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KEY POLYNOMIALS IN TERMS OF ULTRAMETRIC BALLS

ENRIC NART, JOSNEI NOVACOSKI, AND GIULIO PERUGINELLI

Abstract. In this paper we present characterizations of the sets of key poly-

nomials and abstract key polynomials for a valuation µ of K(x), in terms of

(ultrametric) balls in the algebraic closure K of K with respect to v, a fixed

extension of µ|K to K. In particular, we show that the ways of augmenting

of µ, in the sense of Mac Lane, are in one-to-one correspondence with the

partition of a fixed closed ball B(a, δ) associated to µ into the disjoint union

of open balls B◦(ai, δ), modulo the action of the decomposition group of v.

We also present a similar characterization for the set of limit key polynomials

for an increasing family of valuations of K(x).

1. Introduction

For a valued field (K, v) we consider a fixed extension of v (which we denote

again by v) to the algebraic closure K of K. Set Γ = vK, which is the divisible

hull of vK, and consider a fixed embedding Γ →֒ Λ into a divisible ordered abelian

group Λ. For a ∈ K and δ ∈ Λ, we define the closed and open balls with center on

a and radius δ by

B(a, δ) = {b ∈ K | v(b − a) ≥ δ} ⊇ B◦(a, δ) = {b ∈ K | v(b − a) > δ},

respectively. We consider the set of such balls in K:

B := {B(a, δ) | (a, δ) ∈ K × Λ}, B◦ := {B◦(a, δ) | (a, δ) ∈ K × Λ}.

Let V = V(v,Λ) be the set of all extensions of v to K(x), taking values in Λ. We will

denote by KP(µ) the set of key polynomials for a valuation-transcendental µ ∈ V

(Definition 2.1). We also denote by Ψ(µ) the set of abstract key polynomials for

an arbitrary µ ∈ V (Definition 2.7). Finally, KP∞(C) will be the set of limit key

polynomials for an increasing family C of valuations in V (Definition 2.11).

The main goal of this paper is to describe the sets KP(µ), Ψ(µ) and KP∞(C) in

terms of elements of B and B◦.

The motivation for this work comes from the following reasoning. If K is alge-

braically closed, then both sets KP(µ) and Ψ(µ) are subsets of {x − a | a ∈ K}
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(because every polynomial in these sets is irreducible and monic). Also, in this case

for every valuation-transcendental valuation µ ∈ V there exists (a, δ) ∈ K ×Λ such

that µ = va,δ where

(1) va,δ (a0 + a1(x− a) + . . .+ ar(x− a)r) := min
0≤k≤r

{v(ak) + kδ}.

In particular, for algebraically closed valued fields, the situation is much easier to

handle. This was the leitmotif of some classical papers (for instance, [3, 4, 5, 6, 12,

25]), where some properties of valuations on a polynomial ring K[x] were deduced

from an analysis of their extensions to K[x].

This paper provides a precise and more complete picture of this approach, in

what concerns the description of the sets KP(µ), Ψ(µ) and KP∞(C).

The notion of key polynomial was first introduced by Mac Lane in [13] in order

to describe all the extensions of a rank one discrete valuation v on a field K to the

field of rational functions K(x). The main idea of these objects is the following.

For a given valuation µ ∈ V there might exist φ ∈ K[x] and η ∈ V such that

(2) µ(φ) < η(φ) and µ(f) ≤ η(f) for every f ∈ K[x].

If that happens we write µ < η. Key polynomials for µ are polynomials φ of

minimal degree satisfying property (2) (for a fixed η). Such polynomials allow us

to construct ordinary augmentations of µ (roughly speaking, these augmentations

are valuations η that are “minimal” among valuations satisfying (2)). By doing

this, one can construct a “tree” of valuations as follows: let V0 be the set of all

valuations on K(x) which are of the form (1). Each valuation µ0 ∈ V0 can be

augmented by using elements of KP(µ0). Denote by V1 the set of all valuations

obtained on this way. We can iterate this process and construct similar sets Vn for

every n ∈ N.

We can also consider stable limit valuations. Namely, consider an infinite family

of ordinary augmentations

µ0 −→ µ1 −→ . . . −→ µn −→

and suppose that for every f ∈ K[x] there exists nf ∈ N such that

µn(f) = µnf
(f) for every n ≥ nf .

Then the map µ(f) := µnf
(f) also defines a valuation on K(x). Denote the set of

all these valuations by V∞.

The main goal of Mac Lane’s work was to answer the following question:

Question 1.1. Is it true that

V =

(

⋃

n∈N0

Vn

)

∪ V∞?

Mac Lane showed that if vK is discrete of rank one, then the answer to the above

question is affirmative [13, Theorem 8.1].
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In order to prove a similar result for the case when vK is not discrete or has

larger rank, Vaquié introduced the notion of limit key polynomial. With this no-

tion, one can construct limit augmentations, which are the equivalent of ordinary

augmentation for increasing family of valuations that do not have a stable limit.

Vaquié showed in [26] that if one interacts the constructions using both, limit and

ordinary augmentations, then one can obtain the whole set V .

Abstract key polynomials were introduced in [8] and [21] (in [21] they are called

key polynomials). They are related to the ideas presented in [9] and [10]. These

objects are closely related to those presented by Mac Lane and Vaquié. The main

idea is that, instead of building a set of valuations (for instance, the sets Vn, n ∈

N0 ∪{∞} as before) and checking whether all the valuations in V are of such form,

abstract key polynomials allow us to determine the relevant polynomials in the

construction of a fixed element in V .

The above discussion illustrates the difference between the sets KP(µ) and Ψ(µ).

While the polynomials in KP(µ) allow us to find another valuation η for which

µ ≤ η, the elements in Ψ(µ) allow us to determine valuations ν such that ν ≤ µ.

For a given valuation-transcendental µ ∈ V we can fix an extension µ of µ to

K(x). Then µ is of the form (1) for some a ∈ K, δ ∈ Λ. The idea of using elements

of B to describe valuations comes from the fact that if (a, δ), (b, ǫ) ∈ K × Λ, then

va,δ(f) ≤ vb,ǫ(f) for all f ∈ K[x] ⇐⇒ δ ≤ ǫ and B(a, δ) ⊇ B(b, ǫ) .

Suppose that µ = (va,δ)|K[x] for some a ∈ K, δ ∈ Λ. The valuations η obtained

from key polynomials for µ have the property µ ≤ η. Hence, it is natural to try to

obtain KP(µ) from elements in B or B◦ contained in B(a, δ). On the other hand,

the valuations ν obtained from abstract key polynomials for µ satisfy ν ≤ µ. Hence,

it is natural to try to obtain Ψ(µ) from elements in B or B◦ containing B(a, δ).

Take any such ball B (containing or contained in B(a, δ)). A natural candidate

to be key polynomial or abstract key polynomial is the minimal polynomial of b

over K for some b ∈ B. However, this does not have to be the right object, since

there might be elements in B with arbitrary degree over K. Hence, we look for

minimal polynomials (over K) of elements of B whose degree over K is minimal.

The first main result of this paper (Theorem 4.2) tells us that Ψ(µ) is exactly

the set of all minimal polynomials of elements of minimal degree over K, belonging

to balls B ∈ B such that B ⊇ B(a, δ), where (va,δ)|K[x] ≤ µ. In Section 4.2, we

improve this result to obtain complete sets of abstract key polynomials for a given

µ, that do not have “redundant” elements.

The second set of results is presented in Section 5 and deals with key polynomials

for µ = (va,δ)|K[x]. The main result (Theorem 5.6) says that for c ∈ B(a, δ), the

minimal polynomial of c belongs to KP(µ) if and only if c has minimal degree over

K among all the elements in B◦(c, δ). An alternative way of seeing this is the

following. Let

B(a, δ) =
⊔

i∈I

B◦(ai, δ)
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be the partition of B(a, δ) as a disjoint union of open balls of radius δ. For each

i ∈ I, let KPi(µ) be the set of minimal polynomials of the elements in B◦(ai, δ) of

minimal degree over K. Then,

KP(µ) =
⋃

i∈I

KPi(µ).

We also present a criterion (Lemma 5.9) to determine when KPi(µ) = KPj(µ) for

different i, j ∈ I. One important tool used to prove the results in Section 5 is

Theorem 3.1, which can be seen as a “going-up” and “going-down” property for

valuations on K(x) (and their extensions to K(x)).

We also deal with limit key polynomials for a family C = {µi}i∈I of increasing

valuations in V . The first relevant result (Theorem 3.14) is that for each such

family, there exists another increasing family C = {µi}i∈I of valuations on K(x)

such that (µi)|K[x] = µi for every i ∈ I. In particular, if each µi is of the form vai,δi

for some ai ∈ K, δi ∈ Λ, then the balls {B(ai, δi)}i∈I form a descending chain, and

we can easily deduce (Theorem 6.2) that KP∞(C) is the set of minimal polynomials

over K of elements of minimal degree over K belonging to the ball

B :=
⋂

i∈I

B(ai, δi).

Finally, we use the results in this paper to obtain a Mac Lane–Vaquié chain for a

valuation in V (Theorem 7.2). This is done by using the construction of µ-optimal

ultrametric balls appearing in Section 4.2.

We emphasise that this paper was motivated by the results of [7], [18], [20] and

specially [27]. In particular, some of the results in this paper already appear (at

least in particular cases), or can be deduced from the results appearing there.

2. Preliminaries

Let V = V(v,Λ) be the tree of all Λ-valued extensions of v to the field K(x). We

identify every µ ∈ V with a valuation on the polynomial ring,

µ : K[x] −→ Λ ∪ {∞},

with trivial support; that is, µ−1(∞) = {0}. The residue field of (K, v) will be

denoted by Kv. The value group and residue field of µ will be denoted by Γµ and

kµ, respectively.

This set V has a partial ordering. For µ, η ∈ V , we define

µ ≤ η ⇐⇒ µ(f) ≤ η(f) for all f ∈ K[x].

We say that V is a tree because the intervals

(−∞, µ] = {ν ∈ V | ν ≤ µ}

are totally ordered for all µ ∈ V [2].

Any node µ ∈ V is (exclusively) of one of the following types:

• Value-transcendental: Γµ/vK is not a torsion group.
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• Residue-transcendental: the extension kµ/Kv is transcendental.

• Valuation-algebraic: Γµ/vK is a torsion group and kµ/Kv is algebraic.

We say that µ is valuation-transcendental if it is value-transcendental or

residue-transcendental. These are precisely the inner (non-maximal) nodes of V .

2.1. Key polynomials. The graded algebra of µ ∈ V is the integral domain

Gµ =
⊕

α∈Γµ
Pα/P+

α , where

Pα = {f ∈ K[x] | µ(f) ≥ α} ⊇ P+
α = {f ∈ K[x] | µ(f) > α}.

Every f ∈ K[x] \ {0} has a homogeneous initial coefficient inµ f ∈ Gµ, defined

as the image of f in Pµ(f)/P
+
µ(f) ⊆ Gµ.

Definition 2.1. A monic φ ∈ K[x] is a key polynomial for µ if (inµ φ)Gµ is a

homogeneous prime ideal containing no initial coefficient inµ f with deg f < degφ.

We denote by KP(µ) the set of all key polynomials for µ. These polynomials

are necessarily irreducible in K[x]. Let us recall a criterion for the existence of key

polynomials [14, Theorem 4.4], [15, Theorem 2.3].

Theorem 2.2. For every µ ∈ V the following conditions are equivalent.

(a) KP(µ) = ∅.

(b) Gµ is a simple algebra (all nonzero homogeneous elements are units).

(c) µ is valuation-algebraic.

(d) µ is a leaf (maximal node) of V.

Definition. Let µ ∈ V be valuation-transcendental. We define the degree of µ as

the smallest degree of the key polynomials for µ. We denote it by deg(µ).

The degree function preserves the ordering in V . If µ < ν are both valuation-

transcendental, then deg(µ) ≤ deg(ν) [2, Lemma 2.2].

On the set KP(µ) we consider the following equivalence relation:

f ∼µ g ⇐⇒ inµ f = inµ g ⇐⇒ µ(f − g) > µ(f).

Definition 2.3. Let µ, η ∈ V, with µ < η. We define the tangent direction of

µ determined by η as the set t(µ, η) of all monic polynomials φ ∈ K[x] of smallest

degree satisfying µ(φ) < η(φ).

The following basic properties of the set t(µ, η) are proved in [26, Theorem 1.15]

(see also [25, Lemma 5.3]) and [15, Corollaries 2.5 + 2.6].

Lemma 2.4. Let µ, η be valuations in V such that µ < η. Let φ ∈ t(µ, η).

(i) The polynomial φ belongs to KP(µ) and t(µ, η) = {χ ∈ KP(µ) | φ ∼µ χ}.

(ii) For all nonzero f ∈ K[x], we have

• µ(f) < η(f) ⇐⇒ inµ φ | inµ f in Gµ.

• µ(f) = η(f) =⇒ inη f is a unit in Gη.
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A tangent direction is a kind of “germ of augmentations” of µ. The following

result gives a precise meaning for this terminology.

Lemma 2.5. Let µ, η, ν ∈ V such that µ < η and µ < ν.

(i) t(µ, η) = t(µ, ν) if and only if (µ, η] ∩ (µ, ν] 6= ∅.

(ii) If t(µ, η) ∩ t(µ, ν) 6= ∅, then t(µ, η) = t(µ, ν).

Proof. Item (i) is proven in [2, Proposition 2.4]. Item (ii) is an immediate conse-

quence of Lemma 2.4,(i). �

2.2. Abstract key polynomials. For all s ∈ N, the s-th Hasse-Schmidt derivative

∂s on K[x] is defined by:

f(x+ y) =
∑

0≤s
(∂sf)y

s for all f ∈ K[x],

where y is another indeterminate.

Take µ ∈ V . If f ∈ K[x] is non-constant, we define

ǫµ(f) = max

{

µ(f)− µ(∂sf)

s

∣

∣

∣
s ∈ N

}

∈ Λ.

Let us recall [20, Prop. 3.1], which clarifies the meaning of this value.

Theorem 2.6. Let µ be an arbitrary extension to K[x] of some µ ∈ V. Then, for

every non-constant f ∈ K[x] we have

ǫµ(f) = max{µ(x− a) | a ∈ Z(f)},

where Z(f) is the set of roots of f in K.

We say that a ∈ Z(f) is an optimizing root of f if it satisfies ǫµ(f) = µ(x− a)

for some extension µ of µ to K[x].

Definition 2.7. A monic Q ∈ K[x] is said to be an abstract key polynomial

for µ if for every non-constant f ∈ K[x] we have

deg f < degQ =⇒ ǫµ(f) < ǫµ(Q).

We denote by Ψ(µ) the set of all abstract key polynomials for µ.

For every polynomial Q ∈ K[x] consider the truncated function µQ on K[x],

defined as follows on Q-expansions:

f =
∑

i≥0
fiQ

i, deg fi < degQ =⇒ µQ(f) = min{µ(fiQ
i) | i ≥ 0}.

For every abstract key polynomial Q, the truncated function µQ is a valuation

such that µQ ≤ µ [21, Proposition 2.6].

Lemma 2.8. [1, Corollary 2.22] Let µ ∈ V and let Q ∈ K[x] be a monic polynomial.

The following conditions are equivalent.

(i) Q ∈ Ψ(µ) and µQ = µ.

(ii) Q ∈ KP(µ) and has minimal degree in this set.
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2.3. Minimal pairs. Take (a, δ) ∈ K × Λ. The function va,δ defined in (1) is a

valuation on K[x], called monomial, admitting x − a as a key polynomial. For

any other pair (b, ǫ) ∈ K × Λ we have

va,δ = vb,ǫ ⇐⇒ δ = ǫ and b ∈ B(a, δ).

If δ and ǫ belong to Γ, then this condition is equivalent to B(a, δ) = B(b, ǫ).

It is well known that every valuation-transcendental µ ∈ V is the restriction of

va,δ to K[x] for some (a, δ) ∈ K ×Λ (see for example [3, 4, 6]). Moreover, we have

µ is residue-transcendental ⇐⇒ δ ∈ Γ,

µ is value-transcendental ⇐⇒ δ ∈ Λ \ Γ.

For every c ∈ K, let pK(c) ∈ K[x] be the minimal polynomial of c over K. For

every subset S ⊆ K, we denote

pK(S) = {pK(c) | c ∈ S} ⊆ K[x].

Also, consider the following notation

degK c := deg (pK(c))

degK S := min{degK c | c ∈ S}

MinK S := {c ∈ S | degK c = degK S}

The following definition comes from [5].

Definition 2.9. The pair (a, δ) ∈ K × Λ is called a minimal pair over K if

a ∈ MinK B(a, δ). In this case, we say that (a, δ) is a minimal pair of definition

of the valuation (va,δ)|K[x].

Let us recall a characterization of abstract key polynomials in terms of minimal

pairs which follows from the combination of [20, Theorem 1.1] and Lemma 2.8.

Theorem 2.10. Let µ ∈ V. Take a monic, irreducible Q ∈ K[x] and let a ∈ K be

an optimizing root of Q. Let δ = ǫµ(Q). Then,

(i) Q ∈ Ψ(µ) if and only if (a, δ) is a minimal pair.

(ii) Q ∈ KP(µ) and has minimal degree in this set if and only if (a, δ) is a

minimal pair of definition of µ.

2.4. Limit key polynomials. We consider now an increasing family C = {µi}i∈I ⊂

V . This means that I is a totally ordered set and for every i, j ∈ I, i < j, we have

µi < µj . A polynomial f is said to be C-stable if there exists i0 ∈ I such that

µi(f) = µi0(f) for every i ∈ I, i ≥ i0.

Otherwise, it is called C-unstable, in which case, we have

µi(f) < µj(f) for every i, j ∈ I with i < j.

Definition 2.11. A monic polynomial φ is called a limit key polynomial for C

if it is C-unstable and has the smallest degree among C-unstable polynomials.

We denote by KP∞(C) the set of all limit key polynomials for C.
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If all polynomials are C-stable, then KP∞(C) = ∅ and C determines a limit

valuation µ = limi∈I µi = lim(C) as follows:

(3) µ(f) := max{µi(f) | i ∈ I}.

In this case, we say that µ is the stable limit of C, and we define

deg(µ) := max{deg(µi) | i ∈ I}.

We agree that deg(µ) = ∞ if the right-hand set is unbounded.

A valuation µ ∈ V is the stable limit of some increasing family if and only if it

is valuation-algebraic [2, Proposition 4.1].

3. Lifting chains of valuations

Consider the tree V of all Λ-valued valuations on the field K(x), whose restriction

to K is v. We have a natural restriction map:

resK : V −→ V , µ 7−→ resK(µ) := µ|K[x].

Whenever we say that a valuation µ on K(x) is an extension of some µ ∈ V , we

mean that µ ∈ V and resK(µ) = µ; that is, µ is a common extension of µ and v.

The main goal of this section is to prove the following result.

Theorem 3.1. Let ν < µ ≤ η be valuations on K[x] and let µ be an extension of

µ to K[x]. Then, there exist extensions ν of ν, and η of η, to K[x] such that

ν < µ ≤ η.

Theorem 3.1 can be presented in two parts: “from large to small” and “from

small to large”. The “from large to small” part is easy and can be found in [19].

Lemma 3.2. [19, Lemma 2.8] Suppose that ν < µ in V and µ ∈ V is an extension

of µ. Then, there exists an extension ν ∈ V of ν such that ν < µ.

Thus, the real aim of this Section is to prove the “from small to large” part.

Theorem 3.3. Suppose that µ < η in V and µ ∈ V is an extension of µ. Then,

there exists an extension η ∈ V of η such that µ < η.

This result was proved by Vaquié in the particular situation in which (K, v) is

Henselian and η is an ordinary augmentation of µ [27, Thm. 3.18].

For the proof of Theorem 3.3, we will need some preliminary results.

3.1. Ubication of roots of key polynomials. For some pair (a, δ) ∈ K × Λ,

let µ = va,δ and µ = resK(µ). For every c ∈ K and f ∈ K[x], the following

equivalences were shown in [16, Lemma 2.4] and [27, Proposition 3.3], respectively:

(4)
inµ(x− c) is a unit in Gµ ⇐⇒ µ(x− c) < δ.

inµ f is a unit in Gµ ⇐⇒ inµ f is a unit in Gµ.
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As mentioned in Section 2.3, every valuation-transcendental µ ∈ V admits pairs

(a, δ) ∈ K ×Λ such that µ = resK(va,δ). All these pairs have a common value of δ.

Indeed, by Theorem 2.6, we have

µ = resK(va,δ) =⇒ δ = max
{

va,δ(x− c) | c ∈ K
}

= max (ǫµ(K[x])) .

This common “radius” δ will be denoted by δ(µ) := max (ǫµ(K[x])) from now on.

The following result gives some information about the possible “centers” a ∈ K.

Proposition 3.4. Let µ ∈ V be valuation-transcendental and denote δ = δ(µ).

Then, for every f ∈ K[x] the following conditions are equivalent.

(a) inµ f is not a unit in Gµ.

(b) There exists a ∈ Z(f) such that resK(va,δ) = µ.

(c) ǫµ(f) = δ.

Proof. Take any µ = vb,δ such that resK(µ) = µ.

Let us prove that (a) ⇒ (b). Suppose that inµ f is not a unit in Gµ. By (4),

inµ f is not a unit in Gµ. Hence, there exists a ∈ Z(f) such that inµ(x− a) is not a

unit in Gµ; thus, µ(x− a) = δ, again by (4). Hence, µ = va,δ.

The implication (b) ⇒ (c) follows immediately from Theorem 2.6.

Finally, let us show that (c) ⇒ (a). If ǫµ(f) = δ, then µ(x − a) = δ for some

a ∈ Z(f), by Theorem 2.6. By (4), we deduce that inµ(x − a) is not a unit in Gµ,

inµ f is not a unit in Gµ, and inµ f is not a unit in Gµ. �

Corollary 3.5. Let µ = resK(va,δ) for some (a, δ) ∈ K × Λ and g ∈ K[x] non-

constant. Then ǫµ(g) < δ ⇔ Z(g) ∩ B(a, δ) = ∅; moreover, if either one of these

conditions holds, then µ(g) = v(g(a)).

Roughly speaking, the corollary says that the value va,δ(g) is equal to the value

of g at the center a of the ball B(a, δ) precisely when g has no roots in B(a, δ).

More precisely, the value of g(b) is constant for every b contained in the ball B(a, δ).

Proof. Let µ = va,δ. If ǫµ(g) < δ then for every α ∈ Z(g) we have

v(a− α) = µ(a− x+ x− α) = µ(x− α) < δ

so Z(g) ∩ B(a, δ) = ∅. Conversely, if Z(g) ∩ B(a, δ) = ∅, then for every α ∈ Z(g)

we have

µ(x − α) = µ(x− a+ a− α) = v(a− α) < δ

For the last claim, it follows from above that we have

µ(g) =
∑

b∈Z(g)

µ(x − b) =
∑

b∈Z(g)

v(a− b) = v(g(a)).

�

Corollary 3.6. If µ < η in V are both valuation-transcendental, then δ(µ) < δ(η).

Proof. Take any χ ∈ t(µ, η). By Proposition 3.4, ǫµ(χ) = δ(µ). Since µ(χ) < η(χ)

and µ(f) = η(f) for all nonzero f ∈ K[x] of smaller degree, we conclude that

δ(µ) = ǫµ(χ) < ǫη(χ) ≤ δ(η). �
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3.2. Rigidity. The valuation v on K determines a henselization (Kh, vh) of (K, v).

In the Galois group G = Aut(K/K), consider the decomposition subgroup

D = {σ ∈ G | v ◦ σ = v} .

Let Ksep be the separable closure of K in K. The field Kh ⊆ Ksep is defined as

the fixed field of the restriction to Ksep of the decomposition group. The valuation

vh is just the restriction of v to Kh.

Let Vh = V(vh,Λ) be the tree of all Λ-valued extensions of vh to Kh(x). The

“rigidity theorem” [16, Thm. A] is essential for our purpose.

Theorem 3.7. The restriction mapping Vh → V, defined by ρ 7→ ρ|K[x], is an

isomorphism of posets.

The group D = Aut(K/Kh) has a natural action on K[x], just by acting on

the coefficients of the polynomials. Since v ◦ σ = v, for all σ ∈ D, we deduce the

following action on the valuation-transcendental nodes of V :

(5) va,δ ◦ σ
−1 = vσ(a),δ for all (a, δ) ∈ K × Λ, σ ∈ D.

Clearly, all pairs in the same D-orbit have the same restriction to Kh[x]. We deduce

from Theorem 3.7 and Proposition 3.4 the following criterion.

Proposition 3.8. Let a, b ∈ K and δ ∈ Λ. Then,

resK(va,δ) = resK(vb,δ) ⇐⇒ σ(b) ∈ B(a, δ) for some σ ∈ D.

Proof. By Theorem 3.7, we can assume that (K, v) is Henselian; under this assump-

tion, D is precisely the group Aut(K/K).

Suppose that resK(va,δ) = resK(vb,δ) and let f = pK(b). Since ǫµ(f) = δ by

Proposition 3.4, Theorem 2.6 shows that va,δ(x − σ(b)) = δ, for some σ ∈ D.

Hence, va,δ = vσ(b),δ and so δ ≤ v(a− σ(b)).

For the opposite implication, suppose that δ ≤ v(a−σ(b)) for some σ ∈ D. Then

va,δ = vσ(b),δ = vb,δ ◦ σ−1 (where the last equality holds by (5)). Hence, va,δ and

vb,δ have the same restriction to K[x]. �

Corollary 3.9. Let f ∈ KP(µ) for a valuation-transcendental µ ∈ V. The set of

optimizing roots of f is equal to Z(F ) for some irreducible factor F of f in Kh[x].

Proof. By Proposition 3.4, ǫµ(f) = δ(µ) because inµ f is a prime element in Gµ.

By Theorem 3.7, µ has a unique extension µh to Kh[x]. Thus, δ(µh) = δ(µ) is

the common radius of all the extensions of µ and µh to K[x].

By [17, Proposition 5.6], there is an irreducible factor F ∈ Kh[x] of f such that

inµh F ∈ KP(µh) and inµh(f/F ) is a unit in Gµh .

Hence, ǫµh(f/F ) < δ(µh) = δ(µ) = ǫµ(f) by Proposition 3.4 applied to µh. This

implies that no root of f/F is optimizing root of f . Thus, the optimizing roots of f

are all included in Z(F ). Since the decomposition group acts transitively on Z(F ),

Proposition 3.8 shows that all roots of F are optimizing roots of f . �
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We can summarize these arguments as follows.

Remark 3.10. Let µ ∈ V be valuation-transcendental. There are a finite number

of valuations va,δ on K[x] such that resK(va,δ) = µ. The decomposition group D

acts transitively on them. These valuations can be obtained from any f ∈ KP(µ)

as follows: take δ = ǫµ(f) and all a ∈ Z(F ), where F is the irreducible factor of f

in Kh[x] containing all optimizing roots of f .

Proposition 3.8 leads to the following useful reformulation of Proposition 3.4.

Proposition 3.11. Let f ∈ K[x] and µ = resK(va,δ) for some pair (a, δ) ∈ K×Λ.

Then, inµ f is not a unit in Gµ if and only if Z(f) ∩B(a, δ) 6= ∅.

Proof. If inµ f is not a unit in Gµ, then µ = resK(vb,δ) for some b ∈ Z(f), by

Proposition 3.4. By Proposition 3.8, σ(b) ∈ B(a, δ) for some σ ∈ D and, obviously,

σ(b) ∈ Z(f). Conversely, if b ∈ Z(f) ∩ B(a, δ), then vb,δ = va,δ and inµ f is not a

unit in Gµ, by Proposition 3.4. �

In the Henselian case, this result was proved in [27, Proposition 3.16]

3.3. Proof of Theorem 3.3 when η is valuation-transcendental. By Theorem

3.7, we may assume that (K, v) is Henselian. Denote δ = δ(µ) and δ′ = δ(η).

Take any φ ∈ KP(η) and any χ ∈ t(µ, η). Since inη φ is a prime element, it is not

a unit in Gη. Hence, the two statements of Lemma 2.4 (ii) show that µ(φ) < η(φ)

and inµ χ | inµ φ in Gµ. Since inµ χ is a prime element, inµ φ is not a unit in Gµ

either. By Proposition 3.4, µ = resK(va,δ) and η = resK(vb,δ′ ), for some a, b ∈ Z(φ).

Since φ is irreducible, we have b = σ(a) for some σ ∈ D.

The valuation η = va,δ′ has the properties we are looking for. By Corollary 3.6,

δ < δ′, so that µ < η. Finally, resK(η) = η by Proposition 3.8. �

The following result is a consequence of Theorem 3.3 and Proposition 3.8.

Corollary 3.12. Let µ, η ∈ V be valuation-transcendental such that µ = resK(va,δ)

and η = resK(vb,ǫ), for some pairs (a, δ), (b, ǫ) ∈ K × Λ. Then

µ ≤ η ⇐⇒ δ ≤ ǫ and σ(b) ∈ B(a, δ) for some σ ∈ D.

3.4. Lifting increasing families of valuations.

Definition 3.13. Let C = {µi}i∈I be an increasing family of valuations in V. We

say that an increasing family of valuations {µj}j∈J in V is an extension of C if

I = J and resK(µi) = µi for all i ∈ I.

Theorem 3.14. Let C = {µi}i∈I be an increasing family of valuations in V,

all of them valuation-transcendental. For a given i0 ∈ I, fix µi0
∈ V such that

resK(µi0
) = µi0 . Then, there exists an increasing family of valuations C = {µi}i∈I

in V extending C.
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Proof. By Theorem 3.7, we may assume that (K, v) is Henselian.

Consider the set F formed by pairs
(

J, {µj}j∈J

)

where i0 ∈ J ⊆ I and {µj}j∈J

is an increasing family of valuations extending {µj}j∈J . Define an ordering on F

in the obvious way:
(

J, {µj}j∈J

)

≤
(

J ′, {µ′
j}j∈J′

)

⇐⇒ J ⊆ J ′ and µj = µ′
j ∀j ∈ J.

We have
(

{i0}, {µi0
}
)

∈ F , so F 6= ∅. Moreover, it is easy to check that every

totally ordered subset of F admits a majorant (taking the union over the sets J ’s

in the family). Hence, by Zorn’s Lemma, F admits maximal elements. Let us show

that if Fmax =
(

J, {µj}j∈J

)

is maximal, then I = J . This will conclude the proof.

For all j ∈ J , write δj := δ(µj) and µj = vaj ,δj for some aj ∈ K. Suppose that

J 6= I and take i ∈ I \ J . Suppose that i < j for some j ∈ J . For each k ∈ J ,

k ≤ j, we have µk = vaj ,δk . Define µi = vaj ,δ(µi). Setting J ′ = J ∪ {i} we have
(

J ′, {µj}j∈J′

)

∈ F and
(

J, {µj}j∈J

)

<
(

J ′, {µj}j∈J′

)

and this is a contradiction to the maximality of Fmax in F .

Now, suppose that J < i. Consider any φ ∈ KP(µi). Then, inµi
φ is not a unit

in Gµi
and, as argued in the proof of Theorem 3.3, inµj

φ is not a unit in Gµj
either,

for all j ∈ J . By Proposition 3.11, each ball B(aj , δj) contains some root of φ.

Since φ has a finite number of roots and these balls form a descending chain, there

is some a ∈ Z(φ) belonging to the intersection of all these balls. The valuation

µi = va,δ(µi) restricts to µi by Proposition 3.4, and clearly satisfies µi > µj for all

j ∈ J . This contradicts the maximality of Fmax. �

3.5. Proof of Theorem 3.3 when η is valuation-algebraic. If η is valuation-

algebraic, then it is the stable limit η = limi∈I µi of some increasing family {µi}i∈I

of inner nodes in V . Since V is a tree and µ, µi < η, these valuations are comparable.

Now, µ > µi for all i would imply η = limi∈A µi ≤ µ, against our assumption. Thus,

there exists some i0 ∈ A such that µ < µi < η for all i ≥ i0.

By Theorem 3.3 for the valuation-transcendental case, there exists some µi0

extending µi0 such that µ < µi0
. Therefore, we can assume that µ = µi0 .

By Theorem 3.14, there exists an increasing family {µi}i≥i0 of valuations in V

extending the increasing family {µi}i≥i0 . Let µi = vai,δi for all i ≥ i0. We claim

that the corresponding ultrametric balls have empty intersection:
⋂

i≥i0
B(ai, δi) = ∅.

Indeed, suppose that a ∈ K belongs to B(ai, δi) for all i ≥ i0. This means v(a −

ai) ≥ δi, or equivalently, µi(x− a) = δi. Hence,

µi(x− a) = δi < δj = µj(x− a), for all j > i ≥ i0.

Hence, g := pK(a) satisfies µi(g) < µj(g) for all j > i ≥ i0, contradicting the fact

that {µi}i∈I has a stable limit.
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Therefore, {µi}i≥i0 has a stable limit η = limi≥i0 µi ∈ V [27, Thm. 3.23]. By

construction, µi < η for all i ≥ i0. On the other hand, for all f ∈ K[x] there is a

sufficiently large index j such that

η(f) = µj(f) = µj(f) = η(f),

so that resK(η) = η. �

4. Abstract key polynomials

For some µ ∈ V , let us fix an extension µ to K[x]. Let us describe a certain

chain B(µ) of balls ordered by decreasing inclusion, determined by µ.

If µ is valuation-transcendental, then µ = va,δ for some pair (a, δ) ∈ K × Λ. In

this case, we denote

B = B(µ) := {B ∈ B | B ⊇ B(a, δ)} .

If µ is valuation-algebraic, then it is the stable limit of some increasing family

C = {µi}i∈I . As we saw in Section 3.4, µ is the stable limit of some extension

{µi}i∈I of C to K[x]. For all i ∈ I, let µi = vai,δi and denote Bi = B(ai, δi). In

this case, we denote

B = B(µ) := {B ∈ B | B ⊇ Bi for some i ∈ I} .

4.1. Construction of all abstract key polynomials. The goal of this section

is to express all abstract key polynomials for µ as minimal polynomials of certain

centers of balls in B.

To this end, the following easy observation will be useful.

Lemma 4.1. Let Q be an abstract key polynomial for µ ∈ V. Suppose that µ < η

and µ(Q) = η(Q), for some η ∈ V. Then, Q is an abstract key polynomial for η.

Proof. By Lemma 2.8, Q ∈ KP(µQ) is a key polynomial of minimal degree for

µQ. Thus, degQ = deg(µQ) ≤ deg(µ). Hence, the key polynomials in t(µ, η) have

degree greater than or equal to degQ. By the definition of t(µ, η), we have

µ(f) = η(f) for all f ∈ K[x] such that deg f < degQ.

In particular, µ (∂sQ) = η (∂sQ) and µ (∂sf) = η (∂sf), for all s ∈ N. Therefore,

ǫη(f) = ǫµ(f) < ǫµ(Q) = ǫη(Q).

This proves that Q is an abstract key polynomial for η. �

Theorem 4.2. For every µ ∈ V we have

Ψ(µ) =
⋃

B∈B

pK (MinK B) .
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Proof. Let us first assume that µ is valuation-transcendental.

For any Q ∈ Ψ(µ), let δ′ = ǫµ(Q) and take an optimizing root c of Q; that is,

vb,δ(x− c) = δ′ ≤ δ, for some extension vb,δ of µ to K[x].

By Proposition 3.8, we have σ(b) ∈ B(a, δ) for some σ ∈ D. Hence,

B := B(σ(c), δ′) ⊇ B(σ(b), δ) = B(a, δ),

so that B ∈ B. Now, since σ(c) is an optimization root of Q too, Theorem 2.10

shows that σ(c) ∈ MinK B. This proves that

(6) Ψ(µ) ⊆
⋃

B∈B

pK (MinK B) .

For the converse, take any ball B ∈ B with B = B(a′, δ′) ⊇ B(a, δ). For

any c ∈ MinK B we claim that Q := pK(c) is an abstract key polynomial for µ.

Indeed, let us show that for every f ∈ K[x], the condition deg f < degQ implies

ǫµ(f) < ǫµ(Q).

Since a ∈ B, we have B = B(a, δ′). Since δ′ ≤ δ, for every b ∈ K we have

(7) b /∈ B ⇐⇒ v(b − a) < δ′ ⇐⇒ va,δ(x− b) < δ′.

Since c ∈ MinK B, the condition deg f < degQ implies that f has no root in

B. In particular, for every root b of f , we have va,δ(x − b) < δ′, by (7). Since

µ = resK(va,δ) and v(a− c) ≥ δ′, Theorem 2.6 shows that

ǫµ(f) < δ′ ≤ va,δ(x − c) ≤ ǫµ(Q)

and this concludes the proof.

Let us now deal with the valuation-algebraic case.

Let Q be an abstract key polynomial for µ. Since Q is an abstract key polyno-

mial for µQ, Lemma 4.1 shows that Q is an abstract key polynomial for µi for a

sufficiently large i ∈ I for which µQ < µi < µ.

By the valuation-transcendental case, Q = pK(c) for some c ∈ MinK B, for some

ball B containing Bi. Since B ∈ B, this proves the inclusion (6).

For the converse, take any ball B ∈ B with B ⊇ Bi for some i ∈ I, and take

Q = pK(c) for some c ∈ MinK B. Take j ∈ I, j > i, large enough to stabilize Q;

that is, µj(Q) = µ(Q). By the valuation-transcendental case, Q is an abstract key

polynomial for µj . By Lemma 4.1, Q is an abstract key polynomial for µ. �

Finally, let us recall [7, Theorem 5.3], which describes the balls associated to the

truncated valuation µQ, for every abstract key polynomial Q for µ.

Proposition 4.3. For any µ ∈ V, take Q = pK(c) for some c ∈ MinK B, for some

B ∈ B. If µ(x− c) = ǫµ(Q), then µQ = resK(vc,ǫµ(Q)).
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4.2. Construction of a complete set of abstract key polynomials. Consider

a set S ⊆ Ψ = Ψ(µ) of abstract key polynomials for µ. We say that S is complete

if for every f ∈ K[x] \K, there exists Q ∈ S such that

degQ ≤ deg f and µQ(f) = µ(f).

The existence of complete sets of abstract key polynomials was proved in [21], where

it is described too, how to construct some sort of “minimal” complete sets.

For all m ∈ N, let Ψm ⊆ Ψ be the subset of polynomials of degreem. A complete

set S can be constructed as follows. First, consider a pre-ordering on Ψ according

to the ǫµ-values:

Q ≤ Q′ ⇐⇒ ǫµ(Q) ≤ ǫµ(Q
′).

Then, inside each Ψm 6= ∅, take any totally ordered cofinal subset Sm ⊆ Ψm. We

then set S =
⋃

m Sm.

The aim of this section is to reinterpret these results in terms of ultrametric

balls. To this end, we introduce a relevant concept.

Lemma-Definition 4.4. We say that B = B(b, γ) ∈ B is a µ-optimal ball if it

satisfies the following equivalent conditions

(a) There exists c ∈ MinK B such that resK(vb,γ) = µQ, where Q = pK(c).

(b) There exists c ∈ MinK B such that ǫµ(Q) = γ, where Q = pK(c).

Proof. Let us show that (a) ⇒ (b). Since resK(vc,γ) = resK(vb,γ) = µQ, we have

γ = ǫµQ
(Q) by Theorem 2.6. On the other hand, ǫµ(Q) = ǫµQ

(Q).

Let us show that (b) ⇒ (a). Let ν = vb,γ . Since B ∈ B, we have ν ≤ µ. The

condition ǫµ(Q) = γ implies µ(x− c) ≤ γ, by Theorem 2.6. Since v(c− b) ≥ γ, we

deduce that γ = ν(x− c) ≤ µ(x− c). Therefore, µ(x− c) = γ and Proposition 4.3

shows that resK(vc,γ) = µQ. Since vc,γ = vb,γ , we are done. �

Let us denote the subset of all µ-optimal balls by

Bopt = Bopt(µ) ⊆ B.

For any µ-optimal B = B(b, γ) we define the set of optimal elements in B as:

Opt(B) := {c ∈ MinK B | ǫµ(Q) = γ, where Q = pK(c)}.

By Lemma-Definition 4.4, if B,B′ ∈ Bopt, we have

pK (Opt(B)) ∩ pK (Opt(B′)) 6= ∅ =⇒ B = B′,

because the two balls have the same radius.

For m ∈ N, we denote the subsets of those balls B such that degK B = m by

Bm ⊆ B, Bopt
m ⊆ Bopt.

Lemma 4.5. Let m ∈ N such that Bm 6= ∅. Then, Bopt
m is a cofinal family in Bm,

with respect to descending inclusion.
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Proof. Suppose that B = B(b, ǫ) ∈ Bm is not µ-optimal. Take any c ∈ MinK B and

let Q = pK(c), γ = ǫµ(Q). Clearly,

ǫ = vb,ǫ(x− c) ≤ µ(x − c) ≤ γ.

Since B in not µ-optimal, we have necessarily ǫ < γ. By Theorem 2.6, there exists

some c′ ∈ Z(Q) such that µ(x − c′) = γ. Consider the ball B′ := B(c′, γ). The

proof of the lemma will be complete if we show that B′ satisfies:

(8) B′ ∈ B and B ) B′.

Indeed, B ) B′ implies degK B ≤ degK B′. Since degK c′ = m, we deduce that

degK B′ = m and c′ ∈ MinK B′. Thus, B′ is µ-optimal because c′ satisfies the

condition (b) of Lemma-Definition 4.4.

Let us first prove (8) when µ is valuation-transcendental. In this case, B is the set

of closed balls containing B(a, δ), for some pair (a, δ) ∈ K × Λ such that µ = va,δ.

Since, B ⊇ B(a, δ), we have B = B(a, ǫ). Since va,δ(x − c′) = γ ≤ δ, we see that

v(a− c′) ≥ γ > ǫ.

Hence, c′ ∈ B and a ∈ B′; or equivalently, B ) B′ ⊇ B(a, δ). This proves (8).

Now, suppose that µ is valuation-algebraic. Then, µ is the stable limit of some

increasing family {µi}i∈I . For all i ∈ I, let Bi = B(ai, δi), where µi = vai,δi . We

may take i ∈ I large enough to have B ⊇ Bi and ǫµi
(Q) = ǫµ(Q), simultaneously.

Then, the above arguments show that B ) B′ ⊇ Bi. This proves (8) too. �

Corollary 4.6. If Bm has a last (smallest) ball B, then B is µ-optimal.

As a consequence of Lemma 4.5, we may strengthen Theorem 4.2 as follows.

Theorem 4.7. Let µ ∈ V. We can express Ψ(µ) as the disjoint union:

Ψ(µ) =
⋃

B∈Bopt

pK (Opt(B)) .

Now, it is easy to extract a minimal complete set of abstract key polynomials

for µ as follows. Consider the sequence of all degrees of the balls in B:

1 = m0 < m1 < · · · < mn < · · ·

This sequence is finite if deg(µ) is finite, the maximal degree being deg(µ) in

this case. The sequence is infinite only when µ is the stable limit of an increasing

family {µi}i∈I such that deg(µi) are unbounded.

We may split Ψ(µ) as the disjoint union
⋃

n Ψmn
. Take for each mn a cofinal

family of optimal balls of Bmn
. For each optimal ball B in this family, choose (only)

one element c ∈ Opt(B) and consider the abstract key polynomial pK(c).

Let Smn
⊆ Ψmn

be the family of abstract key polynomials obtained in this

way. Since the ǫµ-values of these abstract key polynomials are all different, the

family Smn
is totally ordered. Thus, S :=

⋃

n Smn
is a complete set of abstract key

polynomials for µ.
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5. Key polynomials

In this section, µ ∈ V is assumed to be valuation-transcendental; or equivalently,

KP(µ) 6= ∅ (Theorem 2.2). The first paper describing a relationship between balls

and key polynomials for µ was [25]. As first examples of such a relationship let us

quote the following facts.

Proposition 5.1. If µ = resK(va,δ) for some (a, δ) ∈ K × Λ, then

• Ψ(µ) ∩KP(µ) = pK (MinK B(a, δ)).

• KP(µ) ⊆ pK (B(a, δ)).

Proof. The first item is an immediate consequence of Theorem 2.10. The second

item follows from Proposition 3.11 and the fact that key polynomials for µ are

prime elements in the graded algebra Gµ. �

The next result is a useful way to characterize key polynomials for µ. It will be

the main tool used in this section.

Proposition 5.2. The set of key polynomials for µ is given by

KP(µ) =
⋃

µ<η

t(µ, η).

Remark 5.3. If we let the above union run through a set of representatives of the

tangent directions of µ, then this union is disjoint by Lemma 2.5. If µ = resK(va,δ)

for some (a, δ) ∈ K×Λ, we will show below that this disjoint union is in one-to-one

correspondence with the partition of the ball B(a, δ) into open balls of radius δ, up

to the action of the decomposition group.

Proof of Proposition 5.2. By Lemma 2.4, the set on the right hand side is contained

in the set on the left hand side. Take any φ ∈ KP(µ) and any γ ∈ Γ such that γ >

µ(φ). Consider the ordinary augmentation η = [µ; φ, γ], defined on φ-expansions

as

(9) η (f0 + f1φ+ . . .+ frφ
r) := min

0≤i≤r
{µ(fi) + iγ}.

Thus, µ(φ) < γ = η(φ) and µ(f) = η(f) for all f ∈ K[x] with deg(f) < deg(φ).

Consequently, φ ∈ t(µ, η) and this concludes the proof. �

Lemma 5.4. Take µ, η ∈ V such that µ < η. Let δ = δ(µ) and η = resK(vb,ǫ) for

some pair (b, ǫ) ∈ K × Λ. For all nonzero f ∈ K[x] we have

µ(f) < η(f) ⇐⇒ f admits a root in B◦(b, δ).

Proof. By Theorem 3.1, there exists a ∈ K such that resK(va,δ) = µ and va,δ < vb,ǫ.

It is easy to see that for any element c ∈ K we have

va,δ(x− c) < vb,ǫ(x− c) ⇐⇒ c ∈ B◦(b, δ).

Hence the result follows. �

As a corollary of Lemma 5.4, we obtain the following result.
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Corollary 5.5. Assume that µ = resK(va,δ). For a nonzero f ∈ K[x], there exists

a valuation η ∈ V such that µ < η and µ(f) < η(f) if and only if f admits a root

in B◦(b, δ) for some b ∈ B(a, δ).

Proof. Assume that µ(f) < η(f) for some µ < η in V . We can assume, without loss

of generality, that η is valuation-transcendental. By Theorem 3.1, there exists an

extension vb,ǫ of η such that va,δ < vb,ǫ. By the previous lemma, f admits a root

in B◦(b, δ); on the other hand, b ∈ B(a, δ).

The converse follows from Lemma 5.4 by taking η = resK(vb,v(c−b)), where c is

a root of f in B◦(b, δ) for some b ∈ B(a, δ). �

The next result is a characterization of polynomials of KP(µ) as minimal poly-

nomials of suitable elements of B◦.

Theorem 5.6. Assume that µ = resK(va,δ) for some (a, δ) ∈ K × Λ. Set

U = {c ∈ B(a, δ) | c ∈ MinK B◦(c, δ)}.

Then, KP(µ) = pK(U).

Proof. Take any valuation η such that µ < η. We can suppose that η is valuation-

transcendental. By Corollary 5.5, the elements f ∈ K[x] for which µ(f) < η(f) are

exactly those having a root in the ball B◦(b, δ) for some b ∈ B(a, δ).

Hence, every φ ∈ t(µ, η) has smallest degree among the polynomials having this

property. This and Proposition 5.2 show that

KP(µ) ⊆ pK(U).

Now, take any c ∈ U . In particular, c ∈ B(a, δ). Fix any δ′ > δ. Then, µ < η :=

resK(vc,δ′). By Lemma 5.4, every nonzero f ∈ K[x] such that µ(f) < η(f) has a

root in B◦(c, δ). Hence, deg f ≥ degK c. This shows that pK(c) ∈ t(µ, η) ⊆ KP(µ).

Therefore, pK(U) ⊆ KP(µ) and this concludes the proof. �

As an immediate consequence of the above result we obtain the following.

Corollary 5.7. Assume that µ = resK(va,δ) for some (a, δ) ∈ K × Λ. Let

(10) B(a, δ) =
⊔

i∈I

B◦(ai, δ)

be the partition of B(a, δ) as a disjoint union of open balls of radius δ. Then,

(11) KP(µ) =
⋃

i∈I

KPi(µ), KPi(µ) := pK (MinK B◦(ai, δ)) .

We keep the notation of Corollary 5.7.

Lemma 5.8. Take µ, η ∈ V such that µ < η. Assume that µ = resK(va,δ) for some

(a, δ) ∈ K × Λ and η = resK(vb,ǫ) for some b ∈ B(a, δ) and ǫ > δ. Let i ∈ I be

uniquely determined by B◦(b, δ) = B◦(ai, δ). Then

t(µ, η) = KPi(µ).
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Proof. By definition, f ∈ t(µ, η) if µ(f) < ν(f) and f has minimal degre with this

property. By definition, f ∈ KPi(µ) if it has a root in B◦(ai, δ) and f has minimal

degree with this property. By Lemma 5.4, both conditions are equivalent. �

Therefore, in the decomposition (11), if KPi(µ) ∩KPj(µ) 6= ∅ for some i, j ∈ I,

then KPi(µ) = KPj(µ). Let us see exactly which open balls can yield the same

set KPi(µ) = t(µ, η). We recall that two key polynomials f, g belong to the same

tangent direction of µ if and only if f ∼µ g (Lemma 2.4).

Lemma 5.9. Let f = pK(c), g = pK(d) be the key polynomials for µ associated to

c, d ∈ U . Then, f ∼µ g if and only if B◦(c, δ) = B◦(d, δ)σ for some σ ∈ D.

Proof. Suppose that B◦(c, δ) = B◦(d, δ)σ = B◦(σ(d), δ) for some σ ∈ D. Take

ǫ := v(c − σ(d)) > δ and η := res(vc,ǫ). By Lemma 5.8, f, g ∈ t(µ, η), so that

f ∼µ g by Lemma 2.4.

Conversely, suppose f ∼µ g and take some valuation-transcendental η on K[x]

such that µ < η and f, g ∈ t(µ, η). By Theorem 3.1, there exist b ∈ B(a, δ) and

ǫ ∈ Γ, ǫ > δ, such that η = res(vb,ǫ).

By Lemma 5.4, f and g have a root in B◦(b, δ). Let σ, τ ∈ D such that

σ(c), τ(d) ∈ B◦(b, δ). Then,

B◦(c, δ)σ = B◦(b, δ) = B◦(d, δ)τ .

This proves that B◦(c, δ) and B◦(d, δ) are conjugate under the action of D. �

Therefore, the tangent directions of µ are in one-to-one correspondence with the

decomposition (10), up to the action of D. By Lemma 2.5, the tangent directions

of µ parametrize the quotient set (V>µ) /∼, where ∼ is the equivalence relation:

ν ∼ η ⇐⇒ (µ, ν] ∩ (µ, η] 6= ∅.

For ν, η valuation-transcendental, this equivalence relation can be expressed as fol-

lows in terms of the decomposition (10). Let ν = res(vb,ǫ), η = res(vc,ǫ′) for some

b, c ∈ B(a, δ) and ǫ, ǫ′ > δ; then ν ∼ η if and only if the balls B◦(b, δ) and B◦(c, δ)

are conjugate under the action of D.

The value-transcendental case. If µ is value-transcendental, then the graded

algebra Gµ has a unique homogeneous prime ideal and KP(µ)/∼µ is a one-element

set [14, Theorem 4.2]. By Lemma 2.4, all tangent directions of µ coincide.

Therefore, the results of this section take a very simple form in this case. The

extensions of µ to K[x] are of the form va,δ with δ ∈ Λ \ Γ. Hence,

B(a, δ) = B◦(a, δ).

Thus, Theorem 5.6 and Corollary 5.7 are coherent with the fact that there is a

unique tangent direction of µ.
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6. Limit key polynomials

In this Section, we consider the problem of characterizing limit key polynomials

in terms of elements of B.

Let C = {µi}i∈I be an increasing family of valuations in V admitting no last

element. By Theorem 3.14, there exists an increasing family of valuations C =

{µi}i∈I in V extending C. Thus, for each i ∈ I we have µi = vai,δi , for some pair

(ai, δi) ∈ K × Λ. We obtain in this way a decreasing family of closed balls

{Bi}i∈I, Bi := B(ai, δi) ∈ B.

It is well known [27, Proposition 2.12] that

KP∞(C) 6= ∅ ⇐⇒
⋂

i∈I

Bi 6= ∅.

Let us reproduce a short proof of this result.

Proposition 6.1. Let B =
⋂

i∈I Bi. A polynomial f ∈ K[x] is C-unstable if and

only if Z(f) ∩B 6= ∅.

Proof. Take f ∈ K[x]. By Lemma 2.4,(ii) we have

f is C-unstable ⇐⇒ inµi
f is not a unit in Gµi

for all i ∈ I.

Now, Proposition 3.11 shows that the right hand side condition is equivalent to

Z(f) ∩Bi 6= ∅ for all i ∈ I. Since f has a finite number of zeros, this is equivalent

to Z(f) ∩B 6= ∅ too. �

As a consequence, we obtain a result for limit key polynomials which is coherent

with Theorem 4.2 for abstract key polynomials and Theorem 5.6 for key polynomi-

als.

Theorem 6.2. Let B =
⋂

i∈I Bi. Then, KP∞(C) = pK(MinK B).

Proof. We need only to consider objects of minimal degree satisfying the equivalent

conditions of Proposition 6.1. �

Remark 6.3. Given an increasing family C = {µi = (vai,δi)|K[x]} of valuations in

V as above such that the index set I is well-ordered, if we choose ai ∈ Bi so that

v(ai − aj) = δi for i < j, then E = {ai}i∈I is a pseudo-convergent sequence in K

(see [22] and also [6, p. 283] for this approach) and B is precisely the set of pseudo-

limits of E in K. The sequence E is either of algebraic type or of transcendental

type in the sense of Kaplansky ([11]), if either B is non-empty or not, respectively

([23, 24]). If B 6= ∅, then, by Proposition 6.1, the C-unstable polynomials f ∈ K[x]

are those having a root which is a pseudo-limit of E and, by Theorem 6.2, the

limit key polynomials for C are the minimal polynomials of some pseudo-limit of E

having minimal degree. If B = ∅ and thus every f ∈ K[x] is C-stable, by Corollary

3.5 for each such an f we have µi(f) = v(f(ai)) for all i ∈ I sufficiently large

and therefore µ = lim(C) as defined in (3) is precisely equal to the valuation vE
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associated to E, defined as vE(f) = v(f(ai)) for all i sufficiently large (see [23, 24]

for other relevant results regarding the valuation vE).

7. On Mac Lane–Vaquié chains

A Mac Lane-Vaquié chain (abbreviated MLV chain) of a given µ ∈ V is a

finite, or countably infinite, totally ordered sequence in V upper bounded by µ:

µ0 < µ1 < · · · < µn < · · · ≤ µ

satisfying the following conditions:

(MLV1) 1 = deg(µ0) < deg(µ1) < · · · < deg(µn) < · · · .

(MLV2) Each step µn−1 < µn is an augmentation of one of the following kinds:

• ordinary augmentation: µn = [µn−1; φn, γn], for some φn ∈ KP(µn−1) and

some γn ∈ Λ, γn > µn−1(φn) (see the definition in (9)).

• limit augmentation: there is a well-ordered increasing family Cn−1 =

{ρi}i∈In−1
of valuations of constant degree, such that µn−1 = min (Cn−1) and µn is

the limit augmentation: µn = [Cn−1; φn, γn], for some φn ∈ KP∞(Cn−1) and some

γn ∈ Λ, γn > ρi(φn) for all i ∈ In−1.

(MLV3) φn 6∈ t(µn, µ) for all µn < µ.

(MLV4) If µ is valuation-transcendental, then the sequence has µ as its last

valuation:

(12) µ0 < µ1 < · · · < µr = µ.

If µ is valuation-algebraic of finite degree, then the sequence has a last valua-

tion (say) µr−1 and there is a well-ordered increasing family Cr−1 of valuations of

constant degree, such that µr−1 = min (Cr−1) and µ is the stable limit of Cr−1:

(13) µ0 < µ1 < · · · < µr−1 < µ = lim ( Cr−1) .

If µ is valuation-algebraic of infinite degree, then the sequence is infinite and

µ = limn∈N µn is the stable limit of the sequence.

The existence of such chains was proved by Mac Lane in the discrete rank-one

case, and by Vaquié in the general case [13, 26]. Their relevance lies in the fact

that they contain intrinsic information about µ. For instance, in [15, Section 4] it

is proved that the following data are common to all MLV chains of the same µ:

• The length of the chain, called the depth of µ. A valuation µ as in (12) or

(13) has depth r, while a valuation-algebraic µ of infinite degree has infinite depth.

• The sequence of degrees 1 = deg(µ0) < deg(µ1) < · · · < deg(µn) < · · · .

• The type, ordinary or limit, of each augmentation µn−1 < µn.

• The valuations µn such that µn < µn+1 is an ordinary augmentation.
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The conditions (MLV1), (MLV2) and (MLV4) are sufficient to derive these “unic-

ity” results. The condition (MLV3) is equivalent to

µn(φn) = γn = µ(φn) for all n.

This implies that all nodes of the chain, except for (eventually) µ, are residue-

transcendental.

The goal of this section is to show that a MLV chain for µ can be read directly

in the descending family Bopt = Bopt(µ) of µ-optimal ultrametric balls, associated

to any extension µ of µ to K[x] in Section 4.2.

We need a well-known auxiliary observation. For the ease of the reader we give

a short proof of it.

Lemma 7.1. Let ν, µ be valuations on K[x] such that ν < µ. Let φ ∈ KP(µ) be a

key polynomial for µ of minimal degree.

(i) If φ ∈ t(ν, µ), then µ = [ν; φ, µ(φ)].

(ii) Suppose that ν is the initial valuation of an increasing family C = {ρi}i∈I

such that ρi < µ for all i ∈ I. If φ ∈ KP∞(C), then µ = [C; φ, µ(φ)].

Proof. In case (i), we may consider the ordinary augmentation µ′ = [ν; φ, µ(φ)],

because φ ∈ t(ν, µ) ⊆ KP(ν) and ν(φ) < µ(φ). In case (ii), we may consider the

limit augmentation µ′ = [C; φ, µ(φ)], because φ ∈ KP∞(C) and ρi(φ) < µ(φ) for all

i ∈ I. In both cases, µ′ = µ because both valuations coincide on φ-expansions. �

Let us recall the definition of Bopt. If µ is valuation-transcendental and µ = va,δ,

then the balls B ∈ Bopt are µ-optimal and satisfy B ⊇ B(a, δ). On the other

hand, if µ is valuation-algebraic and µ = limi∈I vai,δi , then the balls B ∈ Bopt are

µ-optimal and satisfy B ⊇ B(ai, δi) for some i ∈ I.

Notation. For each B = B(b, ǫ) ∈ Bopt, denote µB = resK(vb,ǫ).

Consider the sequence of degrees over K of all balls in Bopt:

(14) 1 = m0 < m1 < · · · < mn < · · ·

Denote by Bopt
mn

⊆ Bopt the subset of balls of degree mn over K.

Theorem 7.2. For each n ∈ N0 with Bopt
mn

6= ∅, take a well-ordered cofinal family

Bmn
⊆ Bopt

mn
with respect to descending inclusion, such that:

Bmn
= {B} whenever Bopt

mn
has a last ball B.

Take µn := µBn
, for each Bn := min (Bmn

). Then, the chain

µ0 < µ1 < · · · < µn < · · ·

is a Mac Lane-Vaquié chain of µ.
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Proof. By Theorem 4.7 and Lemma-Definition 4.4, for each ball Bn there exists

c ∈ MinK Bn such that φn := pK(c) is an abstract key polynomial for µ satisfying

µn = µφn
. By Lemma 2.8, φn is a key polynomial of minimal degree of µn, so that

mn = degK Bn = degφn = deg(µn). Thus, the chain satisfies (MLV1) because the

sequence of degrees of the valuations µn coincides with the sequence (14).

Consider any µn−1 < µn such that Bmn−1
= {B}. Since B ) Bn, Theorem 5.6

and Lemma 5.8 show that φn ∈ t(µn−1, µn). By Lemma 7.1, µn is the ordinary

augmentation [µn−1; φn, γn], where γn = µφn
(φn) = µ(φn).

Consider any µn−1 < µn such that Bmn−1
= {Bi}i∈In−1

is infinite. Then,

Cn−1 := {µBi
}i∈In−1

is an increasing family of valuations of constant degree, with

µn−1 = min (Cn−1). Since Bi ) Bn for all i ∈ In−1, Theorem 6.2 shows that

φn ∈ KP∞(Cn−1). By Lemma 7.1, µn = [Cn−1; φn, γn], for γn = µφn
(φn) = µ(φn).

This proves that the chain satisfies (MLV2) and (MLV3).

If µ is valuation-transcendental and µ = va,δ, then the last ball B(a, δ) of B(µ)

is µ-optimal (Corollary 4.6). Hence, if deg(µ) = mr, we have Bmr
= {B(a, δ)} and

µr = µφr
= resK(va,δ) = µ, by Lemma-Definition 4.4.

Finally, suppose that µn−1 < µ and Bmn−1
= {Bi}i∈I satisfies

⋂

i∈I Bi = ∅.

Let Cn−1 := {µBi
}i∈I . By Proposition 6.1, Cn−1 has a stable limit. Since ν :=

lim ( Cn−1) is valuation-algebraic and ν ≤ µ, we have ν = µ by Theorem 2.2. �

Remark. In the Henselian case, Vaquié showed as well, how to derive an MLV

chain of a valuation-transcendental µ = resK(va,δ), directly from the balls contain-

ing B(a, δ) [27, Section 4].

References
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ton Lúıs, 235, 13565–905, São Carlos -SP, Brazil

Email address: josnei@ufscar.br

Dipartimento di Matematica “Tullio Levi-Civita”, Università Degli Studi di Padova,
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