
ON THE DISK OF CONVERGENCE OF ALGEBRAIC POWER SERIES

FRANCESCO VENEZIANO AND UMBERTO ZANNIER

Abstract. This paper is mainly concerned with the disk of convergence of a power
series s(x) representing an algebraic function of x and specifically with the relation
between this disk and the branch points of the function. We shall focus especially on
the p-adic case, answering some questions of basic nature, seemingly absent from the
existing literature. Our methods are simple and essentially self-contained.

To illustrate the issues, recall that in the complex case it follows from standard
arguments that the open disk of convergence cannot contain all the branch points of
x unless the series represents a rational function. In the p-adic case, we show that
the analogous assertion is not true in complete generality; but we also confirm it in
a number of cases, for instance under the assumption that p is not smaller than the
degree of s(x) over the field of rational functions of x. In particular this gives an upper
bound for the radius of convergence which has intrinsic nature.

We shall also touch several related questions.

1. Introduction

The present paper is motivated by a natural question about algebraic power series, which
is simply stated and might maybe look trivial at first sight, but does not seem to be treated
explicitly in the existing literature, at any rate to our knowledge.

The issue concerns the disk of convergence of a power series s(x) =
∑∞

m=0 amx
m ∈ K[[x]]

representing an ‘algebraic function’ of x, i.e., such that f(x, s(x)) = 0 for some nonzero
polynomial f ∈ K[X,Y ]. Here K is a field of characteristic 0 equipped with a (nontrivial)
absolute value | · |. It is well known (and not difficult to prove) that s(x) has a nonzero
radius of convergence with respect to this absolute value.1

Such radius of convergence has been studied for a long time, both in the classical case
over C and for fields equipped with an ultrametric absolute value, which is the main setting
for this paper. In this last case the radius of convergence has also an arithmetical signifi-
cance, for example in connection with the famous theorem of Eisenstein on the coefficients
of an algebraic series defined over a number field, stating that for suitable integers b, b′ > 0
all the numbers b′bnan are algebraic integers. This qualitative result has been made ex-
plicit and refined by subtle p-adic analysis in the papers [DR79] by Dwork and Robba and
[DvdP92] by Dwork and van der Poorten; the issue was further studied e.g. by Bilu and
Borichev in [BB13] and by Mechik in [Mec08], [Mec12]. More recent investigations study
the radius from different viewpoints; for instance the paper [Bal10] by Baldassarri proves
the continuity of the radius (depending on the center of the expansion), in fact for a rather
more general class of functions satisfying linear differential equations.

The papers mentioned above give ‘explicit’ estimates for the radius of convergence,
leading to bounds for the so-called Eisenstein constant (related to the integer b above).

Here instead we shall focus on the relation between the radius and the branch points of
the coordinate x on the curve f = 0.2

Together with the poles, the branch points make up all potential singularities for s(x)
(which is a well-defined analytic function of x in any open disk of convergence). When s(x)
represents a rational function, there are no branch points and the only possible singularities
are poles. Then, in the converse direction the following question arises:
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1We refer specifically to the paper [DR79], which will be more relevant later, for proofs valid also in the

ultrametric case.
2We recall below in § 2 some relevant definitions.
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Question. Assuming that s(x) does not represent a rational function, is it possible that it
converges in an open disk containing all the (finite) branch points of x?

Let us remark at once that, naively, we would expect a negative answer: as mentioned,
any possible singularity preventing the extension of s(x) has to be sought among poles and
branch points. Here the second type is excluded by assumption (for finite branch points),
whereas the polar singularities may be eliminated by the simple device of multiplying s(x)
by a suitable nonzero polynomial. Thus it might seem at first sight that we may eliminate
all (finite) singularities, which would imply that s(x) is a polynomial.

Figure 1. Plot of the curve x =
y3−3y+1. Over C the disk of conver-
gence of the series y(x) with negative
value at 0 has a radius of 3 and con-
tains the branch point at x = −1.

However, this sketch of approach needs details and further
consideration to be be carried out; for instance s(x) cannot
generally be extended at once to a global function with the
sought properties on the whole of K even after eliminating
poles.

This kind of analysis is especially delicate for ultrametric
absolute values. We also note that, even over C, it may well
happen that the disk of convergence contains some branch
point, corresponding to branches of the algebraic function
different from the one represented by the series s(x) in the
disk; a basic example of the situation is depicted in Figure 1.
Our concern is with disks containing all branch points.

The present question looks (and partly is) elementary, so
we hope it will not be entirely free of interest even for possible
readers not fully familiar with the context. Especially thinking of them, we found it
worthwhile to recall in § 2 some facts from the basic theory of algebraic functions. We
stress that our methods are essentially elementary and almost self-contained.

In the same section we will also fix some notation, terminology, and normalizations.
But, before that, let us state our main results.

1.1. Setting and main statements. Field extensions will not affect our question, so we
shall suppose that K is algebraically closed of characteristic 0 and complete with respect
to a nontrivial absolute value | · |. We denote by d > 0 the degree of s(x) over K(x), so
f(x, s(x)) = 0 for some nonzero irreducible polynomial f ∈ K[X,Y ], of degree d in Y .

The complex case. The complex case (i.e., K = C) is easy to study, and a negative
answer to the Question has been somewhat well-known for centuries. It may be proved
essentially by analytic continuation and, in fact, it is to some extent implicit in most
basic treatments of the theory of compact Riemann Surfaces. However, for the sake of
completeness we shall recall a couple of arguments in detail, since we did not find it easy
to locate an explicit statement in the literature.

The ultrametric case. On the other hand, if the absolute value of K is ultrametric
(for instance if K is the completion Cp of an algebraic closure of Qp) analytic continuation
is not possible and the arguments mentioned above for C fail in a crucial way.

In the present paper we shall see by simple examples that, indeed, given any prime
number p,
the expected (negative) answer to the Question does not generally hold over K = Cp.

This may be restated as the assertion that there exist non-rational algebraic functions
represented by a power series which converges in a disk containing all the (finite) branch
points.

However, by essentially elementary means we shall also prove, under certain additional
hypotheses, a negative answer to the Question in the ultrametric case. For instance, relying
on a certain theorem of Dwork and Robba [DR79], we shall observe that the Question has
a negative answer if the residue field has characteristic p ≥ d (the case p = d is slightly
more delicate and requires to enter into the proofs of [DR79]). We shall also notice that
the same conclusion holds under simple additional assumptions on the ramification.

More precisely, with the notation as above, we have the following results.
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Theorem 1.1. Let d := [K(x, s(x)) : K(x)] and suppose that one at least of the following
conditions is satisfied:

(i) K = C.3

(ii) The absolute value is ultrametric, with residue field of characteristic 0 or p ≥ d.
(iii) There exists x0 ∈ K such that all the ramification indices above x0 are greater than

1.

Then the Question has a negative answer. Namely, if the series s(x) ∈ K[[x]] is conver-
gent in a disk {z ∈ K : |z| < R} containing every finite branch point of x, then s(x) is a
rational function (i.e. d = 1).

Note that, in particular, condition (iii) holds if the extension K(x, s(x))/K(x)is Galois
of degree d > 1, since in such an extension the ramification indices above a given branch
points are all equal. Therefore a negative answer to the Question holds for d ≤ 2 without
supplementary assumptions. On the other hand we shall see that the inequality d ≤ p in
(ii) cannot be generally improved.

Converse direction and an open question. Suppose for simplicity that the poly-
nomial f(X,Y ) is monic in Y , which can be achieved by multiplying s(x) by the leading
coefficient of f ; this has the effect of removing all polar singularities of s(x). Then in the
complex case, the argument by analytic continuation shows that the disk of convergence
goes at least up to the nonzero branch point nearest to the origin; therefore the closure of
the disk of convergence of s(x) contains at least one branch point different from the origin.
This conclusion goes somewhat in the converse direction of our results.

In the ultrametric case the analogous conclusion is not generally true. The issue has
been studied in several works, also because of applications to explicit versions of the already
mentioned classical Eisenstein theorem on algebraic power series, in the shape that only
finitely many primes appear in the denominators of the coefficients of an algebraic power
series defined over a number field. The paper of Dwork and Robba [DR79] yields sufficient
conditions which are sometimes best-possible, and this is again taken into account with
additional precision in [DvdP92]. The paper [DR79] shall be crucial also for our proof of
part (ii) of Theorem 1.1, and we shall enter into those proofs for treating the ‘borderline’
case p = d. Also, combining [DR79] with Theorem 1.1(ii), we shall immediately obtain the
following further result (where we normalize f as above).

Corollary 1.2. Suppose that f(X,Y ) is monic in Y , of degree d > 1, and that either
K = C or that the absolute value is ultrametric, with residue field of characteristic 0 or
p > d.

Then, there exist finite nonzero branch points ρ1, ρ2 ∈ K∗ such that the radius of con-
vergence R satisfies |ρ1| ≤ R ≤ |ρ2|.

Observe that for this Corollary, in the ultrametric case we need the stronger assumption
that p > d. In Theorem 1.3(ii) below we point out very simply that this cannot be relaxed
to p ≥ d (contrary to Theorem 1.1).

These results give information on the radius of convergence of different flavour compared
to past results mentioned above.

In the caseK = C the arguments will show that actually the radius R equals the absolute
value of some branch point. For ultrametric valuations, in the most general case, we do not
know whether this is true. Therefore we may ask whether a sharpening of the Corollary
holds, and formulate this as follows:

Open Question. In the case of an ultrametric valuation, under the assumptions of Corol-
lary 1.2 (in particular, p > d), is it true that the radius R equals the absolute value of some
branch point?

3We could merely suppose that K contains C inducing on it the usual absolute value. But it is known
that then K = C, see for instance Corollary 2.4, § 2, Ch. XII in Lang’s Algebra book [Lan02].
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At first sight this looks as an attractive question to us, as it would give a meaningful
geometric interpretation of the radius of convergence.4

If the radius of convergence is equal to the distance to some branch point, it follows that
it is of the form pβ for some rational value of β. We plan to come back to this topic in a
future note, establishing that this conclusion is anyways true. Compare this behaviour with
what happens in the more general case of series satisfying differential equations, where some
statement in this direction can be obtained, but not in full strength (see [Ked22, Corollary
11.8.2] and our Remark 6.6 later).

About counterexamples. As said, the condition p ≥ d in Theorem 1.1(ii), i.e. in
the cases when the absolute value is ultrametric with residue field of characteristic p > 0,
cannot generally be removed and plays a crucial role in the theorem of Dwork and Robba
[DR79] that we shall use. However a priori it does not seem obvious that it cannot be
removed in our application as well.5 In fact, this turns out to be the case.

Also, the condition p > d cannot be relaxed to p ≥ d in Corollary 1.2, this time with
more evident examples (appearing already in [DR79]). We state this as the following:

Theorem 1.3 (Counterexamples).
(i) For each prime p there exists a non-rational algebraic power series as above, with

K = Cp, d = p+1, converging in a disk {z ∈ K : |z| < R} which contains all finite
branch points.

(ii) For each prime p, there exists an algebraic series as above of degree p over Cp(x)
whose radius of convergence is strictly smaller than the minimal absolute value of
a nonzero finite branch point.

With hindsight these counterexamples are certainly neither deep nor unexpected, but
we could not find them in the literature and in fact they are apparently not widely known.

Remark 1.4. Linear differential equations. We remark that algebraic functions in
K[[x]] satisfy linear differential equations over K(x) of the so-called Fuchsian type, namely
having only regular singularities; see [DGS94] for the basic theory, also over p-adic fields.
In the case of algebraic functions, the branch points appear among the singularities of
such differential equations. One could then formulate a similar Question for solutions of
differential equations of Fuchsian type. We do not have any result in such direction. We
note that the mentioned paper [DR79], although using linear differential equations for
algebraic functions, does not seem to contain analogous results of similar strength, nor
remarks in the same direction, for solutions more general than the algebraic ones (but
see [DGS94]). (We further observe that the condition that the singularities are regular,
and also that the exponents are rational, are highly relevant here; indeed, see the paper
[BS82] of Bombieri-Sperber for some upper bounds on the radii of convergence when these
conditions are not fulfilled.)

1.2. Further related issues. Note that a negative answer to the Question for a certain
K, s(x) may be restated (in the contrapositive sense) as follows:

If the series s(x) converges in a disk {z ∈ K : |z| < R}, then there exists a branch point
ρ ∈ K such that |ρ| ≥ R.

Here a further question arises about the behaviour of the series on the boundary of the
disk of convergence. Suppose that the series s(x) converges in the ‘closed’ disk6 {z ∈ K :
|z| ≤ R}; then it seems reasonable to ask if this implies the existence of a branch point
ρ ∈ K satisfying the strict inequality |ρ| > R.

Note that, leaving aside the easy case of rational functions, such (absolute) convergence
on the boundary might well happen in the complex case with plenty of simple examples:

4It may be that this question admits an easy anwer. We wonder whether it might be approached via
some extension to annuli, in place of disks, of Theorem 2.1 of [DR79], also used below as Proposition 3.2.
However we do not know whether such an analogue is sensible, not to mention true.

5Indeed, the (counter)examples given in [DR79] do not apply to our situation.
6We use the quotation marks because in the ultrametric case both kinds of disks are open and closed

in the topology, so that ‘closed’ refers just to the shape of the disk.
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consider for instance the expansion

(1 + x)
1
2 =

∞∑
n=0

(
1/2

n

)
xn =

∞∑
n=0

(−1)n−1

(
2n

n

)
xn

22n(2n− 1)
;

here the n-th coefficient is in absolute value ≍ n−3/2, so there is absolute convergence for
|x| ≤ 1, though the radius of convergence is precisely 1.

This example also shows that for K = C (and d ≥ 2) it can happen that all finite branch
points lie in the closed disk of convergence (in the example, −1 is the only finite branch
point).

On the contrary, it is a (special case of a) theorem due to Bosch-Dwork-Robba [BDR79]
that, for ultrametric valuations, if an algebraic series s(x) converges in a disk {z ∈ K :
|z| ≤ R}, where R is in the value group |K∗| = {|x| : x ∈ K∗} ⊂ R>0, then in fact its
radius of convergence must be strictly larger than R.

This implies the following refinement of part (ii) of Theorem 1.1.

Refinement of Theorem 1.1(ii): In the above assumptions (ii), if the series s(x) is not
rational and converges in a closed disk {z ∈ K : |z| ≤ R} then there exists a branch point
ρ ∈ K∗ such that |ρ| > R.

Since this issue appears naturally in the present context, we state explicitly the relevant
result of the paper [BDR79], giving for it a self-contained independent proof; namely, we
shall prove the following statement

Theorem 1.5. [BDR79] Notation being as above, assume that f ∈ K[X,Y ] for an ul-
trametric, algebraically closed, complete field K of characteristic 0, and assume that the
algebraic series s(x) converges in the closed disk {x ∈ K : |x| ≤ r}, where r is in the value
group. Then the radius of convergence of s(x) is strictly larger than r, i.e. there exists
r′ ∈ R, r′ > r, such that s(x) converges in the disk {x ∈ K : |x| < r′}.

This result appears in [BDR79], actually in a more general form7 and with a different
formulation; see also [Cre87], Prop. 4.2, for a variation. We shall provide a different and
less demanding proof with respect to [BDR79].

This theorem implicitly provides the following
Sufficient criterion for the transcendence of the series s(x):
If the coefficients an are such that vp(an) → ∞ but lim inf vp(an)/n = 0 then the series∑∞
n=0 anx

n cannot be algebraic over K(x).

Indeed, the conditions imply that s(x) converges for |x|p ≤ 1 but does not converge in
any disk with strictly larger radius, and therefore it must be transcendental.

The topic of criteria for the transcendence of such series is itself an interesting subject,
also recently investigated, e.g. by Bostan, Salvy, Singer in [BSS]; in this paper they offer
algorithms for deciding whether certain series are transcendental, and also a wide variety of
interesting criteria. The present criterion seems to escape from those, though admittedly
it offers a limited range of possible applications.

Puzzled by this latter kind of results, we wondered about what happens in the case of
solutions of Fuchsian linear differential equations (a class which includes algebraic func-
tions). Again, we have no reference on an analysis of this simple question; apparently
there are results concerning analytic elements (see for instance [Dwo69]) but we have no
knowledge of similar conclusions concerning the case of analytic power series.

For solutions of Fuchsian equations, we have noticed some simple counterexamples to
a conclusion as in Theorem 1.5, which we state as the following theorem, limiting to the
case p = 2 for simplicity, and denoting by | · |2 the standard 2-adic absolute value for this
statement.

Theorem 1.6. There exist 2-adic integers γ1, γ2 ∈ Z2 such that putting am :=
(
γ1

m

)(
γ2

m

)
∈

Z2, we have |am|2 → 0 as m→ ∞, but |am|2 ≫ m−1 for infinitely many m.

7That context admits several variables and coefficients that are themselves series convergent in a larger
disk.
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The series s(x) :=
∑∞

m=0 amx
m satisfies the differential equation

x(1− x)s′′(x) + (1 + (γ1 + γ2 − 1)x)s′(x)− γ1γ2s(x) = 0,

corresponding to the linear recurrence (m+1)2am+1 = (γ1−m)(γ2−m)am. Furthermore, the
series s(x) and all its powers s(x)q converge in the 2-adic ‘closed’ disk {x ∈ C2 : |x|2 ≤ 1}
but in no strictly larger disk.

Note that the assertion about the powers s(x)q is indeed stronger than for the mere series
s(x), since the radius of convergence can increase upon taking a power, as shown by exam-
ples like (1+ x)1/p over Cp. (In the present case only the exponents q = 2h are significant,
since one can take roots of odd order over C2 without introducing denominators.)

Remark 1.7. We remark that the series s(x) of Theorem 1.6 is the expansion of the
hypergeometric function 2F1(−γ1,−γ2; 1; z). Such series are Fuchsian by general theory,
and the exponents are easily computed in terms of γ1, γ2: see [DGS94], Ch IV.

The proof of Theorem 1.6 will show that there is plenty of freedom in the choice of
this counterexample, and the construction can be easily modified and extended. The 2-
adic integers γ1, γ2 in question, provided by the proof, are most probably transcendental,
so they do not yield ‘global’ examples; to prove this transcendence appears at first sight
to lie outside the presently known techniques. A fortiori, it seems very hard to prove
independently that there are not such examples over Q, since implicitly this would provide
such a transcendence proof.

We also note that the proof allows γ1, γ2 with the required properties to be chosen
algebraically independent. However by specializing them to algebraic numbers near them
will not generally preserve the property. Hence there is no continuity for such a kind of
convergence, differently for instance to what happens for the radius (as a function of the
center), as proved in [Bal10].

Related (but different) functions have appeared previously in connection with the subject
of p-adic convergence, in particular on the boundary of the disk of convergence. See for ex-
ample [Kat68], p. 74, where a ratio of hypergeometric functions F (1/2, 1/2, 1, t)/F (1/2, 1/2, 1, tp)
is considered; a corresponding series converges on a nonempty open subset of the bound-
ary of the disk of convergence, related to supersingular values of the Legendre parameter
(relative to the prime p). This is significant in relation to the monodromy at infinity. In
particular it turns out that the corresponding series does not converge on the full boundary.

One might ask whether a similar example exists for linear differential equations of order
1, i.e. s′(x) = u(x)s(x), where u ∈ K(x). See § 7 after the proof of Theorem 1.6 for a
brief discussion, and Proposition 7.2 therein, concluding in particular that no such example
exists: this is an analogue of Theorem 1.5 for the series in question.

Acknowledgements. We thank Yves André, Francesco Baldassarri, Nickolas M. Katz,
and Hector Pasten, for their kind attention, comments, and references.

2. Some notation and background

For the sake of completeness and full clarity, we now explain in more detail and self-
contained terms the meaning of our problems and assertions.

As a reference for basic properties of algebraic functions, we can indicate e.g. Lang’s
book [Lan82]. For basic and deeper facts on p-adic valuations, norms and p-adic analysis,
we refer to the classical books [Ami75] or [DGS94].

Concerning the field K, we assume as above that it is of characteristic zero, algebraically
closed and complete with respect to a nontrivial absolute value | · |.

The value group on K is the set |K∗| = {|x| : x ∈ K∗} ⊂ R>0; K being algebraically
closed implies that |K∗| is a dense subset of R>0.

When the absolute value is ultrametric we usually denote by O = {x ∈ K : |x| ≤ 1}
the valuation ring and by M = {x ∈ K : |x| < 1} the maximal ideal. We shall use the
standard notations
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D(a, T−) := {x ∈ K : |x− a| < T}, D(a, T+) := {x ∈ K : |x− a| ≤ T}.

We will also refer to the Gauss norm on the field of rational functions K(X). This can
be characterized as the unique extension of | · | to K(X) such that the reduction of X is
transcendental over the residue field of K. For two polynomials P (X) =

∑
i PiX

i and
Q(X) =

∑
iQiX

i in K[X], this can be concretely described as

|P (X)/Q(X)|G = max
i

{|Pi|}/max
i

{|Qi|}.

Concerning the polynomial f(X,Y ) ∈ K[X,Y ], we assume it is irreducible, and we
denote by d > 0 its degree in Y , which is then the degree [K(x, s(x)) : K(x)] of s(x) as an
algebraic element over the field K(x).

The equation f = 0 defines an irreducible plane algebraic curve Z ⊂ A2, and we
let Z̃ denote a smooth complete model of Z, so that the function field of Z̃ over K is
K(Z̃) = K(Z) ∼=K K(x, y), where x is transcendental over K and f(x, y) = 0.

Also, K(x, y) is embedded (over K) through y 7→ s(x) into the field K((x)) of formal
power series, and it is isomorphic over K(x) to K(x, s(x)) ⊂ K((x)). Note that the degree
deg(x) of x viewed as a rational function on Z̃ (namely the weighted number of its poles)
is d = [K(Z̃) : K(x)].8

After multiplying s(x) by the leading coefficient of f(X,Y ) as a polynomial in Y , we
may assume at the outset that f is monic in Y (we have removed the ‘polar’ singularities
of s(x)). This amounts to suppose that s(x) is integral over K[x].

With such normalizations, if d = 1 then s(x) is a polynomial, and vice versa, so we
will assume in the sequel that d > 1. In this case the function x on Z̃, being of degree
d > 1, will have some (finite) branch points, i.e. critical values.9 This existence is well
known and follows easily from the Riemann-Hurwitz formula; in the complex case it is a
consequence of the fact that C is simply connected; it will also follow implicitly from some
of the arguments below.

Now, if x0 ∈ K, let p1, . . . , pr be the points of Z̃ above x0, i.e. with with x(pi) = x0.
Then there are integers e1, . . . , er ≥ 1 (the ramification indices of the pi) such that the
solutions of the equation f(x, Y ) = 0 may be expressed as Puiseux series y = si(u) ∈ K[[u]],
where uei = x − x0, convergent for u in a neighborhood of 0. We have e1 + · · · + er = d.
Similarly if we work on P1(K) and x0 = ∞; in this case the solutions may be expressed as
Puiseux series at infinity y = si(u) where uei = 1/x, the series converging for large enough
|u|. We remark that the Puiseux series at infinity in fact are Laurent series, i.e. they may
contain (finitely many) terms with negative exponent of u; this cannot happen at finite
points due to the assumption that f is monic in Y .

By definition, the value x0 is not a branch point if and only if r = d, so ei = 1 for
each index i. Then there are d distinct points p1, . . . , pd of X̃ with x(pi) = x0, and the
equation f(x, Y ) = 0 will have d distinct power series solutions y = si(x−x0) ∈ K[[x−x0]]
convergent for x in some neighborhood of x0. If x0 is a branch point and ei > 1, then the
point pi ∈ Z̃ is said to be ramified above x0.

In the complex case this convergence provides a process of analytic continuation of the
original series s(x), which will go on throughout any simply connected region, as soon as
we do not find branch points in it. As a consequence it may be deduced (see below for
explicit arguments) that for K = C the open disk of convergence of s(x) cannot contain
all the (finite) branch points x0 ∈ C. This yields a negative answer to the above Question,
proving the case (i) of Theorem 1.1 (of course this goes back to centuries).

8In particular, the integer d, which is the degree of s(x) as an algebraic element over K(x), must not
be confused with the degree of s(x) as a function on Z̃, which equals the degree of f with respect to X

(not Y ).
9If x0 ∈ K is a branch point then f(x0, Y ) has some multiple root, but this is not a sufficient condition;

consider e.g. the simple example f(X,Y ) = Y 2 −X(X − x0)2, x0 ̸= 0 (what fails here is the smoothness
of the model).
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On the other hand, if the absolute value of K is ultrametric (for instance if K is the
completion Cp of an algebraic closure of Qp) the analytic continuation is not anymore
possible, hence the argument sketched for C fails.

3. Proof of Theorem 1.1

In this section we work under the normalizations performed in § 2, in particular assuming
that f(X,Y ) is monic in Y . This does not affect the statement.

3.1. Proof of Theorem 1.1(i). We start with part (i), namely proving that the Question
has a negative answer when K = C. As said, this case is somewhat implicit in the standard
theories, but lacking an explicit reference we are inserting a complete argument.

We assume that the series s(x) is convergent in a disk D(0, R−) containing all the finite
branch points of x, and have to prove that s(x) is a polynomial. Since there are only
finitely many branch points, our assumption yields that any finite branch point ρ is such
that |ρ| < r < R for a suitable r > 0.

For a real number R1 ≥ R consider the open region A = A(R1) := {z ∈ C \ R+ :
r < |z| < R1}. This is clearly simply connected and does not contain any branch point.
The convergence assumption and the fact that the polynomial f is monic in Y entail that
the function s(x) is analytic and well defined in the annulus Ω : r < |z| < R, and is
bounded there. Also, A∩Ω is connected, and therefore s(x) may be analytically continued
throughout A, hence throughout the union of A with Ω. By the same reason, it can
be analytically continued in the union of Ω with the open (simply connected) rectangle
{z ∈ C : r < ℜz < R1, |ℑz| < ϵ}, for ϵ > 0.

The analytic continuations obtained through these two connected regions will coincide
on their intersection, which is connected and contains a nonempty open set (e.g. a suitable
neighborhood of the interval (r,R) ⊂ R), thus this will provide an analytic continuation to
the union of the regions, which contains the connected annulus r < |z| < R1. Again, since
the function s(x) is analytic in the disk |z| < R, the continuation that we have obtained
extends to the disk |z| < R1. Since R1 > R is arbitrarily large, this yields that s(x) may
be continued to an analytic function on the whole C.

But since it satisfies the monic equation f(x, s(x)) = 0, it is subject to a bound |s(x)| ≤
c1|x|l + c2, provided c1, c2, l are sufficiently large positive constants. By Cauchy’s integral
formula am = (2πi)−1

∫
|z|=T

s(z)z−m−1dz (take any T > 1); this implies that |am| ≤
(c1 + c2)T

l−m for all T > 1 and hence am = 0 for m > l,10 so that s(x) is a polynomial of
degree ≤ l. □

Remark 3.1. There are other equivalent ways to formulate the argument with analytic
continuation.

For instance one can observe at once that the continuation to A indeed extends to the
whole ring r < |z| < R1. In fact, travelling through a circle |z| = c, (where r < c < R1)
from c will lead to the same value for s(z) after one complete round, because this holds for
c < R by assumption, and must then hold always by continuity.

A further somewhat different argument can be obtained as in the proof that we shall
offer for the p-adic case; this argument in the complex case may be sketched as follows.
Replacing x with a positive power xe does not affect the issue, so we may assume that ∞
is not ramified. Then we may analytically continue the restriction of s(z) to r < |z| < R,
to the whole simply connected domain r < |z| ≤ ∞ in P1(C). This continuation must fit
with the function s(z) defined by the series for |z| < R, because the intersection of the
domains |z| < R and r < |z| is connected.

Finally, note that any of these arguments proves as a byproduct that in the complex
case there must exist finite branch points as soon as d ≥ 2.

10Of course this argument is Liouville’s theorem.
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3.2. Proof of Theorem 1.1(ii). We now go ahead with part (ii), which is one of the
main points of the present paper. As mentioned in the introduction, we apply a theorem
of Dwork and Robba, and precisely Theorem 2.1 of [DR79]. For the reader’s convenience
we state here the modification that we need, which was already stated, proved, and used,
in the paper [Zan01] by the second author: see Proposition 4.1 therein.11

For the statement we keep the previous notations and further denote by u a variable
over K, and by K̂(u) the completion of K(u) with respect to the Gauss norm on K(u).

Proposition 3.2 ([DR79], Thm. 2.1 and [Zan01], Prop. 4.1.). Let Q(Z) = Q(u,Z) ∈
K[u,Z] be irreducible of degree d > 0 in Z, and suppose that at each u1 ∈ D(0, 1−), except
possibly at u1 = 0, the equation Q(Z) = 0 has d distinct locally analytic solutions.

Factor Q over K̂(u) and consider the finite extensions of K̂(u) corresponding to the
various irreducible factors. Assume that each such extension is tamely ramified and that
the corresponding residue field extension is separable.

Then the solutions of Q(Z) = 0 at u = 0 are of the form

(1) Z = u−m/eξ(u1/e),

for an integer m ≥ 0, where e is some ramification index above u = 0 of the function field
extension of K(u) defined by Q, and where ξ ∈ K[[U ]] is a power series whose radius of
convergence is at least 1.

Remark 3.3. Theorem 2.1 of [DR79] has the same conclusion but contains merely the
assumption that (p = 0 or) p > d, and does not even mention the factorization of Q over
K̂(u). In fact, the possible factors will have degree ≤ d, so the constraints about separability
and tame ramification become automatic on assuming p > d. However a little inspection of
the arguments in [DR79] readily leads to the present refinement. That some condition on p
is needed is observed in [DR79], where the simple example Q(u, Z) = Zp− (1+u) appears;
in that case we have p = d, the assumption about the local solutions is fulfilled, but the
radius of convergence is < p−1 (in fact, it is p−p/(p−1)). Our situation is different and the
(counter)examples that we give offer implicitly different (counter)examples concerning the
theorem of Dwork and Robba.

Before applying Proposition 3.2, we perform some normalizations, and for simplicity we
first discuss the case p > d.

As before, we assume that the series s(x) is integral over K[x], that it is convergent in a
disk D(0, R−), and that all the finite branch points of x have absolute value < R; we have
to prove that s(x) is a polynomial.

By a rescaling x 7→ µx, where µ ∈ K∗ is such that |µ| is a bit smaller than the radius
of convergence, we can suppose that s(x) converges in D(0, r−) for an r > 1, and that
the branch points have absolute value < 1: indeed the rescaling divides the radius and
the branch points by µ. Also, by changing x with a suitable positive power xl, we can
suppose that ∞ is not a branch point: it suffices to choose l as a positive multiple of all the
ramification indices at ∞ (so e.g. l = d! will do). Note that this substitution will possibly
increase the number of branch points12 but their absolute values will remain < 1. After
this normalization, let then ρ < 1 be an upper bound for the absolute values of the branch
points.

Put u = 1/x and consider the polynomial Q(u,Z) = uhf(1/u, Z), where h is the minimal
integer so that Q ∈ K[u, Z] is a polynomial, which will then be irreducible. Now, the finite
branch points u0 of u are of the shape u0 = 1/x0, where x0 is a nonzero branch point of
x. Hence |u0| ≥ 1/ρ > 1. Then, since the disk Du(0, 1

−) : |u| < 1 has no branch points,
the solutions of Q(u, Z) = 0 around any u1 in that disk will be given locally by d distinct
power series in u− u1, with nonzero radius of convergence.

11There are subsequent more sophisticated results of Dwork, Robba, and others, which could be invoked
but, to keep the pre-requisites to a minimum, we prefer to use this elementary version.

12The ‘new’ branch points will be the l-th roots of the ‘old’ ones.
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Therefore, since we are assuming that p > d, the other assumptions for Proposition 3.2
are automatically satisfied; the conclusion is that the solutions of Q(u,Z) at u = 0 are
given by Laurent series of the shape u−mi/eiξi(u

1/ei), where the ξi are power series with
radius of convergence at least 1. Now, since ∞ is a not a branch point of x, we deduce that
0 is not a branch point of u, whence we may take each ei = 1, and we shall have d distinct
solutions of the said shape, namely of the form θi(x

−1) := u−miξi(u) = xmiξi(x
−1).

These last series are Laurent series in 1/x with only finitely many terms with positive
exponent of x. By Proposition 3.2, they are convergent for 0 < |u| < 1, i.e. for |x| > 1.
In practice, the proposition implies that the Puiseux series at x = ∞ are convergent for
|x| > 1.

Now, in the annulus 1 < |x| < r, the polynomial f(x, Z) factors as
∏d

i=1(Z − θi(x
−1)).

But, in the same annulus, we may evaluate this at Z = s(x) obtaining
∏d

i=1(s(x) −
θi(x

−1)) = 0. But the Laurent series convergent in the annulus form a domain, and then
we deduce that there exists an index j such that the equality s(x) = θj(x

−1) holds for all x
in the annulus, and in fact, equivalently, holds identically. However s(x) is a power series,
whereas θj(x−1) has only finitely many terms with positive exponent of x, and therefore
s(x) is a polynomial.

Remark 3.4. This argument works for K = C as well, a case for which the Proposition
is in fact part of standard knowledge, and does not need assumptions concerning tame
ramification or separability.

For a similar reason, it also works for ultrametric K with residue field of characteristic 0,
although the (subtler) arguments of Dwork and Robba [DR79] are needed with respect to
the case of C. In any case, this leaves us only with the case of residue field of characteristic
p = d, which we are now going to consider.

Now suppose that p = d. We start with the same normalization as above, hence sup-
posing that s(x) =

∑∞
m=0 amx

m converges in D(0, r−) where r > 1, and supposing that
every branch point has absolute value ≤ ρ < 1.

As in the previous argument, we set u := 1/x and we consider the polynomial Q(u,Z) =
uhf(1/u, Z), defined above. Now, since s(x) has radius of convergence > 1, the coefficients
am tend to 0. Hence s(x) may be considered an element of the completion K̂(u) = K̂(x)
of K(u) = K(x) with respect to the Gauss norm; in fact |s(x) −

∑n
m=0 anu

−n|G ≤
supl>n |al| → 0 as n→ ∞, so s(x) is a limit (in the Gauss norm) of a sequence in K(u).

Therefore Q(u, Z) has the linear factor Z−s(x) over K̂(u), the quotient being a polyno-
mial of degree d−1 < p in Z. We conclude that the extensions mentioned in the statement
of Proposition 3.2 have degree ≤ d − 1 < p and therefore are neither wildly ramified nor
the residue field extension can be inseparable.

But then we may apply Proposition 3.2 as in the case p > d and conclude the proof in
the same way as above. □

3.3. Proof of Theorem 1.1(iii). Now suppose that there exists x0 ∈ K such that all the
ramification indices above it are > 1; this implies d > 1, and we have to prove that it is
not possible that s(x) converges in a disk D(0, R−) containing all the finite branch points.

This is indeed very easy. The assumption entails that |x0| < R, and then we could write
s(x) =

∑∞
m=0

s(m)(x0)
m! (x − x0)

m, the series being again convergent for |x − x0| < R. But
this expansion yields a Puiseux series at x = x0 with ramification index 1, contrary to
assumptions. □

3.4. Proof of Corollary 1.2. Let R be the radius of convergence of s(x). In view of the
assumptions of the Corollary, we may apply Theorem 1.1, so there is a finite branch point
ρ with R ≤ |ρ| (in particular R must be finite).13

Let then ρ be such a branch point of minimum absolute value. If |ρ| = R we are done,
and similarly if there exists a branch point β with |β| ≤ R. So assume |ρ| > R and that

13The finiteness of R does not depend on Theorem 1.1: for otherwise s(x) would be necessarily a
polynomial since it is analytic on the whole K and is bounded polynomially for |x| → ∞. The conclusion
then follows as in Liouville classical result over C; see for this e.g. [Ami75] or [DR79].
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there does not exist any such β, and put s1(x) = s(ρx). Then the equation f(ρu, Z) = 0
has d distinct locally analytic solutions for u ∈ D(0, 1−). But then, in view of the present
assumptions, we may apply Proposition 3.2 to the polynomial Q(u, Z) := f(ρu, Z).14 We
conclude that the radius of convergence of s1 is at least 1, which implies that the radius of
convergence of s(x) is at least |ρ|, a contradiction which proves the statement. □

Remark 3.5. We remark again that in the case of C the proof of Theorem 1.1 gives the
more precise conclusion that R = |ρ| for some branch point ρ, which in the ultrametric
case is not in general true.

4. Proof of Theorem 1.3

We begin with part (i) and with an example for p = 2 that admits a very explicit
description.

4.1. An example for p = 2. Consider the series satisfying the algebraic equation

y3 − 3y = 2− x

with y(0) = 2. The branch points are at x = 0 (above which there are a ramification point
with y = −1 and an unramified point with y = 2) and at x = 4 (above which there is the
ramification point with y = 1 and an unramified point with y = −2).

We show in two ways that this series belongs to Z2[[x]]. In particular this implies that
it converges for |x|2 < 1 which is an open disk that contains both finite branch points, thus
proving the statement.

4.1.1. Lift via Hensel’s lemma. We will construct the series
∑
snx

n iteratively, starting
from s0 = 2, which is a simple root of the polynomial f(Y ) = Y 3− 3Y +x− 2 ∈ Q2[[x]][Y ]
modulo (x), meaning that f(2) = x belong to the maximal ideal of Q[[x]], while f ′(2) = 9
does not. By Hensel’s lemma this root lifts iteratively to a unique root of f in Q2[[x]]
which is precisely the series we are interested in. This lifting is achieved by the following
recursion, which as usual can be interpreted as an ultrametric version of Newton’s method
for approximating roots numerically:

s0 = 2, sn+1 = sn − f(sn)

f ′(sn)
, n ≥ 0.

We see by induction that the elements sn, which in principle belong to Q2[[x]], are actually
in Z2[[x]]. Indeed we have that f ′(sn) = 3(s2n − 1) = 9+O(x) because sn ≡ s0 (mod (x));
assuming by induction that sn ∈ Z2[[x]] this implies that f ′(sn) is an invertible element
of Z2[[x]], and therefore sn+1 ∈ Z2[[x]]. The coefficients of sn stabilize as n → ∞ and
therefore the limit belongs to Z2[[x]] as desired.

4.1.2. An explicit formula involving Chebyshev’s polynomials. Through some manipula-
tions, it is actually possible to obtain a fairly explicit description of the series expressing
the desired algebraic function and check directly that its coefficients are 2-integers. We
include this because we hope the readers will find it amusing.

Solving for y using Cardano’s formula gives

y =

(
2− x

2
+

√
(2− x)2

4
− 1

)1/3

+

(
2− x

2
−
√

(2− x)2

4
− 1

)1/3

=

(
1− x

2
+

√
x
(x
4
− 1
))1/3

+

(
1− x

2
−
√
x
(x
4
− 1
))1/3

,

Where the square roots are taken with opposite signs in the two factors, and the cubic
roots are meant to have value 1 at x = 0. Expanding the cubic roots and writing u2 = x

14Observe that in case p = d the same argument as in the proof of Theorem 1.1(ii) would not work,
since now we lack the factor Z − s(x) of f(x, Z) over K̂(x).
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we get

y =

∞∑
n=0

(
1/3

n

)((
−x
2
+

√
x
(x
4
− 1
))n

+

(
−x
2
−
√
x
(x
4
− 1
))n

)
(2)

=

∞∑
n=0

(
1/3

n

)
un

((
−u
2
+

√
u2

4
− 1

)n

+

(
−u
2
−
√
u2

4
− 1

)n)
(3)

=

∞∑
n=0

2

(
1/3

n

)
unTn

(
−u
2

)
(4)

where Tn is the n-th Chebyshev polynomial, satisfying Tn(cos θ) = cos(nθ). This can be
seen for example from the identity Tn

(
X+X−1

2

)
= Xn+X−n

2 , noticing that(
−u
2
+

√
u2

4
− 1

)(
−u
2
−
√
u2

4
− 1

)
= 1.

Notice that Tn is an odd polynomial for odd n and an even polynomial for even n, thus
unTn

(
−u

2

)
is indeed a polynomial in x. Furthermore, explicit formulae such as

Tn(X) =
1

2

⌊n/2⌋∑
m=0

(−1)m
((

n−m

m

)
+

(
n−m− 1

n− 2m

))
(2X)n−2m

allow us to see that the coefficients of the series (4) are 2-integers as desired.

4.2. An example for all p. Consider the series y = y(x) satisfying the algebraic equation

(5) yp(y + 1) = x

and y(0) = −1. The finite branch points of the equation are at x = 0 and x = −pp

(p+1)p+1 .
Exactly as in the previous case, Hensel’s lemma can be used to show that the series y(x)

is in Zp[[x]], thus showing that all finite branch points are inside the disk of convergence.
The details are as follows: starting from the simple root s0 = −1 we study the recurrence

sn+1 = sn − f(sn)

f ′(sn)
.

As before, f ′(s0) = (−1)p is an invertible element of Zp, and therefore, by induction, the
series f ′(sn) is an invertible element of Zp[[x]]; thus the whole sequence (sn) lie in Zp[[x]]
and so does its limit.

Remark 4.1. It is easy to see that one can recover from these functions other examples
that show how the condition p > d cannot be removed from the theorem of Dwork-Robba.
Indeed if the series for y(x) converges strictly further than all branch points, than upon
moving the point at infinity to the origin the radius of convergence will be strictly smaller
than the distance to the first branch point. In formulae, setting x = 1/tp+1, z = ty gives the
algebraic equation zp(z + t) = 1 and the series z(t) provides the example. These examples
are of a different shape than those proposed in [DR79].

4.2.1. Fuss-Catalan numbers and an explicit formula. By differentiating the equation y(x)p(y(x)+
1) = x with respect to x we find y′yp((p+1)y+p) = 1, and thus, using the original equation,
we see that

y′((p+ 1)y + p) = y
y + 1

x
.

By writing y =
∑

n≥0 anx
n we can identify the coefficient of xn in the left-hand side of the

equation as

(p+ 1)

n∑
i=1

iaian−i+1 − (n+ 1)an+1,

and the coefficient of xn in the right-hand side of the equation as
n∑

i=0

aian−i+1,
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so that we obtain the recurrence

an+1 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

aian−i+1 (i(p+ 1)− 1) n ≥ 1

and a0 = a1 = −1. Up to the sign, these are integers known in combinatorics as the Fuss-
Catalan numbers and they appear in the enumeration of certain trees or certain lattice
paths as a generalization of Catalan numbers 1

n+1

(
2n
n

)
. (See Stanley’s volumes [Sta97] for

many similar examples and much more.) They have an ‘explicit’ formula as

an =
(−1)n

(p+ 1)n− 1

(
(p+ 1)n− 1

n

)
=

(−1)n

pn− 1

(
(p+ 1)n− 2

n

)
n ≥ 1.

In all of these examples the origin is itself a branch point, though of course the ramifi-
cation point lies on a different branch. (We found that putting the branch point at 0 was
helpful for the computations involved in finding these series.)

4.3. Proof of Part (ii). The simplest examples here are perhaps obtained (as in [DR79])
by taking f(X,Y ) = Y p − 1 − X, over the field Cp: now s(x)p = 1 + x, so s(x) =

ζ
∑∞

m=0

(
1/p
m

)
xm, where ζp = 1. All such series have radius of convergence p−p/(p−1),

whereas the only finite branch point is −1, with ramification index p.
A less evident example, with ramification index 2, comes from the polynomial f(X,Y ) =

Y p−1(Y − 1) − X. It is irreducible of degree p in Y , and in fact the point x = ∞ is
totally ramified. The finite branch points for x are obtained from the equation fy =
(p− 1)yp−2(y − 1) + yp−1 = 0, so they are 0 (for p > 2, with ramification indices p− 1, 1)
and ρ := −(p− 1)p−1p−p (obtained with y = (p− 1)/p, with ramification index 2).

At x = 0 we have a unique series solution s(x) =
∑∞

m=0 amx
m ∈ Cp[[x]] (in fact over

Q) with a0 = 1 and f(x, s(x)) = 0. As we have seen before, the fact that fy(a0) = 1 is
invertible in Z implies that s(x) ∈ Z[[x]].

Assuming now that s(x) has radius of convergence > 1, it would reduce modulo p to
a polynomial t(x), but the congruence f(x, t(x)) ≡ 0 (mod p) has clearly no polynomial
solutions. Hence s(x) has radius of convergence 1, which is smaller than |ρ|p = pp. □

This argument shows that for a fixed f the radius of convergence is ‘usually’ 1, and it is
> 1 when the irreducible polynomial f acquires a factor Y − P (X) when seen modulo p.

5. Proof of Theorem 1.5

We put

s(x) =

∞∑
m=0

amx
m, sn(x) =

n−1∑
m=0

amx
m, ρn(x) := s(x)− sn(x).

Since r is in the value group, up to a rescaling of x we may take r = 1; our assumption
now corresponds to the fact that v(am) → ∞ as m → ∞. By multiplying s(x) by a
nonzero constant we can also assume that v(am) ≥ 0 for every m ≥ 0, and that f(x, Y ) is
the minimal polynomial of s(x) over O[x].

Remark 5.1. As a side observation, we remark that the result is easier for rational func-
tions, in which case we may argue as follows. The assertion is trivial for polynomials, so
by induction it suffices to prove that if a ∈ K∗ and if S(x) := (x − a)s(x) has radius
of convergence R > 1, while s(x) converges for |x| ≤ 1, then s(x) as well has radius of
convergence > 1. To prove this, note that if |a| > 1 the sought conclusion is clear, because
(x − a)−1 = −

∑∞
n=0 a

−n−1xn has radius of convergence |a|, so assume |a| ≤ 1. Then we
can evaluate at x = a both sides, to find S(a) = 0. Hence, setting S(x) =

∑∞
n=0Anx

n,

S(x) = S(x)− S(a) = (x− a)

∞∑
n=0

An(x
n−1 + axn−2 + · · ·+ an−1),

thus s(x) =
∑∞

n=0An(x
n−1+axn−2+ · · ·+an−1), and the conclusion follows very easily.15

15This argument, and in fact the case of rational functions, remain valid also over C.
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Note also that this same argument would allow us to suppose that f(X,Y ) is monic in
Y , though we do not need that.

In light of the remark, we shall suppose from now on d ≥ 2. Going ahead with the
general case, we let | · |G denote the Gauss norm16 and vG = − log | · |G the corresponding
order function, and set h := vG(fY (x, s(x))), for the derivative fY with respect to Y ; since
f(X,Y ) is irreducible we certainly have fY (x, s(x)) ̸= 0, so h is well-defined, and it is ≥ 0.

Clearly fY (x, sn(x)) −→
G

fY (x, s(x)) for n → ∞, hence vG(fY (x, sn(x))) is constantly

equal to h for all large n, in fact it suffices that v(am) > h for m ≥ n.

Let now l be a fixed integer large enough so that for all n ≥ l we have v(an) > h and
vG(fY (x, sn(x)) = h . Also pick x0 ∈ K with |x0| ≤ 1 and such that |fY (x0, sl(x0))|
is maximum for x in the closed unit disk. It is a well-known easy fact that such an x0
exists, and the maximum is the Gauss norm of the polynomial fY (x, sl(x)). Note that
|fY (x0, sl(x0))| = |fY (x, sl(x))|G = |fY (x, s(x))|G and v(fY (x0, sn(x0))) = h for all n ≥ l
since for such n we have v(an) > h.

Now, the assumptions of convergence remain valid for s(x0+x) in place of s(x). In fact
we have the following identities, justified by absolute convergence:
s(x0 + x) =

∑∞
m=0 am(x + x0)

m =
∑∞

r=0(
∑∞

m=r am
(
m
r

)
xm−r
0 )xr, which converges for

|x| ≤ 1 because am → 0 and |
∑∞

m=r am
(
m
r

)
xm−r
0 | ≤ sup

m≥r
|am|.

Hence we may perform a translation and assume x0 = 0. With this normalization,
observing that s(0) = a0, we have 0 ≤ v(fY (0, a0)) = h = inf

|x|≤1
v(f(x, sl(x))).

We want to perform another useful normalization. We put

F (x, Y ) = Fl(x, Y ) := f(x, sl(x) + Y ) = cd(x)Y
d + cd−1(x)Y

d−1 + · · ·+ c0(x),

so for instance c0(x) = F (x, 0) = f(x, sl(x)). We have that vG(c0(x)) → 0 for l tending to
infinity, since f(x, sl(x)) −→

G
f(x, s(x)) = 0.

We have c1(x) = FY (x, 0) = fY (x, sl(x)), whence c1(0) = FY (0, 0) = fY (0, a0).
Hence v(c1(0)) = vG(fY (x, sl(x))) = h = vG(c1(x)).

We also have F (x, ρl(x)) = F (x, s(x)− sl(x)) = f(x, s(x)) = 0.

For notational convenience put now for this argument b := c1(0) (we have v(b) = h,
so b ̸= 0) and write ρn(x) =: bρ∗n(x). Since ρn(x) = s(x) − sn(x) −→

G
0, we have that

vG(ρ
∗
n) → ∞ as n grows to infinity.

We also put

F ∗(x, Y ) := b−2F (x, bY ) = bd−2cd(x)Y
d + · · ·+ c1(x)b

−1Y + c0(x)b
−2.

Now observe that F ∗(x, ρ∗l (x)) = 0, and F ∗
Y (0, 0) = c1(0)b

−1 = 1.
Hence, on fixing in advance a large enough l, and changing f with F ∗, replacing s(x)

with ρ∗l (x), sn(x) with ρ∗l (x)− ρ∗n+l(x), we can assume at the outset that v(an) ≥ h0 > 0,
n = 0, 1, . . . , for an arbitrarily chosen h0, as large as we want: it suffices to choose l so
that v(am) ≥ h0 + 2v(b) = h0 + 2h for m ≥ l.

Note also that with this normalization we have am = 0 for m < l.

In order to refresh the notation we write down explicitly an expression for the new data:

f(x, Y ) = cd(x)Y
d + cd−1(x)Y

d−1 + · · ·+ c1(x)Y + c0(x) ∈ O[x, Y ],

where vG(ci) ≥ 0, v(c1(0)) = 0 = vG(c1(x)). We also note that fY (0, 0) = c1(0) = 1.

We now recall a recurrence formula which is easily derived. Namely, we have

an = −coefficient of xn in f(x, sn(x)).

16For a series as above we define it as supn |an|; see [DGS94], Ch. IV, for more.



ON THE DISK OF CONVERGENCE OF ALGEBRAIC POWER SERIES 15

This formula appears for instance in the section on Puiseux series in [Zan25], but it is also
simple to prove it directly. We have sn+1(x) = sn(x)+ anx

n and f(x, sn+1(x)) = O(xn+1)
(since f(x, s(x)) = 0). Also,

f(x, sn(x)+anx
n) = f(x, sn(x))+anx

nfY (x, sn(x))+O(xn+1) = f(x, sn(x))+anx
n+O(xn+1),

in view of the present normalization fY (0, 0) = 1. The assertion follows.

To express the formula more explicitly, letD := max
i

deg ci, and write ci(x) =
∑D

j=0 cijx
j .

For n > deg c0 the recursion yields,

(6) −an =

D∑
j=1

c1jan−j +

d∑
q=2

 ∑
j,κ1,...,κq

cqjan−κ1
· · · an−κq

 ,

where q ranges from 2 to d, whereas in the inner sums j, κ1, . . . , κq satisfy

0 ≤ j ≤ D, 1 ≤ κi ≤ n,

q∑
i=1

(n− κi) = n− j.

Let η = min{1,min{v(c1j) : v(c1j) > 0}} and ε = η
2D+1 . With the above normalizations,

letting h0 be large enough, we want to prove that

(7) v(am) ≥ εm+ η, for all m.

For m ≤ D this is true because we are assuming that v(am) ≥ h0 for all m.
In general we go ahead distinguishing two cases.

First case: We have v(c1j) > 0 for each j ≥ 1.
In this case we argue by induction on m. Suppose the inequality true up to m = n− 1.
Then the term c1jan−j in the first sum on the right of (6) has order ≥ min

1≤j≤D
v(an−j)+η

which by induction is ≥ ε(n−D) + 2η ≥ εn+ η.
The terms in the summation corresponding to q ≥ 2, by the inductive assumption, have

order ≥ ε(
∑q

i=1(n− κi)) + qη ≥ ε(n−D) + 2η ≥ εn+ η.
Therefore we conclude that v(an) ≥ εn+ η and we are done by induction.

Second case: There exists j ≥ 1 with v(c1j) = 0.
In this case we let µ ≥ 1 be the largest such index j.
As v(am) → ∞ each value v(am) is attained only finitely many times, and therefore we

may define an increasing sequence 0 = ξ0 < ξ1 < ξ2 < · · · , where ξi, i > 0, are precisely
the distinct values v(am).

Now suppose the inequality v(am) ≥ εm+ η has been proved for all m with v(am) < ξe,
for a certain e > 0. This holds for e = 1 (empty case). Then by induction we deduce it for
all m with v(am) = ξe. This will prove the sought inequality for all m.

For the inductive deduction we let µ > 0 be as above and, letting s be the maximum
index for which v(as) = ξe, we define n = µ+ s. Then we look again at the recurrence (6)
for such n, and look at the various terms.

Left-hand side: We have n > s, hence v(an) > ξe.
Right-hand side: In a term c1jan−j with j < µ we have n − j > n − µ = s, so

v(an−j) > ξe by definition of s.
In a term c1jan−j with j > µ, we have v(c1j) > 0 hence either v(an−j) ≥ ξe, and then

v(c1jan−j) > ξe, or ξe > v(an−j) ≥ ε(n − j) + η by induction. In this last case we have
v(c1jan−j) ≥ ε(n− j) + 2η ≥ εn+ η.

In a term cq,jan−κ1
· · · an−κq

in the second summation, hence with q ≥ 2, either some
index n−κi is such that a v(an−κi) ≥ ξe, and then v(an−κ1 · · · an−κq ) > ξe, or v(an−κi) < ξe
for all of the indices n − κi. In this case by induction we have v(an−κ1 · · · an−κq ) ≥
ε(
∑

i(n− κi)) + qη ≥ ε(n− j) + 2η ≥ εn+ η.

In conclusion, all the terms in the formula have order either > ξe or ≥ εn+ η, with the
only possible exception of the term c1µan−µ. Since this last term has order ξe, it follows
(from the ultrametric property) that ξe ≥ εn + η. Then if a term an−j has order ξe it
follows that v(an−j) = ξe ≥ εn+ η ≥ ε(n− j) + η, completing the induction step.
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Now from (7) the conclusion of the theorem follows at once. □

6. Proof of Theorem 1.6

In this section we will develop easy lemmas to link the radius of convergence of the
series

∑
m

(
γ1

m

)(
γ2

m

)
xm to the 2-adic expansion of γ1, γ2. This will actually show that an

uncountable number of pairs γ1, γ2 as in Theorem 1.6 can be explicitely described.

We recall that the p-adic valuation of a binomial coefficient can be computed in terms
of the base-p representation of the numbers.

A theorem of Kummer [Kum52] states that for given integers n ≥ m ≥ 0 and a prime
number p, the p-adic valuation vp

((
n
m

))
of the binomial coefficient

(
n
m

)
is equal to the

number of carries when m is added to n−m in base p. This can also be expressed as

vp

((
n

m

))
=
Sp(m) + Sp(n−m)− Sp(n)

p− 1
,

where Sp denotes the sum of the base-p digits.
For γ a p-adic integer the valuation vp

((
γ
m

))
can be expressed analogously in terms of

the unique (infinite) base-p expansion of γ =
∑∞

i=0 aip
i with integers ai ∈ [0, p − 1]. In

particular the sum in base p of m and γ −m involves only finitely many carries unless the
digits of γ −m are eventually equal to p− 1 and those of γ to 0; this happens when γ is a
positive integer smaller than m , so that

(
γ
m

)
= 0.

Now we state a lemma that bounds the 2-adic valuation of a binomial coefficient
(
γ
m

)
,

with γ ∈ Z2 and m ∈ N, in terms of the length of the binary expansion of m and the
position of the next non-zero digit in the binary expansion of γ.

Lemma 6.1. Let (an) be an increasing sequence of non-negative integers and let γ =∑∞
i=0 2

ai . Let m =
∑N

i=0 2
bi be a positive integer with its base-2 expansion, and M the

integer such that
M−1∑
i=0

2ai < m ≤
M∑
i=0

2ai ,

then v2
((

γ
m

))
≥ aM − bN . If in particular m = 2b is a power of 2, then v2

((
γ
2b

))
= aM − b.

Proof. The statement follows directly from Kummer’s theorem, because in the addition
between m and γ −m the digits between the bN -th and the aM -th will have a carry. □

Now we apply this lemma to two 2-adic integers of a suitable shape.

Proposition 6.2. Let (an) be an increasing sequence of non-negative integers such that
limn→∞(an+1 − an) = +∞. Let γ1 =

∑∞
i=0 2

a2i and γ2 =
∑∞

i=0 2
a2i+1 .

Then
(
γ1

m

)(
γ2

m

)
→ 0 2-adically; for m = 2aj we have v2

((
γ1

2aj

)(
γ2

2aj

))
= aj+1 − aj .

Proof. Let m =
∑N

i=0 2
bi be the base-2 expansion of a positive integer m, and M the

integer such that
M−1∑
i=0

2ai < m ≤
M∑
i=0

2ai .

Applying Lemma 6.1 to both γ1 and γ2 we see that

v2

((
γ1
m

)(
γ2
m

))
≥ aM − bN + aM+1 − bN = aM+1 − aM + 2(aM − bN ) ≥ aM+1 − aM .

As m→ ∞ so do N, bN and M , and therefore v2
((

γ1

m

)(
γ2

m

))
→ ∞.

Furthermore, if m = 2aj , then bN = aM = aj and

v2

((
γ1
2aj

)(
γ2
2aj

))
= aj − aj + aj+1 − aj = aj+1 − aj

again by Lemma 6.1. □
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We can now give an explicit choice of the γ1, γ2.
Take for instance an = n2 and define the 2-adic integers γ1 =

∑∞
i=0 2

(2i)2 , γ2 =
∑∞

i=0 2
(2i+1)2

as in the previous proposition.
Let m =

∑N
i=0 2

bi be the base-2 expansion of a positive integer m; then we see that
bN = ⌊log2m⌋ ,M − 1 ≤

√
bN ≤ M and aM+1 − aM = 2M + 1, so that applying the

proposition we obtain v2
((

γ1

m

)(
γ2

m

))
≫ (logm)1/2.

This shows that the series

s(x) =

∞∑
m=0

(
γ1
m

)(
γ2
m

)
xm

converges for |x|2 ≤ 1. Furthermore, if m = 2n
2

then v2
((

γ1

m

)(
γ2

m

))
= 2n+ 1, which shows

that the series does not converge for |x|2 > 1.

Remark 6.3. For every γ ∈ Z2 \ Z the sequence
(
2m
m

)(
γ
m

)
does not tend to 0 2-adically.

Indeed ifm = 2n is a power of 2 which appears in the base-2 expansion of γ, then v2
((

γ
m

))
=

0 and v2
((

2n+1

2n

))
= 1.

This shows that it was not possible to construct a similar example using a single γ, even
with the help of an additional binomial coefficient. See Example 7.1 for a more general
discussion.

Concerning all the powers s(x)q of the specific s(x) constructed above, it would be
possible to prove the stated stronger conclusion that their radius of convergence is 1,
by analysing carefully the 2-adic valuation of sums of products of binomial coefficients.
Instead, it is simpler to prove a more general lemma that avoids intricate combinatorial
arguments and applies to a very general class of series.

Remark 6.4. A series
∑

n≥0 anx
n ∈ 2Z2[[x]] has a radius of convergence greater than 1

if and only if there exists an α > 0 such that for all n ≥ 0 we have v2(an) ≥ αn.
Indeed, if the radius of convergence is > 1 there exists an α such that the inequality is

true for all large n. But then the assumption that all an are divisible by 2 guarantees that
we can shrink α in such a way as to satisfy it for all n ∈ N.

Lemma 6.5. Let s(x) = 1 + 4δ(x), where δ(x) ∈ Z2[[x]] is a series such that δ(0) = 0. If
s(x) has a radius of convergence equal to 1, the same holds for all its powers.

Proof. It is enough to show this for exponents that are powers of 2 (since the series (1 +
x)1/m has coefficients in Z2 for odd m). We can write

S(x) := s(x)2
k

= 1 + 2k+1∆(x)

with ∆ ∈ 2Z2[[x]]. To see this, expand s(x)2
k

= 1 +
∑2k

m=1

(
2k

m

)
4mδ(x)m and notice that,

by the result of Kummer already mentioned, for all m ≥ 1 v2

((
2k

m

))
+ 2m ≥ k + 2.

Assume that S(x) has a radius of convergence greater than 1. Then by Remark 6.4,
writing ∆(x) =

∑
n≥0 ∆nx

n, there exists α > 0 such that v2(∆n) ≥ αn for all n ≥ 0. The
same holds for each power ∆(x)m, as the inequality is linear homogeneous.

But now we can recover s(x) from S(x) again by the binomial theorem, and obtain

s(x) =
∑
m≥0

(
1/2k

m

)
(2k+1∆(x))m.

The product
(
1/2k

m

)
2(k+1)m lies in Z2, and the valuation of the coefficients of xn in each

power ∆(x)m is at least αn, which shows that the whole series s(x) has a radius of conver-
gence greater than 1, which is a contradiction. □

The lemma is ultimately related to the fact that the coefficients of the Taylor series of√
1 + 4x are integers, and can also be obtained from the 2-adic exponential and logarithm

series.
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Proof of Theorem 1.6. Now to conclude the proof of Theorem 1.6 we choose an increasing
sequence an such that a0 = 0, a1 ≥ 2 and an+1 − an ≍ n and define γ1, γ2, s(x) as above.
Proposition 6.2 and Lemma 6.5 show that the radius of convergence of s(x) and all its
powers is exactly one. □

Remark 6.6. Using the same construction as in Proposition 6.2 it is possible to construct
analogous series with any radius of convergence greater than 1.

Fixing β a positive real number, if β = lim infm→∞
1
mv2

((
γ1

m

)(
γ2

m

))
then the radius of

convergence of the series s(x) is exactly 2β . This can be achieved by defining the sequence
an inductively as a0 = 1, an+1 = an + ⌈β2an⌉ and applying Lemma 6.1 as in the proof of
Proposition 6.2.

Arguing around the Newton polygon of this series one can also show that it has infinitely
many zeroes in its disk of convergence.

This shows that the rationality of the logarithm in base p of the radius of convergence for
algebraic series cannot be reduced to a question about p-adic differential equations alone
(see [Ked22] for related discussions).

7. Linear differential equations of order 1: analogues of Theorem 1.5

As mentioned after the statement of Theorem 1.6, one can ask what happens for even
simpler examples involving differential equations s′(x) = u(x)s(x) of order 1, where u ∈
K(x). Again, the issue itself concerns only the ultrametric case. In this remark we discuss
in short this question, and sketch a proof of an analogue of Theorem 1.5 for series of this
kind.

If the equation is Fuchsian, i.e. has only regular singularities, then the finite poles of
u(x) have order 1 and u vanishes at ∞. By subtracting m/x from u (m ∈ N) we can also
assume that 0 is not a pole of u (i.e. s(0) ̸= 0). Then, an integral s(x) is a constant times
a finite product of functions the shape (1 + bx)β =

∑(
β
m

)
bmxm, where b, β ∈ K∗.

Now, suppose that the series for s(x) converges for |x| ≤ 1. Then it has only finitely many
zeros in D(0, 1+), as is well-known (see [Ami75] or [DGS94]). Moreover, if x0 ∈ D(0, 1+) is
a zero, we may divide out by x− x0 and replace s(x) by s1(x) := (s(x)− s(x0))/(x− x0),
which has the effect to replace u(x) by u(x)− (x−x0)−1. Note (as in Remark 5.1) that the
new series s1(x) again converges on |x| ≤ 1. Then, after iterating this operation a finite
number of times, we may suppose that s(x) has no zeros in D(0, 1+).

At this stage we observe that u(x) cannot have poles x0 ∈ D(0, 1+); in fact, otherwise
we could write (x − x0)s

′(x) = ((x − x0)u(x)) · s(x) and evaluate both sides at x = x0
(because of convergence on |x| = 1), obtaining s(x0) = 0, which we have excluded. Hence,
dividing out s(x) by a suitable polynomial, we may assume that all the poles of u(x) have
absolute value > 1, hence a series for u(x) has radius of convergence > 1.

Example 7.1. In particular, taking s(x) = (1+x)β , this proves that no binomial sequence(
β
m

)
, β ∈ K, can converge p-adically to 0 as m → ∞, unless β is a natural number: it

suffices to apply the above reduction steps starting with u(x) := s′(x)/s(x) = β/(1+x). Of
course there are also simple direct arguments for this; however that does not seem equally
simple for slightly more involved cases. For instance taking (1+ax)α(1+ bx)β , with p-adic
integers α, β ∈ Zp not both in N, and distinct p-adic units a ̸= b ∈ Z∗

p, we obtain that the
sequence (cm) defined by cm :=

∑
r+s=m arbs

(
α
r

)(
β
s

)
cannot converge to zero in Zp. This

can be compared with Theorem 1.6.

The fact that s(x) has no zeros in D(0, 1+) also implies, looking at Newton polygons,
that, after dividing by a constant, we may assume that s(0) = 1, that s ∈ O[[x]], and that
|s(x)− 1|G < 1 (in the sense of the Gauss norm). For this see [Ami75] or [DGS94].

Now write u(x) as a finite sum of terms βi(1 − bix)
−1, where bi, βi ∈ K∗ and where

0 < |bi| < 1. Also let q = pr be a power of p so large that qβi ∈ O for all i. Then the opening
discussion, on integrating s(x) explicitly, shows that s(x)q has radius of convergence > 1.

So, we have reached the same conclusion of Theorem 1.5, however at the cost of raising
s(x) to a positive power. Note that this last condition is relevant, as shown by examples
like (1 + pp/(p−1)x)1/p, where the p-th power has infinite radius of convergence whereas
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the binomial expansion
∑∞

m=0

(
1/p
m

)
pmp/(p−1)xm has radius of convergence 1 and does not

converge in the whole closed disk D(0, 1+).
This already shows a rather strong limitation in order to produce examples like in

Theorem 1.6, but with differential equations of order 1. In fact, we now prove this assertion
in a strong sense.

Proposition 7.2. For a solution s(x) as above the conclusion of Theorem 1.5 holds, i.e.
if s(x) converges in D(0, 1+), then in fact it has radius of convergence > 1.

Sketch of proof. We work under the reduction steps explained above, namely assuming
that s(0) = 1 and that |s(x) − 1|G < 1, which means that for m > 0 the coefficients am
lie in the maximal ideal M. Since they tend to 0 by assumption, we may then find a
polynomial g(x) ∈ O[x], g(x) ≡ 1 (mod M) such that g(0) = 1 and |s(x)g(x)− 1|G < p−2

(just truncate a series for s(x)−1). Note that the roots of g will have absolute value > 1,
hence g−1 has radius of convergence > 1, and thus it suffices to prove the result after
replacing s with sg, and thus assuming that |s(x)− 1|G < p−2.

With this proviso, setting θ = θ(x) := s(x) − 1, we have that |θ|G < p−2. Also, letting
q = pr > 1 be such that the conclusion holds for sq, we have

s(x)q = (1 + θ)q = 1 + qθ +

(
q

2

)
θ2 + · · ·+ θq.

It is easy to check that the maximal Gauss valuation of the terms after the first one, is
attained at the second term, hence putting s(x)q = 1+ ϕ we have |ϕ|G ≤ |qθ|G < (p2q)−1.
But then the formal series expansion for

log s = log(1 + ϕ)1/q = l(x) := q−1 log(1 + ϕ) = q−1(ϕ− ϕ2/2 + · · · )

holds inside O[[x]].
Note that 1 + ϕ = s(x)q =

∏
(1 − bix)

qβi has radius of convergence > 1, hence ϕ has
radius of convergence > 1 as well. Then we may write ϕ = p2qψ, where ψ ∈ O[[x]] has
radius of convergence say > R > 1.

The next step is to bound ψ on some disk of radius > 1. To this end, write ψ(x) =∑∞
m=0 γmx

m with γm ∈ O, so they satisfy |γm| ≤ min(1, CR−m) for a suitable C > 1.
Define m0 ≥ 0 as the integer such that CR−m0−1 < 1 ≤ CR−m0 . Also, for given small
ϵ > 0 find R0 > 1, R0 < R, so close to 1 that max(Rm0

0 , C(R0/R)
m0+1) < 1 + ϵ, which

certainly we may do as the maximum tends to 1 for R0 → 1+. Note that then for |x| ≤ R0

the series
∑
γmx

m for ψ(x) converges and we have |ψ(x)| ≤ max(|γmxm|) ≤ 1 + ϵ.
Hence, letting ∆ = D(0, R+

0 ), we have that ϕ converges in ∆ and takes therein values
whose absolute value is< (p2q)−1(1+ϵ). It follows that the series l(x) satisfies |l(x)|G ≤ p−2

and on ∆ takes values in the disk D(0, p−2(1 + ϵ)+) (for small enough ϵ). In turn, we may
write the formal equality

s(x) = exp log s = exp l(x) = 1 + l(x) + (l(x))2/2! + · · · ,

because |l|G ≤ p−2 < p−1/(p−1). If ϵ is small enough so that p−2(1 + ϵ) < p−1/(p−1) the
equality remains valid for x ∈ ∆, and we also conclude that the radius of convergence
of s(x) is ≥ R0 > 1, as wanted. (See [DGS94], especially Lemma 7.1, for these last
deductions.) □

Since the matter is not quite near the rest of the paper, we have not pushed forward the
analysis for differential equations of order 1 which are non-Fuchsian, though we are inclined
to think that the methods prove that the result still holds. In that case one should be able
to reduce to series of the shape exp(c1x + c2x

2 + · · · ), where ci → 0. It should be not
too difficult to prove that such series cannot converge on the closed disk of convergence.
(See indeed the paper [BS82] of Bombieri and Sperber for much more general conclusions,
and see also Crew’s paper [Cre87], § 4, especially Prop. 4.4 and Prop. 4.5, for results quite
related to the above.)
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