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Abstract

In [8], Langley proved a result concerning the zeros of pairs of (possi-
bly non-homogeneous) linear differential polynomials in a meromorphic
function. We generalise this result by relaxing Langley’s assumption on
the frequency of zeros (counting multiplicity), and further prove some

results based on restricting the order of the differential operators.



Contents

1 Introduction

2 The results

3 Preliminary lemmas

4 Proof

4.1
4.2
4.3
4.4
4.5

Initial steps . . . . . . .
Proof of Theorem 2.1 . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... ... ...
Proof of Theorem 2.2 . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ...
Proof of Theorem 2.3 . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... ... ... ... .
Proof of Theorem 2.4 . . . . . . . . . . . .. ...



1 Introduction

Let f be a non-constant meromorphic function in the plane, and let S(r, f) denote any
quantity which is o(T'(r, f)) as r — oo outside a set of finite measure. Throughout we
use the standard notation from [6]. Throughout this section, we will use the convention
that ¢, is a “small function” - i.e. a function such that T'(r,¢;) = S(r, f). We further

define a linear differential polynomial v in f by

=Y e f. (1.1)
s=0

We begin with several results of Milloux from [6].

Proposition 1.1
Let f be meromorphic and non-constant in the plane, and 1 as defined by (1.1) also
be non-constant. Then,
T(r.f) < N(r, f) + N <r, %) LN <7’, ﬁ) N (r, i) LSt f), (12)

where No(r,1/1¢") counts only zeros of 1" which are not multiple 1-points of 1.

Corollary 1.2
Let f be meromorphic and transcendental in the plane, with only a finite number
of zeros and poles. Then every function 1, as defined in (1.1), assumes every finite

complex value, except possibly 0, infinitely often, or else is identically constant.

Hayman in [6] used Milloux’s results in the case ¢ = f® to obtain what is referred

to as “Hayman’s Alternative”.

Proposition 1.3 - Hayman’s Alternative



Let f be transcendental and meromorphic in the plane. Then either f assumes
every finite value infinitely often, or f® assumes every finite value except possibly 0

infinitely often for every positive integer t.

We can refine this result in the following way, as noted by Nevo, Pang and Zalcman

in [11].

Corollary 1.4
Let f be a meromorphic function in the plane. If f # 0 and f® # 1 for some fized

positive integer t, then f is constant.

Examples 1.5
(i) Let f = e*. Since f # 0, all derivatives of f, which are in fact equal to f, take

every finite non-zero value infinitely often.

(ii) The trigonometric functions sin z and cos z take every finite value infinitely often.

This is clear since here f) = f, and we know that f takes the value 0 infinitely often.

(iii) Since we know that tan z # +i, we now know that all derivatives of tan z take all
finite non-zero values infinitely often. The same is true for derivatives of the functions
csc z, and sec z, neither of which take the value 0 in the plane, and cot z, which also

fails to take the values =4i.

We state a result by Frank, Hennekemper, Langley and Polloczek [1][2][7] which

confirmed a conjecture of Hayman [6].

Proposition 1.6 [4]



Suppose that f is meromorphic in the plane and that f and f*) have only finitely
many zeros, for some k > 2. Then we have f = Re” where R is a rational function in

z and P a polynomial in z. In particular, f has finite order and finitely many poles.

Frank and Langley in [5] proved a result for homogeneous linear differential opera-

tors.

Proposition 1.7
Let f be meromorphic and non-constant in the plane, and let Ly and Lo be ho-
mogeneous linear differential operators, with coefficients which are rational functions
k dm

d
and leading terms T and Ton respectively, with k > n > 1. Let F' = Li(f) and
z 2"

G = Lo(f), assume that

N <r, %) + N (T, é) =0 (logJr T (T, f?,) + log 7’)

asr — oo outside a set of finite measure and further assume that the equations Li(w) =
0 and Ly(w) = 0 have no non-trivial common (local) solutions, so that in particular Ly
and Lo are not the same.

Then f has finite order and finitely many zeros and f'/f has a representation

P _ iy PIQ+ 1o L) (@] + RIEL/AL)
e R[:JeQF — 1

in which Y and R are rational functions and P and @) are polynomaials, and at least

one of P and R is constant.

We now make some definitions which will be used throughout the rest of this paper.

Definitions 1.8

Let L and M be linear differential operators of positive order k and n respectively,



with
dk k—1

di =
L=—5+) 0 = +Z ]d -, (1.3)

jf

where the coefficients a;, b; are rational functions, and where the equations L(w) = 0
and M(w) = 0 have no common non-trivial (local) solutions. Then by lemmas from
[5], there exist linear differential operators P, Q, U, V and Y with coefficients which

are rational functions in the a;, b; and their derivatives such that
PL)+Q(M)=1, Y =U(L)=V(M), (1.4)

where 1 is the identity operator, and U, V', Y, have order n, k, n + k, and leading

dm dk dn+k
terms T TR gtk respectively. The (local) solution space of Y(w) = 0 is the
2" az Z"

direct sum of the (local) solution spaces of the equations M(w) =0 and L(w) = 0. The

parentheses in (1.4) denote composition. We now define linear differential polynomials
F and G by
F=L(f)+a, G=DM(f)+b (1.5)

where f is meromorphic in the plane, and a, b are rational functions and we assume

that F'#£ 0, G # 0. We define a rational function c by

= P(a) + Q(b), (1.6)

and set
g=f+c=P(F)+Q(G). (1.7)

Now, from these definitions, we see that
F=Lf)+a=L(g)+a—L(c), G=M(f)+b=DM(g)+b— M(c). (1.8)

Furthermore,

where d is a rational function.



Finally, let Q2 be a non-empty simply-connected domain on which the functions a,
b, and the coefficients a;, b; are analytic. Further define on ) linearly independent so-
lutions uy, ..., ug of L(w) = 0, linearly independent solutions vy, ...,v, of M(w) =0,

and solutions u and v of L(w) = a and M (w) = b respectively.

We now state Langley’s result from [8], which provides our springboard for the

results which follow.

Proposition 1.9
Let the function f be transcendental and meromorphic in the plane, and suppose

that Definitions 1.8 hold. Assume that
N(rnE)+ 8 (nL) = st (1.10)
nE na) =50 1) .
Then at least one of the following holds:

1. F=1L(g) and G = M(g);

2. [ has a representation f = R(uy, ..., U, V1,...,0,u,v), where R is a rational

function in k + n + 2 variables.

We now give an example from [§].

Example 1.10
Let f =e* +¢e?* +1, and

This satisfies both conditions 1 and 2.



2 The results

Our first result weakens the assumption (1.10).

Theorem 2.1
Let the function f be transcendental and meromorphic in the plane, and let Defini-

tions 1.8 hold. Assume that v, > 0, v > 0 and that
1 1
N(T, F) §71T(T7f)+5(r7f)7 N(T, E) SP}/QT(Taf)_I_S(rvf) (21)
Further define

Y = max{vyy, %}, Y3 =7 +"7. (2.2)

Then at least one of the following holds:
1. F=1L(g) and G = M(g);

2. f has a representation f = R(uy,...,Ug,V1,...,0n,u,v), where R is a rational

function in k +n + 2 variables.

3. the ; satisfy
L < 293(k+n+1)+1 293+1

2.
=T k+n+1l krn (2:3)

Remark: We note here that conclusions 1 and 2 are as in Proposition 1.9, and that
setting 71 = 72 = 0 leads to an immediate contradiction in (2.3), and thus returns

Proposition 1.9.

Theorem 2.2

Let f be transcendental and meromorphic in the plane, let Definitions 1.8 hold with

k =n, and assume that

N <r, %) +N (7", é) = S(r, f). (2.4)

Then at least one of the following must hold:

9



1. F=L(g) and G = M(g),

2. f has a representation f = R(ui, ..., Uy, v1,...,0,,u,v), where R is a rational

function in 2n + 2 variables.

Thus Theorem 2.2 shows that if & = n then N can be replaced by N in the

hypothesis (1.10) of Proposition 1.9.

Theorem 2.3
Let f be transcendental and meromorphic in the plane, and let Definitions 1.8 hold

with b =0 and a — L(c) #Z 0. Suppose that (2.4) holds and suppose further that
n>k+2. (2.5)
Then at least one of the following holds:
1. F=1L(g) and G = M(g);

2. f has a representation f = R(uq,...,Ug,V1,...,0n,u,v), where R is a rational

function in k +n + 2 variables.

Theorem 2.4
Let f be transcendental and meromorphic in the plane, and let Definitions 1.8 and

(1.10) hold.
If a — L(c) # 0, then at least one of the following holds:

1. f has finitely many poles;
2. n<2;

3. f has a rational representation f = R(f1,..., fat1) where the f; are (local) solu-

tions to M(w) = d;b and each d; is a constant.

10



If b— M(c) # 0, then at least one of the following holds:
1. f has finitely many poles;
2. k<2

3. f has a rational representation f = R(f1,..., fxt1) where the f; are (local) solu-

tions to L(w) = d;ja and each d; is a constant.

11



3 Preliminary lemmas

In this section we state and then refine a lemma from [8] which will be very useful in

our proofs.

Lemma 3.1 [8]

Let § be a positive real number, and let the function h be transcendental and mero-
morphic in the plane. Let p be a positive integer, and cy,ci,...,cp—1 and A be rational

functions. Set

o L@
Qp= =+ g
dzP . dz7
j=0
H = Q,(h) + A.

Then at least one of the following conditions holds:

(i) we have, as r — oo,

pN(r,h) < N (7’, %) + (1 +8)N(r,h) + S(r, h); (3.1)
(ii) h has a representation
h=R(hi,..., hyt1), (3.2)
where R is a rational function in p + 1 variables and each h; is a (local) solution of
@Qp(w) = d;A, (3.3)

with d; a constant.

We now present a refinement of Langley’s result.

Lemma 3.2

12



Let h in Lemma 3.1 be such that (ii) does not hold. Then:

pN(r,h) < N (r, %) + N(r,h) + S(r,h). (3.4)

Proof:
Assuming that Lemma 3.1 (ii) does not hold, then (i) must hold for any 6 > 0. In

particular, for all n € N,

pN(r,h) < N <r, %) + (1 + %) N(r,h) + S(r,h)

< N <r, %) =N ) + ST b

n

for all » > 1 outside a set F,, of finite measure. Now, take a sequence (r,) such that
F, = E, N [r,,o0) has measure at most n~2, with 7, > r,_1 + 1, and 7 > 1. Then

r, — 00. Let
Fy= | F.
n=1

Then F has measure at most 1 + 272 +372 + ... < co. Now let r ¢ F, be large,
and 7, the largest member of (r,) which is not greater than r. Then m is large and

r € [rm,00). However, r ¢ E,,, so

pN(r,h) < N (7", %) + N(r,h) + %T(r, h).

Thus, as r — oo with r ¢ Fy (and thus m — c0),

— 1
PV ) < N (17 ) 4 V) + o701
which leads immediately to (3.4) by our definition of S(r, h).

QED

13



4 Proof

4.1 Initial steps

Assume that f is transcendental meromorphic in the plane, and that the Definitions

1.8 hold. We state and prove several lemmas.

Lemma 4.1
If either U(F) or V(G) is a rational function then f has finitely many poles and at

least one of the following must hold:

1. The following inequality holds:

1 1
< — — .
T(r,f) < N <7", F) + N (?", G) + S(r, f) (4.1)
< oN (r L kN (£ +S(r, f) (4.2)
< n T’F T,G T, .
2. f has a representation f = R(uy,..., Uk, V1,..., 00, u,v), where R is a rational

function in k +n+ 2 variables, and the u;, v;, u and v are as in Definitions 1.8.

Proof:
Assume without loss of generality that U(F) is rational; then by (1.9) so is V(G).
Assume that neither vanishes identically. Then F' and G each solve a non-homogeneous

linear differential equation with rational coefficients, and

UF) F™ Ry

F = t=

where Ry # 0 is a rational function. Thus, by the Lemma of the Logarithmic Derivative

6],
m ( %) <m ( @) +O(logr) = S(r, f),

14



and similarly for G. Thus, by the First Fundamental Theorem,
1 1
T(r,F)+T(r,G) < T <T,F) +T <7’,5) +S(r, f)

N <7“, %) + N (7‘, é) + S(r, f). (4.3)

IN

Now, we have that
p
P(F)=> a;FY,
§=0
where «; are rational coefficients, and thus, by the Lemma of the Logarithmic Deriva-

tive,

m(r, P(F)) < m(r, F) + m (r, P ;F )) + S0, f) = m(r, F) + S(r, f).

Moreover, as U(F) is rational, F' has only finitely many poles, and so does f. Thus,
N(r,P(F)) = O(logr),
and similarly for Q(G). Thus, by (1.7),

T(r,f) < T(rg)+5(f)

< T, F)+T(r,G)+ S(r, f),

to which we apply (4.3) to obtain (4.1). Now, a zero zy of F' of multiplicity m > n
with 2o large is a zero of U(F') of multiplicity at least m — n, but this is impossible

since U(F') is rational. Thus

1 — 1
N(T,F) <nN (T’F) +S(r, f),

and similarly for G. We then apply this to (4.1) to obtain (4.2).

Now assume without loss of generality that U(F) = 0. Then by (1.4) and (1.5),
0=U(F)=Y(f)+U(a) so that with the u;, v; and u as defined, f+w solves Y (w) =0
and is a linear combination of uq, ..., ug,vy,...,v, on . Thus f has a representation

as asserted.

15



QED

It is clear from (1.8) that if a — L(c) and b — M(c) both vanish identically, then
F = L(g) and G = M(g) are satisfied. Hence we assume in the next lemma that at

least one of B =a — L(c) and C = b — M (c) does not vanish identically.

Lemma 4.2

Assume that both U(F) and V(G) are transcendental. Then if a — L(c) #Z 0

T(r, f) <N (r, ;) +N(r f)+N (n %) +S(r, f), (4.4)
and
T(r, f) < (h+ )N (r, g) NG )+ N (r, %) +S(r, f). (4.5)
Ifb— M(c) 20 then
T(r,f)<N (r, é) +N(r, f)+N (n é) +S(r, ), (4.6)
and
T(r,f) < (n+1)N (r, é) +N(r, f)+ N (7“, é) +S(r, f). (4.7)
Proof:

Assume that B =a — L(c¢) Z#0. We take f+ ¢ =g = Bg* and F = L(g) + B =
B(L*(g*) + 1) where B is a rational function and L* is a linear differential operator,

and hence

N (r, ﬁ) _N (r, %) + S0 f), (4.8)

and

T(r,f)=T(r,g")+S(r,f), N(r.f)=N(rg)+S( f)=N(rg)+Srf). (49)

Since U(F) is transcendental, so is F', and thus (L*(¢*)+1)" # 0, and so we may apply
Milloux’s result (1.2) to g*, giving

T(r,g*) < N(r,g*) + N <r, gi) + N (r, ﬁ) — Ny (r, m) + S(r, g%),
(4.10)

16



where Ny counts the zeros of (L*(g*))" which are not also zeros of L*(¢*) + 1. Now,
a zero zo of g* of multiplicity p with zy large contributes p to n(r,1/¢*) and at least
max{0,p — k — 1} to no(r,1/(L*(¢9*))"), and hence at most min{p, k + 1} < k+ 1 to
n(r,1/g*) — no(r,1/(L*(g*))"). Hence, we can rewrite (4.10) as

T(r,g") < N(r,g*) + (k + )N <r, gi> Iy (r, ﬁ) +8(rg"),

and thus, by application of (4.8) and (4.9), we obtain (4.5). Now, returning to (4.10),
we may discard the Ny term and apply (4.9) to give (4.4).

We follow similar steps to obtain (4.6) and (4.7).
QED

Lemma 4.3

Assume that U(F) and V(G) are transcendental. If d = U(F) — V(G) £ 0, then

N <r, é) +N (r, %) < N(r,f)+2N <7", %) +2N <7~, é) +S(r, f),  (4.11)

and

N (r, é) + N (r, %) < N(r, f)+ A <N <r, %) + N <r, é)) +S(r, f), (4.12)

where Ay is a positive constant and

H = <E - 3) (U(F)) # 0. (4.13)

If d =0, then

N (r, é) +N (r, %) < 2N (r, %) +2N (r, é) +5(r, f), (4.14)

N (r, %}) +N (7", %) < A, (N (r, %) + N <7", é)) + S(r, f), (4.15)

and



where As is a positive constant and
H=U(F)#0. (4.16)

Proof:
Assume first that d = U(F) — V(G) # 0. We define linear differential operators U

and V by

_ / _ /

0= (d%—%) ), V= (d%—%) ), (4.17)
and thus by (4.13) and the definition of d, we have H = U(F) = V(G). If H = 0, then
by the previous two equations, there exist constants p, v such that U(F) = ud and
V(G) = vd, which, since d is rational by (1.9), contradicts our assumption that U(F)
and V(G) are transcendental. Thus, H # 0. Set

_ gl _PIE)V(G) | QG)U(F) s

*=Fa- " FG FG

using (1.7) and (4.13). Since P,Q,U and V are linear differential operators with

rational functions as coefficients, by the Lemma of the Logarithmic Derivative [6]

m(r, ) = S(r, f).

We now turn to N(r, ¢). Suppose f has a pole of multiplicity m at some point zy with
zo large. Then ¢, F, G and H have poles at z, with multiplicities m, m + k,m +n and

m +n + k + 1 respectively, and so ¢ has a simple pole at z5. Thus,

T(r,¢) < N(r,¢)+S(r,f)
< N(r,f)+N <r, %) + N (r, é) + S(r, f). (4.19)

Writing 1/gH = 1/¢FG and using (4.19) leads to, since ¢ has only finitely many poles

18



at zeros of H (and vice versa),

()4

IA

N <r, i) +S(r, f) (4.20)

= N <r, ch—G) + S(r, f)
< N<r,qlb) +N(r,%) +N<r,é) +5(r, f)

< 7o)+ N (rg ) 48 (n ) 4500, (a2

from which (4.11) follows from substitution of (4.19).
Since a zero of F (respectively G) gives at most a pole of FU)/F (respectively

GU) /@) of multiplicity j, we obtain, for some :4: > 0,

T(r,¢) < N(r, f) + A (N (7‘, %) + N (7«, é)) + S(r, f). (4.22)

Again, as g has only finitely many poles at zeros of H (and vice versa),

N 7“,1 +N r,i < N r,i +S(r, f) (4.23)
g H gH

S ) en o) 7 s

< T(r,¢)+ N (r,l> + N (r, 1) +S(r, f), (4.24)

from which (4.12) follows from substitution of (4.22).
Now consider the case where d = 0. Then we define H and ¢ using (1.7) and (1.9)

_gH _PIWV(E) QU
FG FG FG
and H # 0 by our assumption that U(F) and V(G) are transcendental. Again,

H=UF)=V(G), ¢ (4.25)

m(r,¢) = S(r, f), but here the only poles of ¢ are due to zeros of F'G, as the poles of

f cancel each other out. Thus, (4.19) becomes

T(r,¢) < A, (N (7‘, %) +N (r, é)) + S(r, f), (4.26)

19



which when substituted into (4.21) yields (4.14). (4.26) and (4.24) then yield (4.15).

QED

4.2 Proof of Theorem 2.1

Assume the hypotheses of the theorem. Suppose first that at least one of U(F') and

V(@) is rational. Then by Lemma 4.1, either conclusion 2 of the theorem holds, or

N <7°, %) b N (7", é) +S(r, )
< (m+)T(r, f)+ S f),

I(r, f)

IN

and hence v3 = 71 +72 > 1 which implies (2.3). We henceforth assume that both U(F)
and V(@) are transcendental. Furthermore, if a — L(c) = b — M (c) = 0, then we have
conclusion 1 of the theorem by (1.8). We henceforth assume that this is not the case.

Then by Lemma 4.2,

TWJhQVGé)+NWﬁ+%EMﬁ+SWﬁ> (4.27)

where 9 = max{~;,72}. We now divide the proof into two cases.

Case 1

Suppose that d = U(F) — V(G) # 0 in (1.9). Then by Lemma 4.3, we have

()

IN

F
< N(r, f) +29T(r, f) + S(r, f), (4.28)

N(r, f)+2N (r, i) + 2N (7", é) +S(r, f)

where

1= (U(F) - SU(F) 20

Now, by (1.4) and (1.5), H has a representation

(25w () )

20



as a (possibly non-homogeneous) linear differential polynomial in f, of order k+n+1,
with rational functions as coefficients. Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 now give two possibilities,

one of which is that f has a representation

f = R(yb s Jyk+n+2)7

where R is a rational function in k£ +n+ 2 variables and each y; is a (local) solution of

(-9 e=a((£-7) @)

where each d; is a constant. But, for some constant e;, using (1.9),
Y(y;) = d;U(a) + e;d = (d; + ¢;)U(a) — ¢;V (D).

Hence, with u;, vj, v and v as defined, y — (d; + e;)u + e;jv solves Y (w) = 0 on Q and
is a linear combination of w4, ..., ux,v1,...,v,, and so conclusion 2 of the theorem is

satisfied. The other possibility is that

(k+n+1)N(r,f) <N <7‘, %) + N(r, f)+S(r, f). (4.29)

We combine this with (4.28), yielding

N(r,é) +(k+n+1)N(rf) < N(r,é) +N<T,%> + N(r, f)+S(r, f)

< N(r,f)+ 2y +DT(r, f) + S(r, f),

and so
N ( ;) (k4 )N f) < 20+ DT(r, ) + S0 f),
which leads to

_ 23 4 1 1
< _
Nrf) < ST ) =

N <r, ;) + S0, f). (4.30)

1
We add N <r, —) to both sides and use (4.28), yielding
g

k4n+1 1 25 + 1
L Z) < ,
s N(T,g) < (273—1- - )T(r,f)—i—S(r,f)




We then substitute this inequality and (4.30) into (4.27) to give

k+n 2v3 + 1 2v3 + 1
(23 3 )+ V3

T(r, f) < (

from which (2.3) is immediate.

Case 11

Now suppose that d = 0. Then by Lemma 4.3 we have
N(rl)en(r 2 on (L) on (L) £ 50 1)
T, J T, Vi T, 7 T, e r,

< 29%T(r f) + S(r, f), (4.31)
where H = U(F'). Now, by (1.4) and (1.5), H has a representation

IN

H=Y(f)+U(a)

as a (possibly non-homogeneous) linear differential polynomial in f, of order k + n,
with rational functions as coefficients. Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 now give two possibilities,

one of which is that f has a representation
f=R1, s Yk+nt1),
where R is a rational function in k& +n + 1 variables and each y; is a (local) solution of
Y(w) =d;U(a)

where each d; is a constant, so that y; — d;u solves Y (w) = 0, and thus conclusion 2 of

the theorem is satisfied. The other possibility is that

- 1
B4 nN G0 < N (n ) + N ) + S(00)
Substituting in (4.31), we obtain

— 293+ 1
N <
(r. ) < 2

T(r, f)+ S(r, f). (4.32)

22



We now substitute (4.31) into (4.27) to give

(1 - 273 _VO)T(va) SN(Tv f) +S(7”, f)

We substitute this into (4.32) and thus obtain

2v3 4 1
k+n

(1_273_70)T<T7f> < T(T,f)+S<T,f),

which is a stronger condition than (2.3).

4.3 Proof of Theorem 2.2

QED

Assume the hypotheses of the theorem. If either U(F') or V(@) is rational, then by

Lemma 4.1, either conclusion 2 of Theorem 2.2 holds, or by (2.4) and (4.2) we have

T(r, f) = S(r, f), which is a contradiction. Henceforth assume that both U(F') and

V(G) are transcendental. Then if a — L(c) = b — M(c) = 0 then by (1.8) conclusion 1

of Theorem 2.2 holds. Assume henceforth without loss of generality that a — L(c) # 0.

Then by Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3 and (2.4),

T(r,f) < (n+1)N <r, é) + N(r, f)+S(r, f)
< (m+2)N(r, f) +S(r, f),

and in particular,
N(r, f) # S(r, f).
We define \; = 1) /4 for j > 0, and in particular, A = \; = 1/ /1, where

L(f)+a F

YEM( b G

If ¢ = ¢; for some constant ¢, and thus A = 0, then
Lf)+a=F=cG=c(M(f)+D0).
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Since the equations L(w) = 0 and M (w) = 0 have no non-trivial solutions in common,
f solves a (possibly non-homogeneous) linear differential equation with rational coeffi-
cients, and f has only finitely many poles, contradicting (4.33). Thus A # 0. Since F
and G have the same order, all but finitely many poles of f are 1-points of ¢ by (1.3)
and (1.5). Now, by (2.4),

N(r,\) = N(r, %) + N (r, %) (4.34)
< N (7“, %) + N (7“, é) + O(log ) (4.35)
= S(r, f). (4.36)

Since A is the quotient of a function and its derivative, by the Lemma of the Logarithmic

Derivative [6], we have m(r, \) = S(r, f), and so

T(r,\) = S(r, f). (4.37)
Now, for j € N,

i,

U — (w(;)(j) — Z (;) w(j—cﬁ)G(qﬁ) (4.38)
$=0
j .
S (; ) MG, (4.39)
$=0

Let U and V be as in (1.4), and write

UF) =) pFV  V(G) =) ¢GY,
=0 =0
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with p, = ¢, = 1. Then (1.9) gives

V(G)+d = U(F)

= ¢ZZpJ jj) oG (140

using the property that (S) =0 for ¢t ¢ [0, s]. Now, suppose that zj is large and a pole
of f of order m. Then z is a pole of G of order m+n, and for 0 < [ < n, X; = GO /G™
has a zero of order n — [ at zp. Further, we have ¥(zy) = 1 and \(z9) € C VI > 0.
Thus at zg, by the definition of V(G),

V(G)+d
L =1+ qn_an_l + M1 (441)
Gn)
where M; will denote functions with a zero of multiplicity at least two at z,. But we
also have, using (1.9) and (4.40),

)
V(G)+d U(F)
G G0

= (14 (poo1 + 1) X1 + M) (4.42)

Now, G has a pole of multiplicity m + n at 2z, and so GY) has a pole of multiplicity
m +n + j, and we may write, as z — 2y,

(z o ZO)—(m+2n—1) B —(z o ZO)

Xp_1 ~ = i
P o mA2n—1)(z — )20 T mt2n—1

(4.43)

We then differentiate, giving X! | (z9) = —(m + 2n — 1)~!. We have using (4.41) and
(4.42),
L+ g Xn a1+ My =901+ (po1 +nA) X1 + M), (4.44)
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which we now differentiate to give, setting p = p,_1 + nA and using A = ¢’ /1,

G 1 Xn1 + @ Xy + My =X (149X 1 + M) + 9 (PX,, 1 + D' X1 + M) .
(4.45)
We now substitute in ¥(z9) = 1, X,_1(20) = 0, X _,(20) = —(m + 2n — 1)7! and

M;(20) = M;(20) = 0, then rearrange to give, at 2o,

A -1 — Qn—
p— e e (4.46)
m+2n—1 m+2n—1
Pn—1 — Gn—1
A=——"-—"—. 4.47
e (4.47)
Now, suppose there exists no m € N such that A = % We define N™(r, f)
m+n —

to be the counting function N(r, f) restricted to those poles of multiplicity m. We

rearrange (4.47) to give
. Pn—1 — Gn-1

A=) e— =0, (4.48)
and so
N"™(r,f) <N (r, %) + S(r, f), (4.49)

where the S(r, f) term takes account of the finitely many poles excluded from our

analysis above. But
T(T7 A) < T<T7 >‘) + T(T, pnfl) + T(T, anl) + S(T, f)7 (450)

which, by (4.37) and the fact that the p; and g; are rational functions, is itself S(r, f).

Thus, since A # 0 by assumption,
N™(r, f) <T(r,A) + S(r, f) = S(r. f). (4.51)
Now, let € > 0. For each x € N we may choose r, such that

SN0 ) = S0 ) = ofT(. 1)) < T2 ) (152
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for r > r, outside some set E, of measure at most x *. We further assume that

rwi1 > rx Vi € N. Then E = |J__y Fx has finite measure. Let x be big enough that

keN

2k~1 < ¢, and r large and not in E. Then r > r,, r ¢ E,, so

SINng) < T < 5T (4.53)
SN ) < NG f) < TG f) < ST ) (4.54)
and so o
N(r. ) < <T(r.f). (1.55)
This holds for all sufficiently large r ¢ E, and so
N(r, f) = S(r, f), (4.56)

which contradicts (4.33).

It follows that there is some m € N such that

Pn—1 — Qn-1

A= 4.57
1 (4.57)
and so A is a rational function. But, since ¢/’ = A\, this means that
F
v=G5= Re® (4.58)

for some rational function R and polynomial P, and thus 1 has only finitely many
poles and zeros. Suppose that F' has infinitely many zeros of large multiplicity. Then
all but finitely many of these are zeros of G of the same multiplicity, since 1) has finitely
many zeros and poles, and they are zeros of U(F') and V(G), and thus of d by (1.9).
Thus, there are infinitely many zeros of d, and so, since d is rational, d = 0.

We now follow a slight variation on our previous argument. Suppose z; is large and
a zero of G of multiplicity u > n. Then X; = GU /G™ has a zero of multiplicity n — j

at zo for 0 < j < n. As before, X,,_1(20) = 0, but now, as z — z,

(Z _ Zo)u—n—‘rl

(1= + (= z0p

Xp1(z) ~ (4.59)

27



and so X! ,(z0) = (0 —n+ 1)71. We again have (4.41) and (4.42), and hence (4.44)
and (4.45). We also have that ¢(zy) = 1 by (4.41) and (4.42). We substitute this and
(4.59) into (4.45), giving

n— n— A
U S W L e (4.60)
w—n+1 pw—n+1
which we rearrange to find
Gn—1 — Pn—1
A= 2t Il 4.61
p+1 (4.61)
However, we already have an identity for A by (4.57), which we equate to give
Gn—-1 — Pn-1 Pn—1 — Qn-1
—_— =\ = — 4.62
p+1 m—+n—1 ( )
—1 1
_ = — (4.63)
w+1 m+n—1

But, © > 0 and m +n > 1, and so we are trying to equate one number which is
strictly positive and another which is strictly negative - clearly impossible. Thus, our
supposition that there are infinitely many such zeros of large multiplicity is false, and
so there are only finitely many of these zeros, which thus contribute O(logr) = S(r, f)
to N(r,1/F) and N(r,1/G). Hence, by (2.4),

N (r, %) <nN (r, %) + S(r, f) = S(r, f), (4.64)
N(né>§nﬁ(né)+S@J7:SMfL (4.65)

and thus we can apply Langley’s Proposition 1.9 with £ = n and the conclusions of

Theorem 2.2 follow immediately.

QED

4.4 Proof of Theorem 2.3

We begin by stating a refinement of Lemma 3.1 from [9].
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Lemma 4.4.1 [9]
Let 0 < ¢ < 1, and let Ly be a homogeneous linear differential operator of order
p > 2 with rational functions for coefficients. Let h be transcendental and meromorphic

in the plane, and H = Lo(h). Then at least one of the following two conclusions holds:

L. h is rational in p (local) solutions of Ly(w) = 0;
2. the functions h and H satisfy
— 1
N(r,H) <CN <r, E) +(24+¢e)N(r,h) + S(r, f) (4.66)

where C' < 2(1 4 €)X for any 1 < X € R satisfying

log(1+ A 1
log(l—i—e)Z@leog(l—i—X).

We note here that H is required to be homogeneous. We may now begin the proof.

Assume the hypotheses of Theorem 2.3. By Lemma 4.1, if either U(F') or V(G) are
rational then either conclusion 2 of our theorem holds, or (4.2) holds, which, by (2.4),
means that T'(r, f) < S(r, f), which is a contradiction. Assume henceforth that U(F')

and V(@) are transcendental. By Lemma 4.3 and (2.4),
— 1 —
N (ﬁ;) < N(T,f)—FS(T,f)

We combine this with (4.5) of Lemma 4.2, which holds under our assumption that
a— L(c) # 0, to yield

N(r.f) < T(r, f) < (k+2)N(r, ) + S(r. f). (4.67)

We apply Lemma 4.4.1 withp =k, h = f, H =G = M(f) and ¢ small. If conclusion
1 of the lemma holds, then f is a rational function in solutions of M (w) = 0, and so
conclusion 2 of the theorem holds. Assume this is not the case. Then (4.66) holds, and

we apply (2.4), and thus obtain
N(r,G) < (24+e)N(r,f)+ S(r, f) (4.68)
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Now, the poles of G are caused either by poles of the coefficients, which since they are
rational contribute S(r, f), or by poles of f, where if z; is large and a pole of f of order

m, then it is a pole of G of order m + n. Thus,
N(r,G) = N(r, f) +nN(r, f) + S(r, f),
which we substitute into (4.68), giving
nN(r, f) < (L+e)N(r, [) +S(r, f),
and hence by substitution of (4.67),
nN(r, f) < (1+e)(k +2)N(r, f) + S(r, f).

By (4.67) we have N(r, f) # S(r, f), and so n < (1 +¢)(k+2). Since € may be chosen

arbitrarily small, this contradicts (2.5).

QED

4.5 Proof of Theorem 2.4

We present the proof for a — L(c) # 0; the proof when b — M(c) # 0 follows along the
same lines.

Suppose that one of U(F) or V(G) is rational. Then, as noted in Lemma 4.1, f has
finitely many poles. Now, suppose that U(F') and V(G) are transcendental. Then by
(4.4) and Lemma 4.3,

— 1 1 — 1
< — — _
T(r,f) <2N(r,f)+ 2N (T, F) + 2N (T, G’) +N (7“, F) + S(r, f),
which, by (1.10) reduces to

T(r, f) <2N(r, f) + S(r, f), (4.69)
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and in particular N(r, f) # S(r, f). Applying Lemma 3.2 with p = n, Q, = M and

H = G gives either conclusion 3 of the theorem, or, by substitution of (4.69) and (1.10),

nN(r, f)

IN

N(r, é) + N(r, f)+ S(r, f)
< 2N(r, f)+S(r, f),

from which conclusion 2 is immediate.

QED
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