sides of the above inequality, it follows that

Dσ(aπ(n)Nn
−iγ , aπ(n)Nn

iγ)2 ≤ 4Dσ(aπ(n)Nn
−iγ ,−1)2.

Applying the computation in (3.4) to the above inequality, we then have

0 ≤ −
L′

L
(σ, π × π̃)− 2

ζ ′F
ζF

(σ)− Re
(L′

L
(σ + 2iγ, π × π)

)
− 4Re

(L′

L
(σ + iγ, π)

)
. (4.2)
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For the first term in (4.2), we apply Lemma 3.1 and use (3.12) to drop the contribution of
all nontrivial zeros, yielding

−
L′

L
(σ, π × π̃) ≤

1

σ − 1
+
(
1−

c1
2

)
+

1

2
logC(π × π̃). (4.3)

Similarly, for the second term of (4.2), we have

−2
ζ ′F
ζF

(σ) ≤
2

σ − 1
+ (2− c1) + logC(1). (4.4)

For the last term of (4.2), we apply Lemma 3.1 and use (3.12) to remove the contribution of
all nontrivial zeros except for ρ = β + iγ. It follows that

−4Re
(L′

L
(σ + iγ, π)

)
≤ −

4

σ − β
− 2c1 + 2 logC(iγ, π). (4.5)

We then consider the following two cases.

4.1.1. Case 1: π is not self-dual. Then L(s, π × π) is entire. For the third term of (4.2), by
applying Lemma 3.1 and (3.12), we obtain

−Re
(L′

L
(σ + 2iγ, π × π)

)
≤ −

c1
2
+

1

2
logC(2iγ, π × π). (4.6)

Inserting (4.3)–(4.6) in (4.2) and using Lemma A.1 and the fact that 3− 4c1 < 0, we have

0 ≤
3

σ − 1
−

4

σ − β
+ L1. (4.7)

Let c3 > 0 denote a sufficiently large constant, and choose σ = 1+1/(c3L1). Using (4.1) and
substituting our choice of σ into (4.7), it remains to determine the smallest c2 > 0 for which

0 ≤ 3c3L1 − 4c2c3L1/(c2 + c3) + L1. (4.8)

fails for some c3 > 0. Since (4.8) fails only when c3 > 1, we then contradict (4.8) once taking

c2 > min
c3>1

3c23 + c3
c3 − 1

= 13.9282 . . .

4.1.2. Case 2: π is self-dual. Then L(s, π× π) has a simple pole at s = 1. Using Lemma 3.1
and (3.12), we obtain the following bound for the third term of (4.2):

−Re
(L′

L
(σ + 2iγ, π × π)

)
≤

σ − 1

(σ − 1)2 + 4γ2
+
(
1−

c1
2

)
+

1

2
logC(2iγ, π × π). (4.9)

Inserting (4.3)–(4.5) and (4.9) in (4.2) and using Lemma A.1 and that 4− 4c1 < 0, we have

0 ≤
3

σ − 1
+

σ − 1

(σ − 1)2 + 4γ2
−

4

σ − β
+ L1. (4.10)

Let c4 > 0 denote a sufficiently large constant. We now consider the following scenarios.

(1) Suppose that |γ| ≥ 2/(c4L1). Choosing σ = 1+1/(c4L1), we have |γ| ≥ 2(σ− 1), and
it follows from (4.10) that

0 ≤
52

17(σ − 1)
−

4

σ − β
+ L1. (4.11)
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Using (4.1) and our choice of σ, we contradict (4.11) once taking

c2 > min
c4>17/16

52c24 + 17c4
16c4 − 17

= 15.8663 . . . ,

where the minimum is attained at c4 = 2.2775 . . .
(2) Suppose that 0 < |γ| < 2/(c4L1). Since π = π̃ and |γ| 6= 0, then ρ is a zero of L(s, π)

different from ρ. We then obtain a tighter bound for the fourth term of (4.2), namely,

−4Re
(L′

L
(σ + iγ, π)

)
≤ −

4

σ − β
−

4(σ − β)

(σ − β)2 + 4γ2
− 2c1 + 2 logC(iγ, π).

Choosing σ = 1 + 4/(c4L1), we have |γ| < 1
2
(σ − β). It follows that

−4Re
(L′

L
(σ + iγ, π)

)
≤ −

4

σ − β
−

2

σ − β
− 2c1 + 2 logC(iγ, π). (4.12)

Inserting (4.3), (4.4), (4.9), and (4.12) in (4.2) and applying Lemma A.1 and the fact
that 4− 4c1 < 0, we have

0 ≤
4

σ − 1
−

6

σ − β
+ L1. (4.13)

Using (4.1), our choice of σ, and the value of c4 from (1), we contradict (4.13) when

c2 >
c24 + c4
2c4 − 4

= 13.4489 . . .

(3) Lastly, suppose that ρ is a multiple zero. We then obtain a tighter bound for the
fourth term of (4.2), namely,

−4Re
(L′

L
(σ + iγ, π)

)
≤ −

8

σ − β
− 2c1 + 2 logC(iγ, π). (4.14)

Inserting (4.3), (4.4), (4.9), and (4.14) in (4.2) and applying Lemma A.1 and the fact
that 4− 4c1 < 0, we have

0 ≤
4

σ − 1
−

8

σ − β
+ L1. (4.15)

Choosing σ = 1+1/(c4L3) and using (4.1) and the value of c4 from (1), we contradict
(4.15) when

c2 >
4c24 + c4
4c4 − 1

= 2.8391 . . .

Thus taking c2 = 16 guarantees a contradiction in each of the above cases, establishing
Theorem 1.1. To prove the second claim—namely, when π is self-dual, the exponent m[F : Q]
of 3 + |t| in Theorem 1.1 can be reduced to [F : Q]—we consider the alternative inequality

Dσ(Nn
−iγ ,Nniγ) ≤ Dσ(Nn

−iγ,−aπ(n)) + Dσ(−aπ(n),Nn
iγ) = 2Dσ(Nn

−iγ ,−aπ(n)),

which holds when π is self-dual. Squaring both sides of the above inequality, we have

Dσ(Nn
−iγ ,Nniγ)2 ≤ 4Dσ(Nn

−iγ ,−aπ(n))
2.

By the computation in (3.4), the above inequality can be rewritten as

0 ≤ −
ζ ′F
ζF

(σ)− 2
L′

L
(σ, π × π̃)− 4Re

(L′

L
(σ + iγ, π)

)
− Re

(ζ ′F
ζF

(σ + 2iγ)
)
.



A METRIC APPROACH TO ZERO-FREE REGIONS FOR L-FUNCTIONS 13

Following a similar analysis as in Section 4.1.2, we arrive at

0 ≤
3

σ − 1
+

σ − 1

(σ − 1)2 + 4γ2
−

4

σ − β
+ (2m+ 3) log(C(π)(3 + |γ|)[F :Q]).

The inequality above differs from (4.10) only in the exponent of 3 + |γ| in the last term,
allowing us to conclude our claim using the same reasoning as in Section 4.1.2.

4.2. Proof of Theorem 1.2. Let π ∈ F∗
m and π′ ∈ F∗

m′ , and let π 6= π̃ and π′ = π̃′. Let
ρ = β + iγ be a nontrivial zero of L(s, π× π′). Assume that for any constant c5 > 0, we have

β ≥ 1− 1/(c5L2), L2 = 2(m+m′) log(C(π)C(π′)(3 + |γ|)m[F :Q]). (4.16)

We will show that (4.16) does not hold for sufficiently large c5.
Consider the triangle inequality

Dσ(aπ(n)Nn
−iγ , aπ(n)Nn

iγ) ≤ Dσ(aπ(n)Nn
−iγ ,−aπ′(n)) + Dσ(−aπ′(n), aπ(n)Nn

iγ)

= 2Dσ(aπ(n)Nn
−iγ ,−aπ′(n)),

using that π′ = π̃′ in the last step. Squaring both sides of the above inequality, we obtain

0 ≤ 4Dσ(aπ(n)Nn
−iγ ,−aπ′(n))2 − Dσ(aπ(n)Nn

−2iγ , aπ(n))
2. (4.17)

By (3.4), it follows from (4.17) that

0 ≤ −
L′

L
(σ, π × π̃)− 2

L′

L
(σ, π′ × π̃′)− 4Re

(L′

L
(σ + iγ, π × π′)

)

− Re
(L′

L
(σ + 2iγ, π × π)

)
. (4.18)

For the first term of (4.18), we apply Lemma 3.1 and use (3.12) to drop the contribution
of all nontrivial zeros. It follows that

−
L′

L
(σ, π × π̃) ≤

1

σ − 1
+
(
1−

c1
2

)
+

1

2
logC(π × π̃). (4.19)

A similar conclusion can be derived for the second term of (4.18), namely,

−2
L′

L
(σ, π′ × π̃′) ≤

2

σ − 1
+ (2− c1) + logC(π′ × π̃′). (4.20)

For the third term of (4.18), we apply Lemma 3.1 and then (3.12) to drop the contribution
of all nontrivial zeros except for ρ = β + iγ. It follows that

−4Re
(L′

L
(σ + iγ, π × π′)

)
≤ −

4

σ − β
− 2c1 + 2 logC(iγ, π × π′). (4.21)

For the last term of (4.18), using Lemma 3.1 and (3.12) and the fact that π 6= π̃, we obtain

−Re
(L′

L
(σ + 2iγ, π × π)

)
≤ −

c1
2
+

1

2
logC(2iγ, π × π). (4.22)

Inserting (4.19)–(4.22) in (4.18) and applying Lemma A.1 and that 3− 4c1 < 0, we have

0 ≤
3

σ − 1
−

4

σ − β
+ L2 (4.23)
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Let c6 > 0 denote a sufficiently large constant, and choose σ = 1 + 1/(c6L2). Using (4.16)
and the choice of σ, we contradict (4.23) when

c5 > min
c6>1

3c26 + c6
c6 − 1

= 13.9282 . . .

In conclusion, Theorem 1.2 follows once we take c5 = 14.

4.3. Proof of Theorem 1.3. Let L(s, π × π′) = L(s, π̃× π̃′) and ρ = β + iγ be a nontrivial
zero of L(s, π × π′). Assume that for any constant c7 > 0, we have

β ≥ 1− 1/(c7L3), L3 = 2(m+m′) log(C(π)C(π′)(3 + |γ|)m[F :Q]). (4.24)

We will show that (4.24) does not hold for sufficiently large c7.
We begin with the triangle inequality

Dσ(aπ(n)Nn
−iγ , aπ(n)Nn

iγ) ≤ Dσ(aπ(n)Nn
−iγ ,−aπ′(n)) + Dσ(−aπ′(n), aπ(n)Nn

iγ). (4.25)

Squaring both sides of (4.25) and applying the inequality of arithmetic and geometric means,
we obtain

Dσ(aπ(n)Nn
−iγ , aπ(n)Nn

iγ)2 ≤ 2Dσ(aπ(n)Nn
−iγ ,−aπ′(n))2 + 2Dσ(−aπ′(n), aπ(n)Nn

iγ)2.

Using (3.4) and the fact that L(s, π × π′) = L(s, π̃ × π̃′), we express the above inequality as

0 ≤ −
L′

L
(σ, π × π̃)− 2

L′

L
(σ, π′ × π̃′)− 4Re

(L′

L
(σ + iγ, π × π′)

)

− Re
(L′

L
(σ + 2iγ, π × π̃)

)
. (4.26)

We then consider the following two cases.

4.3.1. Case 1: L(s, π× π′) is entire. In this case, the first, second, and third terms of (4.26)
can be estimated exactly as in (4.19), (4.20), and (4.21), respectively. For the fourth term of
(4.26), since L(s, π × π̃) has a pole at s = 1, upon using Lemma 3.1 and (3.12), we have

−Re
(L′

L
(σ + 2iγ, π × π̃)

)
≤

σ − 1

(σ − 1)2 + 4γ2
+
(
1−

c1
2

)
+

1

2
logC(2iγ, π × π̃). (4.27)

Let c8 denote a sufficiently large positive constant. We consider the following three scenarios.

(1) Suppose that |γ| ≥ 2/(c8L3) and choose σ = 1 + 1/(c8L3). Then |γ| ≥ 2(σ − 1), and
the first term on the right-hand side of (4.27) is bounded above by 52

17(σ−1)
. Inserting

(4.19)–(4.21) and (4.27) in (4.26) and applying Lemma A.1 and the fact that 4−4c1 <
0, we have

0 ≤
52

17(σ − 1)
−

4

σ − β
+ L3. (4.28)

Using (4.24) and our choice of σ, we contradict (4.28) once taking

c7 > min
c8>17/16

52c28 + 17c8
16c8 − 17

= 15.8663 . . . ,

where the minimum is attained at c8 = 2.2775 . . .
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(2) Suppose that 0 < |γ| ≤ 2/(c8L3). Since ρ is a zero of L(s, π × π′) and L(s, π × π′) =
L(s, π̃ × π̃′), it follows that ρ and ρ are distinct zeros of L(s, π × π′). Using Lemma
3.1 and (3.12), we can bound the third term in (4.26) more tightly, namely,

−4Re
(L′

L
(σ + iγ, π × π′)

)
≤ −

4

σ − β
−

4(σ − β)

(σ − β)2 + 4γ2
− 2c1 + 2 logC(iγ, π × π′). (4.29)

For the fourth term of (4.26), it follows from (4.27) and the fact that |γ| > 0 that

−Re
(L′

L
(σ + 2iγ, π × π̃)

)
≤

1

σ − 1
+
(
1−

c1
2

)
+

1

2
logC(2iγ, π × π). (4.30)

By inserting (4.19), (4.20), (4.29), and (4.30) in (4.26) and applying Lemma A.1 and
the fact that 4− 4c1 < 0, it follows that

0 ≤
4

σ − 1
−

4

σ − β
−

4(σ − β)

(σ − β)2 + 4γ2
+ L3.

Choosing σ = 1 + 4/(c8L3), we have |γ| < 1
2
(σ − β). It follows that

0 ≤
4

σ − 1
−

6

σ − β
+ L3, (4.31)

Using (4.24), our choice of σ, and the value of c8 from (1), we contradict (4.31) when

c7 >
c28 + c8
2c8 − 4

= 13.4489 . . .

(3) Suppose that ρ is a multiple zero. Using Lemma 3.1 and (3.12), we then have a tighter
bound for the third term of (4.26), namely,

−4Re
(L′

L
(σ + iγ, π × π′)

)
≤ −

8

σ − β
− 2c1 + 2 logC(iγ, π × π′). (4.32)

Inserting (4.19),(4.20), (4.30), and (4.32) in (4.26) and applying Lemma A.1 and the
fact that 4− 4c1 < 0, we have

0 ≤
4

σ − 1
−

8

σ − β
+ L3. (4.33)

By choosing σ = 1+1/(c8L3) and using (4.24) and the value of c8 from (1), it follows
that (4.33) fails when taking

c7 >
4c28 + c8
4c8 − 1

= 2.8391 . . .

4.3.2. Case 2: L(s, π × π′) is not entire. This means π = π̃′ and, equivalently, π̃ = π′. Then
L(s, π × π′) has a simple pole at s = 1. Let ρ = β + iγ be a nontrivial zero of L(s, π × π′).
Using the fact that π = π̃′ in (4.26), we obtain

0 ≤ −3
L′

L
(σ, π × π′)− 4Re

(L′

L
(σ + iγ, π × π′)

)
− Re

(L′

L
(σ + 2iγ, π × π′)

)
. (4.34)

For the first term of (4.34), upon using Lemma 3.1 and (3.12), we have

−3
L′

L
(σ, π × π′) ≤

3

σ − 1
+
(
3−

3c1
2

)
+

3

2
logC(π × π′). (4.35)

Similarly, for the second term of (4.34), we have
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− 4Re
(L′

L
(σ + iγ, π × π′)

)
≤

4(σ − 1)

(σ − 1)2 + γ2
−

4

σ − β
+ (4− 2c1)

+ 2 logC(iγ, π × π′). (4.36)

Lastly, for the third term of (4.34), we obtain

−Re
(L′

L
(σ + 2iγ, π × π′)

)
≤

σ − 1

(σ − 1)2 + 4γ2
+
(
1−

c1
2

)
+

1

2
logC(2iγ, π × π′). (4.37)

Putting together (4.35)–(4.37) in (4.34) and applying Lemma A.1 along with the fact that
π′ = π̃, we obtain

0 ≤
3

σ − 1
+

4(σ − 1)

(σ − 1)2 + γ2
+

σ − 1

(σ − 1)2 + 4γ2
−

4

σ − β
+ (8− 4c1) + L3. (4.38)

Let c9 > 0 denote a sufficiently large constant. We consider the following three scenarios.

(1) Suppose that |γ| ≥ 4/(c9L3). Using the definition of L3 in (4.24), the last two terms
of (4.38) can be bounded above by

((8− 4c1)/(4 log 3) + 1)L3 ≤ 1.2531L3 := kL3.

Choosing σ = 1 + 1/(c9L3), we have γ ≥ 4(σ − 1). It follows from (4.38) that

0 ≤
3592

1105(σ − 1)
−

4

σ − β
+ kL3. (4.39)

Using (4.24) and our choice of σ, we contradict (4.39) when

c7 > min
c9>1105k/828

3592c29 + 1105kc9
828c9 − 1105k

= 32.2770 . . . ,

where the minimum is attained when c9 = 3.5273 . . .
(2) Suppose that 0 < |γ| < 4/(c9L3). We consider −(L′/L)(σ, π × π′) and apply Lemma

3.1 and (3.12). Since L(s, π × π′) is self-dual and γ 6= 0, then ρ is another zero of
L(s, π × π′). It follows that

−
L′

L
(σ, π × π′) ≤

1

σ − 1
−

2(σ − β)

(σ − β)2 + γ2
+
(
1−

c1
2

)
+

1

2
logC(π × π′). (4.40)

By the definition of L3, the last two terms of (4.40) can be bounded above by

((1− c1/2)/(4 log 3) + 1/8)L3 ≤ 0.1567L3 := k′L3.

Since π′ = π̃, then −(L′/L)(σ, π × π′) ≥ 0 when σ > 1. Choosing σ = 1 + 8/(c9L3),
it follows that |γ| < 1

2
|σ − β|. It then follows from (4.40) that

0 ≤
1

σ − 1
−

8

5(σ − β)
+ k′L3. (4.41)

Using (4.24), our choice of σ, and the value of c9 from (1), we contradict (4.41) when

c7 >
5c29 + 40k′c9
24c9 − 320k′

= 2.4431 . . .

Hence, taking c7 = 33, we have proved a zero-free region for Cases (1) and (2).
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(3) Lastly, we handle potential real zeros of L(s, π× π′). Let N be the number of all real
zeros, counted with multiplicity, in the range 1−1/(33L3) ≤ β ≤ 1. Again, we consider
−(L′/L)(σ, π×π′) and use Lemma 3.1, (3.12), and the fact that −(L′/L)(σ, π×π′) ≥ 0
when σ > 1. It follows that

0 ≤
1

σ − 1
−

N

σ − β
+ k′L3.

Using the same choice of σ as in Case (2), we obtain

0 ≤
c9
16

−
N

16/c9 + 1/33
+ k′,

which, upon using the value of c9 from (1), implies that N < 2. Thus there is at most
one real simple zero.

In conclusion, taking c7 = 33 ensures a contradiction in all cases, whether L(s, π × π′) is
entire or not. Theorem 1.3 thus follows.

5. Proofs of Theorems 1.1–1.3 when Nqπ > 1 or Nqπ′ > 1

In the previous section, we adopted the family of metrics defined in (3.1) to prove Theorems
1.1–1.3 under the assumption that Nqπ = Nqπ′ = 1. If we assume that Nqπ > 1 or Nqπ′ > 1,
the square of (3.1) can be expressed as in (3.7), which includes additional contributions from
ramified primes of the form E(σ+ iγ, π1×π2). To estimate these extra contributions, we can
apply Lemma 3.2, which relies on progress towards the generalized Ramanujan conjecture.
However, this results in narrower zero-free regions than those in Theorems 1.1–1.3. For
instance, the zero-free region in Theorem 1.1 would take the form

σ < 1−
1

c2
(
m log(C(π)(3 + |t|)m[F :Q]) + m2

1−2θm
ω(qπ)

) ,

for some absolute constant c2. The extra term in the denominator, which comes from the
application of Lemma 3.2, introduces a significant dependence on m,m′ and qπ.

To eliminate this extra term, we define a new quantity as follows. For integers m1, m2 ≥ 1,
let π1 ∈ F∗

m1
, π2 ∈ F∗

m2
, γ1, γ2 ∈ R, and δ1, δ2 ∈ {±1}. We define

D∗
σ((π1, γ1, δ1), (π2, γ2, δ2))

:=

√
1

2

(
−

L′

L
(σ, π1 × π̃1)−

L′

L
(σ, π2 × π̃2) + 2δ1δ2Re

(L′

L
(σ + (γ2 − γ1)i, π1 × π̃2)

))
, (5.1)

where σ is a parameter to be optimized later. The square of this quantity is essentially
identical to (3.7), except for the exclusion of the extra terms of the form E(σ + iγ, π1 × π2).
In other words, when Nqπ = Nqπ′ = 1 and π1, π2 ∈ {π, π′, π̃, π̃′}, we have

D∗
σ((π1, γ1, δ1), (π2, γ2, δ2))

2 = Dσ(δ1aπ1
(n)Nniγ1 , δ2aπ2

(n)Nniγ2)2.

Our motivation for considering the quantity in (5.1) is to eliminate contributions from
ramified primes at the outset, ensuring that they do not appear in any triangle inequalities
of interest. For positive integers m1, m2, m3, let π1 ∈ F∗

m1
, π2 ∈ F∗

m2
, π3 ∈ F∗

m3
, γ1, γ2, γ3 ∈ R,

and δ1, δ2, δ3 ∈ {±1}. In what follows, we shall establish that D∗
σ((π1, γ1, δ1), (π2, γ2, δ2)) is

well-defined and nonnegative, and that the following inequality holds:



18 NAWAPAN WATTANAWANICHKUL

D∗
σ((π1, γ1, δ1), (π2, γ2, δ2))

2

≤ 2D∗
σ((π1, γ1, δ1), (π3, γ3, δ3))

2 + 2D∗
σ((π3, γ3, δ3), (π2, γ2, δ2))

2. (5.2)

Remark. In Section 4, we used the triangle inequality (3.2) to construct a nonnegative linear
combination of logarithmic derivatives of L-functions. In this section, we instead rely on
(5.2), which is not a triangle inequality in the usual sense. In fact, when Nqπ = Nqπ′ = 1,
(5.2) is equivalent to squaring (3.2) and applying the arithmetic–geometric mean inequality.
This weaker form, however, suffices to construct the desired nonnegative linear combinations.

To this end, we exploit the positive semi-definiteness of Rankin–Selberg L-functions. Fol-
lowing the approach in [2], we first define positive semi-definite families of L-functions.

Definition 5.1. Let I be a finite ordered sequence. For i, j ∈ I, let Li,j(s) =
∑

n ai,j(n) Nn
−s

be a formal Dirichlet series with complex coefficients. We say that the family (Li,j(s))i,j∈I is
positive semi-definite if and only if for any n, the matrix M ∈ CI×I with entries

Mi,j := ai,j(n)

is Hermitian and positive semi-definite. When applied to complex L-functions, this definition
refers to their Dirichlet expansions in Re(s) > σ, for large enough σ.

Proposition 5.2. Recall that Fm is the set of all cuspidal automorphic representations π
of GLm(AF ) with unitary central character. For any finite subset F ⊆ ∪∞

m=1Fm, the family
(−(L′/L)(s, π × π̃′))π,π′∈F is positive semi-definite. In particular, for any ωπ, ωπ′ ∈ C and
σ > 1, we have

∑

π,π′∈F

−ωπωπ′

L′

L
(σ, π × π̃′) ≥ 0.

Proof. The proof follows closely from [2, Proposition 4], which establishes that for F = Q, if
m ≥ 1 is an integer and F is a finite subset of Fm, then the family (logL(s, π × π̃′))π,π′∈F is
positive semi-definite. We first observe that the proof of [2, Proposition 4] extends naturally
to any number field F with minimal modification. Furthermore, since their argument does
not depend on π and π′ having the same degree m, the same result holds for any finite subset
F ⊆ ∪∞

m=1Fm.
It remains to show that if the family (logL(s, π × π̃′))π,π′∈F is positive semi-definite, then

so is the family (−(L′/L)(s, π × π̃′))π,π′∈F. Given σ > 1, observe that for each ideal n, the
Dirichlet coefficients at n of logL(σ, π× π̃′) and of −(L′/L)(σ, π× π̃′) differ only by a positive
scalar that depends only on n, and is independent of π and π′. Therefore, by Definition
5.1, the positive semi-definiteness of (−(L′/L)(s, π × π̃′))π,π′∈F follows directly from that of
(logL(s, π × π̃′))π,π′∈F. �

Recall D∗
σ((π1, γ1, δ1), (π2, γ2, δ2)) in (5.1). To show that this quantity is always a nonneg-

ative real number, it suffices to verify the inequality

1

2

(
−

L′

L
(σ, π1 × π̃1)−

L′

L
(σ, π2 × π̃2) + 2δ1δ2 Re

(L′

L
(σ + (γ2 − γ1)i, π1 × π̃2)

))
≥ 0.

Recall that δ1, δ2 ∈ {±1}. The above inequality holds by setting F = {π1⊗|·|−iγ1, π2⊗|·|−iγ2},
with the corresponding constants ωπ1

= δ1 and ωπ2
= −δ2, respectively, and then applying

Proposition 5.2.
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Next, we verify (5.2). By Definition (5.1), this is equivalent to verifying that

0 ≤
1

2

(
−

L′

L
(σ, π1 × π̃1)−

L′

L
(σ, π2 × π̃2)− 4

L′

L
(σ, π3 × π̃3)

+ 4δ1δ3 Re
(L′

L
(σ + (γ3 − γ1)i, π1 × π̃3)

)
+ 4δ3δ2Re

(L′

L
(σ + (γ2 − γ3)i, π3 × π̃2)

)

− 2δ1δ2Re
(L′

L
(σ + (γ2 − γ1)i, π1 × π̃2)

))
.

Recall that δ1, δ2, δ3 ∈ {±1}. Setting F = {π1 ⊗ | · |−iγ1 , π2 ⊗ | · |−iγ2 , π3 ⊗ | · |−iγ3} with the
corresponding constants ωπ1

= δ1, ωπ2
= δ2, and ωπ3

= −2δ3, respectively, we conclude that
the above inequality holds upon applying Proposition 5.2.

Proofs of Theorems 1.1–1.3. We begin by proving Theorem 1.1. Recalling the hypothesis of
Theorem 1.1, we consider the inequality

D∗
σ((π,−γ, 1), (π̃, γ, 1))2 ≤ 2D∗

σ((π,−γ, 1), (1, 0,−1))2 + 2D∗
σ((1, 0,−1), (π̃, γ, 1))2, (5.3)

which follows from (5.2). By the definition of D∗
σ((π1, γ1, δ1), (π2, γ2, δ2))

2 in (5.1), the in-
equality (5.3) simplifies to

0 ≤ −
L′

L
(σ, π × π̃)− 2

ζ ′F
ζF

(σ)− Re
(L′

L
(σ + 2iγ, π × π)

)
− 4Re

(L′

L
(σ + iγ, π)

)
.

This recovers (4.2), which serves as the starting point for the proof of Theorem 1.1 under the
assumption Nqπ = Nqπ′ = 1. From this point, the proof proceeds identically to Section 4.1.

Similarly, for Theorem 1.2, we consider the inequality

D∗
σ((π,−γ, 1), (π̃, γ, 1))2 ≤ 2D∗

σ((π,−γ, 1), (π′, 0,−1))2 + 2D∗
σ((π

′, 0,−1), (π̃, γ, 1))2

≤ 4D∗
σ((π,−γ, 1), (π′, 0,−1))2,

(5.4)

using that π′ is self-dual the last step. By Definition (5.1), the inequality (5.4) recovers
(4.18), which serves as the starting point for the proof of Theorem 1.2 under the assumption
Nqπ = Nqπ′ = 1. The rest of the proof then follows the same steps as in Section 4.2.

Lastly, to prove Theorem 1.3, we consider the inequality

D∗
σ((π,−γ, 1), (π, γ, 1))2 ≤ 2D∗

σ((π,−γ, 1), (π̃′, 0,−1))2 + 2D∗
σ((π̃

′, 0,−1), (π, γ, 1))2. (5.5)

Again, by (5.1), the inequality (5.5) recovers (4.26), which serves as the starting point for the
proof of Theorem 1.3 under the assumption Nqπ = Nqπ′ = 1. The rest of the proof follows
the same steps as in Section 4.3. �

Remark. The method in this section actually supersedes the work in Section 4, which is
restricted to the case Nqπ = Nqπ′ = 1. We included Section 4, which uses the family
of metrics Dσ(δ1aπ1

(n)Nniγ1 , δ2aπ2
(n)Nniγ2), to illustrate how Koukoulopoulos’s work can be

extended in a similar manner.

Appendix A. An inequality on the Rankin–Selberg conductor

We now restate (2.8) in the following lemma and provide a detailed proof, which closely
follows the argument in [7, Theorem A.2] and incorporates the correction noted on [19, P. 9].



20 NAWAPAN WATTANAWANICHKUL

Lemma A.1. If (π, π′) ∈ F∗
m × F∗

m′, then

C(it, π × π′) ≤ C(π)m
′

C(π′)m(|t|+ 3)mm′[F :Q].

Furthermore, we have C(π × π′) ≤ C(π)m
′

C(π′)m.

Proof. For the arithmetic conductor, we use the bound Nqπ×π′ | Nqm
′

π Nqmπ′ as given in [1,
Theorem 2]. For the archimedean conductor, it remains to show that

Cv(it, π × π′) ≤ Cv(π)
m′

Cv(π
′)m(|t|+ 3)mm′[Fv:R].

We note that the proof of this lemma closely follows [7, Theorem A.2]. Utilizing Langlands’
classification of the admissible dual of GLn(Fv), the representations πv and π′

v correspond to
the direct sums ⊕ϕi and ⊕ϕ′

j , for irreducible representations ϕi and ϕ′
j of the Weil group

WFv
of Fv. By definition, we have

L(s, πv) =
∏

i

L(s, ϕi), L(s, π′
v) =

∏

j

L(s, ϕ′
j), L(s, πv × π′

v) =
∏

i,j

L(s, ϕi × ϕ′
j).

This factorization also applies to the associated conductors. Let di, d
′
j denote the dimensions

of ϕi and ϕ′
j, respectively, so that n =

∑
di and n′ =

∑
d′j. Omitting the indices i and

j, it remains to prove that for irreducible representations ϕ and ϕ′ of WFv
, of respective

dimensions d and d′, we have

Cv(it, ϕ⊗ ϕ′) ≤ Cv(ϕ)
d′Cv(ϕ

′)d(|t|+ 3)dd
′[Fv:R]. (A.1)

When Fv = C, the Weil group is given by WC = C×, implying that all irreducible represen-
tations are one-dimensional. Any such character can be expressed as χk,v(z) = (z/|z|)k|z|2ν ,
for k ∈ Z and ν ∈ C. Defining µ = ν + |k|/2, the corresponding L-factor is ΓC(s + µ) (see
[13, (4.6)]). According to the recipe in [10, (21) and (31)], we obtain

Cv(it, ϕ) = (|µ+ it|+ 3)2.

Now if ϕ = χk,ν and ϕ = χk′,ν′, then ϕ⊗ ϕ′ = χk+k′,ν+ν′. This leads to the bound

Cv(it, ϕ⊗ϕ′) =
(∣∣∣

|k + k′|

2
+ν+ν ′+ it

∣∣∣+3
)2

≤
(( |k|

2
+ |ν|

)
+
( |k′|

2
+ |ν ′|

)
+ |t|+3

)2

. (A.2)

Next, we establish that |k|
2
+ |ν| ≤ 3|µ|+ 1. This part of the proof in [7, Appendix A.2] is

slightly incomplete, as the inequality preceding [7, (A.13)] fails when k = 1. This issue was
identified and corrected in [19, P. 9]. We present a complete proof of this part as follows.

(1) If k = 0, then |k|
2
+ |ν| ≤ 3|µ|+ 1 holds trivially.

(2) If |k| = 1, we have |k|
2
+ |ν| = |ν|+ 1

2
≤ |ν + 1

2
|+ 1 ≤ 3|ν + 1

2
|+ 1 = 3|µ|+ 1.

(3) If |k| ≥ 2, we recall [12, Corollary 2.5], namely, |Re(ν)| ≤ 1
2
. Since |k|

2
> 1, we have

|Re(ν)| ≤ |Re(ν) + |k|
2
|, and also 2|Re(ν) + |k|

2
| ≥ |k|

2
. It follows that

|ν|+
|k|

2
≤

∣∣∣ν +
|k|

2

∣∣∣ +
|k|

2
≤

∣∣∣ν +
|k|

2

∣∣∣+ 2
∣∣∣Re(ν) +

|k|

2

∣∣∣ ≤ 3
∣∣∣ν +

|k|

2

∣∣∣ ≤ 3|µ|+ 1.

Thus we have shown that |k|
2
+ |ν| ≤ 3|µ|+ 1. Substituting this into (A.2), we obtain

Cv(it, ϕ⊗ ϕ′) ≤ (3|µ|+ 3|µ′|+ |t|+ 5)2 ≤ (|µ|+ 3)2(|µ′|+ 3)2(|t|+ 3)2,

which implies (A.1) in the case where Fv = C.
When Fv = R, each irreducible representation ϕ of WR = C× ∪ jC× has dimension 1 or 2.
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• If ϕ is one-dimensional, its restriction to C× takes the form χ0,ν for ν ∈ C (see [13],
(3.2)). Defining k = 1− ϕ(j) ∈ {0, 2}, we set µ = ν + k/2, yielding

L(s, ϕ) = ΓR(s+ µ), Cv(it, ϕ) = |µ+ it| + 3.

• If ϕ is two-dimensional, then it is the induction of χk,ν from C× to GL2(R), where
k ≥ 1 and ν ∈ C. Setting µ = ν + k/2, we obtain

L(s, ϕ) = ΓC(s+ µ), Cv(it, ϕ) = (|µ+ it|+ 3)2.

In both cases, let (k, ν) and (k′, ν ′) be the parameters associated with ϕ and ϕ′, respectively.
We now analyze the tensor product parameters.

(1) If both ϕ and ϕ′ are one-dimensional, then ϕ ⊗ ϕ′ remains one-dimensional, with
parameter (1− ϕ(j)ϕ′(j), ν + ν ′). In this case, (A.1) is equivalent to

∣∣∣
1− ϕ(j)ϕ′(j)

2
+ ν + ν ′ + it

∣∣∣ + 3 ≤
(k
2
+ |ν|

)
+
(k′

2
+ |ν ′|

)
+ |t|+ 3. (A.3)

Since 1−ϕ(j)ϕ′(j) ≤ (1−ϕ(j))+(1−ϕ′(j)) = k+k′, we can apply the same analysis
as in the complex setting to obtain (A.3).

(2) If ϕ is one-dimensional, and ϕ′ is irreducible and two-dimensional, then ϕ⊗ϕ′ is irre-
ducible and two-dimensional, induced from C× by the character χ0,νχk′,ν′ = χk′,ν+ν′.
Thus ϕ⊗ ϕ′ has parameters (k′, ν + ν ′). Then (A.1) is equivalent to

(|µ+ µ′ + it|+ 3)2 ≤ (|µ|+ 3)2(|µ′|+ 3)2(|t|+ 3)2,

which holds by the triangle inequality.
(3) Let ϕ and ϕ′ be both irreducible and two-dimensional, and let k ≥ k′. Then ϕ ⊗ ϕ′

is the direct sum of two two-dimensional representations, induced from C× from the
characters χk,νχk′,ν′ = χk+k′,ν+ν′ and χ−k,−νχk′,ν′ = χk′−k,ν′−ν . (The latter representa-
tion is reducible when k = k′.) This shows that

L(s, ϕ⊗ ϕ′) = ΓC(s+ µ+ µ′)ΓC(s+ µ− µ′), Cv(it, ϕ⊗ ϕ′) = (|µ+ µ′|+ 3)2(|µ− µ′|+ 3)2.

Thus (A.1) is equivalent to

(|µ+ µ′ + it| + 3)2(|µ− µ′ + it|+ 3)2 ≤ (|µ|+ 3)4(|µ′|+ 3)4(|t|+ 3)4,

which holds by the triangle inequality.

This completes the proof of Lemma A.1. �

References

[1] C. J. Bushnell and G. Henniart. An upper bound on conductors for pairs. J. Number Theory, 65(2):183–
196, 1997.

[2] J. Duker Lichtman and A. Pascadi. Density theorems for GLn via Rankin–Selberg L-functions. arXiv
e-prints, page arXiv:2408.13682, Aug. 2024.

[3] R. Godement and H. Jacquet. Zeta functions of simple algebras, volume Vol. 260 of Lecture Notes in
Mathematics. Springer-Verlag, Berlin-New York, 1972.

[4] D. Goldfeld and X. Li. A standard zero free region for Rankin–Selberg L-functions. Int. Math. Res. Not.
IMRN, (22):7067–7136, 2018.

[5] A. Granville and K. Soundararajan. Multiplicative number theory. Snowbird MRC notes (unpublished),
2011.
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