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Abstract

The thesis addresses certain problems in the model theory of henselian fields, with
a special focus on decidability. Some new methods are introduced along the way,
which are of independent interest. The following results are obtained:

• A transfer theorem for perfectoid fields, saying that a perfectoid field K is
decidable relative to its tilt K[, modulo a subtle (albeit natural) condition on
K. As an application, we prove that the fields Qp(p1/p∞) and Qp(ζp∞) admit
decidable maximal immediate extensions, thereby obtaining some of the first
few decidabilty results for tame fields of mixed characteristic.

• A model-theoretic proof of the Fontaine-Wintenberger theorem, which states
that the absolute Galois groups of K and K[ are canonically isomorphic.
(joint with F. Jahnke).

• A general existential Ax-Kochen/Ershov principle for tamely ramified fields in
all characteristics, conditional to a certain form of resolution of singularities.
This extends well-known existential Ax-Kochen/Ershov principles in residue
characteristic 0 and also unramified mixed characteristic. It also encompasses
the (conditional) existential decidability result of Denef-Schoutens for Fp((t)),
which we also strengthen by replacing the assumption of (global) resolution
with local uniformization.

• An undecidability result for the asymptotic theory of {K : [K : Qp] < ∞}
in the language of valued fields with a cross-section. The proof goes via
reduction to positive characteristic, à la Krasner-Kazhdan-Deligne, ultimately
adapting Pheidas’ proof of the undecidability of Fp((t)) with a cross-section.
This answers a variant of a question of Derakhshan-Macintyre.

• An undecidability result for power series fields k((t)), equipped with a total
residue map res : k((t))! k, which picks out the constant term of the Laurent
series. Becker-Denef-Lipschitz showed that res : k((t))! k is definable in the
language of rings with a parameter for t, when the base field k is finite. We
show that (k((t)), res) is undecidable, whenever k is infinite.
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Notation

• If (K, v) is a valued field, we denote by Ov the valuation ring. If the valuation
is clear from the context, we shall also write OK .

• We write Γv for the value group and kv for the residue field. If the valuation
v is clear from the context, we also denote them by Γ and k respectively.

• When (K, v) is of mixed characteristic, we always write p for the residue
characteristic char(k).

• The notation pnOv stands for the ideal of Ov generated by the element pn. If
both the field in question and the valuation v are clear from the context, we
shall write (pn) for pnOv.

• Zurp : The valuation ring of (Qur
p , vp), the maximal unramified extension of Qp

equipped with the unique extension of the p-adic valuation.

• Zabp : The valuation ring of (Qab
p , vp), the maximal Galois extension of Qp whose

Galois group over Qp is abelian.

• We write Fp((t))1/p∞ (resp. Fp((t))1/p∞) for the perfect hull of Fp((t)) (resp.
Fp((t))).

• For a given language L, we denote by SentL the set of L-sentences and by
FormL the set of L-formulas. If M is an L-structure and A ⊆ M is an
arbitrary subset, we write L(A) for the language L enriched with a constant
symbol ca for each element a ∈ A. The L-structure M can be updated into
an L(A)-structure in the obvious way.

• Given a language L, an L-structure M and A ⊆ M , we write L(A) for the
language L enriched with constant symbols for the elements of A. We write
DiagM(A) for the atomic diagram of A in M .

• Given L-structures M,N with a common substructure A, we use the notation
M ≡∃,A N in L to mean that the structures M and N are existentially
elementary equivalent in the language L(A).

• We write Lrings = {0, 1,+, ·} for the language of rings, Loag = {0,+, <} for
the language of ordered abelian groups, Lval = Lrings ∪ {O} for the language
of valued fields (where O is a unary predicate O for the valuation ring),
Lt = Lval ∪ {t}, where t is a constant symbol whose intended interpretation
will always be clear from the context.
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• A local ring (R,mR) may be viewed as an Llcr-structure, where Llcr is the
language of local rings consisting of the language of rings Lrings together with
a unary predicate m, whose intended interpretation is the maximal ideal
mR ⊆ R.

• Let X be a scheme over a discrete valuation ring R with residue field κ and
fraction field K. Let s be the closed point of SpecR and η be its generic point.
We denote by Xs the special fiber X ×SpecR Spec(κ) and by XK the generic
fiber X ×SpecR SpecK.

• Given an R-algebra A, we denote by X(A) the set of A-integral points, i.e.,
the set of morphisms Spec(A)! X over SpecR. If X = SpecB, where B is a
finitely generated R-algebra of the form B = R[x1, ..., xn]/(f1, ..., fm), this can
be identified with the set of tuples (a1, ..., an) ∈ An such that f1(a1, ..., an) =
... = fm(a1, ..., an) = 0. If Frac(A) = L, we also speak about the underlying
L-rational point of an A-integral point P : Spec(A)! X, which is simply the
induced morphism Spec(L)! XK .



1
Preliminaries

1.1 Logic

We collect some basic definitions and facts from logic.

1.1.1 Decidability
Introduction

Fix a countable language L and let SentL be the set of well-formed L-sentences,
identified with N via some Gödel numbering. Let M be an L-structure. Recall that
M is decidable if we have an algorithm to decide whether M |= φ, for any given
φ ∈ SentL. More formally, let χM : SentL ! {0, 1} be the characteristic function
of Th(M) ⊆ SentL. We say that M is decidable if χM is recursive.

Uniform decidability

Definition 1.1.2. For each n ∈ N, let fn : N ! N be a function. The sequence
(fn)n∈ω is uniformly recursive if the function N × N ! N : (n,m) 7! fn(m) is
recursive.

This concept is best illustrated with a non-example:

Example 1.1.3. Let A ⊆ N be non-recursive. For each n ∈ N, let δn : N ! N :
m 7! δnm, where δnm is the Kronecker symbol. For each n ∈ N, define fn : N! N
to be (1) δn if n ∈ A and (2) identically 0 if n /∈ A. One readily verifies that each
individual fn is recursive. On the other hand, the sequence (fn)n∈ω is not uniformly

1



2 1.1. Logic

recursive. Indeed, otherwise we could solve the membership problem for A, using
that n ∈ A ⇐⇒ fn(n) = 1.

Using some Gödel numbering, we can also state a version of Definition 1.1.2 for
sequences of functions (fn)n∈ω, where dom(fn) = SentL (or cdm(fn) = SentL). One
can then define a notion of uniform decidability for sequences of L-structures:

Definition 1.1.4. A sequence (Mn)n∈ω of L-structures is uniformly decidable if
the sequence of functions (χMn)n∈ω is uniformly recursive, i.e. if the function
χ : N× SentL ! {0, 1} : (n, φ) 7! χMn(φ) is recursive.

Remark 1.1.5. If the sequence χ : N × SentL ! {0, 1} : (n, φ) 7! χMn(φ) is
recursive when restricted to existential sentences, we naturally say that the sequence
(Mn)n∈ω is uniformly existentially decidable. Other syntactic variants may be defined
analogously.

1.1.6 Interpretability

Our formalism follows closely §5.3 [Hod93], where details and proofs may be found.

Definition

Given a language L, an unnested atomic L-formula is one of the form x = y or
x = c or F (x) = y or Rx, where x, y are variables, c is a constant symbol, F is a
function symbol and R is a relation symbol of the language L.

Definition 1.1.7. An n-dimensional interpretation of an L-structure M in the
L′-structure N is a triple consisting of:

1. An L′-formula ∂Γ(x1, ..., xn).

2. A map φ 7! φΓ, that takes an unnested atomic L-formula φ(x1, ..., xm) and
sends it to an L′-formula φΓ(y1, ..., ym), where each yi is an n-tuple of variables.

3. A surjective map fΓ : ∂Γ(Nn) �M .

such that for all unnested atomic L-formulas φ(x1, ..., xm) and all ai ∈ ∂Γ(Nn), we
have

M |= φ(fΓ(a1), ..., fΓ(am)) ⇐⇒ N |= φΓ(a1, ..., am)
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An interpretation of an L-structure M in the L′-structure N is an n-dimensional
interpretation, for some n ∈ N. In that case, we also say thatM is interpretable in N .
The formulas ∂Γ and φΓ (for all unnested atomic φ) are the defining formulas of Γ.

Interpretability is a transitive relation on the class of structures, i.e. if the
L-structure M is interpretable in the L′-structure N and N is interpretable in the
L′′-structure P , then there exists a composite interpretation of M in P (Exercise
2, pg. 218 [Hod93]).

If N is an L′-structure and a = (a1, ..., am) ∈ Nm, we write (N, a) for the
expansion of N in the language L(c), which is L together with an m-tuple of
constant symbols (c1, ..., cm) with c(N,a)

i = ai. If M is interpretable in (N, a), for
some a ∈ Nm, we say that M is interpretable in N with parameters.

Proposition 1.1.8 (Reduction Theorem 5.3.2 [Hod93]). Let Γ be an n-dimensional
interpretation of an L-structure M in the L′-structure N . There exists a map
φ 7! φΓ, extending the map of Definition 1.1.7(2), such that for every L-formula
φ(x1, ..., xm) and all ai ∈ ∂Γ(Nn), we have that

M |= φ(fΓ(a1), ..., fΓ(am)) ⇐⇒ N |= φΓ(a1, ..., am)

Proof. We describe how φ 7! φΓ is built, for completeness (omitting details). By
Corollary 2.6.2 [Hod93], every L-formula is equivalent to one in which all atomic
subformulas are unnested. One can then construct φ 7! φΓ by induction on the
complexity of formulas. The base case is handled by Definition 1.1.7(2). This
definition extends inductively according to the following rules:

1. (¬φ)Γ = ¬(φ)Γ.

2. (∧n
i=1 φi)Γ = ∧(φi)Γ.

3. (∀φ)Γ = ∀x1, ..., xn(∂Γ(x1, ..., xn)! φΓ)

4. (∃φ)Γ = ∃x1, ..., xn(∂Γ(x1, ..., xn) ∧ φΓ)

The resulting map satisfies the desired conditions of the Proposition.

Definition 1.1.9. The map FormL ! FormL′ : φ 7! φΓ constructed in the proof
of Proposition 1.1.8 is called the reduction map of the interpretation Γ.
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Complexity of interpretations

The complexity of the defining formulas of an interpretation defines a measure
of complexity of the interpretation itself:

Definition 1.1.10 (§5.4(a) [Hod93]). An interpretation Γ of an L-structure M in
an L′-structure N is quantifier-free if the defining formulas of Γ are quantifier-free.
Other syntactic variants are defined analogously (e.g., existential interpretation).

Remark 1.1.11. (a) The reduction map of a positive existential interpretation
sends positive existential formulas to positive existential formulas.
(b) The reduction map of an existential interpretation sends positive existential
formulas to existential formulas but does not necessarily send existential formulas
to existential formulas.

Lemma 1.1.12. If the L-structure M is ∃+-interpretable in the L′-structure N
and N is ∃+-interpretable in the L′′-structure P , then the composite interpretation
of M in P is also an ∃+-interpretation.

Proof. Clear.

Recursive interpretations

Definition 1.1.13 (Remark 4, pg. 215 [Hod93] ). Suppose L is a recursive language.
Let Γ be an interpretation of an L-structure M in the L′-structure N . We say
that the interpretation Γ is recursive if the the map φ 7! φΓ on unnested atomic
formulas is recursive.

Remark 1.1.14 (Remark 4, pg. 215 [Hod93]). If Γ is a recursive interpretation
of an L-structure M in the L′-structure N , then the reduction map of Γ is also
recursive.

Turing reducibility of theories

See Definition 14.3 [Pap94] for the formal definition of a Turing machine with an ora-
cle.

Definition 1.1.15. A theory T is Turing reducible to a theory T ′ if there is a
Turing machine which decides membership in T using an oracle for T ′.

Remark 1.1.16. In particular, if T is Turing reducible to T ′ and T ′ is decidable,
then so is T .
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Example 1.1.17. If Γ is a recursive interpretation of an L-structure M in the
L′-structure N , then Th(M) is Turing reducible to Th(N). Indeed, for any given
φ ∈ SentL, we have that M |= φ ⇐⇒ N |= φΓ, where φ 7! φΓ is the reduction
map of Γ. This furnish us with an algorithm to decide whether M |= φ using an
oracle for Th(N).

Uniformly recursive interpretations

Definition 1.1.18. Suppose L and L′ are languages. Let (Mn)n∈ω be a sequence of
L-structures and (Nn)n∈ω be a sequence of L′-structure. For each n ∈ N, let Γn be
an interpretation of Mn in Nn. We say that the sequence of interpretations (Γn)n∈ω
is uniformly recursive if the sequence of reduction maps (φ 7! φΓn)n∈ω on unnested
atomic formulas is uniformly recursive, i.e. if the map (n, φ) 7! φΓn is recursive.

If an L-structure M is interpretable in the L′-structure N and the latter is
decidable, then so is the former. It is not hard to prove the following uniform version:

Proposition 1.1.19. Suppose L is a recursive language, (Mn)n∈ω a sequence of L-
structures and N is an L′-structure. Suppose N is decidable, Γn is an interpretation
ofMn in N and the sequence of interpretations (Γn)n∈ω is uniformly recursive. Then
the sequence (Mn)n∈ω is uniformly decidable.

Proof. Rephrasing Proposition 1.1.8 for sentences, yields χMn(φ) = χN(φΓn) for
every φ ∈ SentL. It follows that the map (n, φ) 7! χMn(φ) is equal to the map
(n, φ) 7! φΓn 7! χN(φΓn) and the latter is recursive as a composition of recursive
functions.

If the interpretation of M in N is recursive and so is the interpretation of N
in P , then the composite interpretation of M in P is recursive as well. Indeed,
recursive functions are closed under composition. One also has a uniform version:

Lemma 1.1.20. Let (Mn)n∈ω be a sequence of L-structures, (Nn)n∈ω be a sequence
of L′-structures and (Pn)n∈ω be a sequence of L′′-structures. For each n ∈ N, let
Γn be an interpretation of Mn in Nn and ∆n be an interpretation of Nn in Pn and
suppose that the sequences of interpretations (Γn)n∈ω and (∆n)n∈ω are uniformly
recursive. Let En be the composite interpretation of Mn in Pn. Then the sequence
of interpretations (Pn)n∈ω is uniformly recursive.

Proof. Clear.
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1.1.21 Ultraproducts

We now set our notation on ultraproducts. Fix an ultrafilter U on some index set I.
Given a sequence (Mi)i∈I of L-structures, we write ∏

i∈IMi/U for the associated
ultraproduct. The underlying set of ∏i∈IMi/U is the quotient {(ai)i∈I : ai ∈Mi}/ ∼,
where (ai)i∈I ∼ (bi)i∈I if and only if {i ∈ I : ai = bi} ∈ U . We shall often write
limi!U ai for the equivalence class of (ai)i∈I in the ultraproduct. The ultraproduct
readily becomes an L-structure. If the Mi’s are groups (resp. rings, fields, valued
fields etc.), then so is the ultraproduct. More generally, Łoś’ s Theorem ensures
that any elementary property which holds for the majority of the Mi’s will also
be inherited by the ultraproduct. More precisely, for any φ ∈ SentL, one has
that {i ∈ I : Mi |= φ} ∈ U ⇐⇒ ∏

i∈IMi/U |= φ. In case Mi = M , we
write MU = ∏

i∈IM/U and call it the ultrapower of M along U (or simply the
ultrapower of M when the context is clear). A standard fact which will be used
throughout is Corollary 2.2 [Kei70], saying that non-principal ultraproducts (resp.
ultrapowers) are ℵ1-saturated.

1.2 Algebraic geometry

We now introduce the necessary background from algebraic geometry, related to
desingularization. We also collect some basic facts from computational algebraic
geometry in §??. We assume familiarity with the language of schemes throughout.

1.2.1 Regular schemes

Definition 1.2.2. Let (A,m) be a Noetherian local ring with residue field k = A/m.
We say that A is regular if dimkm/m

2 = dimA.

The concept of a "non-singular" scheme is formalized in the following:

Definition 1.2.3. Let X be a locally Noetherian scheme.
(a) We say that X is regular at x ∈ X, or that x is a regular point of X, if OX,x is
a regular local ring.
(b) We say that X is regular if it is regular at all x ∈ X.

If X is regular at x ∈ X, then a minimal set of generators for mX,x is said
to be a regular system of parameters of X at x.
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1.2.4 Normal Crossings
Definition

A divisor D is said to be strict normal crossings if Zariski locally Dred is the union
of non-singular hypersurfaces crossing transversely. More formally:

Definition 1.2.5. (a) Let X be a locally Noetherian scheme and D be an effective
Cartier divisor on X. We say that D has strict normal crossings at a point x ∈ X
if X is regular at x and there exists a regular system of parameters f1, ..., fn of X
at x, an integer 0 ≤ m ≤ n and integers e1, ..., em ≥ 1 such that D is cut out by
f e1

1 · f e2
2 · ... · f emm in OX,x. If D has strict normal crossings at all points x ∈ X, then

D is a strict normal crossings divisor.
(b) Let R be a DVR. We will simply say that X ! SpecR has strict normal crossings
if X is a regular scheme and Xs = X×SpecR Spec(R/mR) is a strict normal crossings
divisor.

The integers ei in Definition 1.2.5(a) are the multiplicities of the irreducible
components of D passing through x. Some examples are given below:

Example 1.2.6. (a) Let R = Fp[[t]] and X be the affine R-scheme defined by
x2y − t = 0. Then X ! SpecR has strict normal crossings; the irreducible
components of Xs = Spec(Fp[x, y]/(x2y)) have multiplicities 2 and 1.
(b) Let R = Z(p) and X be the affine R-scheme defined by xyp − p = 0. Then
X ! SpecR has strict normal crossings; the irreducible components of Xs =
Spec(Fp[x, y]/(xpy)) have multiplicities p and 1.

Normal crossings vs strict normal crossings

Since the term "normal crossings" is used with subtly different meanings throughout
the literature, we find it useful to clarify a few things. In addition to Definition
1.2.5, one has the following more general notion:

Definition 1.2.7. If X is a regular scheme and D is an effective Cartier divisor on
X, we say that D has normal crossings if there exists an étale morphism π : Z ! X

such that the pullback π∗D has strict normal crossings.

However, sometimes authors use the term "normal crossings" for Definition
1.2.5 rather than the more general Definition 1.2.7 (see Remark 9.1.7). Thanks
to the following well-known fact, this distinction is not going to be important
for our purposes:
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Remark 1.2.8 (see Proposition 2.2.2 [Nic13], [Con16]). If D has normal crossings,
one can always find a blow-up f : X̃ ! X so that f ∗D is a strict normal crossings
divisor.

Remark 1.2.8 is proved in Proposition 2.2.2 [Nic13] when dimX = 2 but the
general case is similar. It is explained in detail in [Con16]. Note that in Conrad’s
terminology a strict normal crossings divisor is taken to be reduced (see also the
last paragraph of §1.2.4). Nevertheless, the proof of [Con16] applies equally well
in the non-reduced context. We illustrate Remark 1.2.8 with an example:

Example 1.2.9. Let p 6= 2, R = Fp[[t]] and X be the affine R-scheme defined by

x2 − αy2 = t

where α ∈ F×p − (F×p )2. Let β ∈ Fp be such that β2 = α. After a base change
S ′ ! S, corresponding to R! Fp(β)[[t]], the pullback of the divisor Xs has defining
equation

(x− βy)(x+ βy) = 0

and is thus a normal crossings divisor of XS′ = X ×S S ′. Blowing up the ideal
(x, y, t) makes Xs into a strict normal crossings divisor, in accordance with Fact
1.2.8.

We finally warn the reader that in several places in the literature (e.g. [Con16]
and 2.2.2 [Tem11]), the term strict normal crossings divisor means that the divisor
is reduced. However, our Definition 1.2.5 allows non-reduced divisors as well. In
fact, the reader should have the non-reduced case in mind as the typical case
throughout the paper.

1.2.10 Resolution of singularities
Motivation

For the rest of the paper, unless otherwise stated, we will assume a certain form of
resolution of singularities. Recall that a resolution of singularities of a scheme X
is a proper and birational morphism X ′ ! X, with X ′ regular (Definition 8.3.39
[Liu06]). Before we state precisely the form of resolution that we shall use, let
us first discuss the notion of an excellent DVR.
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Excellent DVR

The concept of a quasi-excellent ring first appeared in §7.9 [Gro65]. Grothendieck
showed in 7.9.5 [Gro65] that if R is a ring such that every integral scheme of finite
type over R admits a resolution of singularities, then R is quasi-excellent.

We shall not dwell on the precise definition of quasi-excellence, which is rather
technical. For the rest of the paper, our base ring R will always be a DVR, in
which case R is excellent precisely when the field extension K̂/K is separable,
where K = Frac(R) (see Corollary 8.2.40(b) [Liu06]). The reader may take this as
the definition of an excellent DVR, although this is a consequence of the actual
definition. We record the following construction, due to F. K. Schmidt, which will
appear again in Remark 5.3.8. It is a classical example of a non-excellent DVR:

Example 1.2.11 (see Examples 2.3.5 [Tem11], 3.1 [Kuh11]). Let y = ∑∞
i=0 αix

i ∈
Fp[[xp]] be transcendental over Fp(x) and let F = Fp(x, y). Consider the embedding
F ↪! Fp((x)) and the restriction of the x-adic valuation on F . We have that“F = Fp((x)). It is clear that “F/F is not separable as y1/p ∈ “F − F .
Resolution of singularities

Grothendieck conjectured that the converse of 7.9.5 [Gro65] is also true, i.e. every
integral quasi-excellent scheme admits a resolution of singularities (see 7.9.6 [Gro65]).
In practice, one often asks for stronger variants of resolution, some of which are
discussed in §2.5 [Tem11]. These variants are mostly discussed in the characteristic
0 context, where we have proven results. However, in 2.3.2 [Tem11] Temkin
explains that the stronger variants discussed in §2.5 are expected to be true for
general quasi-excellent schemes. In this paper, we will assume the validity of
the following statement:

Conjecture R (Log-Resolution). Let X be a reduced, flat scheme of finite type
over an excellent discrete valuation ring R. Then there exists a blow-up morphism
f : X̃ ! X in a nowhere dense center Z ( X such that

1. X̃ is a regular scheme.

2. X̃s = X̃ ×SpecR Spec(R/mR) is a strict normal crossings divisor.

Condition (1) is the one predicted by Grothendieck’s conjecture. A desingular-
ization of X which also satisfies condition (2) is often called a desingularization of
the pair (X,Xs) (see 2.5.3 [Tem11])1 or a log-resolution of (X,Xs). We emphasize
that Xs will typically be non-reduced. In residue characteristic 0, one can also make
Xs reduced, at the cost of replacing R with a finite extension (see 3.1.4 [Tem11]).

1In the terminology of 2.5.3 [Tem11] a desingularization of (X,Xs) is only required to make Xs
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Evidence for Conjecture R

We refer to §8.3.4 [Liu06], §3 [Tem11] for more information on established desingu-
larization results. See also §3.6-§3.8 [Spi20] for a more up-to-date survey.

Fact 1.2.12 (Residue characteristic 0). Conjecture R is known when the residue
field of R is of characteristic 0 by work of Hironaka (see Main Theorem I, pg. 132
and Corollary 3, pg.146 [Hir64]). These results are phrased for varieties over fields
of characteristic 0 but on pg. 151 [Hir64] Hironaka explains that similar results hold
more generally over quasi-excellent local rings of residue characteristic 0. This is
also explained in the introduction of [Tem08a]. The notion of "quasi-excellence" does
not actually appear in Hironaka’s paper but was later introduced by Grothendieck.

To obtain Conjecture R in residue characteristic 0, one splits the desingularization
of the pair (X,Xs) into an ordinary desingularization X ′ ! X and an embedded
desingularization of X ′s ( X ′. Theorem 1.1 [Tem08a] proves a more general result
for general quasi-excellent schemes. We note that the above cited results are stated
for integral (rather than reduced) schemes but this is not very important (see
Remark 2.3.8 [Tem08a]).

In positive characteristic, Conjecture R and other variants of resolution are
widely open. We nevertheless have some partial results:

Fact 1.2.13 (Positive characteristic). (a) First, in a series of papers Abhyankar
proved resolution of singularties for the case of varieties of dimension at most 3,
over an algebraically closed field k of characteristic p > 5 (see [Abh66]). Cutkovsky
gave a simplified and self-contained version of Abhyankar’s proof in [Cut09]. In
[CP08] and [CP09], Cossart and Piltant removed the restriction on the characteristic
and generalized it for base fields k satisfying a very mild assumption (namely that
[k : kp] <∞).
(b) Lipman showed that reduced, excellent, Noetherian schemes of dimension 2
can be desingularized, but his result does not include a divisor condition (see
Theorem 8.3.44 [Liu06]). More recently, Cossart and Piltant [CP19] proved a strong
desingularization result for general quasi-excellent schemes of dimension at most 3.
Conjecture R for dim(X) = 3 can be deduced from Theorem 1.1 [CP19].
into a normal crossings divisor but this is not really important in view of Fact 1.2.8. We warn the
reader that in [Tem11] the term "monomial divisor" is used for what we called "normal crossings
divisor" in Definition 1.2.7. In Temkin’s terminology a normal crossings divisor is required to be
reduced (see 2.2.2 [Tem11]). Note also that 2.5.3 [Tem11] asks for some control over the centers of
the blow-ups but this is not going to be important for us.
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Fact 1.2.14. A.J. de Jong proved a weaker statement than Conjecture R with
alterations, in the case where R is a complete DVR (see Theorem 6.5 [Jon96]).

For a concrete and detailed calculation of a desingularization ofX = Spec(R[x, y]/(xy−
a)) with a ∈ R, which also makes Xs into a normal crossings divisor, see Example
8.3.53 [Liu06].

1.2.15 Computational algebraic geometry
Affine schemes as algorithmic inputs

Let R be a Noetherian and computable ring, i.e. one whose underlying set is
(or may be indetified with) a recursive subset of N, so that the ring operations
are (or are identified with) recursive functions (e.g., R = Fp[t] or R = Fp(t) or
R = Fp). Ideals I ⊆ R[x1, ..., xn] are construed as algorithmic inputs via some
natural identification R[x1, ..., xn] ' N. For example, one can enumerate all finite
sequences of elements from R[x1, ..., xn], which encode (non-faithfully) all ideals
of R[x1, ..., xn] by Noetherianity.

Definition 1.2.16. (a) By saying that we are explicitly given (or simply given) an
ideal I ⊆ R[x1, ..., xn], we mean that we are given a finite set of generators via the
above identification.
(b) By saying that we are explicitly given (or simply given) a closed subscheme
X ⊆ An

R, we mean that X = Spec(A) with A = R[x1, ..., xn]/I(X) and the ideal
I(X) ⊆ R[x1, ..., xn] is given.

Some algorithms in algebraic geometry

Gröbner bases are at the basis of Facts 1.2.17 and 1.2.20. Background material
on Gröbner bases can be found in Chapter 2 [CLO04]. Here, we simply focus
on their applications in computational algebraic geometry, again using [CLO04]
as our main reference.

The reader can assume throughout that k = Fp or k = Fp(t), which are the
only cases used in §5.5. The results hold in much greater generality, although some
care is needed in the choice of k in order to have effective primary decomposition
of ideals (see also Remark 1.2.18).

Fact 1.2.17. There is an algorithm to compute:
(a) The primary decomposition of a given ideal I ⊆ k[x1, ..., xn] as well as the
associated primes.
(b) The dimension dim V (I) of a given ideal I ⊆ k[x1, ..., xn].
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Proof. (a) See pg. 213 [CLO04]. (b) See pg. 462 [CLO04].

As was mentioned above, the choice of the base field k is delicate and merely
assuming that k is computable does not guarantee the existence of an algorithm
for computing primary decompositions. This is not discussed in [CLO04], but is
discussed in [GTZ88] and [Sei78]. We shall not dwell on this but it is worth
including a few comments:

Remark 1.2.18. (a) There are computable fields k, for which even the factorization
of single-variable polynomials in k[x] is not effectively computable (see pg. 273
[Sei78]). One can certainly add effectiveness of factorizations in k[x] as an extra
ad hoc condition on k. Still, primary decomposition in higher dimensions is not
guaranteed (see pg. 274 [Sei78]).
(b) By [GTZ88], the situation is remedied by asking that k be factorially closed,
meaning that factorization of single-variable polynomials in k′[x] is effective, for any
finitely generated extension k′/k. Prime fields have this property (see §1 [GTZ88]).
We note that the main result of [GTZ88] is stated in much greater generality,
covering the case where the base ring is a factorially closed algorithmic PID (not
necessarily a field).

Remark 1.2.19. By the usual dictionary between algebra and geometry, Fact
1.2.17(a) says that we can compute the irreducible components of a given closed
subscheme X ⊆ An

k . Being able to compute the associated primes of the primary
decomposition of a given ideal I ⊆ k[x1, ..., xn], in particular allows us to compute
the reduced underlying scheme of any given closed subscheme X ⊆ An

k .

Fact 1.2.20. There is an algorithm to check if f ∈ I, for any given f ∈ k[x1, ..., xn]
and I ⊆ k[x1, ..., xn]. In particular, there is an algorithm to check if I = J for any
two given ideals I, J ⊆ k[x1, ..., xn].

Proof. See Chapter 2, §8 [CLO04].

1.3 Valued fields

We assume familiarity with the basics of valued fields. See [EP05] for a detailed
treatment. Here we provide an overview of RV-structures which are of central
importance in chapter 5 and also a synopsis of the various formalisms which are
used in the model theory of valued fields.
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1.3.1 RV-structures

We first provide an overview of the RV-structures associated to a valued field (K, v).

History

The RV-structures (closely related to Krasner’s hyperfields due to [Kra56]) first
appeared in a model-theoretic context in the work of Scanlon [Sca99] (by the name
leading terms) and were subsequently studied by his student Flenner in [Fle11].
These structures are simplified versions of Kuhlmann’s earlier amc-congruences2

(see [Kuh94]), which in turn were inspired by Basarab’s foundational work in
[Bas91]. Basarab [Bas91] introduced his mixed structures to obtain relative quantifier
elimination and relative completeness results for general henselian valued fields
of characteristic 0 (see Theorems A, B [Bas91]). However, his results require an
infinite family of such residual structures, which in practice makes it difficult to
use for decidability purposes.

Definition

Let (K, v) be a valued field with residue field k and value group Γ. Consider the
following short exact sequence of abelian groups

0! k×
ι
−! K×/(1 + m) v

−! Γ! 0

where ι(a) is the equivalence class in K×/(1 + m) of any lift ã ∈ OK of a. We
introduce the structure RV(K×) = K×/(1 + m), and write rv : K× ! K×/(1 + m)
for the natural map that sends a ∈ K× to its equivalence class in K×/(1 + m). As
with the value group, it will be convenient to include an element ∞ in RV(K×),
resulting in RV(K) = RV(K×) ∪ {∞}. We naturally extend rv : K× ! RV(K×)
to rv : K ! RV(K) by requiring that rv(0) = ∞.

Apart from its natural multiplicative structure, inherited from K×, one can
also equip RV(K) with additional structure.

• We have a ternary relation ⊕ for (multi-valued) addition among elements
of RV(K), so that ⊕(a, b, c) holds if there are x, y, z ∈ K such that rv(x) =
a, rv(y) = b, rv(z) = c and x+ y = z. We shall simply write a+ b = c to mean
that c is unique such that ⊕(a, b, c).

• We equip RV(K) with a binary relation R(a, b) ⇐⇒ vx ≤ vy, where
rv(x) = a and rv(y) = b.

2See the discussion on pg. 6 [Fle11] for a comparison between the two formalisms.
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Since rv(x) = rv(y) =⇒ vx = vy, the relation R is well-defined. It will be harmless
and also convenient to write va ≤ vb in place of R(a, b). The "higher" RV-structures
described in §2 [Fle11] will not be important for us.

Language

Definition 1.3.2. The language LRV is a two-sorted language having the following
sorts and symbols:
(1) a VF-sort, which uses the language of rings Lrings = {+,−, ·, 0, 1}.
(2) an RV-sort, which uses the group language {1, ·}, a constant symbol for ∞, a
ternary predicate for ⊕ and a binary predicate intended for the relation va ≤ vb

(see 1.3.1).
(3) a function symbol rv : VF! RV for the natural map rv : K ! RV(K). Recall
from 1.3.1 that by convention rv(0) =∞.

Lemma 1.3.3. Let (F, v) be a valued field. Then the natural inclusion map
RV(F ) ↪! RV(F h) (resp. RV(F ) ↪! RV(“F )) is an isomorphism.

Proof. Since (F h, v)/(F, v) is immediate, we have the commutative diagram below,
consisting of two short exact sequences

0 κ× RV(F×) Γ 0

0 κ× RV((F h)×) Γ 0

By the Five Lemma, it follows that the natural inclusion RV(F×) ↪! RV((F h)×) is
an isomorphism of abelian groups. Finally, note that this isomorphism respects the
additional structure. The same proof applies verbatim for the completion (“F , v).

Cross-section

A right inverse s : Γ ! K× of v : K× ! Γ is called a cross-section and makes
the exact sequence of 1.3.1 split. Therefore, if such a cross-section exists, it allows
us to identify the abelian group RV(K×) with k× × Γ. Explicitly, we identify
(a, γ) ∈ k× × Γ with ι(a) · s(γ) ∈ RV(K×).

We add to k× × Γ an additional symbol ∞ and equip (k× × Γ) ∪ {∞} with
the following structure:

• A multiplication ·, which restricts to the natural group operation on k× × Γ
and satisfies ∞ · (a, γ) = (a, γ) · ∞ =∞ ·∞ =∞ for all a ∈ k×, γ ∈ Γ.
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• A ternary relation⊕ for (multi-valued) addition, defined by⊕((a, γ), (b, δ), (c, ε))
whenever (1) γ < δ and c = a, ε = γ or (2) δ < γ and c = b, ε = δ or (3)
γ = δ, a+ b 6= 0 and c = a+ b, ε = γ or (4) γ = δ, a+ b = 0 and ε > γ .

• A binary relation R((a, γ), (b, δ)) ⇐⇒ γ ≤ δ.

In the presence of a cross-section, the structure (RV(K),⊕, ·,≤, 1,∞) described
in 1.3.1 is isomorphic to the structure ((k× × Γ) ∪ {∞},⊕, ·,≤, 1,∞) via the
identification described above.

Interpretability

In Fact 1.3.4, we record the observation that k and Γ are quantifier-free interpretable
in RV(K). We first introduce some notation and make some preliminary remarks,
which will also be useful later on:

Consider a valuation ring OK with fraction field K. We consider the set
RV(OK) = {x ∈ RV(K) : vx ≥ 0} and RV(O×K) = {x ∈ RV(K) : vx = 0},
equipped with the induced structure from RV(K) and readily seen to be quantifier-
free interpretable in the latter. We note that in [Den16] the structure RV(OK) is
denoted by MR(OK) and is called the structure of multiplicative residues of OK .

The residue map res : RV(OK)! k, mapping the equivalence class of a ∈ OK

in RV(OK) to a (and ∞ to 0), induces a multiplicative isomorphism RV(O×K) ∼= k×,
which is also a left inverse of ι : k× ! RV(O×K). The isomorphism res : RV(O×K)

∼=−!

k× extends to res : RV(O×K)∪{∞}
∼=−! k, by sending∞ 7! 0. It also respects addition

in the following sense: For all for all a, b, c ∈ RV(O×K)∪{∞}, we have that ⊕(a, b, c)
if and only if res(a) + res(b) = res(c). Moreover, if res(c) 6= 0, then c ∈ RV(K) is
unique such that ⊕(a, b, c) and we may simply write a + b = c (see §1.3.1).

Fact 1.3.4 (cf. Proposition 2.8 [Fle11]). The residue field (k,+, ·, 0, 1) and the
value group (Γ,+, <, 0) are quantifier-free interpretable in RV(K) with the structure
described in Definition 1.3.2(2). Moreover, the interpretations are uniform in K.

Proof. We start with the residue field. We identify (k,+, ·, 0, 1) with RV(O×K) ∪
{∞} = {x ∈ RV(K) : v(x) = 0} ∪ {∞}, which is quantifier-free definable in RV(K)
by the formula vx = v1 ∨ x =∞ (formally vx = v1 stands for vx ≤ v1 ∧ v1 ≤ vx).
The identification is given by res : RV(O×K) ∪ {∞}! k as described above.

We next argue that the value group is quantifier-free interpretable in RV(K).
We introduce the following quantifier-free definable relation ∼ on RV(K): x ∼
y ⇐⇒ vx = vy. The value group is identified with the quotient RV(K)/ ∼,
addition in Γ is recovered by multiplication, the order < is recovered by vx < vy

(viz. vx ≤ vy ∧ ¬vy ≤ vx) and 0 ∈ Γ is identified with ∞ ∈ RV(K).
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1.3.5 Languages

We write Loag = {0,+, <} for the language of ordered abelian groups and Lrings =
{0, 1,+, ·} for the language of rings.

Valued fields language

Let Lval be the three-sorted language of valued fields, with sorts for the field, the
value group and the residue field.

• The field sort K is equipped with the language of rings Lrings.

• The value group sort Γ is equipped with Loag, together with a constant symbol
for ∞.

• The residue field sort k is equipped the language of rings Lrings.

We also have function symbols for the valuation map v : K! Γ and a residue map
res : K ! k (where res(x) = 0 when vx < 0 by convention).

Convention 1.3.6. We shall write x ∈ O as an abbreviation of the formula
x ∈ K ∧ vx ≥ 0.

Ax-Kochen/Ershov language

Historically, the Ax-Kochen/Ershov formalism also included a function symbol for
a cross-section, i.e. group homomorphism s : Γ ! K× satisfying v ◦ s = idΓ (see
[AK65] and [Koc74]). One can also extend s by defining s(∞) = 0. We write Lval,×

for the language Lval enriched with such a cross-section symbol s : Γ ! K.

1.3.7 Ax-Kochen/Ershov with cross-section

Among other results, Ax-Kochen [AK65] and independently Ershov [Ers65] ob-
tained the following:

Fact 1.3.8 (Ax-Kochen/Ershov). The field Qp, equipped with the normalized
cross-section s : n 7! pn, is decidable in Lval,×.

Remark 1.3.9. (a) More generally, by Theorem 4 [Koc74], any unramified henselian
field (K, v), equipped with a normalized cross-section (viz., s(1) = p) and with
perfect residue field k, is decidable in Lval,×.
(b) Finite extensions of Qp are also decidable in Lval,×, for a suitable choice of a
cross-section (see §2.4).
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Theorem 12 [AK66] in fact shows that Qp admits quantifier elimination in
Lval,× relative to the value group. The definable sets of the latter are perfectly
understood by classical quantifier elimination results for Presburger arithmetic.
Nevertheless, the following is worth noting:

Remark 1.3.10. The definable sets in the Ax-Kochen/Ershov language are compli-
cated and are generally not definable in the valued field language. For instance, the
image of the cross-section is not definable without the cross-section (see Example, pg.
609 [Mac86]). For this reason, at least for the purpose of studying definable subsets
of the p-adics, the Ax-Kochen/Ershov formalism was superseded by Macintyre’s
language (see pg. 606 [Mac86]).

Despite Remark 1.3.10, the Ax-Kochen/Ershov formalism has remained relevant.
The fact that p-adic fields are decidable in such an expressive language is a strong
result. This is in stark contrast with the fact that positive characteristic local
fields are undecidable in Lval,× ([Phe87]).
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2
Ax-Kochen/Ershov principles

Introduction

The theory of the p-adic numbers Qp was determined by Ax-Kochen [AK65] and
independently by Ershov [Ers65]. Since then, several questions about the model
theory of local fields and their extensions have been raised and answered:

• In mixed characteristic, Kochen [Koc74] determined the theory of Qur
p , the

maximal unramified extension of Qp in the language Lval = {0, 1,+, ·,O} (see
notation). More generally, by work of [Zie72], [Ers65], [Bas78], [Bél99] and
more recently [AJ19], [Lee20] and [LL21], we have a good understanding of the
model theory of unramified and finitely ramified mixed characteristic henselian
fields. In a somewhat different spirit, in Theorem 17 [Ax68], Ax determined
the theory of {Qp : p ∈ P} and also that the theory of {Qp(ζn) : p - n},
namely the collection of all finite unramified extensions of Qp. To summarize
the above, theories of mixed characteristic henselian fields and collections
thereof are by and large well understood model-theoretically, as long as the
ramification is bounded.

• In positive characteristic, by work of Denef-Schoutens [DS03], we know that
Fp((t)) is existentially decidable in Lt = {0, 1, t,+, ·,O} (see notation), modulo
resolution of singularities.1 In fact, Theorem 4.3 [DS03] applies to show
that (assuming resolution) any finitely ramified extension of Fp((t)) can be

1The formalism of [DS03] does not include a unary predicate O for the valuation ring. This
does not make a difference because of the equivalences x ∈ O ↔ ∃y(y2 = 1 + t · x2) (for p > 2;
replace squares with cubes for p = 2) and x /∈ O↔ x−1 ∈ t · O.

19
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recursively axiomatized relative to its residue field. Anscombe-Fehm [AF16]
showed unconditionally that the existential theory of equal characteristic
henselian valued fields is determined by the existential theory of the residue
field. The caveat is that their result is stated in the weaker language Lval, which
does not include a constant symbol for t. Finally, we mention Kuhlmann’s
theory of tame fields [Kuh16a], which provides many decidability results for
positive characteristic tame fields. This will be discussed further in §3.3.

From the above (incomplete) list, we see that our understanding is less clear in the
positive characteristic case. Notably, the theory of Fp((t)) still remains unknown
and is perhaps the prominent open problem in the area. On the other hand, certain
infinitely ramified mixed characteristic fields have also been difficult to understand.
The theories of collections of p-adic extensions where the ramification is unbounded
(e.g., the collection of all finite extensions of Qp) have also been mysterious from
a model-theoretic standpoint. It has long been suspected that the two unknown
domains mentioned above, i.e., positive characteristic and infinite/unbounded
ramification, are interlinked. In chapters 3 and 6, we shall justify this premonition
by establishing precise connections.

In all cases which have been understood thus far, the theories are ultimately un-
derstood via so-called Ax-Kochen/Ershov principles. The essence of Ax-Kochen/Ershov
principles is to understand the theory of a henselian valued field in terms of
more primitive structures associated to it. If, in turn, the theories of those
primitive structures can be recursively axiomatized, this furnish us with a recursive
axiomatization of the valued field itself. In equal characteristic 0 or unramified
mixed characteristic, these primitive structures are simply the value group and the
residue field, so that the theory of the valued field is simply determined by the
theories of the residue field and the value group (and the fact that it is henselian).
Already in the presence of finite ramification, this naive reduction may fail and one
needs more algebraic information. Still, the situation is tractable.

The goal of the present chapter is to collect certain Ax-Kochen/Ershov principles
that are perhaps less known.

• The first one is an unpublished result by van den Dries. It is an Ax-
Kochen/Ershov principles for general mixed characteristic henselian valued
fields (i.e., with no restriction on the ramification). However, it requires
knowledge of infinitely many residual structures (see §2.1). On top of requiring
an infinite number of them, each individual one can be quite complicated in
general. For those two reasons, this Ax-Kochen/Ershov principle has been
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rather difficult to use in practice, e.g., for decidability problems. Nevertheless,
the result by van den Dries will be instrumental for our perfectoid transfer
theorem in chapter 3. In order to get an existential perfectoid transfer, we
will also prove an existential version of van den Dries’ theorem.

• The Ax-Kochen/Ershov principle proved in §2.4.6 yields a recursive axioma-
tization for each finite extension of Qp in the language with a cross-section.
This will not be used directly. Its main purpose is rather to illustrate that
while each individual finite extension of Qp is decidable with a (suitable)
cross-section, the theory of all of them is less well-behaved, thereby putting
the main result of chapter 6 in context.

A general existential Ax-Kochen/Ershov principle will be established in chapter
5, by putting some constraints on the type of ramification in play (but not on its
size) and assuming a certain form of resolution of singularities. This result requires
entirely different techniques and we shall therefore defer its treatment to chapter 5.

2.1 A result by van den Dries

2.1.1 A result by van den Dries
Introduction

We start with a general Ax-Kochen/Ershov style result in mixed characteristic,
due to van den Dries (unpublished), which is briefly discussed on pg. 144 in
[Dri12]. We shall sketch the proof (due to van den Dries), which does not seem
to appear anywhere in the published literature. Some references, which use a
similar coarsening argument, include pg. 2 [Dri99], the proof of Corollary 12.3
[AJ19] and the proof of Proposition 9.6 [Sca99]. For background material on
coarsenings of valuations, see §7.4 [Dri12].

Inverse systems

The formalism of multi-sorted structures, used in this section, is spelled out in §3
[Sca99]. The proof of van den Dries’ Theorem 2.1.3 requires a technical lemma
for inverse systems, which we now discuss.

Let R = (Rn)n∈ω be a sequence of rings, viewed as a multi-sorted structure
with sorts (Rn)n∈ω, each equipped with the language of rings Lrings, and for each
n ∈ N we have a map fn : Rn+1 ! Rn. Let T be the theory that requires of
R = (Rn)n∈ω that the map fn : Rn+1 ! Rn be surjective with Ker(fn) = pnRn+1 ,
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i.e. Rn
∼= Rn+1/p

nRn+1. If R = (Rn)n∈ω and S = (Sn)n∈ω are two models of T , they
are isomorphic precisely when there is a compatible system (φn)n∈ω of isomorphisms
φn : Rn

∼=−! Sn, i.e. such that the diagram commutes

Rn+1 Sn+1

Rn Sn

for each n ∈ N. Compatibility of the φn’s is essential as there are examples
where Rn

∼= Sn for each n ∈ N but R 6∼= S (see e.g., Remark 3.1.37). Somewhat
surprisingly, compatibility comes for free in a saturated setting:

Lemma 2.1.2. Assume CH. Let R = (Rn)n∈ω and S = (Sn)n∈ω be two models of
T . Suppose that for each n ∈ N, we have that Rn

∼= Sn and the rings Rn, Sn are
saturated with |Rn| = |Sn| ≤ ℵ1. Then R ∼= S.

Proof. Let U be a non-principal ultrafilter on P(N) and consider the ultraproducts
RU = ∏

n∈ω Rn/U and SU = ∏
n∈ω Sn/U .

Claim 1: RU
∼= SU .

Proof. Since Rn ≡ Sn for each n ∈ N, we get that RU ≡ SU by Łoś’ s Theorem.
For each n ∈ N, let Fm = {n ∈ N : |Rn| ≥ m}. If there exists m ∈ N with Fm /∈ U ,
then RU and SU are both finite and thus RU

∼= SU . If on the other hand Fm ∈ U
for all m ∈ N, then RU and SU are both infinite. Since |Rn| ≤ ℵ1, we get that
|RU | ≤ ℵℵ0

1 = 2ℵ2
0 = 2ℵ0 = ℵ1, using the continuum hypothesis (similarly |SU | ≤ ℵ1).

Moreover, the ultraproducts RU and SU are ℵ1-saturated (Exercise 4.5.37 [Mar02])
and thus saturated of size ℵ1. Since RU and SU are elementary equivalent and both
saturated of size ℵ1, we conclude that RU

∼= SU (Theorem 4.3.20 [Mar02]). Claim 1

Next we prove:
Claim 2: For each n ∈ N, we have RU/p

nRU
∼= Rn.

Proof. Fix n ∈ N. Since Rm/p
nRm

∼= Rn for m > n, we get that RU/p
nRU ≡ Rn

in Lrings by Łoś Theorem. If Rn is finite, then RU/p
nRU

∼= Rn and we are done.
Otherwise, we will have that Rn is saturated of size ℵ1. The same is true for
RU/p

nRU , being interpretable in the structure RU , which is saturated of size ℵ1 by
CH (see the proof of Claim 1). We conclude that RU/p

nRU
∼= Rn (Theorem 4.3.20

[Mar02]). Claim 2

Similarly, for each n ∈ N, we have SU/pnSU ∼= Sn. By Claim 1, we obtain
φ : RU

∼=−! SU . Note that φ(pnRU) = pnSU , for each n ∈ N. By Claim 2, this gives
rise to a compatible system (φn)n∈ω of isomorphisms φn : Rn

∼=−! Sn, which yields
R
∼=−! S.



2. Ax-Kochen/Ershov principles 23

Statement and proof

The following result will be of fundamental importance in chapter 3:

Theorem 2.1.3 (van den Dries). Let (K, v), (K ′, v′) be two henselian valued fields
of mixed characteristic. Then (K, v) ≡ (K ′, v′) in Lval if and only if Ov/p

nOv ≡
Ov′/p

nOv′ in Lrings for all n ∈ N and (Γv, vp) ≡ (Γv′ , v′p) in Loag together with a
constant for vp.

Proof. "⇒": Clear.
"⇐": As the statement at hand is absolute, we may assume the continuum hypothesis
(see §8 [Sca99] or pg. 122 [Dri12]). We may therefore assume that both (K, v) and
(K ′, v′) are saturated of size ℵ1 (Corolllary 4.3.13 [Mar02]). By our assumption,
we have an isomorphism of ordered abelian groups (Γv, vp) ∼= (Γv′ , v′p) and a
ring isomorphism Ov′/p

nOv′
∼= Ov/p

nOv for each n ∈ N. We shall argue that
(K, v) ∼= (K ′, v′).

Consider the finest coarsening w of v for which the associated residue field
kw has characteristic 0. The corresponding valuation ring is Ow = Ov[ 1

p
] and the

corresponding value group is Γw = Γv/Conv(Zvp). Let v̄ be the induced valuation
from v on the residue field kw. We then have that Ov̄ = Ov/

⋂
n∈ω p

nOv. We also
consider the analogous objects for K ′.
Claim 1: We have a ring isomorphism Ov̄

∼= lim −Ov/p
nOv.

Proof. Consider the ring homomorphism f : Ov̄ ! lim −Ov/p
nOv : x+ ⋂

n∈ω p
nOv 7!

(x+pnOv)n∈ω, which is clearly injective. We shall argue that it is also surjective. For
a given (xn+pnOv)n∈ω ∈ lim −Ov/p

nOv, we may find x ∈ Ov with x ≡ xn mod pnOv,
using that Ov is ℵ1-saturated. It follows that f(x) = (xn + pnOv)n∈ω. Claim 1

Similarly, one obtains an isomorphism Ov′
∼= lim −Ov′/p

nOv′ .
Claim 2: We have an isomorphism of valued fields φ : (kw, v) ∼= (k′w′ , v′).

Proof. Let R = (Ov/p
nOv)n∈ω and S = (Ov′/p

nOv′)n∈ω. Then R ∼= S by Lemma
2.1.2. This yields lim −Ov/p

nOv
∼= lim −Ov′/p

nOv′ and thus Ov̄
∼= Ov′ by Claim

1. Claim 2

We also have that Γw ∼= Γ′w′ , since the isomorphism (Γv, vp) ∼= (Γv′ , v′p)
descends to the quotients Γv/Conv(Zvp) ∼= Γv′/Conv(Zv′p). By Lemma 7.13
[Dri12], the coarsened valued fields (K,w) and (K ′, w′) are henselian too. By
the Ax-Kochen/Ershov principle in pure characteristic 0 (see e.g., Corollary 5.22
[Dri12]), we get that (K,w) ≡ (K ′, w′) in Lval.
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Passing once again to elementary extensions, in a suitable language that includes
unary predicates for both Ov and Ow, we may even assume that (K,w) ∼= (K ′, w′)
to begin with. By stable embeddedness of residue fields for henselian valued fields
of pure characteristic 0 (see Corollary 5.25 [Dri12]), there is even an isomorphism
Φ : (K,w)

∼=−! (K ′, w′) inducing φ : kw
∼=−! k′w′ .

Claim 3: The map Φ is an isomorphism of the valued fields (K, v) and (K ′, v′).

Proof. Given x ∈ K, we need to show that vx ≥ 0 ⇐⇒ v′(Φ(x)) ≥ 0. If vx ≥ 0,
then either (i) wx > 0 or (ii) wx = 0 and vx̄ ≥ 0, where x̄ ∈ kv is the image of x via
resw : Ow ! kw. In the first case, we get that w′(Φ(x)) > 0 as Φ : (K,w)! (K ′, w′)
is a valued field homomorphism and therefore v′(Φ(x)) > 0 as mw′ ⊂ mv′ . Suppose
now that wx = 0 and vx̄ ≥ 0. Then we also get that wx = 0 and v′(φ(x)) ≥ 0 as
φ : (kw, v)! (k′w′ , v′) is a valued field homomorphism. Since Φ induces φ, we get
that v′(Φ(x)) = v′(φ(x)) ≥ 0 and conclude that v′(Φ(x)) ≥ 0. Claim 3

Claim 3 finishes the proof.

2.2 Existential AKE in mixed characteristic

In this section we prove an existential version of Theorem 2.1.3. We first review
some known AKE results in the equal characteristic setting.

2.2.1 Comparison with the equal characteristic case

For equal characteristic henselian valued fields one has the following simple Ax-
Kochen/Ershov principles due to Anscombe-Fehm:

Theorem 2.2.2 (Corollary 1.2 [AF16]). Let (K, v), (K ′, v′) be two equal charac-
teristic non-trivially valued henselian fields. Then (K, v) ≡∃ (K ′, v′) in Lval if and
only if k ≡∃ k′ in Lrings.

Theorem 2.2.3 (Corollary 7.5 [AF16]). Let (K, v) be an equal characteristic
henselian valued field. Then Th∃(K, v) is decidable in Lval if and only if Th∃(k) is
decidable in Lrings.

Remark 2.2.4. In residue characteristic 0, Theorems 2.2.2 and 2.2.3 were essentially
known by work of Ax-Kochen/Ershov prior to the work of Anscombe-Fehm (see
Remark 7.3 [AF16]).
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2.2.5 Existential AKE in mixed characteristic

In mixed characteristic, one can easily construct counterexamples of Theorems 2.2.2
and 2.2.3 (see Remark 7.6 [AF16]). It is then natural to ask what an existential
AKE principle in mixed characteristic would look like. This will be Theorem
2.2.7 below, whose proof follows closely the proof of Theorem 2.1.3. The role of
stable embeddedness in the proof of Theorem 2.1.3 will now be played by the
relative embedding property in equal characteristic 0. More generally Kuhlmann
shows the following:

Fact 2.2.6 (Theorem 7.1 in [Kuh16a]). Let (K, v), (K ′, v′) be tame fields with a
common defectless subfield (K0, v0). Suppose that we have embeddings ρ : kv ! kv′

over kv0 and σ : Γv ! Γv′ over Γv0 . Suppose further that kv/kv0 is separable and
that Γv/Γv0 is torsion-free. Then there exists a valued field embedding ι : (K, v)!
(K ′, v′) inducing ρ and σ.

We write mn for the maximal ideal of Ov/p
nOv and (Ov/p

nOv,mn) for the local
ring, viewed as an Llcr-structure (see notation).

Theorem 2.2.7. Let (K, v), (K ′, v′) be two henselian valued fields of mixed charac-
teristic. Then we have that (a) (K, v) ≡∃ (K ′, v′) in Lval if and only if Ov/p

nOv ≡∃
Ov′/p

nOv′ in Lrings for all n ∈ N, and (b) (K, v) ≡∃ (K ′, v′) in Lval if and only if
(Ov/p

nOv,mn) ≡∃+ (Ov′/p
nOv′ ,m

′
n) in Llcr for all n ∈ N.

Proof. (a) "⇒": Clear.
"⇐": By symmetry, it will suffice to show that (K, v) |= Th∃(K ′, v′). We may
further assume (K ′, v′) is countable by downward Löwenheim-Skolem and that
(K, v) is ℵ1-saturated.

We again consider the valuations w, v (resp. w′, v′) that were introduced in the
proof of Theorem 2.1.3. By our assumption, we have for each n ∈ N an embedding
of rings Ov′/p

nOv′ ↪! Ov/p
nOv.

Claim: There is an injective ring embedding φ : Ov̄′ ↪! Ov̄.

Proof. Let us fix an enumeration of Ov′ , say Ov′ = (ai)i∈N. Consider the set of
formulas in countably many variables x = (xn)n∈ω of the form

Σ(x) = {xi � xj = xv(pn), xm�xρ(pn) : ai ∈ Ov′ , ai � aj = av(pn), am�aρ(pn)}

where � is either + or · and � is either = or 6=. Since for each n ∈ N we have an
embedding of rings Ov′/p

nOv′ ↪! Ov/p
nOv, we get that Σ(x) is finitely satisfiable.

The ring Ov is ℵ1-saturated and we thus have b = (bn)n∈ω with b |= Σ(x). Using
that Ov̄ = Ov/

⋂
n∈ω p

nOv (resp. Ov′ = Ov′/
⋂
n∈ω p

nOv′), one readily checks that the
map Ov′ ! Ov : ai 7! bi descends to a ring embedding Ov̄′ ↪! Ov̄. Claim
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Claim 1 provides us with a valued field embedding φ : (k′w′ , v̄′) ↪! (kw, v̄). By
the existential Ax-Kochen/Ershov principle in pure characteristic 0 (see Theorem
2.2.2 and Remark 2.2.4), we get that (K,w) |= Th∃(K ′, w′). Replacing K with an
ℵ1-saturated extension in a suitable language that includes unary predicates for
both Ov and Ow, we will also have an embedding (K ′, w′) ↪! (K,w).

By Fact 2.2.6 for equal characteristic 0 henselian valued fields, we can even find
Φ : (K ′, w′) ↪! (K,w) that induces φ : (k′w′ , v̄′) ↪! (kw, v̄). Finally, we get that the
map Φ : (K ′, v′) ↪! (K, v) is an embedding of valued fields, as in the proof of Claim
2, Theorem 2.1.3.
(b) For f(x1, ..., xm) ∈ Z[x1, ..., xm] and (a1, ..., am) ∈ Om

v , note that f(a1, ..., am) 6= 0
mod pnOv if and only if there exists y ∈ mv such that f(a1, ..., am) · y = pn

mod pn+1Ov (similarly for Ov′). Consequently, for each n ∈ N, we see that if
(Ov/p

n+1Ov,mn+1) ≡∃+ (Ov′/p
n+1Ov′ ,m

′
n+1) in Llcr, then Ov/p

nOv ≡∃ Ov′/p
nOv′ in

Lrings. The conclusion follows from part (a).

2.3 Decidability

We now harvest the consequences of Theorem 2.1.3 and 2.2.7 in relation to
decidability. Since the countable union of recursive sets is not guaranteed to
be recursive, we need to ask not only that each individual OK/(pn) be decidable in
Lrings but also that the sequence (OK/(pn))n∈ω be uniformly decidable in Lrings:

Corollary 2.3.1. Let (K, v) be a henselian valued field of mixed characteristic.
Suppose that (Γv, vp) is decidable in Loag with a constant for vp and that the sequence
(OK/(pn))n∈ω is uniformly decidable in Lrings. Then (K, v) is decidable in Lval.

Proof. The identification Γv = K×/O× furnish us with a recursive interpretation
Γ of (Γv, vp) in the valued field (K, v). Let also Γn be the natural interpretation
of OK/(pn) in the Lval-structure (K, v), for each n ∈ N. If gn : SentLrings ! SentLval

denotes the reduction map of Γn, then one can see that the sequence (gn)n∈ω is
uniformly recursive (using that Γn is uniform in n ∈ N). Let

Σ := Hen(0,p) ∪ (
⋃
n∈ω
{φΓn : OK/(pn) |= φ}) ∪ {φΓ : (Γv, vp) |= φ}

where Hen(0,p) is a first-order axiom schema capturing Hensel’s lemma (see e.g.,
pg.21 [Kuh16a]), together with a set of sentences capturing that the valued field
has mixed characteristic (0, p).
Claim: The axiomatization Σ is r.e.
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Proof. The set Hen(0,p) is clearly r.e. The set {φΓ : (Γv, vp) |= φ} ⊆ Lval is r.e.,
being the image of a recursive set via the recursive reduction map of Γ. Since
recursively enumerable sets are closed under finite unions, it remains to show that⋃
n∈ω{φΓn : OK/(pn) |= φ} is r.e.
Let χ : N× SentLrings ! N be the recursive function associated to the uniformly

decidable sequence (OK/(pn))n∈ω. We construct the partial recursive function
χ′ : N× SentLrings ! N× SentLrings which maps (n, φ) 7! (n, φ) if χ(n, φ) = 1 and is
undefined if χ(n, φ) = 0. Consider also the recursive function g : N× SentLrings !

SentLrings : (n,m) 7! gn(m) associated to the uniformly recursive sequence (gn)n∈ω.
Observe that ⋃

n∈ω{φΓn : OK/(pn) |= φ} = Im(F ) where F is the (partial) recursive
function F = g ◦ χ′. It follows that ⋃

n∈ω{φΓn : OK/(pn) |= φ} is r.e. Claim

If (K ′, v′) |= Σ, then (K ′, v′) ≡ (K, v) in Lval by Theorem 2.1.3. We therefore
get that Σ is a complete axiomatization of (K, v). We conclude that the Lval-theory
of (K, v) admits a r.e. and complete axiomatization, whence (K, v) is decidable.

Corollary 2.3.2. Let (K, v) be a henselian valued field of mixed characteristic.
Suppose that the sequence ((OK/(pn),mn)n∈ω is uniformly ∃+-decidable in Llcr. Then
(K, v) is ∃-decidable in Lval.

Proof. Similar to Corollary 2.3.1, ultimately using Theorem 2.2.7(b).

2.4 Ax-Kochen/Ershov with cross-section

2.4.1 Motivation

The main result of chapter 6 is Theorem 6.0.1, which states that the asymptotic
theory of finite extensions of Qp is undecidable in LAKE. This should be contrasted
with the fact that each individual finite extension F of Qp is decidable in LAKE (see
Remark 1.3.9), at least for a suitable choice of a cross-section (see Example 2.4.4). It
is true that F is decidable in Lval—being interpretable (without parameters) in Qp

itself—but it is not immediately obvious that F is also decidable in LAKE. For certain
extensions F/Qp (e.g., unramified extensions or extensions of the form Qp(p1/n)),
this again follows by interpreting (without parameters) the LAKE-structure F in
the LAKE-structure Qp, equipped with the normalized cross-section. The general
case does not seem to be amenable to such interpretability methods and we are
not aware of a reference. This result is important to put Theorem 6.0.1 in context
and we shall therefore spell out the details below.
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2.4.2 Setting

Suppose F/Qp is a finite extension with residue field Fq and write OF = W (Fq)[x]/(E(x)),
where E(x) ∈ Z[ζq−1][x] is Eisenstein of degree e = e(K/Qp) and W (Fq) is the
ring of Witt vectors over Fq. We can indeed assume that E(x) has coefficients
in Z[ζq−1] ( W (Fq) by Krasner’s Lemma. We shall argue that F , equipped with
the cross-section s : Z ! F× : n 7! xn, is decidable in LAKE. We shall provide
a complete and recursive axiomatization.

2.4.3 Axiomatization

Let T be the theory of henselian valued fields (K, v, s) such that:

1. kv = Fq.

2. (Γ, vp) ≡ (Z, e) in Loag.

3. π is a root of E(x), where π = s(1).

Note that (3) is first-order expressible because E(x) ∈ Z[ζq−1][x]. Theorem 2.4.6
shows that T is complete, by demonstrating that any two saturated models are
isomorphic. The decidability of F will then follow from the recursiveness of the above
set of axioms. Note that we have been careful with the choice of the cross-section.
Indeed, not every choice will lead to a decidable LAKE-theory:

Example 2.4.4. Let a = ∑∞
n=0 αn · pn ∈ Zp, with αn ∈ {0, ..., p − 1}, be an

uncomputable p-adic integer with vpa = 1. The former condition means that the
function da : N! {0, ..., p− 1} : n 7! αn is non-recursive. Let sa : Z! Q×p : 1 7! a

be the associated cross-section. One sees that Qp, equipped with the cross-section
sa, is undecidable in LAKE.

2.4.5 Statement and proof

Following the notation of [Dri12], given an embedding Φ : (K, v) ! (K ′, v′) of
valued fields, we write Φr : k ! k′ and Φv : Γ ! Γ′ for the induced residue field
and value group embeddings respectively. When K and K ′ are equipped with
cross-sections s and s′ respectively, an embedding (K, v, s)! (K ′, v′, s′) must also
satisfy Φ ◦ s = s′ ◦ Φv. If in addition K and K ′ are equipped with liftings of their
residue fields, say ι and ι′ respectively, an embedding (K, v, s, ι) ! (K ′, v′, s′, ι′)
is also required to satisfy Φ ◦ ι = ι′ ◦ Φr.
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The proof of Theorem 2.4.6 is a standard coarsening argument (see §7.4 [Dri12]),
ultimately reducing the problem to equal characteristic 0, and follows closely the
proof of Theorem 1 [DM16]. The only nuance is that we need to equip the coarsened
valued fields with suitable cross-sections.

Theorem 2.4.6. The theory T is complete. In particular, F is decidable in LAKE.

Proof. As the statement at hand is absolute, we may assume the continuum
hypothesis (see pg. 122 [Dri12]). We may therefore assume throughout the
existence of saturated models of uncountable cardinality (Corollary 4.3.13 [Mar02]).
Let (K, v, s) and (K ′, v′, s′) be two saturated models of T of the same size. By
our assumption, we have an isomorphism of ordered abelian groups Γv ∼= Γv′
and a ring isomorphism kv ∼= k′v′ . We shall argue that there is an isomorphism
(K, v, s) ∼= (K ′, v′, s′).

Consider the finest coarsening w of v of residue characteristic 0. By Lemma
7.13 [Dri12], the coarsened valued field (K,w) is henselian. The value group is
Γw = Γv/∆, where ∆ = Zvπ and the residue field is Fq. Let v̄ be the induced
valuation from v on the residue field kw. Let also s = resw ◦ s|∆ be the induced
cross-section on (kw, v). We also have a lifting ι : kw ! Ow of resw : Ow ! kw

(Theorem 2.9 [Dri12]). We consider analogous objects for K ′.
Claim 1: There are isomorphisms φ : (kw, v, s) ∼= (k′w′ , v′, s′) and Γw ∼= Γw′ .

Proof. By Hensel’s Lemma, we have that ζq−1 ∈ K. The subfield Q(ζq−1) ⊆ Ow

maps isomorphically into kw via resw : Ow ! kw and we still write E(x) for the
image of E(x) in kw. The element π = s(1) maps to a root π ∈ kw of E(x).
By ℵ1-saturation, the valued field (kw, v) is a complete discrete valued field (see
Lemma 7.14 [Dri12]), of absolute ramification e and with residue field Fq. By
the structure theorem for mixed characteristic complete DVRs, we deduce that
Ov
∼= W (Fq)[x]/(E(x)) via an isomorphism which identifies π with x. Moreover, we

have that s(1) = x, via the above identification. A similar analysis holds for K ′

and we get an isomorphism φ : (kw, v, s) ∼= (k′w′ , v′, s′). We also have that Γw ∼= Γw′ ,
since the isomorphism Γv ∼= Γv′ descends to the quotients Γv/∆ ∼= Γv′/∆′. Claim 1

Note that ι ◦ s = s|∆ (resp. ι′ ◦ s′ = s′|∆′). Indeed, since ∆ ∼= Z, it suffices to
check that ι(π) = π. Now ι(π) is a root of E(x) which maps to π via resw. By the
uniqueness part of Hensel’s Lemma, we get that ι(π) = π.
Claim 2: There exist saturated elementary extensions (K∗, v∗, w∗, s∗, ι∗) (resp.
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(K ′∗, v′∗, w′∗, s′∗, ι′∗)) of (K, v, w, s, ι) (resp. (K ′, v′, w′, s′, ι′)) such that the exact
sequences

0 ∆∗ Γ∗ Γ∗/∆∗ 0

0 ∆′∗ Γ′∗ Γ′∗/∆′∗ 0

∼= ∼=
χ

∼=

χ′

split and the diagram commutes.

Proof. Set (K0, v0, w0, s0, ι0) = (K, v, w, s, ι) and for each n ∈ N let (Kn+1, vn+1, wn+1, sn+1, ιn+1)
be a |Kn|+-saturated elementary extension of (Kn, vn, wn, sn, ιn). For each n ∈ N,
we shall argue that Γn/∆n embeds in Γn+1:

Since (Γv, vπ) ≡ (Z, 1), we will have that Γv/Zvπ is divisible. Since (Γn,∆n) ≡
(Γv,Zvπ), it follows that Γn/∆n is also divisible. We may now view Γn/∆n as
an ordered Q-vector space. Let B = {γi + ∆n}i∈I be a Q-basis of Γn/∆n. Since
Γn/∆n is divisible, we have that for each m ∈ N and each equivalence class γi + ∆n,
there is γ′i ∈ Γn such that γi + ∆n = γ′i + ∆n with γ′i being m-divisible in Γn. By
|Γn|+-saturation of Γn+1, for each equivalence class γi + ∆n, there is γ′i ∈ Γn+1 such
that γi + ∆n+1 = γ′i + ∆n+1, with γ′i divisible in Γn+1. We can now embed Γn/∆n

in Γn+1 via χn : γi + ∆n 7! γ′i and extending it Q-linearly. Note that χn is order
preserving because∑

i∈I0

qi(γi + ∆n) > 0⇒
∑
i∈I0

qiγi > ∆n ⇒
∑
i∈I0

qiγi > ∆n+1 ⇒
∑
i∈I0

qiγ
′
i > 0

for any finite I0 ⊆ I and qi ∈ Q.
The structure K∞ := ⋃

n∈NKn is also an elementary extension of K by Tarski-
Vaught and the quotient map Γ∞ ! Γ∞/∆∞ admits a section χ : Γ∞/∆∞ ! Γ∞,
namely χ = ⋃∞

n=1 χn. Having assumed the continuum hypothesis, we may pass to a
saturated elementary extension (K∗, v∗, w∗, s∗, ι∗, χ∗) of (K∞, v∞, w∞, s∞, ι∞, χ∞).
We also pass to a saturated elementary extension (K ′∗, v′∗, w′∗, s′∗, ι′∗) of (K ′, v′, w′, s′, ι′)
of the same size. We then have an isomorphism Γ′∗ ∼= Γ∗, which restricts to an
isomorphism ∆′∗ ∼= ∆∗. In particular, we may choose a section χ′ : Γ′∗/∆′∗ ! Γ′∗
such that the above diagram commutes. Claim 2

It is now harmless to replace K (resp. K ′) with K∗ (resp. K ′∗). Claim 2 allows
us to write Γv = ∆⊕Q (resp. Γv′ = ∆′⊕Q′), where Q = Im(χ) (resp. Q′ = Im(χ′)).
Let s|Q : Q! K (resp. s′|Q′) be the cross-section of (K,w) obtained by restricting
s on Q (resp. Q′).

By Claim 1, we have isomorphisms φ : (kw, v, s) ∼= (k′w′ , v′, s′) and Γw ∼= Γw′ .
By the Ax-Kochen/Ershov principle in equal characteristic 0 (see Theorem 5.11
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[Dri12]) and saturation, we therefore get that (K,w, s|Q, ιw) ∼= (K ′, w′, s′|Q′ , ι′w′).
Now recall that residue fields are stably embedded in henselian valued fields of
equal characteristic 0, even in the enriched language with a cross-section and a
lifting of the residue field (see Corollary 5.15 [Dri12]). Therefore, by one of the
equivalent conditions for stable embeddedness (see Lemma 1(6) [CH99]) there is even
an isomorphism Φ : (K,w, s|Q, ιw)

∼=−! (K ′, w′, s′|Q′ , ι′w′) inducing φ : (kw, v, s)
∼=−!

(k′w′ , v′, s′), i.e., with Φr = φ.
Claim 3: The map Φ is an isomorphism between (K, v, s) and (K ′, v′, s′).

Proof. First we check that Φ is a valued field isomorphism. Given x ∈ K, we
need to show that vx ≥ 0 ⇐⇒ v′(Φ(x)) ≥ 0. If vx ≥ 0, then either (i) wx > 0
or (ii) wx = 0 and vx̄ ≥ 0, where x̄ ∈ kv is the image of x via resw : Ow ! kw.
In the first case, we get that w′(Φ(x)) > 0 as Φ : (K,w) ! (K ′, w′) is a valued
field homomorphism and therefore v′(Φ(x)) > 0 as mw′ ⊂ mv′ . Suppose now
that wx = 0 and vx̄ ≥ 0. Then we also get that wx = 0 and v′(φ(x)) ≥ 0 as
φ : (kw, v)! (k′w′ , v′) is a valued field homomorphism. Since Φ induces φ, we get
that v′(Φ(x)) = v′(φ(x)) ≥ 0 and conclude that v′(Φ(x)) ≥ 0.

We also need to check that Φ respects the cross-sections, i.e. Φ(s(γ)) = s′(Φv(γ)).
Write γ = γ∆ + γQ. We have that Φ(s(γQ)) = s′(Φv(γQ)) and also

Φ(s(γ∆)) = Φ(ι(s(γ∆))) = ι′(φ(s(γ∆))) = ι′(s′(φv(γ∆))) = s′(φv(γ∆)) = s′(Φv(γ∆))

using that s = ι ◦ s (resp. s′ = ι′ ◦ s′), φ ◦ s = s′ ◦ φv and Φ ◦ ι = ι′ ◦ Φr = ι′ ◦ φ.
We now compute

Φ(s(γ)) = Φ(s(γ∆ + γQ)) = Φ(s(γ∆) · s(γQ)) = Φ(s(γ∆)) · Φ(s(γQ))

s′(Φv(γ∆)) · s′(Φv(γQ)) = s′(Φv(γ∆ + γQ)) = s′(Φv(γ))

Claim 3
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3
Perfectoid fields

Introduction

The material presented in this chapter is based on [Kar20]. We shall investigate the
model theory of perfectoid fields, focusing on certain extensions of Qp and Fp((t)).
For the purposes of the introduction, the reader is welcome to think of extensions of
Qp or Fp((t)) containing lots of p-power roots of elements in the field. Some examples
which have been of historical interest to model-theorists are listed below. (The
fields in the list below are not quite perfectoid, as they are not complete, but we will
soon explain that this is of minor importance for any model-theoretic purposes.)

• In mixed characteristic, these include Qab
p , the maximal abelian extension of

Qp and the totally ramified extension Qp(ζp∞), obtained by adjoining all pn-th
roots of unity. These extensions had already been discussed in Macintyre’s
survey on pg.140 [Mac86] and a conjectural axiomatization of Qab

p was given
by Koenigsmann on pg.55 [Koe18]. Another interesting extension is Qp(p1/p∞),
a totally ramified extension of Qp obtained by adjoining a compatible system
of p-power roots of p.

• In positive characteristic, two very natural infinitely ramified fields are the
perfect hulls of Fp((t)) and Fp((t)). These are semitame fields, using the
terminology of Kuhlmann-Rzepka [KR21], and are both expected to be
decidable (see pg. 4 [KR21]). The ultimate goal of [KR21] is to extend
Kuhlmann’s results for tame fields to the more general framework of semitame
fields.

33
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The above fields will be the main objects of interest throughout the chapter. Their
p-adic (resp. t-adic) completions are typical examples of perfectoid fields in the
sense of Scholze [Sch12a] (see §3.1). For any such field K, one can define its tilt
K[ (see §3.1.5), which intuitively is its local function field analogue. This can be
thought of as a strengthening of the classical (local) function field analogy between
Qp and Fp((t)). The perfectoid framework often allows one to reduce arithmetic
problems about K to arithmetic problems about K[. This kind of transfer principle,
which works for a fixed p, should be contrasted with the Ax-Kochen principle which
achieves such a reduction only asymptotically, i.e. with the residue characteristic
p!∞. This is explained in detail in Scholze’s ICM report (see pg.2 [Sch14]).

Our main goal is to set the stage for incorporating ideas from perfectoid
geometry in the model theory of henselian fields. In the present chapter we
focus on decidability, although it is conceivable that our methods can be used in
different model-theoretic contexts. We will prove the following relative decidability
result for the fields discussed above:

Corollary 3.0.1. (a) Assume Fp((t))1/p∞ is decidable (resp. ∃-decidable) in Lt.
Then Qp(p1/p∞) and Qp(ζp∞) are decidable (resp. ∃-decidable) in Lval.
(b) Assume Fp((t))1/p∞ is decidable (resp. ∃-decidable) in Lt. Then Qab

p is decidable
(resp. ∃-decidable) in Lval.

As usual, we write Fp((t))1/p∞ (resp. Fp((t))1/p∞) for the perfect hull of Fp((t))
(resp. Fp((t))), Lval for the language of valued fields and Lt for the language Lval

enriched with a constant symbol for t (see notation). Corollary 3.2.20 is essentially
a special case of a general relative decidability result for perfectoid fields, which
is discussed next. As was noted above, the fields in Corollary 3.0.1 are not quite
perfectoid (they are not complete) but one can readily adapt the proof of Theorem
3.0.2 to obtain Corollary 3.0.1. We also note that the above mixed characteristic
fields have the same theory as their completions (see Remark 3.2.21). The same
is true for the characteristic p fields listed above. This will not be discussed here
but will appear in upcoming joint work with F. Jahnke.

Let F be a perfectoid field of characteristic p (e.g., F = ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞). An untilt
of F is a mixed characteristic perfectoid field K together with an isomorphism
ι : K[

∼=! F . In general, there will be many non-isomorphic untilts of F . In fact,
there will be too many untilts even up to elementary equivalence (see Proposition
3.1.36(b)), thus shattering the naive guess of K being decidable relative to its
tilt K[ that one might initially have. On a more elementary level, ones needs
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to assume decidability with parameters on the positive characteristic side (see
Example 3.2.13). Nevertheless, a relative decidability result for perfectoids can
be salvaged by asking that K be an R0-computable untilt of F , a notion which
is briefly explained below (see §3.2.2 for details).

Write W (OF ) for the ring of Witt vectors over OF (see §3.1.13). An element
ξ ∈ W (OF ) is identified with its associated Witt vector, which is an infinite sequence
(ξ0, ξ1, ...) with ξn ∈ OF . Whenever there is a computable subring R0 ⊆ OF such
that ξn ∈ R0 and the function N ! R0 : n 7! ξn is recursive, we say that ξ is
R0-computable. As usual, a computable ring R0 is one whose underlying set is (or
may be indetified with) a recursive subset of N, so that the ring operations are
(or are identified with) recursive functions (e.g., Fp[t] is a computable ring). An
important result by Fargues-Fontaine gives a 1-1 correspondence between untilts
of F and certain principal ideals of W (OF ) (Theorem 3.1.29). An untilt K of F is
then said to be an R0-computable untilt, whenever there exists an R0-computable
generator ξ ∈ W (OF ) of the ideal corresponding to K. We then have the following
relative decidability result (the name is due to Scanlon):

Theorem 3.0.2 (Perfectoid transfer). Suppose K is an R0-computable untilt of F .
If F is decidable in Lval(R0), then K is decidable in Lval.

Here Lval(R0) is the language Lval enriched with constant symbols for the
elements of R0. We also obtain an existential version of Theorem 3.0.2 in §3.2.8.
The condition on K being an R0-computable untilt of F is virtually true in all cases
of interest (although generically false), even for a natural choice of R0. Corollary
3.2.20 is an immediate consequence of Theorem 3.0.2, by considering the t-adic
completion of Fp((t))1/p∞ (resp. Fp((t))1/p∞ for part (b)) and R0 = Fp[t]. The two
key ingredients in the proof of Theorem 3.0.2 are:

1. An (unpublished) Ax-Kochen/Ershov style result by van den Dries, presented
in §2.1.

2. The Fargues-Fontaine correspondence described above, presented in §3.1.22.

The result by van den Dries will enable us to reduce the decidability of K to the
uniform decidability of the sequence of residue rings (OK/(pn))n∈ω and also the
decidability of (Γv, vp). The Fargues-Fontaine correspondence then gives us a way
to interpret each individual residue ring OK/(pn) inside the tilt F , with parameters
from R0, via an interpretation Γn. The assumption on K being R0-computable
will then imply that the sequence of interpretations (Γn)n∈ω is uniformly recursive
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(see §1.1.6). Having assumed the decidability of F in Lval(R0), this will then give
us that the sequence (OK/(pn))n∈ω is uniformly decidable. The pointed value
group (Γv, vp) is easily seen to be interpretable in F , with parameters from R0

and the decidability of K follows.
It should be mentioned that—prior to this work—Rideau-Scanlon had made a

formative observation, namely that the Fargues-Fontaine correspondence already
provides us with an interpretation of the valuation ring OK in OF (with parameters)
in the sense of continuous logic. This however does not yield an interpretation in
the sense of ordinary first-order logic (see §3.2.1). On the other hand, there do
exist honest first-order interpretations of the truncated residue rings OK/(pn) in
OF , which is why it is convenient to work with them instead.

Theorem 3.0.2 allows us to reduce decidability problems from the mixed char-
acteristic to the positive characteristic world. Although our model-theoretic
understanding of the latter is notoriously limited, this method still yields several
applications. In sections §3.3 and §3.4 we obtain new unconditional decidability
results in mixed characteristic via reduction to characteristic p. In §3.3, we
prove the following:

Corollary 3.0.3. The valued field (Qp(p1/p∞), vp) (resp. (Qp(ζp∞), vp)) admits a
maximal immediate extension which is decidable in Lval.

Note that the fields Qp(p1/p∞) and Qp(ζp∞) are not Kaplansky and have many
non-isomorphic maximal immediate extensions, all of which are tame in the sense of
Kuhlmann [Kuh16a] (see Example 3.3.5). Although the work of Kuhlmann yields
several decidability results for equal characteristic tame fields, Corollary 3.0.3 is, to
my knowledge, the first decidability result for tame fields of mixed characteristic
(see §3.3). The proof uses a recent decidability result of Lisinski [Lis21] for the
Hahn field Fp((tΓ)) with Γ = 1

p∞
Z in the language Lt, strengthening Kuhlmann’s

earlier result for Fp((tΓ)) in the language Lval (see Theorem 1.6 [Kuh16a]). Corollary
3.0.3 then follows from Theorem 3.0.2 and basic properties of the tilting equivalence
(see §3.1.22). It is worth remarking that most maximal immediate extensions of
Qp(p1/p∞) (resp. Qp(ζp∞)) are undecidable (see Remark 3.3.14).

Without making essential use of the perfectoid machinery but only the philosophy
thereof, we show in §3.4 the following:

Theorem 3.0.4. Let K be any of the valued fields Qp(p1/p∞),Qp(ζp∞) or Qab
p . The

existential theory of OK/pOK in the language of rings Lrings is decidable.
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The proof is again via reduction to characteristic p, using a recent existential
decidability result for equal characteristic henselian valued fields in the language
Lval, due to Anscombe-Fehm [AF16]. However, as Corollary 3.0.1 suggests, if we
aim to understand the theories of Qp(p1/p∞),Qp(ζp∞) and Qab

p via reduction to
positive characteristic, we will need stronger decidability results for Fp((t))1/p∞ and
Fp((t))1/p∞ in the language Lt on the characteristic p side. This is also supported
by Proposition 3.5.5 which shows that the Diophantine problem for Fp((t))1/p∞ in
Lt is Turing reducible to the ∀1∃-theory of Qp(p1/p∞).

An application of a different flavor, which yields an undecidability result in
mixed characteristic via reduction to characteristic p, will be presented in Chapter
6. Theorem 6.0.1 shows that the asymptotic theory of {K : [K : Qp] < ∞} in
the language Lval with a cross-section is undecidable.

3.1 Perfectoid fields

3.1.1 Introduction
Motivation

The theory of perfectoid fields (and spaces), introduced by Scholze in [Sch12a], was
initially designed as a means of transferring results available in positive characteristic
to mixed characteristic (see §1 [Sch14]). It formalizes the earlier Krasner-Kazhdan-
Deligne philosophy (due to [Kra56], [Kaz86] and [Del84]), of approximating a highly
ramified mixed characteristic field with a positive characteristic field. Within the
framework of perfectoid fields, this kind of approximation becomes precise and
robust with the use of the tilting functor (see §3.1.5).

All this is substantially different from the Ax-Kochen method (see e.g., 2.20
[Dri12]), which achieves a model-theoretic transfer principle asymptotically, i.e.
with the residue characteristic p ! ∞. The theory of perfectoid fields will allow
us to transport decidability information for a fixed residue characteristic (but
with high ramification), setting the stage for a different type of model-theoretic
transfer principle.

Definition

Definition 3.1.2. A perfectoid field is a complete valued field (K, v) of residue
characteristic p > 0 such that Γv is a dense subgroup of R and the Frobenius map
Φ : OK/(p)! OK/(p) : x 7! xp is surjective.
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Example 3.1.3. (a) The p-adic completions of Qp(p1/p∞), Qp(ζp∞) and Qab
p are

mixed characteristic perfectoid fields.
(b) The t-adic completions of Fp((t))1/p∞ and Fp((t))1/p∞ are perfectoid fields of
characteristic p.

Remark 3.1.4. In characteristic p, a perfectoid field is simply a perfect, complete
non-archimedean valued field.

3.1.5 Tilting
Introduction

A construction, originally due to Fontaine, provides us with a tilting functor
that takes any perfectoid field K and transforms it into a perfectoid field K[ of
characteristic p. We shall now describe this tilting functor. For more details,
see §3 [Sch12a].

Definition

Given a perfectoid field (K, v), we shall now define its tilt (K[, v[). Let lim −x 7!xp
K

be the limit of the inverse system

...
x 7!xp
−−−! K

x 7!xp
−−−! K

x 7!xp
−−−! K

which is identified as lim −x 7!xp
K = {(xn)n∈ω : xpn+1 = xn}, viewed as a multiplica-

tive monoid via (xn)n∈ω · (yn)n∈ω = (xn · yn)n∈ω. Similarly, one can define the
multiplicative monoid lim −x 7!xp

OK .
Let $ ∈ OK be such that 0 < v$ ≤ vp (e.g., $ = p when char(K) = 0

and $ = 0 when char(K) = p) and consider the ring lim −Φ OK/($) which is the
limit of the inverse system of rings

...
Φ
−! OK/($) Φ

−! OK/($) Φ
−! OK/($)

where Φ : OK/($) ! OK/($) : x 7! xp is the Frobenius homomorphism.

Lemma 3.1.6 (Lemma 3.4 (i), (ii) [Sch12a]). (a) The ring lim −Φ OK/($) is inde-
pendent of the choice of $ and there is a multiplicative isomorphism lim −x 7!xp

OK

∼=−!

lim −Φ OK/($). Moreover, we get a multiplicative morphism ] : lim −Φ OK/($)! OK :
x 7! x] such that if x = (xn + ($))n∈ω, then x] ≡ x0 mod ($).
(b) There is an element $[ ∈ lim −Φ OK/($) with v($[)] = v$.
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The definition of ] goes as follows: Let x = (xn)n∈ω ∈ lim −Φ OK/($), i.e. xn ∈
OK/($) and xpn+1 = xn. Let x̃n ∈ OK be an arbitrary lift of xn ∈ OK/($). Then
the limit limn!∞ x̃

pn

n exists and is independent of the choice of the x̃n’s (see Lemma
3.4(i) [Sch12a]). We define x] := limn!∞ x̃

pn

n .
We now introduce K[ := lim −Φ OK/($)[($[)−1]. For now this is merely a ring.

It can be made into a valued field according to the following:

Lemma 3.1.7 (Lemma 3.4 (iii) [Sch12a]). (a) There is a morphism of multiplicative
monoids K[ ! K : x 7! x] (extending the one of Lemma 3.1.6(a)), which induces
an isomorphism of multiplicative monoids K[

∼=−! lim −x 7!xp
K : x 7! (x], (x])1/p, ...).

The map v[ : K[ ! Γv ∪ {∞} : x 7! vx] is a valuation on K[, which makes (K[, v[)
into a perfectoid field of characteristic p. If OK[ is the valuation ring of K[, then
we have a ring isomorphism OK[

∼= lim −Φ OK/($).
(b) We have an isomorphism of ordered abelian groups (Γv, v$) ∼= (v[K[, v[$[) and
a field isomorphism kv ∼= kv[ . Moreover, we have a ring isomorphism OK/($) ∼=
OK[/($[).

Remark 3.1.8. Lemma 3.1.7(a) allows us to identify the multiplicative underlying
monoid of K[ with lim −x 7!xp

K. It is not hard to see that, via this identification,
addition is described by (xn)n∈ω + (yn)n∈ω = (zn)n∈ω, where zn = limm!∞(xn+m +
yn+m)pm .

Definition 3.1.9. We say that the valued field (K[, v[) constructed in Lemma
3.1.7(a) is the tilt of the perfectoid field (K, v).

Remark 3.1.10 (Lemma 3.4 (iv) [Sch12a]). If (K, v) is a perfectoid field of
characteristic p, then (K[, v[) ∼= (K, v).

Example 3.1.11 (see Corollary 3.2.17). In the examples below, K̂ stands for the p-
adic (resp. t-adic) completion of the field K depending on whether its characteristic
is 0 or p.
(a) ¤�Qp(p1/p∞)

[ ∼= ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ and t] = p.
(b) Ÿ�Qp(ζp∞)

[ ∼= ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ and (t+ 1)] = ζp.
(c) ‘Qab

p

[ ∼= ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ and (t+ 1)] = ζp.

Remark 3.1.12. The tilting construction makes sense for non-perfectoid fields as
well. However, in the absence of infinite wild ramification, it is too lossy for it to be
useful (e.g., Q[

p = Fp).
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3.1.13 Witt vectors

We review the basics of Witt vectors. Details and proofs can be found in §5,6
[Ser80] and §6 [Dri12].

p-rings

Definition 3.1.14. A ring R of characteristic p is called perfect if the Frobenius
homomorphism Φ : R! R : x 7! xp is bijective.

Definition 3.1.15. (a) A p-ring is a commutative ring A provided with a filtration
a1 ⊃ a2 ⊃ ... such that anam ⊂ an+m and so that A is Hausdorff and complete
with respect to the topology induced by the filtration and A/a1 is a perfect ring of
characteristic p.
(b) If in addition an = pnA and p is not a zero-divisor, then we say that A is a strict
p-ring.

If A is a p-ring, we call the quotient ring A/pA the residue ring of the p-ring
A and write res : A ! A/pA for the quotient map. A system of multiplicative
representatives is a multiplicative homomorphism fA : A/pA ! A such that
fA(res(x)) = x. A p-ring A always has a system of representatives fA : A/pA! A

and when A is strict every element a ∈ A can be written uniquely in the form
a = ∑∞

i=0 fA(αi) · pi (pg. 37 [Ser80]).

Proposition 3.1.16 (Proposition 10, pg. 38 [Ser80]). Let A and A′ be two p-rings
with residue rings R and R′ respectively, multiplicative representatives fA : R! A

and fA′ : R′ ! A′ respectively and suppose that A is strict. For every ring
homomorphism φ : R ! R′ there exists a unique homomorphism g : A ! A′

making the diagram below commute

A A′

R R′

More precisely, g(∑∞i=0 fA(αi) · pi) = ∑∞
i=0 fA′(φ(αi)) · pi.

Theorem 3.1.17 (Corollary pg.39 [Ser80]). For every perfect ring R, there exists
a unique strict p-ring, denoted by W (R), with residue ring W (R)/pW (R) ∼= R.

The ring W (R) is said to be the ring of Witt vectors over the ring R.
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Teichmüller representatives

When R is perfect, one has a system of Teichmüller representatives of R in W (R).
This is the (unique) multiplicative homomorphism [ ] : R! W (R) with the property
that res([x]) = x for all x ∈ R. Explicitly, for x ∈ R and n ∈ N, let xn ∈ R be
such that xpnn = x and x̃n ∈ W (R) be an arbitrary lift of xn. The sequence
(x̃pnn )n∈ω is a Cauchy sequence, whose limit is independent of the chosen lifts. We
let [x] := limn!∞ x̃

pn

n (see Proposition 8 pg. 35 [Ser80]).
It is easy to see that any element x ∈ W (R) can be written uniquely in the

form x = ∑∞
n=0[xn] · pn, for some xi ∈ R. The vector (x0, x1, ...) ∈ Rω is called

the Teichmüller vector of x.

Witt vectors

The advantage of Witt vectors over Teichmüller vectors, comes from the fact that
the ring operations in W (R) have nicer coordinatewise descriptions when using the
former (see §3.1.13). Write x ∈ W (R) in the form x = ∑∞

n=0[xp
−n
n ] · pn, for some

xi ∈ R. The vector (x0, x1, ...) ∈ Rω is called the Witt vector of x.

Ring operations

By the discussion above, the ring W (R) can be thought of as the p-adic analogue
of formal power series with coefficients in R. By identifying x with its Witt
vector, we see that W (R) has Rω as its underlying set. By Lemma 6.5 [Dri12],
the ring operations are given by

(a0, a1, ...) + (b0, b1, ...) = (S0(a0, b0), S1(a0, a1, b0, b1), ...)

and
(a0, a1, ...) · (b0, b1, ...) = (P0(a0, b0), P1(a0, a1, b0, b1), ...)

for suitable polynomials Si, Pi ∈ Z[x0, ..., xi, y0, ..., yi] which are universal, in the
sense that they do not depend on R.

Observation 3.1.18. The polynomials Si (resp. Pi) are computable, i.e. the
function N! Z[x0, y0, ...] : n 7! Sn (resp. N! Z[x0, y0, ...] : n 7! Pn) is recursive.

Proof. For n ∈ N, we introduce the n-th Witt polynomial Wn(x0, ..., xn) = xp
n

0 +
pxp

n−1

1 + ... + pn · xn ∈ Z[x0, ..., xn] (pg. 135 [Dri12]). The proof of Lemma
6.5 [Dri12] shows that S0(x0, y0) = x0 + y0 and Wn−1(Sp0 , ..., Spn−1) + pn · Sn =
Wn−1(S0(xp0, yp0), ..., Sn−1(xp0, ..., xpn−1, y

p
0, ..., y

p
n−1)) + pn(xn + yn), whence the poly-

nomial Sn may be computed recursively from S0, ..., Sn−1. The proof is similar for
the Pn’s.
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3.1.19 Truncated Witt vectors
Definition

In this chapter, we will mostly be working with truncated Witt vectors. These can
be thought of as p-adic analogues of truncated power series, i.e. elements of the
ring R[[t]]/(tn) ∼= R[t]/(tn) (over some base ring R). More formally:

Definition 3.1.20. Let R be a perfect ring. Given n ∈ N, the ring of n-truncated
Witt vectors over R is defined as Wn(R) := W (R)/pnW (R).

Language

For a perfect ring R, the pair (W (R), R) (resp. (Wn(R), R)) is viewed as a two-
sorted structure with sorts W for the Witt ring W (R) (resp. Wn(R)) and R for
the residue ring R. The sort W is equipped with the language of rings Lrings, while
the sort R may be equipped with any L ⊇ Lrings. We also have a function symbol
for the Teichmüller map [ ] : R ! W. For each choice of a language L for the
R-sort, the resulting language will be denoted by 〈Lrings, L〉.

Interpretability in R

Lemma 3.1.21. Let R be a perfect ring, viewed as an L-structure with L ⊇ Lrings.
For each n ∈ N, there exists a quantifier-free interpretation Γn of the 〈Lrings, L〉-
structure (Wn(R), R) in the L-structure R such that the sequence of interpretations
(Γn)n∈ω is uniformly recursive.

Proof. By §3.1.13, for n ∈ N the underlying set of Wn(R) can be identified
with Rn, so we take ∂Γn(x1, ..., xn) to be ∧n

i=1 xi = xi and the coordinate map
fΓn : Rn ! Wn(R) as the identity map. The ring operations of Wn(R) are
given by (a0, ..., an−1)+(b0, ..., bn−1) = (S0(a0, b0), ..., Sn−1(a0, b0, ..., an−1, bn−1)) and
(a0, ..., an−1) · (b0, ..., bn−1) = (P0(a0, b0), ..., Pn−1(a0, b0, ..., an−1, bn−1)), for certain
polynomials Si, Pi ∈ Z[x0, ..., xi, y0, ..., yi], for i = 0, ..., n − 1. We now need to
describe the map φ 7! φΓn on unnested atomic Lrings-formulas:

1. If φ(x, y, z) is the formula x+y = z (here x, y, z ∈W), we may take φΓn(x, y, z)
to be the Lrings-formula ∧n−1

i=0 zi = Si(x0, y0, ..., xn−1, yn−1).

2. If φ(x, y, z) is the formula x ·y = z (here x, y, z ∈W), we may take φΓn(x, y, z)
to be the Lrings-formula ∧n−1

i=0 zi = Pi(x0, y0, ..., xn−1, yn−1).

3. If φ(x, y) is the formula [x] = y (here x ∈ R and y ∈ W), we may take
φΓn(x, y) to be the formula ∧n−1

i=1 yi = 0 ∧ y0 = x.
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4. If φ(x) is an unnested atomic L-formula with variables from the sort R, then
we may take φΓn(x) := φ(x) (here xi ∈ R for the latter formula).

The above data defines a quantifier-free interpretation Γn of the 〈Lrings, L〉-structure
(Wn(R), R) in the L-structure R. Moreover, since the polynomials Si, Pi are com-
putable (Observation 3.1.18), the sequence of interpretations (Γn)n∈ω is uniformly
recursive.

3.1.22 Untilting

Expository notes on the material of this section may be found either in §5 of
the Bourbaki seminar given by Morrow [Mor17] or in the lecture series notes by
Lurie (see Lecture 2 [Lur18]).

Overview

The functor K 7! K[ is far from being faithful, i.e. there will be several non-
isomorphic mixed characteristic perfectoid fields K that tilt to the same perfectoid
field of characteristic p. For example, the p-adic completions of Qp(p1/p∞) and
Qp(ζp∞) both tilt to the t-adic completion of Fp((t))1/p∞ . For a perfectoid field
F of characteristic p, an untilt of F is a pair (K, ι), where (K, v) is a perfectoid
field and ι : (F,w)

∼=! (K[, v[) is a valued field isomorphism. Fargues-Fontaine
give a description of all possible untilts of F in an intrinsic fashion, i.e. in a way
that uses only arithmetic from F itself (see Theorem 3.1.29). This result will be
of vital importance for Theorem 3.2.11.

The ring Ainf

Fix any perfectoid field (F,w) of positive characteristic. We introduce Ainf :=
W (OF ), called the infinitesimal period ring, which is the ring of Witt vectors
over the valuation ring of F .

Definition 3.1.23. An element ξ ∈ Ainf is said to be distinguished if it is of the
form ξ = ∑∞

n=0[cn]pn, with c0 ∈ mF and c1 ∈ O×F .

In other words, distinguished elements are those of the form ξ = [π] − up

where wπ > 0 and u ∈ Ainf is a unit.

Remark 3.1.24. Let res : OF ! OF/mF be the residue map and W (res) : Ainf !

W (OF/mF ) be the (unique) induced ring homomorphism provided by Proposition
3.1.16 that maps ∑∞

n=0[cn]pn 7! ∑∞
n=0[res(cn)] · pn. The element ξ ∈ Ainf is

distinguished precisely when W (res)(ξ) is a unit multiple of p in W (OF/mF ).
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Distinguished elements and untilts

We now explain the relationship between distinguished elements and untilts of F .
Let (K, ι) be an untilt of F , i.e. we have ι : (F,w)

∼=! (K[, v[). By Lemma 3.1.6(a),
we have an isomorphism of multiplicative monoids ] : OK[ ! OK . We also write
] : OF ! OK , for the map obtained by precomposing with ι, which in turn induces a
surjective ring homomorphism OF ! OK/(p). By Proposition 3.1.16, the latter lifts
uniquely to a ring homomorphism θ : Ainf ! OK sending ∑∞

n=0[cn]·pn 7! ∑∞
n=0 c

]
n ·pn.

By Lemma 3.1.6(b), there exists an element π ∈ OF such that v[π = vp. It
follows that vπ] = vp and therefore π] = u · p for some u ∈ O×K . By Lemma
3.1.7(b), we have OK/(p) ∼= OF/(π). Let u ∈ OF/(π) be the image of u via
OK ! OK/(p)

∼=−! OF/(π). Note that [π]− u · p ∈ Ainf is a distinguished element
and that [π] − u · p ∈ Ker(θ). In fact, the following is true:

Proposition 3.1.25 (Corollary 17 [Lur18]). Let (F,w) be a perfectoid field of
characteristic p and (K, ι) be an untilt. Let θ : Ainf ! OK be as above. Then
Ker(θ) is a principal ideal generated by any distinguished element ξ ∈ Ker(θ).

Starting with an untilt (K, ι), we have thus produced a distinguished element
ξK ∈ Ainf (unique only up to a unit in Ainf).

Conversely, starting with (ξ) ⊆ Ainf, we may produce an untilt (K, ι) of F as
follows. Write θ : Ainf ! Ainf/(ξ) for the quotient map. We then have:

Lemma 3.1.26 (Lecture 3, pg. 4, Claim (a) [Lur18])). For every y ∈ Ainf/(ξ),
there exists x ∈ OF such that (y) = (θ([x])).

Proposition 3.1.27 (Proposition 16 [Lur18]). Let (F,w) be a perfectoid field of
characteristic p and ξ ∈ Ainf a distinguished element. Then the quotient ringAinf/(ξ)
is the valuation ring OK of a perfectoid field (K, v) such that (K[, v[) ∼= (F,w).
The valuation v is such that if y ∈ Ainf/(ξ), then vy := wx with x ∈ OF so that
(y) = (θ([x])) in Ainf/(ξ).

The isomorphism ι : (F,w) ! (K[, v[) of Proposition 3.1.27 is described as
follows. If ξ = [π] − up, then OK/(p) ∼= W (OF )/(p, [π] − up) ∼= OF/(π). Passing
to inverse limits, this induces a ring isomorphism OK[

∼= OF , which in turn yields
ι : F

∼=! K[ by passing to fraction fields. Starting with (ξ) ⊆ Ainf, we have
thus produced an untilt (K, ι).
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Definition 3.1.28. Two untilts (K, ι) and (K ′, ι′) are isomorphic when there exists
a valued field isomorphism φ : K

∼=! K ′ inducing a commutative diagram

F K[

F K ′[

=

where φ[ : (x, x1/p, ...) 7! (φ(x), φ(x1/p), ...). Let YF denote the set of characteristic
0 untilts of (F,w), up to isomorphism.

We write 0 for the isomorphism class of the unique characteristic p untilt of
(F, ι), represented by F itself together with the natural isomorphism ι : F

∼=! F [ :
x ! (x, x1/p, ...), and set Y F = YF ∪ {0} for the set of all untilts of (F,w),
up to isomorphism.

Theorem 3.1.29 (Fargues-Fontaine). Let (F,w) be a perfectoid field of character-
istic p. The map ξ 7! Frac(OF/(ξ)) defines a bijective correspondence between the
set of ideals (ξ) ⊆ Ainf generated by a distinguished element and the set Y F .

Proof. See Proposition 5.1 [Mor17] or Lecture 2, Corollary 18 [Lur18].

Remark 3.1.30. Let (K, ι) be an untilt of (F,w) and (ξ) = ([π] − up) be its
associated ideal. Note that (p) = (θ([π])) in Ainf/(ξ) and therefore vp = wπ.

Tilting equivalence

We emphasized in §3.1.22 that untilting is ambiguous, in the sense that there are
many ways to untilt a perfectoid field of positive characteristic. However, the
ambiguity is eliminated by fixing a base perfectoid field K and its associated tilt
K[. This leads to an equivalence of categories of perfectoid extensions, known
as the tilting equivalence:

Theorem 3.1.31 (Tilting equivalence). The categories of perfectoid field extensions
of K and perfectoid field extensions of K[ are equivalent.

Proof. See Theorem 2.8 [Sch12b]. Theorem 5.2 [Sch12a] shows a more general result
about perfectoid algebras; the case of perfectoid fields follows as a special case by
Lemma 5.21 [Sch12a].

In the discussion after Theorem 2.8 [Sch12b], Scholze explains that there are
two proofs of Theorem 3.1.31:
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1. His original proof in [Sch12a], using Faltings’ almost mathematics (see §4
[Sch12a]).

2. An alternative proof which describes the functor ] inverse to [ as L 7!
W (OL)⊗W (O

K[
) K (see Remark 5.19 [Sch12a]).

Let us elaborate more on the second approach, which is in the spirit of §3.1.22 and
will be more suitable for us. If (ξ) ⊂ W (OK[) is the ideal associated to K, then one
computes that W (OL) ⊗W (O

K[
) OK = W (OL) ⊗W (O

K[
) W (OK[)/(ξ) = W (OL)/(ξ).

In other words, if L is a perfectoid field extending K[, then L] is simply the untilt
of K whose associated ideal in W (OL) is (ξ).

3.1.32 Space of untilts

In §3.1.32 we exhibit an appealing model-theoretic property of the space YF of
untilts of (F,w). This will not be used in the rest of the chapter. We then study
in §3.1.32 the size of the space of untilts up to elementary equivalence. We will
see that the cardinality is often too big, so that one cannot possibly expect K
to be decidable simply relative to K[.

Metric structure on YF

Fargues-Fontaine equip Y F with a metric topology, which allows us to view the
space of untilts geometrically. Suppose x = (Kx, vx) and y = (Ky, vy) are two
"points" of Y F , corresponding to the ideals (ξx) and (ξy) respectively, provided by
Theorem 3.1.29. We choose an embedding Γw ↪! R, which determines embeddings
Γvy ↪! R for all y ∈ YF via the canonical identification Γvy ∼= Γw. One then
defines d(x, y) := |θy(ξx)|y, where θy : Ainf � Ainf/(ξy) = OKy is the quotient
map and as usual |a|y = 1

pvy(a) .

Proposition 3.1.33 (Proposition 2.3.2(1) [FF19]). Let d : Y F × Y F ! R be as
above. The pair (Y F , d) is a complete ultrametric space.

Proof. See Propositions 2.3.2, 2.3.4 [FF19] or Lecture 14, Propositions 6, 7 [Lur18].

Recall that 0 ∈ Y F is the isomorphism class of the untilt corresponding to (F,w)
itself together with the natural isomorphism ι : F

∼=! F [ : x ! (x, x1/p, ...). We
can define a radius function r(y) := d(0, y) for y ∈ Y F , which allows us to think
of Y F intuitively as the unit disc with center 0.
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A model-theoretic property of YF

We now show that limits in the punctured unit disc YF , with respect to the Fargues-
Fontaine metric, agree with limits in the model-theoretic sense:

Proposition 3.1.34. Let (xn)n∈ω be a sequence in YF such that xn d
! x and x 6= 0.

Let (Kn, vn) be the untilt associated to xn and (K, v) the untilt associated to x.
We set

(K∗, v∗) :=
∏
n∈ω

(Kn, vn)/U

for a non-principal ultrafilter U on P(N). Then (K∗, v∗) ≡ (K, v) in Lval.

Proof. Let (ξn) = ([πn] − unp) be the ideal in Ainf corresponding to (Kn, vn)
and (ξ) = ([π] − up) be the ideal corresponding to (K, v). Note that the set
{vnp : n ∈ N} ⊆ Γw is bounded from above; otherwise, there would be a subsequence
(xnk)k∈N with xnk ! 0.

Fix m ∈ N and let (ξ̄n) and (ξ̄) be the images of the ideals (ξn) and (ξ) in
Wm(OF ) via Ainf � Ainf/(pm) = Wm(OF ).
Claim: We have that (ξ̄n) = (ξ̄), for sufficiently large n.

Proof. We let θ : Ainf ! Ainf/(ξ) = OK be the quotient map. Since d(xn, x)! 0,
we get that v(θ(ξn)) ! ∞. We will thus have that ξn ≡ pm · αn mod (ξ), for
some αn ∈ Ainf and for all n >> 0. Consequently, one gets that (ξ̄n) ⊆ (ξ̄) for
n >> 0. Similarly, since vn(θn(ξ)) ! ∞ and {vnp : n ∈ N} is bounded, we get
that vn(θn(ξ)) ≥ mvnp for n >> 0. It follows that there exists βn ∈ Ainf such that
ξ ≡ pm ·βn mod (ξn), for n >> 0. We conclude that (ξ̄n) = (ξ̄), for n >> 0. Claim

We have in particular that (ξn) and (ξ) have the same image in Ainf/(p) ∼= OF ,
for n >> 0 and therefore (πn) = (π) for n >> 0. By Lemma 3.1.7(b), we get that
(Γvn , vnp) ∼= (Γw, wπn) = (Γw, wπ) ∼= (Γv, vp), for all sufficiently large n ∈ N. The
conclusion follows from Theorem 2.1.3 and Łoś’ s Theorem.

The space ZF

It is natural to consider the set YF up to elementary equivalence. More precisely:

Definition 3.1.35. Let (F,w) be a perfectoid field of characteristic p. For x =
(Kx, ιx), y = (Ky, ιy) ∈ YF define the equivalence relation x ∼ y ⇐⇒ (Kx, vx) ≡
(Ky, vy) in Lval. We define ZF := YF/ ∼.
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Note that the definition of ZF only takes the underlying valued fields (K, v)
into account and not the map ι. We determine the size of ZF in a few cases. The
construction in part (b) is an elaborated version of Scholze’s answer [Sch] to a
closely related mathoverflow question asked by the author.

Proposition 3.1.36. (a) Let (F,w) = (◊�Fp((t)), vt), the t-adic completion of an
algebraic closure of Fp((t)). Then |ZF | = 1.
(b) Set (F,w) = (¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ , vt). Then |ZF | = c.

Proof. (a) First proof: Let (K, v) be such that (K[, v[) ∼= (◊�Fp((t)), vt). By Proposi-
tion 4.3 [Sch12a], we get that K is algebraically closed. By Robinson’s completeness
of ACVF(0,p) (see Corollary 3.34 [Dri12]), we get that Th(K, v) = ACVF(0,p) and
hence |ZF | = 1.
Second proof: Alternatively, one can use the fact that we have a ring isomorphism
OK/(pn) ∼= OCp/(pn) for each n ∈ N (Remark 2.24 [FF14]) together with Theorem
2.1.3. One also has to check that (Γv, vp) ≡ (vpCp, vpp) in Loag with a constant for
vp. First note that Γv ∼= Γw is divisible as F is algebraically closed. The conclusion
now is an application of quantifier elimination for the theory ODAG of ordered
divisible abelian groups (Corollary 3.1.17 [Mar02]).
(b) We assume that p is odd; the case p = 2 is similar and is left to the reader. For
each α ∈ 2ω, we define a algebraic extension Kα of Qp as follows. Set πα(0) = p and
Kα(0) = Qp. We now define inductively:
(1) Kα(n) = Kα(n−1)(π1/p

α(n−1)) and πα(n) = π
1/p
α(n−1) if α(n) = 0 or

(2) Kα(n) = Kα(n−1)(((1+p) ·πα(n−1))1/p) and πα(n) = ((1+p) ·πα(n−1))1/p if α(n) = 1.
We let Kα = ⋃

n∈ωKα(n). Set αn = ∑n−1
k=0 α(k) · pk, note that Xpn − (1 + p)αnp ∈

Zp[X] is an Eisenstein (hence irreducible) polynomial and that we have Kα(n) =
Qp(((1 + p)αnp)1/pn) for all n ∈ N. We have that ζp /∈ Kα since e(Kα(n)/Qp) = pn

while e(Qp(ζp)/Qp) = p− 1.
Claim 1: For each α ∈ 2ω, we have (1 + p)1/p /∈ Kα.

Proof. Suppose that (1 + p)1/p ∈ Kα(n), for some n ∈ N. By the unique subfield
property for radical extensions (see Theorem 2.1 [OV82]),1 we would then have that
Qp((1 + p)1/p) = Qp(((1 + p)α(0) · p)1/p). Whether α(0) = 0 or 1, this implies that
(1 + p)1/p ∈ Qp(p1/p). Now suppose a ∈ Qp(p1/p) is such that ap = 1 + p. Write

1A finite extension L/K has the unique subfield property if for every d|[L : K], there is a unique
subextension F/K such that [F : K] = d. We state Theorem 2.1 [OV82] here for the convenience
of the reader: Let K be a field, n ∈ N be such that char(K) - n, a ∈ K such that Xn−a ∈ K[x] is
irreducible and set L = K(a1/n). Suppose that for every odd prime p|n, we have that ζp /∈ L−K
and in case 4|n we have ζ4 /∈ L−K. Then L/K has the unique subfield property.
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a ≡ c0 +c1 ·p1/p mod p2/pZp[p1/p], for some c0, c1 ∈ {0, ..., p−1}. We then compute
ap ≡ cp0 + cp1 · p+ c0 · c1 · p1+1/p 6≡ 1 + p mod p1+2/p, for any choice of c0 and c1. We
conclude that (1 + p)1/p /∈ Kα. Claim 1

Using this, we can show:
Claim 2: If α 6= β, then Kα 6≡∃ Kβ in Lrings.

Proof. Let n ∈ ω be least such that α(n) 6= β(n) and say α(n) = 1. Now if
Kα ≡∃ Kβ, there would be a, b ∈ Kα such that apn = (1+p)αnp and bpn = (1+p)βnp.
Set c := a

b
and note that cpn = (1+p)αnp

(1+p)βnp
= (1+p)pn−1 . This implies that ( cp

1+p)pn−1 = 1.
Since ζp /∈ Kα, we get that cp = 1 + p, which is impossible by Claim 1. Claim 2

Next we prove:
Claim 3: For every α ∈ 2ω, we have that K̂α

[ = ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ .

Proof. For every n ∈ N, we have that Kα(n+1)/Kα(n) is totally ramified and
OKα(n+1) = OKα(n) [πα(n+1)] (Corollary pg.19 [Ser80]). It follows that OKα = Zp[{πα(n) :
n ∈ N}]. We compute

OKα/(p) = Zp[x1, x2, ...]/(p, xp1 − (1 + p)α(0)p, xp2 − (1 + p)α(1)x1, ...) ∼=

∼= Fp[x1, x2, ...]/(xp1, xp2 − x1, ...) ∼= Fp[x1/p∞
1 ]/(xp1) t=xp1= Fp[t1/p

∞ ]/(t)

We thus get that lim −Φ OKα/(p) ∼= ⁄�Fp[[t]]1/p∞ and the conclusion follows. Claim 3

Claims 2,3 show that |ZF | ≥ c. On the other hand, the bound |ZF | ≤ c

is automatic, as any first-order Lval-theory can be identified with a subset of
SentLval ' N.

Remark 3.1.37. Set (F,w) = (◊�Fp((t)), vt). In Remark 2.24 [FF14], Fargues-
Fontaine ask whether every untilt (K, v) of (F,w) is isomorphic to (Cp, vp). They
note in Remark 2.24 that for any untilt (K, v) of (F,w) one has OK/(pn) ∼= OCp/(pn)
for each n ∈ N. However, these isomorphisms are obtained in a non-canonical way
and do not necessarily yield a valued field isomorphism between K and Cp. In fact,
an example of such a K with K 6∼= Cp was provided by Kedlaya-Temkin in Theorem
1.3 [KT18]. This should be contrasted with Proposition 3.1.36(a), saying that all
untilts of (F,w) are elementary equivalent.
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Remark 3.1.38. In Remark 7.6 [AF16], the authors write:
"At present, we do not know of an example of a mixed characteristic henselian
valued field (K, v) for which Th∃(k) and Th∃(Γv, vp) are decidable but Th∃(K, v) is
undecidable."

Let us provide such an example. By Proposition 3.1.36(b) and the fact that there
are countably many Turing machines, there must exist an undecidable perfectoid
(thus henselian) field (K, v) with K[ ∼= ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ . By Lemma 3.1.7(b), we have
that kv ∼= Fp and (Γv, vp) ∼= ( 1

p∞
Z, 1), both of which are decidable—the latter being

an easy application of Robinson-Zakon [RZ60].

Remark 3.1.39. For future use in Proposition 3.5.2, we record here that Claim 2
gives t = (πα(0)+(p), πα(1)+(p), ...), via the identifications ⁄�Fp[[t]]1/p∞ ∼= lim −Φ OKα/(p).

Question 3.1.40. Is there a perfectoid field (F,w) of characteristic p with 1 <
|ZF | < c?

3.2 Relative decidability for perfectoid fields

3.2.1 Introduction

We shall now use the results of §3.1 to prove Theorem 3.0.2 and Corollary 3.2.20.

Work of Rideau-Scanlon

It is my understanding that there is ongoing work by Rideau-Scanlon, which aims
at giving a model-theoretic account of many of the concepts and facts that were
discussed in §3.1, in the context of continuous logic. In particular, they obtain
a bi-interpretability result between OK and OK[ in the sense of continous logic.
It should be noted that their bi-interpretability result was conceived prior to the
present work and in fact influenced the material that is presented here.

Plan of action

Without any adjustments, the interpretation of Rideau-Scanlon does not quite
yield an interpretation in the sense of ordinary first-order logic. The problem
is that when one converts statements about OK to statements about OK[ via
OK
∼= W (OK[)/(ξ), one ends up with infinitely many variables, coming from the

Witt vector coordinates. This problem disappears by interpreting one residue
ring OK/(pn) at a time, via OK/(pn) ∼= Wn(OK[)/(ξ mod (pn)). This approach is
facilitated by Corollary 2.3.1. In §2.3, we emphasized that uniform decidability
of the residue rings is key. As we will see, this eventually comes down to the
computability of the distinguished element ξ itself.
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3.2.2 Computable untilts
Computable Witt vectors

In analogy with a computable real number, a computable p-adic integer is one
for which there is an algorithm which outputs the sequence of its p-adic digits.
More precisely, a p-adic integer a ∈ Zp of the form a = ∑∞

n=0[αn] · pn is said
to be computable precisely when the function N ! Z/pZ : n 7! αn is recursive.
The notion of a computable p-adic integer extends naturally to the more general
concept of a computable Witt vector.

First recall that a computable ring R0 is one whose underlying set is (or is
identified with) a recursive subset of N, via which the operations + : R0×R0 ! R0

and · : R0 × R0 ! R0 are identified with recursive functions.

Definition 3.2.3. Fix a perfect ring R and let R0 ⊆ R a computable subring.
Consider the ring W (R), the ring of Witt vectors over R. An element ξ ∈ W (R)
with Witt vector coordinates (ξ0, ξ1, ...) ∈ Rω is said to be R0-computable if:

1. For each n ∈ N, we have that ξn ∈ R0.

2. The function N! R0 : n 7! ξn is recursive.

Example 3.2.4. (a) Let R0 = R = Fp. Then the computable elements of Zp =
W (Fp) are the usual computable p-adic integers.
(b) A non-example: Let R be any perfect ring, R0 ⊆ R any computable subring and
S ⊆ N be a non-recursive set. The element ξ = ∑

n∈S p
n ∈ W (R) is not computable.

Computable untilts

Let (F,w) be a perfectoid field of characteristic p and Ainf = W (OF ). Let also
R0 ⊆ OF be a computable subring.

Remark 3.2.5. The reader is welcome to assume that F = ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ or ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞

and R0 = Fp[t]. This case is enough for the applications presented here, i.e.
Corollaries 3.2.20 and 3.3.11.

We shall now define what it means for an untilt K of F to be R0-computable:

Definition 3.2.6. Let (K, ι) be an untilt of (F,w) and R0 ⊆ OF a computable
subring. We say that (K, v) is an R0-computable untilt of (F,w) if there is an
R0-computable distinguished element ξK ∈ Ainf with OK

∼= Ainf/(ξK).

Example 3.2.7. In Corollary 3.2.19 we will see that ¤�Qp(p1/p∞) and Ÿ�Qp(ζp∞) are
computable untilts of ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ . Also, that ‘Qab

p is a computable untilt of ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ .
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3.2.8 Relative decidability

Let (K, v) be an untilt of (F,w) and ξK ∈ Ainf be such that OK = Ainf/(ξK)
(Theorem 3.1.29). We write ξK,n for the image of ξK in Wn(OF ) via Ainf �

Ainf/(pn) ∼= Wn(OF ).

Interpretability

All the necessary background material related to interpretability is presented in
§1.1.6.

Lemma 3.2.9. For each n ∈ N, there is a ∃+-interpretation An of the local
ring (OK/(pn),mn) in the 〈Lrings, Llcr〉-structure ((Wn(OF ),OF ), ξK,n) such that the
sequence of interpretations (An)n∈ω is uniformly recursive.

Proof. Fix n ∈ N. We have that OK/(pn) ∼= Ainf/(pn, ξK) ∼= Wn(OF )/(ξK,n). By
Proposition 3.1.27, we get that mn = ({θn([x]) : x ∈ mF}), where θn is the composite
map Ainf

θ
� Ainf/(ξK)

mod pn

� Wn(OF )/(ξK,n)
∼=−! OK/(pn). We take ∂An(x) to be

x = x. Let c be a constant symbol with c(Wn(OF ),OF ) = ξK,n. The reduction map
FormLlcr ! 〈Lrings, Llcr〉 ∪ {c} : φ 7! φAn on unnested atomic formulas is described
as follows:

1. If φ(x, y) is x = y, then we take φAn to be the formula x, y ∈ W ∧ ∃z ∈
W(x = y + z · c). As usual, the conjunct x, y ∈ W is an informal way of
saying that the variables x, y are taken from the sort W. The cases of x = 0
and x = 1 are similar.

2. If φ(x, y, z) is x�y = z, then we take φAn to be the formula x, y, z ∈W∧∃w ∈
W(x � y = z + w · c), where � is either · or +.

3. If φ(x) is x ∈ m, then we take φAn(x) to be the formula x ∈ W ∧ ∃z, w ∈
W, y ∈ R(y ∈ m ∧ x = [y] · z + w · c).

The coordinate map fAn : Wn(OF ) � OK/(pn) is the one induced by the map θn
above. The above data defines a recursive ∃+-interpretation An of (OK/(pn),mn)
in ((Wn(OF ),OF ), ξK,n). The sequence of interpretations (An)n∈ω is uniform in n
and thus also (trivially) uniformly recursive.

Proposition 3.2.10. Suppose (K, v) is an untilt of (F,w) and that ξK ∈ Ainf is
such that OK = Ainf/(ξK). Let (ξ0, ξ1, ...) ∈ Oω

F be the Witt vector coordinates of
ξK . Then:
(a) The value group (Γv, vp) is interpretable in the valued field ((F,w), ξ0).
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(b) For each n ∈ N, there exists a ∃+-interpretation Γn of the local ring (OK/(pn),mn)
in the local ring ((OF ,mF ), ξ0, ..., ξn−1) such that the sequence of interpretations
(Γn)n∈ω is uniformly recursive.

Proof. (a) By Lemma 3.1.7(b), we will have that (Γv, vp) ∼= (Γw, wξ0) and the value
group (Γw, wξ0) is interpretable in the Lval ∪ {c}-structure (F,w) with c(F,w) = ξ0.
(b) Lemma 3.2.9 provides us with a ∃+-interpretation An of the local ring (OK/(pn),mn)
in the 〈Lrings, Llcr〉 ∪ {c}-structure ((Wn(OF ),OF ), ξK,n) such that the sequence
of interpretations (An)n∈ω is uniformly recursive. Lemma 3.1.21 provides us
with a quantifier-free interpretation Bn of ((Wn(OF ),OF ), ξK,n) in the local ring
((OF ,mF ), ξ0, ..., ξn−1), such that the sequence of interpretations (Bn)n∈ω is uni-
formly recursive. Let Γn be the composite interpretation of (OK/(pn),mn) in
((OF ,mF ), ξ0, ..., ξn−1). This is also a ∃+-interpretation by Lemma 1.1.12 and the
sequence of interpretations (Γn)n∈ω is uniformly recursive by Lemma 1.1.20.

Proof of Theorem 3.2.11

Given a computable subring R0 ⊆ OF , we write Lval(R0) for the language Lval

enriched with a constant ca for each a ∈ R0 (see notation). The valued field (F,w)
can then be updated to an Lval(R0)-structure with c(F,w)

a = a.

Theorem 3.2.11. Let (F,w) be a perfectoid field of characteristic p. Suppose
R0 ⊆ OF is a computable subring and (K, v) is an R0-computable untilt of (F,w).
(a) If (F,w) is decidable in Lval(R0), then (K, v) is decidable in Lval.
(b) If (F,w) is ∃-decidable in Lval(R0), then (K, v) is ∃-decidable in Lval.

Proof. (a) By Proposition 3.2.10(a), we get that (Γv, vp) is decidable in Loag with
a constant for vp. By Proposition 3.2.10(b), for each n ∈ N, there exists an
interpretation Γn of the Llcr-structure (OK/(pn),mn) in the Llcr ∪ {c0, ..., cn−1}-
structure ((OF ,mF ), ξ0, ..., ξn−1) with c(OF ,mF )

m = ξm for m = 0, ..., n− 1. Moreover,
the sequence of interpretations (Γn)n∈ω is uniformly recursive.
Claim: There exists an interpretation ∆n of the Llcr ∪ {c0, ..., cn−1}-structure
((OF ,mF ), ξ0, ..., ξn−1) in the Lval(R0)-structure (F,w) such that the sequence of
interpretations (∆n)n∈ω is uniformly recursive.

Proof. Fix n ∈ N. We take ∂∆n(x) to be the formula x ∈ O. The reduction map on
unnested atomic formulas is described as follows:

1. If φ(x) is the formula x = cm, for some m = 0, ..., n− 1, we take φ∆n(x) to be
the formula x = cξm .
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2. If φ(x) is the formula x ∈ m, we take φ∆n(x) to be the formula ∃y(xy =
1 ∧ y /∈ O).

3. If φ(x, y, z) is x � y = z, then we take φ∆n to be the formula x, y, z ∈
O ∧ φ(x, y, z), where � is either · or +.

The coordinate map f∆n : ∂∆n(F )! OF is the identity. Since N! R0 : m 7! ξm is
recursive, the reduction map N× FormLlcr∪{c0,...,cn−1} ! FormLval(R0) : (n, φ) 7! φ∆n

restricted to unnested atomic formulas is recursive. By definition, this means that
the sequence of interpretations (∆n)n∈ω is uniformly recursive. Claim

For each n ∈ N, let En be the composite interpretation of Γn and ∆n. The
sequence (En)n∈ω is uniformly recursive by Proposition 1.1.20. By Proposition
1.1.19, we get that the sequence of rings (OK/(pn))n∈ω is uniformly decidable in
Lrings. The conclusion follows from Corollary 2.3.1.
(b) For the existential version, one needs to keep track of the complexity of formulas.
Since Γn is a ∃+-interpretation and ∆n is an ∃-interpretation, we see that the
reduction map Llcr ! Lval(R0) : φ 7! φEn sends ∃+-formulas to ∃-formulas (see
Remark 1.1.11). It follows that the sequence of local rings ((OK/(pn),mn)n∈ω is
uniformly ∃+-decidable in Llcr. We conclude by Corollary 2.3.2.

The assumption of completeness in Theorem 3.2.11 can be easily relaxed
to henselianity:

Corollary 3.2.12. Let (F,w) be a perfect non-trivially valued field with a rank
1 value group and R0 ⊆ OF be a computable subring. Suppose (K, v) is a mixed
characteristic henselian valued field such that (K̂, v̂) is an R0-computable untilt of
(“F , “w). Then:
(a) If (F,w) is decidable in Lval(R0), then (K, v) is decidable in Lval.
(b) If (F,w) is ∃-decidable in Lval(R0), then (K, v) is ∃-decidable in Lval.

Proof. Suppose “OK = W (“OF )/(ξ), where ξ = [π] − up, with π ∈ mF ∩ R0 and
u ∈ W (OF )×. Note that W (“OF )/([π]− up) ∼= W (OF )/([π]− up); indeed, W (OF ) is
p-adically complete and [π] and p are associates in the quotient W (OF )/([π]− up).
For each n ∈ N, one has that

OK/(pn) ∼= “OK/(pn) ∼= Wn(“OF )/([π]− up) ∼= Wn(OF )/([π]− up)

We now proceed as in the proof of Theorem 3.0.2.
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Remarks on Theorem 3.2.11

Note that decidability of K in Lval relative to its tilt K[ in Lval, i.e. without taking
parameters into account, is false. Essentially, the point is that p is named in
Lval, while t is not:

Example 3.2.13. Let (Γ,+, <) ⊆ (R,+, <) be any p-divisible ordered abelian
group, which is decidable in Loag but undecidable in Loag ∪ {1}, where 1 a
distinguished element of Γ. For example, let S ( P be a non-recursive set of
primes and S ′ := P− S be its complement. Denote by 1

S
Z the group generated by

{1
s

: s ∈ S} and consider the ordered abelian group

Γ = 1
p∞

( 1
S
Z⊕ 1

S ′
Z
√

2)

equipped with the order induced from the natural embedding Γ ↪! R. This is a
regularly dense group, in the sense of Robinson-Zakon [RZ60], with prime invariants
[Γ : pΓ] = 1 and [Γ : qΓ] = q for q 6= p. By Robinson-Zakon [RZ60], this group is
decidable in Loag but is clearly undecidable in Loag ∪ {1}. Since Γ is p-divisible, we
may form the tame valued field (F,w) = (Fp((tΓ)), vt), which is decidable in Lval by
Theorem 1.4 [Kuh16a]. However, the untilt (K, v), whose associated Witt vector is
[t]− p, is undecidable in Lval. Indeed, even (Γv, vp) is undecidable in Loag with a
constant for vp.

Remark 3.2.14. Theorem 3.0.2 holds also for untilts K of F , which have an
associated distinguished element ξK satisfying a more relaxed condition than the
one of Definition 3.2.3. Namely, suppose that ξK = (ξ0, ξ1, ...) ∈ Oω

F and each ξn is
definable in the valued field (F,w) by a formula φn(x) ∈ Lval(R0) with parameters
from R0. Suppose furthermore that the function N! FormLval(R0) : n 7! φn(x) is
recursive. Then the conclusion of Theorem 3.0.2 is still valid, i.e. (K, v) is decidable
in Lval relative to (F,w) in Lval(R0).

It is clear that when each φn(x) is a quantifier-free formula, the configuration
described in Remark 3.2.14 specializes to the notion of a computable untilt. We
have no particular application in mind that requires the level of generality described
in Remark 3.2.14, which is one reason we have restricted ourselves to the quantifier-
free case (the other being clarity of exposition).

3.2.15 Corollary 3.0.1

In order to prove Corollary 3.2.20, we need to calculate the tilts of our fields of
interest and compute the associated distinguished elements.
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Computing the distinguished elements

All computations below are well-known to experts (see e.g., Example 2.22 [FF14]).
For lack of a detailed reference, we shall spell out the details.

Lemma 3.2.16. There exist ring isomorphisms:
(a) Zp[p1/p∞ ]/(p) ∼= Fp[t1/p

∞ ]/(t) mapping p1/pn + (p) 7! t1/p
n + (t).

(b) Zp[ζp∞ ]/(p) ∼= Fp[t1/p
∞ ]/(tp−1) mapping ζp + (p) 7! t+ 1 + (tp−1).

(c) Zabp /(p) ∼= Fp[t1/p
∞ ]/(tp−1) mapping ζp + (p) 7! t+ 1 + (tp−1).

Proof. (a) For each n ∈ N, the irreducible polynomial of p1/pn+1 over Qp(p1/pn) is
the Eisenstein polynomial xp − p1/pn ∈ Zp[p1/pn ][x]. We therefore compute

Zp[p1/p∞ ]/(p) ∼= Zp[x1, x2, ...]/(p, xp1 − p, xp2 − x1, ...)

∼= Fp[x1, x2, ...]/(xp1, xp2 − x1, ...)
xn 7!t1/p

n

∼= Fp[t1/p
∞ ]/(t)

(b) The irreducible polynomial of ζp over Qp is the cyclotomic polynomial Φp(x) =
xp−1 + ...+1. Moreover, given n > 1, the irreducible polynomial of ζpn over Qp(ζpn−1)
is xp − ζpn−1 ∈ Z[ζpn ][x]. We now proceed as in (a) and compute

Zp[ζp∞ ]/(p) ∼= Zp[x1, x2, ...]/(p,Φp(x1), xp2 − x1, ...)
xn+1 7!x1/pn

∼= Fp[x1/p∞ ]/(Φp(x))

Note that Φp(x) = xp−1
x−1 = (x−1)p

x−1 = (x− 1)p−1 and thus

Zp[ζp∞ ]/(p) ∼= Fp[x1/p∞ ]/(x− 1)p−1 t=x−1= Fp[t1/p
∞ ]/(tp−1)

(c) By local Kronecker-Weber (see Theorem 14.2 in [Was97]) and Proposition 17 in
[Ser80], we get that Zabp = Zurp [ζp∞ ]. We now proceed as in (b).

Corollary 3.2.17. (a) ¤�Qp(p1/p∞)
[ ∼= ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ and t] = p.

(b) Ÿ�Qp(ζp∞)
[ ∼= ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ and (t+ 1)] = ζp.

(c) ‘Qab
p

[ ∼= ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ and (t+ 1)] = ζp.

Proof. (a) By Lemma 3.2.16(a), we have that Zp[p1/p∞ ]/(p) ∼= Fp[t1/p
∞ ]/(t) via

an isomorphism mapping p1/pn + (p) 7! t1/p
n + (t). One can verify directly

that ⁄�Fp[[t]]1/p∞ ! lim −Φ Fp[t1/p
∞ ]/(t) : x 7! (x mod (t), x1/p mod (t), ...) is a

ring isomorphism. It follows that ¤�Qp(p1/p∞)
[ ∼= ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ and by definition

t] = limn!∞(p1/pn)pn = p.
(b) By Lemma 3.2.16(b), we have that Zp[ζp∞ ]/(p) ∼= Fp[t1/p

∞ ]/(tp−1) via an
isomorphism mapping ζp + (p) 7! t+ 1 + (tp−1). One again verifies that ⁄�Fp[[t]]1/p∞ !
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lim −Φ Fp[t1/p
∞ ]/(tp−1) : x 7! (x mod (tp−1), x1/p mod (tp−1), ...) is a ring isomor-

phism. It follows that Ÿ�Qp(ζp∞)
[ ∼= ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ and by definition (t+1)] = limn!∞ ζ

pn

pn+1 =
ζp.
(c) By Lemma 3.2.16(c), we have that Zabp /(p) ∼= Fp[t1/p

∞ ]/(tp−1) mapping ζp+(p) 7!
t + 1 + (tp−1).. One verifies that ⁄�Fp[[t]]1/p∞ ! lim −Φ Fp[t1/p

∞ ]/(tp−1) : x 7! (x

mod (tp−1), x1/p mod (tp−1), ...) is a ring isomorphism. It follows that ‘Qab
p

[ ∼=¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ and by definition (t+ 1)] = limn!∞ ζ
pn

pn+1 = ζp.

Proposition 3.2.18 (cf. Example 2.22 [FF14]). We have the following isomor-
phisms:
(a) ⁄�Zp[p1/p∞ ] ∼= W (⁄�Fp[[t]]1/p∞)/([t]− p).
(b) ÿ�Zp[ζp∞ ] ∼= W (⁄�Fp[[t]]1/p∞)/([t+ 1]p−1 + [t+ 1]p−2 + ...+ 1).
(c) Ẑabp ∼= W (⁄�Fp[[t]]1/p∞)/([t+ 1]p−1 + [t+ 1]p−2 + ...+ 1).

Proof. (a) By Corollary 3.2.17(a), we have that ¤�Qp(p1/p∞)
[ ∼= ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ . Consider

the ring homomorphism θ : Ainf �
⁄�Zp[p1/p∞ ] inducing ] : ⁄�Fp[[t]]1/p∞ ! ⁄�Zp[p1/p∞ ].

Since t] = p, we get that θ([t]) = p and therefore [t]− p ∈ Ker(θ). By Proposition
3.1.25, it follows that Ker(θ) = ([t]− p).
(b) By Corollary 3.2.17(b), we have that Ÿ�Qp(ζp∞)

[ ∼= ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ . mapping 1 + t 7! ζp.
Consider the ring homomorphism θ : Ainf � ÿ�Zp[ζp∞ ] inducing ] : ⁄�Fp[[t]]1/p∞ !ÿ�Zp[ζp∞ ]. Since (t+1)] = ζp, we get that θ([t+1]) = ζp and therefore [t+1]p−1+....+[t+
1]+1 ∈ Ker(θ). By Proposition 3.1.25, it suffices to show that ξ = [t+1]p−1+....+[t+
1] + 1 is a distinguished element of Ainf. Set res : OF � OF/mF for the residue map
and W (res) for the unique induced homomorphism W (res) : W (R) ! W (R/mR)
of Proposition 3.1.16. We compute that W (res)(ξ) = 1 + 1 + ...+ 1 = p, whence ξ
is a distinguished element of Ainf (Remark 3.1.24).
(c) Similar to (b).

Proof of Corollary 3.2.20

Corollary 3.2.19. We have the following:
(a) ¤�Qp(p1/p∞) and Ÿ�Qp(ζp∞) are Fp[t]-computable untilts of ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞.
(b) ‘Qab

p is an Fp[t]-computable untilt of ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞.

Proof. The case of ¤�Qp(p1/p∞) is clear. For the other two cases, note that ξ :=
[t+ 1]p−1 + [t+ 1]p−2 + ...+ 1 is Fp[t]-computable, using the computable polynomials
S0, ..., Sn for Witt vector addition (Observation 3.1.18).
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Corollary 3.2.20. (a) Assume Fp((t))1/p∞ is (existentially) decidable in Lt. Then
Qp(p1/p∞) and Qp(ζp∞) are (existentially) decidable in Lval.
(b) Assume Fp((t))1/p∞ is (existentially) decidable in Lt. Then Qab

p is (existentially)
decidable in Lval.

Proof. (a) By Corollary 3.2.19 and Corollary 3.2.12.
(b) Similar to (a).

Remark 3.2.21. It is worth mentioning that van den Dries’ Theorem 2.1.3 implies
that for any mixed characteristic henselian field (K, v), we have that (K, v) ≡ (K̂, v̂)
in Lval. Indeed, for every n ∈ N we have canonical isomorphisms Ov/(pn) ∼= Ov̂/(pn)
and (Γv, vp) ∼= (Γv̂, v̂p). The former is the natural inclusion Ov/(pn) ↪! Ov̂/(pn),
which is also surjective as for any x ∈ Ov̂, there is x′ ∈ Ov such that x− x′ ∈ pnOv̂.
The conclusion follows from Theorem 2.1.3. For instance, we have that Qp(p1/p∞) ≡¤�Qp(p1/p∞) in Lval.

3.3 Applications: Tame fields of mixed charac-
teristic

3.3.1 Introduction
Motivation

In this section we prove Corollary 3.3.11, which to my knowledge is the first
decidability result for tame fields of mixed characteristic. Corollary 3.3.11 is proved
by transposing a decidability result for tame fields in positive characteristic and
ultimately using Theorem 3.2.11.

Preliminaries

The algebra and model theory of tame fields was introduced and studied by
Kuhlmann in [Kuh16a]. Recall the definition:

Definition 3.3.2. Let (K, v) be a henselian valued field. A finite valued field
extension (L,w)/(K, v) is said to be tame if

1. p - [∆ : Γ], where p is the characteristic exponent of k, i.e. p = char(k) if this
is positive and p = 1 if char(k) = 0.

2. The residue field extension l/k is separable.
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3. The extension (L,w)/(K, v) is defectless, meaning that we have the funda-
mental equality [L : K] = [∆ : Γ] · [l : k].

An algebraic valued field extension is said to be tame if every finite subextension is
tame.

Definition 3.3.3. A henselian valued field (K, v) is said to be tame if every finite
valued field extension (L,w)/(K, v) is tame.

In practice, one often needs a more intrinsic description of tame fields. This
is provided by the following:

Proposition 3.3.4 (Theorem 3.2 [Kuh16a]). Let (K, v) be henselian valued field.
Then the following are equivalent:

1. (K, v) is a tame field.

2. (K, v) is algebraically maximal, Γ is p-divisible and k is perfect.

Example 3.3.5. Using Proposition 3.3.4, one can verify the following:
(a) Any (algebraically) maximal immediate extension of Qp(p1/p∞) or Qp(ζp∞) is
tame.
(b) Any (algebraically) maximal immediate extension of Fp((t))1/p∞ is tame. In
particular, the Hahn field (Fp((tΓ)), vt) with value group Γ = 1

p∞
Z and residue field

Fp is tame.

Equal characteristic

Kuhlmann obtained the following Ax-Kochen/Ershov principle for tame fields
of equal characteristic:

Theorem 3.3.6 (Theorem 1.4 [Kuh16a]). Let (K, v) and (K ′, v′) be two equal
characteristic tame fields. Then (K, v) ≡ (K ′, v′) in Lval if and only if k ≡ k′ in
Lrings and Γ ≡ Γ′ in Loag.

Kuhlmann then deduces the following decidability result (among others):

Corollary 3.3.7 (Theorem 1.6 [Kuh16a]). Set Γ = 1
p∞

Z, i.e. for the p-divisible
hull of Z. The Hahn field (Fp((tΓ)), vt) is decidable in Lval.

In recent work, Lisinski combined results of Kuhlmann [Kuh16a] with work of
Kedlaya [Ked06] and obtained the following strengthening of Corollary 3.3.7:

Theorem 3.3.8 (Theorem 1 [Lis21]). Set Γ = 1
p∞

Z. The Hahn field (Fp((tΓ)), vt)
is decidable in Lt.
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Mixed characteristic

Kuhlmann’s Theorem 3.3.6 fails as such for mixed characteristic tame fields. A
counterexample is given in Theorem 1.5(c) [AK16]. The lack of such a principle has
been a fundamental obstacle in obtaining decidability results for such fields.

3.3.9 Mixed characteristic tame fields

While we do not know whether Qp(p1/p∞) and Qp(ζp∞) are (existentially) decidable,
we will show that they admit decidable maximal immediate extensions. These
are tame fields by Example 3.3.5(a).

Lemma 3.3.10 (Remark 2.23 [FF14]). Let (K, v) be a perfectoid field. Then (K, v)
is maximal if and only if (K[, v[) is maximal.

Proof. Immediate from the tilting equivalence Theorem 3.1.31 and the fact that
tilting preserves value groups and residue fields (see Lemma 3.1.7(b)).

Corollary 3.3.11. The valued field (Qp(p1/p∞), vp) (resp. (Qp(ζp∞), vp)) admits a
maximal immediate extensions which is decidable in Lval.

Proof. Recall from Corollaries 3.2.17(a) and 5.1.4(a) that ¤�Qp(p1/p∞)
[ ∼= ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞

and that ξ = [t]− p. Let Fp((tΓ)) be the Hahn field with value group Γ = 1
p∞

Z and
residue field Fp. It is a (non-unique) maximal immediate extension of Fp((t))1/p∞ .
By Theorem 3.1.31, we may form K = Fp((tΓ))] as in the diagram below

K Fp((tΓ))

¤�Qp(p1/p∞) ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞

such that ξK = [t] − p (see §3.1.22). By Lemma 3.3.10, we see that (K, v) is a
maximal immediate extension of (Qp(p1/p∞), vp). By Theorem 3.3.8 and Theorem
3.2.11, we see that (K, v) is decidable in Lval. The proof for Qp(ζp∞) is similar.

Remark 3.3.12. Unraveling the description of Fp((tΓ))] from §3.1.22, one sees that
Fp((tΓ))] = Frac(W (Fp[[tΓ]])/([t]− p)) is the decidable maximal immediate extension
of Qp(p1/p∞) that we get from Corollary 3.3.11.

Remark 3.3.13. It is also true that Qab
p admits a decidable maximal immediate

extension (in this case unique) but this already follows from well-known results
in the model theory of algebraically maximal Kaplansky fields (see pg.4 Part (f)
[Kuh16a]).
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In spite of Corollary 3.3.11, the following is worth noting:

Remark 3.3.14. A tree-like construction similar to Proposition 3.1.36(b) shows that
there exist uncountably many pairwise elementary inequivalent maximal immediate
extensions of Qp(p1/p∞) (resp. Qp(ζp∞)). In particular, the valued field Qp(p1/p∞)
(resp. Qp(ζp∞)) has uncountably many undecidable maximal immediate extensions.
Note that the tilts of all such fields will be maximal immediate extensions of
Fp((t))1/p∞ and thus will be tame fields. As a consequence of Kuhlmann’s Theorem
3.3.6, all of them will be decidable in Lval. Nevertheless, they will all be undecidable
in Lt.

3.4 Applications: Congruences modulo p

3.4.1 Introduction
Goal

We shall now prove Theorem 3.4.6, which shows the existence of an algorithm that
decides whether a system of polynomial equations and inequations, defined over Z,
has a solution modulo p over the valuation rings of our fields of interest.

Strategy

The proof is via a local field approximation argument, using the computations
of Lemma 3.2.16. One eventually encodes the above problem in the existential
theory of the tilt in Lval, where the Anscombe-Fehm Theorem 2.2.3 applies. This
should be contrasted with Corollary 3.2.20, which requires decidability in the
language Lt on the characteristic p side.

3.4.2 From residue rings to valuation rings

The crux of the argument lies in the following:

Proposition 3.4.3. Let fi(x), gj(x) ∈ Fp[x] be multi-variable polynomials in x =
(x1, ..., xm) for i, j = 1, ..., n. Then

Fp[t1/p
∞ ]/(t) |= ∃x

∧
1≤i,j≤n

(fi(x) = 0 ∧ gj(x) 6= 0) ⇐⇒

Fp[[t]]1/p
∞ |= ∃x

∧
1≤i,j≤n

(v(fi(x)) > v(gj(x)))
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Proof. First observe that

Fp[[t]]1/p
∞
/(t) ∼= lim−!Fp[[t1/p

n ]]/(t) ∼= lim−!Fp[t1/p
n ]/(t) ∼= Fp[t1/p

∞ ]/(t) (†)

"⇒": Let a ∈ (Fp[t1/p
∞ ]/t)m be such that fi(a) = 0 ∧ gj(a) 6= 0, for 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n

and let ã be any lift of a in Fp[[t]]1/p
∞ via the isomorphism (†). We see that

v(fi(ã)) ≥ 1 > v(gj(ã)), for all 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n.
"⇐": Let b ∈ (Fp[[t]]1/p

∞)m be such that v(gj(b)) < v(fi(b)) for all 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n. Set
γ1 = max{v(gj(b)) : j = 1, ..., n} and γ2 = min{v(fi(b)) : i = 1, ..., n} and consider
the open interval I = (γ1, γ2) ⊆ 1

p∞
Z≥0. Since 1

p∞
Z is dense in R, we can find

q ∈ 1
p∞

Z such that 1 ∈ qI.
We now make use of the fact that for each q ∈ 1

p∞
Z>0, there is an embedding

ρ : Fp((t))1/p∞ ! Fp((t))1/p∞

which maps t 7! tq. Indeed, if q ∈ 1
pN

Z>0 for some N ∈ N, then there exists an
embedding ρ : Fp((t))1/pN ! Fp((t))1/pN mapping t 7! tq, exactly as in Remark 7.9
[AF16]. Such a map can also be extended uniquely to the perfect hull Fp((t))1/p∞ .
Now let ρ : Fp((t))1/p∞ ! Fp((t))1/p∞ be as above. Then, since fi(x), gj(x) ∈ Fp[x],
we get

v(gj(ρ(b))) = v(ρ(gj(b))) = qv(gj(b)) < qv(fi(b)) = v(ρ(fi(b))) = v(fi(ρ(b)))

for all 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n. We may thus replace our witness b with a = ρ(b).
Since 1 ∈ qI, we get fi(a) = 0 mod (t)∧gj(a) 6= 0 mod (t), for all i, j = 1, ..., n.

The reduction of a modulo (t), seen as a tuple in Fp[t1/p
∞ ]/t via (†), is the desired

witness.

Remark 3.4.4. The same argument used in Lemma 3.4.3 shows that

k[t1/p∞ ]/(tp−1) |= ∃x
∧

1≤i,j≤n
(fi(x) = 0 ∧ gj(x) 6= 0) ⇐⇒

k[[t]]1/p∞ |= ∃x
∧

1≤i,j≤n
(v(fi(x)) > v(gj(x))) ⇐⇒

where k = Fp or Fp. The argument of Proposition 3.4.3 needs only a slight
modification for the converse direction; one needs to take q ∈ 1

p∞
Z such that

(p− 1) ∈ qI instead of 1 ∈ qI and the same proof goes through.
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3.4.5 Proof of Theorem 3.4.6

We may now prove the following:

Theorem 3.4.6. Let K be any of the fields Qp(p1/p∞),Qp(ζp∞) or Qab
p . Then the

existential theory of OK/(p) is decidable in Lrings.

Proof. By the Anscombe-Fehm Theorem 2.2.3, the valued fields (Fp((t))1/p∞ , vt) and
(Fp((t))1/p∞ , vt) are ∃-decidable in Lval. For Qp(p1/p∞) the conclusion now follows
from Lemma 3.2.16(a) and Proposition 3.4.3. For the other two fields, one has to
use Lemma 3.2.16(b), (c) and Remark 3.4.4.

Remark 3.4.7. Note that Corollary 3.0.1 requires decidability in the language
Lt on the characteristic p side. However, for the purposes of Theorem 3.4.6, the
Anscombe-Fehm results in Lval turned out to be sufficient. Note that, if we were to
proceed naively, we would have

Fp[t1/p
∞ ]/(t) |= ∃xf(x) = 0 ∧ g(x) 6= 0) ⇐⇒

Fp[[t]]1/p
∞ |= ∃x, z(f(x)) = tz ∧ ∀wg(x)) 6= tw)

Note that the latter sentence uses a parameter for t. Nevertheless, the trick of
Proposition 3.4.3 provides us with a different (equivalent) sentence which does not
involve t.

3.5 Final remarks

3.5.1 An almost decidable field

In §2.3, we emphasized that uniform decidability of (OK/(pn))n∈ω is key for the
decidability of (K, v). Indeed, at least by assuming the decidability of ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞

in Lt, Proposition 3.1.36(b) allows us to produce undecidable valued fields (K, v)
whose each individual residue ring OK/(pn) is decidable.

Proposition 3.5.2. Assume ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ is decidable in Lt. Then there exists a
mixed characteristic henselian valued field (K, v) such that:

1. The valued field (K, v) is undecidable in Lval.

2. For each n ∈ N, the ring OK/(pn) is decidable in Lrings.

3. The value group (Γv, vp) decidable in Loag.
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Proof. For the convenience of the reader, we first review the construction from
proof of Proposition 3.1.36(b). Set πα(0) = p and Kα(0) = Qp. For each α ∈ 2ω,
define inductively Kα(n) = Kα(n−1)(((1+p)α(n) ·πα(n−1))1/p) and πα(n) = ((1+p)α(n) ·
πα(n−1))1/p for n ∈ N. Let Kα = ⋃

n∈ωKα(n). Claim 2 of Proposition 3.1.36 shows
that K̂α

[ = ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ . We shall argue below that any Kα satisfies conditions (2)
and (3). On the other hand, since Kα 6≡ Kβ for α 6= β (see the proof of Proposition
3.1.36(b)), we will have that some Kα is undecidable in Lval.

Fix α ∈ 2ω, set a = ∑
k≥0 α(k) · pk ∈ Zp and αn = ∑n−1

k=0 α(k) · pk ∈ Z for all
n ∈ N (α0 = 0 by convention). One sees that (1 + p)pn ≡ 1 mod pn+1Zp, for all
n ∈ N. It follows that the limit limn!∞(1 + p)αn exists in Zp and we denote it by
(1 + p)a. Fix n ∈ N≥1 for the rest of the proof.
Claim: We have t] = (1 + p)a · p and t] ≡ (1 + p)αn−1 · p mod pnOKα .

Proof. We have that t = (πα(0)+(p), πα(1)+(p), ...), via the identification ⁄�Fp[[t]]1/p∞ ∼=
lim −Φ OKα/(p) (see Remark 3.1.39). Since πp

n

α(n) = (1 + p)αn · p, we compute t] =
limn!∞ π

pn

α(n) = limn!∞(1+p)αn ·p = (1+p)a ·p. Since (1+p)pn−1 ≡ 1 mod pnOLα ,
we also get t] ≡ (1 + p)αn−1 · p mod pnOKα . Claim

As a consequence, we may take ξα = [t]− (1 + p)a · p as a generator of the ideal
of Ainf associated to Kα. Consider also the distinguished element ξ′ := [t]− (1 +
p)αn−1 · p ∈ Ainf and the associated untilt (K ′, v′). We have an equality of ideals
(pn, ξα) = (pn, ξ′) in Ainf and thus an isomorphism of rings OKα/(pn) ∼= OK′/(pn).

Having assumed that the valued field (¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ , vt) is decidable in Lt and since
ξ′ is Fp[t]-computable, we get that the valued field (K ′, v′) is decidable in Lval by
Theorem 3.0.2. In particular, the ring OKα/(pn) ∼= OK′/(pn) is decidable in Lrings.
The value group (Γα, vαp) ∼= ( 1

p∞
Z, 1) is also decidable in Loag with a constant

symbol for 1. Since n was arbitrary, this concludes the proof.

Remark 3.5.3. It seems plausible that a similar construction can be carried out
with Fp((tΓ)) instead of ¤�Fp((t))1/p∞ , where Γ = 1

p∞
Z, thereby recovering the above

result unconditionally. Nevertheless, we do not have a working example at present.

3.5.4 Reversing the direction

Given that our understanding of decidability problems in characteristic p is lim-
ited, our philosophy of reducing decidability questions from mixed characteristic
to positive characteristic may seem impractical. Nevertheless, we have already
seen two applications in §3.3 and §3.4. We also mention another application
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in [Kar21a], which proves an undecidability result for the asymptotic theory of
{K : [K : Qp] <∞} in the language Lval with a cross-section, again by transposing
a result in positive characteristic.

We shall now demonstrate that the characteristic p difficulties in the language
Lt are already encoded in the mixed characteristic setting, by showing a relative
decidability result in the opposite direction:

Proposition 3.5.5. If Qp(p1/p∞) is ∀1∃-decidable in Lval, then Fp[[t]]1/p
∞ is ∃+-

decidable in Lt.

Proof. Let fi(X1, ..., Xm, T ) ∈ Fp[X1, ..., Xm, T ] for i = 1, ..., n. We claim that

Fp[[t]]1/p
∞ |= ∃x1, ..., xm(

∧
1≤i≤n

fi(x1, ..., xm, t) = 0) ⇐⇒

Fp[t1/p
∞ ]/(t) |= ∀y ∈ m∃x1, ..., xm(

∧
1≤i≤n

fi(x1, ..., xm, y) = 0)

It is enough to prove the claim since Zp[p1/p∞ ]/(p) = Fp[t1/p
∞ ]/(t) by Lemma

3.2.16(a).
”⇒ ” : Let (α1, ..., αm) ∈ (Fp[[t]]1/p

∞)m be such that

f1(α1, ...., αm, t) = f2(α1, ...., αm, t) = ... = fn(α1, ...., αm, t) = 0

Let y ∈ m ⊂ Fp[[t]]1/p
∞ and κ ∈ N be such that ypκ ∈ Fp[[t]]. Then there exists a ring

endomorphism ρ on Fp[[t]] mapping t 7! yp
κ , which extends uniquely to Fp[[t]]1/p

∞ .
Let βi := ρ(αi) for i = 1, ...,m. Since fi(X1, ..., Xm, T ) ∈ Fp[X,T ], we get

f1(β1, ..., βm, y
pκ) = f2(β1, ..., βm, y

pκ) = ... = fn(β1, ..., βm, y
pκ) = 0

and thus

f1(β1/pκ
1 , ..., β1/pκ

m , y) = f2(β1/pκ
1 , ..., β1/pκ

m , y) = ... = fn(β1/pκ
1 , ..., β1/pκ

m , y) = 0

In particular, the tuple (x1, ..., xm) := (β1/pκ
1 , ..., β1/pκ

m ) is a solution modulo (t) to
the above system of equations.
” ⇐ ” A generalized version of Greenberg’s Theorem due to Moret-Bailly (see
Corollary 1.2.2 [MB11]) shows that

f1(x1, ..., xm, t) = f2(x1, ..., xm, t) = ... = fn(x1, ..., xm, t) = 0
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has a solution in Fp[[t]]1/p
∞ if and only if it has a solution modulo (tN ), for all N ∈ N.

Equivalently, if and only it has a solution modulo (tpN ) for all N ∈ N. Using the
N -th iterated Frobenius, we see that for any N ∈ N we have

Fp[[t]]1/p
∞ |= ∃x1, ..., xm(

∧
1≤i≤n

fi(x1, ..., xm, t) = 0 mod tp
N ) ⇐⇒

Fp[[t]]1/p
∞ |= ∃x(

∧
1≤i≤n

fi(x1, ..., xm, t
1/pN ) = 0 mod t)

and the latter is true by assumption, for any N ∈ N.

Remark 3.5.6. By an identical argument, one can prove a similar result for Qp(ζp∞)
or Qab

p . In the case of the latter, one gets that Fp[[t]]1/p
∞ is ∃+-decidable in Lt,

provided that Qab
p is ∀1∃-decidable in Lval.

It would be nice to have a version of Proposition 3.5.5 for the full theories.
Together with Corollary 3.0.1, this would yield a Turing equivalence between the
theories of Qp(p1/p∞) and Fp((t))1/p∞ . Nevertheless, Proposition 3.5.5 still suggests
that if we eventually want to understand the theories of Qp(p1/p∞), Qp(ζp∞) and Qab

p

(even modest parts of their theories), we would have to face certain characteristic
p difficulties, posed in Question 3.5.7 below:

Question 3.5.7. (a) Is Th∃+(Fp[[t]]1/p
∞) decidable in Lt?

(b) Is Th∃+(Fp[[t]]1/p
∞) decidable in Lt?



4
Interlude: Fontaine-Wintenberger

Introduction

The material presented in this chapter represents part of upcoming joint work
with F. Jahnke. In chapter 3, we explained how ideas from perfectoid geometry
can be useful in the model theory of henselian fields. We are now interested in
the reverse direction. We will see that model-theoretic techniques can be used to
understand certain arithmetic phenomena in perfectoid geometry. We refer to §3.1
for background on perfectoid fields and the tilting functor. The goal is to give a
model-theoretic proof of the (generalized) Fontaine-Wintenberger isomorphism:

Theorem 4.0.1. The absolute Galois groups of K and K[ are canonically isomor-
phic.

In the form stated above, the result was stated and proved by Scholze [Sch12a]
but it also follows from parallel work by Kedlaya-Liu [KL15]. The two approaches
are quite different (cf. Remark 5.19 [Sch12a]). One should mention that there
was earlier formative work by Fontaine-Wintenberger [FW79], which contained
many of the key ideas and also instances of the above result. For this reason, the
above result is commonly referred to as the (generalized) Fontaine-Wintenberger
theorem (cf. §3 [Sch14], §2.1 [Sch12b]).

We briefly discuss the main ideas in Scholze’s approach to the Fontaine-Wintenberger
theorem, which is the more relevant for us. See §2.1 [Sch12b] for a more detailed
exposition. We then explain the main ideas of our non-standard approach and
draw comparisons with the classical approach.

67
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Standard proof

Given a ring R, we write R − fét for the category of finite étale extensions of R.
When R is a field, this is simply the category of finite separable extensions of R.
The goal is to provide an equivalence between the categories K − fét and K[ − fét;
the statement on Galois groups is a formal consequence.

This equivalence between K − fét and K[ − fét is achieved by a series of
intermediate equivalences presented in the diagram below

K − fét Oa
K − fét (OK/p)a − fét

K[ − fét Oa
K[ − fét (OK[/t)a − fét

∼= ∼=

∼=
∼= ∼=

Here Oa
K − fét is the category of almost finite étale extensions of OK and similarly

for the other categories which have a superscript a. The notion of an almost étale
extension is quite technical to define here. See §4 [Sch12a] for an exposition of
Faltings’ almost mathematics, which was developed systematically by Gabber-
Ramero [GR03].

The equivalence between K− fét and Oa
K− fét (resp. K[− fét and Oa

K[− fét) fol-
lows:

Theorem 4.0.2 (Tate/Gabber-Ramero). If L/K is finite, then OL/OK is almost
finite étale. Similarly, if M/K[ is finite, then OM/OK[ is almost finite étale.

The positive characteristic version admits an easy proof due to the presence
of Frobenius (see pg. 4 [Sch12b]). However, the proof in mixed characteristic is
non-trivial. Finally, the equivalence between Oa

K − fét and (OK/p)a − fét (resp.
Oa
K[ − fét and (OK[/t)a − fét) uses the fact that finite étale algebras lift uniquely

over nilpotents (Theorem 4.17 [Sch12a]). We also note that Scholze [Sch12a] obtains
an equivalence between the larger categories of perfectoid spaces over K and K[,
which vastly generalizes the above equivalence and in fact specializes to it.

Non-standard approach

In our non-standard approach, we aim to replace the above classical picture with
the one below

KU − fét kw − fét

K[
U − fét kw[ − fét

∼=

∼=
∼=
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Here U is any non-principal ultrafilter on N. Note that we have dispensed with
the terminology of almost mathematics and that we have replaced the highly
nilpotent rings OK/p and OK[/t with the ordinary fields kw and kw[ . In particular,
all categories in the above picture are plainly understood as categories of finite
separable field extensions. This comes at the cost of replacing K and K[ with
non-principal ultrapowers KU and K[

U respectively. The fields KU and K[
U can be

equipped with suitable henselian valuations w and w[ respectively. We emphasize
that these are not the non-standard counterparts of v and v[ but rather suitable
coarsenings thereof. We then have the following facts:

1. Every finite extension of (KU , w) (resp. (K[
U , w

[)) is unramified. This stems
from our work in §4.1 and can be seen as a non-standard version of the
Tate/Gabber-Ramero theorem. However, our proof is easy, both in positive
and mixed characteristic.

2. In particular, the horizontal arrows in the above diagram simply represent the
equivalence between the category of unramified extensions of (KU , w) (resp.
(K[

U , w
[)) and the category of separable extensions of kw (resp. kw[).

3. We have a field isomorphism kw ∼= kw[ . This is closely related to the vertical
isomorphism between OK/p and OK[/t in the classical picture.

It formally follows from the above that GKU
∼= GK[

U
, which already gives a quick

proof of the weaker statement that GK ≡ GK[ in the language of profinite groups,
as developed by Cherlin-Dries-Macintyre [CDM81]. A more refined analysis is
required in order to prove that GK

∼= GK[ . One first shows that K[ sits naturally
inside kw, as a relatively algebraically closed subfield. It thus makes sense to lift
a finite extension of K[ to an (unramified) finite extension of KU . We will prove
that any such extension actually comes from a finite extension of K. It will then
follow that GKU

∼= Gkw restricts to GK
∼= GK[ .

4.1 Taming perfectoid fields

All definitions and facts related to tame fields can be found in §3.3.1. While
perfectoid fields are typically not tame (they can admit defect extensions), we will
show that any ℵ1-saturated extension admits a tame coarsening. It is precisely in
that sense that we can "tame" perfectoid fields. Moreover, the associated value
group is going to be divisible.
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4.1.1 Taming perfectoid fields of positive characteristic

We first recall the notion of the discriminant. Given a field K and f(x) = a0 +a1x+
...+ anx

n ∈ K[x], with roots r1, ..., rn, the discriminant disc(f) of the polynomial
f(x) is equal to the quantity

disc(f) = a2n−2
n

∏
i<j

(ri − rj)2

One readily checks that this is a symmetric polynomial in the ri’s and can be
therefore expressed as a (homogeneous) polynomial in the ai’s by Galois theory.
The next proof is essentially identical with the (easy) proof of the Tate/Gabber-
Ramero theorem in positive characteristic (cf. pg. 4[Sch12b]):

Proposition 4.1.2. Let (K0, v0) be a perfect henselian valued field of positive
characteristic and suppose t ∈ Ov0 is such that every finite extension of K0 can be
generated by a root of a polynomial a0 + a1x+ ...+ anx

n, with −v0t ≤ v0ai ≤ v0t

whenever ai 6= 0. Let (K, v) be an ℵ1-saturated elementary extension of (K0, v0)
and w be the coarsest coarsening of v such that wt > 0. Then (K,w) is a tame
field with divisible value group Γw.

Proof. Since henselianity is an elementary property, the valued field (K, v) is also
henselian. By Lemma 7.13 [Dri12], we also get that (K,w) is henselian. Let ∆ be
the maximal convex subgroup of Γv such that vt /∈ ∆. It suffices to show that each
finite extension of (K,w) is unramified.

Since K0 is perfect, each finite extension of K0 generated by a root of a separable
polynomial a0 + a1x+ ...+ anx

n can also be generated by a root of a1/pm
0 + a

1/pm
1 x+

... + a1/pm
n xn, for any m ∈ N. Since the discriminant of a polynomial is itself

a (homogeneous) polynomial in the coefficients, we see that for any k ∈ N, any
finite extension of K0 can be generated by a root of some f(x) ∈ K[x], with
−v0t

k
≤ v0(disc(f)) ≤ v0t

k
. By Łoś’ s Theorem, the same holds true for (K, v).

Moreover, by ℵ1-saturation of K, any finite extension L/K can be obtained by
adjoining a root of an irreducible polynomial f(x) ∈ K[x] with v(disc(f)) ∈ ∆.
Observe that πw(disc(f)) = disc(f) 6= 0 and therefore f(x) ∈ kw[x] is separable. By
Hensel’s Lemma, the polynomial f(x) ∈ kw[x] is also irreducible and therefore L/K
is unramified with respect to w.

Remark 4.1.3. When Γv0 has a cofinal element, then any t with vt cofinal in Γv0

will satisfy the assumption of Proposition 4.1.2. This again relies on the observation
that each finite extension of K0 generated by a root of a0 + a1x + ... + anx

n can
also be generated by a root of a1/pm

0 + a
1/pm
1 x + ... + a1/pm

n xn, for any m ∈ N. In
particular, when Γv0 is of rank 1, then any t ∈ mv0 will do.
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4.1.4 Taming perfectoid fields of mixed characteristic

We first record a coarsening lemma. Given a ring R with nilradical N = Nil(R),
we write Rred for the reduced ring R/N .

Lemma 4.1.5. Let (K, v) be a valued field and $ ∈ OK . Let w be the coarsest
coarsening of v such that w$ > 0 and v be the induced valuation on kw. We will
then have that Ov = (Ov/($))red.

Proof. By construction, we have that Ov = Ov/mw. It suffices to show that
mw = proj−1(Nil(Ov/($))), where proj : Ov ! Ov/($) : x 7! x+ ($) is the natural
projection map. If x ∈ mw, then vx > 1

n
·v$ for some n ∈ N. It follows that xn ≡ 0

mod ($), i.e., proj(x) ∈ Nil(Ov/($)). Conversely, if proj(x) ∈ Nil(Ov/($)), then
xn ≡ 0 mod ($) for some n ∈ N. It follows that vx > 1

n
v$ and therefore

x ∈ mw.

Lemma 4.1.6. Let (K, v) be an ℵ1-saturated mixed characteristic henselian valued
field. Let w be the coarsest coarsening of v such that wp > 0. Then (K,w) is a
henselian defectless field.

Proof. Let w0 be the finest coarsening of v of residue characteristic 0, ∆0 be the
minimal convex subgroup such that vp ∈ ∆0 and ∆ be the maximal convex subgroup
with vp /∈ ∆. Consider the standard decomposition below

K kw0 kw kv
Γv/∆0 ∆0/∆ ∆

The following claim is well-known. We include a proof for completeness:
Claim: The valued field (kw0 , w) is spherically complete.

Proof. Since Γw = ∆0/∆ has cofinality ℵ0 (being of rank 1), it suffices to show that
for any decreasing sequence of closed balls B1 ⊇ B2 ⊇ ... in (kw0 , w), we have that⋂
n∈NBn 6= ∅. Let bi ∈ Bi and ri ∈ Γw be the radius of Bi. Let ai ∈ Ow0 be such

that πw0(ai) = bi and γi ∈ ∆0 be such that ri = γi + ∆. By ℵ1-saturation of (K, v),
we may realize the partial type

p(x) = {v(x− ai) ≥ γi : i ∈ N}

and thereby find a ∈ Ow0 such that v(a− ai) ≥ γi. In particular, for all i ∈ N, we
have w(a−ai) ≥ γi+∆ and therefore w(b−bi) ≥ ri, where b = πw0(a). Equivalently,
we get that b ∈ ⋂

n∈NBn. Claim
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Spherically complete fields are defectless by Theorem 11.27 [Kuh], so (kw0 , w) is
defectless. The valued field (K,w0) is also defectless, being of equal characteristic
0. We conclude that (K,w) is also defectless, since the associated place Pw is a
composition of defectless places.

Proposition 4.1.7. Let (K0, v0) be a henselian valued field of mixed characteristic
with Ov/(p) being semi-perfect and Γv being p-divisible. Let (K, v) be an ℵ1-
saturated elementary extension of (K0, v0) and w be the coarsest coarsening of v
such that wp > 0. Then (K,w) is a tame field. If v0p is cofinal in Γv0 , then Γw is
divisible.

Proof. By Lemma 4.1.6, the valued field (K,w) is henselian defectless. By Lemma
4.1.5, we have Ov = (Ov/(p))red. Since Ov/(p) is semi-perfect, so is Ov. It follows
that the residue field kw = Frac(Ov) is perfect. Finally, the value group Γw = Γv/∆
is p-divisible as a quotient of the p-divisible group Γv, where ∆ is the maximal
convex subgroup of Γv with vt /∈ ∆. We conclude that (K,w) is tame.

Suppose now that v0p is cofinal in Γv0 . Fix γ ∈ Γv0 and n ∈ N. Since Γv0 is
p-divisible and Z[ 1

p
] is dense in Q, we deduce the following: For any ε ∈ Q>0, we can

find γε, δε ∈ Γv0 with 0 ≤ δε ≤ ε · vp such that γ = n · γε + δε. By ℵ1-saturation of
Γv, we see that for all γ ∈ Γv we can find γ′ ∈ Γv and δ ∈ ∆ such that γ = n · γ′+ δ.
It follows that Γw = Γv/∆ is divisible.

4.2 Elementary Fontaine-Wintenberger

Keeping with our notation in §1.1.21, we write KU and K[
U for the ultrapowers of

K and K[ with respect to an ultrafilter U on N. The fields KU and K[
U naturally

inherit henselian valuations which we denote by vU and v[
U
respectively.

Proposition 4.2.1. Let K be a perfectoid field with tilt K[ and U be a non-
principal ultrafilter on N. There are valuations w and w[ on KU and K[

U respectively,
such that (KU , w) and (K[

U , w
[) are tame, kw ∼= kw[ and with Γw ∼= Γw[ divisible.

In particular, we have a canonical isomorphism GKU
∼= GK[

U
.

Proof. By Lemma 3.1.7(b), we may choose a pseudouniformizer t in K[ such that
Ov/(p) ∼= Ov[/(t). It then also follows that

OvU/(p) ∼= (Ov/(p))U ∼= (Ov[/(t))U ∼= Ov[U
/(t)

Let w (resp. w[) be the coarsest coarsening of vU (resp. v[
U
) with wp > 0 (resp.

w[t > 0). By Lemma 4.1.5, we get that kw = Frac((OvU/(p))red) and kw[ =
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Frac((OvU/(t))red). Since OvU/(p) ∼= Ov[U
/(t), this yields kw ∼= kw[ . The ultrapowers

(KU , vU) and (K[
U , v

[
U
) are ℵ1-saturated by Corollary 2.2 [Kei70]. By Propositions

4.1.2 and 4.1.7, we will have that (KU , w) and (K[
U , w

[) are tame with divisible
value groups. It follows that GKU

∼= Gkw
∼= Gk

w[
∼= GK[

U
.

Profinite groups are classically construed as structures in the Cherlin-Dries-
Macintyre formalism [CDM81]. The basic fact needed here is that for a given a
profinite group sentence σ, there is a sentence σ′ in Lrings such that GK |= σ ⇐⇒
K |= σ′. In particular, if L ≡ K, then GL ≡ GK .

Corollary 4.2.2. Let K be a perfectoid field with tilt K[. Then GK ≡ GK[.

Proof. Let U be a non-principal ultrafilter on N. We then have that GK ≡ GKU
∼=

GK[
U
≡ GK[ , where the middle isomorphism follows from Proposition 4.2.1.

4.3 Classical Fontaine-Wintenberger

4.3.1 K[ as a subfield of kw

We first remind the reader our usual setting. Let K be a perfectoid field with tilt
K[. Let U be a non-principal ultrafilter on N and (KU , vU) be the corresponding
ultrapower. Let also w be the coarsest coarsenings such that wp > 0 and (kw, v)
be the associated residue field.

Recall that Ov = ((OK/(p))U )red and OK[ = lim −Φ OK/(p). We may thus represent
elements of OK[ as (x0, x1, ...) where the xi ∈ OK/(p) are such that xpi+1 = xi. We
exhibit K[ as a relatively algebraically closed subfield of kw. In our upcoming work
with F. Jahnke we even prove that K[ � kw. Here, for self-containment purposes,
we will only show the former (weaker) statement:

Proposition 4.3.2. There exists a valued field embedding (K[, v[) ↪! (kw, v) such
that K[ is relatively algebraically closed in kw.

Proof. Define the map

ι : OK[ ! Ov : (x0, x1, ...) 7! lim
n!U

xn +N

Claim 1: The map ι is an injective local ring homomorphism.
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Proof. It is clear that ι is a ring homomorphism. To see that ι(mK[) ⊆ mv, note
that (x0, x1, ...) ∈ mK[ if and only if each xi is in the maximal ideal of OK/(p). By
Łoś’ Theorem, the latter condition implies that limn!U xn is in the maximal ideal
of (OK/(p))U and hence limn!U xn +N is in the maximal ideal of Ov.

We now argue that ι is injective. Assume limn!U xn ∈ N , so that (limn!U xn)m =
0 for some m ∈ N. Let S = {n ∈ N : xmn = 0} and note that S ∈ U by Łoś. Now
suppose that xn0 6= 0 for some n0. It follows that xpn−n0

n 6= 0 for n ≥ n0. Note
that [n0 + logpm,∞) ∩ S ∈ U . For any n ∈ [n0 + logpm,∞) ∩ S, one obtains a
contradiction since xmn = 0⇒ xp

n−n0
n = 0. Claim 1

The map induces an embedding of valued fields (K[, v[) ↪! (kw, v). We let
t ∈ OK[ be such that OK/(p) ∼= OK[/(t). We may represent t as (0, π1, π2, ...) for
some πn ∈ OK/(p) and set π = limn!U πn +N . We also write π̃n for an arbitrary
lift of πn in OK . Note that ι((t)) ⊆ (π) and therefore ι induces an embedding
OK[/(t) ↪! Ov/(π).
Claim 2: OK[/(t) �↪! Ov/(π).

Proof. Indeed, the embedding OK[/(t) ↪! Ov/(π) is elementary, being a composition
of the elementary maps below

OK[/(t)
∼=! OK/(p)

δ
↪! (OK/(p))U

φ
!

∏
n∈N

OK/(π̃n)/U
∼=! Ov/(π)

Here δ is the usual diagonal embedding, which is elementary by Łoś. The isomor-
phism φ is constructed by patching the isomorphisms

OK/(π̃n)
∼=! OK/(p) : x+ (π̃n) 7! xp

n + (p)

Finally, since N ⊆ (π), we have Ov/(π) = (OK/(p))U/(π) ∼= ∏
n∈N OK/(π̃n)/U .

Claim 2

Now we argue that K[ is algebraically closed in kw. Consider a polynomial
f(X) ∈ OK[ [X] and suppose that f(a) = 0 for some a ∈ Ov. Since K[ is perfect, one
may apply the generalized Greenberg’s approximation theorem due to Moret-Bailly
(see Corollary 1.2.2 [MB11]). It thus suffices to show that f(X) ≡ 0 mod (tN)
has a solution in OK[ for every N ∈ N. Equivalently, that f(X) ≡ 0 mod (tpN )
has a solution for every N ∈ N. Equivalently, that Φ−Nf(X) ≡ 0 mod (t) has a
solution in OK[ for every N ∈ N. Here Φ−Nf(X) is the polynomial obtained from
fi by applying the N -th iterated inverse Frobenius map to its coefficients. Now
Φ−Nf(X) ≡ 0 mod (π) has a solution in Ov, namely Φ−n(a). By Claim 2, we have
that OK[/(t) � Ov/(π) and the conclusion follows.
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We henceforth use the above embedding to identify K[ as a subfield of kw. To
deduce the classical Fontaine-Wintenberger theorem, it suffices to show that the
isomorphism GKU

∼= Gkw restricts to GK
∼= GK[ . In other words, we need to check

that the extensions of KU coming from finite extensions of K are precisely those
which are obtained by lifting a finite extension of K[.

4.3.3 Small discriminants

Given a valued field (K, v) and a finite extension L/K, we will have that L ∼=
K[x]/(f(x)), where f(x) ∈ Ov[x] is monic. Indeed, we may assume that f(x) ∈ Ov[x]
by making a change of variables of the form x 7! xc. In order to make f(x) monic,
write f(x) = anx

n + ...+ a1x+ a0. We now have an−1
n f(x) = annx

n + ...+ an−1
n a1x+

an−1
n a0 = Xn + ... + an−2

n a1X + an−1
n a0, where X = anx.

Lemma 4.3.4. Let (K, v) be a perfectoid field with pseudouniformizer $ and L/K
be a finite extension. Then L ∼= K[x]/(f(x)), where f(x) ∈ Ov[x] is monic such
that 0 ≤ v(disc(f)) < v$.

Proof. Let U be a non-principal ultrafilter on N and (KU , vU) be the corresponding
ultrapower. Let w be the finest coarsening of vU such that w$ > 0. By Propositions
4.1.2 and 4.1.7, LKU/KU is unramified with respect to w and is therefore obtained
by lifting a finite separable extension lw/kw. Write lw = kw[x]/(f(x)), where
f(x) ∈ kw[x] is a separable irreducible polynomial. We may further assume that
f(x) ∈ Ov[x] and that it is monic, by making a suitable change of variables, as we
explained above.

Let f(x) ∈ Ow[x] be a monic lift of f(x) and note that f(x) ∈ OvU [x]. We
will have that LKU

∼= KU [x]/(f(x)). We may write f(x) = limi!U fi(x), where
fi(x) ∈ Ov[x]. By Łoś’ s Theorem, we see that fi(x) is monic, irreducible over K and
L ∼= K[x]/(fi(x)), for almost all i. Since the discriminant of a polynomial is itself a
(homogeneous) polynomial in the coefficients, we see that πw(disc(f)) = disc(f) 6= 0.
It follows that disc(f) ∈ O×w . Since f(x) ∈ OvU [x], we get that v(disc(f)) ∈ ∆≥0. In
particular, by Łoś’ s Theorem, we see that 0 ≤ v(disc(fi)) < v$, for almost all i.
The conclusion follows.

Given a monic f(x) ∈ K[x] and a root r, observe that f ′(r)2 = disc(f).

Lemma 4.3.5. Let (K, v) be a henselian valued field with pseudouniformizer
$. Let f(x) = a0 + a1x + ... + xn ∈ Ov[x] be an irreducible polynomial with
0 ≤ v(disc(f)) < v$ and g(x) = a′0 + a′1x+ ...+ xn ∈ Ov[x] be such that a′pi ≡ ai

mod ($). Then K[x]/(f(x)) ∼= K[x]/(g(x)).
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Proof. Set L = K[x]/(g(x)). It suffices to find α ∈ L such that f(α) = 0. Recall
that the discriminant is a (homogeneous) polynomial in the coefficients. Since
0 < v$ ≤ vp and a′pi ≡ ai mod ($), we deduce that disc(g)p ≡ disc(f) mod ($).
Since 0 ≤ v(disc(f)) < v$, it follows that v(disc(g)) = 1

p
v(disc(f)). Let β ∈ L

be a root of g(x) and L′ = K(β). Since a′pi ≡ ai mod ($) and 0 < v$ ≤ vp, we
compute that

0 = g(β)p ≡ f(βp) mod ($)⇒ f(βp) ≡ 0 mod ($)

Similarly, since g′(β)2 = disc(g) and thus v(g′(β)) = 1
2v(disc(g)) = 1

2pv(disc(f)) ≤
1
2pv$, we get that

g′(β)p ≡ f ′(βp) mod ($)⇒ v(f ′(βp)) = p · v(g′(β))

We get that v(f(βp)) ≥ v$ > 2v(f ′(βp)). By Hensel’s Lemma, we deduce the
existence of α ∈ L′ ⊆ L with f(α) = 0, which finishes the proof.

Let R be a ring and U be an ultrafilter on N. Let f(x) = a0 + a1x+ ...+ anx
n ∈

RU [x] and fi = a0,i + a1,ix + ... + an,ix
n ∈ R[x], for i ∈ N. We shall write

f(x) = limi!U fi(x) if ak = limi!U ak,i, for each k = 0, ..., n.

Lemma 4.3.6. A finite extension L′ of KU is of the form LKU , for some finite
extension L of K, if and only if L′ ∼= KU [x]/(f∗(x)), where f∗(x) = limi!U fi(x)
with fi ∈ Ov[x] such that 0 ≤ v(disc(f0)) < v$ and fi+1(x)p ≡ fi(x) mod $Ov[x].

Proof. Suppose f∗(x) = limi!U fi(x) with 0 ≤ v(disc(f0)) < v$ and fpi+1(x) ≡ fi(x)
mod $Ov[x]. By Lemma 4.3.5, all fields Ln = K[x]/(fn(x)) are isomorphic over
K. By Łoś’ s Theorem, it follows that KU [x]/(f∗(x)) ∼= KU [x]/(f0(x)). Coversely,
suppose L/K is finite and L′ = LKU . By Lemma 4.3.4, we will have that L ∼=
K[x]/(f0(x)), for some monic f0(x) ∈ Ov[x] with 0 ≤ v(disc(f)) < v$. By Lemma
4.3.5 and induction, we also have L ∼= K[x]/(fn(x)), where fn(x) ∈ Ov[x] are monic
polynomials such that fpn+1(x) ≡ fn(x) mod $Ov[x]. Note that said polynomials
exist because Ov/($) is semi-perfect. Set f∗(x) = limn!U fn(x), for some choice of
fn’s as above, and note that L′ ∼= KU [x]/(f∗(x)) by Łoś.
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4.3.7 Finishing the proof

Throughout this section, we let (K, v) be a perfectoid field with pseudouniformizer
$. We also fix a non-principal ultrafilter U on N and write KU for the corresponding
ultrapower. Recall that KU is equipped with a valuation w, which is the finest
coarsening such that w$ > 0, and that we have an induced valuation v on the
residue field kw. Moreover, the tilt K[ sits inside kw as an elementary substructure.

Proposition 4.3.8. Let (K, v) be a perfectoid field with pseudouniformizer $. Let
U be a non-principal ultrafilter on N and (KU , vU) be the corresponding ultrapower.
Let w be the finest coarsening such that w$ > 0. An extension L′ of KU is of the
form LKU , where L/K is finite, if and only if it is a lift of some finite extension
lkw, where l/K[ is finite.

Proof. By Lemma 4.3.6, we have L′ ∼= KU [x]/(f∗(x)), where f∗(x) = limi!U fi(x)
with fi ∈ Ov[x] satisfying 0 ≤ v(disc(f0)) < v$ and fpi+1(x) ≡ fi(x) mod $Ov[x].
One sees that f∗(x) ∈ K[[x], where f∗ is the image of f∗ via πw. Note that f∗(x) is
separable (and irreducible) because vU(disc(f∗)) ∈ ∆, where ∆ is the maximal convex
subgroup of ΓvU not containing vU$. We conclude that disc(f∗) = πw(disc(f∗)) 6= 0
and that L′ is a lift of kw[x]/(f∗(x)).

Conversely, suppose we have a finite extension of the form K[[x]/(f(x)), where
f(x) ∈ K[[x]. By making a change of variables, we may even assume that f(x) ∈
OK[ [x]. Note that f(x) stays irreducible over kw because by Lemma 4.3.2 we
have that K[ is relatively algebraically closed in kw. We now see that any lift
f(x) ∈ KU [x] of f(x) is of the shape described in Lemma 4.3.6 and therefore the
corresponding extension of KU comes from a finite extension of K.

It is not difficult now to put all the pieces together. By Proposition 4.2.1,
every finite extension of KU is unramified with respect to w and therefore we have
an equivalence of categories between KU − fét and kw − fét. Note that K − fét
sits inside KU − fét as a full subcategory. Explicitly, the finite extension L/K

gives rise to the composite extension LKU/KU . Similarly, K[ − fét sits inside
kw − fét as a full subcategory, using Lemma 4.3.2. By Proposition 4.3.8, the
equivalence of categories between KU − fét and kw − fét restricts to an equivalence
between the full subcategories K − fét and K[ − fét. The above discussion is
summarized in the diagram below:

KU − fét kw − fét

K − fét K[ − fét

∼=

∼=

We have thus obtained:
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Corollary 4.3.9 (Fontaine-Wintenberger). Let K be a perfectoid field with tilt K[.
Then we have a canonical isomorphism GK

∼= GK[.

It would be of great interest to also recover the equivalence between the categories
of perfectoid spaces over K and K[ (Theorem 1.9 [Sch12a]) in a model-theoretic
fashion. We mention that there are already some interesting (unpublished) efforts
in this direction by Rideau-Scanlon.



5
Tamely ramified fields

Introduction

The material presented in this chapter is based on [Kar21b]. In a way, tame
ramification is orthogonal to deep ramification, which was discussed in Chapter
3. We want to clarify early on that the fields of interest in this chapter are not
tame fields. Indeed, far from it. Tame fields are fields which admit only tame
extensions. On the other hand, we will be interested in fields which are tame over
a base (an excellent DVR). The difference can be viewed as a bottom-up (rather
than a top-down) approach to tameness.

More concretely, we aim to understand the theories of tamely ramified extensions
of Qp and Fp((t)), including the infinitely ramified ones. The scope of our results is
restricted to existential theories. We will obtain an abundance of explicit examples
of infinitely ramified extensions of Qp and Fp((t)) whose theory is existentially
decidable. The caveat is that a certain form of resolution of singularities is required.
Before we state our results, let us first state the precise form which we will use:

Conjecture R (Log-Resolution). Let X be a reduced, flat scheme of finite type
over an excellent discrete valuation ring R. Then there exists a blow-up morphism
f : X̃ ! X in a nowhere dense center Z ( X such that

1. X̃ is a regular scheme.

2. X̃s = X̃ ×SpecR Spec(R/mR) is a strict normal crossings divisor.

79
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Some background material related to resolution of singularities is provided in
§1.2.10. We obtain the following existential Ax-Kochen/Ershov principle, from
which all applications will be deduced:

Theorem 5.0.1. Assume Conjecture R. Suppose (K, v) and (L,w) are henselian
with perfect residue fields and that they are tamely ramified over a valued field (F, v0)
with OF an excellent DVR. If RV(K) ≡∃,RV (F ) RV(L), then K ≡∃,F L in Lrings.

It should be noted that our notion of a "tamely ramified extension" used in
Theorem 5.3.2 is not restricted to algebraic extensions but does indeed specialize to
the ordinary notion in the case of an algebraic extension (see §5.1.5). This level of
generality is essential for applications, even if one is merely interested in algebraic
tamely ramified algebraic extensions of Qp or Fp((t)) (see Remark 5.4.7). The
excellence condition on the discrete valuation ring OF simply amounts to “F/F being
separable (see §1.2.10). For example, this is the case for the valued fields (Q(t), vt),
(Q, vp) or (Fp(t), vt). In fact, all decidability consequences in §5.4 will be obtained by
specializing (F, v0) to one of the three examples mentioned above. Some background
material on the RV-structure associated to a valued field is provided in §1.3.1.

The key ingredient in the proof of Theorem 5.3.2 is a certain form of Hensel’s
Lemma, which we call RV-Hensel’s Lemma. This is completely parallel to the
classical geometric version of Hensel’s Lemma for smooth morphisms over henselian
local rings, saying that the existence of an integral point is equivalent to the
existence of a solution in the residue field. In general, the best one can hope for is
not smoothness but rather strict normal crossings. This necessitates a variant of
Hensel’s Lemma for morphisms having strict normal crossings. However, to ensure
the existence of an integral point, one must now require not just a solution in the
residue field but rather an RV-solution, i.e., more residual information is needed.
Most crucially, this only works when one of the multiplicities of the irreducible
components of Xs is not divisible by p, the residue characteristic of the base ring.
This condition plays well with tame ramification (as one might guess) and is the
reason why the scope of our results is restricted to that setting.

Theorem 5.3.2 specializes to well-known Ax-Kochen/Ershov results in residue
characteristic 0 and in the mixed characteristic unramified setting. Moreover, these
Ax-Kochen/Ershov principles hold not only for the existential theories but also
for the full-first order theories. The case of finite tame ramification in mixed
characteristic and with perfect residue fields was proved recently in Corollary 5.9
[Lee20] (see also Remark 5.3.7).
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At the same time, Theorem 5.3.2 implies conditional existential decidability
results for Fp((t)) and its finite extensions, which were already known by the work
of Denef-Schoutens [DS03]. Our proof does not use Greenberg’s approximation
theorem, which is an important ingredient in [DS03]. In fact, in the case of Fp((t)),
the proof can be significantly simplified, as we explain in §5.5. Although Conjecture
R is a more refined version of resolution than Conjecture 1 [DS03], the simpler
proof explained in §5.5 uses only Conjecture 1 [DS03].

On the other hand, Theorem 5.3.2 applies also to the setting of infinite ramifica-
tion. We highlight the following application regarding the maximal tamely ramified
extension Qtr

p (resp. Fp((t))tr) of Qp (resp. Fp((t))), which is of arithmetic significance:

Corollary 5.0.2. Assume Conjecture R. Then the field Qtr
p (resp. Fp((t))tr) is

existentially decidable in the language of rings (resp. Lt).

Ramification theory provides us with nice explicit descriptions for the fields
of Corollary 5.0.2 (see Fact 5.1.4). More generally, we deduce Corollary 5.4.6,
which can be used to generate plenty of other existentially decidable infinitely
ramified fields, both in mixed and positive characteristic (assuming Conjecture R).
For instance, if ` 6= p is a prime, we get that Qp(p1/`∞) (resp. Fp((t))(t1/`

∞)) is
existentially decidable in the language of rings (resp. Lt). We note that the case of
Qp(p1/p∞) (resp. Fp((t))1/p∞), which was mentioned before, does not appear to be
amenable to the methods presented here and probably requires some new ideas.

Apart from decidability consequences, certain new existential Ax-Kochen/Ershov
phenomena become accessible (see §5.4.11). For example, if ` is a prime different
from p, one can deduce (modulo Conjecture R) that Fp((t))(t1/`

∞) �1 Fp((tΓ`)), the
latter being the Hahn series field with value group Γ` = 1

`∞
Z and residue field

Fp. This should be contrasted with the classical example by Abhyankar, namely
the Artin-Schreier equation xp − x − 1/t = 0. This has a solution in the Hahn
field Fp((tΓp)) with value group Γp = 1

p∞
Z, namely x = ∑∞

n=1 t
−1/pn , but has no

solution in Fp((t))1/p∞ . Similarly, we have that Qp(p1/`∞) is existentially closed in
any of its maximal immediate extensions.

5.1 Tamely ramified extensions

For valued fields (K, v) and (L,w), we shall abbreviate the residue fields by k and l
respectively, and the value groups by Γ and ∆ respectively. Although the notion
of a tamely ramified extension is usually defined within the context of algebraic
extensions, it will be essential for us to have an analogue for general (possibly
transcendental) valued field extensions. Such a definition is given by Endler on
pg. 180 [End72] and we follow his treatment.
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5.1.1 Algebraic tamely ramified extensions

We first review the usual notion of an algebraic tamely ramified extension:

Definition 5.1.2. (a) A finite valued field extension (L,w)/(K, v) is said to be
tamely ramified if l/k is separable and p - [∆ : Γ], where p = char(k).
(b) An algebraic valued field extension (L,w)/(K, v) is said to be tamely ramified if
every finite subextension is tamely ramified.

Example 5.1.3. (a) The extension (Qp(p1/n), vp)/(Qp, vp) is tamely ramified if and
only if p - n.
(b) Any unramified extension of Qp or Fp((t)) is automatically tamely ramified.
(c) If ` is a prime different than p, then Fp((t))(t1/`

∞) is tamely ramified over Fp((t)).

One can give an explicit description of the maximal tamely ramified algebraic
extension of Qp and Fp((t)), denoted by Qtr

p and Fp((t))tr respectively:

Fact 5.1.4 (Corollary 1, pg. 32 [CF67]). We have that:
(a) Qtr

p = Qur
p ({p1/n : (p, n) = 1}) = Qp({ζn, p1/n : (p, n) = 1}).

(b) Fp((t))tr = Fp((t))ur({t1/n : (p, n) = 1}) = Fp((t))({ζn, t1/n : (p, n) = 1}).

We stress that the notion of a tamely ramified extension defined above is subtly
different from the notion of a tame extension in [Kuh16b]. The difference is that
tamely ramified extensions are not required to be defectless. In many cases of
interest, the base field is defectless (e.g., a local field). For instance, this applies in
the treatment of tame ramification given in [Lan94], [CF67] and [Ser80]. This is
also the case for us here (see Fact 5.1.11). Over such a defectless base, the notions
"tamely ramified" and "tame" coincide. We favor the use of tamely ramified rather
than tame extensions because the former readily extends in the transcendental
context and will be sufficient for our purposes.

5.1.5 Transcendental tamely ramified extensions

We now extend the notion of a tamely ramified field extension to the context
of transcendental valued field extensions. The need for this level of generality
is explained in Remark 5.4.7. First, recall that an extension of fields l/k (not
necessarily algebraic) is said to be separable if every finitely generated subextension
l1/k has a separating transcendence basis, i.e., a transcendence basis T ⊆ l1 such
that the extension l1/k(T ) is separable algebraic.
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Definition 5.1.6. A valued field extension (L,w)/(K, v) is said to be tamely
ramified if l/k is separable, the quotient group ∆/Γ is p-torsion-free, where p =
char(k).

Note that Definition 5.1.6 specializes to Definition 5.1.2 in the case of an
algebraic extension.

Example 5.1.7. (a) Every valued field extension is tamely ramified when the
residue characteristic is zero.
(b) The valued field extension (Qp(p1/n), vp)/(Q, vp) is tamely ramified if and only
if p - n.
(c) Let Fp((tΓ)) be the Hahn series field with residue field Fp and value group Γ.
Suppose 1 ∈ Γ is a distinguished positive element and write t for t1. The valued field
extension (Fp((tΓ)), vt)/(Fp(t), vt) is tamely ramified if and only if 1 is not p-divisible
in Γ.

For the rest of the chapter, unless otherwise stated, a valued field extension
is said to be tamely ramified if it is tamely ramified in the generalized sense
of Definition 5.1.6.

5.1.8 Some comments on the defect
Definition

First let us recall some basic definitions. See §1 [Kuh10] for a more detailed overview.
Given a valued field (K, v) and a finite field extension L/K of degree n, let w1, ..., wr

be the extensions of v to L. We then have the fundamental inequality

n ≥
r∑
i=1

ei · fi

where ei = e(wi/v) and fi = f(wi/v) are the ramification and inertia degrees
associated to wi/v. We say that the extension L/K is defectless if equality holds.
We also say that (K, v) is defectless if any finite extension as above is defectless.

Excellent vs Defectless

Let (F, v) be a valued field with valuation ring OF . We say that (F, v) is separably
defectless if any finite separable extension F1/F is defectless. Likewise (F, v) is
inseparably defectless if any finite purely inseparable extension F1/F is defectless.

Fact 5.1.9 (Theorem 3.3.5 [engprest]). Any discrete valued field is separably
defectless.
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However, when char(F ) > 0, the valued field need not be inseparably defectless:

Example 5.1.10. Let (F, v) be as in Example 1.2.11. We see that F (y1/p)/F is
an inseparable immediate extension. In particular, it is not defectless.

Nevertheless, in the context of Theorem 5.3.2, our base ring OF will in fact be
an excellent DVR. In this case, we record the following fact:

Fact 5.1.11. Let (F, v) be a discrete valued field. The following are equivalent:

1. (F, v) is defectless.

2. OF is excellent.

Proof. By Corollaire 7.6.6 [Gro65], OF is excellent if and only if it is a Japanese ring,
which is equivalent to (F, v) being defectless by Théorème 2, pg. 143 [Bou06].

5.2 RV-Hensel’s Lemma

5.2.1 Hensel’s Lemma
Motivation

Let X ! SpecR be a smooth morphism, where R is a henselian local ring R with
residue field κ. The classical geometric version of Hensel’s Lemma allows us to
lift κ-rational points of Xs to R-integral points of X (see e.g. Corollary 6.2.13
[Liu06]). Proposition 5.2.6 is an analogue of this, for the case where X ! SpecR
is not necessarily smooth but has strict normal crossings. In that case, one may
lift RV-points of X to integral points of X, at least when one of the multiplicities
of the irreducible components of Xs is not p-divisible, where p = char(κ). For lack
of a suitable reference, we shall spell out the details.

Hensel’s Lemma for smooth morphisms

Recall the geometric version of Hensel’s Lemma for (locally) smooth morphisms:

Lemma 5.2.2 (Hensel’s Lemma for smooth morphisms). Let π : X ! Y be a
morphism of schemes over a henselian local ring R with residue field κ. Let P ∈ Y (R)
and suppose that the induced κ-rational point y ∈ Ys(κ) lifts to x ∈ Xs(κ) and
suppose that π is smooth at x. Then P lifts to an R-integral point of X, which
specializes to x.

Proof. See Corollary 6.2.13 [Liu06].

Remark 5.2.3 (Remark 6.2.14 [Liu06]). Corollary 6.2.13 [Liu06] is stated with a
completeness assumption but henselianity is enough (cf. Proposition 2.3.5 [BLR90]).
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5.2.4 RV-Hensel’s Lemma

Throughout this section, the ring R will be a DVR with uniformizer π and residue
field κ = R/πR. We set p = char(κ). We also have a henselian valuation ring
A extending R (typically non-discrete). We let mA be the maximal ideal and
k = A/mA be the residue field of A. Suppose X is a scheme over R. Given a
scheme-theoretic point x ∈ Xs (not necessarily closed), we write x ∈ Xs(k) if
there is a k-rational point of Xs above x. This allows us to identify the residue
field κ(x) = OX,x/mX,x with a subfield of k. Given a ∈ OX,x, we write a for the
image of a inside k via this identification.

Proposition 5.2.6—which we call RV-Hensel’s Lemma—is the key ingredient in
the proof of Theorem 5.3.2. The proof of RV-Hensel’s lemma goes via an étale local
analysis of strict normal crossings around a point in the special fiber, eventually
reducing to Lemma 5.2.5. The case l = 0 in Lemma 5.2.5 simply means that
there are no Ti’s and gives the étale local picture around a closed point of the
special fiber. The presence of the Ti’s is precisely to account for the non-closed
case. Recall the map ι : k× ! RV(K×) from §1.3.1.

Lemma 5.2.5. Let 0 ≤ n < m and l ≥ 0 be integers. Let F (T ) ∈ κ[T1, ..., Tl][T ]
be separable and irreducible over κ(T1, ..., Tl) and F (T ) ∈ R[T1, ..., Tl][T ] be any
lift. Consider the affine scheme

Y = Spec(R[X1, ..., Xm, T1, ..., Tl, Z]/(Z ·Xe1
1 · ... ·Xen

n − π, F (Z)))

where ei ∈ Z>0 for i = 1, ..., n and p - e1. Let y ∈ Ys be the point corresponding to
the prime ideal (π,X1, ..., Xm). Suppose y ∈ Ys(k) and that there exist a1, ..., an ∈
mA such that ι(Z) · rv(ae1

1 · ... · aenn ) = rv(π). Then Y has an A-integral point lifting
y.

Proof. The point y ∈ Ys(k) corresponds to a morphism of R-algebras

R[X1, ..., Xm, T1, ..., Tl, Z]/(Z ·Xe1
1 · ... ·Xen

n − π, F (Z))! k

with kernel (π,X1, ..., Xm). Write ti = Ti for the image of Ti in k and note that the
ti’s are algebraically independent. Let t̃i ∈ A be an arbitrary lift of ti and f̃(T )
the polynomial F (T ) where we replace Ti with t̃i. Likewise, the reduction f(T ) of
f̃(T ) modulo mA is the same as F (T ) with Ti replaced by ti. It is also separable
since κ(t1, ..., tl) ∼= κ(T1, ..., Tl) and f(Z) = 0. Hensel’s lemma allows us to choose
u ∈ A× so that f̃(u) = 0 and u = Z. By assumption, there exist a1, ..., an ∈ A such
that u · ae1

1 · ... · aenn = π · ε, with ε ∈ 1 + m. Since p - e1, Hensel’s lemma provides
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us with α ∈ A× such that αe1 = ε. Replacing a1 with a1 · α gives us an A-integral
point P ∈ Y (A) corresponding to a morphism of R-algebras

R[X1, ..., Xm, T1, ..., Tl, Z]/(Z ·Xe1
1 · ... ·Xen

n − π, F (Z))! A

mapping Xi 7! ai, Ti 7! t̃i and Z 7! u. One readily checks that P specializes to
y.

Recall the definition of strict normal crossings in Definition 1.2.5(b).

Proposition 5.2.6 (RV-Hensel’s Lemma). Let X ! SpecR be a finite type
morphism having strict normal crossings at x ∈ Xs. Write π = h · xe1

1 · ... · xenn
in OX,x, where ei ∈ Z>0, h ∈ O×X,x and {x1, ..., xn} is part of a regular system of
parameters of X at x. We further assume that κ(x)/κ is separable and p - e1.
Then X has an A-integral point lifting x if and only if x ∈ Xs(k) and there exist
a1, ..., an ∈ mA such that ι(h) · rv(ae1

1 · ... · aenn ) = rv(π) in RV(A).

Proof. ”⇒ ” : Clear.
”⇐ ” : Shrinking X around x, if necessary, we may assume that X = Spec(B). We
may also assume that the xi’s are regular functions on all of X. Let p ( B be the
prime ideal corresponding to x. Since κ(x)/κ is finitely generated and separable,
we may choose a separating transcendence basis, say {t1, ..., tl} (or ∅ in case x ∈ Xs

is closed). Let f(T ) ∈ κ[t1, ..., tl][T ] be irreducible and separable over κ(t1, ..., tl)
with f(h) = 0. Let {t̃1, ..., t̃l} be a set of lifts in Bp. By shrinking X further, one
may even assume that t̃1, ..., t̃l ∈ B. Let f̃(T ) ∈ R[t̃1, ..., t̃l][T ] be a lift of f(T ).
Claim: There is a common étale neighborhood (U, u) of (X, x) and (Y, y), where
(Y, y) is as in Lemma 5.2.5.

Proof. We pass to an étale neighborhood (U, u) of (X, x), where U = Spec(C) with
C = B[z]/(f̃(z)) and u is the point of Us corresponding to q = (p, z − h). To verify
the étaleness of (U, u)! (X, x) at u, observe that f̃ ′(z) /∈ q. Indeed, otherwise we
would have f ′(h) = 0, which is contrary to the assumption that f(T ) is separable.
Finally, note that (U, u) ! (X, x) is residually trivial, i.e., κ(u) = κ(x). By Tag
02GU(8) [Stacks], we see that (U, u)! (X, x) is étale at u. In particular, we get
that U is regular at u by Tag 025N [Stacks].

We introduce Y = Spec(R[X1, ..., Xm, T1, ..., Tl, Z]/(Z ·Xe1
1 · ... ·Xen

n −π, F (Z))),
where F (T ) ∈ R[T1, ..., Tl][T ] is the same as f̃(T ) but with t̃i replaced with Ti.
Consider the morphism U ! Y , which corresponds contravariantly to the ring
homomorphism sending Xi 7! xi, Ti 7! t̃i and Z 7! z. Note that Y is regular at
y ∈ Ys associated to the prime ideal (π,X1, ..., Xm) and that U ! Y maps u to y.
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We claim that (U, u) ! (Y, y) is étale at u. First, note that {X1, ..., Xm}
is a regular system of parameters of Y at y. This maps via OY,y ! OU,u to
{x1, x2, ..., xm}, which is a regular system of parameters for U at u. We also need to
argue that κ(u)/κ(y) is finite separable. Indeed, we have a tower of finite extensions
κ(u)/κ(y)/κ(t1, ..., tl) with κ(u)/κ(t1, ..., tl) being finite separable. It follows that
κ(u)/κ(y) is also finite separable. Étaleness of (U, u)! (Y, y) may now be verified
using Lemma 2.1.4 [Nic13]. Claim

We summarize the above in the following diagram

(U, u)

(Y, y) (X, x)

Note that y ∈ Ys(k), corresponding to the morphism

κ[X1, ..., Xm, T1, ..., Tl, Z]/(Z ·Xe1
1 · ... ·Xen

n , F (Z))! k

with Xi 7! 0, Ti 7! ti and Z 7! h (i.e., Z = h). Using our assumption, we may find
a1, ..., an ∈ mA such that ι(Z) · rv(ae1

1 · ... · aenn ) = ι(h) · rv(ae1
1 · ... · aenn ) = rv(π) in

RV(A). Lemma 5.2.5 implies the existence of an A-integral point of Y lifting y.
Now apply Lemma 5.2.2 to the morphism UA ! YA, induced from U ! Y by base
change. The morphism UA ! YA is étale at uA (by base change) and we get an
A-integral point of U lifting u. Finally, the latter induces an A-integral point of X
lifting x.

The assumption that one of the multiplicities not be p-divisible is necessary:

Example 5.2.7. Let R = Fp[[t]] and A = Fp[[t1/p]]. Consider

X = Spec(R[x]/((1 + x) · xp − t)

Let P be the point at the origin of the special fiber, corresponding to the maximal
ideal (x, t). Although, P ∈ Xs(Fp) and a = t1/p has the property that rv((1+a)·ap) =
rv(t), one sees that X has no A-integral point lifting P . Indeed, this would yield
a solution of (1 + x) · xp = tp in Fp[[t]] with vtx > 0. This would then imply that
1+x ∈ Fp[[tp]] and therefore x ∈ Fp[[tp]]. Setting x = yp and taking p-th roots, we get
(1 + y) · yp = t, which is impossible since the left hand side has p-divisible valuation.
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5.3 Existential transfer for tamely ramified fields

5.3.1 Restating the main theorem

Theorem 5.3.2. Assume Conjecture R. Suppose (K, v) and (L,w) are henselian
and tamely ramified over a valued field (F, v0) with OF an excellent DVR. If
RV(K) ≡∃,RV (F ) RV(L), then K ≡∃,F L in Lrings.

For the valued fields (K, v) and (L,w), we shall abbreviate the residue fields by
k and l respectively, and the value groups by Γ and ∆ respectively. We write π for
a uniformizer of OF , κ = OF/πOF for the residue field and p = char(κ).

5.3.3 Geometric reformulation

We now reformulate our task in geometric terms. Using the disjunctive normal
form and replacing conjunctions ∧n

i=1 fi(X1, ..., Xm) 6= 0 with a single inequation∏n
i=1 fi(X1, ..., Xm) 6= 0, every existential Lrings(OF )-sentence is equivalent to a

disjunction of sentences of the form

φ = ∃X1, ..., Xm(f1(X1, ..., Xm) = ... = fn(X1, ..., Xm) = 0 and g(X1, ..., Xm) 6= 0)

for some fi(X1, ..., Xm), g(X1, ..., Xm) ∈ OF [X1, ..., Xm] and n,m ∈ N. It is enough
to focus on one such disjunct. We now define the affine OF -algebra

B = OF [X1, ..., Xm]/(f1(X1, ..., Xm), ..., fn(X1, ..., Xm))

and let X = Spec(B) be the associated affine scheme over Spec(OF ). Let W ⊆ XF

be the (basic) Zariski open subset of the generic fiber, defined by the extra condition
g(X1, ..., Xm) 6= 0. A witness of φ in OK (resp. OL) corresponds to an integral
point P ∈ X(OK) whose underlying K-rational point satisfies PK ∈ W (K).

From the above discussion and by symmetry, it suffices to prove the following:

Theorem 5.3.4. Assume Conjecture R. Let (K, v) and (L,w) be valued field
extensions of (F, v0) with OF an excellent DVR. Suppose that (K, v)/(F, v0) is
tamely ramified, (L,w) is henselian and that RV(L) |= Th∃,RV(F )RV(K). Let X be
a scheme of finite type over OF and W ⊆ XF be a Zariski open subset. Suppose
there exists P ∈ X(OK) with PK ∈ W (K). Then there also exists Q ∈ X(OL) with
QL ∈ W (L).

Let also x ∈ Xs be the scheme-theoretic point (not necessarily closed) where P
meets the special fiber. The proof of Theorem ?? is divided into two steps:

1. We treat the case where X ! SpecOF has strict normal crossings at x and
W = XF .

2. We treat the general case using Conjecture R and an inductive argument on
dim(X).
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Strict normal crossings

First assume that W = XF and X ! SpecOF has strict normal crossings. Since
X ! SpecOF has strict normal crossings at x, there exists a regular system
of parameters {x1, ..., xm} in OX,x such that h · xe1

1 · ... · xenn = π, where π is a
uniformizer of OF and h ∈ O×X,x.

The point P corresponds to a local OF -algebra homomorphism OX,x ! OK

mapping f 7! f(P ). Taking valuations in the equation

h(P ) · xe1
1 (P ) · ... · xenn (P ) = π

and noting that h(P ) is a unit in OK , yields
n∑
i=1

ei · vxi(P ) = vπ

Since Γ/Zvπ has no p-torsion elements, we get that p - ei, for some i ∈ {1, ..., n}.
Suppose p - e1, without loss of generality. Moreover, we have that κ(x)/κ is
separable because k/κ is separable and x ∈ Xs(k). Now we may assume that L is
|K|+-saturated as an LRV-structure. Since RV(L) |= Th∃,RV(F )RV(K), this furnish
us with an embedding ρ : RV(OK) ↪! RV(OL) over RV(OF ) and a compatible
embedding of residue fields ρ : k ! l. In particular, we get x ∈ Xs(l) and that
there exist a1, ..., an ∈ mL such that ι(ρ(h)) · rv(ae1

1 · ... · aenn ) = rv(π). Proposition
5.2.6 applies to give us an OL-integral point of X specializing to x.

Reduction to strict normal crossings

Our analysis of the general case follows the line of reasoning of the proof of Theorem
4.3 [DS03]. Let X be a scheme of finite type over OF and W ⊆ XF be Zariski
open. We shall argue by induction on dim(X) that if there exists P ∈ X(OK)
with PK ∈ W (K), then there also exists Q ∈ X(OL) with QL ∈ W (L). The base
case dim(X) = 0 holds vacuously because there cannot exist P ∈ X(OK) when
dim(X) = 0. We only need to explain how the inductive step works.

We shall argue that it is enough to assume that X is integral and affine. We may
first assume that X is reduced by passing to its reduced underlying scheme. To see
this, note that OK is reduced and therefore the integral point P : Spec(OK)! X

factors (uniquely) as Spec(OK) P ′
−! Xred ! X. We have an equality |X| = |Xred|

of underlying topological spaces and P ′(ηK) = P (ηK), where ηK is the generic
point of Spec(OK). In particular, we have P ′(ηK) ∈ W . It would then suffice to
prove the inductive step for Xred in place of X, so that we may assume X = Xred
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to begin with. We may then assume that X is irreducible, replacing X with
one of its irreducible components which contains the scheme-theoretic image of
P : Spec(OK) ! X. Finally, replacing X with an affine neighborhood allows us
to assume that X = Spec(B), where B is an integral domain, which is a finitely
generated OF -algebra with OF ! B injective (here OF ! B corresponds to the
structure morphism X ! Spec(OF )).

It follows that B is a torsion-free OF -module and therefore flat by Tag 0539
[Stacks]. By Conjecture R, we will have a blow-up morphism f : X̃ ! X with
X̃ ! SpecOF having strict normal crossings and f an isomorphism outside a
nowhere-dense closed subscheme Z ( X, the center of f . If PK ∈ ZK(K), then
P is an integral point of Z and since dim(Z) < dim(X), the conclusion follows
from our induction hypothesis. Otherwise, we will have that PK ∈ XF (K)−ZF (K)
and PK lifts to P̃K : Spec(K)! X̃, using that fF : X̃F ! XF is an isomorphism
outside ZF ( XF . By the valuative criterion of properness, the integral point P
lifts to an OK-integral point of X̃ as in the diagram below

SpecK X̃

SpecOK X

P̃K

f
∃

P

By the analysis of the strict normal crossings case, one also gets an OL-integral point
of X̃. Now W − ZF is a Zariski dense open subset of XF . To see this, note that
W,X − ZF ⊆ XF are non-empty and XF is irreducible. By Theorem 2.4 [DS03],
the OL-integral point of X̃ can be chosen so that its underlying L-rational point
is in f−1

F (W ) − f−1
F (ZF ), which is a Zariski dense open subset of X̃F − f−1

F (ZF ),
as fF is an isomorphism outside ZF and W − ZF is a Zariski dense open subset
of XF . This point induces an OL-integral point of Q ∈ X(OL) with QL ∈ W (L)
via composition with f , which is what we wanted to show.

5.3.5 Some remarks on Theorem 5.3.2

Remark 5.3.6. By Fact 1.2.12, Conjecture R holds when the residue characteristic
is 0 and the above proof becomes unconditional. In that case, it becomes automati-
cally true that OF excellent (see Corollary 8.2.40(c) [Liu06]) and that the valued
field extensions are tamely ramified (see Example 5.1.7(1)). Therefore, one recovers
the existential version of Ax-Kochen/Ershov in residue characteristic 0. In [Den16],
Denef manages to recover the full first-order Ax-Kochen/Ershov theorem in residue
characteristic 0 using weak toroidalization of morphisms.
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In the case of finite tame ramification in mixed characteristic and when the
residue fields are perfect, the full first-order version of Theorem 5.3.2 has been
proved unconditionally by J. Lee:

Remark 5.3.7 (see Corollary 5.9 [Lee20]). When (K, v), (L,w) are henselian valued
fields, finitely and tamely ramified over (Q, vp) with perfect residue fields, then J.
Lee proves unconditionally that RV(K) ≡ RV(L) implies K ≡ L in Lrings.

Our proof did not use the assumption that F admits no defect extensions inside
K (resp. L), which is part of the definition of a tamely ramified extension (see
5.1.2). The reason is that (F, v0) is automatically defectless (see §5.1.8). If OF is
not assumed to be excellent and K,L are only tamely ramified in the weak sense of
Endler [End72], then the conclusion of Theorem 5.3.2 does not necessarily hold:

Example 5.3.8. Let R be the DVR that was introduced in Example 1.2.11, for
which there exists α ∈ R such that α1/p ∈ “R−Rh. Set K = Frac(Rh), L = Frac(“R)
and F = Frac(R). We have that K 6≡∃,F L, although RV(K) ∼=RV(F ) RV(L) (see
Lemma 1.3.3).

5.4 Applications

5.4.1 Decidability
Motivation

In Remark 7.6 [AF16], the authors write:
"At present, we do not know of an example of a mixed characteristic henselian valued
field (K, v) for which k and (Γ, vp) are ∃-decidable but (K, v) is ∃-undecidable." The
existence of such an example is demonstrated in Remark 3.6.9 [KK]. However, if
we restrict ourselves to the tamely ramified setting and require that (K, v) admits
a cross-section extending a cross-section of (Q, vp), we indeed get such an Ax-
Kochen/Ershov style statement in Corollary 5.4.6 (modulo Conjecture R). In fact,
Corollary 5.4.6 is stated in a uniform fashion in all characteristics.

Existential Ax-Kochen/Ershov

For the sake of simplicity and concreteness, we take our base field (F, v0) to be any
of the valued fields (Q(t), vt), (Q, vp) and (Fp(t), vt). The associated valuation rings
are indeed excellent DVRs (see Corollary 8.2.40 [Liu06]). The equal characteristic
0 and unramified mixed characteristic versions of Corollaries 5.4.2 and 5.4.6 are
well-known. However, in this level of generality, the mixed characteristic and
positive characteristic versions are new.
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Corollary 5.4.2. Assume Conjecture R. Suppose (K, v) and (L,w) are henselian
valued fields tamely ramified over (Q, vp) (resp. (Fp(t), vt) or (Q(t), vt)). Suppose
(K, v) and (L,w) admit cross-sections that restrict to the same cross-section of
(Q, vp) (resp. (Fp(t), vt) or (Q(t), vt)). If k ≡∃ l in Lrings and (Γ, vp) ≡∃ (∆, wp) in
Loag (resp. (Γ, vt) ≡∃ (∆, wt)), then K ≡∃ L in Lrings (resp. Lt).

Proof. We focus on the mixed characteristic case—the proof applies verbatim to
the other two cases. Let (L∗, w∗, s∗L) be a |K|+-saturated elementary extension of
(L,w, sL) in the language LAKE (see notation). In particular, the residue field l∗ and
the value group ∆∗ are themselves |k|+-saturated and |Γ|+-saturated respectively.
Since l |= Th∃k and (∆, wp) |= Th∃(Γ, vp), we get a field embedding ρ : k ↪! l∗ and
an embedding of pointed ordered abelian groups σ : (Γ, vp) ↪! (∆∗, w∗p).

The structure (RV(K),⊕, ·,≤, 1,∞) (resp. (RV(L∗),⊕, ·,≤, 1,∞)) described in
1.3.1 is isomorphic to the structure ((k× × Γ) ∪ {∞},⊕, ·,≤, 1,∞) (resp. ((l∗× ×
∆∗) ∪ {∞},⊕, ·,≤, 1,∞)) via the identification described in 1.3.1. Moreover, these
identifications are compatible with the identification of (RV(Q),⊕, ·,≤, 1,∞) with
((F×p × Z) ∪ {∞},⊕, ·,≤, 1,∞), as the cross-sections of K and L∗ extend the one
of Q. The maps ρ and σ combine to give us an embedding of RV-structures
RV(K) ↪! RV(L∗) over RV(Q). Reversing the roles of K and L, we deduce that
RV(K) ≡∃,RV(Q) RV(L) and the conclusion follows from Theorem 5.3.2.

The cross-section condition of Corollary 5.4.2 cannot be omitted, as the following
example shows:

Example 5.4.3. Take p 6= 2 such that 2 /∈ (F×p )2 (e.g. p = 3). Let (K, v) =
(Qp(p1/2), vp) and (L,w) = (Qp((2p)1/2), vp). It is clear that k = l = Fp and
(Γ, vp) = (∆, wp) ∼= (Z, 2). On the other hand, we have that K 6≡∃ L in Lrings.
Indeed, if p1/2 ∈ L this would imply that 2 ∈ (F×p )2.

This should be contrasted with the unramified case, where the cross-section
condition may be dropped. The equal characteristic 0 and mixed characteristic
parts of Remark 5.4.4 are well-known. The (conditional) part (b) of Remark 5.4.4
can also be deduced from the method of Denef-Schoutens [DS03], although it is
not explicitly mentioned in their paper:

Remark 5.4.4. (a) When (K, v) is unramified, meaning that vp (resp. vt) is the
smallest positive element of Γ, there is always an elementary extension admitting a
cross-section which extends the standard cross-section n 7! pn (resp. n 7! tn) of
(Q, vp) (resp. (Fp(t), vt) or (Q(t), vt)). This follows from Proposition 5.4 [Dri12].
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In particular, one can drop the cross-section condition in Corollary 5.4.2 in the
unramified setting.
(b) Assuming Conjecture R, we deduce that if (K, v) is a henselian valued field
extending (Fp(t), vt) with k = Fp and (Γ, vt) ≡∃ (Z, 1) in Loag with a constant
for the value of t, then K ≡∃ Fp((t)) in Lt. It is worth noting that the condition
(Γ, vt) ≡∃ (Z, 1) is simply equivalent to asking that vt be minimal positive in Γ (cf.
Corollary 1.6 [Wei90]).

Remark 5.4.5. If we do not ask for (K, v) and (L,w) to be tamely ramified over
(Q, vp) (resp. (Fp(t), vt)), the conclusion of Corollary 5.4.2 may fail (see Example
5.4.12).

Corollary 5.4.6. Assume Conjecture R. Suppose (K, v) is henselian and tamely
ramified over (Q, vp) (resp. (Fp(t), vt) or (Q(t), vt)). Suppose (K, v) admits a cross-
section that extends a cross-section of (Q, vp) (resp. (Fp(t), vt) or (Q(t), vt)). Then
K is existentially decidable in Lrings relative to k in Lrings and (Γ, vp) in Loag with
a constant for the value of p (resp. t).

Proof. We again focus on the mixed characteristic version. Assume k (resp. Γ) is
existentially decidable in Lrings (resp. Loag with a constant for vp). Consider the
LAKE-theory

T = Hen ∪ Tres ∪ Tvg ∪DiagK(Q)

where Hen is the usual axiom-schema capturing Hensel’s Lemma and

Tres = {φ ∈ Lrings : φ existential and k |= φ} ∪ {φ ∈ Lrings : φ universal and k |= φ}

and

Tvg = {φ ∈ Loag,vp : φ existential and Γ |= φ}∪{φ ∈ Loag,vp : φ universal and Γ |= φ}

and DiagK(Q) is the atomic diagram of Q in K in LAKE. By our assumptions on k
and Γ, we have that the above axiomatization is recursive.
Claim: For every existential or universal sentence φ ∈ Lrings, we have T |= φ ⇐⇒
K |= φ.

Proof. If T |= φ, then clearly K |= φ. For the converse, suppose that K |= φ and let
(L,w, sL) |= T with residue field l, value group ∆ and cross-section sL : ∆! L×.
Note that ∆/Zwp has no p-torsion elements, using that (∆, wp) ≡∃ (Γ, vp) and that
Γ/Zvp has no p-torsion elements. Since (Q, vp) is defectless and l/Fp is separable,
we deduce that (L,w)/(Q, vp) is tamely ramified. Since L |= DiagK(Q), we have
that sL and sK restrict to the same cross-section of (Q, vp). By Corollary 5.4.2, we
see that L |= φ. Claim
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In particular, the theory T is existentially complete with respect to Lrings,
meaning that for every existential sentence φ ∈ Lrings either T |= φ or T |= ¬φ. A
brute-force enumeration of all proofs from the axioms of T now yields an effective
procedure for deciding whether K |= φ, for any existential sentence φ ∈ Lrings.

Remark 5.4.7. Even if (K, v) is algebraic over (Q, vp), the model (L,w) constructed
in the proof of Corollary 5.4.6 will generally be highly transcendental, the residue
field l will also be highly transcendental and ∆ will be of rank greater than 1. It is
therefore essential—even if one is merely interested in algebraic extensions—that
we have proved Theorem 5.3.2 in this level of generality.

Once again, the cross-section condition cannot be omitted from Corollary 5.4.6.
We provide a counter-example in equal characteristic 0:

Example 5.4.8. For each α ∈ 2ω, we define an equal characteristic 0 valued
field Kα as follows. Set (Kα(0), vt) = (Q2((t)), vt) and πα(0) = t. We now define
inductively:
(1) Kα(n) = Kα(n−1)(π1/2

α(n−1)) and πα(n) = π
1/2
α(n−1) if α(n) = 0 or

(2) Kα(n) = Kα(n−1)((2 · πα(n−1))1/2) and πα(n) = (2 · πα(n−1))1/2 if α(n) = 1.
More succinctly, for n ∈ N we have that Kα(n) = Q2((t))((2αn · t)1/2n), where

αn = ∑n−1
k=0 α(k) · 2k. We let Kα = ⋃

n∈NKα(n). For every α ∈ 2ω, we have that
(Kα, vt) is henselian, being an algebraic extension of (Q2((t)), vt). It has value group
(Γα, vp) = ( 1

2∞Z, 1) and residue field kα = Q2, both of which are decidable. Indeed,
the former is decidable using results by Robinson-Zakon [RZ60] and the latter is
decidable by Ax-Kochen/Ershov.1

If α 6= β, then Kα 6≡∃ Kβ in Lt. Indeed, suppose that Kα ≡∃ Kβ and let
n ∈ ω be least such that α(n) 6= β(n) and say α(n) = 1. We would then have
a, b ∈ Kα such that a2n = 2αn · t and b2n = 2βn · t. It follows that c2n = 22n−1 ,
where c = a

b
. Reducing this equation over the residue field kα = Q2, we get

c2n = 22n−1 ⇒ 2 · v2c = 1, which has no solution in the value group Z of Q2. We
conclude that Kα 6≡∃ Kβ in Lt. Since 2ω is uncountable and there are countably
many Turing machines, there must exist an α ∈ 2ω such that Kα is ∃-undecidable
in Lt.

1The former needs some explanation: Let T be the theory in Loag that requires of Γ that it is
regularly dense, that [Γ : 2Γ] = 1 and [Γ : pΓ] = p for any prime p > 2. By Theorem 4.4 [RZ60]
(see also the proof), T is model-complete in Loag ∪ {Pn : n ∈ N} (where Pn(x) ↔ ∃y(ny = x))
and also complete. Consider the expansion Loag ∪ {Pn : n ∈ N} ∪ {1} and the theory T ′, which in
addition asks that 1 > 0 and that p - 1 if p > 2. It is clear that T ′ is still model-complete and that
( 1

2∞ Z, 1) is a prime model of T ′. The decidability of ( 1
2∞ Z, 1) in Loag follows.
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Remark 5.4.9. The algorithm provided by the proof of Corollary 5.4.6 is effective
only in theory, meaning that it is very difficult to implement in practice. A similar
remark applies to the proof of Denef-Schoutens [DS03] (see Remark 5.5.7(b)). In
§5.5, we will present an alternative (conditional) proof of the existential decidability
of Fp((t)), which becomes effective once an effective desingularization algorithm in
positive characteristic becomes available (see Remark 5.5.7(b)).

Proof of Corollary 5.0.2

Among the fields that are existentially decidable, the maximal tamely ramified
extensions of Qp and Fp((t)) occur naturally in ramification theory and are of
arithmetic significance.

Corollary 5.4.10 (Ramification fields). Assume Conjecture R. Then the field Qtr
p

(resp. Fp((t))tr) is existentially decidable in Lrings (resp. Lt).

Proof. From Fact 5.1.4, one sees that both of these fields have residue field Fp and
value group Z(p). The field Fp is decidable in Lrings and (Z(p), 1) is decidable in Loag

with a constant symbol for 1. The latter is an application of Robinson-Zakon [RZ60]
(cf. footnote 1). Moreover, the field Qtr

p (resp. Fp((t))tr) admits a cross-section
mapping γ 7! pγ (resp. γ 7! tγ). The conclusion follows from Corollary 5.4.6.

Other examples include Qp(p1/`∞) and Fp((t))(t1/`
∞), where ` is a prime different

from p. These are again existentially decidable in Lrings and Lt respectively.

5.4.11 Taming Abhyankar’s example

For an application of a different kind, we present a tame variant of the following
famous example due to Abhyankar [Abh56]. It is also presented by Kuhlmann
in Example 3.13 [Kuh11] in relation to the defect:

Example 5.4.12. Let (K, v) = (Fp((t))1/p∞ , vt) and (L,w) = (Fp((tΓp)), vt) be the
Hahn series field with value group Γp = 1

p∞
Z and residue field Fp. We observe

that RV(K) ∼=RV(Fp((t))) RV(L) but (K, v) 6≡∃,Fp((t)) (L,w) since the Artin-Schreier
equation xp − x− 1/t = 0 has a solution in L but not in K. Note that both K,L
admit a cross-section which sends γ 7! tγ. This example therefore demonstrates
why Corollary 5.4.2 is not true without the tameness assumption.

Our version of Abhyankar’s example is obtained by replacing p-power roots of t
with `-power roots and exhibits a totally different behaviour (as expected):
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Example 5.4.13. Fix any prime ` 6= p. Consider the valued fields (K, v) =
(Fp((t))(t1/`

∞), vt) and (L,w) = (Fp((tΓ`)), vt), with the latter being the Hahn series
field with value group Γ` = 1

`∞
Z and residue field Fp. We observe that RV(K) ∼=

RV(L) and by Theorem 5.3.2 we get that (K, v) ≡∃,Fp((t1/`n )) (L,w), for all n ∈ N.
It follows that K �1 L in Lrings.

Remark 5.4.14. Similarly, we have that Qp(p1/`∞) is existentially closed in every
maximal immediate extension.

5.5 Revisiting Denef-Schoutens

5.5.1 Overview of Denef-Schoutens

In Theorem 4.3 [DS03], Denef-Schoutens proved the existential decidability of Fp((t))
in Lt, assuming resolution of singularities for schemes over fields (Conjecture 1
[DS03]). We state Conjecture 1 [DS03] below for the convenience of the reader:

Conjecture 1. Let X be a reduced scheme of finite type over a field k. Then there
exists a blow-up morphism f : X̃ ! X in a nowhere dense center Z ( X such that
X̃ is regular.

Using Conjecture 1, Denef-Schoutens reduce the problem of existential decid-
ability of Fp((t)) in Lt to the problem of deciding whether a given scheme Y of
finite type over Fp[[t]] has an Fp[[t]]-integral point (see the proof of Theorem 4.3
[DS03]). They solve the latter using an effective Greenberg approximation theorem
(Theorems 3.2, 6.1 [BDLD79]). In particular, they prove unconditionally that the
positive existential theory of Fp[[t]] is decidable in Lt (Proposition 3.5 [DS03]).

5.5.2 Comparison with Denef-Schoutens

Assuming Conjecture R, our Theorem 5.3.2 also implies the existential decidability
of Fp((t)) in Lt (see Corollary 5.4.6). Moreover, by Remark 5.4.4(b) we have a simple
system of axioms which captures the existential theory of Fp((t)) in Lt. Note that
our proof does not make use of Greenberg’s approximation theorem. On the other
hand, Conjecture R is more refined than Conjecture 1. We shall now provide a
simplified proof in the case of Fp((t)), which only relies on Conjecture 1.
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5.5.3 Simplified proof for Fp((t))

We refer to Appendix ?? for background material related to computational algebraic
geometry. Let X0 be a given affine scheme of finite type over Fp[t] and W a given
Zariski open subset of the generic fiber (X0)Fp(t). Our task is to decide whether
there exists P ∈ X0(Fp[[t]]) such that Pη ∈ W (Fp((t))), where Pη is the underlying
Fp((t))-rational point. We note that X and W may be viewed as algorithmic
inputs in the sense of 1.2.15.

We shall also write X = X0 ×Spec(Fp[t]) Spec(Fp[[t]]) for the base change via
Spec(Fp[[t]]) ! Spec(Fp[t]) and Xs for the special fiber.

Non-singular case

Our proof relies on the observation that one can avoid using the effective Greenberg
approximation theorem to check if X has an Fp[[t]]-integral point, in case X is
regular at all points x ∈ Xs. Instead, one can use a more elementary fact. Since we
were not able to find a reference for Proposition 5.5.4 in published literature, we
shall spell out the details. We do mention however that Proposition 5.5.4 follows
easily from Proposition 2, pg.61 [BLR90].

Proposition 5.5.4. Let R be a DVR with residue field κ and f : X ! SpecR be
a morphism of finite type. Let P be an R-integral point of X, meeting the special
fiber at x ∈ Xs(κ) and suppose that X is regular at x. Then f is smooth at x.

Proof. By the definition of a smooth morphism (Definition 4.3.35 [Liu06]), it suffices
to show that f : X ! SpecR is flat at x and that Xs is smooth at x, as an algebraic
variety over κ. To this end, we may assume that X is the local scheme Spec(A),
where A is a regular local ring (by replacing X with Spec(OX,x)).
Claim 1: The morphism f is flat at x.

Proof. Since A is a regular local ring, it is also an integral domain (Proposition
4.2.11 [Liu06]). Since X admits an R-integral point, we get that f : R ! A is
injective. We conclude that A is a torsion-free R-module and therefore flat (see Tag
0539 [Stacks]). Claim 1

An integral point P : SpecR! X corresponds to a section of f : X ! SpecR.
The maps f and P induce ring homomorphisms f ∗ : R/mR ! A/mA and P ∗ :
A/mA ! R/mR such that P ∗ ◦ f ∗ = id. The latter condition means that P ∗ is
surjective. On the other hand, a ring homomorphism between fields is always
injective, whence P ∗ : A/mA

∼=−! R/mR = κ is an isomorphism. Since R is a DVR,
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we may consider mR/m
2
R as a 1-dimensional κ-vector subspace of mA/m

2
A, spanned

by π + m2
A, where π is a uniformizer of R. One may extend {π + m2

A} to a basis of
mA/m

2
A, say {π + m2

A, x1 + m2
A, ..., xn + m2

A} with xi ∈ mA.
Claim 2: The scheme Xs is smooth at x.

Proof. Let B = A⊗R R/mR
∼= A/πA be the local ring of the special fiber at x. We

will then have that {x1 + m2
B, ..., xn + m2

B} is a κ-basis for mB/m
2
B. By flatness, we

get that dim(B) = dim(A) − 1 (Theorem 4.3.12 [Liu06]) and therefore that the
local ring B is regular, i.e. Xs is regular at x. Since κ(x) = κ, we get that Xs is
smooth at x (Proposition 4.3.30 [Liu06]). Claim 2

We refer to Definition 1.2.16, which allows us to view affine schemes of finite
type (over a computable base ring) as algorithmic inputs.

Corollary 5.5.5. There exists an algorithm to decide whether a given regular affine
scheme X0 of finite type over Fp[t] has an Fp[[t]]-integral point.

Proof. We keep our notation from §5.5.3; X = X0 ×Spec(Fp[t]) Spec(Fp[[t]]) and Xs

is the special fiber of X0, which is also identified with the special fiber of X.
Say X0 = Spec(A) where A = Fp[t, x1, ..., xm]/(f1, ..., fs) with fi ∈ Fp[t, x1, ..., xm].
Any Fp[[t]]-integral point of X0 corresponds to an Fp[[t]]-integral point of one of
its irreducible components. Since we may effectively compute the irreducible
components of X0 (see Fact 1.2.17(a)), this allows us to further assume that X0 is
irreducible. Since X0 is already reduced (being regular), we have that X0 is integral.

For any x ∈ Xs, we have that X0 is regular at x if and only if X is regular at
x (see Tag 0BG6(2) [Stacks]). Together with our assumption, this gives that X is
regular at all points x ∈ Xs. Now Xs has finitely many Fp-rational points, the set
of which is computable by brute-force. It is therefore enough to check whether a
given x ∈ Xs(Fp) lifts to an Fp[[t]]-integral point. By Proposition 5.5.4 and Hensel’s
Lemma (Corollary 6.2.13 [Liu06]), we equivalently need to check if X ! Spec(Fp[[t]])
is smooth at x.
Claim 1: We can effectively check if X ! Spec(Fp[[t]]) is flat at x.

Proof. Equivalently, we need to see if t is a zero-divisor in A. Since A is an integral
domain, we need to check if t = 0 in A (i.e., if X0 = Xs). Equivalently, we need to
check if the generic fiber (X0)Fp(t) = Spec(Fp(t)[x1, ..., xm]/(f1, ..., fs)) is non-empty.
Equivalently, we need to see if (f1, ..., fs) = (1) in Fp(t)[x1, ..., xm]/(f1, ..., fs), which
can be checked effectively by Fact 1.2.20. Claim 1
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Note thatXs = Spec(Fp[x1, ..., xm]/(f 1, ..., f s)), where f i(x1, ..., xm) = fi(0, x1, ..., xm).
Finally, we have the following:
Claim 2: We can effectively check whether x is a smooth Fp-rational point of Xs.

Proof. This can be done by using the Jacobian criterion for smoothness (Theorem
4.2.19 [Liu06]). More precisely, one needs to check if rank(Jx) = m − dimxXs,
where Jx := ( ∂f i

∂xj
(x))1≤i≤s,1≤j≤m. To this end, we note that:

1. The number rank(Jx) is computable by Gauss elimination.

2. The number dimxXs is also computable. One needs to compute the ir-
reducible decomposition Xs = ⋃n

i=1Xi using Fact 1.2.17(a) and calculate
maxx∈Xi dimXi using Fact 1.2.17(b).

Claim 2

Claim 2 finishes the proof.

General case

We now sketch the case where X0 is a general affine scheme over Fp[t]. This follows
again by induction on dim(X0). If dim(X0) = 0, then X0 cannot possibly have
any Fp[[t]]-integral points. For the inductive step, we first view X0 as a scheme of
finite type over Fp via X0 ! Spec(Fp[t])! Spec(Fp). As in the proof of Corollary
5.5.5, we may assume that X0 is reduced, by computing effectively (X0)red (see Fact
1.2.17(a) and Remark 1.2.19) and replacing X0 with (X0)red. We may therefore take
X0 to reduced and W a non-empty Zariski open subset of the generic fiber (X0)Fp(t).
We note that the case W = ∅ can again be checked effectively: If W c = V (J) and
(X0)Fp(t) = V (I), it suffices to calculate

√
J (Fact 1.2.17(a)) and check if I = J

(see Fact 1.2.20). In that case, the output of our algorithm is that there does
not exist P ∈ X0(Fp[[t]]) with Pη ∈ W (Fp((t))).

Now Conjecture 1 provides us with a blow-up morphism Y0 ! X0 in a nowhere
dense center Z ( X0 with Y0 regular. The center of such a blow-up can be calculated
by brute-force, as explained in Remark 4.1 [DS03]. The affine charts of Y0 can be
computed explicitly from the blow-up ideal. Using Corollary 5.5.5 for each affine
piece separately, one may then check if Y = Y0 ×Spec(Fp[t]) Spec(Fp[[t]]) has an Fp[[t]]-
integral point. Moreover, if Y has an Fp[[t]]-integral point, its underlying rational
point is also a regular point of Y , using that the regular locus Reg(Y ) is open in Y .
Arguing as in the proof of Theorem 4.3 [DS03], we see that there are two scenarios:
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1. Either Y (Fp[[t]]) 6= ∅, which implies the existence of P ∈ X(Fp[[t]]) with
Pη ∈ W (Fp((t))) (using Theorem 2.4 [DS03]) or

2. The problem is reduced to the lower-dimensional scheme Z, which can be
solved by our induction hypothesis.

Remark 5.5.6. (a) In Theorem 4.3 [DS03], Denef-Schoutens desingularize the
generic fiber of X. As a consequence, the scheme Y produced in the proof of
Theorem 4.3 [DS03] has regular generic fiber but Y need not be regular at points
y ∈ Ys. On the other hand, by desingularizing X0, our scheme Y0 (and hence Y )
is regular at all y ∈ Ys. This simplifies the task of deciding whether Y (Fp[[t]]) = ∅,
because of Corollary 5.5.5.
(b) The state of the art in desingularization theory allows the present method to
work unconditionally for dim(X0) = 3, whereas the method of [DS03] works for
dim(X0) = 4. This is an unfortunate consequence of desingularizing X0 instead of
the generic fiber of X.

Remark 5.5.7. (a) One defect of this method, besides the one mentioned in
Remark 5.5.6(b), is that it does not provide us with an unconditional proof of the
decidability of the positive existential theory of Fp[[t]] in Lt.
(b) One advantage of this method is that once an effective desingularization algorithm
is known in characteristic p, the above proof can be converted into an actually
effective (not merely theoretically terminating) algorithm. On the other hand, the
effective Greenberg approximation theorem used by Denef-Schoutens (see Theorem
3.1, Remark 3.3 [DS03]) is only effective in theory, as it ultimately relies on the
brute-force algorithm explained in the proof of Theorem 6.1 [BDLD79].

5.6 Local uniformization

The result of this section was stated and sketched in the first version of [Kar21b].
We explain how local uniformization—a local form of resolution of singularities—
suffices in order to prove the existential decidability of Fp((t)) in Lt. Using local
uniformization, we will show the following existential Ax-Kochen/Ershov principle,
from which the existential decidability of Fp((t)) in Lt follows easily:

Proposition 5.6.1. Assume local uniformization in positive characteristic. Let
(K, v) and (L,w) be henselian valued fields over (Fp(t), vt) with residue field Fp.
Suppose further that vt (resp. wt) is minimal positive in Γ (resp. ∆). Then
K ≡∃,Fp(t) L in Lrings.

Similarly to the decidability results obtained in §5.4.1, the resulting algorithm
is highly impractical. For this reason, §5.5 is still relevant.
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5.6.2 Background

For a concise overview on the problem of local uniformization, see §1 [Tem08b].
More detailed accounts may be found in [Spi20] and [Kuh00]. Kuhlmann’s survey
[Kuh00] also draws connections with the model theory of henselian fields.

Center of a valuation

To give a precise form of local uniformization, we need the notion of center of
a valuation on an integral scheme over a field:

Definition 5.6.3. Let X be an integral scheme over k. Consider the function
field k(X) and let V ⊆ k(X) be a valuation ring. The set {x ∈ X : V ⊆
OX,x and mV ∩ OX,x = mX,x} is called the center of the valuation at X.

The center of V is a closed irreducible subscheme of X, i.e., a scheme-theoretic
point of X, but may well be empty. For instance, it is empty when X = Spec(k[t])
and V ⊆ k(x) is the valuation corresponding to the point at infinity (i.e., V = k[y](y)

with y = x−1). When the center of V at X is non-empty, we say that V is centered
at X. Note that in the case X = Spec(A), this happens precisely when A ⊆ V .
In that case, the center is the closed irreducible subscheme of X corresponding
to the prime ideal q = A ∩ mV of A.

Formulation

We now define the notion of local uniformization along a valuation and subsequently
state the precise form of local uniformization. Our exposition follows §3.5 [Spi20],
where more historical details can be found.

Definition 5.6.4. Let X be a integral scheme over a field k and V ⊆ k(X) be
a valuation ring centered at X. A local uniformization of X along V is a proper
birational morphism f : Y ! X such that V is centered at a non-singular point of
Y .

Note that a resolution of singularities f : Y ! X, i.e., a proper birational
morphism with Y regular, readily gives a local uniformization of X along any
valuation ring V centered atX. We are now in a position to formulate the conjecture:

Conjecture 5.6.5 (Local Uniformization). Let X be an integral scheme of finite
type over a field k and V ⊆ k(X) be a valuation ring centered at X. Then there
exists a local uniformization of X along V .
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Zariski [Zar40] has established local uniformization over fields of characteristic 0.
As with resolution of singularities, the problem of local uniformization in positive
characteristic is wide open. Temkin’s inseparable local uniformization [Tem08b]
achieves local uniformization up to an inseparable alteration. This means that
the map f is not necessarily birational but there is still some control over the
induced function field extension, namely k(Y )/k(X) is finite and purely inseparable.
Interestingly enough, there is also a somewhat orthogonal result, due to Kuhlmann-
Knaf [KK09], which achieves local uniformization up to a separable alteration.

5.6.6 Fp((t)) and local uniformization
A valuative warm-up

It will be useful to analyze what local uniformization says in terms of V -integral
points, where V is a valuation ring. Fix an integral scheme X over a field k, a
valuation ring V with Frac(V ) = K and suppose that we are given a dominant
morphism P : SpecV ! X. In particular, since P is dominant, one sees that
k(X) ⊆ K and V induces a valuation on k(X) with valuation ring V1 = k(X) ∩ V .
Assuming local uniformization of X along V1 and using the valuative criterion
of properness, we get a proper birational morphism f : Y ! X and a lift P̃ :
SpecV ! Y of P as in the diagram below

SpecK X̃

SpecOK X

P̃K

f
∃

P

such that P̃ (mV ) is non-singular, being the center of V1 at Y .

Proof of Proposition 5.6.1

We now explain the proof of Proposition 5.6.1, from which the existential decidability
of Fp((t)) in Lt (modulo local uniformization) follows routinely. We first prove an
easy generalization of Proposition 5.5.4:

Proposition 5.6.7. Let R be a DVR with uniformizer π, residue field κ and
f : X ! SpecR be a morphism of finite type. Let also R ⊆ S be a local ring
extending R such that mS = πS and P be an S-integral point of X, meeting the
special fiber at a closed point x ∈ Xs. Suppose that X is regular at x with κ(x)/κ
separable. Then f is smooth at x.
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Proof. By the definition of a smooth morphism (Definition 4.3.35 [Liu06]), it suffices
to show that f : X ! SpecR is flat at x and that Xs is smooth at x, as a scheme
over κ. To this end, we may assume that X is the local scheme Spec(A), where A
is a regular local ring (by replacing X with Spec(OX,x)).
Claim 1: The morphism f is flat at x.

Proof. Since A is a regular local ring, it is also an integral domain (Proposition
4.2.11 [Liu06]). Since X admits an S-integral point, we get that f : R ! A is
injective. We conclude that A is a torsion-free R-module and therefore flat (see Tag
0539 [Stacks]). Claim 1

An integral point P : SpecS ! X gives rise to a commutative diagram

A

R S

Pf

⊆

Note that π /∈ m2
A because otherwise we would have that π ∈ m2

S, which is contrary
to our assumption that mS = πS. We thus consider mR/m

2
R as a 1-dimensional

κ(x)-vector subspace of mA/m
2
A, spanned by π + m2

A, where π is a uniformizer of R.
One may extend {π+m2

A} to a basis of mA/m
2
A, say {π+m2

A, x1 +m2
A, ..., xn +m2

A}
with xi ∈ mA.
Claim 2: The scheme Xs is smooth at x.

Proof. Let B = A⊗R R/mR
∼= A/πA be the local ring of the special fiber at x. We

will then have that {x1 + m2
B, ..., xn + m2

B} is a κ-basis for mB/m
2
B. By flatness, we

get that dim(B) = dim(A) − 1 (Theorem 4.3.12 [Liu06]) and therefore that the
local ring B is regular, i.e. Xs is regular at x. Since κ(x)/κ is separable, we get
that Xs is smooth at x (Proposition 4.3.30 [Liu06]). Claim 2

As in §5.3.3, we may reformulate our task in geometric terms. Let X be a
scheme of finite type over Fp[t](t) and W a given Zariski open subset of the generic
fiber XFp(t). Suppose that we have P ∈ X(OK) with Pη ∈ W (K). We aim to show
that there is Q ∈ X(OL) with Qη ∈ W (L). Arguing as in §5.3.3, we may assume
that X is integral and that W is non-empty. We proceed by induction on dim(X).

First assume that P : SpecOK ! X is dominant. We may view X as a
scheme over Fp by X ! SpecFp[t](t) ! SpecFp. Now local uniformization provides
us with a proper birational map f : Y ! X, so that SpecOK ! X lifts to
SpecOK ! Y as in the diagram below
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SpecK Y

SpecOK X

f
∃P̃

P

and with P̃ (mK) being a regular point of Y (cf. §5.6.6). By assumption, we have
that wt is minimal positive in ∆, which is equivalent to mL = tOL. Proposition
5.6.7 now applies to show that the integral point P̃ ∈ Y (OK) meets the special fiber
at a point y ∈ Ys such that Y ! SpecFp[t](t) is smooth at y. By Hensel’s Lemma,
y can also be lifted to an OL-integral point of Y . Moreover, Theorem 2.4 [DS03]
implies the existence of Q̃ ∈ Y (OL) with Q̃η ∈ f−1W (L). Finally, precomposing
with f , we see that Q̃ induces Q ∈ X(OL) with Qη ∈ W (L).

Finally, if P : SpecOK ! X is not dominant, then P is an integral point of a
closed subscheme Z ( X, where Z = {ξ} and ξ = P (ηK). Since X is integral, we
see that dimZ < dimX and the conclusion follows from our induction hypothesis.



6
The theory of all p-adic fields

Introduction

The material presented in this chapter is based on [Kar21a]. Let Lval,× be the
language of valued fields with a cross-section (see §1.3.5). Ax-Kochen [AK65] and
independently Ershov [Ers65] showed that Qp, equipped with the normalized cross
section s : n 7! pn, is decidable in Lval,×. More generally, we showed in §2.4 that
every finite extension of Qp is also decidable in Lval,×, for a suitable choice of a
cross-section . Combining the results of [AK65] with the theory of pseudofinite fields,
Ax showed in Theorem 17 [Ax68] that the (asymptotic) theory of {Qp : p ∈ P} is
decidable in Lval,× and also that the (asymptotic) theory of {Qp(ζn) : p - n}, namely
the collection of all finite unramified extensions of Qp, is decidable in Lval,×. Recall
that the asymptotic theory of a class C of L-structures is defined to be the set of
sentences φ ∈ L which are true in all but finitely many M ∈ C.

In sharp contrast, we have that Fp((t)) is undecidable in Lval,×. This was already
known to Ax (unpublished) and an elementary proof was given later by Becker-Denef-
Lipshitz [BDL80], which was also reworked by Cherlin in §4 [Che82]. Pheidas [Phe87]
generalized the result for k((t)), where k is an arbitrary field of characteristic p, and
showed that already the existential Lval,×-theory is undecidable. The decidability
problem for Fp((t)) in the language of rings Lrings is still an open problem.

An important related open question in mixed characteristic is whether Th({K :
[K : Qp] < ∞}), i.e. the theory of all finite p-adic extensions, is decidable.
This question was first raised (in print) by Derakhshan-Macintyre in §9 [DM22]
for the language of rings Lrings. In Theorem 9.1 [DM22], they showed that the
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theory of adele rings of all number fields in Lrings is decidable if and only if
Th({K : [K : Qp] <∞}) is decidable in Lrings, for each prime p. It is also natural
to consider Th({K : [K : Qp] <∞}) in any of the standard expansions L of Lrings

(see e.g., pg. 20-22 [Der20]), and ask whether it is decidable (Problem 6.2 [Der20]).

In the present chapter, we resolve negatively the asymptotic version of this prob-
lem in the presence of a cross-section. While each individual finite p-adic extension
is decidable in Lval,×, the asymptotic theory of all of them is less well-behaved:

Theorem 6.0.1. The asymptotic Lval,×-theory of {K : [K : Qp] <∞} is undecid-
able.

We note that for each K with [K : Qp] <∞ there are many choices of a cross-
section and any such choice will lead to an undecidability result (see Convention
6.1.6). By carefully keeping track of quantifiers, we will prove in §6.3.6 that already
the asymptotic ∃∀-theory of {K : [K : Qp] < ∞} is undecidable in Lval,×.

The key idea of the proof will be to use highly ramified p-adic fields to
approximate Fp((t)) à la Krasner-Kazhdan-Deligne (see Section 6.1) and then adapt
Pheidas’ proof of the undecidability of Fp((t)) in Lval,× (see [Phe87]). In more detail,
the proof of Theorem 6.0.1 consists of the following steps:

1. Encode the asymptotic theory of totally ramified p-adic fields, i.e., the
asymptotic theory of {K : [K : Qp] = e(K/Qp) < ∞} (see the proof of
Theorem 6.3.7).

2. Observe that OK/(p) ∼= Fp[t]/(te), for K/Qp totally ramified of degree e, and
thereby encode the asymptotic theory of {Fp[t]/(tn) : n ∈ N} in Lt with a
predicate for powers of t (see Corollary 6.1.7).

3. Encode the asymptotic theory of truncated fragments of (N; 0, 1,+, |p) (see
§6.2.2), where m |p n if and only if n = ps ·m for some s ∈ N.

4. Show that the latter is undecidable by encoding the Diophantine problem of
(N; 0, 1,+, |p) (see §6.2.8).

We note that Derakhshan-Macintyre had already suggested that the difficulty
in understanding the (asymptotic) theory of p-adic fields must lie in unbounded
ramification (see the last paragraph of [DM22]). This is precisely the ingredient
that makes the transition to positive characteristic work and is the reason why this
asymptotic class exhibits a different behavior from the two asymptotic theories
mentioned in the first paragraph of the introduction.
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6.1 Local field approximation

6.1.1 Motivation

A powerful philosophy, often referred to as the Krasner-Kazhdan-Deligne principle
(due to [Kra56], [Kaz86] and [Del84]), says that a highly ramified p-adic field
K (e.g., K = Qp(p1/n) with n large) is in many respects "close" to a positive
characteristic valued field. Although this is reflected in many aspects of K, perhaps
the most elementary one is that the residue ring OK/(p) "approximates" a positive
characteristic valuation ring (see Lemma 6.1.3, Remark 6.1.4). Our goal in this
section will be to prove Corollary 6.1.7, which will serve as a bridge between Pheidas’
work in positive characteristic and our problem in mixed characteristic (see §6.2.1).

6.1.2 Computations modulo p

Let K/Qp be a finite totally ramified extension of degree n, with value group Γ and
residue field k. For completeness, we record here the following computation:

Lemma 6.1.3. For each uniformizer π of OK we have an isomorphism OK/(p) ∼=
Fp[t]/(tn), which maps the image of π in OK/(p) to the image of t in Fp[t]/(tn).

Proof. Write OK = Zp[π], where π is a root of an Eisenstein polynomial E(t) =
tn + an−1t

n−1 + ....+ a0 ∈ Zp[t] (see Proposition 11, pg.52 [Lan94]). In particular,
we have that ai ≡ 0 mod pZp and the reduction of E(t) modulo pZp is equal to
E(t) = tn ∈ Fp[t]. We now compute

OK/(p) = Zp[t]/(p, E(t)) ∼= Fp[t]/(E(t)) = Fp[t]/(tn)

and observe that the above isomorphism sends π + (p) to t+ (tn).

Remark 6.1.4. If K, π are as above, then OK/(πn) = OK/(p) ∼= Fp[t]/(tn) ∼=
Fp[[[t]]/(tn) and Kazhdan says that K is n-close to Fp[[t]] (see §0 [Kaz86]). In what
follows, it will indeed be useful to think of OK/(p) as being very close to Fp[[t]] for
large n (see 6.2.1).

Residue rings

For each n ∈ N, we view Fp[t]/(tn) as an Lt ∪P -structure, where Lt is the language
of rings Lrings together with a constant symbol for t and P is a unary predicate,
whose interpretation is the set {0, 1, t, ..., tn−1}. Note that we have tacitly replaced
the equivalence class tk + (tn) with tk, which is harmless and common when dealing
with truncated/modular arithmetic.
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Interpreting Fp[t]/(tn)

As a consequence of Lemma 6.1.3, we obtain:

Proposition 6.1.5. Let K/Qp be totally ramified of degree n ∈ N and s : Γ! K×

be a cross-section. The structure Fp[t]/(tn) in Lt ∪ P is ∃∀-interpretable in K in
the language Lval,×. Moreover, the reduction map φ 7! φ∆K

does not depend on K
or the choice of s.

Proof. Let γ be the minimal positive element in Γ. It is definable by the ∀-formula
in the free variable γ ∈ Γ written below

γ > 0 ∧ ∀δ ∈ Γ>0(γ ≤ δ)

henceforth abbreviated by (γ minimal positive).
We now define a 1-dimensional interpretation ∆K of Fp[t]/(tn) in K. Take

∂∆K
(x) to be the formula x ∈ O. The reduction map on unnested atomic formulas

is described as follows:

1. If φ(x) is the formula x = 0 (resp. x = 1 and x = t), we take φ∆K
(x)

to be the formula ∃y ∈ O(x = py) (resp. ∃y ∈ O(x = 1 + py) and ∃γ ∈
Γ[(γ minimal positive) ∧ (x = s(γ))]).

2. If φ(x, y) is the formula x = y, we take φ∆K
(x, y) to be the formula ∃z ∈

O(x = y + pz).

3. If φ(x, y, z) is x � y = z, then we take φ∆K
to be the formula ∃w ∈ O(x � y =

z + pw), where � is either · or +.

4. If φ(x) is the formula x ∈ P , we take φ∆K
(x) to be the formula ∃γ ∈ Γ≥0(x =

s(γ))

The coordinate map f∆K
: OK ! Fp[t]/(tn) is the projection modulo p, given by

Lemma 6.1.3. The isomorphism OK/(p) ∼= Fp[t]/(tn) identifies π with t and the
image of s(Γ≥0) in OK/(p) is equal to {0, 1, t, ..., tn−1}, via the above identification.
One readily checks that the above data defines an ∃∀-interpretation of the Lt ∪ P -
structure Fp[t]/(tn) in the Lval,×-structure K.

Finally, the reduction map φ 7! φ∆K
does not depend on K, because of the

inductive construction of the reduction map (see Proposition 1.1.8) and the fact
that φ 7! φ∆K

does not depend on K when φ is any of the unnested atomic formulas
listed above.
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Convention 6.1.6. For the rest of the chapter, fix once and for all a choice of a
cross-section sK : Γ! K×, for each finite extension K of Qp. For each such K, a
cross-section does indeed exist and corresponds to a choice of a uniformizer for OK .

Corollary 6.1.7. The asymptotic existential Lt ∪ P -theory of {Fp[t]/(tn) : n ∈ N}
is Turing reducible to the asymptotic existential-universal Lval,×-theory of {K : [K :
Qp] = e(K/Qp) <∞}.

Proof. For K/Qp totally ramified of degree n, let ∆K be the interpretation of the
Lt ∪ P -structure Fp[t]/(tn) in the Lval,×-structure K, provided by Proposition 6.1.5.
The reduction map of ∆K does not depend on K and will simply be denoted by
φ 7! φ∆.
Claim: For any existential φ ∈ SentLt∪P , the sentence φ∆ is equivalent to an
∃∀-sentence.

Proof. For sentences φ of the form ∃xψ(x), where ψ(x) is a quantifier-free formula
without negations, this follows from the fact that ∆K is an ∃∀-interpretation.
We may therefore focus on formulas ψ(x) of the form f(x1, ..., xm, t) 6= 0 (resp.
f(x1, ..., xm, t) /∈ P ). Such a formula is logically equivalent to ¬f(x1, ..., xm, y) =
0 ∧ y = t (resp. ¬f(x1, ..., xm, y) ∈ P ∧ y = t). Now ¬(f(x1, ..., xm, y) = 0)∆ (resp.
¬(f(x1, ..., xm, y) ∈ P )∆) is universal and (y = t)∆ is existential-universal. The
conclusion follows. Claim

For any φ ∈ SentLt∪P and any totally ramified extension K/Qp of degree n, we
have that Fp[t]/(tn) |= φ ⇐⇒ K |= φ∆. For any given n ∈ N, there are finitely
many totally ramified extensions K/Qp of degree n (Proposition 14 [Lan94]). It
follows that

Fp[t]/(tn) |= φ for almost all n ∈ N ⇐⇒

K |= φ∆ for almost all K with [K : Qp] = e(K/Qp) <∞

The conclusion follows from the Claim.

6.2 Truncations of (N; 0, 1,+, |p)

6.2.1 Motivation
Pheidas’ work

In Theorem 1 [Phe87], Pheidas showed that the Diophantine problem for (N; 0, 1,+, |p
) is undecidable. The proof goes by defining multiplication via a positive existential
formula and using Matiyasevich’s negative solution to Hilbert’s tenth problem
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[Mat70]. In Lemma 1(c) [Phe87], it is shown that the Diophantine problem for
(N; 0, 1,+, |p) can be encoded in the existential theory of Fp((t)) in Lt with a predicate
P for {0, 1, t, t2, ...}. It follows that the latter is also undecidable.

Plan of action

Our intuition that Fp[t]/(tn) approximates Fp[[t]] when n is large, suggests that
we can adapt Pheidas’ strategy and show that the asymptotic existential theory
of {Fp[t]/(tn) : n ∈ N} is also undecidable in Lt ∪ P . This will be established
in Proposition 6.3.2 and in combination with Corollary 6.1.7 will pave the way
for proving Theorem 6.0.1 in Section 6.3.6.

6.2.2 p-divisibility

The notion of p-divisibility was introduced by Denef in [Den79a], in order to show
that the Diophantine problem of a polynomial ring of positive characteristic is
undecidable. Given n,m ∈ N and p ∈ P, we write n |p m if m = psn, for some s ∈ N.
Let us also write Lp−div = {0, 1,+, |p} for the language of addition and p-divisibility.

Encoding |p in Fp[t]/(tn)

The following result is due to Pheidas:

Lemma 6.2.3 (Lemma 1(a) [Phe87]). Let n,m ∈ N with 0 < n ≤ m. Then n |p m
if and only if there exists a ∈ Fp[[t]] such that t−m − t−n = a−p − a−1.

Remark 6.2.4. If n |p m, then the proof of Lemma 1(a) [Phe87] provides a =
(t−n·ps−1 + t−n·p

s−2
... + t−n)−1. Note that we have slightly rephrased the original

formulation of Lemma 1(a) [Phe87], so that the witness a has positive valuation.

We shall use a truncated version of Lemma 6.2.3, whose proof is identical,
modulo some additional bookkeeping:

Lemma 6.2.5. Let n,m,N ∈ N with 0 < n ≤ m < N/3. Then n |p m if and only
if there exists α ∈ Fp[t]/(tN) such that αp(tn − tm) = tntm(1− αp−1) and α3p 6= 0
in Fp[t]/(tN).

Proof. ” ⇒ ”: Let a = (t−n·ps−1 + t−n·p
s−2
... + t−n)−1 ∈ Fp[[t]]. After clearing

denominators in Lemma 6.2.3 , we get that ap(tn − tm) = tntm(1− ap−1). Reducing
the equation modulo tN , yields αp(tn − tm) = tntm(1− αp−1), where α is the image
of a in Fp[[t]]/(tN) ∼= Fp[t]/(tN). Note that vta3p = 3m < N and thus α3p 6= 0 in
Fp[t]/(tN).
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”⇐ ”: Let n = prk and m = pli with p - k, i. Let α be as in our assumption and
a ∈ Fp[[t]] be a lift of α. Since α3p 6= 0, we get that vtap < N/3. We will have by
assumption that t−m − t−n = a−p − a−1 + tN−m−nza−p, for some z ∈ Fp[[t]]. Set
ε = tN−m−nzα−p and note that vtε > 0 because m,n, vtap < N/3 and vtz ≥ 0. By
Lemma 1 [Phe87], we may find a1, a2 ∈ Fp[[t]] such that t−n − t−k = a−p1 − a−1

1 and
t−m − t−i = a−p2 − a−1

2 . We compute that

t−i − t−k = bp − b+ ε

where b = a−1 + a−1
1 − a−1

2 .
We claim that i = k. Otherwise, the left hand side must have negative valuation.

Since vtε > 0, this forces the right hand side to have p-divisible valuation. This is
contrary to the fact that p - i, k. It follows that i = k and thus n |p m.

Interpreting In in Fp[t]/(tn)

Motivated by Lemma 6.2.5, we introduce for each n ∈ N the Lp−div ∪{∞}-structure
In = ({0, 1, ..., n − 1,∞}; 0, 1,∞,⊕, |p), where:

• For x, y ∈ In, we have x |p y if y = psx for some s ∈ N and 1 ≤ x, y < n/3.

• The operation ⊕ : In × In ! In stands for truncated addition, i.e. given
x, y ∈ {0, 1, ..., n−1} we have that x⊕y = x+y if x+y < n and∞ otherwise.
Moreover, ∞⊕ x = x⊕∞ =∞ for all x ∈ {0, 1, ..., n− 1,∞}.

Proposition 6.2.6. For each n ∈ N, there is an ∃-interpretation Γn of the Lp−div ∪
{∞}-structure In in the Lt ∪ P -structure Fp[t]/(tn). Moreover, the reduction map
φ 7! φΓn does not depend on N.

Proof. Take ∂Γn(x) to be the formula x ∈ P . The reduction map of Γn on unnested
atomic formulas is described as follows:

1. If φ is the formula x = 0 (resp. x = 1, x =∞ and x = y), we take φΓn to be
the formula x = 1 (resp. x = t, x = 0 and x = y).

2. If φ(x, y, z) is x+ y = z, then we take φΓn(x, y, z) to be the formula x · y = z.

3. If φ(x, y) is the formula x |p y, we take φΓn(x, y) to be the formula ∃z(zp(x−
y) = x · y(1− zp−1) ∧ z3p 6= 0).
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The coordinate map fΓn : {0, 1, t, ..., tn−1}! In is equal to v|P , i.e., the valuation
map v restricted on P . Condition (3) of Definition 1.1.7 is readily verified for
unnested atomic formulas of type (1). For the formula described in (2), one has to
use the isomorphism of monoids (P, ·, 1) ∼= ({0, 1, ..., n− 1,∞},⊕, 0). Using Lemma
6.2.5, one also verifies it for the unnested atomic formula of type (3). We deduce
that Γn is an interpretation. It is clear from the description of the reduction map
on unnested formulas that Γn is existential.

Finally, the reduction map φ 7! φΓn does not depend on n ∈ N, because of the
inductive construction of the reduction map (see Proposition 1.1.8) and the fact
that φ 7! φΓn does not depend on n when φ is any of the unnested atomic formulas
listed above.

Corollary 6.2.7. The (resp. asymptotic) Lp−div ∪ {∞}-theory of {In : n ∈ N} is
Turing reducible to the (resp. asymptotic) Lt ∪ P -theory of {Fp[t]/(tn) : n ∈ N}.

Proof. Immediate from Proposition 6.2.6.

6.2.8 Undecidability of fragments

Using the undecidability of the Diophantine problem over (N; 0, 1,+, |p) (Theorem
1 [Phe87]) as a black box, we shall prove that the asymptotic existential theory
of {In : n ∈ N} is also undecidable.

The proof becomes more transparent by using matrix norms. Recall the maxi-
mum absolute row sum norm ‖·‖∞ on the set of all matrices over R, which is defined
as ‖A‖∞ = max1≤i≤m

∑n
j=1 |aij|, for A ∈ Mm×n(R). One readily checks that ‖·‖∞ is

both sub-additive and sub-multiplicative, meaning that ‖A+B‖∞ ≤ ‖A‖∞+‖B‖∞
and ‖A ·B‖∞ ≤ ‖A‖∞ · ‖B‖∞, whenever the operations are defined. Note also that
when A = (a1, ..., an)> ∈ Mn×1(N), we have ‖A‖∞ = max{ai : i = 1, ..., n}.

For A = (aij) and B = (bij) in Mm×n(N), it will be convenient to use the
notation A |p B, which means that aij |p bij for each 1 ≤ i ≤ m and 1 ≤ j ≤ n.

Proposition 6.2.9. The asymptotic existential Lp−div∪{∞}-theory of {In : n ∈ N}
is undecidable. Moreover, let T be the subtheory consisting of sentences φ of the
form ∃xψ(x), where x = (x1, ..., xn) and ψ(x) is a conjunction of a quantifier-free
formula without negations with a formula of the form ∧n

i=1Nxi 6= ∞, for some
N ∈ N. Then T is undecidable.
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Proof. We shall encode the Diophantine problem of (N; 0, 1,+, |p) in T . Let Σ be
an arbitrary system in variables x = (x1, ..., xn)> ∈ Mn×1(N) of the form

A1x + b1 = A2x + b2

A3x + b3 |p A4x + b4
(Σ)

where Ai ∈ Mm×n(N) and bi ∈ Mm×1(N). Consider also the formula Σ(x) ∈
FormLp−div associated with the system Σ.
Claim: We have that

(N; 0, 1+, |p) |= ∃xΣ(x) ⇐⇒ T |= ∃x(Σ(x)
n∧
i=1

3Mxi 6=∞)

where M = max1≤i≤4{‖Ai‖∞ + ‖bi‖∞}.

Proof. "⇒": Consider a witnessing tuple c = (c1, ..., cn)> ∈ Mn×1(N). If c = 0, then
the conclusion is clear. Otherwise, consider m = ‖c‖∞ = max{ci : i = 1, ..., n} ≥ 1
and choose N ∈ N such that N > 3 ·M · m. Using the sub-additive and sub-
multiplicative properties of ‖ · ‖∞, we see that

‖Aic + bi‖∞ ≤ ‖Ai‖∞‖c‖∞ + ‖bi‖∞ ≤ m · (‖Ai‖∞ + ‖bi‖∞) ≤M ·m < N/3

for i = 1, ..., 4. In particular, we get that both ⊕ and |p specialize to their ordinary
counterparts in N and that Σ(c) holds true in IN , viewing c as a tuple in InN . Each
conjunct 3Mxi 6=∞ also holds true for ci because 3Mci ≤ 3M ·m < N .
"⇐": Let c = (c1, ..., cn)> ∈ InN be a witness of the sentence ∃x(Σ(x)∧n

i=1 3Mxi 6=
∞), for some N > 3 ·M . Since 3Mci 6=∞, we get that ci < N/3M for i = 1, ..., n.
We therefore get that

‖Aic + bi‖∞ ≤ ‖Ai‖∞‖c‖∞ + ‖bi‖∞ <
N

3M · (‖Ai‖∞ + ‖bi‖∞) ≤ N

3M ·M = N/3

for i = 1, ..., 4. In particular, we get that both ⊕ and |p specialize to their ordinary
counterparts in N. The corresponding tuple in Nn is the desired witness. Claim

The conclusion follows from the fact that the Diophantine problem over (N; 0, 1,+, |p
) is undecidable (Theorem 1 [Phe87]).
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6.3 Proof of the main Theorem

6.3.1 Truncated polynomial rings

Proposition 6.3.2. The asymptotic existential Lt∪P -theory of {Fp[t]/(tn) : n ∈ N}
is undecidable.

Proof. Let T be as in Proposition 6.2.6. We shall argue that the asymptotic
existential Lt ∪ P -theory of {Fp[t]/(tn) : n ∈ N} is Turing reducible to T . The
conclusion will then follow from Proposition 6.2.9. Let Γn be the ∃-interpretation
of the Lp−div ∪ {∞}-structure In in the Lt ∪ P -structure Fp[t]/(tn), provided by
Proposition 6.2.6. The reduction map of Γn does not depend on n ∈ N and will
simply be denoted by φ 7! φΓ. Since Γn is existential, whenever ψ(x) is a quantifier-
free Lp−div ∪ {∞}-formula, the formula ψΓ(x) is an existential formula. Moreover,
from the description of the reduction map on unnested atomic formulas (see the proof
of Proposition 6.2.6), we have (∧n

i=1Nxi 6=∞)Γ = ∧n
i=1(Nxi 6=∞)Γ = ∧n

i=1 x
N
i 6= 0.

It follows that T is Turing reducible to the asymptotic existential Lt ∪ P -theory of
{Fp[t]/(tn) : n ∈ N}.

6.3.3 Totally ramified extensions

Proposition 6.3.4. The asymptotic ∃∀-theory of {K : [K : Qp] = e(K/Qp) <∞}
is undecidable in Lval,×.

Proof. This follows from Corollary 6.1.7 and Proposition 6.3.2.

Remark 6.3.5. (a) The same proof applies verbatim to any infinite collection of
totally ramified extensions of Qp, e.g., {Qp(ζpn) : n ∈ N} or {Qp(p1/n) : n ∈ N}.
(b) We do not know if the asymptotic existential theory of {K : [K : Qp] =
e(K/Qp) <∞} is decidable or not in Lval,×.

6.3.6 Finite extensions

Theorem 6.3.7. The asymptotic ∃∀-theory of {K : [K : Qp] <∞} is undecidable
in Lval,×.

Proof. Let T be the theory in question and Ttot be the asymptotic theory of
{K : [K : Qp] = e(K/Qp) <∞} in Lval with a cross-section. We shall encode Ttot
in T . Given an ∃∀-sentence φ, we see that

Ttot |= φ ⇐⇒ T |= (k = Fp)! φ
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The formal counterpart of (k = Fp)! φ is logically equivalent to an ∃∀-sentence. It
follows that the asymptotic existential-universal Lval,×-theory of {K : [K : Qp] <∞}
is Turing reducible to the asymptotic existential-universal Lval,×-theory of {K : [K :
Qp] = e(K/Qp) <∞}. The conclusion follows from Proposition 6.3.4.

6.4 Final remarks

6.4.1 Lval vs Lrings

In view of [CDLM13] and by possibly increasing the complexity, one may replace
Lval,× with the 1-sorted language of rings Lrings together with a unary predicate P
for the image of the cross-section in K. We need to use the following:

Fact 6.4.2 (Theorem 2 [CDLM13]). There is an ∃∀-formula φ(x) in Lr such that
OK = φ(K) for any henselian valued field K with finite or pseudo-finite residue
field.

Remark 6.4.3. In fact, Theorem 2 [CDLM13] is about the existence of an existential
formula in Lrings ∪ PAS

2 , where PAS
2 (x) = ∃y(x = y2 + y). However, any existential

sentence in Lrings ∪ PAS
2 is equivalent to an ∃∀-sentence in Lrings.

By Fact 6.4.2, the asymptotic theory of {K : [K : Qp] <∞} in Lval with a cross-
section can be encoded in the asymptotic theory of {K : [K : Qp] <∞} in Lrings∪P .
By Theorem 6.0.1, the latter is undecidable. Our use of the cross-section/predicate
formalism is essential and we do not know whether the (asymptotic) theory of
{K : [K : Qp] < ∞} is decidable in Lrings.

6.4.4 Residue rings and Fp((t))

If the (asymptotic) theory of {K : [K : Qp] < ∞} is decidable in Lrings, then by
Corollary 6.1.7 this would also yield a positive answer to the following question:

Question 6.4.5. Is the (asymptotic) theory of {Fp[t]/(tn) : n ∈ N} decidable in
Lrings?

Observation 6.4.6. The asymptotic existential theory of {Fp[t]/(tn) : n ∈ N} is
decidable in Lrings.
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Proof. Let Fp[t1/∞] be the direct limit of the injective system lim−!Fp[t1/n], where φnm :
Fp[t1/n] ↪! Fp[t1/m] is the natural inclusion map for n | m. We write Fp[t1/n]/(t)
and Fp[t1/∞]/(t) for the quotients modulo t. Note that φnm(t ·Fp[t1/n]) ⊆ t ·Fp[t1/m]
and therefore the induced maps φnm : Fp[t1/n] ↪! Fp[t1/m] and φn : Fp[t1/n]/(t) ↪!
Fp[t1/∞]/(t) are also injective.
Claim 1: The asymptotic existential Lrings-theory of {Fp[t]/(tn) : n ∈ N} is equal
to Th∃(Fp[t1/∞]/(t)).

Proof. For each n ∈ N, we have a ring isomorphism

Fp[t1/n]/(t) ∼= Fp[t,X]/(Xn − t, t) ∼= Fp[X]/(Xn) ∼= Fp[t]/(tn)

Now if φ ∈ Lrings is existential, then Fp[t1/∞]/(t) |= φ if and only if Fp[t1/n]/(t) |= φ

for all sufficiently large n. The conclusion follows. Claim 1

Finally, we prove:
Claim 2: Th∃(Fp[t1/∞]/(t)) is decidable in Lrings.

Proof. A straightforward adaptation of Proposition 3.4.3 shows that

Fp[t1/∞]/(t) |= ∃x
∧

1≤i,j≤n
(fi(x) = 0 ∧ gj(x) 6= 0) ⇐⇒

Fp[[t]](t1/∞) |= ∃x
∧

1≤i,j≤n
(v(fi(x)) > v(gj(x)))

where fi(x), gj(x) ∈ Fp[x] are any multi-variable polynomials in x = (x1, ..., xm)
for i, j = 1, ..., n. Finally, the henselian valued field Fp((t))(t1/∞) is existentially
decidable in Lval by Corollary 7.5 [AF16]. Claim 2

Remark 6.4.7. (a) Observation 6.4.6 should be contrasted with Proposition 6.3.2,
which shows that the asymptotic existential theory of {Fp[t]/(tn) : n ∈ N} is
undecidable in Lt ∪ P .
(b) The proof of Observation 6.4.6 does not go through for the language Lt, as the
ring isomorphisms in the proof of Claim 1 do not respect t. We do not know if the
asymptotic existential theory of {Fp[t]/(tn) : n ∈ N} is decidable in Lt.
(c) On the other hand, the asymptotic positive existential theory of {Fp[t]/(tn) :
n ∈ N} in Lt is equal to Th∃+Fp[[t]] and is decidable by an effective version of
Greenberg’s approximation theorem (see Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 6.1 [BDLD79]).



7
Valued fields with a total residue map

Introduction

The material presented in this chapter is based on [Kar22]. Let k be a field. Consider
the power series field k((t)) and let res : k((t)) ! k be the total residue map

res :
∞∑

i=−N
cit

i 7! c0

Viewing k((t)) as a k-vector space, we see that res : k((t))! k is a linear form which
extends the usual residue map π : k[[t]]! k to all of k((t)) (hence the name total).
The motivation for studying the model-theory of this structure is twofold:

1. In complex analysis, one defines the residue of a complex meromorphic
function f at an isolated singularity a ∈ C, denoted by Res(f, a) or Resa(f).
The map res is essentially the same as Res0 on C((t)). More precisely, we
have res(t · f) = Res0(f). For all model-theoretic purposes, one can work
interchangeably with either one of those functions.

2. On the other hand, Becker-Denef-Lipschitz [BDL80] showed that res : Fp((t))!
Fp is definable in Fp((t)) in Lt, which is defined to be Lrings together with a
constant symbol for t. The crucial observation was that res(x) = 0 holds for
x ∈ Fp((t)), precisely when there exist x0, x1, ..., xp−1 ∈ Fp((t)) such that

x = xp0 − x0 + txp1 + ....+ tp−1xpp−1

Using this, they showed that Fp((t)) is undecidable in the language of valued
fields with a cross-section. This was in sharp contrast with the result by Ax-
Kochen [AK66] and Ershov [Ers65]: For any decidable field k of characteristic

117
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0, the power series field k((t)) is decidable in the language of valued fields with
a cross-section.

Towards understanding the model theory of Fp((t)), it may be instructive to isolate
such definable functions/predicates and study them over k((t)), where k is not
necessarily finite. Enriching k((t)) with such functions/predicates, even when k is
infinite, allows us to gauge the complexity of said functions/predicates over Fp((t))
itself and may give us new insights into its theory. For instance, if k((t)) turns out
to be undecidable in the resulting expansion—which is a common theme as we
will see—this may be a strong indication that large part of the complexity of the
theory of Fp((t)) lies in that particular function/predicate. Also, once we establish
the undecidability of k((t)) in the resulting expansion, we can then ask if that
function/predicate is in fact definable in the language of rings, at least for suitable
infinite fields k of positive characteristic. This would then yield an undecidability
result in the language of rings. The approach described above is largely influenced
by Cherlin [Che82], especially Problems 3 and 4 in §5 [Che82].

In the present chapter focuses on the case of the total residue map res : k((t))!
k. We will study the model theory of power series fields k((t)), equipped with
res : k((t))! k. One can also take this a step further and study valued fields—not
necessarily power series fields—enriched with a total residue map res : K ! k.
In the axiomatic setting, the total residue map res : K ! k is assumed to be a
linear form extending π : OK ! k. We consider the theory of equal characteristic
valued fields K with a total residue map res : K ! k and also a lift ι : k ! K

of the residue field. We call VFres,ι the resulting theory. The standard model is
(k((t)), res), which was discussed above.

At first glance, the theory VFres,ι seems like an innocent variant of VF. However,
we will show the following:

Theorem 7.0.1. The theory VFres,ι does not admit a model companion.

This should be contrasted with the classical theorem by A. Robinson: the
theory VF of valued fields admits a model companion, namely ACVF, the theory of
algebraically closed valued fields. We also note that the theory VFι, of valued fields
with a lift ι : k ! K of the residue field, still admits a model companion. The model
companion of VFι is simply the theory ACVFι described by Hrushovski-Kazhdan
§6 [HK09] (there it is called Tloc). Indeed, they prove a quantifier-elimination result
for ACVFι, which in fact—according to §6.1 [HK09]—goes back to F. Delon.

Building on the ideas that go into the proof Theorem 7.0.1, we will then
be able to show:
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Theorem 7.0.2. Let k be an infinite field. Then (k((t)), res) is undecidable in Lres.

Here Lres is the three-sorted language Lval of valued fields, together with a
function symbol for res : k((t)) ! k. In fact, we prove that already the ∃∀-
theory is undecidable (at least when t is added in the language) and also that
(N,+, ·) is interpretable (without parameters). A more refined analysis shows
also that the subring k[t] ⊆ k((t)) is definable in Lres with a parameter for t
(see Corollary 7.2.26). The proof also applies to show that the Puiseux series
field ⋃

n∈N k((t1/n)) is undecidable in Lres, whenever k is an infinite field. As a
consequence of Theorem 7.2.11, we get that (C((t)),Res0) is undecidable, where
Res0 : C((t))! C : f 7! Res0(f) maps f to its complex residue at 0 (see Corollary
7.2.13). As was mentioned above, when k is finite, then res : k((t))! k is definable
in Lval and in that case the decidability problem over (k((t)), res) in Lres is equivalent
to the decidability problem over k((t)) in Lval. The proofs given here do not seem
to shed any light on that case.

7.1 Valued Fields with a total residue map

Let Lval be the three-sorted language of valued fields with sorts for the field,
the value group and the residue field, equipped with a function symbol for the
valuation v : K ! Γ ∪ {∞}.

7.1.1 Axiomatization of VFres,ι

We now study valued fields of equal characteristic, together with a lifting ι : k ! K

and a total residue map res : K ! k, which is a linear form extending the residue
map π : OK ! k. To simplify notation, we shall henceforth identify k with its
field of representatives ι(k). Call Lres,ι the three-sorted language Lval together with
function symbols for ι and res. Consider the following set of axioms:

1. (K, v) is a valued field of equal characteristic and ι : k ! K is a field
homomorphism such that π ◦ ι = idk.

2. We have that res|OK = π.

3. res : K ! k is k-linear, i.e. res(λa+ µb) = λres(a) + µr(b), for all λ, µ ∈ k.

Let VFres,ι be the Lres,ι-theory generated by the above axioms. Some standard
models of VFres,ι are presented below:
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Example 7.1.2. (a) We have (k((t)); vt, res, ι) |= VFres,ι, where res : ∑∞i=−N citi 7!
c0 and ι : k ! k((t)) is the obvious lifting.
(b) Similarly, we have (P(k); vt, res, ι) |= VFres,ι, where P(k) = ⋃

n∈N k((t1/n)) is the
Puiseux series field, res : P(k) ! k : ∑∞

i=−N cit
i/n 7! c0 and ι : k ! P(k) is the

obvious lifting.

7.1.3 Extensions

Recall the following from linear algebra:

Definition 7.1.4. Given a k-vector space V , a subspace W ⊆ V and v1, ..., vn ∈ V ,
we say that v1, ..., vn are linearly independent over W if for α1, ..., αn ∈ k, we have
that

n∑
i=1

αivi ∈ W ⇒ αi = 0 for all i = 1, ..., n

More succinctly, we require that the images of v1, ..., vn in V/W be k-linearly
independent.

Lemma 7.1.5. Let (L,w, ιL)/(K, v, ιK) be an extension of valued fields with liftings
of their residue fields. If β1, ..., βn ∈ l are k-linearly independent and a1, ..., an ∈ K,
then

w(β1a1 + ...+ βnan) = min
1≤i≤n

vai

Proof. We may assume that v(a1) = ... = v(an). For each 1 ≤ i ≤ n, there exist
αi ∈ k and εi with vεi > 0, such that ai = αi · a1 + εi · a1. It follows that

n∑
i=1

βiai = a1 ·
n∑
i=1

αiβi + a1 ·
n∑
i=1

βiεi

Since the βi’s are k-linearly independent, we get that ∑n
i=1 αiβi 6= 0. In particular,

we get that w(a1 ·
∑n
i=1 αiβi) = va1. Since v(a1 ·

∑n
i=1 βiεi) = va1+v(∑n

i=1 βiεi) > va1,
we deduce that w(β1a1 + ...+ βnan) = va1.

Given a valued field extension (L;w, ιL)/(K; v, ι), we denote by 〈K〉l the l-linear
span of K inside L. Note that 〈K〉l is isomorphic to K ⊗k l as an l-vector space.

Lemma 7.1.6. Let (L,w, ιL)/(K, v, ιK) be an extension of valued field with liftings
of their residue fields. Then OL ∩ 〈K〉l = 〈OK〉l.

Proof. The conclusion will follow easily from the following:
Claim: Let a1, ..., an ∈ K be k-linearly independent over OK . Then a1, ..., an are
also l-linearly independent over OL.
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Proof. Suppose β′1, ..., β′n ∈ l are such that
n∑
i=1

β′iai ∈ OL

Let {β1, ..., βm} be a k-linear basis of 〈β′1, ..., β′n〉k and write β′i = ∑m
j=1 cij · βi with

cij ∈ k. We will then have that
n∑
i=1

β′iai =
n∑
i=1

(βi
m∑
j=1

cijaj)

Since the βi’s are k-linearly independent, Lemma 7.1.5 implies that

w(
n∑
i=1

(βi
m∑
j=1

cijaj)) = min
1≤i≤n

{v(
m∑
j=1

cijaj)}

For i = 1, ..., n, it follows that
m∑
j=1

cijaj ∈ OK ⇒ cij = 0

for all j = 1, ...,m. We conclude that β′i = 0 for all i = 1, ..., n and that the ai’s are
l-linearly independent over OL. Claim

Now let V be a complement of the k-vector subspace OK ⊆ K, i.e., we have
K = OK ⊕ V . We will then have that 〈K〉l = 〈OK〉l + Vl. By the claim, we get that
Vl ∩ OL = {0} and since 〈OK〉l ⊆ OL, we conclude that OL ∩ 〈K〉l = 〈OK〉l.

Lemma 7.1.7. Let (K; v, resK , ιK) |= VFres,ι and (L;w, ιL)/(K; v, ιK) be an exten-
sion of valued fields with liftings of their residue fields. Let {ei : i ∈ I} ⊆ L be
l-linearly independent over OL + 〈K〉l. One may then extend πL : OL ! l to an
l-linear map resL : L! l such that (L;w, resL, ιL) is a model of VFres,ι extending
(K; v, resK , ιK) with res(ei) = 0.

Proof. First we extend resK : K ! k to resL : 〈K〉l ! l by extension of scalars;
more explicitly, we will have resL(β · a) = β · resK(a), for β ∈ l and a ∈ K. We also
require that resL restricts to πL on OL. By Lemma 7.1.6, if b ∈ OL ∩ 〈K〉l, we may
write b = ∑n

i=1 βiai, with βi ∈ l and ai ∈ OK . We now compute that

resL(b) =
n∑
i=1

βi · resL(ai) =
n∑
i=1

βi · resK(ai) =
n∑
i=1

βi · πK(ai) = πL(b)

We may therefore extend resK : K ! k to resL : OL + 〈K〉l ! l so that it restricts
to resK on K and also to πL on OL. Finally, by elementary linear algebra, we
may extend the linear map resL on L by requiring that ei 7! 0 and get a model
(L;w, resL, ιL) of VFres,ι extending (K; v, resK , ιK), as required.

Remark 7.1.8. There is nothing special about 0 in Lemma 7.1.7. One can ask
that res(ei) = αi, where {αi : i ∈ I} ⊆ l is an arbitrary subset.
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7.1.9 Existentially closed models
Extension by an infinitesimal

Fact 7.1.10 (Corollary 2.2.3 [EP05]). Let (K, v) be a valued field with value group
Γ and residue field k. Let Γ′ be an ordered abelian group extending Γ and γ ∈ Γ′ be
torsion-free over Γ, i.e., if n · γ ∈ Γ, then n = 0. Then there is exactly one valuation
w on K(x) extending v with w(x) = γ. We have ΓK(x) = Γ⊕Zγ, with the ordering
induced by Γ′, and kK(x) = k.

Remark 7.1.11. A lifting ι : k ! K of the valued field (K, v) naturally induces a
lifting of (K(x), w), namely ιK(x) : k ! K(x) : α 7! ι(α).

Remark 7.1.12. As a special case of Fact 7.1.10, there is a unique valuation w on
K(x) such that wx > Γ. We will have kK(x) = k and ΓK(x) = Zγ ⊕lex Γ.

Lemma 7.1.13. Let (K, v, res, ι) |= VFres,ι. Let w be the unique valuation on
K(x) such that wx > Γ and also let ιK(x) : k ! K(x) be the induced lifting. Then
there is a map resK(x) : K(x)! k, such that (K(x);w, resK(x), ιK(x)) is a model of
VFres,ι extending (K; v, res, ι) and with resK(x)(x−m) = 0, for all m ∈ N.

Proof. By Lemma 7.1.7, it suffices to show that the elements x−1, x−2, ..., x−n are
k-linearly independent over K + OK(x). Indeed, let c ∈ K and β1, ..., βn ∈ k, with
some βi 6= 0. We will have that

w(
n∑
i=1

βix
−i + c) = min

1≤i≤n
{−iwx, vc} < 0

since wx > −vc.

Lemma 7.1.14. Let (K; v, res, ι) be an e.c. model of VFres,ι and n ∈ N. Then
there exists a ∈ m− {0} such that res(a−m) = 0 for m = 1, ..., n.

Proof. Let (K(x);w, resK(x), ιK(x)) be as in Lemma 7.1.13. Since (K; v, res, ι) is an
e.c. model of VFres,ι, we will have that

(K; v, res, ι) �1 (K(x);w, resK(x), ιK(x))

Since x ∈ mK(x) − {0} and resK(x)(x−m) = 0, for m = 1, ..., n, we may also find
a ∈ m− {0} such that res(a−m) = 0, for m = 1, ..., n.
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Gauss extension

Fact 7.1.15 (Corollary 2.2.2 [EP05]). Let (K, v) be a valued field with value group
Γ and residue field k. Then there is exactly one extension w of v to K(x) such that
w(x) = 0 and x is transcendental over k. For this w, we have kK(x) = k(x) and
ΓK(x) = Γ.

Remark 7.1.16. The proof of Corollary 2.2.2 [EP05] provides us with

w(a0 + a1x+ ....+ anx
n) = min

1≤i≤n
v(ai)

and w(f
g
) = w(f)− w(g), for any f, g ∈ K[x].

The valuation w described in Fact 7.1.15 and Remark 7.1.16 is known as the
Gauss extension of v from K to K(x).

Remark 7.1.17. A lifting ι : k ! K automatically induces a lifting ιK(x) : k(x)!
K(x) such that ι|K(x) = ι and ιK(x)(x) = x. As usual, we shall identify x with its
lift x to simplify notation.

Lemma 7.1.18. Let (K, v, res, ι) |= VFres,ι and a, c ∈ K with a ∈ m − {0} and
vc < Zva. Let w be the Gauss extension of v to K(x) and ιK(x) : k(x) !
K(x) be the induced lifting. There is a map resK(x) : K(x) ! k(x) such that
(K(x);w, resK(x), ιK(x)) is a model of VFres,ι extending (K; v, res, ι) and with resK(x)( c

1−ax) =
0.

Proof. By Lemma 7.1.7, it suffices to show that the element c
1−ax is k(x)-linearly

independent over OK(x) + 〈K〉k(x). Note that 〈K〉k(x) = K[x]k[x]−{0}, the latter being
the localization of K[x] at k[x]− {0} ⊆ K[x]. Suppose that

q(x) · c

1− ax + f(x)
g(x) ∈ OK(x)

for some q(x) ∈ k(x)×, f(x) ∈ K[x], g(x) ∈ k[x]− {0}. Dividing by q(x), we may
assume that q(x) ≡ 1 to begin with. Therefore, we have

c

1− ax + f(x)
g(x) ∈ OK(x)

for some f(x) ∈ K[x], g(x) ∈ k[x] − {0}. Choose f(x) and g(x) as above, such
that deg(f) is minimum; note that f(x) cannot be 0 and thus deg(f) is well-
defined. Write f(x) = f0 + ... + fnx

n with fi ∈ K and g(x) = g0 + .... + gnx
n
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with gi ∈ k. Note that w((1− ax)g(x)) = w(1− ax) + w(g(x)) = 0 and therefore
w(cg(x) + (1− ax)f(x)) ≥ 0. By the definition of w, this is equivalent to

v(f0 + cg0) ≥ 0 (1) and v(fm + cgm − afm−1) ≥ 0 (2) and v(afn) ≥ 0 (3)

for m = 1, ..., n.
Claim 1: We have that vf0 < 0.

Proof. Indeed, suppose that vf0 ≥ 0. We will then have that c
1−ax + f(x)−f0

g(x) ∈ OK(x).
If g0 = 0, then write f(x)−f0 = x·f̃(x) and g(x) = xg̃(x) and note that c

1−ax+ f̃(x)
g̃(x) ∈

OK(x). Since deg(f̃) < deg(f), this contradicts our minimality assumption on deg(f).
Therefore g0 6= 0. We now see that v(cg0 + f0) = min{v(cg0), vf0} = vc < 0, which
contradicts (1). Claim 1

Next, we prove:
Claim 2: For each m = 0, ..., n, there exists km ∈ N such that vfm = vc+ kmva.

Proof. We proceed inductively. For m = 0, recall from (1) that v(f0 + cg0) ≥ 0.
By Claim 1, we have that vf0 < 0. We deduce that g0 6= 0 and therefore vf0 =
v(cg0) = vc. For m > 0, recall that v(fm + cgm − afm−1) ≥ 0. By our induction
hypothesis, we have vfm−1 = vc+ km−1va, for some km−1 ∈ N. If gm = 0, this gives
vfm = vc+ (km−1 + 1)va and we may take km = km−1 + 1. Suppose that gm 6= 0.
Since va > 0, we see that v(afm−1) > v(c) and thus v(cgm − afm−1) = v(cgm) = vc.
By (2), we have that v(fm + cgm − afm−1) ≥ 0. Since vc < 0, we deduce vfm = vc

and km = 0. This finishes the proof of the inductive step. Claim 2

In particular, we will have that vfn = vc + knva, for some kn ∈ N. Since
vc < Zva, this finally gives v(afn) = vc+ (kn+ 1)va < 0, because of our assumption
that vc < Zva. This contradicts (3).

Lemma 7.1.19. Let (K; v, res, ι) be an e.c. model of VFres,ι. Let a ∈ m− {0} be
such that res(a−m) = 0, for all m ∈ N. Let also c ∈ K be such that vc < Zva. For
every α ∈ k, there exists β ∈ k× such that res( c

1−aβ ) = 0.

Proof. By Lemma 7.1.18 and since (K; v, res, ι) is an e.c. model of VFres,ι, we will
have that

(K; v, res, ι) �1 (K(x);w, resK(x), ιK(x))

Since resK(x)( c
1−ax) = 0, there is β ∈ k× with res( c

1−aβ ) = 0.
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7.1.20 Non-existence of a model companion of VFres,ι

Generalities on model companions

Definition 7.1.21 (Definition 3.2.8 [TZ12]). Let T be a theory. A theory T ∗ is a
model companion of T if the following conditions are satisfies:
(a) Every model of T embeds into a model of T ∗.
(b) Every model of T ∗ embeds into a model of T .
(c) T ∗ is model-complete.

Fact 7.1.22 (Theorem 3.2.9 [TZ12]). A theory T has, up to equivalence, at most
one model companion T ∗.

Definition 7.1.23. (a) Let M,N be L-structures. Suppose that N |= φ⇒M |= φ

for any existential sentence φ ∈ L(M). Then we say that M is existentially closed
(or e.c.) in N and write M �1 N .
(b) Let T be a theory. A model M |= T is said to be an existentially closed (or e.c.)
model of T if M �1 N , for all N |= T .

Fact 7.1.24 (Theorem 3.2.14 [TZ12]). For any theory T , the following are equiva-
lent:
(a) T has a model companion T ∗.
(b) The e.c. models of T form an elementary class.
Moreover, if T ∗ exists, we have that T ∗ = "the theory of e.c. models of T ".

Proof of Theorem 7.0.1

Theorem 7.1.25. The theory VFres,ι does not admit a model companion.

Proof. Assume otherwise and let T be the model companion of VFres,ι. By
Fact 7.1.24, the theory T is precisely the theory of e.c. models of VFres,ι. Let
(K0; v0, res0, ι0) |= T be ℵ1-saturated. By Lemma 7.1.14 and ℵ1-saturation, we
may find a ∈ m0 − {0} such that res0(a−m) = 0 for n > 0. Let (K; v, res, ι) :=
(K0; v0, res0, ι0)U be an ultrapower of K0, where U is a non-principal ultrafilter on
P(N). By Łoś’ s Theorem, we will have that (K0; v0, res0, ι0) � (K; v, res, ι). In
particular, we will have (K; v, res, ι) |= T and therefore (K; v, res, ι) is an e.c. model
of VFres,ι.

Set a∗ := limn!U a
−n. Since U is non-principal, we will have that va∗ < Zva.

By Lemma 7.1.19, we may find β ∈ k − {0} such that res( a∗

1−aβ ) = 0. By Łoś’ s
Theorem, we will have that

{n ∈ N : K0 |= ∃y ∈ k×(res0( a−n

1− ay ) = 0)} ∈ U
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In particular, there exists n ∈ N and β0 ∈ ι(k0) − {0} such that res( a−n

1−aβ0
) = 0.

Note that
a−n

1− aβ0
≡ βn0 + a−1βn−1

0 + ...+ a−n mod m

Since res : K ! k is k-linear, res(m) = {0} and res(a−m) = 0 for all m ∈ N, we
compute that

res( a−n

1− aβ0
) = res(βn0 + a−1βn−1

0 + ...+ a−n) =
n∑

m=0
βm−ii res(a−m) = βn0

This forces β0 = 0, which is a contradiction. It follows that VFres,ι does not admit
a model companion.

7.2 Undecidability of k((t)) with a total residue
map

7.2.1 Definability

We consider the Lres,ι-structure (k((t)); vt, res, ι), which is a model of VFres,ι by
Lemma 7.1.2. In fact, the lifting can be recovered from res according to the following:

Lemma 7.2.2. Let k be any field. The subfield k ⊆ k((t)) is ∅-definable in Lres. In
particular, the lifting ι : k ! k((t)) is ∅-definable in Lres.

Proof. We claim that k = {x ∈ k((t)) : ∀y(res(x ·y) = res(x) ·res(y))}. The inclusion
"⊆" is clear: for all x ∈ k and y ∈ k((t)), we have res(x·y) = x·res(y) = res(x)·res(y),
using that res : k((t))! k is k-linear and that res(x) = x for x ∈ k. For the converse,
write x = α + x′ with α ∈ k, res(x′) = 0 and x′ 6= 0. For n = vx′, we have

res(x · t−n) = α · res(t−n) + res(x′ · t−n) = res(x′ · t−n) = ac(x′) 6= 0

It follows that res(x · t−n) 6= res(x) · res(t−n) = res(x) · 0 = 0. We have thus shown
that the subfield k ⊆ k((t)) is ∅-definable in Lres. Finally, note that ι(α) = a if and
only if a ∈ ι(k) and res(a) = α.

Because of Lemma 7.2.2, we will henceforth restrict our focus on the Lres-
structure (k((t)), res). In complete analogy with the integer part brc of a real
number r ∈ R, one may define the principal part bac of a ∈ k((t)).

Definition 7.2.3. For a ∈ cnt−n + ...+ c0 + tk[[t]], we define the principal part of a
to be bac = cnt

−n + ...+ c0 ∈ k[t−1].
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Each polynomial p ∈ k[t−1] gives rise to a function p : k ! k : α 7! p(α)
by simply evaluating p at t−1 = α.

Comment 7.2.3.1. We have refrained from making the substitution z = t−1 and
working with k((1/z)). Although this is arguably natural in the present context, it is
not so natural in other parts of the chapter and would probably cause confusion.

Lemma 7.2.4. We have res( a
1−ty ) = bac(y), for all a ∈ k((t)) and y ∈ k.

Proof. Write a = cnt
−n + ... + c0 + ε, where n ∈ N and ε ∈ tk[[t]]. For y ∈ k, we

compute
a

1− ty = (cnt−n + ...+ c0 + ε)(1 + ty + ...+ tnyn + ...)

≡ (cnt−n + ...+ c0)(1 + ty + ...+ tnyn) mod tk[[t]]

It follows that

res( a

1− ty ) =
∑

0≤i,j≤n
res(tj−i)ciyj =

∑
0≤i,j≤n

δijciy
j =

∑
0≤i≤n

ciy
i = bac(y)

for every y ∈ k (here δij is the Kronecker symbol).

Remark 7.2.5. Lemma 7.2.4 does not show that the function

b c : k((t))! k((t)) : a 7! bac

is definable in Lres,t. Instead, Lemma 7.2.4 shows that

k((t))! Hom(k, k) : a 7! (y 7! bac(y))

is definable in Lres,t.

For a ∈ k((t)), we introduce the set Z(bac) = {y ∈ k : bac(y) = 0}, namely
the zero set of the principal part of a.

Remark 7.2.6. By Lemma 7.2.4, we see that Z(bac) is definable with a parameter
for t and also uniformly in a.

Remark 7.2.7. Let k((tQ)) be the Hahn field with residue field k and value group
Q. Let a = ∑

q∈A cqt
q ∈ k((tQ)), where A ⊆ Q is well-ordered. We write pa(X) =∑

n∈A∩Z≤0 cqX
q and see that

res( a

1− ty ) = pa(y)

is definable in Lres, via the same calculation as in Lemma 7.2.4. Similarly, for the
field P(k) = ⋃

n∈N k((t1/n)) of Puiseux series over k.
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7.2.8 Infinite residue field

Let k be an infinite field.

Undecidability of (k((t)), res)

We isolate the following elementary fact from algebra to pinpoint exactly where
the proof of Theorem 7.2.11 fails for the case where k is finite:

Lemma 7.2.9. Let k be any infinite field and f(X) ∈ k[X]. Then f(X) ≡ 0 if
and only if f(k) = {0}.

Proof. Any non-zero polynomial over any field has finitely many roots.

Fact 7.2.10 (Denef). Let R = k[t], where k is any field. Then Hilbert’s tenth
problem over R with coefficients in Z[t] is unsolvable.

Proof. See [Den79b] and [Den78].

Theorem 7.2.11. Let k be an infinite field. Then (k((t)), res) is ∃∀-undecidable in
Lres,t.

Proof. Let p1(X1, ..., Xm, T ), ..., pn(X1, ..., Xm, T ) ∈ Z[X1, ..., Xm, T ], where n,m ∈
N. The system

p1(X1, ..., Xm, T ) = .... = pn(X1, ..., Xm, T ) = 0

has a solution in k[T ] if and only if there exist a1, ..., am ∈ k((t)) such that

p1(ba1c, ..., bamc, t−1) = .... = pn(ba1c, ..., bamc, t−1) = 0

By Lemma 7.2.9, this is also equivalent to the existence of a1, ..., am ∈ k((t)) such
that

p1(ba1c(y), ..., bamc(y), y) = .... = pn(ba1c(y), ..., bamc(y), y) = 0

for all y ∈ k. The latter condition is expressible in Lres by Lemma 7.2.4 and Lemma
7.2.2. We conclude from Fact 7.2.10.

Remark 7.2.12. Using Remark 7.2.7, the proof of Theorem 7.2.11 works verbatim
for the Hahn field k((tQ)) or the Puiseux series P(k) over an infinite field k.
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A natural example from complex analysis

Consider the field of Laurent series C((t)) over the complex numbers C. In complex
analysis, one defines the residue of a complex function f ∈ C((t)) at an isolated
singularity a ∈ C, denoted by Res(f, a) or Resa(f). Numerically, if f = ∑∞

i=−n ci(t−
a)i, we have that Res(f, a) = c−1.

Corollary 7.2.13. We have that (C((t)),Res0) is ∃∀-undecidable in LRes0,t.

Proof. Note that Res0(a) = res(t · a) and conclude from Theorem 7.2.11.

7.2.14 Eliminating t

We now give a different proof of the undecidability of (k((t)), res), where k is an
infinite field. The proof discussed here does not require a parameter for t and even
shows that (N,+, ·) is interpretable without parameters. On the other hand, this
seems to come at the expense of increasing the quantifier complexity, although
we have not tried to fine-tune the argument.

Interpreting finite subsets of k

Recall that weak monadic second-order logic is the fragment of second-order logic
where second-order quantification is restricted to quantification over finite subsets.
We will eventually interpret the weak monadic second-order theory of (k,+, ·) in
(k((t)), res). We start with the following:

Lemma 7.2.15. For every a ∈ k((t)) and b ∈ k[[t]], we have that the set

Sa,b = {β ∈ k : res( a

1− bβ ) = 0}

is either finite or equal to k.

Proof. Let n ∈ N be such that abn ∈ tk[[t]]. We then have that

a

1− bβ ≡ a(1 + bβ + b2β2 + ...+ bnβn) mod tk[[t]]

and therefore
res( a

1− bβ ) = 0 ⇐⇒ pa,b(β) = 0

where pa,b(X) = ∑n
k=0 res(abk) · Xk ∈ k[X]. If pa,b(X) ≡ 0, then Sa,b = k and

otherwise Sa,b is finite.
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Remark 7.2.16. When b = t, the set Sa,t has a nice description due to Lemma
7.2.4, namely

Sa,t = Z(bac) = {y ∈ k : bac(y) = 0}

In words, this is simply the set of zeros of the principal part of bac.

Lemma 7.2.17. The weak monadic second-order theory of (k,+, ·) is interpretable
(without parameters) in (k((t)), res).

Proof. By Lemma 7.2.2, we have that the first-order theory (k,+, ·) is ∅-interpretable
in (k((t)), res). By Lemma 7.2.15, we have a uniformly ∅-definable family

{Sa,b : a ∈ k((t)) and b ∈ k[[t]]}

of finite subsets of k together with k itself. Note that every finite subset S ⊆ k arises
as Sa,b, for some a ∈ k((t)) and b ∈ k[[t]]. Indeed, if a = ∏

s∈S(t−1 − s) and b = t,
then Sa,b = Z(bac) = S (see Remark 7.2.16). It follows that the weak monadic
second-order theory of (k,+, ·) is interpretable.

Lemma 7.2.18. Let k be an infinite field. Then the weak monadic second-order
theory of (k,+, ·) interprets (N,+, ·). In particular, it is undecidable.

Proof. See §1 [Che82].

Theorem 7.2.19. Let k be an infinite field. Then (k((t)), res) interprets (N,+, ·).
In particular, (k((t)), res) is undecidable in Lres.

Proof. Clear from Lemma 7.2.17 and Lemma 7.2.18.

Remark 7.2.20. When k is an infinite, perfect field of positive characteristic, one
can also deduce Theorem 7.2.19 directly from Lemma 7.2.2 and Cherlin’s result
saying that k((t)) is undecidable with a predicate for k ⊆ k((t)) (see §2 [Che82]).

7.2.21 Defining k[t]

We now prove Proposition 7.2.26, which shows that k[t] ⊆ k((t)) is definable in Lres,t.

Lemma 7.2.22. We have that k[[t]] = {x ∈ k((t)) : ∃y(y2 = 1 + tx2)} if char(k) 6= 2
and k[[t]] = {x ∈ k((t)) : ∃y(y3 = 1 + tx3)} if char(k) = 2.

Proof. This is a standard application of Hensel’s Lemma.

Lemma 7.2.23. Let k be any field. For a ∈ k((t)), we have deg(bac) = −va.

Proof. Clear.
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Lemma 7.2.24. Let k be an infinite field.
(a) The set Div = {(a, b) ∈ k((t))2 : bac | bbc in k[t−1]} is definable in Lres,t.
(b) The set Irred = {a ∈ k((t)) : bac is irreducible in k[t−1]} is definable in Lres,t.
(c) The set Split = {a ∈ k((t)) : bac splits over k} is definable in Lres,t.

Proof. (a) Since k is infinite, we have bac | bbc if and only if there exists c ∈ k((t))
such that bbc(y) = bac(y) · bcc(y), for all y ∈ k. The latter expressible in Lres,t by
Lemma 7.2.4.
(b) We have that bac is irreducible in k[t−1] if and only if there is no b ∈ k((t)) such
that bbc | bac and 1 < deg(bbc) < deg(bac). The latter is expressible in Lres,t by
part (a) and Lemma 7.2.23.
(c) Note that Split = {a ∈ k((t)) : for all b ∈ Irred we have deg(b) = 1}. We
conclude from (b) and Lemma 7.2.23.

Lemma 7.2.25. Let k be an infinite field. The subset Pow = ⋃
n∈N t

−n + tk[[t]] of
k((t)) is definable in Lres,t.

Proof. By Lemma 7.2.24 and Remark 7.2.6, we see that ⋃
n∈N k

× · t−n + tk[[t]] =
{a ∈ Split : Z(bac) = {0}} is definable in Lres,t. Finally, note that

Pow = {a ∈
⋃
n∈N

k× · t−n + tk[[t]] : bac(1) = 1}

The latter is again definable by Lemma 7.2.4.

Proposition 7.2.26. Let k be an infinite field. The subring k[t] ⊆ k[[t]] is definable
in Lres,t.

Proof. The key is the following:
Claim: We have that

k[t] = {a ∈ k[[t]] : ∃n ∈ N such that res(a · b) = 0 for all b ∈
⋃
N>n

t−N + tk[[t]]}

Proof. Suppose a ∈ k[t] and write a = c0 + c1 · t+ ...+ cn · tn. Let b ∈ k((t)) be of
the form b = t−N + ε, for some N > n and ε ∈ tk[[t]]. It follows that

res(a·b) = res(a·t−N)+res(a·ε) = res(a·t−N) = c0 ·res(t−N)+...+cn ·res(tn−N) = 0

since N > n.
Conversely, suppose a ∈ k[[t]] and let n ∈ N be such that res(a · b) = 0, for all

b ∈ ⋃
n>N t

−N + tk[[t]]. It follows that res(a · t−N ) = 0 for all N ≥ n and therefore a
is an element of k[t] of degree at most n. Claim

By Lemma 7.2.25, the set ⋃
n∈N t

−n + tk[[t]] is definable in Lres,t. By Lemma
7.2.22, the valuation ring k[[t]] is definable in the language Lrings with a parameter for
t. Finally Lemma 7.2.23 allows us to quantify over deg(b), whence k[t] is definable
in Lres,t by the Claim.
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7.2.27 Cherlin’s Problem 3A

Finally, we would like to bring to the reader’s attention the following interesting
problem, which was originally posed by Cherlin and is very much in the spirit of
the present chapter. Recall that the angular component map ac on k((t)) picks
out the coefficient of the leading term:

ac(f) := αi0 if f =
∑
i≥i0

αit
i, αi0 6= 0, ac(0) := 0.

When k is a finite field, the map ac : k((t)) ! k is definable in Lrings with a
parameter for t (see §5.1 [Che82]).

Problem 7.2.28 (Problem 3A [Che82]). Let k be an infinite field of positive
characteristic. Is (k((t)), ac) undecidable?

Cherlin [Che82] shares his premonition that this should be the case. For now,
we simply note that the angular component was encoded in (k((t)), res) all along:

Observation 7.2.29. Let k be any field. The angular component ac : k((t))! k

is definable in Lres,t.

Proof. If k is finite, this is standard and does not require the total residue map (see
§5.1 [Che82]). Suppose k is infinite. Note that

ac(x) = 1 ⇐⇒ there is a ∈ Pow such that vx = va and v(x− a) > va

The latter is expressible by Lemma 7.2.25 and Lemma 7.2.22 . Finally, for x ∈ k((t))
and α ∈ k, we have that ac(x) = α if and only if ac( x

ι(α)) = 1. The latter is
expressible in Lres,t by Lemma 7.1.11.
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