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Abstract

We prove a skew generalization of the Newton-Puiseux theorem for the field F =
⋃∞

n=1 C((x
1
n ))

of Puiseux series: For any positive real number α, we consider the C-automorphism σ
of F given by x 7→ αx, and prove that every non-constant polynomial in the skew poly-
nomial ring F [t, σ] factors into a product of linear terms. This generalizes the classical
theorem where σ = id, and gives the first concrete example of a field of characteristic 0
that is algebraically closed with respect to a non-trivial automorphism – a notion studied
in works of Aryapoor and of Smith. Our result also resolves an open question of Aryapoor
concerning such fields. A key ingredient in the proof is a new variant of Hensel’s lemma.

1. Introduction

Let F be a field and let σ be an endomorphism of F . We shall say that F is al-

gebraically closed with respect to σ, if every non-constant polynomial in the skew
polynomial ring F [t, σ] factors into a product of linear terms (equivalently, if every such
polynomial has a σ-zero, in the sense introduced in Lam and Leroy (1988)). This notion
was studied in Smith (1977) and in the recent paper Aryapoor (2023), with different ter-
minologies: Aryapoor calls such a field F a 1-algebraically closed σ-field, see (Aryapoor,
2023, §4.1), while Smith refers to the ring F [t, σ] itself as algebraically closed, see (Smith,
1977, p. 332). The first non-trivial example (where σ 6= id) for such a field appears in
the classic paper Ore (1933a), who proved that the algebraic closure of a finite field is
algebraically closed with respect to the Frobenius automorphism.

An interesting result of Aryapoor (2023) is that every field F equipped with an
automorphism σ can be embedded in a field which is algebraically closed with respect to
an extension of σ. This theorem is proven via transfinite induction, and does not yield
any concrete examples. In fact, it seems that the only explicit example in the literature
is the mentioned one of Ore, and in particular no concrete examples in characteristic 0
are given in any of the works mentioned above.

In the present work, we consider this notion in the context of the classical Newton-
Puiseux theorem, which states that the field of Puiseux series F =

⋃∞

n=1 C((x
1
n )) is
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algebraically closed (Cohn, 1991, Corollary 1.2, p. 112). We prove the following general-
ization of this theorem:

Theorem 1.1. Let α be a positive real number. Let σ be the C-automorphism of F =
⋃∞

n=1 C((x
1
n )) determined by σ(x

1
n ) = (αx)

1
n for all n ≥ 1. Then F is algebraically

closed with respect to σ.

The case where α = 1 (equivalently, σ = id) of this result is the classical Newton-
Puiseux theorem. The case where α 6= 1 provides the first concrete example of a charac-
teristic 0 field which is algebraically closed with respect to a non-trivial automorphism.
Theorem 1.1 also resolves an open question raised in Aryapoor (2023), see Remark 2.3
and Remark 4.12 below.

One ingredient in the proof of Theorem 1.1 is a non-commutative variant of Hensel’s
lemma, Proposition 3.3, which may be of independent interest. Hensel’s lemma has been
previously studied in the context of skew polynomial rings in Aryapoor (2009), however
the version we present here involves a more subtle condition on the residue polynomials
than the usual one. We provide examples in §3 that demonstrate why our condition
is the “right” condition for skew polynomial rings. To the best of our knowledge, this
variant does not appear elsewhere in the literature. The utility of Proposition 3.3 is
further demonstrated via its usage in the proof of Theorem 1.1 in §4.

Our general proof strategy of Theorem 1.1 is similar to that of the classical theorem:
Starting with a general polynomial, we apply a serious of reduction steps in order to bring
it to a form for which Hensel’s lemma applies. However, when making these reduction
steps some complications arise that do not have a counter-part in the classical proof via
Hensel’s lemma (see for example in (Abhyankar, 1990, Lecture 12)): The main difficulty
is that linear changes of variable do not induce automorphisms of the ring F [t, σ], but
rather induce a change of structure which involves σ-derivations (in particular, see Lemma
4.1 and Lemma 4.5). Thus in order to prove the theorem for F [t, σ] we are forced to
factor certain polynomials in a more general ring, of the form F [t, σ, δ], where δ is an
inner σ-derivation. Therefore, before proving the main theorem, we establish a series
of lemmas and propositions that track the properties of our polynomial through several
steps of structure change.

This paper is organized as follows: In §2 we quickly review some basic material
concerning general skew polynomial rings and substitution in such polynomials. In §3 we
establish our variant of Hensel’s lemma. In §4 we prove Theorem 1.1 via the approach
discussed above.

2. Preliminaries

Throughout this work, all rings are assumed to be associative and unital.
Let A be a (possibly noncommutative) ring, let σ be an endomorphism of A and let δ

be a σ-derivation of A. That is, δ : A→ A is an additive map satisfying the “Leibniz rule”
δ(ab) = aσδ(b) + δ(a)b for all a, b ∈ A. Then we may form the classical skew polynomial
ring R = A[t, σ, δ], where multiplication is determined by the rule ta = aσt+ δ(a) for all
a ∈ A.

For a standard introduction to skew polynomial rings, see (Cohn, 1995, §2), or
(Goodearl and Warfield, 2004, §2) (see also Ore (1933b), the seminal paper on the sub-
ject).
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For any monic polynomial p ∈ R and for any f ∈ R one can perform left-hand division
with remainder and find uniquely determined polynomials q, r ∈ R such that f = qp+ r
and deg(r) < deg(p). In the case where p = x − a is a linear polynomial, the remainder
r is a constant in A whose value is the (σ, δ)-substitution of a in f , denoted by f(a).
In particular, a polynomial f is right-hand divisible by x − a if and only if f(a) = 0, in
which case we say that a is a (σ, δ)-zero of f , or just a σ-zero of f in case δ = 0. If
δ = 0 and f is written in the form f =

∑

fit
i, then f(a) is given by:

f(a) = f0 + f1a+ f2a
σa+ f3a

σ2

aσa+ . . . .

For further details on substitution in skew polynomial rings, see Lam and Leroy (1988)
(we note that in Lam and Leroy (1988) the ring A is assumed to be a division ring, but
the above claims hold for a general ring).

The following proposition is given in (Goodearl and Warfield, 2004, Proposition 2.4,
p. 37) (with A, σ, t here corresponding to R,α, x there, respectively). We formulate it
here, as it will be used at several points in the sequel:

Proposition 2.1. Let S = A[t, σ, δ] be a skew polynomial ring. Let T be a ring, let
φ : A → T be a ring homomorphism, and let y ∈ T be an element satisfying yφ(a) =
φ(aσ)y + φ(δ(a)) for all a ∈ A. Then there exists a unique homomorphism ψ : S → T
satisfying ψ|A = φ and ψ(t) = y.

We note that given an endomorphism σ of a ring R we shall sometimes use the
notation σ(a) and sometimes the notation aσ, to denote the image of an element a ∈ R
under σ, according to convenience of presentation.

Let m be a (two-sided) ideal in A, satisfying σ(m) ⊆ m and δ(m) ⊆ m. Then σ induces
an endomorphism of the quotient ring A/m, given by σ̄(a+m) = σ(a)+m, and δ induces
a σ̄-derivation δ̄ on A/m, given by δ̄(a + m) = δ(a) + m. Thus we may form the skew
polynomial ring A/m[t, σ̄, δ̄].

Lemma 2.2. The quotient map a 7→ ā from A to A/m naturally extends to an epimor-
phism p 7→ p̄ from A[t, σ, δ] onto A/m[t, σ̄, δ̄], given by

∑

ait
i 7→ ∑

āit
i.

Proof. Apply Proposition 2.1 with T = A/m[t, σ̄, δ̄], y = t, and φ being the map a 7→ ā
from A to Ā ⊆ T . The obtained homomorphism ψ must then coincide with the surjective
map p 7→ p̄ considered here, since they agree on t and on A.

As mentioned in the introduction, given a field K and an endomorphism σ of K, we
say that K is algebraically closed with respect to σ if every non-constant polynomial in
the ring K[t, σ] factors into a product of linear terms. Equivalently (by induction on the
degree), if and only if for each non-constant f ∈ K[t, σ] there exists a σ-zero in K. Of
course, every algebraically closed field is algebraically closed with respect to the identity
automorphism. However, the field of complex numbers is not algebraically closed with
respect to complex conjugation, for example. Indeed, let us denote complex conjugation
by ρ : C → C, and consider the polynomial f = t2 + i ∈ C[t, ρ]. For any a ∈ C we have
aρa ∈ R, hence f(a) 6= 0. However, one can show that C is “close” to being algebraically
closed with respect to ρ, in the following sense: Every non-constant polynomial in C[t, ρ]
factors into a product of linear or quadratic terms, see (Pumplün, 2015, Corollary 6) or
(Bergen et al., 2015, Theorem 3.1). Note also that in skew polynomial rings, a non-zero
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polynomial may have more zeros that its degree. For example, in the above example,
every complex number with norm 1 is a ρ-zero of t2 − 1 ∈ C[t, ρ].

Remark 2.3. It is shown in (Smith, 1977, Theorem 3) that if a field K is algebraically
closed with respect to a non-trivial endomorphism σ, then σ must be of infinite order.
Smith only gives one concrete example of a field which is algebraically closed with respect
to a non-trivial endomorphism: The algebraic closure F̄p of a finite field, with respect to
the Frobenius automorphism σ, see (Smith, 1977, p. 345) (Smith credits this result to
Ore – it is an immediate consequence of (Ore, 1933a, Theorem 3)). This example is also
discussed in (Aryapoor, 2023, §4.3)1, where Aryapoor shows that every polynomial in
F̄p[t, σ] of degree larger than 1, with a non-zero constant term, has at least p+1 distinct
σ-zeros. In light of this property, Aryapoor raises in (Aryapoor, 2023, §4.3) the following
theoretical question: Does there exist a field K, algebraically closed with respect to an
automorphism σ 6= id, and a polynomial f ∈ K[t, σ] of degree larger than 1 with a non-
zero constant term, that has only one σ-zero? As a consequence of our main result, we
resolve this question to the affirmative, see Remark 4.12. (In Aryapoor’s terminology,
we have proven the existence of a nontrivial 1-algebraically closed σ-field which is not
2-algebraically closed.)

3. A skew Hensel’s lemma

For this section, let A be a (possibly non-commutative) domain, complete and sep-
arated with respect to a principal two-sided ideal m = xA = Ax, for some x ∈ A. We
further assume that K = A/m is a (commutative) field.

Let σ be an endomorphism of A and let δ be a σ-derivation of A, such that σ(m) ⊆ m

and δ(m) ⊆ m. Let σ̄ and δ̄ be the induced endomorphism and σ̄-derivation of K, as
in §2. We shall further assume here that σ̄ = idK and δ̄ = 0. By Lemma 2.2, we
have a reduction epimorphism

∑

ait
i 7→ ∑

aiti =
∑

ait
i which maps A[t, σ, δ] onto the

commutative ring K[t, id, 0] = K[t].

Remark 3.1. The above setup applies to classical commutative settings (with σ =
id, δ = 0), for example for A = Zp, the ring of p-adic integers (with m = pA), or for
A = K[[x]], the ring of formal power series over a field K (with m = 〈x〉). However, this
setup also applies to various noncommutative settings: For example, we may take A =
K[[x, τ ]], the ring of skew formal power series over a field K, where τ is an automorphism
of K and m = xA = Ax, σ = idA,δ = 0. Or, let A = K[[x]] be the usual ring of formal
power series over K, let m = xA, and let σ be a K-automorphism of A determined by
σ(x) = αx for some fixed α ∈ K×, and with δ = 0.

Let us denote R = A[t, σ, δ]. Since A is a domain, so is R. For any a ∈ A, we denote
by ord(a) the x-adic order of a, given by ord(a) = max{k|a ∈ xkA} for a 6= 0, and
ord(0) = ∞. We extend this order map to R by ord(

∑

ait
i) = mini ord(ai).

Lemma 3.2. Let n ∈ N. The set {p ∈ A[t, σ, δ]|ord(p) ≥ n} is a two-sided principal
ideal in A[t, σ, δ], generated by xn.

1Aryapoor seems unaware of Smith’s paper. In particular, Proposition 4.1 in Aryapoor (2023) is a
special case of Smith’s Theorem 3 in Smith (1977).
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Proof. By definition, the given set is:

{

∑

ait
i ∈ A[t, σ, δ] | ord(ai) ≥ n for all i ≥ 0

}

=
{

∑

xnbit
i ∈ A[t, σ, δ] | bi ∈ A for all i ≥ 0

}

= xnR.

It is left to prove that xnR = Rxn. By our assumptions, we have xσ, δ(x) ∈ xA = Ax,
hence tx = xσt+ δ(x) ∈ (xA)R = xR. It follows by induction that tix ∈ xR for all i ≥ 0,
hence for all a ∈ A we have atix ∈ axR ⊆ AxR = xAR = xR. Since R is generated
additively by monomials of the form ati, a ∈ A, we get that Rx ⊆ xR. Similarly one
proves that xR ⊆ Rx. Thus Rx = xR, and by induction it follows that Rxn = xnR for
all n ≥ 1.

By Lemma 3.2, for any p ∈ R there exists an element pφ ∈ R such that pφx = xp.
Since R is a domain, pφ is uniquely determined by p, and the map φ : p 7→ pφ is clearly
an automorphism of R. Note that xφ = x.

We now present the following variant of Hensel’s lemma:

Proposition 3.3. Let f ∈ A[t, σ, δ] be a monic polynomial in t of degree d. Let g, h ∈
A[t, σ, δ] be monic polynomials of respective degrees m, d − m with f̄ = ḡh̄, such that

ḡ, hφn are relatively prime in K[t] for all n ∈ N. Then there exist monic polynomials

ĝ, ĥ ∈ A[t, σ, δ] of respective degrees m, d−m with ĝ = ḡ, ĥ = h̄, such that f = ĝĥ.

Let us emphasize that the conditions of Proposition 3.3 do not require the residue
polynomials ḡ, h to be coprime in K[t]. Instead we require ḡ to be coprime to each of

the polynomials in the sequence {hφ, hφ2 , hφ3 , . . .}. Note that if A is a complete discrete
valuation ring (DVR) and R is the usual commutative polynomial ring over A (that
is, σ = id, and δ = 0) then Proposition 3.3 coincides with the usual form of Hensel’s
lemma for R = A[t]. Indeed, in this case the automorphism φ is the identity and so the

polynomials hφ, hφ2 , hφ3 , . . . all coincide with h̄. Thus the condition of Proposition 3.3
in the commutative case is the usual well-known condition.

Before proving Proposition 3.3, let us consider some examples that illustrate why the
above condition is the “correct” condition for skew polynomial rings.

3.1. Example 1

Let A = C[[x]] be the usual formal power series ring, let α be some positive real
number, and let σ be the C-automorphism of A given by σ(x) = αx. Let a, b ∈ A with
ord(a), ord(b) > 0, that is, a =

∑

k≥1 akx
k, b =

∑

k≥1 bkx
k ∈ xC[[x]]. Consider the

polynomial f = t2 − (2 + a)t+ 1 + b in the ring A[t, σ] (in this example δ = 0. That is,
no derivation is involved). Suppose further that a1 6= b1.

Proposition 3.4. The polynomial f = t2− (2+a)t+1+b factors non-trivially in A[t, σ]
if and only if σ 6= id (equivalently, if and only if α 6= 1).

Let us first prove the claim directly, without employing Hensel’s lemma, by an explicit
analysis:
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Proof. By division with remainder, the polynomial f factors non-trivially in A[t, σ] if and
only if there exists a σ-zero g ∈ A for f . That is, an element g =

∑

i≥0 gix
i satisfying

the equality

(

∑

giα
ixi

)(

∑

gix
i
)

−
(

2 +
∑

aix
i
)(

∑

gix
i
)

+ 1 +
∑

bix
i = 0

in C[[x]]. By comparing coefficients, we must have g20 − 2g0 + 1 = (g0 − 1)2 = 0,
hence g0 = 1. Suppose that we have managed to find g0, . . . , gn such that coefficients of
1, x, . . . , xn in the left-hand side of the presented equality are 0. Then the coefficient of
xn+1 in the left-hand side is of the form

gn+1(α
n+1 + 1)− 2gn+1 + (∗) = gn+1(α

n+1 − 1) + (∗),
where (∗) is an expression that depends only on g0, . . . , gn, a1, . . . , an+1 and b1, . . . , bn+1.
From this we see that if α 6= 1 we may inductively choose g1, g2, . . . such that the all of
the presented coefficients will vanish.

Conversely, if α = 1, then by looking at the coefficient of x we must have

g1(1 + α)− (2g1 + a1) + b1 = b1 − a1 = 0,

contradicting our assumption a1 6= b1. Thus for α = 1 the polynomial f does not
factor.

Let us view the preceding claim with Hensel’s lemma in mind: Since a, b ∈ xC[[x]],
the residue polynomial f̄ is t2 − 2t + 1 = (t − 1)2, which of course does not factor into
a product of coprime polynomials in C[t]. Thus the condition of the classical form of
Hensel’s lemma fails, and indeed in the commutative case α = 1 the polynomial f does
not factor. However, if α 6= 1, we can easily show via Proposition 3.3 that f factors: For
g = h = t − 1 ∈ A[t, σ] we have f̄ = ḡh̄, and we have (α−1t)x = α−1(αxt) = xt, hence
φ(t) = α−1t. By induction we get:

φn(h) = φn(t)− 1 = α−nt− 1

for all n ∈ N. If α = 1 we simply get φn(h) = t − 1 for all n, but if α 6= 1 then the
polynomial

φn(h) = α−nt− 1

is coprime to φ(g) = t− 1 in C[t] for all n ∈ N, and so the condition of Proposition 3.3
is met. Thus f factors in A[t, σ].

3.2. Example 2
Let A be the skew formal power series ring C[[x, ρ]], where ρ denotes complex conju-

gation, and let f = t2 + (1 + x). In (Aryapoor, 2009, Example 4.2), Aryapoor observes
that f does not factor in the polynomial ring A[t], despite the fact that the residue poly-
nomial t2+1 factors into a product of coprime polynomials in C[t]: For g = t+i, h = t−i,
we have f̄ = ḡ · h̄. Thus here the “usual” form of Hensel’s lemma fails. This phenomena
was also noted in (Veluscek, 2010, §5), in a different context.

Let us revisit this example in light of Proposition 3.3: In this example the variable t is
central, hence φ(t) = t. However, we have xi = −ix, hence φ(i) = −i, and so φ(h) = t+i.
Thus the polynomials g = t + i and φ1(h) = t + i = ḡ are not coprime in the residue
ring C[t], hence the failure of Hensel’s lemma in factoring f is, in fact, not unexpected:
The condition of Proposition 3.3 is not met.
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3.3. Example 3

LetK be a field equipped with a derivation, and let A be the ring of Volterra operators
overK: The elements of A are formal power series of the form

∑∞

i=0 uix
i with u0, u1, . . . ∈

K, and multiplication is determined by the rule:

xu =

∞
∑

i=0

(−1)iu(i)x1+i = ux− u(1)x2 + u(2)x3 − u(3)x4 + . . .

for all u ∈ K, where u(i) denotes the i-th derivative of u. In (Aryapoor, 2009, Example
4.1), Aryapoor shows that for polynomials in the ring R = A[t] (where t is a central
variable), Hensel’s lemma in its classical form (that is, with the usual condition on the
residue polynomials) holds true. Let us understand this example in light of Proposition
3.3:

In the ring R, we have tφ = t, since t is central, and by the above product rule we get

uφ = u− u(1)x+ u(2)x2 − u(3)x3 + . . . ,

hence uφ = ū, for all u ∈ K. For any a ∈ xA = Ax we clearly have aφ ∈ xA, hence
a = aφ = 0. Thus for a general element a =

∑∞

i=0 uix
i ∈ A, we have

aφ = uφ0 = u0 = a.

It follows that for any monomial ati with a ∈ A we have

(ati)φ = aφ(ti)φ = aφti = ati = ati,

hence hφ = h for all h ∈ R = A[t].
The condition of Proposition 3.3 requires ḡ to be coprime to each of the polynomials

hφn , but the latter all coincide with h̄, by the above observations. Thus in this example
the condition of Proposition 3.3 simply coincides with the usual condition of the classical
Hensel’s lemma.

3.4. Proof of Hensel’s lemma

The above examples demonstrate why the condition of our version of Hensel’s lemma
is the “right” condition for skew polynomial rings. In the next section, we give our main
application of this result, as a key ingredient in the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Let us now prove Proposition 3.3.

Proof. By Lemma 3.2, xR = Rx is a two-sided ideal in R = A[t, σ, δ]. Since A is separated
and complete with respect to the ideal xA, clearly R is separated and complete with
respect to xR. For each n ≥ 1, we build polynomials pn−1, qn−1 ∈ R with deg(pi) <
m, deg(qi) ≤ d−m (throughout this proof, the “degree” deg notation refers to the degree
in t of a polynomial in R) such that

gn−1 = g + p0 + p1x+ . . .+ pn−1x
n−1, and

hn−1 = h+ q0 + q1x+ . . .+ qn−1x
n−1

satisfy ord(f − gn−1hn−1) ≥ n. If we manage this then we may take limits as n→ ∞ to

obtain the necessary ĝ, ĥ.
7



For n = 1 we just take p0 = q0 = 0, so that g0 = g, h0 = h. Then f̄ = ḡh̄ = g0h0 =
g0h0, hence ord(f − g0h0) ≥ 1. Suppose we have already constructed the necessary
p0, q0, p1, q1, . . . , pn−1, qn−1, for a given n. Then f − gn−1hn−1 is divisible (from both
left and right, by Lemma 3.2) by xn. Write f − gn−1hn−1 = fnx

n for a suitable fn ∈ R.
Note that deg(gn−1) = m and deg(hn−1) ≤ d − m, hence deg(fn) = deg(fnx

n) =
deg(f − gn−1hn−1) ≤ d.

By assumption, ḡ, hφn are relatively prime in K[t], hence we may choose a, b ∈ R

such that āg + b̄hφn = 1, hence

āgfn + b̄hφnfn = fn.

Since g is monic, we may apply left division with remainder in R to find polynomials
q, pn such that bfn = qg+ pn and deg(pn) < m. Let qn be the polynomial obtained from
afn + qhφ

n

by discarding all coefficients divisible by x. Then in the commutative ring
K[t], we have:

gqn + hφnpn = ḡqn + hφnpn = ḡāfn + ḡqhφn + hφnpn

= gāfn + hφnqg + pn = gāfn + hφn b̄fn

= aḡfn + b̄hφnfn = fn.

Note that deg(fn) ≤ (deg(fn)) ≤ d and

deg(hφnpn) ≤ deg(hφ
n

pn) < (d−m) +m = d,

hence from the presented equality we get that deg(qn) ≤ d − deg(ḡ) = d −m. By our
construction of qn we have deg(qn) = deg(q) ≤ d−m.

Now, we have the congruence:

f − gnhn = f − (gn−1 + pnx
n)(hn−1 + qnx

n)

≡ f − gn−1hn−1 − (pnx
nhn−1 + gn−1qnx

n)

= fnx
n − (pnh

φn

n−1 + gn−1qn)x
n = (fn − (pnh

φn

n−1 + gn−1qn))x
n

modulo x2n, hence also modulo xn+1. Thus it remains to show that ord(fn − (pnh
φn

n−1 +
gn−1qn)) ≥ 1, equivalently that

fn = pnh
φn

n−1 + gn−1qn = pnh
φn

n−1 + gn−1qn = hφnpn + gqn = gqn + hφnpn,

which we have already shown (in the presented equality we used the fact that h̄ = hn−1

implies that hφn = hφ
n

n−1, since x
φ = x).

We note that Hensel’s lemma can be studied in a more general context, for rings
that are complete with respect to a finitely generated ideal which need not be principal.
We have chosen to limit ourselves here to the principal case in order to avoid additional
technicalities – the version provided here is the one needed to prove our main result in
the next section.
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4. Proof of the skew Newton-Puiseux theorem

Let F = C((x∗)) =
⋃

n≥1 C((x
1
n )) be the field of Puiseux series. Let α be a positive

real number, and for each n ≥ 1 let n
√
α denote a positive n-th root of α. Then we have

a C-automorphism σ of C((x∗)), given by σ(x
1
n ) = n

√
αx

1
n for all n ≥ 1, and so we may

form the skew polynomial ring F [t, σ].
For any rational number q = m

n ∈ Q, with m ∈ Z, n ∈ N, let σq denote the C-

automorphism of F determined by x
1
k 7→ ( nk

√
α)mx. Clearly, these automorphisms are

all well-defined and compatible with each other (that is, σqr = (σq)r for all q, r ∈ Q).
For any a ∈ F we denote by δa : F → F the map given by δa(b) = a(bσ− b) for all b ∈

F . Then δa is a σ-derivation, called an inner σ-derivation (see (Goodearl and Warfield,
2004, Exercise 2Y, page 44) and note that a(bσ − b) = abσ − ba = (−a)b− bσ(−a), since
F is commutative).

With the above notation in mind, for any a ∈ F we may form the skew polynomial
ring F [t, σ, δa].

Lemma 4.1. Let a, b ∈ F . Consider the map ϕ : F [t, σ, δa] → F [t, σ, δa−b] given by
ϕ(

∑

git
i) =

∑

gi(t− b)i. Then ϕ is an isomorphism.

Proof. Denote T = F [t, σ, δa−b]. Then in the ring T we have, for all r ∈ F :

(t− b)r = rσt+ δa−b(r) − br = rσ + (a− b)(rσ − r)− br

= rσt+ δa(r) − rσb = rσ(t− b) + δa(r).

Now apply Proposition 2.1, with φ there taken as the identity and y taken to be t − b.
Then the isomorphism ψ given by that proposition must coincide with the map ϕ here,
since they agree on t and on F .

Lemma 4.2. Let a, b ∈ F, d ∈ N. The coefficient of td−1 in the polynomial (t − b)d ∈
F [t, σ, δa] is −

(

b+ bσ + bσ
2

+ . . .+ bσ
(d−1)

)

.

Proof. For d = 1 there is nothing to prove. Suppose by induction that we have proven
the claim for a given d. Clearly (t− b)d is monic, so we may write:

(t− b)d = td −
(

b+ bσ + bσ
2

+ . . .+ bσ
(d−1)

)

td−1 + lower degree terms,

hence

(t− b)d+1 = (t− b) ·
(

td −
(

b+ bσ + bσ
2

+ . . .+ bσ
(d−1)

)

td−1 + lower degree terms
)

= td+1 − t
(

b+ bσ + bσ
2

+ . . .+ bσ
(d−1)

)

td−1 − btd + lower degree terms

= td+1 −
(

b+ bσ + bσ
2

+ . . .+ bσ
(d−1)

)σ

· t · td−1 − btd + lower degree terms

= td+1 −
(

bσ + bσ
2

+ bσ
3

+ . . .+ bσ
(d)

)

· td − btd + lower degree terms

= td+1 −
(

b+ bσ + bσ
2

+ bσ
3

+ . . .+ bσ
(d)

)

· td + lower degree terms,

as needed.
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Lemma 4.3. Let d ∈ N. The map b 7→ b + bσ + bσ
2

+ . . .+ bσ
(d−1)

on F is surjective.

Proof. The image of f =
∑

fjx
j

m under the given map is:

(

∑

fjx
j

m

)

+
(

∑

fjα
j

mx
j

m

)

+ . . .+
(

∑

fjα
((d−1))j

m x
j

m

)

=
∑

fj

(

1 + α
j
m + . . .+ α

(d−1)j
m

)

x
j
m

=
∑

fj
(

1 + βj + . . .+ βd−1
j

)

x
j
m ,

where βj = α
j

m for each index j. From this it is clear that the given map is surjective:

The preimage of an arbitrary element
∑

gjx
j

m ∈ F (for some m ≥ 1) is given by
∑

gj(1 + βj + . . . + βd−1
j )−1x

j
m . (Note that 1 + βj + . . . + βd−1

j is always non-zero
since α is a positive real number.)

Lemma 4.4. Let a ∈ F and let g = td + g1t
d−1 + . . .+ gd ∈ F [t, σ, δa]. Let b ∈ F with

b+ bσ + bσ
2

+ . . .+ bσ
(d−1)

= g1, and let ϕ : F [t, σ, δa] → F [t, σ, δa−b] be the isomorphism
given by Lemma 4.1. Then ϕ(g) = td + h1t

d−1 + . . .+ hd satisfies h1 = 0.

Proof. We have

ϕ(g) = (t− b)d + g1(t− b)d−1 + terms of lower degree

= (t− b)d + g1t
d−1 + terms of lower degree,

and by Lemma 4.2 we have:

(t− b)d = td −
(

b+ bσ + bσ
2

+ . . .+ bσ
(d−1)

)

td−1 + terms of lower degree,

hence

ϕ(g) = td +
(

g1 −
(

b + bσ + bσ
2

+ . . .+ bσ
(d−1)

))

td−1 + terms of lower degree.

Lemma 4.5. Let a ∈ F and let r ∈ Q be a rational number. Consider the map
ψ : F [t, σ, δa] → F [t, σ, δaxr ] given by ψ(

∑

git
i) =

∑

gi(x
−rt)i. Then ψ is an isomor-

phism.

Proof. Denote T = F [t, σ, δaxr ]. In the ring T we have, for all f ∈ F :

(x−rt)f = x−r(fσt+ δaxr(f)) = x−rfσt+ x−raxr(fσ − f)

= fσx−rt+ δa(f).

Now apply Proposition 2.1 (with A = F , φ being the identity automorphism on F , and y
taken to be x−rt) to obtain the desired isomorphism, which must coincide with the map
ψ here since they agree on t and on F .
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For any 0 6= f ∈ C((x∗)) we let ord(f) ∈ Q be the usual order of f with respect to x,
and put ord(0) = ∞.

Given a ∈ F and n ∈ N, let C[[x
1
n ]][t, σ, δa] denote the subset of F [t, σ, δa] consisting

of all polynomials in t whose coefficients all belong to C[[x
1
n ]].

Lemma 4.6. Let n ∈ N. Suppose that a ∈ C[[x
1
n ]]. Then C[[x

1
n ]][t, σ, δa] is a subring of

F [t, σ, δa].

Proof. Note that the automorphism σ restricts to an automorphism of C[[x
1
n ]], and that

δa(f) ∈ C[[x
1
n ]] for all f ∈ C[[x

1
n ]], from which the claim is clear.

We note that the subring C[[x
1
n ]][t, σ, δa] considered in Lemma 4.6 coincides with

the ring A[t, σ, δ] considered in §3 (with A = C[[x
1
n ]], δ = δa,m = x

1
nA) and that the

assumptions there are satisfied here, namely σ(m) ⊆ m, δ(m) ⊆ m and σ̄ = id, δ̄ = 0.

Indeed, let f =
∑

fix
i
n ∈ C[[x

1
n ]]. Clearly, if f ∈ m (that is, if f0 = 0) then σ(f) ∈ m

and δ(f) = a(fσ − f) ∈ m, and we have σ̄(f̄) = σ̄(f0) = f0 = f̄ and

δ̄(f̄) = a(fσ − f) = ā · (fσ − f) = a · 0 = 0.

For any a ∈ F , we extend the x-adic order fromC[[x]] to C[[x]][t, σ, δa], by ord(
∑

pit
i) =

min(ord(pi)), as in §3.

Proposition 4.7. Let n ∈ N, τ = σ
1
n and let ξ : C[[x

1
n ]] → C[[x]] be the isomorphism

given by
∑

aix
i
n 7→ ∑

aix
i. Let a ∈ C[[x

1
n ]] and let b = ξ(a) ∈ C[[x]]. Then ξ extends

to an isomorphism ξ : C[[x
1
n ]][t, σ, δa] → C[[x]][t, τ, δb] given by

∑

pit
i 7→

∑

ξ(pi)t
i.

Proof. For any f ∈ C[[x
1
n ]] one checks directly that ξ(fσ) = ξ(f)τ . Then in the ring

T = C[[x]][t, τ, δb] we have

tξ(f) = ξ(f)τ t+ δb(ξ(f)) = ξ(fσ)t+ ξ(a)(ξ(f)τ − ξ(f))

= ξ(fσ)t+ ξ(a · (f τ − f)) = ξ(fσ)t+ ξ(δa(f)).

Now apply Proposition 2.1, with A, φ, δ, y there corresponding to C[[x
1
n ]], ξ, δa, t here,

respectively. The obtained isomorphism must coincide with the map ξ here, since they
agree on C[[x

1
n ]] and on t.

Let f 7→ f̄ be the reduction map from A = C[[x]] to C = A/xA, mapping a power
series f to its constant term f0. By the definition of σ it follows that fσ = f and
that δa(f) = 0 for all f ∈ C[[x]]. Then, as noted in the beginning of §3, the map
p 7→ p̄, defined by

∑

fit
i 7→ ∑

fit
i, is an epimorphism from C[[x]][t, σ, δa] onto the

(commutative) polynomial ring C[t].
We will need the following technical lemma:

Lemma 4.8. Let d ∈ N and let c1, . . . , cd be complex numbers belonging to the set

Γ =

{

d

α−n1 + α−n2 + . . .+ α−nd
− 1 |n1, . . . , nd ∈ N ∪ {0}

}

.

If c1 + c2 + . . .+ cd = 0, then c1 = c2 = . . . cd = 0.
11



Proof. If α = 1 then Γ = {0} and the claim holds trivially. If α > 1 then the elements
of Γ are clearly all non-negative real numbers, and similarly if α < 1 then the elements
of Γ are all non-positive real numbers. In both cases, from

∑

ci = 0 it follows that
c1 = . . . = cd = 0.

Proposition 4.9. Let a ∈ C[[x]] and let g = td+gd−1t
d−1+. . .+g0 be a monic polynomial

of degree d > 1 in C[[x]][t, σ, δa], such that ord(gd−1) > 0 and mini ord(gi) = 0. Then g
has a non-trivial factor in C[[x]][t, σ, δa].

Proof. Consider a factorization (t−c1)·. . .·(t−cd) of ḡ ∈ C[t] over C. Since ord(gd−1) > 0
we have gd−1 = 0 and hence c1 + . . .+ cd = 0. Consider the set:

∆ =

{

a0

(

d

α−n1 + α−n2 + . . .+ α−nd
− 1

)

|n1, . . . , nd ∈ N ∪ {0}
}

.

We claim that at least one of c1, . . . , cd does not belong to ∆. Indeed, suppose that
c1, . . . , cd ∈ ∆. If a0 = 0 then ∆ = {0} and then c1 = . . . = cd = 0. If a0 6= 0 then
∑ ci

a0
=

∑
ci

a0
= 0, hence by Lemma 4.8, applied for Γ = 1

a0
∆, we get that ci

a0
= 0, hence

ci = 0, for all i. Thus in both cases we have ḡ = td, which cannot be since at least one
of the coefficients of g has a non-zero constant term, by our assumptions

Thus at least one of the ci does not belong to ∆, and we shall assume without loss
of generality that c1 /∈ ∆.

Let T : C → C be the map given by T (w) = α−1w + a0(α
−1 − 1), where a0 is the

constant term of a. Then for all n ∈ N and w ∈ C, we have T n(w) = α−nw+a0(α
−n−1).

Let C denote the orbit {c1, T (c1), T 2(c1), . . .} of c1 via T . We reorder c2, . . . , cd such
that c1, . . . , cj ∈ C and cj+1, . . . , cd /∈ C, for some 1 ≤ j ≤ d, and write ci = T ni(c1) for
suitable n2, . . . , nj ∈ N∪ {0}, and n1 = 0. We claim that j < d, so that cj+1, . . . , cd /∈ C.
Indeed, if j = d, Then:

0 = c1 + . . .+ cd = c1 + T n2(c1) + . . .+ T nd(c1)

= c1 + (α−n2c1 + a0(α
−n1 − 1)) + . . .+ (α−ndc1 + a0(α

−nd − 1))

= c1(1 + α−n2 + . . .+ α−nd) + a0((α
−n2 + . . .+ α−nd)− (d− 1))

= (a0 + c1)(1 + α−n2 + . . .+ α−nd)− a0d,

hence (a0 + c1)(1 + α−n2 + . . .+ α−nd) = a0d. If a0 = 0 it follows that c1 = 0, but also
∆ = {0}, in contradiction to c1 /∈ ∆. Thus a0 6= 0, and then we get

(

1 +
c1
a0

)

(1 + α−n2 + . . .+ α−nd) = d,

therefore

c1 = a0

(

d

1 + α−n2 + . . .+ α−nd
− 1

)

,

hence c1 ∈ ∆ (with n1 = 0), a contradiction.
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Thus we must have j < d. Now consider the monic polynomials ū =
∏j

i=1(t−ci), v̄ =
∏d

i=j+1(t− ci) ∈ C[t]. Let us write ū =
∑

uit
i, v̄ =

∑

vit
i, and let us trivially lift ū, v̄ to

polynomials u =
∑

uit
i, v =

∑

vit
i in C[[x]][t, σ, δa].

Let φ denote the inner automorphism of the ring C((x))[t, σ, δa ] given by pφ = xpx−1.
By Lemma 3.2, this automorphism restricts to an automorphism of C[[x]][t, σ, δa]. We

claim that for all n ∈ N, the polynomials ū, vφn are coprime in C[t]. Indeed, suppose

to the contrary that for some n ∈ N, the polynomial vφn vanishes at one of the zeros
c1, . . . , cj of ū, say at cm = T nm(c1).

In the ring C[[x]][t, σ, δa] we have tx = αxt + a(α− 1)x, hence

xt = α−1tx− a(1 − α−1)x = (α−1t+ a(α−1 − 1))x,

hence xtx−1 = α−1t− a(1− α−1). Thus

φ(t) = xtx−1 ≡ α−1t+ a0(α
−1 − 1) (modx).

Since φ(x) = x, we get by induction that φn(t) ≡ α−nt+ a0(a
−n − 1) (modx). Then

φn(v) = φn(
∑

vit
i) =

∑

vi(φ
n(t))i ≡

∑

vi(α
−nt+ a0(a

−n − 1))i (modx),

hence φn(v) is obtained from v̄ by applying the isomorphism t 7→ α−nt+ a0(α
−n − 1) of

C[t]. Now, since φn(v) vanishes at cm, we get that v̄ vanishes at α−ncm + a0(α
−n − 1) =

T n(cm) = T n+nm(c1), but this means that one of cj+1, . . . , cd is T
n+nm(c1), hence belongs

to the orbit C, contradicting our choice of j.
Thus ū, vφn are coprime in C[t]. Finally, by Proposition 3.3 (with A = C[[x]], δ = δa)

, we get that g has a non-trivial factor in C[[x]][t, σ, δa] ⊆ F [t, σ, δa].

Theorem 4.10. The field F is algebraically closed with respect to σ.

Proof. Let f =
∑d

i=0 fit
i be a polynomial in F [t, σ], which we assume without loss of

generality to be monic, of degree d ≥ 2. We shall show that f has a non-trivial factor,
from which the theorem follows by induction on the degree. If fi = 0 for all i, then
f = td = t · td−1 factors, and so we may assume that at least one of the fi is non-

zero. Thus r = max{−ord(fi)
d−i |i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , d − 1}} is a rational number. By Lemma

4.5 (applied with a = 0) we have an isomorphism ψ : F [t, σ] → F [t, σ] which maps f to
ψ(f) = (x−rt)d + fd−1(x

−rt)d−1 + . . . + f0. For all i ≥ 0 we have (x−rt)i = βix
−riti,

where βi = α−
i(i+1)

2 (proof by induction on i), hence

ψ(f) = βdx
−rdtd + βd−1fd−1x

−r(d−1)td−1 + . . .+ f0,

hence

β−1
d xrdψ(f) = td + β−1

d βd−1fd−1x
rtd−1 + . . .+ β−1

d f0x
rd,

and for all 0 ≤ i ≤ d− 1 we have, by our choice of r, ord(β−1
d βifix

(d−i)r) = ord(fi)+
r(d − i) ≥ 0, and moreover equality holds for at least one index i.

Thus, by replacing f with β−1
d xrdψ(f), we may assume that ord(fi) ≥ 0 for all

0 ≤ i ≤ d − 1 and that ord(fi) = 0 for some i. If ord(fd−1) > 0 then f has a non-
trivial factor by Proposition 4.9. Thus we may assume that ord(fd−1) = 0. By Lemma
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4.3, there exists b ∈ F such that b + bσ + bσ
2

+ . . . + bσ
(d−1)

= fd−1, and clearly we
have ord(b) = ord(fd−1) = 0. Consider the isomorphism ϕ : F [t, σ] → F [t, σ, δ−b] given
by Lemma 4.1. The coefficients of ϕ(f) =

∑

fi(t − b)i ∈ F [t, σ, δ−b] are all of non-
negative order, since the order of b and of all of the fi is non-negative. Let us write
ϕ(f) =

∑

f ′
it

i. Since ϕ preserves degrees in t, it suffices to find a non-trivial factor for
ϕ(f). As mentioned, ord(f ′

i) ≥ 0 for all i, and we have f ′
d−1 = 0 by Lemma 4.4. In

particular, ord(f ′
d−1) = ∞ > 0.

Now, the element b and all of the f ′
i belong to C[[x

1
n ]], for some sufficiently large

n ∈ N. By applying the isomorphism given in Proposition 4.7, we may assume that
n = 1.

If there exists 0 ≤ i < d− 1 such that ord(f ′
i) = 0, then ϕ(f) has a non-trivial factor

in C[[x]][t, σ, δ−b], again by Proposition 4.9. Thus we may assume that ord(f ′
i) > 0 for

all i. Let φ denote the inner automorphism of C((x))[t, σ, δ−b] given by pφ = xpx−1. By
Lemma 3.2 (with A = C[[x]], δ = δ−b), this automorphism restricts to an automorphism
of C[[x]][t, σ, δ−b]

Now consider the epimorphism p 7→ p̄ from C[[x]][t, σ, δ−b] onto C[t]. Let g = td−1, h =
t. We have ϕ(f) = td = td−1 · t = ḡh̄. We claim that for all n ∈ N, the polynomials

ḡ, hφn are coprime in C[t]. Indeed, in the ring C[[x]][t, σ, δ−b] we have

tx = αxt+ (−b)(α−1 − 1)x,

hence
φ(t) = xtx−1 = α−1t+ b(1− α−1),

hence φ(t) = α−1t + b0(1 − α−1), where b0 is the constant term of b. It follows by
induction that

φ(t)n = α−nt+ b0(1 − α−1)(1 + α−1 + . . .+ α−(n−1)),

for all n ∈ N. We may assume that α 6= 1 (if α = 1 we are in the well-known
commutative case) and we have b0 6= 0, since ord(b) = 0. Thus the presented polynomial
is coprime to ḡ = td−1 in C[t] for all n ∈ N. Finally, by Proposition 3.3 the polynomial
ϕ(f) has a non-trivial factor, as needed.

Remark 4.11. In Theorem 4.10 one may replace C by any algebraically closed field con-
taining C, and the proof remains the same. However, we may not replace the real number
α which determines the automorphism σ by an arbitrary non-zero complex number: For

any α ∈ C×, and for each k ≥ 1 let k
√
α denote a k-th root of α such that kn

√
α
k
= n

√
α

for all n, k ≥ 1. (If α = reiθ is given in polar2 form, take k
√
α = k

√
reiθ/k, where k

√
r ∈ R

is a positive k-th root of r). Then we have the C-automorphism σ of C((x∗)), given by

σ(x
1
k ) = k

√
αx

1
k for all k ≥ 1. One may ask whether the field F is algebraically closed

with respect to all such automorphisms. The answer is generally negative: For example,
for α = i, the polynomial t2 − (1 + x2) ∈ F [t, σ] does not have a σ-zero. Indeed, suppose
to the contrary that f ∈ F satisfies fσf = 1 + x2. Then clearly f has order 0, and we

2We use the symbol i to denote the complex number
√

−1, as opposed to the letter i which we reserve
for indices.
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may write f = f0+ fqx
q + . . ., with f0 = ±1 and fq being the second non-zero coefficient

that appears in f , for some 0 < q ∈ Q. Then

1 + x2 = fσf = 1 + f0fq(1 + iq)xq + . . .

and clearly we must have q ≤ 2. If q < 2, then f0fq(1 + iq) 6= 0, contradicting the
presented equality, and for q = 2 we get 1 + iq = 0 6= 1, also a contradiction. Thus
t2 − (1 + x2) does not have a σ-zero.

The example in Remark 4.11 raises the following theoretical question: Does there
exist a field F which is algebraically closed with respect to all automorphisms of F? We
suspect that such a field does not exist.

We conclude this work with the following remark:

Remark 4.12. Consider the polynomial p = (t− 1)2 = t2 − 2t+ 1 ∈ F [t, σ]. The only
σ-zero of f is 1. Indeed, for α = 1 (that is, σ = id) the claim is obvious. Suppose that

α 6= 1 and that f =
∑

i≥m fix
i
n with fm 6= 0 is a σ-zero of p. Then

fσf − 2f + 1 = (
∑

i≥m

fiα
i
n x

i
n )(

∑

i≥m

fix
i
n )− 2(

∑

i≥m

fix
i
n ) + 1 = 0.

By comparing coefficients we immediately see that m = 0 and f0 = 1. The coefficient
of x

1
n in the left-hand side of the presented equality is then f1+α

1
n f1−2f1 = (α

1
n −1)f1,

hence we must have f1 = 0. Suppose by induction that f1 = . . . = fk = 0 for some

k ≥ 1. Then the coefficient of x
k+1
n in the left-hand side of the presented equality is

fk+1α
k+1
n + fk+1 − 2fk+1 = fk+1(α

k+1
n − 1), hence fk+1 = 0. Thus fi = 0 for all i ≥ 1.

This example (together with Theorem 4.10, for α 6= 1) resolves the question of
Aryapoor mentioned in Remark 2.3 in §2.
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