arXiv:2407.06962v1 [math.NT] 9 Jul 2024

THE SECOND MOMENT OF THE GL_3 STANDARD L-FUNCTION ON THE CRITICAL LINE

AGNIVA DASGUPTA, WING HONG LEUNG, AND MATTHEW P. YOUNG

Abstract. We obtain a strong bound on the second moment of the GL_3 standard Lfunction on the critical line. The method builds on the recent work of Aggarwal, Leung, and Munshi which treated shorter intervals. We deduce some corollaries including an improvement on the error term in the Rankin-Selberg problem, and on certain subconvexity bounds for GL_3 ×GL_2 and GL_3 L-functions. As a byproduct of the method of proof, we also obtain an estimate for an average of shifted convolution sums of GL_3 Fourier coefficients.

1. Introduction

1.1. Statement of results. Let f be a Hecke cusp form for SL_3(Z), and let L(f, s) denote the L-function associated to it. The main purpose of this paper is to establish the following estimate for the second moment.

Theorem 1.1. Let T ≥ 1. Then for any ε > 0,

(1.1) ∫_T −T |L(f, 1/2 + it)|^2dt ≪_{f,ε} T^{4/3+ε}. To help gauge the strength of this result, note that the analytic conductor of L(f, 1/2 + it) is q_∞(t) = (1 + |t|)^3. The mean value theorem for Dirichlet polynomials would thus replace the exponent 4/3 in (1.1) by 3/2, thereby indicating the result in Theorem 1.1 is nontrivial. In particular, from (1.1) we deduce the subconvexity bound L(f, 1/2 + it) ≪ q_∞(t)^{2/9+ε}.

Formally taking f to be an Eisenstein series in (1.1), one would also obtain the bound ∫_T 0 |ζ(1/2 + it)|^6dt ≪ T^{a+ε}, with a = 4/3. However, in this case, one can deduce a = 5/4 using Hölder’s inequality to interpolate the twelfth moment bound of Heath-Brown [Hea78] and the (easy) fourth moment bound. One should note however that the techniques for estimating the twelfth moment of zeta (as in [Hea78] and [Iwa80]) do not generalize to GL_3 cusp forms.

Our method builds on and extends the important recent work of Aggarwal, Leung, and Munshi, who showed [ALM22, Thm 1.1] that for any ε > 0

(1.2)

∫_{T +T} 2/3 T | | |L(f, 1/2 + it) | | |^2dt ≪f,ε T^{5/4+ε}. In Section 1.3 below we discuss in greater detail the interaction between our Theorem 1.1 and this result; we also provide a sketch of the important steps that go into the proof of Theorem 1.1. Note that (1.2) gives a stronger subconvexity bound for L(f, s), namely

(1.3) L(f, 1/2 + it) ≪_ε q_∞(t)^{5/24+ε}.

This material is based upon work supported by the National Science Foundation under agreement No. DMS-2302210 (M.Y.). Any opinions, findings and conclusions or recommendations expressed in this material are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the National Science Foundation. 1

2 AGNIVA DASGUPTA, WING HONG LEUNG, AND MATTHEW P. YOUNG

The bound in (1.3) is currently the strongest subconvexity result known for general GL_3 cusp forms, though see (1.7) below for the self-dual case.

Theorem 1.1 also improves on a recent result of Pal [Pal23, Theorem 1], which states

(1.4) ∫_{2T} T |L(f, 1/2 + it)|^2dt ≪_{f,ε} T^{32 − 388 +ε}. Our method proceeds by estimating weighted sums of the form ∑ h,n λ_f (n)λ_f (n + h). Such averages have been considered in [BBMZ12] with λ_f (n) replaced by d_3(n), which is of relevance for the sixth moment of the zeta function. The method of [BBMZ12] splits d_3 as 1 ∗ 1 ∗ 1 which is a technique unavailable for λ_f . We refer to [BBMZ12] for precise statements of their results, and only mention here that the quality of their estimate on the shifted divisor problem is able to imply ∫_T 0 |ζ(1/2 + it)|^6dt ≪ T^{11/8+ε}. Note that 4/3 < 11/8, so Theorem 1.1 appears favorable even in the case of the zeta function. See also [MRT19, Theorem 1.3(ii)] for some improvements on [BBMZ12]. Our result on the shifted convolution sum is as follows:

Theorem 1.2. Let 1 ≤ H ≤ N^{1/2−ε}. Let W be an X^ε-inert function with fixed support on (R^+ )^2. Then ∑ n,k λ(n)λ_f (n + k)W ( n N , k H ) ≪_{f,ε} N^{4/3+ε} H^{1/3} + √ HN^{1+ε}. Note that this bound is nontrivial as long as H > N^{1/4}. Moreover, the restriction of H^2 ≤ N^{1−ε} is only made for the ease of demonstration. In fact, the problem becomes significantly easier when H^2 ≥ N. We present the proof of Theorem 1.2 in Section 6.

The long interval bound in (1.1) has some nice corollaries that we discuss now.

Corollary 1.3 (Rankin-Selberg Problem). Let g be a fixed Hecke-Maass cusp form for SL_2(Z). Let c_g =^6_{π2} L(sym^2g, 1). Then for any ε > 0 we have

(1.5) ∑ n≤x |λ_g(n)|^2 = c_gx + O_{g,ε}(x^{4/7+ε}).

The Rankin-Selberg problem aims to reduce the exponent of x in the error term present in (1.5). The classical result, due independently to Rankin ([Ran40]) and Selberg ([Sel40]), established an error term of size O_g(x^35^{+ε}). In a recent breakthrough ([Hua21]), Huang gave the first improvement over this long-standing exponent 3/5, by obtaining the exponent 3/5 − δ + o(1), with δ =^1_{560} . This has been improved successively by Pal ([Pal23, Cor. 1.3]) with δ =^6_{1085} , and then by Huang again ([Hua23]) with δ =^3_{305} . We note that (1.5) improves these results to δ =^1_{35} . The application of Theorem 1.1 to the Rankin-Selberg problem is fairly straightforward, and uses f = sym^2g.

Corollary 1.4. Let f = sym^2g, where g is a fixed SL_2(Z) Hecke-Maass cusp form. For ε > 0, T large, and with 1 ≤ Δ ≤ T , we have

(1.6) ∑ T ≤t_j ≤T +Δ L(1/2, f ⊗ u_j) + ∫_{T +Δ} T |L(1/2 + it, f)|^2dt ≪_{f,ε} T^{1+ε}(Δ + T^{1/7}),

where the sum is over Hecke-Maass cusp forms u_j (with spectral parameter t_j ) on SL_2(Z). In particular, we have the Lindelöf-on-average bound for Δ ≥ T^{1/7}. We also deduce the

THE SECOND MOMENT OF THE GL3 STANDARD L-FUNCTION ON THE CRITICAL LINE 3

strong subconvexity bounds

(1.7) L(1/2, f ⊗ u_j) ≪_{f,ε} (1 + |t_j |)^{8/7+ε}, L(1/2 + it, f) ≪_{f,ε} (1 + |t|)^{4/7+ε}.

This corollary follows by simply applying Theorem 1.1 into the work of Lin, Nunes, and Qi [LNQ23]. The moment problem in (1.6) was first introduced by Xiaoqing Li in [Li11], and the method of [LNQ23] eventually reduces to an estimate for the second moment estimated in (1.1). The best bound available in [LNQ23] was the exponent 3/2 from the mean value theorem for Dirichlet polynomials. Applying our new bound as in Theorem 1.1 then leads to Corollary 1.4. Pal [Pal23, Cor. 1.2] also made an improvement along similar lines, using the bound in (1.4). Curiously, the required bound as in [LNQ23, eq. (6)] has the same structure as in the Rankin-Selberg problem; for more details, see [Pal23, §3.2, §3.3]. See also [HK23, §3] for an alternative proof of the subconvexity results in [LNQ23].

Another type of application of Theorem 1.1 is to study sums of Dirichlet series coefficients multiplied by an oscillatory factor. As a sample result in this direction, we state the following.

Corollary 1.5. Let g be a fixed SL_2(Z) Hecke-Maass cusp form. Suppose that w is a fixed smooth function supported on [1, 2]. Suppose P ≫ N^ε and β ∈ R, β ≠ 0, 1. Then

(1.8) ∞∑ n=1 λ_g(n)^2e(P (n/N)^β)w(n/N) ≪_{β,g} N^{1/2+ε}P^{2/3+ε}, which is nontrivial for P ≪ N^{3/4−δ} .

The proof uses that L(g ⊗ g, s) factors as L(sym^2g, s)ζ(s). The same method can be used to derive results for the coefficients of the product of GL_3 and GL_d L-functions for d = 1, 2, 3. There are a large number of results on nonlinear twists of Fourier coefficients, and this is not the main topic of this paper, so we merely refer to [KMS22; KL23] for a more comprehensive list of references.

The proofs that the above corollaries follow from Theorem 1.1 are either standard or explicitly pointed out by previous works. For completeness, we give brief sketches of the proofs in Section 7.

1.2. Notations. We use standard conventions present in analytic number theory. We use ε to denote an arbitrarily small positive constant. For brevity of notation, we allow ε to change depending on the context. The expression F ≪ G implies there exists some constant k for which |F | ≤ k · G for all the relevant F and G. We use F ≪_ε G to emphasize that the implied constant k depends on ε (it may also depend on other parameters). For error terms, we often use the big O notation, so f(x) = O(g(x)) implies that f(x) ≪ g(x) for sufficiently large x. As usual, e(x) = e^{2πix}, and e_p(x) = e(^x_p ) = e^{2πi xp} . Also, S(m, n, c) := ∑_∗ x(mod c) e

c (mx + nx) denotes the Kloosterman sum.

1.3. Outline of the Proof. As mentioned earlier, our method builds on that of [ALM22], who studied the shorter interval moment problem of the form

(1.9)

∫_{T +Δ} T |L(f, 1/2 + it)|^2dt.

4 AGNIVA DASGUPTA, WING HONG LEUNG, AND MATTHEW P. YOUNG

Our initial analysis follows theirs: we apply an approximate functional equation, square out the resulting sum, and perform the t-integration. This leads to a sum of the form

(1.10) T N ∑ k≍^N_T ∑ n≍N λ_f (n)λ_f (n + k),

with N ≍ T^{3/2}. Next we apply a variant of the DFI delta symbol (see [Leu24, Lemma 3.1]) where we choose arithmetic conductors of size c ≤ Q with Q^2 = o(N). This reduces the arithmetic conductor at the price of increasing the archimedean conductors present in the delta symbol. Here the archimedean conductor in the delta symbol has size^N_{Q2} .^1 We then apply the GL_3 Voronoi summation formula (in each variable) as well as Poisson summation in the k variable. So far these moves more or less coincide with [ALM22], and we arrive at an expression of the form

(1.11) 1 N ∫ v≍1 ∑ c≍Q ∑ k≍K | | ∑ n≍N^′ λ_f (n)S(k, n; c)e ( 3n^{1/3}

T^{1/2} Q v )| |^2dv, with K =^{QT}_N , and N^′ =^{N 2}_{Q3} . See Proposition 4.1 below for the rigorous statement.

It is also convenient to change the archimedean oscillatory factor into multiplicative characters, using Mellin inversion. This essentially translates (1.11) into 1 NY ∫ y≍Y ∑ c≍Q ∑ k≍K | | | ∑ n≍N^′ λ_f (n)S(k, n; c)n^{iy} | | |^2dy, where Y = N/Q^2, which has been the size of the archimedean phase since the introduction of the delta symbol. The purpose of this change of basis is to facilitate an eventual usage of the large sieve inequality. At this point, we give up using any properties of the coefficients λ_f (n) and reduce the problem to a norm bound on the following bilinear form:

(1.12) N (N^′, Q, k, Y ) = max_{‖α‖=1} ∫ y≍Y ∑ c≍Q | | ∑ n≍N^′ α_nS(k, n; c)n^{iy} | |^2dy. In terms of this norm, our bound on the second moment is then essentially

(1.13) T^{−3/2}Y^{−1}KN^′ max_{k≍K} N (N^′, Q, k, Y ).

See Proposition 4.8 for the rigorous statement.

To help judge the progress so far, we note that if we hypothesize the most optimistic bound N (N^′, Q, k, Y ) ≪ Q(N^′ + QY ), then we would recover a bound T^ε(T + Q^{−2}T^{5/2}) for the second moment. With Q = √ N = T^{3/4}, this would imply the optimal bound on the second moment in Theorem 1.1. Needless to say, it appears difficult to establish such a strong bound on the norm. Also, it is easy to deduce a bound on this norm using the hybrid large sieve inequality. However, this approach is only strong enough to recover the trivial bound on our moment problem; see Section 4.6 for more details.

1Due to the length of the k-sum being significantly shorter than the n-sum, a certain amount of increase in analytic oscillation does not affect the k-sum. Thus, decreasing Q within a certain range decreases the dual length of k at the cost of increasing the dual length of the other variables. This allows a re-balance of the mass of the variables which we optimize to get the final bound.

THE SECOND MOMENT OF THE GL3 STANDARD L-FUNCTION ON THE CRITICAL LINE 5

As in [ALM22], we will appeal to the duality principle. We have the following dual definition for the norm in (1.12),

(1.14) N (N^′, Q, k, Y ) = max_{‖β‖=1} ∑ n≍N^′ | | | ∫ y≍Y ∑ c≍Q β(c, y)S(k, n; c)n^{iy}dy | | |^2.

Next we open the square in (1.14) and apply Poisson summation in n. The conductor here is of size at most Y Q^2, so the dual sum has length^{Y Q2}_{N ′} =^N_{N ′} =^{Q3}_N , which is relatively small. The contribution of the zero frequency gives rise to a diagonal term of size N^′Q. Among the non-zero frequencies, for the purpose of this sketch, we consider the opposite extreme scenario, where (c_1, c_2) = 1. In this case the relevant finite Fourier transform evaluates as e_{c1} (−c_2nk)e_{c2} (−c_1nk). Using the standard reciprocity, this converts to

(1.15) e_{nk}(c_2c_1 + c_1c_2),

which, by virtue of the sizes of n, k, c_1 and c_2, substantially reduces the modulus (note nk c_1c_2 ≈

Q^2T N^2 ≪ T N ≈ T^{−1/2}). The corresponding archimedean integral may be analysed via stationary phase methods, leading to (see (5.4)) an expression with a phase roughly of the form

(1.16)

(c_1c_2(y_1 − y_2) n )_{i(y1−y2)} . The variables c_1 and c_2 are separated in (1.16), but not in (1.15). However, note that (1.15) is a function of c_1/c_2 only. Hence we have the (multiplicative) Fourier decomposition

(1.17) e_{nk}(c_2c_1 + c_1c_2) = ∑ χ (mod nk) ^G(χ)χ(c_1)χ(c_2), where

(1.18) ^G(χ) = 1 φ(nk) ∑ t (mod nk) e_{nk}(t + t)χ(t) = S_χ(1, 1; nk) φ(nk) . Here S_χ(m, n; c) is the twisted Kloosterman sum. Applying these formulas to (1.14), we obtain the following sort of contribution towards N : max ‖β‖=1 | | ∫ y_1,y_2 ∑ n ∑ χ (mod nk) ^G(χ)

× ∑ c_1,c_2

β(c_1, y_1)β(c_2, y_2)

(c_1c_2(y_1 − y_2) n )_{i(y1−y2)} χ(c_1)χ(c_2)dy_1dy_2 | | |. By a simple Cauchy-Schwarz argument, this reduces to estimating an expression of the type ∑ n ∑ χ (mod nk) | ^G(χ)| ∫ y,v | | | ∑ c β(c, y)c^{iv}χ(c) | | |^2dydv. Unfortunately the clean bound | ^G(χ)| ≪ (nk)^{−1/2+ε} is not always valid, though the truth is not too far off. If nk is prime, for example, then this Weil-type bound indeed holds. For higher prime powers p^r (r ≥ 2), the sharpest bound is more complicated to state (see [Kro23, Lemma 7.1.1]), but one always saves at least a factor of √ p. The sparsity of higher prime

6 AGNIVA DASGUPTA, WING HONG LEUNG, AND MATTHEW P. YOUNG

powers makes up for the lack of individual savings, and we obtain the same bound as if the Weil-type bound were always true.

The final step is an application of the large sieve inequality which leads to (roughly– see (4.27) for the rigorous statement) ∫_{2T} T |L(f, 1/2 + it)|^2dt ≪ T^ε (NT Q^2 + QT^{3/2} √ N ) , which is optimized at Q = N^{1/2}T^{−1/6}, thereby proving Theorem 1.1.

The authors also investigated another arrangement which keeps the sum over k in the definition of the norm (rather than taking the max over k ≍ K as in (1.13)). Compared to the above sketch, this setup makes the diagonal term smaller and the off-diagonals larger. Curiously, it leads to a bound that is optimized with a different value of Q, but culminates with the same bound as in Theorem 1.1. This alternative approach is more difficult from an arithmetic perspective, since it leads to more complicated character sum evaluations, roughly of the form e_{c1} (−c_2nk_1)e_{c2} (−c_1nk_2) ≈ e_{nk1} (c_2c_1)e_{nk2} (c_1c_2).

The difficulty here is that we have two different moduli nk_1 and nk_2. Another technical (but not essential) issue is that to use the varying-modulus large sieve one needs primitive characters, while in (1.17) the sum is over all characters. For this reason, we chose the simpler approach presented in this paper.

Another approach to the problem is to start with the arrangement of the short interval moment

∫_{T +Δ} T |L(f, 1/2 + it)|^2dt of [ALM22] and sum over a discrete set of values of T (spaced by Δ) to cover the dyadic interval [T, 2T ]. Executing this discrete sum with Poisson summation, and with some simplification, one would arrive at an expression essentially equivalent to (1.11) (and hence the subsequent steps would be the same).

Finally, we mention that [ALM22] implicitly bounds a variant of the norm N (N^′, Q, k, Y ) by an iterative Cauchy-Schwarz argument instead of the large sieve inequality presented here. A back-of-the-envelope type calculation suggests that their method can be applied to deduce the same bound as Theorem 4.10. The large sieve approach here is simpler, especially because the machinery for estimating character sums only uses Weil’s bound instead of the multivariable sums in [ALM22] which rely on Deligne’s bound.

1.4. Acknowledgements. We thank Chung-Hang Kwan for helpful comments.

2. Preliminaries and background

In this section we collect some results from the literature that will be used later.

2.1. Archimedean Analysis. First we recall the definition of a family of inert functions. Suppose F is an index set and X : F → R_{≥1} is a function. We denote X(i) as X_i, for i ∈ F.

Definition 2.1. A family of smooth functions {w_i : i ∈ F} supported on a Cartesian product of dyadic intervals in R^d_{>0} is called X-inert if for each j = (j_1, . . . , j_d) ∈ Z^d_{≥0} we have

sup_{i∈F} sup (x_1,...,x_d)∈R^d_{>0} x^{j1}_1 . . . x^{jd}_d |w^{(j1,...,jd)} i (x_1, . . . , x_d)| X^{j1+···+jd} i < ∞.

THE SECOND MOMENT OF THE GL3 STANDARD L-FUNCTION ON THE CRITICAL LINE 7

For brevity, but as an abuse of terminology, we may refer to a single function being inert when we should properly say that it is part of an inert family. In practice we will often have functions depending on a number of variables and it is unwieldy to list them all. Our convention will be to write w(x_1, . . . , x_k; ·) where · represents some suppressed list of variables for which w is inert; we will use this notation even for k = 0.

We now state some properties of inert families. Interested readers can find the proofs of these lemmas in [KPY19, Sec. 2 and 3] and [BKY13].

Lemma 2.2 (Integration by parts). Suppose that {w_i(t)} is a family of X-inert functions supported on [Z, 2Z], with w^{(j)}(t) ≪ (Z/X)^{−j}, for each j = 0, 1, 2, . . . . Suppose that ϕ is smooth and satisfies ϕ^{(j)}(t) ≪^Y_{Zj} for j ≥ 1, for some Y/X ≥ R ≥ 1 and all t in the support of w. If |ϕ^′(t)| ≫^Y_Z for all t ∈ [Z, 2Z] then for arbitrarily large A > 0 we have ∫_∞ −∞ w(t)e^{iϕ(t)}dt ≪_A ZR^{−A}. Proposition 2.3 (Stationary phase). Suppose {w_i(t_1, . . . , t_d)} is an X-inert family supported on t_1 ≍ Z and t_k ≍ X_k for k = 2, . . . , d. Suppose that on the support of w_i, that ϕ = ϕ_i satisfies ∂^{a1 +···+ad} ∂t^{a1}_1 . . . ∂t^{ad}_d ϕ(t_1, . . . , t_d) ≪ Y Z^{a1} 1 X^{a2}_2 . . . X^{ad}_d , for all (a_1, . . . , a_d) ∈ Z_{≥0}. Suppose ϕ^{′′}(t_1, t_2, . . . , t_d) ≫^Y_{Z2} (here and below ϕ^′ and ϕ^{′′} refer to the derivative with respect to t_1) on the support of w. Moreover, suppose there exists t_0 ∈ R such that ϕ^′(t_0) = 0, and that Y/X^2 ≥ R ≥ 1. Then ∫_∞ −∞ e^{iϕ(t1,...,td)}w(t_1, . . . , t_d)dt_1 = Z √ Y e^{iϕ(t0,t2,...,td)}W (t_2, . . . , t_d) + O(ZR^{−A}), where W = W_i is some new family of X-inert functions.

2.2. Voronoi Summation Formula. The GL_3 Voronoi summation formula was first obtained by Miller and Schmid ([MS06]). We restate [MS06, Theorem 1.18] as a lemma here, changing notation to match ours.

Lemma 2.4. Let f be a Hecke cusp form for SL_3(Z), whose (m, n)^{th} Fourier coefficient is denoted by λ_f (m, n). Let ψ be a smooth compactly-supported function on R_{>0} . Assume (a, c) = 1. Then ∑ n λ_f (1, n)e_c(an)ψ(n) = ∑ η∈{±1} c ∑ n_1|c ∑ n_2>0

λ_f (n_2, n_1) n_1n_2 S(ηa, n_2; c/n_1)Ψ_η (n2_1n_2

c^3 ) , where the function Ψ_η is defined the same way as F in [MS06, Theorem 1.18].

Combining the work of Xiaoqing Li [Li11] and Blomer [Blo12], we have the following useful approximate integral representation for Ψ_η.

Lemma 2.5. Let ε > 0 and R ≥ 1. Suppose ψ has compact support on [X, 2X]. For each A > 0 there exist R-inert functions w = w_{A,X,η,±} such that

Ψ_η(x) = ∑ ± x^{2/3} X^{1/3} ∫_∞ 0 ψ(y)e(±3x^{1/3}y^{1/3})w(x, y)dy + O(‖ψ‖_1R^{−A}).

8 AGNIVA DASGUPTA, WING HONG LEUNG, AND MATTHEW P. YOUNG

Proof. For xX ≥ √ R, we apply the asymptotic expansion for Ψ_η derived by Xiaoqing Li in [Li11, (2.5), Lemma 2.1]. This yields

(2.1) Ψ_η(x) = ∑ ± x^{2/3} X^{1/3} ∫_∞ 0 ψ(y)e(±3x^{1/3}y^{1/3})w(x, y)dy + O(‖ψ‖_1R^{−A}), where A > 0 is arbitrarily large and w is R-inert.

On the other hand, for xX ≤ R, [Blo12, Lemma 7] with a change of variable implies that

Ψ_η(x) = x^{2/3} X^{1/3} ∫_∞ 0 ψ(y)F_{X,η}(x, y)dy, for some R-inert function F_{X,η}. We may artificially multiply by e(±3x^{1/3}y^{1/3})e(∓3x^{1/3}y^{1/3}), and since xX ≤ R, the latter factor may be absorbed into the inert weight function.

The only slight logical issue remaining is that the inert function breaks into cases depending on whether xX ≥ √ R or xX ≤ R, which may appear to cause a discontinuity with respect to x. However, it is easy to apply a smooth partition of unity to give a unified formula for w which is R-inert with respect to x. □

2.3. The Delta Method. We state here the version of the delta symbol we use in this paper. This is a restatement of [Leu24, Lemma 3.1].

Lemma 2.6. Let n ∈ Z be such that |n| ≪ N, and let C > N^ϵ. Let U ∈ C^∞_c (R) and W ∈ C^∞_c ([−2, −1] ∪ [1, 2]) be nonnegative even functions such that U(x) = 1 for x ∈ [−2, 2]. Then

δ(n = 0) = 1 C ∞∑ c=1 ∞∑ d=1 1 cd S(0, n; c)F ( cd C , n cdC ) , where

(2.2) F (x, y) := C (_∞ ∑ c=1 W ( c C ) )_{−1} (W (x)U(x)U(y) − W (y)U(x)U(y)) is a smooth function supported on |x| + |y| ≪ 1 and satisfying F^{(i,j)}(x, y) ≪_{i,j} 1.

We should note that Lemma 2.6 is the Duke–Friedlander–Iwaniec delta method (cf. [DFI93]) with a simpler weight function that restricts the variable n to |n| ≪ cdC.

It will also be convenient to write F (x, y) = F_1(x)U_1(y) + F_2(x)U_2(y) according to (2.2).

2.4. Average bounds on Fourier coefficients. A standard result from Rankin-Selberg theory is that (cf. [Gol06, Theorem 7.4.9])

(2.3) ∑ a^2b≤x |λ_f (a, b)|^2 ≪ x. We record a variant of this which will be useful later.

Lemma 2.7. We have ∑ a^2b≍X |λ_f (a, b)|^2 a^3b^2 ≪ X^{−1+ε}.

THE SECOND MOMENT OF THE GL3 STANDARD L-FUNCTION ON THE CRITICAL LINE 9

Proof. Recall the Hecke relation (see [Gol06, Thm. 6.4.11] and use Möbius inversion)

(2.4) λ_f (a, b) = ∑ d|(a,b) μ(d)λ_f (a/d, 1)λ_f (1, b/d). Using (2.4), Cauchy’s inequality, and (2.3), we deduce ∑ a^2b≍X |λ_f (a, b)|^2 a^3b^2 ≪ X^ε ∑ a^2b≍X 1 a^3b^2 ∑ d|(a,b) |λ_f (a/d, 1)|^2 · |λ_f (1, b/d)|^2

≪ X^ε ∑ d^3≪X 1 d^5 ∑ a^2≪X/d^3 |λ_f (a, 1)|^2 a^3 ∑ b≍^X_{a2d3} |λ_f (1, b)|^2 b^2 ≪ X^{−1+ε} ∑ d^3≪X 1 d^2 ∑ a^2≪X/d^3 |λ_f (a, 1)|^2 a ≪ X^{−1+ε}. □ 2.5. Large Sieve Inequality. We recall a hybrid form of the large sieve inequality:

Lemma 2.8. [Gal70, Theorem 2] Let Y ≥ 1, and let d be a positive integer. Then for arbitrary complex numbers a_n we have ∑ ψ (mod d) ∫_Y −Y | | | ∑ n≤N a_nψ(n)n^{iy} | | |^2dy ≪ (dY + N) ∑ n≤N |a_n|^2. 2.6. Twisted Kloosterman sum bounds. For a Dirichlet character χ (mod c), let S_χ(m, n; c) = ∑_∗ t (mod c) χ(t)e_c(mt + nt). It is unfortunate that the twisted Kloosterman sum does not always exhibit square-root cancellation. The following collection of bounds is satisfactory for our later purposes. Lemma 2.9. Suppose p is prime and (mn, p) = 1.

(1) We have |S_χ(m, n; p)| ≤ 2p^{1/2}.

(2) Suppose p is odd, j ≥ 2, and cond(χ) ≤ p^{j−1}. Then |S_χ(m, n; p^j )| ≤ 2p^{j/2}. (3) Suppose j ≥ 2. Then |S_χ(m, n; p^j)| ≤ 2p^{j− 1}2 .

(4) Suppose p = 2, j ≥ 2, and cond(χ) ≤ 2^{j−1}. Then |S_χ(m, n; 2^j)| ≤ 4 · 2^{j/2}. Case (1) was proved by Weil. Almost all the remaining cases follow from [KL13, Prop. 9.7, 9.8]. The only cases left uncovered are case (3) with p = 2 and case (4) with cond(χ) = 2^{j−1} (Knightly and Li handle cond(χ) ≤ 2^{j−2}). In this latter case, we use [Kro23, (7.1.20)], which gives the bound |S_χ(m, n; 2^j)| ≤ 2 · 2^{j/2+δ}, where δ =^1_2 ν_2(2^{2j} + 4mn). Here ν_2(·) denotes the usual 2-adic valuation, and since (mn, 2) = 1 by assumption we have δ = 1. Finally, case (3) with p = 2 is worse than the trivial bound of 2^j.

2.7. An elementary estimate. We state the following for later use. Lemma 2.10. Let rad(n) = ∏ p|n p. Then for any q ≥ 1 we have ∑ n≤X rad(nq)^{−1/2} ≪ rad(q)^{−1/2}X^{1/2}(qX)^ε.

10 AGNIVA DASGUPTA, WING HONG LEUNG, AND MATTHEW P. YOUNG

Proof. Using Rankin’s trick, the sum on the left hand side above is ≤ ∞∑ n=1 X^{1/2+ε} n^{1/2+ε}rad(nq)^{1/2}

= X^{1/2+ε} ∏ p∤q (1 + p^{−1−ε} + . . . ) ∏ p|q p^{−1/2}(1 + p^{−1/2} + . . . ).

The resulting product is easily seen to satisfy the claimed bound. □

3. Initial setup 3.1. Approximate functional equation and dissection. By an approximate functional equation, dyadic partition of unity, and use of Cauchy’s inequality, we have ∫_{2T} T |L(f, 1/2 + it)|^2dt ≪ T^ε max_{1≪N≪T 3/2+ε} ∫_{2T} T | | | ∑ n≍N λ_f (n) n^{1/2+it} V (n) | | |^2dt. Here λ_f (n) := λ_f (1, n) denotes the (1, n)^{th} Fourier coefficient of f, and V = V_{f,N} is a smooth function satisfying V^{(j)}(x) ≪_j N^{−j} for x ≍ N.

Note that by the mean value theorem for Dirichlet polynomials, we have

(3.1) ∫_{2T} T | | ∑ n≍N λ_f (n) n^{1/2+it} V (n) | |^2dt ≪ (T + N)N_ε,

which is satisfactory for Theorem 1.1 for N ≪ T^{4/3}. Hence we may assume (3.2) T^{4/3} ≪ N ≪ T^{3/2+ε}. Let I(T ) = I(T, N) = N^{−1} ∫_∞ −∞ ω ( t T )| | ∑ n λ_f (n)n^{−it}w_N (n) | | |^2dt, where ω is a fixed nonnegative smooth bump function on R^+ and w_N is a smooth bump function supported on [N, 2N], satisfying w^{(j)}_N (x) ≪ N^{−j} . The previous discussion shows

(3.3) ∫_{2T} T |L(f, 1/2 + it)|^2dt ≪ T^{4/3+ε} + max_{T 4/3≪N≪T 3/2+ε} I(T, N), for appropriate choices of ω and w_N . To prove Theorem 1.1, it suffices to show I(T ) ≪ T^{4/3+ε}, for all N satisfying (3.2).

3.2. Applying the delta symbol. Squaring out and integrating, we have

I(T ) = T N ∑ m,n λ_f (m)λ_f (n)^ω ( T 2π log m n ) w_N (m)w_N (n). Next we write m = n + k, getting

I(T ) = T N ∑ m,n,k λ_f (m)λ_f (n)^ω ( T 2π log n + k n ) w_N (m)w_N (n)δ(n + k − m). By a Taylor expansion, we have ^ω ( T 2π log n + k n ) = ^ω ( T k 2πn ) + 1 T (−T 2k2 4πn^2 ) ^ω^′ ( T k 2πn ) + . . . .

THE SECOND MOMENT OF THE GL3 STANDARD L-FUNCTION ON THE CRITICAL LINE 11

This shows I(T ) = I_0(T ) + O(NT^{−1+ε}), where

I_0(T ) := T N ∑ m,n,k λ_f (m)λ_f (n)^ω ( T k 2πn ) w_N (m)w_N (n)δ(n + k − m). Note that N/T ≪ T^{1/2+ε}, so this error term is more than sufficient for the purposes of Theorem 1.1. Next we apply Lemma 2.6 for δ(m − n − k = 0). We will choose C optimally at the end as C = N^{1/2}T^{−1/6}, but for now we only assume

(3.4) NT^{−1+ε} ≤ C ≤ N^{1/2}T^{−ε}.

In summary, we have shown the following.

Proposition 3.1. We have

(3.5) I_0(T ) = 2∑ i=1 T NC ∑ cd≤C 1 cd F_i ( cd C ) ∑_∗ h (mod c) S, with

(3.6) S = S_i = ∑ m,n,k λ_f (m)e_c(−hm)λ_f (n)e_c(hn)^ω ( T k 2πn )

× e_c(hk)w_N (m)w_N (n)U_i ( n + k − m cdC ) . In what follows we replace U_i by U, since all the bounds will be independent of i.

4. Summation formulas 4.1. Result statement. To S we will apply Poisson summation in k and GL_3 Voronoi summation in each of m, n. The end result of this step is summarized in the following result, whose proof takes up the rest of this section. To state this result, we introduce some notation. We let T^′ =^T_{2π} , and for integer k^′ ≥ 1 we let

(4.1) ν = cT^′ k^′ . Proposition 4.1. We have

(4.2) I_0(T ) ≪ T^ε max_{Q≪C} η∈{±1} ∑ d≪C/Q max N^′≪^{N2}_{d3C3} T^ε N ( N^{′2} NQ^3 )_{2/3} ∫ t≍1 ∑ c≍Q ∑ k^′≍^{QT}_N |A|^2 + O(T^{−100}),

where

(4.3) A = ∑ n_1|c ∑ n_2 n^2_1n_2≍N^′

λ_f (n_1, n_2)

n_1n_2 S(ηk^′, n_2; c/n_1)e_c ( 3(n^2_1n_2νt)^{1/3} ) w(·),

for w some T^ε-inert function.

12 AGNIVA DASGUPTA, WING HONG LEUNG, AND MATTHEW P. YOUNG

4.2. Poisson. For fixing the sizes of some parameters, it is helpful to apply Poisson summation first in isolation.

Lemma 4.2. Poisson summation applied to the inner sum over k gives

(4.4) S = ∑ k^′≡h (mod c) ∑ m,n λ_f (m)e_c(−hm)λ_f (n)e_c(hn)w_N (m)w_N (n) ^H ( − k^′ c ) , where H(z) = ^ω(T^′z/n)U(^{n−m+z}_{cdC} ). In (4.4), the sum may be restricted to k^′ > 0 and

(4.5) k^′ c ≍ T N , with a small error term of size ≪ T^{−2024}.

Note that (4.5) implies that c ≍^{k′N}_T , so using (3.2) we may assume

(4.6) c ≫ N T ≫ T^{1/3}. Proof. Isolating the sum over k in (3.6), and applying Poisson summation, we have ∑ k ^ω (T ′k n ) e_c(hk)U ( n + k − m cdC ) = ∑ k^′≡h (mod c) ^H ( − k^′ c ) . Now note that by Taylor expansion, ^H(−y) = ∫_∞ −∞ ^ω(T^′z/n)U ( n − m + z cdC ) e(yz)dz = n T^′ J∑ j=0 n^j j!(cdCT^′)^j U^{(j)} ( n − m cdC ) ∫_∞ −∞ ^ω(x)x^j e (nxy T^′ ) dx + O ( N T ( N CT )_{J+1}) (4.7)

= n T^′ J∑ j=0 n^j j!(icdCT )^j U^{(j)} ( n − m cdC ) ω^{(j)} (ny T^′ ) + O ( N T ( N CT )_{J+1}) , for any J ≥ 0. This gives an asymptotic expansion by the assumption (3.4), so the sum may be truncated with a small error term. Hence (4.5) follows from the support of ω. □ 4.3. Voronoi. Next we examine the effect of the GL_3 Voronoi formula applied to both the m and n sums in S. Using Lemmas 2.4 and 2.5, we obtain

(4.8) S = c^2 ∑ η_1,η_2,η_3,η_4∈{±1} ∑ k^′≡h (mod c) ∑ n_1|c m_1|c ∑ n_2,m_2

λ_f (m_2, m_1)λ_f (n_1, n_2) m_1m_2n_1n_2 (_{n21n2} c^3

)_{2/3}(_{m21m2}

c^3 )_{2/3} N^{2/3}

× S(η_3h, m_2; c/m_1)S(η_4h, n_2; c/n_1) · I + O ( T^{−2024} ) , for any A > 0, where

(4.9) I = ∫_∞ −∞ ∫_∞ −∞ ∫_∞ −∞ w_N (x)w_N (y)^ω (T ′z x ) w(x, y, ·) × U ( x − y + z cdC ) e ( η_1

3(ym^2_1m_2)^{1/3} c + η_2

3(xn^2_1n_2)^{1/3} c + k^′z c ) dxdydz.

THE SECOND MOMENT OF THE GL3 STANDARD L-FUNCTION ON THE CRITICAL LINE 13

Note that in (4.9) we can restrict the integral to^z_x ≪ T^{−1+ε}. It is convenient here to apply a dyadic partition of unity to c, m^2_1m_2, and n^2_1n_2. Say that a piece of the partition implies the conditions c ≍ Q, m^2_1m_2 ≍ M^′, n^2_1n_2 ≍ N^′.

Then we can simplify our expression for S to take the form

(4.10) S = ∑ η_1,η_2,η_3,η_4∈{±1} ∑ N^′,M^′,Q dyadic (N ′M ′ NQ^3 )_{2/3} ∑

k^′≡h (mod c) ∑ n_1|c m_1|c ∑ n^2_1n_2≍N^′ m^2_1m_2≍M^′

λ_f (m_2, m_1)λ_f (n_1, n_2) m_1m_2n_1n_2

× S(η_3h, m_2; c/m_1)S(η_4h, n_2; c/n_1) · I + O ( T^{−2024} ) , and where now I is slightly modified by absorbing the dyadic partitions into the inert weight function.

We next focus on the asymptotic behavior of I.

Lemma 4.3. Let D = η_1(m^2_1m_2)^{1/3} + η_2(n^2_1n_2)^{1/3}. There exists a T^ε-inert function w(·) of all relevant parameters such that

(4.11) I = cdC

N^2 T ∫ t≍1 e_c ( 3D(νt)^{1/3} ) w(·)dt + O(T^{−2024}). Proof. As a first step, we will constrain the sizes of M^′ and N^′. We claim that I is very small unless

(4.12) M^′ + N^′ ≪ T^ε

N^2 d^3C^3 . To see this, consider first the y-integral. We use Lemma 2.2 (integration by parts) with Y = (^{NM ′}_{Q3} )^{1/3}, X = T^ε(1 +^N_{QdC} ), Z = N. Note that using (3.4) we have^N_{QdC} ≫^N_{C2} ≫ T^ε. Hence this integral is very small unless

(4.13) ( NM^′ Q^3

) 1_3 ≪ N QdC T^ε ⇐⇒ M^′ ≪ T^ε N^2 d^3C^3 . The case with the x integral is essentially the same. The only difference is the presence of ^ω(T^′z/x), but this does not change the value of X, so the integration by parts argument leads to the same truncation point on N^′ as for M^′.

Note that since we may assume z ≪ NT^{−1+ε} then z = o(cdC) by (3.4), so in practice we have U(^{x−y+z}_{cdC} ) = U(^{x−y}_{cdC} ) + . . . as in (4.7), where the lower-order terms may be absorbed into the inert weight function. This means the z-integral may be easily evaluated to give ∫_∞ −∞ ^ω (T ′z x ) U (x − y + z cdC ) e (k′z c ) dz = x T^′ U (x − y cdC ) ω (xk′ cT^′ ) + . . . . We can write^x_{T ′} =^N_T ·^{2πx}_N and absorb the factor^{2πx}_N into the inert weight function. We also change variables y = x + u. Summarizing the progress so far, we have

(4.14) I = N T ∫_∞ −∞ ∫_∞ −∞ w_N (x)w_N (x + u)ω (xk′ cT^′ ) w(·) × U ( −u cdC ) e ( η_1

3((x + u)m^2_1m_2)^{1/3}) c + η_2

3(xn^2_1n_2)^{1/3} c ) dudx + . . . .

14 AGNIVA DASGUPTA, WING HONG LEUNG, AND MATTHEW P. YOUNG

Now the basic idea is that the u-integral is contained in a short enough interval that the exponential terms can be linearly approximated, though this takes some work to develop in detail. Note that 3 ((x + u)m^2_1m_2)^{1/3} c = 3 (xm^2_1m_2)^{1/3} c ( 1 + u x )_{1/3} . We then write (1 +^u_x )^{1/3} = 1 +^1_3^u_x + O(N^{−2}u^2). Since u ≪ cdC, and so using (4.12) and (4.6), this error term is of size

(xm^2_1m_2)^{1/3} c · u^2 x^2 ≪ NT^ε cdC (cdC)^2 N^2 ≪ T^εC^2 N ≪ 1. This may be absorbed into the inert weight function. Recall D = η_1(m^2_1m_2)^{1/3} + η_2(n^2_1n_2)^{1/3}. Substituting y = x + u gives that

e_c(3(η_1(ym^2_1m_2)^{1/3} + η_2(xn^2_1n_2)^{1/3})) = e_c ( 3Dx^{1/3} + η_1u

(m^2_1m_2)^{1/3} x^{2/3} ) w(·), (4.15)

where w(·) is 1-inert. Applying these approximations into I, we obtain I = N T ∫_∞ −∞ ∫_∞ −∞ e_c(3Dx^{1/3})w_N (x)w_N (x + u)ω (xk′ cT^′ )

× e_c ( η_1u

(m^2_1m_2)^{1/3} x^{2/3} ) U ( −u cdC ) w(·)dudx, up to a small error term. The u-integral returns the Fourier transform of an inert function, has size cdC, and essentially constrains M^′ according to (4.12). Finally, for the x-integral we change variables x = νt, where ν =^{cT ′}_{k′} , giving I = cdC N^2 T ∫_∞ −∞ e_c(3D(νt)^{1/3})w(·)ω(t)dt + O(T^{−2024}). □ Now we are ready to prove Proposition 4.1. We pick up with (4.10), insert (4.11), and recall the definition of D = η_1(m^2_1m_2)^{1/3} + η_2(n^2_1n_2)^{1/3} to separate these variables. Hence

S = cdC N^2 T ∑ η_1,η_2,η_3,η_4∈{±1} ∑ N^′,M^′,Q dyadic (N ′M ′ NQ^3 )_{2/3} ∫ t≍1 ∑ k^′≡h (mod c) [ ∑ n^2_1n_2≍N^′ n_1|c λ_f (n_1, n_2)

n_1n_2

S(η_4h, n_2; c/n_1)e_c ( 3η_2(n^2_1n_2νt)^{1/3} ) w(n^2_1n_2, ·) ]

× [ ∑ m^2_1m_2≍M^′ m_1|c λ_f (m_2, m_1) m_1m_2

S(η_3h, m_2; c/m_1)e_c ( 3η_1(m^2_1m_2νt)^{1/3} ) w(m^2_1m_2, ·) ] dt.

THE SECOND MOMENT OF THE GL3 STANDARD L-FUNCTION ON THE CRITICAL LINE 15

Now substituting this into (3.5) gives

I_0(T ) = ΔN T ∑ Q≪C Q dyadic ∑ d≪C/Q ∑ M^′,N^′≪^{N2}_{d3C3} T^ε M^′,N^′dyadic

(N ′M ′ NQ^3 )_{2/3} ∑ η_1,η_2,η_3,η_4∈{±1} ∫ t≍1 ∑ k^′≍^{QT}_N ∑ c≍Q (c,k^′)=1 [ ∑ n^2_1n_2≍N^′ n_1|c λ_f (n_1, n_2) n_1n_2

S(η_4k^′, n_2; c/n_1)e_c ( 3η_2(n^2_1n_2νt)^{1/3} ) w(n^2_1n_2, ·) ]

× [ ∑ m^2_1m_2≍M^′ m_1 |c λ_f (m_2, m_1) m_1m_2

S(η_3k^′, m_2; c/m_1)e_c ( 3η_1(m^2_1m_2νt)^{1/3} ) w(m^2_1m_2, ·) ] dt.

Finally, we apply the AM-GM inequality in the form | ∑ n_1,n_2 | × | ∑ m_1,m_2 | ≪ | ∑ n_1,n_2 | 2 + | ∑ m_1,m_2 |

2. By symmetry, each of these two terms leads to the same final bound. We may also reduce to the case η_2 = 1 by replacing f by f if necessary. This proves Proposition 4.1.

4.4. Simplifications. We continue from the statement of Proposition 4.1. Our goal is to present a processed form of the bound which is simplified in some aspects, and is in a more ready-made form for the upcoming steps. Define the expression J^+ = J^+(N^′) by (4.16)

J^+ = ∑ n_1 1 n^2_1 ∑ k^′≍^{QT}_N ∑ b≍^Q_{n1} (b,k^′)=1

∫ v≍1 | | | ∑ n_2≍^{N′}_{n21}

λ_f (n_1, n_2) n_2 S(ηk^′, n_2; b)e (3(Nn2_1n_2)1/3 Q v ) w(·) | | |^2dv.

We may as well define at this time the multiplicative version J^× by

(4.17) J^×(N^′) = ∑ n_1 1 n^2_1 ∑ k^′≍^{QT}_N ∑ b≍^Q_{n1} (b,k^′)=1

∫ y≍Φ | | ∑ n_2≍^{N′}_{n21}

λ_f (n_1, n_2) n_2 S(ηk^′, n_2; b)n^{iy}_2 w(·) | |^2dy.

Proposition 4.4. We have

(4.18) I_0(T ) ≪ T^ε max_{η∈{±1}} max_{Q≪C} ∑ d≪C/Q max N^′≪^{N2}_{d3C3} T^ε

N^{1/3} Q^2

(N^′)^{4/3} · J^+(N^′).

Proof. We first use Cauchy’s inequality to take the sum over n_1 (in A, in (4.2)) to the outside. We then interchange the orders of summation and change variables c = bn_1. Finally, we change variables v =^Q_c (_{νt} N )_{1/3} , which maintains an interval of size ≍ 1 (and we can overextend to an interval independent of all parameters), to give (4.18). □ Our next step is to relate J^+ and J^×, since we prefer to work with the multiplicative characters. Let Φ denote the size of the phase in (4.16), namely,

(4.19) Φ = Φ(N^′) =

(N^′N)^{1/3} Q . Proposition 4.5. Let J^+ be defined by (4.16). Suppose Φ = Φ(N^′) ≫ T^ε. Then J^+(N^′) ≪ Φ^{−1}T^ε · J^×(N^′) + O(T^{−100}).

16 AGNIVA DASGUPTA, WING HONG LEUNG, AND MATTHEW P. YOUNG

Proof. For X, n_2 > 0 let h(v, n_2, ·) = e(Xn^{1/3}_2 v)w(v, ·), where Xn^{1/3}_2 ≍ Φ ≫ T^ε. By Mellin inversion, h(v, n_2, ·) = ∫_∞ −∞ ~h(−iy, ·)(Xn^{1/3}_2 v)^{iy}w(v, ·)dy, where ~h(−iy, ·) = 1 2π ∫_∞ 0 h(t, n_2, ·)(Xn^{1/3}_2 t)^{−iy}w(t, ·) dt t . The standard integration by parts argument shows that ~h(−iy, ·) is small outside of y ≍ Φ. Moreover, the stationary phase bound implies |~h(−iy, ·)| ≪ Φ^{−1/2}. Hence for arbitrary coefficients a_n we have ∫ v≍1 | | | ∑ n_2 a_{n2} h(v, n_2, ·) | | |^2dv = ∫ v≍1 | | ∫ y≍Φ ~h(−iy, ·)(Xv)^{iy} ∑ n_2 a_{n2} n^{iy/3}_2 dy | |^2dv + O(T^{−200}‖an_2 ‖^2).

To analyze this further, first attach a smooth nonnegative weight function w(·) to the outer v-integral, and then square it out. We encounter an integral of the form ∫ v w(v)v^{iy1−iy2} dv, which localizes on |y_1 − y_2| ≪ T^ε. Hence the above expression is bounded by ∫ |y_1−y_2|≪T^ε y_1,y_2≍Φ |~h(−iy_1, ·)~h(−iy_2, ·)| | | ∑ n_2,n^′_2

a_{n2} a_n′_2 n^{iy1/3}_2 (n^′_2)^{−iy2/3} | |dy1dy2 + O(T^{−200}‖an_2 ‖^2). Next we use the AM-GM inequality and symmetry to bound this in turn by ∫ |y_1−y_2|≪T^ε y_1,y_2≍Φ (|~h(−iy_1, ·)|^2 + |~h(−iy_2, ·)|^2) | | | ∑ n_2

a_{n2} n^{iy1/3}_2 | | |^2dy1dy2 + O(T^{−200}‖an_2 ‖^2).

We use that |~h|^2 ≪ Φ^{−1}, and that the integral over the “other” variable is at most T^ε. We finally change variables y_1 → 3y_1, giving the claimed bound once we make a suitable choice of the coefficients a_{n2} . □

We have a similar result in the non-oscillatory range with Φ ≪ T^ε.

Proposition 4.6. Let J^+ be defined by (4.16). Suppose Φ = Φ(N^′) ≪ T^ε. Then J^+(N^′) ≪ T^ε · J^×_0 (N^′) + O(T^{−100}), where J^×_0 is defined by

(4.20) J^×_0 (N^′) = ∑ n_1 1 n^2_1 ∑ k^′≍^{QT}_N ∑ b≍^Q_{n1} (b,k^′)=1

| | | ∑ n_2≍^{N′}_{n21}

λ_f (n_1, n_2) n_2 S(ηk^′, n_2; b)w(·) | | |^2dy.

Proof. In this case, the exponential function is T^ε-inert, so it can be absorbed into the inert weight function. □

THE SECOND MOMENT OF THE GL3 STANDARD L-FUNCTION ON THE CRITICAL LINE 17

4.5. Reduction to norms. We define a norm

(4.21) N_1(N^′, Q, k, Y ) = max_{‖α‖=1} ∑ b≍Q (b,k)=1

∫ |y|≍Y | | ∑ n_2≍N^′ α_{n2} S(ηk, n_2; b)n^{iy}_2 | |^2dy.

Here, α_{n2} are arbitrary complex numbers and ‖α‖ = (∑ n_2 |αn2 | 2) 1_2

. We also define a version of this norm without the integral:

N_1(N^′, Q, k) = max_{‖α‖=1} ∑ b≍Q (b,k)=1 | | ∑ n_2≍N^′ α_{n2} S(ηk, n_2; b) | |^2.

We define a slight variant of N_1 by

(4.22) N (N^′, Q, k, Y ) = max_{X≥1} X · N_1 ( N ′ X^2 , Q X , k, Y ) , and similarly

(4.23) N (N^′, Q, k) = max_{X≥1} X · N_1 ( N ′ X^2 , Q X , k ) . Lemma 4.7. Let Φ be as in (4.19). If Φ ≫ T^ε, then

J^×(N^′) ≪ T^ε N^′ ∑ k^′≍^{QT}_N N (N^′, Q, k^′, Φ). If Φ ≪ T^ε, then J^×_0 (N^′) ≪ T^ε N^′ ∑ k^′≍^{QT}_N N (N^′, Q, k^′). Proof. The proof for Φ ≪ T^ε is easier, and the details are nearly identical, so we focus on Φ ≫ T^ε. By the definitions of J^× and N_1, we have

J^×(N^′) ≪ ∑ n_1 1 n^2_1 ∑ k^′≍^{QT}_N N_1 (N ′ n^2_1 , Q n_1 , k^′, Φ ) · ∑ n_2≍^{N′}_{n21}

|λ_f (n_1, n_2)|^2 n^2 .

Writing this with the norm N , we have

J^×(N^′) ≪ ∑ k^′≍^{QT}_N N (N^′, Q, k^′, Φ) · ∑ n^2_1n_2≍N^′

|λ_f (n_1, n_2)|^2

n^3_1n^2 . Using Lemma 2.7 completes the proof. □ Now we finally link the long second moment of interest with the norm N with the following.

Proposition 4.8. We have

(4.24) ∫_{2T} T |L(f, 1/2 + it)|^2dt ≪ T^ε max_{η4∈{±1}} ∑ d max Q≪C/d N^′≪^{N2T ε}_{d3C3} ∑ k^′≍^{QT}_N ( 1 Q N (N^′, Q, k^′, Φ(N^′))

+ 1 Q δ(Φ(N^′) ≪ T^ε)N (N^′, Q, k^′) ) .

18 AGNIVA DASGUPTA, WING HONG LEUNG, AND MATTHEW P. YOUNG

Proof. Recall Proposition 4.4 for the bound on the long second moment in terms of the quantity J^+. Propositions 4.5 and 4.6 translate it to J^×. Then Lemma 4.7 bounds J^× in terms of the norm N . Chaining these results together gives that the second moment is (essentially) bounded from above via

I_0(T ) ≪ T^ε max_{η∈{±1}} ∑ d max Q≪C/d N^′≪^{N2T ε}_{d3C3} N^{1/3} Q^2

(N^′)^{1/3}

× ∑ k^′≍^{QT}_N ( Φ^{−1}N (N^′, Q, k^′, Φ) + δ(Φ ≪ T^ε)N (N^′, Q, k^′) ) ,

where recall from (4.19) that Φ =^{(N ′N)1/3}_Q . Note that N ( N ′2 NQ^3 )_{2/3} 1 ΦN^′ ≍ Q^{−1}. Hence this bound simplifies as stated in the proposition. □

4.6. Variant norm and the large sieve. Define the following variant norm

N_2(N^′, Q, K, Y ) = max_{‖α‖=1} ∑ |k|≍K ∑ b≍Q (b,k)=1

∫ y≍Y | | | ∑ n_2≍N^′ α_{n2} S(ηk, n_2; b)n^{iy}_2 | | |^2dy.

One can similarly define a norm without the integral, and also define the variant N_3(N^′, Q, K, Y ) = max_{X≥1} X·N_2(N^′/X^2, Q/X, K, Y ), etc. Then we could just as well replace ∑ k^′ N (N ′, Q, k^′, Φ) in the right hand side of (4.24) with N (N^′, Q, K, Φ) with K = QT/N. Our motivation for studying N_1 in place of N_2 was justified at the end of Section 1.3.

To help gauge the depth of our forthcoming methods, we record here a straightforward bound on N_2 following from the large sieve inequality.

Lemma 4.9. Suppose K ≪ Q. Then

(4.25) N_2(N^′, Q, K, Y ) ≪ Q(Q^2Y + N^′).

The same bound holds for N_3(N^′, Q, K, Y ).

Proof. Since K ≪ Q, we can extend the sum over k to a complete period modulo b, and also drop the condition that k is coprime to b. Then ∑ k≍K (k,b)=1 | | | ∑ n α_nS(ηk, n; b)n^{iy} | | |^2 ≪ ∑ k (mod b) | | | ∑ n α_nS(ηk, n; b)n^{iy} | | |^2.

We have from orthogonality of characters that ∑ k (mod b) S(ηk, n; b)S(ηk, n^′; b) = b ∑_∗ t (mod b) e_b((n − n^′)t). Hence N_2(N^′, Q, K, Y ) ≪ max_{‖α‖=1} ∑ b≍Q b ∑_∗ t (mod b) ∫ y≍Y | | | ∑ n_2≍N^′ α_{n2} e_b(n_2t)n^{iy}_2 | | |^2dy. The proof of (4.25) is completed using the hybrid large sieve inequality. □

THE SECOND MOMENT OF THE GL3 STANDARD L-FUNCTION ON THE CRITICAL LINE 19

Next we briefly check what Lemma 4.9 implies for the long second moment. Ignoring minor technical details, we should obtain the bound ∫_{2T} T |L(f, 1/2 + it)|^2dt ≪ T^ε(Q^2Φ + N^′) ≪ T^ε ( N + N^2 C^3 ) . The term N is the problem, as it only leads to a bound of the same quality as the mean value theorem for Dirichlet polynomials (as in (3.1)). For what it is worth, the other term N^2/C^3 would be acceptable for Theorem 1.1.

4.7. Norm bound and deduction of Theorem 1.1. The following theorem gives an improved estimate compared to Lemma 4.9.

Theorem 4.10. Suppose k ≪ Q. Let rad(k) = ∏ p|k prime

p. Then

(4.26) N (N^′, Q, k, Y ) ≪ T^εQ ( N^′ + kQ^2Y^2 √ rad(k)N^′ + Q √ N^′ rad(k) ) . In addition, N (N^′, Q, k) ≪ T^εQ ( N^′ + kQ^2 √ rad(k)N^′ + Q √ N^′ rad(k) ) . We will prove Theorem 4.10 in Section 5. Taking Theorem 4.10 for granted, we now complete the proof of Theorem 1.1. Applying the estimates from Theorem 4.10 into (4.24) and using Lemma 2.10, we obtain

(4.27) I_0(T ) ≪ T^ε max_{η∈{±1}} ∑ d max Q≪C/d N^′≪^{N2T ε}_{d3C3} ∑ k^′≍^{QT}_N ( N^′ + k^′ √ rad(k^′)

Q^2Φ^2 √ N^′ + Q √ N^′ rad(k^′) )

≪ T^ε ( NT C^2 + CT^{3/2} √ N + √ NT ) . We make the optimal choice C = N^{1/2}T^{−1/6} (which is consistent with (3.4)) to give ∫_{2T} T |L(f, 1/2 + it)|^2dt ≪ T^ε ( T^{4/3} + √ NT ) . Note the latter term is relatively smaller, taking the form √ NT ≪ T^{5/4+ε}. 5. Bounding the norm: proof of Theorem 4.10

This section is devoted to proving Theorem 4.10.

5.1. Duality. Our approach to estimate N_1 is to use duality. The dual definition of N_1 is

(5.1) N_1(N^′, Q, k, Y ) = max_{‖β‖=1} ∑ n_2≍N^′ | | ∑ b≍Q ∫ y≍Y β(b, y)S(ηk, n_2; b)n^{iy}_2 dy | |^2.

Notice that β may depend on k and for convenience we assume that β(b, y) is supported on integers with (b, k) = 1. We also assume η = 1, since the analysis of N_1 from η = −1 is essentially the same.

20 AGNIVA DASGUPTA, WING HONG LEUNG, AND MATTHEW P. YOUNG

5.2. Poisson summation. We derive a bound on N_1 using Poisson summation. Opening the square we obtain N_1(N^′, Q, k, Y ) ≪ max_{‖β‖=1} ∑ b_1,b_2 ∫ y_1,y_2

β(b_1, y_1)β(b_2, y_2) · S(·)dy_1dy_2,

where S = S(·) = S(b_1, b_2, k, y_1, y_2) is given by S = ∑ n_2

w_N ′ (n_2)S(k, n_2; b_1)S(k, n_2; b_2)n^{iy1−iy2}_2 .

Applying Poisson summation modulo b_1b_2 to S gives S = ∑ n^{′′}∈Z ^S · ^I, where (5.2) ^S = ^S(b_1, b_2, k, n^{′′}) = 1 b_1b_2 ∑ x (mod b_1b_2) S(k, x; b_1)S(k, x; b_2)e_{b1b2} (xn^{′′}), and ^I = ∫_∞ −∞ e ( (y_1 − y_2) 2π log x − xn^{′′} b_1b_2 ) w_N ′ (x)dx = (N^′)^{1+iy1−iy2} ∫_∞ −∞ e ( (y_1 − y_2) 2π log x − xn^{′′}N^′ b_1b_2 ) w_N ′ (N^′x)dx. Let N_1 ≤ N^{(0)}_1 + ∑ ± |N^±_1 |, where N^{(0)}_1 consists of the term n^{′′} = 0, and where N^±_1 consists of the terms with ±n^{′′} > 0. We will treat N^{(0)}_1 and N^+_1 , since N^−_1 is similar to the latter case.

It is convenient to apply a (partial) dyadic partition of unity of the form 1 = ∑ U ω ( y_1 − y_2 U ) = ∑ Y^ε≪U≪Y ω ( y_1 − y_2 U ) + ω_0 ( y_1 − y_2 Y^ε ) , where ω_0 is some fixed smooth function supported on [−1, 1]. Let ^I(U) and ^I(1) be the portion of ^I with |y_1 − y_2| ≍ U and |y_1 − y_2| ≪ Y^ε respectively. Integration by parts shows ^I(U) and ^I(1) are very small except for

(5.3) n^{′′} ≪ N^{′′} :=

Q^2 N^′ (Y^ε + U).

In addition, we have the essentially best-possible bound of ^I(1) ≪ N^′. On the other hand for U ≫ Y^ε, and n^{′′} > 0 (as required in N^+_1 ) by Proposition 2.3 (stationary phase) we have

(5.4) ^I(U) = N^′ √ U (b_1b_2(y_1 − y_2) 2πen^{′′} )_{i(y1−y2)} w(·) + O(T^{−2024}),

for some inert function w supported on y_1 − y_2 ≍ U and

(5.5) n^{′′} ≍

Q^2U N^′ .

THE SECOND MOMENT OF THE GL3 STANDARD L-FUNCTION ON THE CRITICAL LINE 21

The trickier part is to evaluate ^S. As a partial evaluation, we have the following. Lemma 5.1. Suppose b_1 = g_1b^′_1 and b_2 = g_2b^′_2 where (b^′_1b^′_2, g_1g_2) = (b^′_1, b^′_2) = 1, and g_1 and g_2 share all the same prime factors. Let g_0 =^{g1g2}_{(g1,g2)} and let g^′_i =^{gi}_{(g1,g2)} . Then ^S = 0 unless (g_1, g_2)|n^{′′}. Also, ^S = 0 unless (n^{′′}, b^′_1b^′_2) = 1. If n^{′′} = (g_1, g_2)m, then ^S is given by (5.6) ^S = e_b′_1 (−b^′_2g^′_2g_1mk)e_b′_2 (−b^′_1g^′_1g_2mk) ∑_∗ t_1 (mod g_1) ∑_∗ t_2 (mod g_2) g^′_2t_1+g^′_1t_2+m≡0 (mod g_0)

e_{g1} ((b^′_2b^′_1)t_1k)e_{g2} ((b^′_1b^′_2)t_2k).

In subsequent developments, we will write g_1 ∼ g_2 to mean that g_1 and g_2 share all the same prime factors.

Proof. Opening the definitions of the Kloosterman sums in (5.2) and summing over x using orthogonality of characters, we obtain ^S = ∑_∗ t_1 (mod b_1) ∑_∗ t_2 (mod b_2) b_2t_1+b_1t_2+n^{′′}≡0 (mod b_1b_2)

e_{b1} (t_1k)e_{b2} (t_2k).

By the Chinese remainder theorem, the linear congruence is equivalent to a system of congruences of moduli b^′_1, b^′_2, and g_1g_2. Modulo b^′_1, it simplifies to read b_2t_1 + n^{′′} ≡ 0 (mod b^′_1), i.e., t_1 ≡ −b_2n^{′′} (mod b^′_1). Similarly, we obtain t_2 ≡ −b_1n^{′′} (mod b^′_2). Note that there are no solutions to these congruences unless (n^{′′}, b^′_1b^′_2) = 1. Hence

^S = e_{b′1} (−b^′_2g_2g_1n′′k)e_{b′2} (−b^′_1g_1g_2n′′k) ∑_∗ t_1 (mod g_1) ∑_∗ t_2 (mod g_2) b^′_2g_2t_1+b^′_1g_1t_2+n^{′′}≡0 (mod g_1g_2)

e_{g1} (b^′_1t_1k)e_{g2} (b^′_2t_2k).

In addition, we note that the congruence implies (g_1, g_2)|n^{′′}. Letting m =^{n′′}_{(g1,g2)} we get e_b′_1 (−b^′_2g_2g_1n^{′′}k) = e_b′_1 (−b^′_2g^′_2g_1mk), and a similar equation holds for the other exponential factor, of modulus b^′_2. For the remaining sum, we change variables t_1 → (b^′_2)^{−1}t_1 and t_2 → (b^′_1)^{−1}t_2. The congruence is then equivalent to g^′_2t_1 + g^′_1t_2 + m ≡ 0 (mod g_0). This gives the result. □

5.3. The diagonal term. Lemma 5.2. We have N^{(0)}_1 (N^′, Q, k, Y ) ≪ QN^′Y^ε.

Proof. From Lemma 5.1 we have that n^{′′} = 0 implies that b^′_1 = b^′_2 = 1. The congruence g^′_2t_1 + g^′_1t_2 ≡ 0 (mod g_0) then implies that g_1 = g_2, since (t_1, g_1) = (t_2, g_2) = 1. Then ^S(g, g, k, 0) = S(0, 0; g) = ϕ(g) ≪ Q. From the earlier discussion on ^I we may assume |y_1 − y_2| ≪ Y^ε. Hence the contribution to N_1 from n^{′′} = 0 is bounded by

QN^′ max_{‖β‖=1} ∑ g ∫ |y_1−y_2|≪Y^ε β(g, y_1)β(g, y_2)dy_1dy_2.

22 AGNIVA DASGUPTA, WING HONG LEUNG, AND MATTHEW P. YOUNG

A simple use of the AM-GM inequality bounds this in turn by

QN^′Y^ε max_{‖β‖=1} ∑ g ∫ y |β(g, y)|^2dy = QN^′Y^ε. □ 5.4. Reciprocity. Suppose m ≥ 1 and k ≥ 1. Applying reciprocity gives

e_b′_1 (−b^′_2g^′_2g_1mk)e_b′_2 (−b^′_1g^′_1g_2mk) = e_{g1mk}(b^′_2b^′_1g^′_2)e_{g2mk}(b^′_1b^′_2g^′_1)e ( −b′_2g′_2 b^′_1g_1mk ) e ( −b′_1g′_1 b^′_2g_2mk ) . Note the argument of one of the above exponential factors satisfies b^′_2g^′_2 b^′_1g_1mk = b_2 b_1n^{′′}k ≍ 1 n^{′′}k ≪ 1, and a similar bound holds for the other factor. Hence these correction factors may be absorbed into the inert weight function. For x ∈ Z with gcd(x, g_1g_2km) = 1, let G(x, g_1, g_2, k, m) = e_{g1mk}(xg^′_2)e_{g2mk}(xg^′_1) ∑_∗ t_1 (mod g_1) ∑_∗ t_2 (mod g_2) g^′_2t_1+g^′_1t_2+m≡0 (mod g_0)

e_{g1} (xt_1k)e_{g2} (xt_2k).

Then, (mixing some notation), we have ^S(b_1, b_2, k, n^{′′}) = G(b^′_1b′_2, g_1, g_2, k, m) · w(·). More generally, for A_1, A_2 ∈ Z with (A_1, g_1km) = (A_2, g_2km) = 1, we define (5.7) G(x, g_1, g_2, k, m, A_1, A_2) = e_{g1mk}(xg^′_2A_1)e_{g2mk}(xg^′_1A_2) ∑_∗ t_1 (mod g_1) ∑_∗ t_2 (mod g_2) g^′_2t_1+g^′_1t_2+m≡0 (mod g_0)

e_{g1} (xt_1kA_1)e_{g2} (xt_2kA_2).

Then G(x, g_1, g_2, k, m) = G(x, g_1, g_2, k, m, 1, 1).

Summarizing the developments so far, we have

(5.8) N^+_1 (N^′, Q, k, Y ) ≪ max_{‖β‖=1} max_{1≪U≪Y} N^′ √ U | | | ∑ g_1,g_2 g_1∼g_2 ∑ (b^′_1,b^′_2)=1 (b^′_1 b^′_2,g_1g_2)=1 (b^′_1 b^′_2g_1g_2,k)=1)

∑ m>0 ∫ y_1,y_2

β(b^′_1g_1, y_1)β(b^′_2g_2, y_2)

G(b^′_1b^′_2, g_1, g_2, k, m)

(g_1b′_1g_2b′_2(y_1 − y_2) (g_1, g_2)m · 2πe )_{i(y1−y2)} ω_U (y_1 − y_2)w(·)dy_1dy_2 | | |. Here ω_U (x) = ω(x/U) for U ≫ Y^ε and w is some T^ε-inert function as before. 5.5. Character sum bounds.

Lemma 5.3. Suppose for i = 1, 2, g_i = g^{(1)}_i g^{(2)}_i , g^{′(1)}_i = g^{(1)}_i /(g^{(1)}_1 , g^{(1)}_2 ), g^{′(2)}_i = g^{(2)}_i /(g^{(2)}_1 , g^{(2)}_2 ), k = k^{(1)}k^{(2)}, and m = m^{(1)}m^{(2)}. For i = 1, 2, let q^{(i)} = g^{(i)}_1 g^{(i)}_2 k^{(i)}m^{(i)}, and suppose (q^{(1)}, q^{(2)}) = 1. Let A^{(1)}_1 = A_1 · (g^′_2)^{(2)}g^{(2)}_1 m^{(2)}k^{(2)}, A^{(1)}_2 = A_2 · (g^′_1)^{(2)}g^{(2)}_2 m^{(2)}k^{(2)}, A^{(2)}_1 = A_1 · (g^′_2)^{(1)}g^{(1)}_1 m^{(1)}k^{(1)}, and A^{(2)}_2 = A_2 · (g^′_1)^{(1)}g^{(1)}_2 m^{(1)}k^{(1)}. Then

G(x, g_1, g_2, k, m, A_1, A_2) = 2∏ i=1 G(x, g^{(i)}_1 , g^{(i)}_2 , k^{(i)}, m^{(i)}, A^{(i)}_1 , A^{(i)}_2 ).

THE SECOND MOMENT OF THE GL3 STANDARD L-FUNCTION ON THE CRITICAL LINE 23

Proof. This follows from the Chinese remainder theorem, though some points are worth discussing. For the additive character aspect, we have that the (1)-part of e_{g1mk}(xg^′_2A_1) equals

e_g(1)_{1 m(1)k(1)} (xg^′_2g^{(2)}_1 m^{(2)}k^{(2)}A_1) = e_g(1)_{1 m(1)k(1)} (x(g^′_2)^{(1)} · (g^′_2)^{(2)}g^{(2)}_1 m^{(2)}k^{(2)}A_1

A^{(1)}_1 ).

The other parts of these additive character components are similar.

The sum over t_1 and t_2 modulo g_1 and g_2 factors by the CRT. Let g^{(1)}_0 =^{g(1)1 g(1)2}_{(g(1)1 ,g(1)2 )} , and let

F^{(1)}(t_1, t_2) = (g^′_2)^{(1)}(g^′_2)^{(2)}t_1 + (g^′_1)^{(1)}(g^′_1)^{(2)}t_2 + m^{(1)}m^{(2)}. Then, the (1)-part of the sum takes the form ∑_∗ t_1 (mod g^{(1)}_1 ) ∑_∗ t_2 (mod g^{(1)}_2 ) F^{(1)}(t_1 ,t_2)≡0 (mod g^{(1)}_0 )

e_g(1)_1 (xg^{(2)}_1 t_1k^{(1)}k^{(2)}A_1)e_g(1)_2 (xg^{(2)}_2 t_2k^{(1)}k^{(2)}A_2).

Changing variables t_1 → (g^′_2)^{(2)}m^{(2)}t_1 and t_2 → (g^′_1)^{(2)}m^{(2)}t_2 shows that the sum has the claimed format, which completes the proof. □ Next we change basis to multiplicative functions. With q = q^{(1)}q^{(2)} as in Lemma 5.3, we have that G(x, ·) is a periodic function in x modulo q, with gcd(x, q) = 1. Then by multiplicative Fourier inversion, we have (5.9) G(x, ·) = ∑ χ (mod q) ^G(χ, ·)χ(x), where (5.10) ^G(χ, ·) = ^G(χ, g_1, g_2, k, m, A_1, A_2) = 1 φ(q) ∑ y (mod q) G(y, g_1, g_2, k, m, A_1, A_2)χ(y). Then we define (5.11) H(χ, g_1, g_2, k, m) = max_{Ai} | ^G(χ, g_1, g_2, k, m, A_1, A_2)|, where the maximum is over integers A_i, coprime to g_ikm. Now the twisted multiplicativity of G from Lemma 5.3 implies that H is multiplicative. That is, if we write χ = χ^{(1)}χ^{(2)} with χ^{(i)} modulo q^{(i)} then H(χ, g_1, g_2, k, m) = 2∏ i=1 H(χ^{(i)}, g^{(i)}_1 , g^{(i)}_2 , k^{(i)}, m^{(i)}).

Hence to bound H, it suffices to consider one prime at a time.

We record some assumptions that we may impose in our analysis: (g_1g_2, k) = 1, and g_1 ∼ g_2.

Lemma 5.4. Let notation and conditions be as above. Suppose p is a prime and write the variables additively, replacing g_1 by p^{γ1} , etc. Write e(χ) for the conductor exponent of χ.

(1) Suppose that γ_1 ≠ γ_2 > 0. Then H(χ, p^{γ1} , p^{γ2} , 1, p^μ) = 0 unless μ = 0 and χ is trivial, in which case H(χ_0, p^{γ1} , p^{γ2} , 1, 1) ≤ 2p^{min(γ1,γ2)/2}.

(2) Suppose that γ_1 = γ_2 = γ > 0. Then H(χ, p^γ , p^γ , 1, p^μ) = 0 unless e(χ) ≤ μ + 1.

24 AGNIVA DASGUPTA, WING HONG LEUNG, AND MATTHEW P. YOUNG

(a) Additionally if e(χ) ≤ μ, then H(χ, p^γ, p^γ , 1, p^μ) ≤ 4p^{γ−μ}2 . (b) If e(χ) = μ + 1, and γ > 1, then H(χ, p^γ , p^γ , 1, p^μ) ≤ 4^p γ−μ 2 p−1 . (3) If γ_1 = γ_2 = 1, and e(χ) = μ + 1, we have H(χ, p, p, 1, p^μ) ≤ 2^{p 12}_{p−1} . (4) In all the remaining cases we have γ_1 = γ_2 = 0 and H(χ, 1, 1, p^κ, p^μ) ≪ p^{−1/2}.

Proof. For convenience we work with multiplicative notation, but keeping the assumption that all variables are powers of p. We have by the definitions (5.10) and (5.7) that ^G(χ, g_1, g_2, k, m, A_1, A_2) equals

(5.12) 1 φ(q) ∑_∗ t_1 (mod g_1) ∑_∗ t_2 (mod g_2) g^′_2t_1+g^′_1t_2+m≡0 (mod g_0) ∑ y (mod q)

χ(y)e_{g1mk}(yA_1(g^′_2+mkt_1k))e_{g2mk}(yA_2(g^′_1+mkt_2k))).

In the above k is the multiplicative inverse of k modulo g_1g_2.

By symmetry, say g_2|g_1, so that g^′_2 = 1, g^′_1 =^{g1}_{g2} , and g_0 = g_1. The congruence in the sum implies g^′_1t_2 + m is coprime to p. Hence if p|g^′_1 then p ∤ m, and similarly if p|m then p ∤ g^′_1 (that is, g^′_1 = 1). Therefore, we may assume (g^′_1 + mkkt_2, p) = 1. We will then change variables y → y(g^′_1 + mkkt_2)^{−1}. To aid in the resulting simplification, note that, using the congruence t_1 + g^′_1t_2 + m ≡ 0 (mod g_1) implies

(1 + mkt_1k)(g^′_1 + mkt_2k) ≡ g^′_1 + mkkt_1t_2(t_1 + g^′_1t_2 + mkk) ≡ g^′_1 (mod g_1mk).

Hence (5.12) simplifies as

(5.13) 1 φ(g_1mk) ∑_∗ t_1 (mod g_1) ∑_∗ t_2 (mod g_2) t_1+g^′_1t_2+m≡0 (mod g_0)

χ(g^′_1 + mkkt_2) ∑ y (mod g_1mk) χ(y)e_{g1mk}(yA_1g^′_1)e_{g2mk}(yA_2).

Case (1). In this case, κ = 0 (k = 1) and p|g^′_1. The congruence in (5.13) implies that the sum vanishes unless μ = 0. Hence (5.13) simplifies as ( ∑_∗ t_1 (mod g_1) ∑_∗ t_2 (mod g_2) t_1+g^′_1t_2+1≡0 (mod g_1)

χ(g^′_1 + t_2) )( 1 φ(g_1) ∑ y (mod g_1)

χ(y)e_{g1} (yA_1g^′_1)e_{g2} (yA_2) ) .

Note the factorization on display. For each t_2, the congruence uniquely determines t_1. Hence the sum over t_1 and t_2 in parentheses simplifies as ∑_∗ t_2 (mod g_2)

χ(g^′_1 + t_2) = ∑ t_2 (mod g_2)

χ(g^′_1 + t_2) = ∑ t_2 (mod g_2)

χ(t_2),

where we used that p|g^′_1 to relax the condition that t_2 is coprime to g_2. Now the sum over t_2 vanishes unless χ is trivial. Next observe g^′_1/g_1 = 1/g_2, so the sum over y is seen as a Kloosterman sum repeated g_1/g_2 times, giving

^G(χ_0, g_1, g_2, 1, 1, A_1, A_2) = S(A_1, A_2, g_2).

The Weil bound finishes this case.

THE SECOND MOMENT OF THE GL3 STANDARD L-FUNCTION ON THE CRITICAL LINE 25

Case (2). Here g^′_1 = g^′_2 = 1, and again k = 1. Then (5.13) simplifies as ( ∑_∗ t_1 (mod g) ∑_∗ t_2 (mod g) t_1+t_2+m≡0 (mod g)

χ(1 + mt_1) )( 1 φ(gm) ∑ y (mod gm) χ(y)e_{gm}(yA_1)e_{gm}(yA_2) ) .

Given any t_1 coprime to g, there is a unique t_2 (coprime to g) solving the congruence. Hence the sum over t_1 and t_2 simplifies as ∑_∗ t_1 (mod g)

χ(1 + mt_1) = ∑_∗ t_1 (mod g)

χ(1 + mt_1).

Now we switch temporarily to additive notation. This sum over t_1 becomes

(5.14) ∑ t (mod p^γ )

χ(1 + p^μt) − ∑ t (mod p^{γ−1})

χ(1 + p^{μ+1}t).

If μ > 0, (5.14) simplifies as p^γ δ_{e(χ)≤μ} − p^{γ−1}δ_{e(χ)≤μ+1}. If μ = 0, then instead (5.14) evaluates to (p^γ − p^{γ−1})δ_{e(χ)=0} − p^{γ−1}δ_{e(χ)≤1}. Hence if e(χ) > μ + 1 we have H(χ, p^γ , p^γ , 1, p^μ) = 0. Overall, the sum in (5.14) is bounded by 0, e(χ) > μ + 1 p^{γ−1}, e(χ) = μ + 1 φ(p^γ ), e(χ) ≤ μ. Case 2(a). If e(χ) ≤ μ, | ^G(χ, ·)| ≤ p^{−μ}|S_χ(A_1, A_2; p^{γ+μ})|. Note that as γ > 0 and e(χ) ≤ μ, we have cond(χ) ≤ p^{γ+μ−1}. Now, if γ + μ ≥ 2, we can use Lemma 2.9 (2) and (4) to get the required bound. Otherwise we must have γ = 1, μ = 0, in which case the bound in Lemma 2.9 (1) suffices. This proves the case 2(a).

If e(χ) = μ + 1 , (5.15) | ^G(χ, ·)| ≤ p^{−μ} (p − 1)

|S_χ(A_1, A_2; p^{γ+μ})|.

Case 2(b). Once again we use Lemma 2.9 (2) and (4) to get the required bounds on (5.15) (when γ > 1).

Case (3). We use Lemma 2.9 (3) to bound (5.15) when γ = 1. Case (4). We have directly from the definition (5.12) that ^G(χ, ·) = p^{−μ−κ} 1 − p^{−1} S_χ(A_1, A_2; p^{μ+κ}).

By Lemma 2.9 (3), the proof is complete. □

Remark 5.5. We note that for the proof of Lemma 5.4, we used square root cancellation of the twisted Kloosterman sum in cases 1, 2(a), 2(b), and a (possibly smaller) saving of √ p in cases (3) and (4). This distinction will be used to split primes in the next section.

26 AGNIVA DASGUPTA, WING HONG LEUNG, AND MATTHEW P. YOUNG

5.6. Final steps. We pick up from (5.8) and apply (5.9), giving

N^+_1 (N^′, Q, k, Y ) ≪ max_{‖β‖=1} max_{1≪U≪Y} | | | N^′ √ U ∑ g_1∼g_2 ∑ (b^′_1,b^′_2)=1 (b^′_1b^′_2,g_1g_2)=1 (b^′_1b^′_2g_1g_2,k)=1)

∑ m>0 ∫ y_1,y_2

β(b^′_1g_1, y_1)β(b^′_2g_2, y_2)

∑ χ (mod g_1g_2mk) ^G(χ, g_1, g_2, k, m) (g_1b′_1g_2b′_2(y_1 − y_2)

2πe(g_1, g_2)m )_{i(y1−y2)} χ(b^′_1b^′_2)ω_U (y_1 − y_2)w(·)dy_1dy_2 | | |. Now we apply Möbius inversion to remove the condition (b^′_1, b^′_2) = 1, rearrange, and use | ^G(χ, ·)| ≤ H(χ, ·), giving (5.16) N^+_1 (N^′, Q, k, Y ) ≪ max_{‖β‖=1} max_{1≪U≪Y} N^′ √ U ∑ g_1∼g_2 ∑ (a,g_1g_2k)=1 × ∫ y_1,y_2

ω_U (y_1 − y_2) ∑ m>0 ∑ χ (mod g_1g_2mk) H(χ, g_1, g_2, k, m) · |C_1| · |C_2|dy_1dy_2, where C_1 = ∑ (b^′_1,g_1g_2k)=1

β(ab^′_1g_1, y_1)(b^′_1)^{i(y1−y2)}χ(b^′_1), and C_2 = ∑ (b^′_2,g_1g_2k)=1

β(ab^′_2g_2, y_2)(b^′_2)^{i(y1−y2)}χ(b^′_2).

In order to simplify this expression, we need bounds on H, which are recorded locally (primeby-prime) in Lemma 5.4. We enumerate the types of primes as follows:

I. (a) γ_1 ≠ γ_2 ≥ 1, (hence necessarily μ = 0, χ = χ_0),

(b) γ_1 = γ_2 = γ ≥ 1, e(χ) ≤ μ, II. γ_1 = γ_2 = γ > 1, e(χ) = μ + 1, III. (a) γ_1 = γ_2 = 1, e(χ) = μ + 1,

(b) γ_1 = γ_2 = 0, κ ≥ 0, μ ≥ 0.

Lemma 5.4 implies that every prime may be assumed to fall into Type I, II or III. For example, a case not appearing in the list is γ_1 = γ_2 ≥ 2, μ = 0, e(χ) ≥ 2, but this case has H = 0. Note that Type I and II correspond to cases (1) and (2) in Lemma 5.4.

Next we factor each of the variables g_1, g_2, and m according to the types of primes. That is, we write g_1 =

∏_3 i=1 g_{1,i}, g_2 =

∏_3 i=1 g_{2,i}, and m =

∏_3 i=1 m_i, where the i-th factor corresponds to the product of primes of type i from the above list. Observe k would equal k_3 so there was no need to factor it. We correspondingly factor χ =

∏_3

i=1 χ_i. Next we record information about H in these cases, which is simply translating the bounds from Lemma 5.4 into the above (global) notation. Below we use the definition rad(x) = ∏ p|x prime p.

I. cond(χ_1) | m_1, and H(χ_1, g_{1,1}, g_{2,1}, 1, m_1) ≪ √_{(g1,1,g2,1)} m_1 ((g1,1, g2,1)m1) ε. II. g_{1,2} = g_{2,2} squarefull, cond(χ_2) = m_2 · rad(g_{1,2}), and

H(χ_2, g_{1,2}, g_{1,2}, 1, m_2) ≪ 1 rad(g_{1,2}) √ g_{1,2} m_2

(g_{1,2}m_2)^ε.

THE SECOND MOMENT OF THE GL3 STANDARD L-FUNCTION ON THE CRITICAL LINE 27

III. g_{1,3} = g_{2,3} =: g_3 squarefree, cond(χ_3) | m_3g_3k, (g_3, k) = 1 and

H(χ_3, g_3, g_3, k, m_3) ≪ rad(m_3g_3k)^{−1/2+ε}.

We return to (5.16), with these factorizations. By the AM-GM inequality, we have

N^+_1 (N^′, Q, k, Y ) ≪ max_{‖β‖=1} max_{1≪U≪Y} N^′ √ U ∑ g_1∼g_2 ∑ (a,g_1g_2k)=1 × ∫ y_1,y_2

ω_U (y_1 − y_2) ∑ m>0 ∑ χ (mod g_1g_2mk) ∑ (factorizations) H(χ, g_1, g_2, k, m) · |C_1|^2dy_1dy_2.

A priori, the term |C_1|^2 should be replaced by |C_1|^2 + |C_2|^2, but the symmetry between C_1 and C_2 shows that their contributions are the same.

As a small simplification, we argue that it suffices to estimate the terms with g_{1,2} = g_{2,2} = m_2 = 1, i.e., where there are no primes of type II. At such a prime, the size of H is p^{−1} times its size at a prime of type I, so there is a relative savings by this factor of p. The set of characters of conductor p^{μ+1} may be covered by p cosets of the subgroup of characters of modulus p^μ. We can take this sum over coset representatives to the outside, and absorb them into the definition of the coefficient β. The net result is that the bound we get from primes of type II is no worse than the bound from primes of type I.

It is very awkward to write all the conditions that define the types of primes, so we will not write them inside the summation signs, and instead keep it implicit that the subscripts on the variables indicate the types of primes with which they correspond.

We observe that with the above factorizations, we have H(χ, g_1, g_2, k, m) ≪ (Qk)^ε √ (g_{1,1}, g_{2,1}) m_1rad(m_3g_3k) = (Qk)^ε √ (g_1, g_2) m_1g_3rad(m_3g_3k) . Applying these bounds and simplifications, and changing variables y_2 → y_1 + v, we have

N^+_1 (N^′, Q, k, Y ) ≪ (QkY )^ε max_{‖β‖=1} max_{1≪U≪Y} N^′ √ U ∑ g_1∼g_2 ∑ (a,g_1g_2k)=1 ∫ y_1 ∑ m_1m_3≍^{N′′}_{(g1,g2)} ∑ χ_1χ_3 (mod m_1m_3g_3k) √ (g_1, g_2) m_1g_3rad(g_3m_3k) ∫ |v|≪Y^ε or |v|≍U | | | ∑ (b^′_1,g_1g_2)=1

β(ab^′_1g_1, y_1)(b^′_1)^{−iv}χ(b^′_1) | | |^2dvdy1.

By the large sieve (Lemma 2.8) with d = m_1m_3g_3k we obtain

N^+_1 (N^′, Q, k, Y ) ≪ (QkY )^ε max_{‖β‖=1} max_{1≪U≪Y} N^′ √ U ∑ g_1∼g_2 ∑ (a,g_1g_2k)=1 ∫ y_1 ∑ m_1m_3≍^{N′′}_{(g1,g2)} √ (g_1, g_2) m_1g_3rad(g_3m_3k) ( m_1m_3g_3kU + Q ag_1 ) ∑ b^′_1

|β(ab^′_1g_1, y_1)|^2dy_1.

28 AGNIVA DASGUPTA, WING HONG LEUNG, AND MATTHEW P. YOUNG

Estimating the m_1, m_3-sum using Lemma 2.10, we obtain

N^+_1 (N^′, Q, k, Y ) ≪ (QkY )^ε max_{1≪U≪Y} N^′ √ U ∑ g_1∼g_2 ∑ (a,g_1g_2k)=1

rad(k)^{−1/2} ( kU(N^{′′})^{3/2} + Q √ N^{′′} a ) ∫ y_1 ∑ b^′_1

|β(ab^′_1g_1, y_1)|^2dy_1.

Finally we turn to g_2. Given g_1, the number of g_2 is O(Q^ε), uniformly in g_1. We can then absorb the sums over g_1 and a, as well as the integral over y_1, into β, which is assumed to have norm 1. Hence

N^+_1 (N^′, Q, k, Y ) ≪ (QkY )^ε max_{U≪Y} N^′ √ rad(k)U

(kU(N^{′′})^{3/2} + Q √ N^{′′}). Inserting N^{′′} =^{Q2}_{N ′} (Y^ε + U), we conclude that

N^+_1 (N^′, Q, k, Y ) ≪ T^ε ( kQ^3Y^2 √ rad(k)N^′

+ Q^2 √ N^′ rad(k) ) . The same bound holds for N^−_1 (N^′, Q, k, Y ). Using Lemma 5.2, we then have

(5.17) N_1(N^′, Q, k, Y ) ≪ T^ε ( QN^′ + kQ^3Y^2 √ rad(k)N^′

+ Q^2 √ N^′ rad(k) ) , Applying (5.17) into (4.22) leads to the same bound for N as holds for N_1. The same analysis and bound (with Y = 1) hold for N (N^′, Q, k) and thus concludes the proof of Theorem 4.10.

6. Proof of Theorem 1.2 While the proof of Theorem 1.2 almost follows directly from the proof of Theorem 1.1, there are some technical differences. In this section, we highlight the adjustments needed to complete the proof of Theorem 1.2. Let Z = ∑ n,k λ_f (n)λ_f (n + k)W ( n N , k H ) . (6.1)

Applying the delta method to detect m = n + k as in Section 3.2 with H ≤ C ≤ N^{1/2−ε}, we arrive at

(6.2) Z = 2∑ i=1 1 C ∑ cd≤C 1 cd F_i ( cd C ) ∑_∗ h (mod c) S, with

(6.3) S = S_i = ∑ m,n,k λ_f (m)e_c(−hm)λ_f (n)e_c(hn)e_c(hk)

× w_N (m)W ( n N , k H ) U_i ( n + k − m cdC ) . We again replace U_i by U as all the bounds will be independent of i.

THE SECOND MOMENT OF THE GL3 STANDARD L-FUNCTION ON THE CRITICAL LINE 29

We now proceed to apply dual summations to m, n, k as in Section 4, with the only difference being the weight function W (n/N, k/H) behaves less nicely in terms of k compared to ^ω(T k/n). Indeed, the Poisson summation in k yields ∑ k e_c(hk)W ( n N , k H ) U ( n + k − m cdC )

= ∑ k^′≡h (mod c) ∫_∞ −∞ W ( n N , z H ) U ( n − m + z cdC ) e ( k^′z c ) dz. With the choice of C ≥ H, repeated integration by parts shows the integral is very small unless |k^′| ≪ cN^ε/H. With this deviation highlighted, we follow the rest of the proof of Proposition 4.1 to arrive at^2 Z ≪ N^ε max_{Q≪C} η∈{±1} ∑ d≪C/Q max N^′≪^{N2+ε}_{d3C3} HN ( N^{′2} NQ^3 )_{2/3} ∫ t≍1 ∑ c≍Q ∑ |k^′|≪^{QNε}_H |A|^2 + O(N^{−100}),

where w(·) is T^ε-inert and A = ∑ n_1|c ∑ n_2 n^2_1n_2≍N^′

λ_f (n_1, n_2) n_1n_2 S(ηk^′, n_2; c/n_1)e_c ( 3(n^2_1n_2N)^{1/3}t ) w(·).

We first treat the case k^′ = 0. Since k^′ ≡ h (mod c) and (h, c) = 1, k^′ = 0 forces c = 1 (and hence n_1 = 1). Opening the square, the t-integral evaluates as ∫ t≍1 ω(t, ·)e(((m_2 − n_2)N)^{1/3}t)dt = ω̂(((m_2 − n_2)N)^{1/3}, ·).

This restricts |m_2 − n_2| ≪ N^{′2/3+ε}/N^{1/3} up to a small error. Using the AM-GM inequality with Lemma 2.7, we see that the contribution of k^′ = 0 to Z is bounded by ≪ N^ε max_{Q≪C} η∈{±1} ∑ d≪C/Q max N^′≪^{N2}_{d3C3} T^ε HN ( N^{′2} N )_{2/3} ∑ ∑ m_2,n_2≍N^′ |m_2−n_2|≪N^{′2/3+ε}/N^{1/3} |λ_f (1, n_2)|^2 n^2 ≪ HN^{2+ε} C^3 .

By symmetry, we may assume k^′ > 0. This leads to Z ≪ N^ε max_{Q≪C} η∈{±1} ∑ d≪C/Q max N^′≪^{N2+ε}_{d3C3} HN ( N^{′2} NQ^3 )_{2/3} ∫ t≍1 ∑ c≍Q ∑ k^′≪^{QNε}_H |A|^2 + O ( HN^{2+ε} C^3 ) . Following the rest of Section 4 leads directly to Z ≪ HN^{2+ε} C^3 + HN^ε max_{η4∈{±1}} ∑ d max Q≪C/d N^′≪^{N2+ε}_{d3C3} ∑ k^′≪^{QNε}_H ( 1 Q N (N^′, Q, k^′, Φ(N^′))

+ 1 Q δ(Φ(N^′) ≪ N^ε)N (N^′, Q, k^′) ) , 2Except the last change of variable has to be done with x = Nt^3 instead of x = νt.

30 AGNIVA DASGUPTA, WING HONG LEUNG, AND MATTHEW P. YOUNG

with Φ(N^′) =^{(N ′N)1/3}_Q . Applying Theorem 4.10 yields

Z ≪ HN^{2+ε} C^3 + HN^ε max_{η∈{±1}} ∑ d max Q≪C/d N^′≪^{N2+ε}_{d3C3} ∑ k^′≪^{QNε}_H ( N^′ + k^′ √ rad(k)

Q^2Φ^2 √ N^′ + Q √ N^′ rad(k) )

≪ N^ε ( N^2 C^2 + CN √ H + √ HN ) , which holds for any H ≤ C ≤ N^{1/2−ε}. We will choose C = N^{1/3}H^{1/6} + H to conclude Theorem 1.2. Note that the assumption H^2 ≤ N^{1−ε} ensures that N^{1/3}H^{1/6} ≤ N^{1/2−ε}, so this choice of C is valid.

7. Proof sketches of the corollaries Proof of Corollary 1.3 (Rankin-Selberg Problem). It suffices to show the bound for the dyadic segment x/2 < n ≤ x. Let w = w_+ be a smooth nonnegative function that is identically 1 on [x/2, x], and supported on [x/2 − y, x + y], with y = o(x) to be chosen later. We can also choose a smooth test function w_− that is supported on [x/2, x] which is identically 1 on [x/2 + y, x − y]. Then the characteristic function of [x/2, x] is squeezed between w_− and w_+. We focus on w = w_+, but the same ideas work for w_− as well. It is easy to check that for j ≥ 1 that w^{(j)}(t) ≪ y^{−j}. By repeated integration by parts we deduce that the Mellin transform of w satisfies the bound | ~w(s)| ≪_A y x x^σ ( 1 + |s|y x )_{−A} , for arbitrary A > 0, and assuming say 1/2 ≤ σ ≤ 3/4. By standard Mellin inversion, ∑ x/2<n≤x |λ_g(n)|^2 ≤ ∞∑ n=1 |λ_g(n)|^2w_+(n) = 1 2πi ∫ (2) ~w(s) L(g ⊗ g, s) ζ(2s) ds. Here L(g ⊗ g, s) = L(sym^2g, s)ζ(s). We shift contours to the line 1/2 + ε, crossing a pole at s = 1 giving rise to the residue ~w(1)^{L(sym2g,1)}_{ζ(2)} . Note ~w(1) = x + O(y). On the 1/2 + ε line we obtain a bound of the form

(7.1) y x x^{1/2+ε} ∫ |s|≪^{x1+ε}_y |ζ(s)L(sym^2g, s)||ds| ≪ y x x^{1/2+ε} (x y )_{1/2}((x y )_{4/3})_{1/2} = x^{2/3+ε} y^{1/6} , using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, followed by (1.1) and the easily obtained second moment bound for the Riemann zeta function. The two error terms balance when y = x^{2/3}y^{−1/6}, i.e., y = x^{4/7}, giving Corollary 1.3. □ Proof of Corollary 1.4. Lin, Nunes, and Qi [LNQ23, Section 1.5] explicitly point out that any improvement on the second moment leads to a better bound in their problem. It is a simple matter of bookkeeping to see how Theorem 1.1 translates into their work. □ Proof of Corollary 1.5. The idea here is very similar to that in the Rankin-Selberg problem. By Mellin inversion and stationary phase, we have that w(n)e(P (n/N)^β) ∼ P^{−1/2} ∫ |Im(s)|≍P F (s)n^{−s}ds,

REFERENCES 31

for some function F (s) ≪ N^σ with σ = Re(s), and with a very small error term. Then the sum at hand equals P^{−1/2} ∫ |Im(s)|≍P F (s) L(g ⊗ g, s) ζ(2s) ds. We shift the contour to the line σ = 1/2 + ε. The pole at s = 1 is not encountered here since F is very small at this point. On the new contour we use the same method as in (7.1), leading to the bound in Corollary 1.5. □

References

[ALM22] Keshav Aggarwal, Wing Hong Leung, and Ritabrata Munshi. Short second moment bound and subconvexity for GL(3) L-functions. 2022. arXiv: 2206.06517v2 [math.NT].

[BBMZ12] S. Baier, T. D. Browning, G. Marasingha, and L. Zhao. Averages of shifted convolutions of d_3(n). Proc. Edinb. Math. Soc. (2) 55.3 (2012), pp. 551–576.

[Blo12] Valentin Blomer. Subconvexity for twisted L-functions on GL(3). Amer. J. Math. 134.5 (2012), pp. 1385–1421.

[BKY13] Valentin Blomer, Rizwanur Khan, and Matthew Young. Distribution of mass of holomorphic cusp forms. Duke Math. J. 162.14 (2013), pp. 2609–2644.

[DFI93] W. Duke, J. Friedlander, and H. Iwaniec. Bounds for automorphic L-functions. Invent. Math. 112.1 (1993), pp. 1–8.

[Gal70] P. X. Gallagher. A large sieve density estimate near σ = 1. Invent. Math. 11 (1970), pp. 329–339. [Gol06] Dorian Goldfeld. Automorphic forms and L-functions for the group GL(n, R). Vol. 99. Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics. With an appendix by Kevin A. Broughan. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2006, pp. xiv+493.

[Hea78] D. R. Heath-Brown. The twelfth power moment of the Riemann-function. Quart. J. Math. Oxford Ser. (2) 29.116 (1978), pp. 443–462.

[Hua21] Bingrong Huang. On the Rankin-Selberg problem. Math. Ann. 381.3-4 (2021), pp. 1217–1251. [Hua23] Bingrong Huang. On the Rankin–Selberg problem, II. The Quarterly Journal of Mathematics (Sept. 2023), haad037.

[HK23] Peter Humphries and Rizwanur Khan. L^p-Norm Bounds for Automorphic Forms via Spectral Reciprocity. 2023. arXiv: 2208.05613 [math.NT].

[Iwa80] Henryk Iwaniec. Fourier coefficients of cusp forms and the Riemann zeta-function. In: Seminar on Number Theory, 1979–1980 (French). Univ. Bordeaux I, Talence, 1980, Exp. No. 18, 36.

[KL23] Ikuya Kaneko and Wing Hong Leung. Non-Linear additive twists of GL_3 Hecke eigenvalues. 2023. arXiv: 2311.13788 [math.NT].

[KPY19] Eren Mehmet Kiral, Ian Petrow, and Matthew P. Young. Oscillatory integrals with uniformity in parameters. J. Théor. Nombres Bordeaux 31.1 (2019), pp. 145–159.

[KL13] A. Knightly and C. Li. Kuznetsov’s trace formula and the Hecke eigenvalues of Maass forms. Memoirs of the American Mathematical Society 224.1055 (2013), pp. vi+132.

[Kro23] Matthew Kroesche. Low-lying zeros of a thin family of automorphic L-functions in the level aspect. 2023. arXiv: 2308.06359 [math.NT].

[KMS22] Sumit Kumar, Kummari Mallesham, and Saurabh Kumar Singh. Non-linear additive twists of GL(3) × GL(2) and GL(3) Maass forms. Monatsh. Math. 199.2 (2022), pp. 315–361.

[Leu24] Wing Hong Leung. Shifted convolution sums for GL(3) × GL(2) averaged over weighted sets. Mathematika 70.2 (2024), e12247.

[Li11] Xiaoqing Li. Bounds for GL(3) × GL(2) L-functions and GL(3) L-functions. Ann. of Math. (2) 173.1 (2011), pp. 301–336.

[LNQ23] Yongxiao Lin, Ramon Nunes, and Zhi Qi. Strong subconvexity for self-dual GL(3) L-functions. Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN 13 (2023), pp. 11453–11470.

[MRT19] Kaisa Matomäki, Maksym Radziwiłł, and Terence Tao. Correlations of the von Mangoldt and higher divisor functions I. Long shift ranges. Proc. Lond. Math. Soc. (3) 118.2 (2019), pp. 284– 350.

32 REFERENCES

[MS06] Stephen D. Miller and Wilfried Schmid. Automorphic distributions, L-functions, and Voronoi summation for GL(3). Ann. of Math. (2) 164.2 (2006), pp. 423–488.

[Pal23] Sampurna Pal. Second moment of degree three L-functions. 2023. arXiv: 2212.14620 [math.NT]. [Ran40] R. A. Rankin. Contributions to the theory of Ramanujan’s function τ(n) and similar arithmetical functions. III. A note on the sum function of the Fourier coefficients of integral modular forms. Proc. Cambridge Philos. Soc. 36 (1940), pp. 150–151.

[Sel40] Atle Selberg. Bemerkungen über eine Dirichletsche Reihe, die mit der Theorie der Modulformen nahe verbunden ist. In: Collected Papers. I. Springer Collected Works in Mathematics. Springer, Heidelberg, 2014, pp. 38–41.

Email address: agniva@tamu.edu

Email address: josephleung@tamu.edu

Email address: myoung@math.tamu.edu

Department of Mathematics, Texas A&M University, College Station, TX 77843-3368