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Abstract. Let K be a field of positive characteristic with no algebraically
closed subfield. Let F be a function field over K and t ∈ F transcendental
over K. Refining a result of Eisenträger and Shlapentokh [ES17], we show
that there is no algorithm which, on input a polynomial f ∈ Z[t][X1, . . . , Xn],
determines whether f has a zero in Fn. To this end, we revisit and partially
extend several recent results from the literature on existential definability in
function fields.

1. Introduction

Give a computer any multivariate polynomial with integer coefficients f ∈
Z[X1, . . . , Xn], and it can tell you whether or not it has a zero in Rn - at least,
given enough time and computational resources. This follows from Tarski’s foun-
dational work around 1950, in which he developed a decision procedure for ques-
tions on the arithmetic of the field of real numbers R [Tar51]. Later work by
Ax and Kochen yielded a similar decision procedure for the arithmetic of fields
of p-adic numbers; in particular, for any prime number p, one can decide algo-
rithmetically whether polynomials with integer coefficients have a zero over Qp

[AK66] (see also the earlier work of Nerode on Zp [Ner63]).
It is believed that the situation may look very differently when replacing the

field of real numbers R with a number field, like the field of rational numbers Q.
But while it has been known since the work of Robinson (building on Gödel’s
Incompleteness Theorems) that the full first-order of the field Q (or any number
field) is undecidable [Rob49; Rob65], we still do not know whether the same holds
for its positive-existential theory, i.e. whether there can be an algorithm which
can determine the solvability of polynomial equations over Q.
Unable for now to answer this question for number fields, we might turn our

attention to their positive-characteristic counterparts: global function fields. For
example, denoting for a field K by K(t) the rational function field over K, we
may ask:
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Question 1.1. Let K be a finite field. Does there exist an algorithm which, upon
being given as input a natural number n ∈ N and f ∈ Z[X1, . . . , Xn], decides
whether there exists x ∈ K(t)n such that f(x) = 0?

This question, too, remains unresolved to this day. Anscombe and Fehm re-
cently established a positive answer to a variant of Question 1.1, with K(t) re-
placed by the field of formal Laurent series K((t)) [AF16], whereas Tyrrell-Nic
Dhonncha proved undecidability of a slightly more general decision problem in
[TND25].

So far, we have only discussed solvability of polynomial equations with integer
coefficients. We can replace the ring of integers Z by a more general commutative
ring R, but before we can sensibly phrase questions about algorithms taking
elements of R as input, we need to fix a recursive presentation of R. In this
paper, we will restrict our attention to the situation where R is finitely generated.
In this case, R naturally has a recursive presentation and any two recursive
presentations of R are equivalent (see for example [ST99, Section 2], where this
property is called computable stability), whence one can unambiguously speak
about algorithms which take a polynomial f ∈ R[X1, . . . , Xn] as input. Given
a commutative ring K endowed with a morphism R → K (often implicit when
clear from the context), let us say that Th∃(K,R) is decidable if there exists an
algorithm which, upon receiving as input n ∈ N and f ∈ R[X1, . . . , Xn], decides
whether there exists x ∈ Kn with f(x) = 0. Otherwise, we say that Th∃(K,R)
is undecidable. The results we discussed so far can be summarised by saying
that Th∃(R,Z), Th∃(Qp,Z) and Th∃(Fp((t)),Z) are decidable, and Question 1.1
asks whether the same holds for Th∃(Fp(t),Z). In the literature, the question of
decidability of Th∃(K,R) is often referred to as Hilbert’s Tenth Problem over K
(with coefficients in R): indeed Hilbert had asked for a decision algorithm for
Th∃(Z,Z), but the work of Davis, Putnam, Robinson and Matiyasevich showed
that Th∃(Z,Z) is undecidable [Mat70].

In contrast to the open Question 1.1, there is the following result, established
first by Pheidas in odd characteristic and later by Videla in characteristic 2:

Theorem 1.2 (Pheidas [Phe91], Videla [Vid94]). Let K be a finite field. Then
Th∃(K(t),Z[t]) is undecidable.

The methods of Pheidas and Videla were scrutinized and generalized in subse-
quent works, first by Kim and Roush to rational function fields over certain infi-
nite base fields [KR92b], and then by the works of Shlapentokh and Eisenträger,
first to arbitrary global function fields [Shl96; Eis03], then to more general func-
tion fields of positive characteristic, eventually leading to the following conclusion.
A finitely generated transcendental field extension F/K is called a function field.

Theorem 1.3 (Eisenträger-Shlapentokh, [ES17]). Let K be a field of character-
istic p > 0 not containing an algebraically closed subfield. Let F/K be a function
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field. There exists a finitely generated subring R of F such that Th∃(F,R) is
undecidable.

The proof of Theorem 1.3 implicitly constructs the finitely generated ring R,
but leaves open to what degree the result depends on this specific choice of this
ring of coefficients. In this paper, we revisit this result, and show that one can
take for R any subring of F containing a transcendental element:

Theorem 1.4 (see Theorem 6.3). Let K be a field of characteristic p > 0 not
containing an algebraically closed subfield. Let F/K be a function field and let
t ∈ F be transcendental over K. Then Th∃(F,Z[t]) is undecidable.

The motivation for this is two-fold. Firstly, we must remark that in general,
the decidability of Th∃(K,R) really may change when the ring R is replaced by
another finitely generated ring. For example, Th∃(R(t),Z) is decidable (one may
take exactly the same decision algorithm as for Th∃(R,Z)), but Th∃(R(t),Z[t])
is undecidable [Den78]; this gives an indication that Theorem 1.2 may not tell
us that much about what the answer to Question 1.1 should be. Perhaps even
more surprisingly, while Th∃(R,Z) is decidable, this is no longer the case when a
general real number is added to the ring of coefficients, as the following example
(pointed out by Philip Dittmann) illustrates.

Example 1.5. Let r be an uncomputable real number. Then Th∃(R,Z[r]) is un-
decidable. Indeed, by definition of an uncomputable real number, there can be
no algorithm which decides whether for given non-zero a, b ∈ Z one has a

b
≤ r,

but the relation a
b
≤ r is equivalent to the polynomial X2 − br + a ∈ Z[r][X]

having a root in R.
This shows that Theorem 1.4 strengthens Theorem 1.3 in a non-trivial way.
Our second motivation is methodological. While at a high level our proof

technique follows that of [Phe91; Vid94; Shl96; ES17], we deviate from their
arguments in some key ways. Furthermore, as will be clear from the outline
below, several intermediate definability results can be proven for function fields
over arbitrary base fields, and as such may in the future help to establish new
(un)decidability results for function fields as well. We mention the following open
question in this context, complementary to Question 1.1. Here, Fp denotes the
algebraic closure of Fp.

Question 1.6. Is Th∃(Fp(t),Z[t]) decidable?

Here, one may remark that undecidability of Th∃(Fp(t1, t2),Z[t1, t2]) was shown
by Kim and Roush for p > 2 [KR92a], later generalized to include finite extensions
of Fp(t1, t2) as well by Eisenträger [Eis12]. Recently Becher, Dittmann and the

author obtained more examples of function fields F/K where K contains Fp and
Th∃(F,R) is shown to be undecidable for some well-chosen ring of coefficients R
[BDD25], relying partially on the type of reduction techniques discussed in the
present paper.
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We now give an outline of the structure and some of the main ideas of this
paper. We shall find it convenient to use the framework of first-order logic. Thus,
in Section 2, the main tools we will need are briefly recalled.

We will then give a proof of the following existential definability result, which
sharpens the main result of [ES17, Section 5]. Here, Lring denotes the first-order
language of rings (see Section 2 for a definition).

Theorem 1.7 (see Corollary 4.5). Let K be a field of characteristic p > 0,
F/K a function field, t ∈ F any element transcendental over K. There exists a
positive-existential Lring-formula π(x, y, z) such that for all f, g ∈ F one has

F |= π(f, g, t) ⇔ ∃s ∈ N : f = gp
s

.

The formula π in the above Theorem depends on the specific field F only via an
upper bound on the genus and some n ∈ N for which t1/p

n ̸∈ F , see Theorem 4.3
for a precise statement.

While our proof of Theorem 1.7 shares ideas with the one given in [ES17],
it actually follows closely that of Pasten’s [Pas17, Theorem 1.5], where Theo-
rem 1.7 is shown in the case p > 2 under a mildly stronger hypothesis on t. In
Section 3 we thus develop the algebraic background specifically for the case p = 2,
which caused issues in the proof of [Pas17, Theorem 1.5]. In Section 4 we prove
Corollary 4.5 for arbitrary p > 0, essentially redoing the proof of [Pas17].

In Section 5, we explain how the aforementioned result reduces the problem
of establishing undecidability of Th∃(F,R) for a function field F to showing
the positive-existential definability of a valuation-like predicate in the language
of rings. This idea goes back to [Phe91] and was even already analyzed more
abstractly in [Shl96, Lemma 1.5] and [PZ00, Section 2], see also [ES17, Section
2]. We include it here in our set-up for the reader’s convenience, and to emphasize
the (in)dependence of specific parameters.

Finally, in Section 6 the proof of Theorem 1.4 is completed by proving the
positive-existential definability of the valuation-like predicate for function fields
over fields of characteristic p > 0 not containing an algebraically closed base field
(Theorem 6.2). Here we deviate substantially from the presentation of [ES17]
and instead take inspiration from [Dit18], although several additional delicate
reductions are needed to prevent the introduction of new parameters.
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rem 4.3 and some of the methodological ideas used in Section 6, for providing
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The author gratefully acknowledges financial support from Research Founda-
tion - Flanders (FWO), fellowship 1208225N.
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2. Preliminaries on definability

We will phrase some of our results using the language of first-order logic. We
refer to [EFT94, Sections II and III] for an introduction to first-order logic, and
will only establish some notation and conventions here.

Consider a first-order language L, consisting of a set of constant symbols, and
for each natural number n ≥ 1, a set of n-ary function symbols and a set of n-ary
relation symbols (all these sets together form what is called the symbol set of the
language in [EFT94, p. 14]). An L-structure A consists of a set A (the domain
of A), for each constant symbol c of L an element cA of A, for each n-ary relation
symbol R of L an n-ary relation RA ⊆ An, and for each n-ary function symbol F
of L an n-ary function FA : An → A. In practice, we shall often abuse notation
and use the same letter for a structure and its domain when there is little risk of
confusion.

When introducing an L-formula φ, we may write φ(x1, . . . , xn) for distinct
variable symbols x1, . . . , xn to indicate that no variable other than x1, . . . , xn
occurs freely in φ, and to fix an order of these variables. When t1, . . . , tn are
L-terms (like variable symbols or constant symbols), we may then later write
φ(t1, . . . , tn) to mean the L-formula obtained by substituting each free occurrence
of xi by ti (as described in [EFT94, Section III.8]).
An L-formula without free variables is called an L-sentence. Given an L-

structure A and an L-sentence φ, we write A |= φ to mean that φ is satisfied in
A (as defined in [EFT94, Section III.3]).

A positive-existential L-formula is a formula which is logically equivalent to a
formula of the form ∃x1 . . . ∃xnψ where ψ is a positive quantifier-free L-formula,
i.e. a formula built up from atomic formulas using disjunction (∨) and conjunction
(∧), but no negation. One sees that a finite conjunction or disjunction of positive-
existential L-formulas is again a positive-existential L-formula.
Given an L-structure R, some n ≥ 1 and a set S ⊆ Rn, we say that an

L-formula φ(x1, . . . , xn) defines S if

S = {(a1, . . . , an) ∈ Rn | R |= φ(a1, . . . , an)}.

We will say that S is L-definable if it is definable by an L-formula. If this
formula can be chosen to be positive-existential, we call S positive-existentially
L-definable.

When R is an L-structure and S ⊆ R a subset, we denote by L(S) the first-
order language which expands L by a new constant symbol cr for each r ∈ S,
and we interpret cRr = r. We shall again often abuse notation and just write r
instead of cr.
We denote by Lring the first-order language of rings, consisting of binary opera-

tion symbols +,−, · and constant symbols 0, 1, and we will always interpret fields
as Lring-structures in the obvious way. In fact, all Lring-structures which we will
consider will be fields. Given polynomials F,G ∈ Z[X1, . . . , Xn], we may find an



6 NICOLAS DAANS

atomic Lring-formula ϕF,G(x1, . . . , xn) such that for any fieldK and a1, . . . , an ∈ K
we have F (a1, . . . , an) = G(a1, . . . , an) if and only if K |= ϕF,G(a1, . . . , an). As
the precise choice of this ϕF,G does not matter as long as we only ever evaluate
the formula in fields, we will simply write F = G for any such choice of formula
ϕF,G.

We record for later use the following lemma about deducing positive-existential
definability of subsets of fields from positive-existential definability of subsets of
finite field extensions. It is a variant of a well-known reduction trick; we spell
out a specific version of it given our heightened focus on keeping track of used
constant symbols.

Lemma 2.1. Consider an arbitrary field extension L/K and a finite normal
field extension N/K. Let M be a common overfield of L and N over K which is
generated by L ∪ N . If S ⊆ Mn is positive-existentially Lring(K)-definable over
M , then S ∩ Ln is positive-existentially Lring(K)-definable over L.

Proof. Consider D = L ⊗K N , and denote by Dred its reduction (i.e. quotient
modulo the nilradical). We observe the following properties:

(1) Under the inclusion N → D : x 7→ 1⊗ x, a K-basis of N gets mapped to
an L-basis of D. In particular, D is a finite-dimensional L-algebra, and it
has a basis whose structure constants all lie in K.

(2) There exists k ∈ N such that every nilpotent element a of D satisfies
ak = 0.

(3) There is a subset G ⊆ Aut(N/K) and a well-defined L-isomorphism Φ :
Dred →MG : such that Φ(a⊗ x) = (aσ(x))σ∈G for all a ∈ L, x ∈ N .

The first property is immediate from standard properties of the tensor product.
The second property follows because D is artinian and hence the nilradical is
nilpotent (see e.g. [AM69, Proposition 8.4]).

For the third property: as Dred is a reduced artinian ring, it is isomorphic as an
L-algebra to a finite product of field extensions of L, obtained by considering all
quotients of Dred modulo maximal ideals. Clearly at least one of these quotients
is equal to M , but since N/K is normal, Aut(N/K) acts transitively on the
spectrum of Dred, from which the desired statement follows.

Now consider a positive-existential Lring(K)-formula φ(x1, . . . , xn) such that
S = {(b1, . . . , bn) ∈Mn |M |= φ(b1, . . . , bn)}. We observe that

S ∩ Ln = {(b1, . . . , bn) ∈ Ln | Dred |= φ(b1 ⊗ 1, . . . , bn ⊗ 1)}.

Indeed, in view of the L-isomorphism Dred ∼= MG from (3), there clearly exist
L-homomorphisms Dred →M and M → Dred, and validity of positive-existential
formulas is preserved under homomorphisms.

The positive-existential Lring(K)-definability of S ∩ Ln in L then follows via
the usual quantifier-free interpretation of the finite-dimensional algebra D (as
Lring(K)-structure) in L (as Lring(K)-structure), and the fact that there exists a
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natural number k such that every nilpotent element a ∈ D satisfies ak = 0 (so
for a, b ∈ D we have a = b in Dred if and only if (a− b)k = 0 in D). □

Finally, consider a finite language L (i.e. with a finite symbol set). We can
naturally enumerate the set of positive-existential L-sentences. Hence, given an
L-structure R, we can ask whether the positive-existential theory of R is decidable,
i.e. whether there can be an algorithm which takes as input a positive-existential
L-sentence φ and outputs YES if R |= φ and NO otherwise. See [End77; Rab77]
for background on (un)decidable theories.

When K is a field and R either a finitely generated subring or a finitely gener-
ated subfield of K, say with generators r1, . . . , rn, then every positive-existential
Lring(R)-sentence can be effectively transformed into an equivalent (with respect
to the validity in K) positive-existential Lring({r1, . . . , rn})-sentence, by replac-
ing constant symbols from R by polynomial (respectively rational) expressions
in r1, . . . , rn, and possibly clearing denominators afterwards. We say that the
positive-existential Lring(R)-theory of K is decidable if the positive-existential
Lring({r1, . . . , rn})-theory of K is decidable, in the sense explained in the previ-
ous paragraph. As alluded to in the Introduction, this does in fact not depend
on the choice of generators for R (see [ST99, Section 2]). Furthermore, it corre-
sponds precisely to what was called decidability of Th∃(K,R) in the Introduction:
indeed, given a positive-existential Lring(R)-sentence φ, one can effectively find
a polynomial defined over R with the property that K |= φ if and only if the
polynomial has a zero over K (see for example [DDF21, Remark 3.4]).

3. Function fields in characteristic 2

In this section, we will consider function fields in one variable F/K, i.e. finitely
generated field extensions of transcendence degree 1. We will consider the genus
of such function fields, as defined in [Che63, Chapter II].

Function fields in one variable over K arise as the function fields of integral
algebraic curves over K; we write K(C) for the function field of an integral curve
C defined over K. If K is perfect, then every function field in one variable over
K is the function field of a smooth projective curve over K [Liu02, Proposition
7.3.13, in view of Corollary 4.3.33].

Our general reference in this section for background on smooth curves over
perfect fields will be [Sil09]. Given such a smooth projective curve C over a
field K, we will consider elements of K(C) as rational maps C → P1

K where P1
K

is the projective line over K. Elements of K(C) which induce constant maps
correspond to elements which are algebraic over K. We will also consider the
genus of such curves as described in [Sil09, Section II.5]. The genus of a function
field in one variable over a perfect base field is equal to the genus of any smooth
projective curve of which it is the function field (see [Sti09, Appendix B.10]).
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For integers g, d and p, define

M(g, d, p) =

1

d

4g+ 12 + 8

⌈(d−1)/2⌉∑
j=1

pj

 .
The following statement was shown in [Pas17, Theorem 1.6].

Theorem 3.1. Let g ≥ 0 and d ≥ 1 be integers and let p > 2 be prime. Set
M =M(g, d, p).
Let K be a field of characteristic p and let F be a function field in one variable

of genus at most g defined over K. Let F1, . . . , FM ∈ Fp[X] be pairwise coprime
irreducible polynomials of degree d. Let f, g ∈ F not both constant. The following
are equivalent:

• There is s ≥ 0 such that f = gp
s
or g = fps.

• For all j = 1, . . . ,M there exists hj ∈ F with Fj(f)Fj(g) = h2j .

The goal of this section is to prove the following variation for p = 2.

Theorem 3.2. Let g ≥ 0 and d ≥ 1 be integers. Set M =M(g, d, 2).
Let K be a field of characteristic 2 and let F be a function field in one variable

of genus at most g defined over K. Let F1, . . . , FM ∈ F2[X] be pairwise coprime
irreducible polynomials of degree d. Let f, g ∈ F not both constant. The following
are equivalent:

• There is s ≥ 0 such that f = g2
s
or g = f 2s.

• For all j = 1, . . . ,M there exists hj ∈ F with Fj(f)+Fj(g) = Fj(f)Fj(g)(h
2
j+

hj).

For a field K of characteristic 2, let us denote the set of Artin-Schreier elements

a(K) = {h2 + h | h ∈ K}.
We gather some basic observations in the following lemma, each of which is
verified easily.

Lemma 3.3. Let K be a field of characteristic 2. We have that

• 0 ∈ a(K), and if x, y ∈ a(K), then also x+ y ∈ a(K),
• for x ∈ K, we have x ∈ a(K) if and only if x2 ∈ a(K),
• if v is any Z-valuation on K and x ∈ a(K), then either v(x) ≥ 0 or v(x)
is even.

Lemma 3.4. Let K be an algebraically closed field of characteristic 2. Let C be
a smooth projective curve of genus g over K and f ∈ K(C) = F non-constant.
Let F1, . . . , Fr ∈ k[X] be separable, pairwise coprime polynomials of degree d. If
Fj(f)

−1 ∈ a(F ) for each 1 ≤ j ≤ r, then r < 1
d
(4 + 4g).

Proof. The proof idea is exactly as in [Pas17, Lemma 2.2]. Since Fj(f)
2 = Fj(f

2)
and in view of Lemma 3.3, we may without loss of generality assume that f is not
a square in F . Consequently, f : C → P1

K is a separable non-constant morphism.
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Denote by q1, . . . , qn the different roots of the polynomials Fj; by assumption
we have n = rd. For a closed point p ∈ C, denote by ef (p) the ramification index
of p under f . We compute that

r∑
j=1

#(Fj(f))
−1(0) =

n∑
i=1

#f−1(qi) =
n∑

i=1

deg(f)−
∑

p∈f−1(qi)

(ef (p)− 1)


= n deg(f)−

n∑
i=1

∑
p∈f−1(qi)

(ef (p)− 1)

≥ n deg(f)−
∑
P∈C

(ef (p)− 1) ≥ (n− 2) deg(f) + 2− 2g,

where the second equality uses [Sil09, Proposition II.2.6] and the last inequal-
ity uses the Hurwitz formula [Sil09, Theorem II.5.9]. On the other hand, by
Lemma 3.3, any zero of Fj(f) must have multiplicity at least 2, so

r∑
j=1

#(Fj(f))
−1(0) ≤ 1

2

r∑
j=1

deg(Fj(f)) =
rd

2
deg(f)

from which we deduce that

rd ≤ 4 +
4g− 4

deg(f)
< 4 + 4g

as desired. □

Proof of Theorem 3.2. First suppose that f = g2
s
for some s ∈ N. Note that f

and g are then both not constant, so that Fj(f) ̸= 0 for all j = 1, . . . ,M . Since
for j ∈ N we have that Fj(g)

−1 + Fj(g)
−1 = 0 ∈ a(K) and Fj(g)

−1 + Fj(g
2)−1 =

Fj(g)
−1 + Fj(g)

−2 ∈ a(F ), one sees by induction on s, using Lemma 3.3, that
Fj(f)

−1 + Fj(g)
−1 ∈ a(K). Multiplying by Fj(f)Fj(g), we obtain the existence

of hj ∈ F with Fj(f) + Fj(g) = Fj(f)Fj(g)(h
2
j + hj). By symmetry, the same

conclusion can be derived when g = f 2s for some s ∈ N. This concludes the proof
of one implication.

For the converse, we may assume without loss of generality that K is alge-
braically closed (base changing to an algebraic extension cannot increase the
genus [Che63, Chapter V, Theorem 5]). Using Lemma 3.4 we may reduce to
the situation where f and g are both non-constant. The hypotheses then im-
ply that Fj(f) and Fj(g) are non-zero, and Fj(f)

−1 + Fj(g)
−1 ∈ a(F ) for all

j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}. We may further assume that f and g are both non-squares:

if we had for example f = f̃ 2 for some f̃ ∈ F , then Fj(f) = Fj(f̃)
2 for all

j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, and by Lemma 3.3 we obtain Fj(f̃)
−1+Fj(g)

−1 ∈ a(F ), whereby

we may replace f by f̃ . After these reductions, it remains to show that f = g.
For the sake of arriving at a contradiction, let us assume f ̸= g. We will follow
the argument of [Pas17, Theorem 1.6].
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Fix a smooth projective curve C such that F = K(C). As before, we consider
f, g as functions C → P1

K . Without loss of generality deg(f) ≥ deg(g). Denote
by Sj ⊆ k the set of roots of Fj. By the hypotheses on the polynomials Fj, the
sets Sj for j = 1, . . . ,M are pairwise disjoint and each contain d elements. Set
N = dM and let q1, . . . , qN denote the different elements of ∪jSj. As in the proof
of Lemma 3.4, considering f as a separable non-constant morphism C → P1

K ,
Hurwitz’ formula yields that

N∑
j=1

#f−1(qj) ≥ (N − 2) deg(f) + 2− 2g.

Let P be the set of closed points of C where f or g has a pole, set

A = {p ∈ C | ∃i ∈ {1, . . . ,M} : (f(p), g(p)) ∈ Si × Si}

and let B = A ∪ P . For p ∈ C and x ∈ F , denote by vp(x) the order of the
root/pole of x at p, and v+p (x) = max{vp(x), 0}. We compute that

N∑
j=1

#f−1(qj) =
N∑
j=1

∑
p∈C

min{1, v+p (f − qj)} =
∑
p∈C

N∑
j=1

min{1, v+p (f − qj)}

≤
∑

p∈C\B

N∑
j=1

min{1, v+p (f − qj))}+#A+#P ;

the last inequality follows because for p ∈ B the value of
∑N

j=1min{1, v+p (f−qj))}
is at most 1. We have #P ≤ deg(f) + deg(g) ≤ 2 deg(f), and by [Pas17, Lemma
2.1] we also obtain

#A ≤

2 + 4

⌈(d−1)/2⌉∑
j=1

2j

 deg(f).

We now observe that, for j ∈ {1, . . . , N} and p ∈ C \ B, vp(f − qj) ̸= 1. Indeed,
suppose that vp(f − qj) = 1 and qj ∈ Si. The choice of our set A implies that
vp(g − q) = 0 for all q ∈ Si, and we also have vp(f − q) = 0 for q ∈ Si \ {qj}. We
then compute that

vp(Fi(f)
−1 + Fi(g)

−1) = vp(
∏
q∈Si

(f − q)−1 +
∏
q∈Si

(g − q)−1) = −1,

but the hypothesis implies that Fi(f)
−1+Fi(g)

−1 ∈ a(F ), contradicting the third
part of Lemma 3.3. We conclude that indeed, for j ∈ {1, . . . , N} and p ∈ C \B,
vp(f − qj) ̸= 1. From this and the definition of the set P we obtain that, for
j ∈ {1, . . . , N} and p ∈ C \ B, min{1, v+p (f − qj)} ≤ 1

2
v+p (f − qj). Putting all of
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our bounds together, we compute the following:

(N − 2) deg(f) + 2− 2g ≤
N∑
j=1

#f−1(qj)

≤
∑

p∈C\B

N∑
j=1

min{1, v+p (f − qj))}+#A+#P

≤ 1

2

∑
p∈C\B

N∑
j=1

v+p (f − qj) +

4 + 4

⌈(d−1)/2⌉∑
j=1

2j

 deg(f)

≤

N

2
+ 4 + 4

⌈(d−1)/2⌉∑
j=1

2j

 deg(f),

where in the last step we used that
∑

p∈C v
+
p (f − qj) = deg(f − qj) = deg(f) for

all j. Using that N = dM and rearranging, this yields

M <
1

d

4g+ 12 + 8

⌈(d−1)/2⌉∑
j=1

2j

 ,

finally contradicting the assumption on M . We infer that f = g as desired. □

4. Existentially defining the orbit of the Frobenius endomorphism

We now complete the proof of Theorem 1.7 (Theorem 4.3 below).

Lemma 4.1. Let g ≥ 0 and let d ≥ 2 log2(16 +
√
8g+ 248) be a prime number.

For any prime number p there exist M(g, d, p) pairwise coprime monic irreducible
degree d polynomials over Fp.

Proof. See [Pas17, p. 109] for details of the computation in the case p ≥ 3; we
sketch the steps for the computation when p = 2.
By elementary algebra, the assumption d ≥ 2 log2(16 +

√
8g+ 248) is easily

seen to be equivalent to

2d−1 > 4g− 4 + 16 · 2
d
2

and in particular implies d ≥ 10. From this we compute that

2d − 2

d
≥ 2d−1

d
+ 1 > (4g− 4 + 16 · 2

d
2 ) + 1

≥

4g+ 12 + 8

⌊(d−1)/2⌋∑
j=1

2j

+ 1 > M(g, d, 2).

Since d is prime, 2d−2
d

is precisely the number of monic irreducible degree d
polynomials over F2: indeed, every irreducible degree d polynomial over F2 has
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d distinct roots in F2d \ F2, and conversely, every element of F2d \ F2 is the root
of a unique monic irreducible degree d polynomial over F2. Thus the desired
statement follows. □

Lemma 4.2. Let g ≥ 0. There exists a positive-existential Lring-formula ϕg(x, y)
such that for every field K with char(K) = p > 0, for every function field in one
variable F/K of genus at most g, and for any f, g ∈ F , one has the following.

• If F |= ϕg(f, g), then either f and g are algebraic over K, or there exists
s ∈ N such that either f = gp

s
or g = fps.

• If there exists s ∈ N such that either f = gp
s
or g = fps, then F |= ϕg(f, g)

Proof. Fix a prime number d ≥ 2 log2(16+
√
8g+ 248). By Lemma 4.1 combined

with the Chinese Remainder Theorem, we may find monic degree d polynomials
F1, . . . , FM ∈ Z[X] with M = M(g, d, p) such that, for every prime p < 4g + 12,
the reductions of F1, . . . , Fm modulo p are pairwise distinct irreducible polyno-
mials.

Define ϕg(x, y) to be

(ϕ(2)
g ∧ 2 = 0) ∨

4g+12∨
p=3

(ϕ(p)
g ∧ p = 0) ∨ (ϕ(0)

g ∧
4g+12∧
p=2

(p ̸= 0))

where

ϕ(2)
g (x, y) :

M∧
j=1

∃hj(Fj(x) + Fj(y) = Fj(x)Fj(y)(h
2
j + hj)),

ϕ(p)
g (x, y) :

M∧
j=1

∃hj(Fj(x)Fj(y) = h2j),

ϕ(0)
g (x, y) :

4g+12∧
j=1

∃hj((x− j)(y − j) = h2j).

Note that ϕg is positive-existential; the inequality p ̸= 0 may be replaced by the
equivalent ∃z(z · p = 1).
Observe that if p > 4g + 12 = M(g, 1, p), then the polynomials X − j for

j = 1, . . . , 4g + 12 are pairwise distinct and irreducible in Fp. The formula ϕg

is thus as desired: for fields of characteristic ≥ 3 this follows from Theorem 3.1
(see [Pas17, p. 109]) and for fields of characteristic 2 this similarly follows from
Theorem 3.2. □

Theorem 4.3. Let g ≥ 0. There exists a positive-existential Lring-formula
πg(x, y, z) with the following property: given any prime p, any field K of charac-
teristic p, any function field F/K in one variable of genus ≤ g, and any t ∈ F
which is transcendental over K and not a p-th power in F , we have that for any
f, g ∈ F ,

F |= πg(f, g, t) ⇔ ∃s ≥ 0 : f = gp
s

.
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Proof. Define the formula πg(x, y, z) to be

∃u : ϕg(u, z) ∧ ϕg(x, y) ∧ ϕg(ux, zy) ∧ ϕg(u(x+ 1), z(y + 1))

where ϕg(x, y) is as in Lemma 4.2.
Let F/K be a function field of genus ≤ g over a field of characteristic p. We

claim that, for f, g, t ∈ K with t not a p-th power, we have that

K |= πg(f, g, t) ⇔ ∃s ≥ 0 : f = gp
s

,

which would show that πg is as desired. On the one hand, if f = gp
s
for some

s ∈ N, then tpsf = (tg)p
s
and tp

s
(f + 1) = (t(g + 1))p

s
, so F |= πg(f, g, t) (taking

tp
s
for u).
For the converse, assume that F |= πg(f, g, t). Since t was assumed to be

transcendental and not a p-th power, the properties of ϕg,p imply that there
exists s ∈ N with F |= ϕg,p(f, g)∧ϕg,p(t

psf, tg)∧ϕg,p(t
ps(f +1), t(g+1)). If f and

g are both constant, then tg is not constant, and it follows from F |= ϕg,p(t
psf, tg)

that f = gp
s
(e.g. by comparing multiplicities of any zero of t). Assume from

now on that f and g are not both constant. It follows from F |= ϕg,p(f, g) that f

and g are then both non-constant and either f = gp
k
for some k ∈ N, or g = fpk

for some k ∈ N.
Assume that g = fpk for some k ∈ N; it remains to show that k = 0. For

an element h ∈ F , let us denote by div(h) the divisor of h. The fact that F |=
ϕg,p(t

psf, tg)∧ϕg,p(t
ps(f+1), t(g+1)) implies that there exists l1, l2 ∈ Z (possibly

negative) with div(tp
s
f) = pl1 div(tg) and div(tp

s
(f+1)) = pl1 div(t(g+1)). Using

that g = fpk and rearranging, we obtain

(ps − pl1) div(t) = (pk+l1 − 1) div(f) and

(ps − pl2) div(t) = (pk+l2 − 1) div(f + 1).

If s = l1, then since div(f) ̸= 0, this forces k + l1 = 0, which (since both k and
l1 = s are non-negative) implies k = l1 = s = 0, which we had to show. A similar
argument covers the case s = l2. So suppose now that s ̸= l1 and s ̸= l2. It follows
that there is a non-trivial Z-linear combination of div(f) and div(f +1) equal to
0, so that there exist non-zero m ∈ Z and n ∈ Z \ {0} such that fm(f + 1)n is
constant; this is only possible when f itself is constant, which we assumed not to
be the case. This concludes the proof of the claim. □

Remark 4.4. Theorem 4.3 was proven in [Pas17, Theorem 1.5] for p > 2 and under
the slightly stronger hypothesis that t is a uniformiser of some K-trivial valuation
on F . However, Philip Dittmann pointed out in conversation with Hector Pasten
and the author that the formula presented there does not quite work: instead
of πg(x, y, z) as constructed in the proof of Theorem 4.3, on [Pas17, p. 110] the
formula

∃u : ϕg(u, z) ∧ ϕg(x, y) ∧ ϕg(ux, zy)
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is proposed, which is satisfied by (t, tp, t) (taking u = tp) and does thus not serve
the desired purpose. The modification of the definition of πg in the proof of
Theorem 4.3 resolves this issue.

Corollary 4.5. Let K be a field of characteristic p > 0, let F/K be a function
field, and fix any transcendental element t ∈ F . There exists a positive-existential
Lring-formula π(x, y, z) such that for all f, g ∈ F one has

F |= π(f, g, t) ⇔ ∃s ∈ N : f = gp
s

.

Proof. Let d be the transcendence degree of F/K, let t1, . . . , td be a transcendence
basis of F over K with td = t. Replacing K by K(t1, . . . , td−1), we may reduce
to the case where F/K is a function field in one variable.

Let g be the genus of F/K. Let m ∈ N be maximal with the property that t is
a pm-th power in F . Let πg be the formula from Theorem 4.3. It suffices to set
π(x, y, z) equal to ∃w(t = wpm ∧ πg(f, g, w)). □

5. A reduction theorem for undecidability

With Theorem 4.3 in hand, we can show the following undecidability result
for arbitrary function fields. It reduces the problem of showing that Th∃(F,R)
is undecidable for a function F and a well-chosen ring of coefficients R, to the
existential definability of some well-behaved subset. The results of this section
should be seen as a refinement (by keeping track of parameters) of the reduction
technique developed in [Shl96, Lemma 1.5] and [ES17, Section 2] and going back
to the original work of Pheidas.

For a valuation v on a field F , we denote by Ov the corresponding valuation
ring, by vF the value group, and by Fv the residue field.

Theorem 5.1. Let K be a field of characteristic p > 0, let F be a function field
in one variable over K. Consider the first-order language L = {+,−, ·, 0, 1, t,O},
where t is a constant symbol and O a unary relation symbol. Consider F as an
L-structure by interpreting +,−, ·, 0, 1 in the obvious way, and such that for some
valuation v on F , tF is transcendental over K, and

Fp(t
F ) ̸= Ov ∩ Fp(t

F ) ⊆ OF ⊆ Ov.

Then the positive-existential L-theory of F is undecidable.

Proof. In the language Lp
Ph = {0, 1,+, |p}, consider N as a structure by letting

+N, 0N, 1N be the usual addition, zero element, and identity element, and defining
for n,m ∈ N+ the relation n |N+

p m ⇔ m = nps for some s ∈ N. It was
shown in [Phe87, Theorem 1] that the positive-existential Lp

Ph-theory of N is
undecidable. To prove the Theorem, it thus suffices to show that there is an
effective interpretation of the positive-existential Lp

Ph-theory of N in the positive-
existential L-theory of K.
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The assumption Fp(t
F ) ̸= Ov ∩Fp(t

F ) implies that there exists t̃ ∈ Fp(t
F ) with

v(t̃) > 0. By replacing tK with t̃, we may assume from now on that v(tF ) > 0.
Write s = v(tF ).
Now consider an arbitrary positive-existential Lp

Ph-sentence φ. After applying
formal manipulations, we may assume without loss of generality that φ is of the
form ∃n1, . . . , nlψ where ψ is a conjunction of unnested atomic formulas. Let φ′

be the L-sentence

∃x1, . . . , xl, y1, . . . , yl, z(ψ′ ∧ t · z = 1 ∧
l∧

i=1

(xi · yi = 1) ∧
l∧

i=1

O(xi))

where ψ′ is obtained from ψ be replacing every atomic Lp
Ph-formula in the con-

junction by an atomic L-formula according to the following rules:

ni = nj → O(xi · yj) ∧ O(xj · yi)
ni = 0 → O(yi)

ni = 1 → O(xsi · z) ∧ O(ysi · t)
ni + nj = nk → O((xi · xj) · yk) ∧ O((yi · yj) · xk)

ni |p nj → ∃x̃j, ỹj(π(x̃j, xj, t) ∧ x̃j · ỹj = 1 ∧ O(x̃j · yi)) ∧ O(ỹj · xi))
Here, π is the formula from Corollary 4.5. One sees that F |= φ′ if and only if
N |= φ. Since φ′ is a positive-existential L-sentence, the undecidability of the
positive-existential L-theory of K follows. □

This Theorem will be applied in the following form:

Corollary 5.2. Let K be a field of characteristic p > 0, let F be a function field
in one variable over K. Let L be a first-order language containing the symbols
+,−, ·, 0, 1, t, where t is a constant symbol. Consider F as an L-structure by
interpreting +,−, ·, 0, 1 in the obvious way, and such that for some valuation v
on F , tF is transcendental over K, and there exists a positive-existentially L-
definable subset O of F such that

Fp(t
F ) ̸= Ov ∩ Fp(t

F ) ⊆ O ⊆ Ov.

Then the positive-existential L-theory of F is undecidable.

6. Proof of the main theorem

Consider a function field in one variable F/K with arbitrary base field K and
let t ∈ F be transcendental over K. In view of Corollary 5.2, to show that
Th∃(F,Z[t]) is undecidable, it remains to find some existentially definable subset
O in F as described there. In particular, in the case of a global function field
(i.e. with K a finite field), the hypotheses on O demanded in Corollary 5.2 are
satisfied when O is a positive-existentially definable non-trivial valuation ring
on F . We emphasize that the positive-existential definability of valuation rings
in global function fields has been known for a long time if one allows arbitrary
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parameters, see [Shl94, Lemma 3.22] for function fields of odd characteristic, or
[Eis98, Theorem 5.15] for a proof including characteristic 2. Thus, the only new
challenge taken up here is to obtain this positive-existential definability with-
out introducing any additional parameters beyond the element t. This will be
achieved in Theorem 6.2.

The reader should compare the results of this section with [ES17, Section
6] where corresponding positive-existential definability and decidability results
are obtained under essentially identical hypotheses, but with less control on the
required parameters in the language.

Lemma 6.1. Let (K, v) be a Z-valued field of characteristic p > 0 with uni-
formiser t. Let L/K be a purely inseparable extension of degree pm. Then
v(K(t1/p

m
)) = v(L(t1/p

m
)) = 1

pm
Z.

Proof. We consider every purely inseparable extension of K endowed with the
unique extension of v (see [EP05, Corollary 3.2.10]), which we also denote by v.

Since v(t1/p
m
) = 1

pm
v(t) = 1

pm
, we must have that v(K(t1/p

m
)) = 1

pm
Z by the

Fundamental Inequality [EP05, Theorem 3.3.4]. We also have v(K1/pm) = 1
pm

Z,
as the map x 7→ xp

m
defines an isomorphism (of valued fields) K1/pm → K. Since

K(t1/p
m
) and K1/pm have the same value group, we finally conclude that also the

intermediate field L(t1/p
m
) must have value group 1

pm
Z. □

Theorem 6.2. Let K be a field of characteristic p > 0 not containing an alge-
braically closed subfield, and F/K a function field in one variable. Consider F as
a structure in the language L = {+,−, ·, 0, 1, t} where tF is transcendental over
K. Then there exists a positive-existentially L-definable subset O of F such that

Fp(t
F ) ̸= Ov ∩ Fp(t

F ) ⊆ O ⊆ Ov

for some K-trivial Z-valuation v on F .

Proof. Let us write t for tF . Let Fs denote the relative separable closure of K(tF )
in F . By [Che63, Theorem V.5.3 and Lemma V.8.3], all but finitely many Z-
valuations on Fp(t) extend to a Z-valuation on Fs. We may thus fix a Z-valuation
v on Fs and t̃ ∈ Fp(t) such that t̃ is a uniformiser for v. Replacing t by t̃, we
assume from now on that t is a uniformiser of v (on Fs).

We use Lemma 6.1 to find m ∈ N such that v(F (t1/p
m
)) = v(Fs(t

1/pm)). Ap-
plying Lemma 2.1 we may replace F by F (t1/p

m
) and t by t1/p

m
and thus assume

from now on that t is a uniformiser for the valuation v on F .
Consider the residue field Fv of v, which is a finite extension of K. In particu-

lar, the hypotheses on K imply that Fv does not contain an algebraically closed
subfield. It follows that there exists some prime number q and a finite extension
ℓ/Fp contained in Fv such that ℓ has a finite Galois extension of degree q not
contained in Fv. The field F ′ = F ⊗F∩ℓ ℓ is a function field in one variable over
ℓ, and the valuation v on F uniquely extends to a Z-valuation on F ′ (which we



DECIDABILITY OF POLYNOMIAL EQUATIONS OVER FUNCTION FIELDS 17

also denote by v). We may again invoke Lemma 2.1 to replace F by F ′, and so
we may assume without loss of generality that ℓ ⊆ F .

Let f ∈ ℓ[T ] be an irreducible degree q polynomial. Since ℓ/Fp is separable
and hence generated by a single element, we may write f(T ) = g(α, T ) for some
g ∈ Fp[A, T ], α ∈ ℓ. Let h(T ) be the minimal polynomial of α over Fp and denote
by α1, . . . , αk the conjugates of α = α1. The splitting field G of f over F is
identical to the splitting field of g(αi, T ) for every i ∈ {1, . . . , k} and is a cyclic
extension of F of degree l; let σ be a generator of its Galois group. We may
consider the cyclic algebra A = (G, σ, t) which is by definition generated as an
F -algebra by G and an element y subject to the relations yq = t and xy = yσ(x)
for all x ∈ G. In view of the previous discussion, by existentially quantifiying
over the roots of h(T ) when describing G, we have that A is positive-existentially
L-interpretable in F without parameters.

Write ∆A for the set of K-trivial Z-valuations w on F for which A⊗F F
w is

a division algebra, where Fw denotes the completion. We have that v ∈ ∆A:
by [Pie82, 15.1, Lemma] A ⊗F F v is a division algebra if and only if t is not
a norm of the extension GF v/F v, but since this is an unramified extension of
degree q, all norms must have v-value divisible by q. Denoting by Trd and Nrd
the reduced trace and reduced norm operations on A, respectively, we obtain that
Trd(x) ∈ Ov for any x ∈ A with Nrd(x) = 1, as the latter condition forces x to
be integral over Ov: either x

q = 1 and this is immediate, or F v(x)/F v is a degree
q field extension contained in A ⊗F F

v and 1 = Nrd(x) = NF v(x)/F v(x) [Dit18,
Lemma 2.3], in which case x lies in the valuation ring of the unique extension
of v from F v to F v(x) [OMe00, Theorem 14:1] and is hence integral over Ov.
Combining this with [Dit18, Proposition 2.9] we get⋂

w∈∆A

Ow ∩ Fp(t
F ) ⊆ T (A) ⊆ Ov

where

T (A) = {Trd(x) + Trd(y) | x, y ∈ A,Nrd(x) = Nrd(y) = 1},
which is positive-existentially L-definable. By Strong Approximation, we may
find y ∈ Fp(t) such that v(y) > 0 and w(y) ≤ 0 for w ∈ ∆A with w|Fp(t) not
equivalent to v|Fp(t). Now define the positive-existentially L-definable set

S = {x ∈ F | ∃α ∈ F : xqg(α, yx)−1 ∈ T (A), h(α) = 0}.
Since for any w ∈ ∆A, x ∈ F , and α ∈ F with h(α) = 0 we have w(g(α, x)) =
w(f(x)) = min{0, qw(x)}, we compute that

Ov ∩ Fp(t
K) ⊆ S ⊆ Ov

as desired. □

Theorem 6.3. Let K be a field of characteristic p > 0 not containing an alge-
braically closed subfield, F/K a function field. Consider F as a structure in the
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language L = {+,−, ·, 0, 1, t}, where tF ∈ F is transcendental over K. Then the
positive-existential L-theory of F is undecidable.

Proof. Let d be the transcendence degree of F over K and let t1, . . . , td be a
transcendence basis of F over K with td = tF . Replacing K by K(t1, . . . , td−1),
we may reduce without loss of generality to the case where F/K is a function
field in one variable.

The statement now follows directly from Corollary 5.2 and Theorem 6.2. □

That Theorem 6.3 is a rephrasing of Theorem 1.4 was explained at the end of
Section 2.
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