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Abstract. This paper concerns pairs of models of the theory of the differential field of
logarithmic-exponential transseries that are tame as a pair of real closed fields. That is, the
smaller model is bounded inside the larger model and there exists a standard part map. This
covers for instance the differential fields of hyperseries or surreal numbers or maximal Hardy
fields equipped with suitable enlargements of the differential field of transseries. The theory
of such pairs is complete and model complete in a natural language and it has quantifier
elimination in the same language expanded by two predicates and a standard part map.
Additionally, the smaller model is purely stably embedded in the pair, and hence so is the
constant field.

More generally, we study differential-Hensel-Liouville closed pre-H-fields, i.e., pre-H-fields
that are differential-henselian, real closed, and closed under exponential integration, equipped
with lifts of their differential residue fields, and establish similar results in that setting relative
to the differential residue field.

1. Introduction

Transseries were introduced independently by Dahn and Göring in their work on nonstandard
models of the real exponential field [DG87] and by Écalle in his solution of Dulac’s Conjecture,
connected to Hilbert’s 16th problem [Éca90; Éca92]. Building on these constructions, the
differential field of logarithmic-exponential transseries, denoted here by T, was constructed in
[DMM97] (there denoted by R((t))LE). These rich structures have an intricate construction,
but roughly they are built from real power series in x using exponentials and logarithms,
allowing suitable infinite sums; some elements can be thought of as formal series expansions
at +∞ of solutions to real differential and functional equations (x is thought of as going to
+∞). For example, although the functional inverse of (log x)(log log x) cannot be expressed
using exponentials, logarithms, and algebraic functions in finite terms, it can be expanded as
a transseries in T [DMM97; Hoe97]. There is also a connection with o-minimality through
Hardy fields of definable functions, which is outside the scope of this article. The interest
here is in T and structures like it as differential fields, and from its differential field structure
emerge two other important relations, the ordering and the valuation ring, where the latter
is the convex hull of R, and so we consider T as an ordered valued differential field.

Studying T from the perspective of model theory, [ADH17a] establishes that T is model
complete as an ordered valued differential field. Model completeness can be viewed as an
abstract analogue of Hilbert’s Nullstellensatz, and indeed the familiar Nullstellensatz can be
deduced from the model completeness of algebraically closed fields; likewise, real closed fields
are model complete, yielding a real Nullstellensatz. Model completeness for T as an ordered
valued differential field is thus informally a kind of Nullstellensatz for systems of algebraic
differential equations with asymptotic conditions on solutions that can be solved in an ordered
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setting. In other words, this result together with others from [ADH17a], which won the
2018 Karp Prize from the Association for Symbolic Logic, substantiate the conjecture from
[DMM01], made precise in [ADH13], that T forms a universal domain for ordered differential
algebra. Among the other results is a complete and effective axiomatization of the elementary
properties of T.

Since those results, there has been interest in larger models of the theory of T, such as
hyperseries, surreal numbers, and maximal Hardy fields. In contrast to T, in which every
element is bounded in absolute value by some finite compositional iterate expn(x) of exp(x),
each of the above contains elements that are transexponential; this is clear for H and No, but
for maximal Hardy fields is a result of Boshernitzan [Bos82; Bos86]. In this sense, T is small,
which may seem perverse since T is itself a nonstandard real closed field (or even exponential
field) extension of R. But taking the theory of T as a differential field as our starting point,
T becomes the standard model.

The differential field H ⊇ T of hyperseries was constructed as a field in [BHK21], building
on [DHK19], and as an elementary differential field extension of T in [Bag22]. Just to highlight
a couple of points, H is a proper class that contains formally transexponential elements such
as expω(x), which in H is a solution to the functional equation Eω(x+ 1) = expEω(x) that
cannot be solved in T. Similarly, Conway’s field No of surreal numbers from [Con76] (see also
[Gon86]) is a proper class containing every ordinal number. A suitable derivation on No was
constructed in [BM18], and [ADH19] shows that there is an elementary embedding T → No
of differential fields sending x to the ordinal ω. Finally, T can also be embedded into any
maximal Hardy field [AD23, Corollary 7.10], and this embedding is elementary by [ADH24b,
Theorem 11.19] (which also uses the main result of [ADH24a]). In particular, H, No, and
maximal Hardy fields have exactly the same elementary properties as T as ordered valued
differential fields, and thus are model complete. On the other hand, their transexponential
elements cannot be detected by these elementary properties.

In order to study these large elementary extensions of T, we can enrich H by the convex
hull ȮH of T in H, which consists exactly of those elements of H bounded in absolute value
by some expn(x). This ȮH is a second valuation ring of H properly containing the natural
valuation ring OH of H, namely the convex hull of R in H. It therefore allows us to express
in elementary terms the property of being exponentially bounded in H, in the same way
that OH expresses the property of being bounded by a real number. These yield asymptotic
relations comparing sizes of elements with respect to different scales. In No one can take ȮNo
to be the convex hull of the image of the elementary embedding T → No and ONo to be the
convex hull of R in No, and for H a maximal Hardy field define ȮH and OH likewise. We
thus strengthen the model completeness of H, No, and maximal Hardy fields as follows.

Theorem 1.1. The structures (H,OH, ȮH), (No,ONo, ȮNo), and (H,OH , ȮH) for H any
maximal Hardy field are model complete.

This result is a consequence of our main theorem about tame pairs of transseries fields.
Consider the pair (H,T) of differential fields. There is no standard part map from ȮH → T,
since for instance the compositional inverse logω(x) ∈ H of expω(x) has no standard part
in T. Thus (H,T) is not tame as a pair of real closed fields, the study of which goes back
to [Mac68] (see also [ADH17a, Section 3.6] for an exposition of results about tame pairs
of real closed fields and [DL95] for tame pairs of o-minimal structures), but as we show in
Corollary 3.5, T can be elementarily extended to T∗ ⊆ ȮH so that (H,T∗) is tame. The same
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is true in No and maximal Hardy fields. In Section 6 we give a more explicit example of a
T∗ ⊆ ȮH so that (H,T∗) is tame.

A transserial tame pair is a pair (K,L) of differential fields such that K and L are
models of the theory of T as differential fields, L is a proper differential subfield of K, and
(K,L) is tame as a pair of real closed fields. Thus the pair (H,T∗) above is a transserial
tame pair. Our goal is to study the model theory of such pairs. It turns out (see Lemma 3.1)
that construing K and L as ordered valued differential fields with their natural valuation
rings, i.e., the convex hulls of the constant field, K is an elementary extension of L, so in the
introduction we construe a transserial tame pair (K,L) as a pair of ordered valued differential
fields (in the body we are more explicit). Then:
Theorem 1.2 (Corollary 4.4). Every transserial tame pair (K,L) expanded by a predicate
for the convex hull of L in K is model complete.

Let (K,L) be a transserial tame pair and Ȯ be the convex hull of L in K. The proof
of the above theorem makes use both of the model completeness of the theory of T as
an ordered valued differential field and of the model theory and algebra of structures like
(K, Ȯ), a coarsening in the sense of valued fields of K. These latter structures (K, Ȯ) are
differential-Hensel-Liouville closed pre-H-fields (see Section 2 for definitions and Lemma 3.3),
and their model theory and algebra was developed in [Pyn24], which relies crucially on
[Pyn20] and of course considerable parts of the machinery of [ADH17a].

We can obtain the theorem about H and No above from the result about transserial tame
pairs by considering structures of the form (K,O, Ȯ), where O is the natural valuation
ring of K and Ȯ is the convex hull of L in K. Model completeness for these structures
is Theorem 4.5. As we intend to show elsewhere, L is not definable in (K,O, Ȯ), making
(K,O, Ȯ) a proper reduct of (K,L) in the sense of definability. In fact, the theory of such
structures (K,O, Ȯ) can be axiomatized in the language of ordered differential fields together
with predicates for O and Ȯ, without reference to L. In Section 3 we show how to pass
between a transserial tame pair (K,L), such a structure (K,O, Ȯ), and a structure (K, Ȯ)
together with its ordered differential residue field, which are thus three ways of considering
essentially the same objects.

In fact, the model completeness of transserial tame pairs is a consequence of more general
results about differential-Hensel-Liouville closed pre-H-fields equipped with lifts of their
differential residue fields. These differential residue fields may be expanded by additional
structure, such as a valuation ring (which is necessary to obtain model completeness for
transserial tame pairs). Section 4 establishes model completeness relative to the possibly
enriched differential residue field, as well as the model completeness of the structures (K,O, Ȯ)
mentioned above.

In Section 5 we refine our techniques and results, obtaining relative completeness, relative
model completeness, and relative quantifier elimination with a standard part map, where
“relative” is in the sense of the previous paragraph. These results are analogous to two-sorted
results from [Pyn24]. Such relative completeness is often called an Ax–Kochen/Ershov
theorem, after their results about henselian valued fields [AK65; AK66; Ers65], and has here
the following consequence for transserial tame pairs.
Theorem 1.3 (Corollary 5.4). The theory of transserial tame pairs is complete.

The relative quantifier elimination similarly yields a quantifier elimination for transserial
tame pairs by expanding the language by two predicates needed for quantifier elimination
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for T (see [ADH17a, Chapter 16]) and by a standard part map. For precise statements, see
Section 5. Finally, we state a result concerning definablility, that in a transserial tame pair
no new structure is induced on the smaller model or the constant field:

Theorem 1.4 (Corollary 5.7). Let (K,L) be a transserial tame pair and C be the constant
field of K. Then any subset of Ln that is definable in (K,L) with parameters from K is
definable in L with parameters from L, and any subset of Cn that is definable in (K,L) with
parameters from K is definable in C with parameters from C.

2. Preliminaries and notation

We let n range over N = {0, 1, 2, . . . }.

2.1. Valued differential fields and differential-henselianity. Let K be a differential
field, equipped with the derivation ∂ : K → K. Attached to K is an important subfield, the
constant field of K, denoted by C := {f ∈ K : ∂(f) = 0}; to indicate the dependence
on K, we write CK . For f ∈ K, we often write f ′ for ∂(f) if the derivation is clear from
context and set f † := f ′/f if f ̸= 0, the logarithmic derivative of f . We say that K is
closed under integration if ∂K = K and closed under exponential integration if
(K×)† = K. We let K{Y } := K[Y, Y ′, Y ′′, . . . ] be the ring of differential polynomials over
K and set K{Y } ̸= := K{Y } \ {0}. For P ∈ K{Y } ̸=, the order of P is the smallest m ∈ N
such that P ∈ K[Y, Y ′, . . . , Y (m)] and Pn is the homogeneous part of P of degree n, which
we will only need for n = 0 and n = 1; degree for differential polynomials means total
degree. We call K linearly surjective if for all a0, . . . , an ∈ K with an ≠ 0, the equation
1 + a0y + a1y

′ + · · · + any
(n) = 0 has a solution in K. If L is a differential field extension of

K and a ∈ L, then K⟨a⟩ denotes the differential subfield of L generated by a over K.
Now let (K,O) be a valued differential field in the sense of [ADH17a, Section 4.4],

which simply means that K is a differential field and O ⊇ Q is a valuation ring of K, i.e., O
is a subring of K that contains a or a−1 for every a ∈ K×. In this paper, there will often
be two valuation rings on a field equipped with a single derivation, so in the notation, we
specify O but leave ∂ implicit. With O× = {a ∈ K× : a, a−1 ∈ O}, the ring O has a unique
maximal ideal O := O \ O×. We introduce the following binary relations, for f, g ∈ K:

f ≼ g ⇔ f ∈ Og, f ≍ g ⇔ f ≼ g and g ≼ f,

f ≺ g ⇔ f ∈ Og and g ̸= 0, f ∼ g ⇔ f − g ≺ g.

The relation ≍ is an equivalence relation on K, the relation ∼ is an equivalence relation
on K×, and they satisfy: if f ∼ g, then f ≍ g. When there is a second valuation ring of
K denoted by Ȯ, we distinguish the above as Ȯ, ≼̇, etc. The residue field of (K,O) is
res(K,O) := O/O. By our assumption that Q ⊆ O, the characteristics of K and res(K,O)
are 0.

To define differential-henselianity below and in two lemmas in Section 3, we extend the
relations displayed above to K{Y }, for which it is convenient to work with valuations
instead of valuation rings. It is well-known that to (K,O) is associated a surjective valuation
v : K× → Γ, where Γ is an ordered abelian group called the value group of K (and conversely,
from such a valuation one gets a valuation ring of K). Adding a new symbol ∞ to the value
group Γ and extending the addition and ordering to Γ∞ := Γ ∪ {∞} by ∞ + γ = γ + ∞ = ∞
and ∞ > γ for all γ ∈ Γ allows us to extend v to K by setting v(0) := ∞. Then for all
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f, g ∈ K,
f ≼ g ⇔ vf ⩾ vg and f ≺ g ⇔ vf > vg.

Thus setting v(P ) to be the minimum valuation of the coefficients of P ∈ K{Y }, we can
extend the relations ≼, ≺, ≍, and ∼ to K{Y }.

One basic condition relating the valuation and the derivation is called small derivation,
which means for (K,O) that ∂O ⊆ O. In this case, ∂O ⊆ O [ADH17a, Lemma 4.4.2], so
∂ induces a derivation on res(K,O), and we always construe res(K,O) as a differential
field with this induced derivation. (Small derivation is a strong form of continuity of the
derivation with respect to the valuation topology, for which see [ADH17a, Lemma 4.4.7].) An
analogue of henselianity of a valued field for a valued differential field with small derivation
is differential-henselianity, although there is a more complicated notion called newtonianity
that is relevant for valued differential fields like T, to be described in Section 2.3.
Definition. We call (K,O) differential-henselian (d-henselian for short) if (K,O) has
small derivation and:

(DH1) the differential field res(K,O) is linearly surjective;
(DH2) if P ∈ K{Y } satisfies P0 ≺ 1 and P ≍ P1 ≍ 1, there is y ≺ 1 in K with P (y) = 0.
Note that P0 = P (0) and P1 ≍ 1 means ∂P

∂Y (n) (0) ≍ 1 for some n at most the order of P .
Differential-henselianity was introduced in [Sca00] and developed systematically in [ADH17a,
Chapter 7]. We call (K,O) differential-Hensel-Liouville closed (shorter: d-Hensel-
Liouville closed) if (K,O) is d-henselian and K is Liouville closed in the sense that it is
real closed, closed under integration, and closed under exponential integration. (If (K,O) is
d-henselian, then closure under integration comes for free by [ADH17a, Lemma 7.1.8].)

A lift of res(K,O) is a subfield k ⊆ O, in the sense that k is a subring of O that is itself a
field, that maps isomorphically as a field onto res(K,O) under the residue map; equivalently,
for every a ∈ O× there is a (necessarily unique) u ∈ k× with a ∼ u (i.e., a− u ∈ O). Recall
that if (K,O) is henselian as a valued field, then (K,O) always admits a lift of its residue
field [Kap42; Mac38] (or see [ADH17a, Proposition 3.3.8]). In case (K,O) is d-henselian,
it can be equipped with a lift of its differential residue field [ADH17a, Proposition 7.1.3],
which means that there exists a k as above that is additionally a differential subfield of O
and maps isomorphically as a differential field onto res(K,O) under the residue map. More
precisely, by the proof of that proposition:
Proposition 2.1 ([ADH17a, Proposition 7.1.3]). If (K,O) is d-henselian, then any differen-
tial subfield of O can be extended to a lift of the differential residue field res(K,O).

These lifts play an important role in this paper.

2.2. Ordered differential fields and (pre-)H-fields. Let K be an ordered differential
field, in the sense that K is a differential field additionally equipped with an ordering ⩽
making it an ordered field (i.e., the ordering is compatible with addition and multiplication in
the usual way). For A ⊆ K, we let convK(A) := {b ∈ K : a1 ⩽ b ⩽ a2 for some a1, a2 ∈ A}
denote the convex hull of A in K. Then K can always be equipped with its so-called natural
valuation ring convK(C), which henceforth we denote by O, while another valuation ring of
K will be denoted by Ȯ. For another ordered differential field L we write OL and ȮL.

The valuation ring O is always existentially definable in the ordered differential field K
without parameters. Certain model-theoretic statements are therefore insensitive to the
distinction between K and (K,O): For example, K ≼ L if and only if (K,O) ≼ (L,OL). On
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the other hand, it may be that L is a differential field extension of K but (L,OL) is not a
valued differential field extension of (K,O), so caution will be taken to specify valuation
rings when necessary.

Typically, we expect nice interaction between the ordering and the derivation. For instance,
we call K an H-field if:

(H1) for all a ∈ K, if a > C, then a′ > 0;
(H2) O = C + O.

The second condition says that C is a lift of res(K,O) as a field. For example, the differential
field T is an H-field, and indeed H-fields were introduced in [AD02] towards axiomatizing
the theory of T. As described above, when convenient we construe an H-field K as an
ordered valued differential field (K,O). A related notion is the following. We call (K, Ȯ) a
pre-H-field if:

(PH1) Ȯ is convex (with respect to ⩽);
(PH2) for all f ∈ K, if f > Ȯ, then f ′ > 0;
(PH3) for all f, g ∈ K× with f ≼̇ 1 and g ≺̇ 1, we have f ′ ≺̇ g†.

In this definition, Ȯ may be any valuation ring of K with associated relations ≼̇ and ≺̇,
but (PH2) forces C ⊆ Ȯ, so O ⊆ Ȯ by (PH1). Recall that (PH1) holds if and only if Ȯ is
convex, so if (PH1) holds, then ⩽ induces an ordering on res(K, Ȯ) making it an ordered
field. We thus construe the residue field of a pre-H-field with small derivation as an ordered
differential field. Construing an H-field K as an ordered valued differential field (K,O), it is
a pre-H-field, where (PH3) holds by [ADH17a, Lemma 10.5.1]. Pre-H-fields are so named
because every ordered valued differential subfield of an H-field is a pre-H-field and moreover
every pre-H-field can be extended to an H-field by [AD02, Corollary 4.6] (also see [ADH17a,
Corollary 10.5.13]).

We have already mentioned that T is an H-field, but it is also a Liouville closed H-field.
Although it has small derivation, it is not d-henselian because its residue field is isomorphic
to R with the trivial derivation. Instead, it is newtonian, a more subtle and more technical
differential analogue of henselianity defined next.

2.3. Newtonianity and ω-freeness. We define here what it means for an H-field to be
newtonian and ω-free, critical properties of T that appear directly only in Lemmas 3.7 and
3.8. Ignoring those two proofs will allow the reader to skip these technical definitions.

Before defining newtonianity, we need to explain some additional induced structure on the
value group of a pre-H-field. Let (K,O) be a pre-H-field with O ̸= K. Then logarithmic
differentiation in K induces a map defined by, for g ∈ K× with vg ̸= 0,

ψ : Γ ̸= → Γ
vg 7→ v(g†)

(this map makes sense by [ADH17a, Proposition 9.1.3 and Lemma 10.1.1]). We call (Γ, ψ)
the asymptotic couple of K; such structures were introduced by Rosenlicht [Ros80], and
more about them can be found in [ADH17a, Sections 6.5, 9.2]. Asymptotic couples appear a
little in the rest of this section and more in Lemmas 3.7 and 3.8.

It is worth noting that asymptotic couples make sense in a more general context, namely
asymptotic fields, for which see [ADH17a, Chapter 9]. Likewise, the rest of the subsection,
including newtonianity and ω-freeness, make sense in the context of H-asymptotic fields. In
particular, the ordering on K is not used in this subsection. Rather, we have assumed that
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(K,O) is a pre-H-field to avoid introducing additional definitions that are not so important
to this paper. In appealing to results from [ADH17a] about asymptotic couples, note that
every asymptotic couple (Γ, ψ) in this paper is of H-type in the sense that 0 < α < β in Γ
implies ψ(α) ⩾ ψ(β) (also called H-asymptotic couples).

To define newtonianity, we recall the notion of newton degree from [ADH17a, Sections 11.1
and 11.2]. Now we suppose that ψ(Γ̸=) has no maximum. We call ϕ ∈ K× active (tacitly,
in (K,O)) if vϕ ⩽ ψ(γ) for some γ ∈ Γ ̸=. Below, we let ϕ range over active elements of K.
Then the differential field Kϕ is the field K whose derivation ∂ is replaced by its multiple
ϕ−1

∂, so the constant field of Kϕ remains C. If ϕ > 0, then (Kϕ,O) remains a pre-H-field;
if ϕ > 0 and K is moreover an H-field, then so is Kϕ. The asymptotic couple of (Kϕ,O)
is (Γ, ψ − vϕ), where (ψ − vϕ)(γ) = ψ(γ) − vϕ for γ ∈ Γ ̸=, so (ψ − vϕ)(Γ̸=) still has no
maximum. What we have arranged is that (Kϕ,O) has small derivation by (PH3) and
{γ ∈ Γ̸= : (ψ − vϕ)(γ) > 0} ≠ ∅.

This procedure leads to the ring Kϕ{Y } of differential polynomials over Kϕ, with evaluation
taking place in the differential field Kϕ. We have a ring isomorphism K{Y } → Kϕ{Y } given
by associating to P ∈ K{Y } an appropriate element P ϕ ∈ Kϕ{Y }, with the property that
P ϕ(y) = P (y) for all y ∈ K. The details of this map are not important here and can be
found in [ADH17a, Section 5.7], but it is the identity on the common subring K[Y ] = Kϕ[Y ]
of K{Y } and Kϕ{Y }. Consider P ϕ ∈ Kϕ{Y } ̸= and take a ∈ K× with va = −vP ϕ. Then we
have the differential polynomial aP ϕ ∈ res(Kϕ,O){Y } ̸= obtained by applying the residue
map to aP ϕ, which makes sense since (Kϕ,O) has small derivation (although res(Kϕ,O)
is just the field res(K,O) equipped with the trivial derivation), and we let ddegP ϕ be the
(total) degree of aP ϕ. What is important here is that ddegP ϕ eventually stabilizes, meaning
that there is an active ϕ0 ∈ K× such that for all (active) ϕ ≼ ϕ0, ddegP ϕ = ddegP ϕ0 . We
denote this eventual value of ddegP ϕ by ndegP . With this, we can define newtonianity, one
of the most consequential elementary properties of T.

Definition. We call (K,O) newtonian if each P ∈ K{Y } with ndegP = 1 has a zero in O.

Another important property of T is that it is ω-free. We continue to assume that (K,O)
is a pre-H-field with O ̸= K such that ψ(Γ̸=) has no maximum. A logarithmic sequence
for (K,O) is a sequence of maximal length (ℓρ) in K, indexed by an infinite limit ordinal κ,
with the properties that:

(1) ℓ0 ≻ 1;
(2) ℓ′

ρ+1 ≍ ℓ†
ρ for ρ < κ;

(3) 1 ≺ ℓλ ≺ ℓρ if λ < κ is an infinite limit ordinal.
A logarithmic sequence (ℓρ) for (K,O) also satisfies:

(1) ℓσ ≺ ℓρ for all ρ < σ < κ;
(2) for each f ∈ K with f ≻ 1, there is ρ < κ with ℓρ ≼ f .

As explained in more detail in [ADH17a, Section 11.5], such a sequence exists by [ADH17a,
Lemma 9.2.15], and if K is closed under integration, then we can take ℓ′

ρ+1 = ℓ†
ρ for ρ < κ. In

T, the sequence (ℓn) indexed by N, where ℓ0 = x and ℓn+1 = log ℓn, is a logarithmic sequence.
Now fix a logarithmic sequence (ℓρ) and set λρ := −ℓ††

ρ and ωρ := −2λ′
ρ − λ2

ρ. Then (λρ)
and (ωρ) are pseudocauchy sequences in the sense of the valued field (K,O), and [ADH17a,
Sections 11.5 and 11.7] explain how a different choice of logarithmic sequence (ℓ∗

ρ) for (K,O)
yields equivalent pseudocauchy sequences (λ∗

ρ) and (ω∗
ρ), respectively.
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Definition. We say that (K,O) is ω-free if (ωρ) has no pseudolimit in K.
Although it is not needed in this paper, we can likewise define λ-free, and the connection

is that if (K,O) is ω-free, then it is λ-free. See [ADH17a, Corollary 11.7.8] for equivalent
formulations of ω-freeness, including as a universal-existential sentence in the language of
valued differential fields.

2.4. The theory of T. Let T nl
small be the theory of ω-free, newtonian, Liouville closed H-fields

with small derivation. This theory completely axiomatizes the theory of the differential field
T; the most difficult of these properties to establish for T is newtonianity in [ADH17a,
Corollary 15.0.2]. As explained in Section 2.2, the natural valuation ring of an H-field is
definable in its differential field structure without parameters and the ordering of a real closed
H-field is definable in its field structure without parameters, so the theory T nl

small can be
formulated more naturally in the language {+,−, ·, 0, 1, ∂,⩽,O} of ordered valued differential
fields or alternatively in the language {+,−, ·, 0, 1, ∂} of differential fields.

One of the main results of [ADH17a] is that T nl
small is model complete in the language

{+,−, ·, 0, 1, ∂,⩽,O} by [ADH17a, Corollary 16.2.5] (in fact, the theory T nl without the
assumption “small derivation” is already model complete, and T nl

small is one of its two com-
pletions [ADH17a, Corollary 16.6.3]). To be precise, in [ADH17a, Corollary 16.2.5] model
completeness is stated with a binary relation ≼ replacing the unary predicate O, but it is easy
to see that O is enough for model completeness (≼ is important for quantifier elimination if
multiplicative inversion is not in the language). But T nl

small is not model complete without
the valuation ring, because the valuation ring of T is not universally definable (allowing
parameters) in the differential field T [ADH17a, Corollary 16.2.6]. Hence in the model
completeness of transserial tame pairs, it is critical to put the valuation ring in the language.

3. Three perspectives on transserial tame pairs

3.1. Introduction.
Definition. A pair (K,L) of differential fields is a transserial tame pair if:
(TTP1) K,L |= T nl

small as differential fields;
(TTP2) L is a proper differential subfield of K;
(TTP3) L is tame in K as real closed fields, i.e., Ȯ = L+ Ȯ, where Ȯ = convK(L) and Ȯ is

its maximal ideal.
Although a transserial tame pair (K,L) was defined above as a pair of differential fields, it

could have been defined similarly as a pair of ordered valued differential fields. Regardless, it
turns out that K must be an elementary extension of L as differential (equivalently, ordered
valued differential) fields, as we now show. We use this fact often in what follows.
Lemma 3.1. Let (K,L) be a transserial tame pair. Then C = CL and so (K,O) is an
elementary extension of (L,OL).
Proof. First, note that C ⊆ O ⊆ Ȯ, where the latter inclusion is because any a ∈ L with
a′ ∈ C×

L must satisfy a ≻ 1 in K, so a ∈ Ȯ \ O. Let c ∈ C, so c = a − ε with a ∈ L and
ε ∈ Ȯ. Then ε′ = a′ ∈ L ∩ Ȯ = {0}, so a ∈ CL and ε ∈ C ∩ Ȯ = {0}. Thus c = a ∈ CL and
so C = CL. Hence K is not just an ordered differential field extension of L, but even an
ordered valued differential field extension of L, since C = CL yields O ∩ L = OL. It remains
to appeal to the model completeness of T nl

small in the language {+,−, ·, 0, 1, ∂,⩽,O} [ADH17a,
Corollary 16.2.5]. □
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The paper [Pyn24] studies d-henselian pre-H-fields, and the results of that paper are
critical to the study of transserial tame pairs. The rest of this section explains the connection
by showing how a transserial tame pair is essentially the same as a d-Hensel-Liouville closed
pre-H-field whose differential residue field is a model of T nl

small. This is Corollary 3.10. The
approach is to examine which properties descend to a coarsening or its differential residue
field, and conversely which can be lifted via “uncoarsening”. Answering these questions gives
more precise results, which in particular show how a model of T nl

small that is large in a certain
sense, for instance the differential field H of hyperseries, yields a transserial tame pair.

Conversely, transserial tame pairs are fundamentally about large models of the theory of T,
such as H. To see this, note that if L ⊆ T is a Liouville closed H-subfield of T containing R,
then L contains x and therefore expn(x) for every n. In particular, (T, L) is not a transserial
tame pair.

3.2. Coarsening. In [Pyn24, Section 8.A], we constructed an example of a two-sorted
structure to which the results of that paper apply by taking an ℵ0-saturated elementary
extension of T and enlarging its valuation ring by all exponentially bounded elements,
elaborating on [ADH17a, Example 10.1.7]. Some technical verifications showed that this
coarsening is then a d-Hensel-Liouville closed pre-H-field whose differential residue field is a
model of T nl

small. In fact, by going carefully through the proof, all we actually needed was the
coarsened valuation to satisfy a few axioms summarized as follows. Let T nl,dhl be the theory
of structures (K,O, Ȯ) in the language {+,−, ·, 0, 1, ∂,⩽,O, Ȯ} of ordered differential fields
expanded by two unary predicates for valuation rings such that

(1) (K,O) |= T nl
small;

(2) Ȯ ⊇ O is a convex valuation ring of K with Ȯ ≠ K;
(3) for all a ∈ K \ Ȯ, we have a† ∈ K \ Ȯ;
(4) for all a ∈ K \ O× with a† ≍ a, we have a ∈ Ȯ×.

It follows from (1) together with either (3) or (4) that O ≠ Ȯ. Then [Pyn24, Section 8.A]
shows the following.

Proposition 3.2. If (K,O, Ȯ) |= T nl,dhl, then (K, Ȯ) is a d-Hensel-Liouville closed pre-H-
field and the differential residue field of (K, Ȯ) models T nl

small as a differential field.

Note that it is part of the d-henselianity of (K, Ȯ) that (K, Ȯ) has small derivation, so it
makes sense to speak of the differential residue field of (K, Ȯ).

In [Pyn24, Proposition 8.1], we stated this for K an ℵ0-saturated elementary extension
of T and Ȯ the set of exponentially bounded elements of K, which satisfies (3)–(4) and
O ≠ Ȯ. The saturation was only used to ensure Ȯ ≠ K. This elaborated on [ADH17a,
Example 10.1.7]. However, [Pyn24, Proposition 8.1] and its proof were stated in terms of
the value group and used the machinery of asymptotic couples, which we briefly reviewed
in Section 2.3. For easier comparison with [Pyn24, Section 8.A] we reformulate (1)–(4) in
those terms now, but the reader could jump to Lemma 3.3, especially if they do not intend to
read the later proofs of Lemma 3.7 and 3.8. By translation into these terms via ∆ = v(Ȯ×),
(K,O, Ȯ) |= T nl,dhl if and only if:

(1) (K,O) |= T nl
small;

(2) ∆ ̸= {0} is a convex subgroup of Γ;
(3) ψ(Γ \ ∆) ⊆ Γ \ ∆;
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(4) 1 ∈ ψ(∆̸=) ∩ ∆, where 1 ∈ Γ> is the unique element of Γ satisfying ψ(1) = 1 (see
[ADH17a, Lemma 9.2.15]).

Note that by [ADH17a, Corollary 9.2.25], ψ(∆̸=) ∩ ∆ ̸= ∅ is equivalent to ψ(∆ ̸=) ⊆ ∆, which
is used in the proof of [Pyn24, Proposition 8.1].

Now we use Proposition 3.2 to show how transserial tame pairs yield d-Hensel-Liouville
closed pre-H-fields.

Lemma 3.3. Let (K,L) be a transserial tame pair and Ȯ := convK(L). Then (K,O, Ȯ) |=
T nl,dhl, (K, Ȯ) is a d-Hensel-Liouville closed pre-H-field, and L is a lift of the differential
residue field of (K, Ȯ).

Proof. We verify that (K,O, Ȯ) |= T nl,dhl. That Ȯ ⊇ O was shown in the proof of Lemma 3.1,
and if Ȯ = K, then K = L, a contradiction. Now suppose towards a contradiction that
a ∈ K \ Ȯ but a† ∈ Ȯ. Then since L is closed under exponential integration and L is
tame in K, we have b ∈ L× with a† ∼̇ b†. But b ≍̇ 1 and a ̸≍̇ 1, so a† ̸∼̇ b† by [ADH17a,
Corollaries 9.1.4 and 9.2.26], a contradiction. Finally, since L is a tame differential subfield
of K, it is a lift of the differential residue field of (K, Ȯ). □

Note that the maximal ideal Ȯ of Ȯ is Ȯ = {ε ∈ K : 0 ⩽ |ε| < L>} and satisfies ∂Ȯ ⊆ Ȯ.
Alternatively, we can obtain Lemma 3.3 as a consequence of the following generalization.

Lemma 3.4. Suppose that K |= T nl
small, L ≼ K, and there is a ∈ K with a > L. Let

Ȯ := convK(L). Then (K,O, Ȯ) |= T nl,dhl, (K, Ȯ) is a d-Hensel-Liouville closed pre-H-field,
and there is a differential subfield L∗ ⊆ Ȯ such that L ≼ L∗ ≼ K and (K,L∗) is a transserial
tame pair.

Proof. First we verify that (K,O, Ȯ) |= T nl,dhl. Items (1) and (2) are clear from the
assumptions. Let a ∈ K \ Ȯ. If a > L, then a† > L by [ADH17a, Lemma 16.6.9]. If
0 < a < L>, then by applying the lemma to a−1 we get a† < L. This shows (3). For (4), let
a ∈ K \ O× with a† ≍ a. By [ADH17a, Lemma 9.2.15] we have b ∈ L× with b† ≍ b, so a ≍ b,
and thus a ∈ Ȯ×. Hence (K, Ȯ) is a d-Hensel-Liouville closed pre-H-field and its differential
residue field K̇ |= T nl

small by Proposition 3.2.
Next, by Proposition 2.1, extend L to a lift L∗ ⊆ Ȯ of K̇, so (K,L∗) is a transserial tame

pair. Finally, we have L ≼ L∗ ≼ K by Lemma 3.1 and the model completeness of T nl
small in

the language {+,−, ·, 0, 1, ∂,⩽,O}. □

Lemma 3.4 shows that a large model of T nl
small can be expanded to a transserial tame pair

and also that a coarsening of this large model yields a d-Hensel-Liouville closed pre-H-field
whose differential residue field is a model of T nl

small. In particular, we obtain a claim from the
introduction.

Corollary 3.5. Let K be H, No, or a maximal Hardy field and Ȯ = convK(T). Then T can
be extended to a differential subfield T∗ ⊆ Ȯ so that (K,T∗) is a transserial tame pair.

Proof. For the element a ∈ K with a > T in the first two examples, one can take for instance
expω(x) ∈ H and the ordinal ϵ0 ∈ No. The existence of a transexponential function in any
maximal Hardy field follows from [Bos82, Corollary 12.24] and [Bos86, Theorem 1.3]. □

In Section 6, we give a more explicit example of a T∗ ⊆ ȮH making (H,T∗) a transserial
tame pair.
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3.3. Uncoarsening. In the previous subsection we determined the properties of the coarsen-
ing arising from a transserial tame pair and the differential residue field of this coarsening.
The rest of this section is dedicated to the converse in Proposition 3.9, which involves lift-
ing properties of the differential residue field of a pre-H-field with small derivation to the
“uncoarsened” pre-H-field equipped with its natural valuation. Ultimately, Corollary 3.10
combines the results of this section to show that transserial tame pairs, models of T nl,dhl, and
d-Hensel-Liouville closed pre-H-fields whose differential residue field is a model of T nl

small are
all equivalent.

To that end, we fix some assumptions for the rest of the section and review some terminology.
Fix an ordered differential field K and a valuation ring Ȯ of K such that (K, Ȯ) is a pre-
H-field with small derivation. We also have the natural valuation ring O = convK(C) of
K. Our goal is to deduce properties of (K,O) from properties of (K, Ȯ) and its ordered
differential residue field.

First, since (K, Ȯ) is a pre-H-field, we have C ⊆ Ȯ and thus O ⊆ Ȯ, so (K, Ȯ) is a
coarsening of (K,O). We assume some familiarity with coarsening of valued fields but review
the notation we use, following [ADH17a, Section 3.4], and explain how the derivation interacts
with coarsening. Let Ȯ ⊆ O be the maximal ideal of Ȯ, so the residue field of (K, Ȯ) is
K̇ := Ȯ/Ȯ. For a ∈ Ȯ, we set ȧ := a+ Ȯ ∈ K̇ and construe K̇ as a valued differential field with
valuation ring OK̇ := {ȧ : a ∈ O}, whose maximal ideal is OK̇ := {ȧ : a ∈ O}, and the induced
derivation. The derivation on K̇ makes sense since (K, Ȯ) has small derivation, so the residue
map Ȯ → K̇ is an ordered differential ring homomorphism. It follows easily that (K̇,OK̇)
has small derivation if and only if (K,O) does. The natural ordered ring homomorphism
O → OK̇/OK̇ has kernel O, inducing an ordered field isomorphism res(K,O) → res(K̇,OK̇).
If (K,O) has small derivation, then this is an ordered differential field isomorphism. Since
C ⊆ Ȯ, C maps injectively into K̇ under the residue map Ȯ → K̇. Below we need the
assumption that C maps moreover onto CK̇ , in which case we say (K, Ȯ) is residue constant
closed; this term was used in [Pyn24] but there it also assumed henselianity, which was only
for terminological brevity. It is important that if (K, Ȯ) is residue constant closed, then OK̇

is the natural valuation ring of K̇, since then OK̇ = convK̇(Ċ) = convK̇(CK̇). We use this
implicitly in the following lemmas.

Lemma 3.6. Suppose that (K, Ȯ) is residue constant closed and K̇ is an H-field. Then K
is an H-field.

Proof. Let a ∈ O. We need to find c ∈ C with a − c ∈ O. Since K̇ is an H-field, we have
b ∈ O and ε ∈ O such that ȧ = ḃ+ ε̇ and ḃ′ = 0. Since (K, Ȯ) is residue constant closed, we
have c ∈ C such that ċ = ḃ. It follows that a− c ∈ O.

Now let a ∈ K with a > C. We need to show that a′ > 0. Since (K, Ȯ) is a pre-H-field, if
a > Ȯ, then a′ > 0. If a ∈ Ȯ, then ȧ > CK̇ = Ċ, so ȧ′ > 0 since K̇ is an H-field, and hence
a′ > 0. Therefore K is an H-field. □

In the technical next two lemmas, it is convenient to view the coarsening (K, Ȯ) of (K,O)
through the lens of the value group instead of the valuation ring, which makes arguments
with asymptotic couples possible. Then letting ∆ := v(Ȯ×), a convex subgroup of the value
group Γ of (K,O), (K, Ȯ) is the coarsening of (K,O) by ∆, with valuation v̇ : K× → Γ/∆.
The valuation of (K̇,OK̇) is v : K̇× → ∆ defined by vȧ = va, where a ∈ Ȯ×.
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Lemma 3.7. Suppose that (K, Ȯ) is d-henselian and K̇ is a newtonian H-field. Then K is
a newtonian H-field.

Proof. We can assume that ∆ ̸= {0}. Since (K, Ȯ) is d-henselian, it is residue constant closed
[ADH17a, Lemmas 7.1.8 and 9.4.10], so by the previous lemma K is an H-field. Let (Γ, ψ)
be its asymptotic couple. It follows that the asymptotic couple of K̇ is (∆, ψ|∆ ̸=), since OK̇

is the natural valuation ring of K̇. If there is γ ∈ Γ̸= with maxψ(Γ̸=) = ψ(γ), then for any
δ ∈ ∆̸= with 0 < |δ| < |γ|, we have ψ(γ) = ψ(δ) ∈ ∆, so ψ(δ) is the maximum of ψ(∆̸=),
contradicting that K̇ is newtonian. Hence ψ(Γ ̸=) has no maximum.

Let P ∈ K{Y } with ndegP = 1 and take ϕ ∈ K with vϕ ⩽ ψ(γ) for some γ ∈ Γ̸= and
ddegP ϕ = ndegP . To see that K is newtonian, we need to find a zero of P in O. We
can arrange by scaling P that vP = 0 and by increasing vϕ that vϕ ∈ ∆, so ϕ ≍̇ 1 and
thus P ϕ ≍̇ P ≍ 1 by [ADH17a, Lemma 11.1.1]. Hence ˙(P ϕ) = Ṗ ϕ̇, where Ṗ and ˙(P ϕ)
are the nonzero differential polynomials obtained by applying the residue map Ȯ → K̇
to the coefficients of P and P ϕ, respectively, and thus ddeg Ṗ ϕ̇ = ddegP = 1. It follows
that ndeg Ṗ = 1, so since K̇ is newtonian, we have a ∈ O with Ṗ (ȧ) = 0. That is,
P ϕ(a) = P (a) ≺̇ 1. Let P ϕ

+a denote the differential polynomial P ϕ(a+ Y ) ∈ Kϕ{Y }. Then
ddegP ϕ

+a = ddegP ϕ = 1 by [ADH17a, Lemma 6.6.5(i)] and P ϕ
+a ≍ P ϕ ≍̇ 1 by [ADH17a,

Lemma 4.5.1(i)], so (P ϕ
+a)1 ≍ P ϕ

+a ≍̇ 1. Since (K, Ȯ) is d-henselian, we have b ∈ Ȯ with
P ϕ(a+ b) = P (a+ b) = 0. It remains to note that a+ b ∈ O. □

Lemma 3.8. Suppose that (K, Ȯ) is residue constant closed and K̇ is an H-field. If K̇ is
ω-free, then so is the H-field K.

Proof. We can assume that ∆ ̸= {0}, so the asymptotic couple of K̇ is (∆, ψ|∆ ̸=) as in the
previous proof. We can suppose that ψ(∆ ̸=) has no maximum, and hence neither does ψ(Γ̸=)
as before. Let (ℓρ) be a logarithmic sequence for K. Since for every f ≻ 1 in K we have
1 ≺ ℓρ ≺ f for some ρ, we must have ℓρ ∈ Ȯ×, eventually, which means here that ℓρ ∈ Ȯ×

for all sufficiently large ρ. Dropping initial terms not in Ȯ×, (ℓ̇ρ) is a logarithmic sequence
for K̇. Then the sequences (λ̇ρ) and (ω̇ρ) are the sequences in K̇ obtained from (ℓ̇ρ) as
explained in Section 2.3. Suppose that (ωρ) has a pseudolimit ω ∈ K, and let g ≻ 1 in K
with g ≍̇ 1. Then g satisfies g† ≍̇ 1, so g†† ≼̇ 1 and hence −2(g††)′ + (g††)2 ≼̇ 1. We also
have ω − 2(g††)′ + (g††)2 ≺ (g†)2 by [ADH17a, Lemma 11.7.7], so ω ≼̇ 1. But then ω̇ is a
pseudolimit of (ω̇ρ) in K̇ (see for example [ADH17a, Lemma 3.4.1]), so K̇ is not ω-free. □

A similar argument, using [ADH17a, Lemma 11.5.6] instead of [ADH17a, Lemma 11.7.7],
shows that if (K, Ȯ) is residue constant closed and K̇ is λ-free, then so is the H-field K.
In this section we work with H-fields and pre-H-fields, but the proofs of Lemmas 3.7 and
3.8 barely use the ordering, and the statements could be reformulated for certain kinds of
asymptotic fields in the sense of [ADH17a, Chapter 9]. We have not done this since our
goal is the following proposition, and the extra generality would have required additional
distracting definitions. Combining the previous three lemmas yields:

Proposition 3.9. If (K, Ȯ) is a d-Hensel-Liouville closed pre-H-field and K̇ |= T nl
small, then

K |= T nl
small.

Proof. It remains to note again that if (K, Ȯ) is d-henselian, then it is residue constant closed
by [ADH17a, Lemmas 7.1.8 and 9.4.10]. □
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The final result of the section combines the previous results, showing that we can pass
between models of T nl,dhl, d-Hensel-Liouville closed pre-H-fields whose differential residue
field models T nl

small, and transserial tame pairs. These are different perspectives on essentially
the same objects.

Corollary 3.10. Identifying K̇ with a lift inside Ȯ when necessary, the following are
equivalent:

(i) (K,O, Ȯ) |= T nl,dhl;
(ii) (K, Ȯ) is a d-Hensel-Liouville closed pre-H-field with Ȯ ≠ K and K̇ |= T nl

small;
(iii) (K, K̇) is a transserial tame pair.

Proof. If (i), then (ii) by Proposition 3.2. If (ii), then (iii) by Proposition 3.9, using Proposi-
tion 2.1 to identify K̇ with a lift inside Ȯ. If (iii), then (i) by Lemma 3.3. □

4. Model completeness

The previous section shows how transserial tame pairs are intrinsically linked to d-Hensel-
Liouville closed pre-H-fields. For that reason, in this section we obtain our model completeness
result for transserial tame pairs as a byproduct of a more general result about pairs consisting
of a d-Hensel-Liouville closed pre-H-field and a lift of its differential residue field.

To explain this, let (K, Ȯ) be a d-Hensel-Liouville closed pre-H-field. Since K is d-henselian,
as explained in Section 2 we can equip it with a lift k of its ordered differential residue
field res(K, Ȯ), so k ⊆ Ȯ and k maps isomorphically as a differential field onto res(K, Ȯ)
under the residue map Ȯ → res(K, Ȯ). As shown in [Pyn24, Section 8.B], k can be any
ordered differential field that is real closed, linearly surjective, and closed under exponential
integration. For instance, k could be a closed ordered differential field in the sense of [Sin78],
which is very different from a model of T nl

small: For example, the constant field of such a k is
dense in k. Nevertheless, closed ordered differential fields have nice model theory, including
quantifier elimination. In this case, (K,O) is not a model of T nl

small, where O is the natural
valuation ring convK(C) of K.

A few words on notation: We switch from L to k here because we reserve L for structures
that look like K in some sense. We also reserve O for the natural valuation of K, and hence
continue to use Ȯ for a coarsened valuation, even when O does not appear. Although perhaps
ungainly, we hope this reduces confusion. This contrasts with [Pyn24], where the natural
valuation played no role and O was any distinguished valuation ring of K.

Let T dhl be the theory of d-Hensel-Liouville closed pre-H-fields with nontrivial valuation
in the language LOR,∂ ∪ {Ȯ}. As explained above, this is an incomplete theory, but in a
two-sorted setting becomes complete after fixing a complete theory of the differential residue
field by [Pyn24, Corollary 7.3]. Likewise, it becomes model complete after fixing a model
complete theory of the differential residue field. In this paper we work in a one-sorted context,
expanding K by the unary relation k and establish here and in the next section analogous
relative results for such structures. This yields the claimed model completeness of transserial
tame pairs in Corollary 4.4. Additionally, we show in Theorem 4.5 that for a transserial tame
pair (K,L), (K,O, Ȯ) is model complete without L, where O = convK(C) is the natural
valuation of K and Ȯ = convK(L).

Although transserial tame pairs were defined just in the language of pairs of differential
fields, the theory T nl

small is not model complete without the valuation ring. Therefore, to
obtain model completeness for a transserial tame pair (K,L) we need to expand the language
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at least by the natural valuation ring of L, as otherwise L itself would not be model complete.
It turns out that we also need the convex hull of L in K.

Let LOR,∂ := {+,−, ·, 0, 1,⩽, ∂} be the language of ordered differential fields and Lres be
an expansion of LOR,∂ by predicates or function symbols on k, which are always interpreted
as trivial off k. Let LȮ

lift := Lres ∪ {k, Ȯ}, where k and Ȯ are unary predicates. Fix an
Lres-theory Tres extending the theory of ordered differential fields that are real closed, linearly
surjective, and closed under exponential integration, and let T dhl

lift be the LȮ
lift-theory T dhl ∪Tres

together with axioms expressing that k is a differential subfield of Ȯ and for every a ≍̇ 1 in
K, there exists u ∈ k× such that a ∼̇ u (in other words, k is a lift of the differential residue
field of (K, Ȯ)). Note that the differential residue field of a model of T dhl is real closed,
linearly surjective, and closed under exponential integration, so these assumptions on Tres are
necessary. Conversely, for any such Tres, T dhl

lift is consistent by [Pyn24, Section 8.B] together
with Proposition 2.1.

Our first main result, Theorem 4.3, is weaker than what we obtain in the next section, but
its proof is a good outline for the proofs of Theorem 4.5 and Theorem 5.2, which require
more care. First, we need two embedding lemmas.
Lemma 4.1. Suppose that (K, Ȯ) is a valued differential field with small derivation and
k is a lift of res(K, Ȯ). Let (E, ȮE) be a valued differential subfield of (K, Ȯ) such that
kE := k ∩ E is a lift of res(E, ȮE). Let y ∈ k \ kE. Then E⟨y⟩ satisfies:

(i) ΓE⟨y⟩ = ΓE;
(ii) kE⟨y⟩ is a lift of res(E⟨y⟩, ȮE⟨y⟩);
(iii) for any valued differential field extension (M, ȮM ) of (E, ȮE) with small derivation

and any lift kM ⊇ kE of res(M, ȮM ), every differential field embedding kE⟨y⟩ → kM

over kE extends to a valued differential field embedding (E⟨y⟩, ȮE⟨y⟩) → (M, ȮM)
over E.

If K and M are additionally ordered fields and E is an ordered subfield of K and M , and Ȯ
and ȮM are convex, then all embeddings are additionally taken to be ordered field embeddings.
Proof. Fix an (M, ȮM ) and kM as in (iii), and a differential field embedding i : kE⟨y⟩ → kM

over kE. First, suppose that y is d-algebraic over kE and take a minimal annihilator
P ∈ kE{Y } ̸= of y over kE, meaning that P is irreducible, P (y) = 0, and Q(y) ̸= 0 for every
Q ∈ kE{Y }̸= of strictly smaller order. Then P is also a minimal annihilator of y over E.
Letting z := i(y), P is a minimal annihilator of z over kE, and hence over E, which yields a
differential field isomorphism E⟨y⟩ → E⟨z⟩ over E that extends i. The uniqueness in [ADH17a,
Theorem 6.3.2] makes this a valued differential field embedding (E⟨y⟩, ȮE⟨y⟩) → (M, ȮM).
If instead y is d-transcendental over kE, i.e., there is no P ∈ kE{Y } ̸= with P (y) = 0, then
again we obtain a differential field isomorphism which is a valued differential field embedding
by the uniqueness of [ADH17a, Lemma 6.3.1]. Properties (i) and (ii) follow from the same
results.

The additional statement in the ordered context follows from [Pyn24, Lemma 3.1]. □

Here is the main technical embedding lemma from [Pyn24], which we need a few times. Its
notation is slightly altered to fit this paper (namely, Ȯ is specified, replacing the implicit O).
Its proof also makes essential use of results from [Pyn20].
Lemma 4.2 ([Pyn24, Lemma 7.1]). Suppose that (K, Ȯ) is a d-Hensel-Liouville closed
pre-H-field, and let (E, ȮE) be a pre-H-subfield of (K, Ȯ) with res(E, ȮE) = res(K, Ȯ). Let
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(L, ȮL) be a d-Hensel-Liouville closed pre-H-field such that (L, ȮL) is |K|+-saturated. Then
any embedding (E, ȮE) → (L, ȮL) can be extended to an embedding (K, Ȯ) → (L, ȮL).

Theorem 4.3. If Tres is model complete in Lres, then T dhl
lift is model complete in LȮ

lift.

Proof. Let (K,k), (K∗,k∗) |= T dhl
lift such that (K∗,k∗) is |K|+-saturated, and let (E,kE) be a

submodel of (K,k). Given an LȮ
lift-embedding i : (E,kE) → (K∗,k∗), it suffices to extend

i to an LȮ
lift-embedding (K,k) → (K∗,k∗). Supposing that Tres is model complete in Lres,

we can extend the Lres-embedding i|kE
: kE → k∗ to an Lres-embedding j : k → k∗. Given

d ∈ k \ kE and d∗ := j(d) ∈ k∗ \ i(kE∗), Lemma 4.1 yields an extension of i to a pre-H-field
isomorphism (E⟨d⟩, ȮE⟨d⟩) → (E∗⟨d∗⟩, Ȯ∗

E∗⟨d∗⟩) sending d to d∗. Thus by Zorn we have a
differential subfield F of K such that E ∪ k ⊆ F and an extension of i to an LȮ

lift-embedding
i∗ : (F,k) → (K∗,k∗) with i∗|k = j. It remains to apply Lemma 4.2. □

Corollary 4.4. Let Lres = LOR,∂ ∪ {O}, where O is interpreted in a transserial tame pair
(K,L) as OL = convL(C). The theory of transserial tame pairs is model complete in LȮ

lift.

Proof. Recall that Tres = T nl
small is model complete in Lres [ADH17a, Corollary 16.2.5]. Note also

that any model of T nl
small is Liouville closed and linearly surjective [ADH17a, Corollary 14.2.2],

so T nl
small satisfies the assumptions on Tres. □

In the next result, recall the theory T nl,dhl in the language LOR,∂ ∪{O, Ȯ} from the previous
section, and that we have (K, Ȯ) |= T dhl whenever (K,O, Ȯ) |= T nl,dhl. From future work
on dimension in d-henselian pre-H-fields along the lines of [ADH17b], no lift of res(K, Ȯ) is
definable in (K,O, Ȯ), so (K,O, Ȯ) is a proper reduct of (K,k,O, Ȯ) for any such lift k. In
comparison with the previous result, which interpreted O only as the natural valuation ring of
L, here it is interpreted as the natural valuation ring of K. We give two proofs, first deducing
the result from Corollary 4.4, then presenting an alternate proof following the same outline
as Theorem 4.3, but with more care taken regarding the interactions of the two valuation
rings, since the lifts are not in the language.

Theorem 4.5. The theory T nl,dhl is model complete in LOR,∂ ∪ {O, Ȯ}.

Proof 1. First we give a shorter proof relying on the model completeness of transserial tame
pairs. Let (K,O, Ȯ) ⊆ (K∗,O∗, Ȯ∗) be two models of T nl,dhl. Since (K, Ȯ) and (K∗, Ȯ∗) are
d-henselian, by Proposition 2.1 we can equip (K, Ȯ) with a lift L ⊆ Ȯ of res(K, Ȯ), and then
extend L to a lift L∗ ⊆ Ȯ∗ of res(K∗, Ȯ∗). Then (K,L) ⊆ (K∗, L∗) are transserial tame pairs
by Corollary 3.10, so we have (K,L) ≼ (K∗, L∗) in the language LȮ

lift with Lres = LOR,∂ ∪ {O}.
In applying that corollary, the relation symbol O ∈ Lres is interpreted as the natural valuations
of L and L∗, but then the same holds interpreting O ∈ Lres as the natural valuations of K and
K∗, which makes (K,O, Ȯ) and (K∗,O∗, Ȯ∗) reducts of (K,L) and (K∗, L∗), respectively. It
follows that (K,O, Ȯ) ≼ (K∗,O∗, Ȯ∗). □

Proof 2. We also give a longer direct proof elaborating on the proof of Theorem 4.3. For this
proof, let L := LOR,∂, LO := L ∪ {O}, LȮ = L ∪ {Ȯ}, and LO,Ȯ := L ∪ {O, Ȯ}.

Let (K,O, Ȯ), (K∗,O∗, Ȯ∗) |= T nl,dhl such that (K∗,O∗, Ȯ∗) is |K|+-saturated, and fix a
submodel (E,OE, ȮE) |= T nl,dhl of (K,O, Ȯ). Given an LO,Ȯ-embedding i : (E,OE, ȮE) →
(K∗,O∗, Ȯ∗), we need to extend i to an LO,Ȯ-embedding (K,O, Ȯ) → (K∗,O∗, Ȯ∗). First,
equip E with a lift kE ⊆ ȮE of the differential residue field res(E, ȮE). In particular, (E,kE)
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is a transserial tame pair by Corollary 3.10, so (kE,OkE
) ≼ (E,OE) by Lemma 3.1. Then i

restricts to an (elementary) LO-embedding i|kE
: (kE,OkE

) → (K∗,O∗) with image contained
in Ȯ∗. Now, we can extend kE to a lift k ⊆ Ȯ of the differential residue field res(K, Ȯ); as
before, this is even a lift of res(K, Ȯ) as an ordered valued differential field.

Our aim is first to extend i|kE
to k. Let d ∈ k \ kE and consider

tpk(d | kE) = {φ(x, u) : φ(x, y) ∈ L, u ∈ k
|y|
E , k |= φ(d, u)}.

Note that tpk(d | kE) = tpK(d | kE), since (k,Ok) ≼ (K,O). By saturation and the model
completeness of T nl

small we can realize the type

{φ(x, i(u)) : φ(x, u) ∈ tpk(d | kE)} ∪ {x ∈ Ȯ}

in (K∗,O∗, Ȯ∗) by an element d∗ ∈ Ȯ∗. This yields an L-isomorphism kE⟨d⟩ → i(kE)⟨d∗⟩
extending i|kE

, which is moreover elementary as a partial LO-map (K,O) → (K∗,O∗). Thus
by Zorn we get an elementary LO-embedding i∗ : (k,Ok) → (K∗,O∗) with image contained
in Ȯ∗.

Now we use Lemma 4.1 as in the proof of Theorem 4.3 to get a differential subfield F of
K with E ∪ k ⊆ F and an LȮ-embedding j : (F, ȮF ) → (K∗, Ȯ∗) extending i and i∗, where
ȮF = Ȯ ∩F . Note that OF = O ∩F , since CF = Ck = CK . Next we check that j is moreover
an LO,Ȯ-embedding. Let a ∈ F . It is clear that if a ∈ OF , then j(a) ∈ O∗, so it remains to
show that if a /∈ OF , then j(a) /∈ O∗. First, suppose that |a| > k. In that case, |j(a)| > i∗(k),
so j(a) /∈ O∗. Second, suppose that a ∈ ȮF \ OF . Then a = u+ ε, with u ∈ k and ε ∈ ȮF ,
so j(a) = i∗(u) + j(ε). (Recall, ȮF = {a ∈ F : |a| < k>}.) Moreover, |u| > CK , so also
|i∗(u)| > CK∗ by the construction of i∗. Thus i∗(u) /∈ O∗, so j(a) /∈ O∗. This concludes the
proof that j : (F,OF , ȮF ) → (K∗,O∗, Ȯ∗) is an LO,Ȯ-embedding.

Finally, we appeal to Lemma 4.2 to extend j to an LȮ-embedding (K, Ȯ) → (K∗, Ȯ∗).
The same reasoning as for j shows that j∗ is even an LO,Ȯ-embedding. □

Theorem 4.5 yields Theorem 1.1 in the introduction about the structures (H,OH, ȮH) and
(No,ONo, ȮNo) by Lemma 3.4.

5. Ax–Kochen/Ershov, relative quantifier elimination, and related
theorems

5.1. Introduction. In this section, we refine the proofs in the previous section to obtain more
precise relative results, ultimately achieving relative quantifier elimination with a standard
part map. These techniques also yield the completeness of transserial tame pairs and the
stable embeddedness mentioned in the introduction.

As before, let LOR,∂ := {+,−, ·, 0, 1,⩽, ∂} be the language of ordered differential fields
and Lres be an expansion of LOR,∂ by predicates or function symbols on k, which are always
interpreted as trivial off k. For model completeness in the previous section, we expanded
this language by the unary predicate Ȯ for a coarsened valuation ring. For the results of
this section we need the binary predicate ≼̇, so let L≼̇

lift := Lres ∪ {k, ≼̇}, where k is a unary
predicate and ≼̇ is the binary asymptotic relation coming from Ȯ. Fix an Lres-theory Tres
extending the theory of ordered differential fields that are real closed, linearly surjective, and
closed under exponential integration, and let T dhl

lift be the L≼̇
lift-theory T dhl ∪ Tres together with

axioms expressing that k is a lift of the differential residue field of (K, Ȯ) as before.
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We establish an Ax–Kochen/Ershov theorem and related results for models of T dhl
lift along

the lines of [Pyn24, Section 7.A], which contains similar results in a two-sorted setting. The
proofs are similar but take into account the extra subtleties of having the differential residue
field as a lift instead of as a separate sort, and consequently some identical parts are left out.
Some aspects are also adapted from [BD24].

5.2. Equivalence theorem. Let K = (K,k) and K∗ = (K∗,k∗) be models of T dhl
lift . We

aim to construct a back-and-forth system from K to K∗ when K and K∗ are sufficiently
saturated. To that end, a good substructure of K is an L≼̇

lift-substructure E = (E,kE)
of K such that E is a field and kE = k ∩ E is a lift of res(E, ȮE). In particular, (E, ȮE)
is a pre-H-subfield of (K, Ȯ) and kE is an Lres-substructure of k. Let E and E∗ be good
substructures of K and K∗, respectively. A good map from E to E∗ is an L≼̇

lift-isomorphism
f : E → E∗ such that f |kE

is elementary as a partial Lres-map from k to k∗.
To be careful, this last condition needs a little explaining, namely how we relativize formulas

to k. That is, we define r-relative formulas by recursion so that:
• every quantifier-free Lres-formula is an r-relative formula;
• if φ and θ are r-relative formulas, then so are ¬φ, φ ∧ θ, and φ ∨ θ;
• if φ is r-relative and u is a variable, then ∃u(u ∈ k ∧ φ) and ∀u(u ∈ k → φ) are

r-relative formulas.
In particular, an r-relative formula does not involve the valuation ≼̇. By the above definition,
the following is clear, and allows us to see the Lres-structure k inside K, which we now do
sometimes without comment.

Lemma 5.1. Let φ(x) be an Lres-formula, where x = (x1, . . . , xn) is a tuple of pairwise
distinct variables. Then there is an r-relative formula θ(x) such that for all d ∈ kn:

k |= φ(d) ⇐⇒ K |= θ(d).

The next theorem underpins all the remaining results.

Theorem 5.2 (Equivalence Theorem). Every good map E → E∗ between good substructures
E and E∗ is elementary as a partial map from K to K∗.

Proof. Let f = (f, fr) be a good map from E to E∗. Let κ be a cardinal of uncountable
cofinality such that max{|E|, |Lres|} < κ and 2λ < κ for every cardinal λ < κ. By passing
to elementary extensions, we may suppose that K and K∗ are κ-saturated. We say a good
substructure (E1,k1) of K is small if |E1| < κ; note that if (E1,k1) is small and E2 ⊆ K is
a differential subfield with (E2, ȮE2) an immediate pre-H-field extension of (E1, ȮE1), then
(E2,k1) remains a small good substructure of K. To establish the theorem, we adapt the
proof of [Pyn24, Theorem 7.2], a two-sorted analogue, to show that the set of good maps
between small good substructures is a back-and-forth system from K to K∗. For this, given
a ∈ K \ E, we need to extend f to a good map with small domain containing a.

New subtleties arise in the case that a ∈ k, which we handle first. Let kF be the Lres-
substructure of k generated by kE and a. By the saturation assumption, we can take
a∗ ∈ k∗ and an extension of f |kE

to g : kF → kF ∗ such that g is elementary as a partial
Lres-map from k to k∗, where kF ∗ is the Lres-substructure of k∗ generated by kE∗ and a∗.
Note that |kF | = |kF ∗ | < κ. Next we need to extend E to F ⊆ K and E∗ to F ∗ ⊆ K∗

such that (F,kF ) and (F ∗,kF ∗) are small good substructures and f to an L≼̇
lift-isomorphism

i : (F,kF ) → (F ∗,kF ∗) with i|kF
= g. Given d ∈ kF \ kE and d∗ := g(d) ∈ kF ∗ \ kE∗ , use
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Lemma 4.1 to extend f to a pre-H-field isomorphism h : (E⟨d⟩, ȮE⟨d⟩) → (E∗⟨d∗⟩, Ȯ∗
E∗⟨d∗⟩)

sending d to d∗. Then kE⟨d⟩ is a lift of res(E⟨d⟩, ȮE⟨d⟩), where kE⟨d⟩ is the differential
subfield of kF generated by kE and d. It follows that h|kE⟨d⟩ = g. Also, note that ΓE⟨d⟩ = ΓE,
so |E⟨d⟩| < κ. Although (E⟨d⟩,kE⟨d⟩) might not yet be an L≼̇

lift-substructure of K since
kE⟨d⟩ might not be an Lres-structure of k, Zorn yields the desired extensions F , F ∗, and i.

With the case a ∈ k taken care of, the argument is now the same as in the proof of [Pyn24,
Theorem 7.2], which we sketch. Suppose that a /∈ k. By iterating the above argument, we
arrange that kE is real closed, linearly surjective, and closed under exponential integration,
and that (E,kE) ⊆ (E⟨a⟩,kE) are small good substructures of K; a key point is that kE is
now a lift of both differential residue fields. It remains to take the d-Hensel-Liouville closure
of (E⟨a⟩, ȮE⟨a⟩) by [Pyn24, Theorem 6.16] and apply Lemma 4.2. □

We now obtain the following two consequences: relative completeness and relative model
completeness. The former is often called an Ax–Kochen/Ershov theorem, and it also yields
the completeness of transserial tame pairs.

Corollary 5.3. We have K ≡ K∗ if and only if k ≡ k∗.

Proof. The left-to-right direction follows from Lemma 5.1. For the converse, suppose that
k ≡ k∗. We may assume that Lres is an expansion of LOR,∂ by relation symbols, so then we
can identify Q with an Lres-substructure of k and an Lres-substructure of k∗, respectively,
and by assumption, these are Lres-isomorphic. Consider the L≼̇

lift-structure (Q,Q), where Q
is equipped with its usual ordered ring structure and the trivial derivation and valuation,
the predicate k is interpreted as Q and construed as an Lres-structure as explained above.
This structure embeds into both K and K∗, inducing an obvious good map between good
substructures of K and K∗, respectively, which is elementary as a partial map K → K∗.
Hence K ≡ K∗. □

Corollary 5.4. The theory of transserial tame pairs is complete. The theory T nl,dhl is
complete.

Proof. Note that T nl
small is complete [ADH17a, Corollary 16.6.3]. The second statement follows

from the first as in the first proof of Theorem 4.5. □

Corollary 5.5. Let E = (E,kE) ⊆ K with E |= T dhl
lift . If kE ≼ k, then E ≼ K.

Proof. View the identity map on (E,kE) as a map from E to K and note that it is good. □

Note that Corollary 5.5 generalizes Theorem 4.3. Next we deduce that the differential
residue field is purely stably embedded in the pair.

Corollary 5.6. Any subset of kn definable in the L≼̇
lift-structure K (with parameters from

K) is definable in the Lres-structure k (with parameters from k).

Proof. Let x = (x1, . . . , xm) and y = (y1, . . . , yn) be tuples of pairwise distinct variables,
where m ∈ N. Let L = (L,kL) and L∗ = (L∗,kL∗) be elementary L≼̇

lift-extensions of (K,k)
with d ∈ km

L and d∗ ∈ km
L∗ such that tpL

r (d | k) = tpL∗
r (d∗ | k), where tpL

r (d | k) is the
r-relative type of d over k in L and likewise for tpL∗

r (d∗ | k). Note that this is equivalent to
saying that tpkL(d | k) = tpkL∗ (d∗ | k), where these are Lres-types. The proof of Theorem 5.2
shows how to extend the identity map on K to a good map from a good substructure of L
containing d to a good substructure of L∗ containing d∗ such that d 7→ d∗. Then Theorem 5.2
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yields tpL(d | K) = tpL∗(d∗ | K), where tpL(d | K) is the L≼̇
lift-type of d over K in L and

likewise for tpL∗(d∗ | K). The statement of the corollary follows by the Stone representation
theorem. □

Corollary 5.7. Let (K,L) be a transserial tame pair. Then:
(i) Any subset of Ln definable in (K,L) (with parameters from K) is definable in the

differential field L (with parameters from L).
(ii) Any subset of Cn definable in (K,L) (with parameters from K) is definable in the

field C (with parameters from C).

Proof. The statement about L is immediate from Corollary 5.6 with Lres = LOR,∂. For C,
recall that C ⊆ L by Lemma 3.1, so a subset of Cn definable in (K,L) is definable in L. The
result follows from the pure stable embeddedness of C in L, [ADH17a, Proposition 16.6.7]. □

5.3. Relative quantifier elimination. In this subsection we eliminate quantifiers down
to the lift of the differential residue field construed as an Lres-structure. In the result, we
make more explicit use of the r-relative formulas defined before Lemma 5.1. Additionally,
we further expand the language by a binary version of the standard part map. To explain
this, fix (K,k) |= T dhl

lift . For each a ∈ Ȯ×, the u ∈ k× with a ∼̇ u is unique. Hence we have a
definable map π : K2 → k defined by, for a, b ∈ K,

π(a, b) =

u if a ∼̇ ub, u ∈ k×,

0 if a ̸≍̇ b or a = b = 0.

If we were to include a function symbol for multiplicative inversion in the language, we would
need only the unary version of π (and only Ȯ instead of ≼̇). Let L≼̇,π

lift := L≼̇
lift ∪ {π}, and

continue to denote by T dhl
lift its natural expansion by definition to an L≼̇,π

lift -theory. To state the
relative quantifier elimination result precisely, we also need to define a special kind of formula.
Let x = (x1, . . . , xn) be a tuple of pairwise distinct variables. We call an L≼̇,π

lift -formula φ(x)
special if φ(x) is

φr
(
π(σ1(x), τ1(x)), . . . , π(σk(x), τk(x))

)
for some k ∈ N, r-relative formula φr(u1, . . . , uk), and Lπ

res-terms σ1(x), τ1(x), . . . , σk(x),
τk(x), where Lπ

res := Lres ∪ {π}. Let also L≼̇,π
res := Lπ

res ∪ {≼̇}.

Theorem 5.8. Let x be as above. If φ(x) is an L≼̇,π
lift -formula, then φ(x) is T dhl

lift -equivalent to

(∗)
(
θ1(x) ∧ φ1(x)

)
∨ · · · ∨

(
θN(x) ∧ φN(x)

)
for some N ∈ N, quantifier-free L≼̇,π

res -formulas θ1(x), . . . , θN (x), and special formulas φ1(x),
. . . , φN(x).

Proof. Let Θ(x) be the set of L≼̇,π
lift -formulas displayed in (∗). Then Θ(x) is obviously closed

under disjunction and also closed under negation, up to logical equivalence. It suffices to show
that every x-type consistent with T dhl

lift is determined by its intersection with Θ(x). Below,
θ(x) ranges over quantifier-free L≼̇,π

res -formulas and φ(x) ranges over special formulas. For a
model K = (K,k; π) of T dhl

lift and a ∈ Kn, we set

qftpK(a) := {θ(x) : K |= θ(a)}
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and
tpK

r (a) := {φ(x) : K |= φ(a)}.
Let K = (K,k; π) and K∗ = (K∗,k∗; π∗) be models of T dhl

lift and a ∈ Kn and a∗ ∈ (K∗)n satisfy
qftpK(a) = qftpK∗(a∗) and tpK

r (a) = tpK∗
r (a∗). We need to show that tpK(a) = tpK∗(a∗).

Let E be the Lπ
res-structure generated by a inside K, so kE := k ∩E = π(E,E) is an Lres-

substructure of k. Defining (E∗,k∗
E∗) in K∗ likewise, the assumption qftpK(a) = qftpK∗(a∗)

gives an L≼̇,π
lift -isomorphism f : (E,kE) → (E∗,k∗

E∗). By taking fraction fields, we can
arrange that E and E∗ are fields, without changing kE or k∗

E∗ . Hence E := (E,kE)
is a good substructure of K and E∗ := (E∗,k∗

E∗) is a good substructure of K∗. Since
tpK

r (a) = tpK∗
r (a∗), f |kE

: kE → k∗
E∗ is elementary as a partial Lres-map k → k∗. Thus f is

a good map and so tpK(a) = tpK∗(a∗) by Theorem 5.2. □

Again using Lemma 5.1, we have the following special cases.

Corollary 5.9. If Tres has quantifier elimination in Lres, then T dhl
lift has quantifier elimination

in L≼̇,π
lift .

Corollary 5.10. If Lres = LOR,∂ ∪ {Λ2,Ω2}, where Λ2, Ω2 are the binary predicates from
[ADH17a, Chapter 16], then the theory of transserial tame pairs has quantifier elimination
in L≼̇,π

lift .

Proof. The expansion of T nl
small by definitions for Λ2 and Ω2 has quantifier elimination by

[ADH17a, Theorem 16.0.1] and the comments immediately afterwards and in the “Notes and
comments” immediately before [ADH17a, Section 16.1]. □

6. The case of hyperseries

As mentioned in the introduction, the differential field H of hyperseries was constructed as
a field in [BHK21], building on [DHK19], and as an elementary differential field extension
of T in [Bag22]. Let On denote the class of ordinals. Then H contains for each α ∈ On
elements expα(x) and logα(x) to be viewed as α iterates of the exponential and logarithm,
respectively. In particular, H is a proper class, although the support of every element is a set,
and contains formally transexponential elements such as expω(x). These elements allow one
to solve functional equations such as Eω(x+ 1) = expEω(x) in H that cannot be solved in T.
Nevertheless, as a first-order structure in the language LO

OR,∂, it is an elementary extension
of T.

The class Ȯ := convH(T) consists exactly of those elements of H bounded in absolute
value by expn(x) for some n. As explained in Section 3, with O := convH(R) and Ȯ, the
structure (H,O, Ȯ) |= T nl,dhl and T can be elementarily extended to T∗ ⊆ Ȯ so that (H,T∗)
is a transserial tame pair; if desired, we can take T∗ to contain the differential field L of
logarithmic hyperseries from [DHK19]. In particular, all the results of Sections 4 and 5 apply
to the pair (H,T∗). But the existence of such a T∗ is obtained by Zorn, so in this section we
provide a more explicit example of a T∗ that works.

Let M be the monomial group of H and B := M ∩ Ȯ×; that is, B is the subgroup
of M consisting of all exponentially bounded monomials whose multiplicative inverse is
exponentially bounded. Note that logα(x) ∈ B for all α ∈ On; in particular, B is a proper
class. Now let

T∗ := {f ∈ H : supp f ⊆ B},
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where supp f denotes the support of the series f ∈ H. Clearly, T∗ ⊆ Ȯ. We also have L ⊆ Ȯ.
Lemma 6.1. The structure T∗ is a maximal subfield of Ȯ.
Proof. Given f, g ∈ H with supp f ⊆ B and supp g ⊆ B, it is easy to see that supp(f+g) ⊆ B
and supp(fg) ⊆ B, and one also checks by transfinite induction that if f ̸= 0, then
supp f−1 ⊆ B. It follows from these facts together with the product rule and chain rule that
T∗ is a subfield of Ȯ (as before, this means that T∗ is a subring of Ȯ that is itself a field).

Moreover, T∗ is a maximal subfield of Ȯ. To see this, suppose that we have a subfield
L ⊆ Ȯ with T∗ ⊊ L and take f ∈ L \ T∗. Let m range over supp f and take n ∈ supp f with
n−1 /∈ Ȯ such that m ∈ B for all m with m ≻ n. Then f = ∑

m≻n fmm + fnn + ∑
m≺n fmm

and ∑
m≻n fmm ∈ T∗, so we can arrange that f ∼ fnn. But this yields f−1 ∼ f−1

n n−1 /∈ Ȯ,
contradicting that L is a subfield of Ȯ. □

The proof of the next lemma was supplied by Vincent Bagayoko. It involves technical
notions that we define only in the context needed here.
Lemma 6.2. The field T∗ is a differential subfield of Ȯ.
Proof. Let L be the differential field of logarithmic hyperseries and L its monomial group.
The (operator) support of ∂ : L → L is defined in [DHK19, Section 2.6] to be the smallest
S ⊆ L such that supp ∂(l) ⊆ Sl for all l ∈ L and shown to be {ℓ†

γ : γ ∈ On} in [DHK19,
Lemma 3.1] and the subsequent remark. This definition makes sense also for the extension of
∂ to ∂ : H → H, with L replaced by the monomial group M of H. In [Bag22, Definition 1.14],
the notion of the support of ∂ is generalized to near-support, as we explain momentarily. Then
[Bag22, Proposition 6.14] shows that {∏

1⩽i⩽n ℓ
†
γi

: γ1, . . . , γn ∈ On} is a good near-support
of ∂ in L, where “good” means that it is a well-based subclass of OL that is closed under
finite products. Goodness is used here only to apply [Bag22, Theorem 6.7], which gives
that {∏

1⩽i⩽n ℓ
†
γi

: γ1, . . . , γn ∈ On} remains a near-support of ∂ : H → H. This means that
for b ∈ B and n ∈ supp ∂(b), we have γ1, . . . , γn ∈ On and m ∈ M such that m ≺≺ b and
n = bm

∏
1⩽i⩽n ℓ

†
γi

. That m ≺≺ b means (max{m,m−1})n < max{b, b−1} for all n, so in
particular m ∈ B. Thus n ∈ B, so ∂(B) ⊆ T∗. It follows that T∗ is closed under ∂. □

Proposition 6.3. The structure (H,T∗) is a transserial tame pair.
Proof. Since T∗ is a maximal differential subfield of Ȯ, it maps isomorphically as a differential
field onto res(H, Ȯ) under the residue map by Proposition 2.1. In particular, T∗ |= T nl

small and
(H,T∗) is a transserial tame pair by Corollary 3.10. □

Corollary 6.4. The structures (H,T∗,OT∗ , Ȯ) and (H,OH, Ȯ) are model complete in their
respective languages.
Proof. These follow from Corollary 4.4 and Theorem 4.5 by the above. □

Perhaps a similar argument can be carried out in the field of surreal numbers equipped with
the derivation from [BM18], into which the differential field T can be elementarily embedded
by [ADH19].
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