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1. Introduction and main results

Let C denote the complex plane and f(z) be a non-constant meromorphic function in C.
It is assumed that the reader is familiar with the standard notion used in Nevanlinna value
distribution theory such as T(r, f), m(r, ), N(r,f) (see, e.g. [8, 10, 22, 23]), and S(r, f)
denotes any quantity that satisfies the condition S(r, f) = o(T(r, f)) as r — o outside of a
possible exceptional set of finite linear measure. A meromorphic function a(z) is called a
small function of f(z), provided that T'(r,a) = S(r, f).

Let f(z) and g(z) be two non-constant meromorphic functions, and let a(z) be a small
function of f(z) and g(z) (Specially, a(z) may be a constant or ). We say that f and g share
the a CM provided that f —a and g — a have the same zeros with the same multiplicities.
Similarly, we say that f and g share a IM provided that f —a and g — a have the same
zeros ignoring multiplicities. Let b and ¢ be constants or «. If f = b whenever g = ¢, we
writte g=c=f=b. f g=c=f=band f=b=g=c, wewrite f=b& g=c.
We denote by Ny)(r,1/(f —a)) the counting function for zeros of f —a with multiplicity
<k, and by Ny)(r,1/(f —a)) the corresponding one for which multiplicity is not counted.
Let Ny (r,1/(f — a)) be the counting function for zeros of f —a with multiplicity > k, and
N(r,1/(f — a)) be the corresponding one for which multiplicity is not counted. Moreover,
we set Ne(r,1/(f —a)) = N(n1/(f —a)) + No(n1/(f —a)) + Na(r 1/(f —a) +--- +
N(r,1/(f —a)). We say that a finite value z is a fixed point of f(z) if f(z0) = zo. If f —z
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and g — z assume the same zeros with the same multiplicities, then we say f and g share z
CM.

The key result of difference counterparts of Nevanlinna Theory is the difference analogue
of the lemma on the logarithmic derivative, which was obtained by Halburd-Korhonen [5]
and Chiang-Feng [3], independently. Related to g-difference equations, Barnett ez al. [1]
got the corresponding logarithmic derivative lemma as follows.

Theorem 1.1. Let f(z) be a non-constant zero-order meromorphic function, and g € C\{0}.
Then

m(r, f(q2)/ f(2)) = S(r, f)-

They also gave an example to show the sharpness of the condition of zero-order.

Recently, Zhang and Korhonen used Theorem 1.1 to investigate the relationship between
T(r,f(qz)) and T (r, f(z)), as applications, corresponding to uniqueness theorems of mero-
morphic functions sharing values (see, e.g. [2, 4, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17]), they studied
value distribution and uniqueness of some g-difference functions. Specially, they got

Theorem 1.2. Let f(z) and g(z) be two transcendental meromorphic (resp. entire) functions
of zero-order. Suppose that q is a nonzero complex constant and n is an integer satisfying

n 21 8 (resp. n>4). If f"(2)f(qz) and g"(2)g(qz) share 1, oo CM, then f(z) = tg(z) for
=1,

Theorem 1.3. Let f(z) and g(z) be two transcendental entire functions of zero-order. Sup-
pose that q is a nonzero complex constant and n > 6 is an integer. If f"(z)(f(z) —1)f(qz)
and g"(z)(g(z) — 1)g(qz) share 1 CM, then f(z) = g(2)-

We improve Theorem 1.2 as follows.

Theorem 1.4. Let f(z) and g(z) be two non-constant meromorphic functions of zero-order.
Suppose that q is a nonzero complex constant and n > 14 is an integer. If f"(z)f(qz) and
g"(2)g(qz) share 1 CM, f and g have at least one common pole, then f(z) =tg(z), where t
is a constant such that t"*' = 1.

Example 1.1. Let ¢ be a nonzero constant. f(z) = p(z)/r(z) and g(z) =¢-r(z)/p(z) are two
meromorphic functions of zero-order, where p(z) and r(z) are nonconstant entire functions
(Specially, f(z) and g(z) can be rational functions). Then f"(z) f(qz) and g"(z)g(qz) share
1 CM, but f #tg.

This example shows that the condition “f and g have at least one common pole” is sharp,
without such a condition, one can get fg = besides f = tg, in which ¢ is a constant such
that "1 = 1.

Considering fixed points, we obtain a similar theorem as above.

Theorem 1.5. Let f(z) and g(z) be two transcendental meromorphic functions of zero-
order. Suppose that q is a nonzero complex constant and n > 14 is an integer. If f"(z) f(qz)
and g"(z)g(qz) share z CM, then f(z) = tg(z) for "' = 1.

Remark 1.1. In Theorem 1.5, it seems that if z is replaced by a polynomial p(z) with
deg(p(z)) = p > 1, and let n > max{2p + 2, 14}, the conclusion still holds.

It’s natural to ask whether Theorem 1.3 holds if f and g are meromorphic functions. The
answer is negative. We give the following:
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Example 1.2. Let ¢ be a constant(|¢| # 0, 1), n be a positive integer. Suppose that

K(2)""'K(q2) —K(2) _ K(2)"K(gz) -1
K(z)"1K(gz)—1 8(2) = K(z)"1K(gz) -1’

where K(z) is a nonconstant entire function of zero-order (Specially, K(z) can be a noncon-
stant polynomial).

We deduce that f"(z)(f(z) — 1) f(gz) and g"(z)(g(z) — 1)8(
g

8(z) share e CM, moreover, f"(z)(f(z) — 1)f(qz) = g"(z)(8(z) — 1)8(gz), but f(z) # g(2).
This example shows that one cannot get f(z) = g(z) fr ;f om f"(z)(f(z) —1)f(qz) = ¢"(z)(g(z)

8(
—1)g(gz). Thus Theorem 1.3 does not hold if f(z) and g(z) are non-entire meromorphic
functions, even if f(z) and g(z) share co CM.
In fact, we prove:

f(z)=

(gz) share 1 CM and f(z) and
z
)

Theorem 1.6. Let f(z) and g(z) be two non-constant meromorphic functions of zero-order.
Suppose that q is a constant(|q| # 0,1) and n > 15 is an integer. If f"(z)(f(z) — 1) f(qz) and
2" (2)(g(z) — 1)g(qz) share 1 CM, f(z) and g(z) share o IM, then f"(z)(f(z) —1)f(qz) =
£"(2)(g(z) — Deg(gz).

In 1959, Hayman [7] proved:

Theorem 1.7. Let f be a transcendental meromorphic function and a(# 0), b be finite com-
plex constants. Then f" +af’ — b has infinitely many zeros for n > 5. If f is transcendental
entire, this holds forn > 3, resp. n > 2, if b =0.

We give an analogous result in g-difference as follows.

Theorem 1.8. Let f be a transcendental meromorphic function of zero-order, and a(z)(#

0,00), b(z)(F o) be small functions of f(z). Then f"(z)+ a(z)f(qz) — b(z) has infinitely
many zeros for n > 6. If f(z) is transcendental entire, this holds for n > 2.

Example 1.3. Let f(z) = ¢°, n = g, a(z) = a be a nonzero constant. Then f"(z) +af(gz) =
(a+ 1)€™ has no zero. This example shows that the condition “f is of zero-order” in Theo-
rem 1.8 can not be removed.

Difference of Nevanlinna theory has been widely used to consider growth, oscillation,
and existence of entire or meromorphic solutions of linear and nonlinear difference equa-
tions in complex domains (see e.g. [3, 6, 15, 18, 19, 21, 26]). Recently, Yang and Laine
[21] studied the existence and uniqueness of finite order entire solutions of the nonlinear
differential equations and differential difference equations. Specially, they got

Theorem 1.9. Let n > 4 be an integer, M(z, f) be a linear differential-difference polynomial
of f, not vanishing identically, and h be a meromorphic function of finite order. Then the
differential difference equation

"Mz, f)=h

possesses at most one admissible transcendental entire solution of finite order such that all
coefficients of M(z, f) are small functions of f. If such a solution f exists, then f is of the
same order as h.

By Theorem 1.1, using the similar proof of Theorem 1.9, we obtain a similar theorem.
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Theorem 1.10. Let n > 4 be an integer, M(z, ) (= a(z) f (9z) +b(z)) be a linear g-difference
polynomial of f, not vanishing identically, and h be a meromorphic function of zero order.
Then the q-difference equation

(1.1) MG f)=h

possesses at most one admissible transcendental entire solution of zero-order such that a(z)
and b(z) are small functions of f.

As an application of Theorem 1.10, we give a uniqueness theorem related to Theorem
1.8.

Theorem 1.11. Let f(z) and g(z) be two transcendental entire functions of zero-order,
n > 7 be an integer, q be a nonzero constant, and a(z)(# 0,00), b(z)(Z£ 0,) be small
functions with respect to both f(z) and g(z). a(z) and b(z) have finitely many poles. If

S"(2) +a(z)f(gz) and g"(2) + a(z)g(qz) share b(z) CM, then f(z) = g(2).

2. Preliminary lemmas

Lemma 2.1. [25] Let f(z) be a non-constant zero-order meromorphic function, and q €
C\{0}. Then

T(r.f(gz)) = (1 +0(1))T(r,f(2))

on a set of lower logarithmic density 1.

Remark 2.1. Zhang and Korhonen gave an example to show that the zero-order growth
restriction in Lemma 2.1 cannot be, in general, generalize to include any strictly positive
order.

Lemma 2.2. [20] Let f(z) and g(z) be two non-constant meromorphic functions and n,k be
two positive integers, a be a finite nonzero constant. If f and g share 1 CM, then one of the
following cases holds:
(1) T(r’f) < Nz(rv 1/f) +N2(I’, l/g) +]\]2('.7f) +N2(}",g) +S(r’f) +S(rvg)’ the same
inequality holding for T (r,g);
(i) fg=1;
(iii) f=g.

Lemma 2.3. [24] Let f; (j = 1,2,3) be meromorphic functions that satisfy

3
.1 Y fi=
j=1

Assume that f1 is not a constant, and

3 3
2.2) Y Mo 1/f;) + YN f) < (A +o()T(r), rel,
Jj=

Jj=1 1
where A < 1, T(r) = max{T(r, f;),j = 1,2,3}, I is a set of r € (0,00) with infinite linear

measure. Then

2.3) H=1 or fi=1.
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3. Proof of Theorem 1.4

Let F = f*(z) f(qz), G = g"(z)g(gz). Then F and G share 1 CM. By Lemma 2.2 we have
() T(rn,F) <Na(r,1/F)+N2(r,1/G) +No(r,F)+Na(r,G) + S(r,F) + S(r,G);
(i) FG=1;
(i) F = G.
By Lemma 2.1 we obtain
nT(r,f(2)) =T(rf"(2)) =T(rnF/f(q2)) <T(rnF)+T(r,f(z))+S(rf),
namely
(31) (l’l*l)T(V,f(Z))ST(V,F)+S(r,f)
For Case (i), we get
T(r,F(z)) <2N(r1/f(z))+N(r,1/f(qz2)) +2N(r,1/g(2)) + N(r,1/8(qz)) + 2N(r. f(2))
+N(r,f(gz)) +2N(r,8(2)) + N(r.8(gz)) + S(r. ) + S(r.8)
<O6(T(rf(2) +T(r8(2)) +S(rf) +S(rg).
This together with (3.1) implies

3.2) (n=1T(r,f(2)) <6(T(r,f(2)) +T(r,8(2))) +S(r.f) +5(r.8).
Similarly we have
(3.3) (n=1)T(r,8(z)) <6(T(r, f(2)) +T(r,8(2))) +S(~.f) +5(r,8)-

Combining (3.2) and (3.3) gives
n(T(r,f(2)) +T(r,g(2))) < 13(T(r,f(2)) +T(r,8(2)) +S(r, f) +S(r,8),

which contradicts the assumption. Case (i) has been ruled out.
For Case (ii), we have FG = 1, namely

3.4) f(2)"fa2)e(2)"¢(q2) = 1.
Let i = f(z)g(z). Then (3.4) implies
(3.5) h'(z)h(gz) = 1.

If h(z) is not a constant, then from (3.5) we deduce
(3.6) nT (r,h(z)) =T (r,h"(2)) = T(r,1/h(qz)) = T (r,h(z)) + S(rh),

which is a contradiction. Thus k(z) =¢, where ¢ is a nonzero constant. We have f(z)g(z) =t.
Since f(z) and g(z) have at least one common pole, we immediately get a contradiction.
Thus f(z) # oo and g(z) # . Moreover, we obtain f(z) # 0 and g(z) # 0. Thus f = ¢*(),
where o(z) is a non-constant entire function. Since f(z) is of zero-order, we get that a(z)
is a constant, a contradiction. Case (ii) has been ruled out.

Therefore, F = G, namely, f(z)"f(qz) = g(z)"g(qz). Let H(z) = f(z)/g(z), similarly as
the proof in Case 2, we get H(z) =t, thus f =g, where ¢ is a constant such that M =1,
This completes the proof of Theorem 1.4. 1



1132 X.-B. Zhang and H.-X. Yi

4. Proof of Theorem 1.5

Let F = f"(2)f(qz)/z, G = g"(z)g(qz)/z. Then F and G share 1 CM. Note that f and g
are transcendental and z is a small function of f and g. Similar to the proof in Theorem

1.4, we obtain f(2)" f(qz)g(z)"g(qz) =z~ or f(2)"f(qz) = g(z)"g(gz). The last one implies
f =tg, where ¢ is a constant such that #"+! = 1. Now we only need to consider the case

f(2)"f(q2)g(2)"8(qz) = z°. Let h(z) = f(z)g(z) and we get

4.1 H'(2)h(gz) = 22
Obviously %(z) can not be a constant, but note that
(4.2) T(r,h(z)) > logr+0(1)

and we still get a contradiction from the following

nT(rh(z)) = T(r,h"(2)) = T (r,2* /h(qz))
<2logr+T(r,h(z))+0(1) <3T(r,h(z)) +S(r, h).

This proves Theorem 1.5. 1
5. Proof of Theorem 1.6

Let F = f"(z)(f(z) — 1)f(gz), G = g"(z)(g(z) — 1)g(gz). Then F and G share 1 CM. By
Lemma 2.1 we obtain

(n+ DT (r,f(2) =T(rf"(@)(f(=) =) +S80f) =T(rF/f(g2)) +S(r,.f)
ST(F)+T(rf(q2) +S(nf) <T(RF)+T(r,f(2)) +S(rf),
namely
(5.1 nT(r,f(z)) <T(r,F)+S(r,f).

By Lemma 2.2, similar to the proof of Theorem 1.4, we obtain three cases.
Case 1. We get

T(rF(2)) <2N(r1/f(2))+N(r1/(f(z) = 1))+ N(r1/f(qz)) +2N(r,1/(2))
+N(r,1/(g(z) = 1)) +N(r,1/8(g2)) + 2N (r, £ (2)) + N(r, £ (42))
+2N(r,8(z)) +N(r.g(qz)) + S(r.f) +5(r,8)

<TT(rf(@)+T(r8(2)) +S(rf) +S(re).
This together with (5.1) implies

(5.2) nT(r,f(z)) ST(T(r,f(z)) +T(r8(2) +S(rf)+S(rg).
Similarly we have
(5.3) nT(r,g(z)) <T(T(r.f(2)) +T(r,8(2))) +S(rf)+5(rg).

Combining (5.2) and (5.3) gives
n(T(r,f(2)) +T(r.8(2)) < 14(T(r, f(2)) + T(rg(2)) +S(r.f) +S(rg),

which contradicts the assumption n > 15. Case 1 has been ruled out.
Case 2. We have FG = 1, namely

(5.4) (@) (f(z) = 1)f(q2)8" (2)(g(z) — 1)g(qz) = 1.
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Rewrite (5.4) as
(5.5) [ (2) — H'(2) (f(2) +8(2)) + " (2)|h(gz) = 1,

where h = f(z)g(z). Next we distinguish into two subcases below.

Subcase 2.1. &(z) is a constant. Note that f(z) and g(z) share oo IM, then f(z) # oo and
g(z) # e. Moreover, we obtain f(z) # 0 and g(z) # 0. Thus f = eP®), where B(z) is a
non-constant entire function. Since f(z) is of zero-order, we get that (z) is a constant, a
contradiction. Subcase 2.1 has been ruled out.

Subcase 2.2. /(z) is not a constant. Suppose that i(z9) = 0, then f(z0)g(z0) = 0, since f(z)
and g(z) share oo IM, we obtain f(zo) 7# o and g(zo) 7 co. Thus from (5.5) we deduce that
h(gzp) = eo. This implies that

(5.6) h(z) =0 = h(gz) = .

Suppose that i1(gz;) = 0, we obtain A(z;) = oo, or else, if 4(z]) # oo, we deduce that f(z;) #
oo and g(z1) # o. Then we get a contradiction with (5.5). Thus

(5.7) h(gz) = 0= h(z) = co.

Suppose that /(z,) = o, then we get f(z2) = o0 and g(z3) = c. Suppose that z; is a pole of
f(z) of multiplicity s, and is a pole of g(z) of multiplicity ¢, then z; is a pole of #"*!(z) of
multiplicity (n+1)(s+1), a pole of 1"(z)(f(z) +g(z)) of multiplicity < (n+1)(s+1¢), and
a pole of 7" (z) of multiplicity n(s+1)(< (n+1)(s+1)). Thus from (5.5) we get h(gz2) = 0.
So we deduce that

(5.8) h(z) = o0 = h(gz) = 0.

Similarly we obtain

(5.9) h(gz) == h(z) =00r(f—1)(g—1)=0.
Combining (5.6), (5.7) and (5.8) yields

(5.10) h(z) = 0= h(gz) = oe.

and

(5.11) h(gz) =0 < h(z) =

If |¢| < 1, from (5.10) and (5.11) we deduce that

(5.12) h(z) =0= h(gz) =o0 = h(¢’°z) =0= --- = h(¢*z) =0---,

where k is a positive integer. For sufficiently large k, we derive
(5.13) h(0) =0,

again from (5.10) we get 2(0) = oo, a contradiction.
If |g| > 1 and if

(5.14) h(gz) = = h(z) =0,
From (5.11) and (5.14) we deduce that
(5.15) h(gz) =0=h(z) =0 = h(z/q) =0=--- = h(z/¢* 1) =0---,
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where k is a positive integer. For sufficiently large k, with similar discussion as above, we
derive a contradiction again.

If

(5.16) h(qz) = o= h(z) #0,

from (5.12) we deduce that

(5.17) h(gz) = e = h(q’z) = e = h(g’z) #0,

which contradicts (5.12). Case 2 has been ruled out. Thus we obtain F = G, namely

(5.18) (@) (f(2) = 1)f(qz) = 8"(2)(8(z) — 1)g(q2)-

This completes the proof of Theorem 1.6. 1

6. Proof of Theorem 1.8
Case 1. f(z) is meromorphic. Let

(6.1) ¢ = (b(z) —a(2)f(q2))/ " (2)-
We only need to prove ¢ — 1 has infinitely many zeros. By Lemma 2.1, we obtain
T(r.f"(2)) =T(r,0/(b(z) —a(z)f(42))) + O(1)
ST(r¢)+T(rf(q2) +S(rf) <T(r,9) +T(r,f(2) +5(rf),

which implies that

(62) T(r,d))z(n—l)T(r,f)—i—S(r,f).
Furthermore

(6.3) N(r,9) <N(r,f(q2)) +N(r.1/f)+S(r.f).
(6.4) N(r,1/¢) <N(r,1/(b(z) —a(z)f(q2))) +N(r ).

By the second fundamental theorem, we deduce
T(r,¢) <N(r,1/9)+N(r.¢) +N(r,1/(¢ —1)) +5(r,9)
<N(r,1/(b(z) —a(z)f(q2))) +N(r. f) + N(r. f(42))
+N(r1/f)+N(r1/(9 = 1)) +5(r. f)
<AT(rf)+N(r1/(9 1)) +S(r f).

In view of n > 6, by (6.2) and (6.5) we obtain the conclusion.
Case 2. f(z) is entire. Suppose, to the contrary, that f"(z) — a(z) f(qz) — b(z) has only
finitely many zeros, then

(6.6) f"(z) +a(2) f(gz) —b(z) = p(z) /K (2),

where p(z) is a polynomial and K(z) is an entire function such that K(z) and p(z) have no
common factors and 7' (r,(K(z))) < T(r,a(z)) + T (r,b(z)) = S(r, f). Thus we have

nT(r,f(2)) =T (r,f"(2)) = T(r,p(2)/K(2) = (a(2) f(q2) = b(2))) < T (1, f(2)) +S(1, f)-

Note that n > 2, we derive a contradiction. This completes the proof of Theorem 1.8. 1

(6.5)
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7. Proof of Theorem 1.11

Under the assumptions we have

n
7.1 fn(Z) +a(2)f(gz) —b(z) _ c(2).
8"(z) +a(z)g(qz) —b(2)
If ¢(z) is not a constant, then we have T (r,c) = O(T(r,f)+T(r,g)). Thus o(c) < o(f+
g) <max{o(f),o(g)} = 0. Therefore, c(z) must have zeros or poles.

The zeros of ¢(z) come from zeros of f"(z) + a(z)f(gz) — b(z) and poles of g"(z) +
a(z)g(qz) — b(z). Note that f"(z) +a(z)f(qz) and g"(z) + a(z)g(gz) share b(z) CM, the
zeros of ¢(z) can only come from the poles of g"(z) + a(z)g(qz) — b(z), namely they come
from the poles of a(z) and b(z). Since a(z) and b(z) have finitely many poles, we get that
¢(z) has finitely many zeros. Similarly, ¢(z) has finitely many poles, and thus is a rational
function. Note that f(z) and g(z) are transcendental, then c(z) is a small function with
respect to both f(z) and g(z). Rewrite (7.1) as

(7.2) 1(2) —c(2)8"(2) +al2) f(gz) — c(z)a(z)g(gz) = (1 —c(2))b(z).
If c(z) # 1, we have

() c(2)g"(z) | alz)(f(q2) —c(z)g(qz))
73 1—c@pb@  c@-Db@ — (—c@pl)
Let fi(2) = 0. fol0) = 2288 f3(2) = —“{ (S8l Then
(7.4) [+ f2(2) + f3(2) =

Obviously fi(z) is not a constant, or else we get f(z) = d(1 — ¢(z))b(z), where d is a
constant. Thus

(7.5)  nT(rf(2) =T(rf"(2)) <T(rc(2))+T(rb(2)) +0(1) = S(r, f(2)),

which is a contradiction. Without loss of generality, suppose that 7(r, f(z)) < T(r,g(z)),
rel,inview of n > 7, by Lemma 2.1 we get

(7.6) T(r)=(1+0(1)T(rg"(z)), rel,

where T (r) and I are defined as in Lemma 2.3. Then we deduce that
ZNg n1/fi(2) +ZN 1 fi(z)

S 2N(r,1/f(2)) +2N(n 1/8(2)) +N(r,1/(f(qz) +2(qz))) +S(r, f) +S(r,8)
3(T(rf(2)) +T(r,8(2)) +S(r, f) +S(rg) <6(1+0(1))T(r,8(z)) <T(r).

By Lemma 2.3 we obtain />, =1 or f3 = 1.
If o =1, it is easy to get a contradiction. If f3 = 1, namely

7.7 a(z)(f(qz) — c(2)g(qz))
. (1-c(2))b(z)
Substituting (7.7) into (7.3), we derive " (z) = ¢(z)g"(z). Thus we have

(7.8) T(ni) =S(r,f),

=1.
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From (7.7) we have

(1—c(2))b(z)/a(z)
7.9 = :
7 M) = st )
Note that ¢(z) #Z 1 and a(z), b(z) are non-vanishing small functions of f(z), by Lemma
2.12.1, we get from (7.8) and (7.9) that

(7.10) T(r.f(gz) = (14+0()T (1. f(2) = S(r, £(2)),

which is a contradiction. Thus ¢(z) = 1. From (7.2) we get

(7.11) ["(2)+a(2)f(qz) = 8" (2) +a(z)g(qz).
By Theorem 1.10 we obtain f(z) = g(z). This completes the proof of Theorem 1.11. 1

Acknowledgement. The authors would like to thank the referee for his/her valuable sug-
gestions. This research was supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China
(Grant No. 11171184) and the Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities
(Grant No. 3122013k008).

References

[1] D.C. Barnett, R. G. Halburd, W. Morgan and R. J. Korhonen, Nevanlinna theory for the g-difference operator
and meromorphic solutions of g-difference equations, Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh Sect. A 137 (2007), no. 3,
457-474.

[2] B. Q. Chen and Z. X. Chen, Meromorphic function sharing two sets with its difference operator, Bull. Malays.
Math. Sci. Soc. (2) 35 (2012), no. 3, 765-774.

[3] Y.-M. Chiang and S.-J. Feng, On the Nevanlinna characteristic of f(z+ 1) and difference equations in the
complex plane, Ramanujan J. 16 (2008), no. 1, 105-129.

[4] J. Dou, X.-G. Qi and L.-Z. Yang, Entire functions that share fixed-points, Bull. Malays. Math. Sci. Soc. (2)
34 (2011), no. 2, 355-367.

[5] R. G. Halburd and R. J. Korhonen, Difference analogue of the lemma on the logarithmic derivative with
applications to difference equations, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 314 (2006), no. 2, 477-487.

[6] R. G. Halburd and R. J. Korhonen, Meromorphic solutions of difference equations, integrability and the
discrete Painlevé equations, J. Phys. A 40 (2007), no. 6, RI-R38.

[71 W. K. Hayman, Picard values of meromorphic functions and their derivatives, Ann. of Math. (2) 70 (1959),
9-42.

[8] W. K. Hayman, Meromorphic Functions, Oxford Mathematical Monographs Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1964.

[9] Y. Y. Kong and H. L. Gan, The Borel radius and the S radius of the K-quasimeromorphic mapping in the unit
disc, Bull. Malays. Math. Sci. Soc. (2) 35 (2012), no. 3, 819-827.

[10] I Laine, Nevanlinna Theory and Complex Differential Equations, de Gruyter Studies in Mathematics, 15, de
Gruyter, Berlin, 1993.

[11] X.-M. Li and H.-X. Yi, On uniqueness theorems of meromorphic functions concerning weighted sharing of
three values, Bull. Malays. Math. Sci. Soc. (2) 33 (2010), no. 1, 1-16.

[12] X.-M. Li and L. Gao, Uniqueness results for a nonlinear differential polynomial, Bull. Malays. Math. Sci.
Soc. (2) 35 (2012), no. 3, 727-743.

[13] C. W. Peng and Z. X. Chen, On the conjecture concerning nonlinear difference equation, Bull. Malays. Math.
Sci. Soc. (2) 36 (2013), no. 1, 221-227.

[14] J.M. Qi, J. Ding and L. Z. Yang, Normality criteria for families of meromorphic function concerning shared
values, Bull. Malays. Math. Sci. Soc. (2) 35 (2012), no. 2, 449-457.

[15] S. Shimomura, Entire solutions of a polynomial difference equation, J. Fac. Sci. Univ. Tokyo Sect. IA Math.
28 (1981), no. 2, 253-266.

[16] J. Xia and Y. Xu, Normality criterion concerning sharing functions II, Bull. Malays. Math. Sci. Soc. (2) 33
(2010), no. 3, 479-486.

[17] H.-Y. Xu and T.-S. Zhan, On the existence of 7-direction and Nevanlinna direction of K-quasi-meromorphic
mapping dealing with multiple values, Bull. Malays. Math. Sci. Soc. (2) 33 (2010), no. 2, 281-294.



On Some Problems of Difference Functions and Difference Equations 1137

[18] N. Yanagihara, Meromorphic solutions of some difference equations, Funkcial. Ekvac. 23 (1980), no. 3,
309-326.

[19] N. Yanagihara, Meromorphic solutions of some difference equations. II, Funkcial. Ekvac. 24 (1981), no. 1,
113-124.

[20] C.-C. Yang and X. Hua, Uniqueness and value-sharing of meromorphic functions, Ann. Acad. Sci. Fenn.
Math. 22 (1997), no. 2, 395-406.

[21] C.-C. Yang and I. Laine, On analogies between nonlinear difference and differential equations, Proc. Japan
Acad. Ser. A Math. Sci. 86 (2010), no. 1, 10-14.

[22] C.-C. Yang and H.-X. Yi, Uniqueness Theory of Meromorphic Functions, Mathematics and its Applications,
557, Kluwer Acad. Publ., Dordrecht, 2003.

[23] L. Yang, Value Distribution Theory, translated and revised from the 1982 Chinese original, Springer, Berlin,
1993.

[24] L.-Z. Yang and J.-L. Zhang, Non-existence of meromorphic solutions of a Fermat type functional equation,
Aequationes Math. 76 (2008), no. 1-2, 140-150.

[25] J. Zhang and R. Korhonen, On the Nevanlinna characteristic of f(gz) and its applications, J. Math. Anal.
Appl. 369 (2010), no. 2, 537-544.

[26] X.-M. Zheng and Z.-X. Chen, Some properties of meromorphic solutions of g-difference equations, J. Math.
Anal. Appl. 361 (2010), no. 2, 472-480.






