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Abstract. In reverse mathematics, real numbers are traditionally represen-

ted by Cauchy sequences with a given rate of convergence. We work without

rates and speak of slow Cauchy sequences. It turns out that almost all one-
dimensional real analysis from the reverse mathematics book by Simpson can

then be developed in theories that are conservative over RCA0. Specifically,

we obtain clusters of equivalences with the infinite pigeonhole principle and
the strong cohesive principle. The second cluster includes results like the

Bolzano-Weierstrass and Arzelà-Ascoli theorems, which are traditionally as-

sociated with the stronger axiom of arithmetical comprehension, but also the
Heine-Borel theorem, which is normally separated from these principles. This

suggests two things: In elementary analysis, one can avoid logical strength to
an extent that the traditional picture seems to forbid. And the division of the

so-called reverse mathematics zoo into analytical and combinatorial principles

may be less rigid than previously assumed.
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1. Introduction

Reverse mathematics is a program in mathematical logic that aims to determ-
ine the minimal set existence axioms that allow to prove theorems from various
fields. For an introduction, the reader can, e.g., consult the classical book by
S. Simpson [42] or the more recent one by D. Dzhafarov and C. Mummert [9]. For
a historical perspective, one may consider H. Friedman’s contribution [14] to the
International Congress of Mathematicians 1974.

Analysis over the real numbers and more general spaces has always been a main
focus of reverse mathematics. To complement the many classical examples that can
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be found in the book by Simpson, we mention recent investigations into Ekeland’s
variational principle [11] and Caristi’s fixed point theorem [10].

Over sufficiently strong axiom systems, different representations of the real num-
bers are equivalent (as in everyday mathematics). However, large parts of analysis
can be developed in systems that are so weak that the representation matters. Spe-
cifically, one commonly works over a basic axiom system RCA0 (‘recursive compre-
hension axiom’), which can be seen as a system of computable mathematics (though
this view should be treated with some caution). Over this system, the real numbers
are classically represented by Cauchy sequences with a rate (also called modulus)
of convergence. The specific choice of rate is a matter of convenience. Simpson
(see Definition II.4.4 of [42]) defines a real number as a sequence (qn) = (qn)n∈N of
rationals with

|qm − qn| ≤ 2−m for m ≤ n.

In this paper, we instead represent real numbers by sequences of rationals that are
Cauchy but do not come with a rate, i.e., we simply demand

∀ε > 0∃N∀m,n ≥ N : |qm − qn| < ε.

One can of course take ε to be rational (see the next section for official definitions).
We sometimes speak of slow Cauchy sequences in order to emphasize that no rate
is given. Conversely, we call a Cauchy sequence fast when it comes with a rate as
in the classical approach.

At first, the omission of the rate may seem incredibly naive (and indeed our slow
Cauchy sequences are called naive Cauchy sequences in some sources [29]). On the
one hand, what we call slow Cauchy sequences is probably the most common choice
outside of logic (and Dedekind cuts are probably the most common alternative).
One would expect that their status is fully clarified from a logical perspective. As
far as we could determine, this is only partially true. We will discuss related work
at the end of this introduction.

On the other hand, Cauchy sequences with a rate have long been the repres-
entation of choice across much of constructive mathematics [2] and computable
analysis [39, 47].1 In view of this, it is prima facie plausible that the represent-
ation with rate is more suitable over weak axiom systems with limited access to
non-computable sets. We argue that this, too, is only partially true.

According to the classical picture with rates, a fair amount of analysis can be
done in the axiom system WKL0 (‘weak Kőnig’s lemma’), which is Π1

1-conservative
over (i.e., proves the same Π1

1-statements as) the base system RCA0. One can
argue that this makes it finitistically reducible in the sense of Hilbert’s program.
However, still classically with rates, the monotone convergence principle and other
results that involve sequential compactness require the axiom system ACA0 (‘arith-
metical comprehension axiom’), which is considerably stronger. To some extent,
this suggests that the fall of Hilbert’s program through Gödel’s incompleteness
theorems is already witnessed in elementary analysis.

Any monotone and bounded sequence of rationals is a slow Cauchy sequence.
This observation is certainly well-known. So to try and build a theory on it is again

1It should be said, however, that the picture is not entirely clear. For example, Geuvers, Niqui,
Spitters and Wiedijk [17] write: “Although this [i.e., the representation of real numbers by slow
Cauchy sequences] is quite inefficient, its theoretical importance and its suitability for formalisation

has made this representation the basis of the first full implementation of constructive real numbers
in a proof assistant [. . . ].”
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naive. To our own surprise, however, that naive endeavor has turned out remarkably
successful: We went through all the one-dimensional real analysis that is analyzed in
Simpson’s classical book on reverse mathematics [42].2 For slow Cauchy sequences,
the large majority of results – now including theorems about sequential compactness
like Bolzano-Weierstrass and even Arzelà-Ascoli – is provable in systems that are
conservative over RCA0.

Before we give a more detailed picture of our results, let us mention that the
representation by slow Cauchy sequences is not the only modification. In its wake,
we need to adapt other definitions. When it comes to continuous functions, our new
representation (via the values on rational arguments; see Definition 3.1) is arguably
more intuitive than the classical one (via coherent systems of open balls; see Defin-
ition II.6.1 in [42]). For open sets, our definition is slightly more complicated but
probably uncontroversial (compare Definition II.5.6 in [42] with our Definition 4.1).
The most noteworthy aspect is our representation of sequences of reals (and simil-
arly of sequences of real-valued functions; see Definitions 7.1 and 7.12). These are
given by double sequences (xin)i,n∈N of rationals such that the reals xi = (xin)n∈N
are uniformly Cauchy, i.e., such that we have

∀ε > 0∃N∀i∀m,n ≥ N : |xim − xin| < ε.

Let us emphasize that this does not require us to provide a rate. In particular, when
x is any real in our sense, setting xi = x for all i ∈ N yields a (constant) sequence
(xi)i∈N of reals. So it is not the case that the uniformity condition reintroduces the
classical representation through the back door. Nevertheless, one can challenge our
representation of sequences on both philosophical and mathematical grounds. We
respond to both challenges in turn.

On the philosophical side, one may argue that our uniformity condition on se-
quences goes against Simpson’s objection to ‘extra data’:

“The typical constructivist response to a nonconstructive mathem-
atical theorem is to modify the theorem by adding hypotheses or
‘extra data’. In contrast, our approach in this book is to analyze
the provability of mathematical theorems as they stand, passing to
stronger subsystems of Z2 if necessary.” (from Remark I.8.9 of [42])

In the framework of reverse mathematics, we have a canonical way to represent
sequences of sets An ⊆ N, namely, as (An)n∈N = {(m,n) : m ∈ An} ⊆ N with
coded pairs (m,n). One could maintain that, to analyze mathematics as it stands,
we are committed to representing sequences of reals in this canonical way and
without the additional assumption of a common rate.

In defense, we first note that the classical representation of reals itself adds
data in the form of a rate. This does not necessarily contradict Simpson’s aims:
Mathematics ‘as it stands’ does not typically commit to a specific representation of
the real numbers (except in the context of teaching). One can argue that this gives
us the freedom to pick one. But then a similar point can be made for sequences:
It seems that mathematicians do not typically care whether sequences of reals are
represented in the usual set-theoretic way or by different means, as long as one can

2To keep this initial investigation manageable, we have not looked at results that involve several

real variables or more general spaces. Only future work will tell whether slow Cauchy sequences
are still successful in these situations. Even if they are not, the one-dimensional real case seems

substantial enough to justify our foundational conclusions.
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work with them. In our view, further justification comes from the program of strict
reverse mathematics that has recently been promoted by Friedman [15, 16]. Here
one avoids coding at the cost of multiple sorts, and Friedman explicitly mentions
separate sorts for reals and sequences of reals. Now a formal interpretation from the
strict into the classical setting may act independently on each sort. In particular, we
are free to impose our uniformity condition when we interpret the sort of sequences.
A definite framework for the strict reverse mathematics of real analysis does not yet
exist. But once it exists, our results should show (by the indicated interpretation)
that in strict reverse mathematics, too, much of elementary analysis must stay well
below arithmetical comprehension.

Even if the reader should feel that we do not analyze mathematics ‘as it stands’,
we can argue that formal interpretations yield bounds on consistency strength. So
our results reveal that a substantial part of analysis has lower consistency strength
than the classical approach may suggest. They show that, despite Gödel’s theorems,
Hilbert’s program succeeds for much of elementary analysis, which includes notable
sequential results like the Arzelà-Ascoli theorem.

By responding to the philosophical challenge, we have created a mathematical
one: We need to demonstrate that our representation of sequences (and of other
relevant objects like continuous functions and open sets) is indeed suitable for a
formalization of real analysis in weak axiom systems. Here it is not sufficient to
show that a few isolated theorems (like the monotone convergence principle) become
weak: It seems obvious that this can be achieved by tweaking some definition. To
make a non-trivial point, we need to integrate a substantial body of results. On
the philosophical side, this fits with our focus on interpretations between theories.

In order to respond to the mathematical challenge, we now summarize the results
that are proved in the present paper. When reals are represented by slow Cauchy
sequences (and other representations are adapted as indicated above), the following
are some of the results that can be proved in RCA0:

– the reals form an Archimedean ordered field (Proposition 2.7),
– arbitrary unions of open sets are open (Lemma 4.2),
– preimages of open sets under continuous functions are open, and any open
set can be realized as a preimage of (0,∞) (Proposition 4.4),

– Urysohn’s lemma (Lemma 4.7),
– any Cauchy sequence of reals converges (Lemma 7.4),
– any bounded sequence of reals has a supremum (Proposition 7.5),
– the monotone convergence principle (Corollary 7.6),
– R is nested-interval complete (Corollary 7.8).

Most results that are not provable in RCA0 belong to one of two clusters. The first
cluster of equivalences over RCA0 includes

– the infinite pigeonhole principle IPP (recalled before Lemma 2.8),
– any finite set of reals is bounded / has a maximum (Lemma 2.13),
– the intermediate value theorem (Theorem 3.8),
– finite intersections of open sets are open (Proposition 4.5),
– R is connected (Proposition 4.8).

In the second cluster, we have

– the strong cohesive principle (recalled before Proposition 5.9),
– the Heine-Borel theorem (Theorem 5.15),
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– any continuous function f : [0, 1] → R is uniformly continuous / is bounded /
assumes its extrema (Theorem 6.1),

– any continuous function f : [0, 1] → R is Riemann integrable (where the
equivalence is shown over RCA0 + IPP; Theorem 6.4),

– the Weierstrass approximation theorem (over RCA0 + IPP; Theorem 6.6),
– the Bolzano-Weierstrass theorem (Theorem 7.9),
– the Arzelà-Ascoli theorem (Theorem 7.18).

There are some outliers and some results for which we have not determined the
exact strength:

– The statement that any dense set of reals is infinite is, by Proposition 2.9,
equivalent to the Σ0

2-cardinality principle CΣ0
2 (which is weaker than IPP;

see the paragraph before Lemma 2.8).
– The statement that R is uncountable is Π1

1-conservative over RCA0 and
(hence strictly) weaker than IPP (Propositions 2.10 and 2.11). We do not
know whether it is provable in RCA0.

– The Baire category theorem can be derived if we assume either Σ0
2-induction

or the Π0
1-genericity principle Π0

1G (Proposition 4.13). It thus implies
neither of these principles and is rΠ1

2-conservative over RCA0 (but not ne-
cessarily over RCA0 + IPP; Corollary 4.13).

– The Tietze extension theorem can be derived by Σ0
2-induction (see Propo-

sition 4.12), but we do not know its exact strength.
– The statement that any bounded sequence in R has a limit superior im-
plies Σ0

2-induction, and we have no proof below ACA0, though Σ0
2-induction

suffices to get arbitrarily good approximations (Proposition 7.11).

Let us note that some theorems become slightly stronger than under the clas-
sical approach with rates. There, e.g., the intermediate value theorem is provable
in RCA0 (see Theorem II.6.6 of [42]). One could say that we pay an initial prize
by making these theorems computably false. As a reward, the overall consistency
strength is lowered considerably: As the strong cohesive principle is Π0

3-conservative
over RCA0 (see [19] and the explanations in Section 5), the same holds for the large
body of results in the list above. We emphasize that this list includes the theor-
ems of Bolzano-Weierstrass and Arzelà-Ascoli, which are classically equivalent to
the much stronger principle of arithmetical comprehension (see Theorems III.2.2
and III.2.9 of [42]). In our view, this constitutes a convincing response to the
mathematical challenge that was set out above.

Our approach is limited in at least two ways. First, sequential (also called
uniform) versions of results are sometimes considerably stronger than in the classical
setting. For example, the sequential version of the Heine-Borel theorem states that
any family of open coverings admits a family of finite subcoverings (while the non-
sequential version is about a single covering). Under the classical approach, both
versions are equivalent to weak Kőnig’s lemma (see Theorems IV.1.2 and IV.1.6
of [42]), while we need strong cohesiveness for the non-sequential but arithmetical
comprehension for the sequential version (Proposition 5.16). One can debate how
relevant the sequential versions are. In our view, a good test is whether they
are needed to prove non-sequential versions of other results. Simpson uses the
sequential Heine-Borel theorem to prove that any continuous function on [0, 1] is
uniformly continuous (see the proof of Theorem IV.2.2 in [42]). We still manage
to prove the latter result under strong cohesiveness, even though the sequential



6 ANTON FREUND, NICHOLAS PISCHKE, AND PATRICK UFTRING

Heine-Borel theorem is not available to us. So at least in this case, the strength of
the sequential result can be contained.

The second limitation brings us back to our treatment of sequences of reals,
which we require to be uniformly Cauchy. This requirement is to our advantage
when a result (like the Bolzano-Weierstrass theorem) provides us with a sequence.
But it presents a challenge when it is us who need to provide a sequence in order
to apply a theorem. To make this concrete, let us note that

– we can construct the sequence (f(xn))n∈N in RCA0+StCOH for a continuous
function f : R → R and a bounded sequence (xn)n∈N of reals, but not
necessarily for an unbounded sequence (Proposition 7.10),

– for any real x, we can construct (fn(x))n∈N over RCA0 when the functions fn
are pointwise equicontinuous (see Definition 7.12 and Corollary 7.15),

– as an instance of the previous point, we can construct the sequence (xn)n∈N
in RCA0 when x is a real in [−1, 1] but not in general (Example 7.16),

– we can construct the sequence (fn(x)) of iterates over RCA0+StCOH when
f is a strong contraction (see Proposition 7.20, which derives the Banach
fixed point theorem from our general convergence results), while the general
case requires arithmetical comprehension (Proposition 7.21),

– over RCA0, we can prove a version of Caristi’s theorem by mimicking the
usual proof, which iterates a function to construct a sequence of reals (see
Theorem 7.22 and Remark 7.23).

One may argue that sequences are most interesting when they converge. From this
viewpoint, the issue with (xn)n∈N for |x| > 1 is somewhat awkward but of little
consequence. The results that we have listed above show that we can construct
sequences of reals in several relevant cases. It would be desirable to do more case
studies in future work: These could strengthen or weaken our claim that sequences
of reals can be handled in weak axiom systems.

Based on our mathematical results, we have argued that a substantial part of
analysis can be accommodated in axiom systems that are conservative over RCA0.
To a reader who rejects this argument, we can still offer the following:

– In recent years, the focus of reverse mathematics has, arguably, shifted
from analysis to combinatorics. This has led to new axioms in the so-
called reverse mathematics zoo. These new axioms are incomparable with
weak Kőnig’s lemma, which is classically equivalent to the open-cover com-
pactness of [0, 1] ⊆ N. With our new approach, open-cover compactness
becomes equivalent to the strong cohesive principle, which thus unites the
analytical and the combinatorial realm (see Section 5 for background on
the combinatorial side).

– Related to the previous point, our approach brings out the combinatorial
aspects of some analytical theorems. For example, we have mentioned
that the monotone convergence principle is provable in RCA0 while the
Bolzano-Weierstrass theorem requires strong cohesiveness. This conforms
with the mathematical intuition that the proof of the latter is more involved.
Classically, both results are equivalent to arithmetical comprehension.

– Under our approach, open-cover compactness and sequential compactness
are both equivalent to strong cohesiveness. So the notion of compactness –
which is at the very heart of mathematical analysis – becomes more robust.
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– Our results yield additional guardrails for the emerging program of strict
reverse mathematics (see above and [15]). Namely, if a body of results is
weak under our approach, any strict formalization should also be weak.
Conversely, if one wants to find logical strength in strict reverse mathem-
atics, one needs to draw on resources that have strength in our framework
(e.g., via an axiom that insists on the existence of certain sequences in R).

– We present new arguments that may be fruitful in different contexts. In
particular, we point the reader to the proof of Proposition 2.11, which
combines hyperimmunity with metastability (as used in proof mining).

Some of our findings resemble results that have been obtained in different set-
tings. In particular, U. Kohlenbach [26] has shown that parameter-free versions
(i.e., single applications) of the monotone convergence principle as well as the
Bolzano-Weierstrass and Arzelà-Ascoli theorems (formalized in higher-order arith-
metic) are Π0

3-conservative over primitive recursive arithmetic. In contrast, the
parameter-free version of the limit superior principle entails and is Π0

4-conservative
over Σ0

2-induction. This distinction conforms with experience from proof mining.
It is interesting that we can make the same distiction, while the classical approach
identifies all principles with arithmetical comprehension.

In the case of Kohlenbach’s results, it is not clear whether the similarity with our
findings is a coincidence, since we allow parameters and Kohlenbach uses Cauchy
sequences with rate, which seem to be orthogonal modifications. The connection is
much clearer for results of A. Kreuzer. The latter has proved [30] that the strong
cohesive principle is equivalent to a version of the Bolzano-Weierstrass theorem,
where the input is a sequence of reals with rate and the output is only a slow Cauchy
sequence. It had previously been shown by S. Le Roux and M. Ziegler [40] that the
slow Cauchy sequence in the output may need to be non-computable. As an isolated
result, the analysis of the Bolzano-Weierstrass theorem for slow Cauchy sequences
is thus essentially due to Kreuzer (though the latter assumes a rate while we only
require uniformity). The point of our paper is that we integrate the result into a
coherent foundational picture, in which slow Cauchy sequences are used consistently
in the input and output of all theorems, and where the definitions of open sets
and continuous functions are adapted accordingly. Kreuzer has also proved [31]
that a version of the Arzelà-Ascoli theorem is equivalent to the conjunction of the
strong cohesive principle and weak Kőnig’s lemma. This is of course similar to
but not quite comparable with our result, since Kreuzer works with the traditional
representation of continuous functions, which forces him to assume WKL as well.

In reverse mathematics, J. Hirst has determined the minimal axioms that are
needed to (uniformly) convert different representations of the real numbers into
each other [22]. He considered Cauchy sequences with rate, decimal expansions
(i.e., sequences with rate that are additionally monotone) and Dedekind cuts with
and without endpoints. Slow Cauchy sequences are not considered, possibly because
it is obvious that conversions from these require arithmetical comprehension (see
Remark 2.2). Also, the paper by Hirst does not explore how elementary analysis
plays out with the different representations.

A systematic picture of different representations has been obtained in computable
analysis. Of particular relevance for us are results that go back to C.-K. Ho [23], who
proved that a real number is represented by a computable slow Cauchy sequence
precisely if it is represented by a jump computable sequence with rate. An analogous
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result for the space of continuous functions has been proved by Ziegler [48], while
V. Brattka [3] presented an even more general Galois connection. The latter could
possibly explain our results in a more systematic way or even reduce some of them to
previously known facts. Whether it really does is not straightforward to determine
– not least since we use new definitions of open sets and continuous functions – but
it is desirable to explore this in future work.

To avoid misunderstanding, we emphasize that our new approach is intended
to complement but not to supersede the classical one. Cauchy sequences with
rate have desirable properties from several perspectives. In computable analysis,
each choice of representation induces a topology on the reals. Cauchy sequences
without rate produce the trivial topology, while the usual Euclidian topology arises
from representations with rate (see [29]). In less technical terms, no finite part of
a slow Cauchy sequence provides any information about the real number that is
represented. In contrast, sequences with rate allow for effective approximations,
which is clearly relevant both on a theoretical level and in terms of applications.
For these reasons alone, the reverse mathematics of Cauchy sequences with rate is
as relevant as ever. Also, we have mentioned a few examples of sequential results
where the traditional approach fares better than the approach without rates. It is
possible that more striking examples will be discovered in the future. Our aim is
simply to show that a coherent alternative is possible, which opens up foundational
possibilities that may have appeared to be blocked.

Terminology. As mentioned above, we require sequences of reals to satisfy a cer-
tain uniformity condition. To interpret all our claims correctly, the reader should
note that we systematically distinguish between families and sequences: By a fam-
ily, we simply mean a collection of sets (coded into a single set), which does not
need to be uniform (consider, e.g., Proposition 2.10). In contrast, sequences of reals
and continuous functions are always assumed to satisfy the uniformity conditions
from Definitions 7.1 and 7.12, respectively.

Acknowledgements. We are very grateful for generous support from colleagues,
who have provided invaluable advice, encouragement or information: in particular,
we want to thank Vasco Brattka, Denis Hirschfeldt, Jeffry Hirst, Ulrich Kohlenbach,
Ludovic Patey, Peter Schuster, Stephen Simpson and Martin A. Ziegler.

2. Fundamental properties of the reals

In this section, we state our definition of the real numbers and discuss basic
operations and relations on them. We also investigate cardinality questions in
relation to the Σ0

2-cardinality principle and the infinite pigeonhole principle.
The following definition is familiar from elementary analysis courses. In reverse

mathematics, Simpson uses it over ACA0. The point is that we will use the same
definition over the weaker base theory RCA0, where the two are not equivalent (see
the introduction and compare Definitions I.4.2 and II.4.4 in [42]).

Definition 2.1. The class R of reals consists of all Cauchy sequences of rationals,
i.e., of all sequences (xn) = (xn)n∈N with xn ∈ Q such that each rational ε > 0
admits an N ∈ N with |xm − xn| < ε for all m,n ≥ N .

As mentioned in the introduction, we sometimes say that our reals are represen-
ted by slow Cauchy sequences. This is supposed to emphasize the difference with
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the classical representation by ‘fast’ Cauchy sequences with rate. The following
remark shows that arithmetical comprehension is needed to convert slow Cauchy
sequences into fast ones. While one may be tempted to read this as a negative res-
ult, one can give it a positive twist: As slow Cauchy sequences can absorb so much
logical strength, we may hope that they allow us to develop analysis over a much
weaker theory. Over the course of this paper, we show that this hope materializes.

Remark 2.2. Within ACA0, every Cauchy sequence (qn) in Q has a rate of con-
vergence, i.e., there exists a function r : Q → N such that |qm− qn| < ε holds for all
ε > 0 and all m,n ≥ r(ε). In particular, we can immediately use this r to define a
subsequence (which hence has the same limit) with Cauchy rate 2−n. Conversely,
any injection f : N → N gives rise to rationals

qn :=

n∑
i=0

2−f(i)−1

that form a Specker-type sequence (see [44] as well as [45] for our specific con-
struction). By the formula for the geometric series, it is immediate that the non-
decreasing sequence (qn) is bounded. It must thus be Cauchy. Indeed, if this was
false, we would have an ε > 0 such that any m ∈ N admits an n > m such that we
have qn > qm + ε. But then our sequence would grow beyond any bound. How-
ever, any rate of convergence for (qn) allows us to compute the image of f . Hence
over RCA0, arithmetical comprehension follows if any Cauchy sequence of rationals
admits a rate and in particular if any slow Cauchy sequence admits a fast Cauchy
sequence with the same limit (cf. Lemma III.1.3 of [42]).

We continue with basic definitions and results.

Definition 2.3. For reals x = (xn) and y = (yn), we write x ≤ y when every
rational ε > 0 admits an N ∈ N such that xn ≤ yn + ε holds for all n ≥ N . When
we have both x ≤ y and y ≤ x, we write x = y.3 We write x < y when we have
x ≤ y but not x = y.

Parts (a) and (b) of the following show that we have a total preorder. Due to
parts (c) and (d), we get a total order if we quotient out equality. In the framework
of reverse mathematics, the quotient is, of course, not represented as a set.

Lemma 2.4 (RCA0). (a) The relation ≤ on R is reflexive and transitive.
(b) For any x, y ∈ R, we have x ≤ y or y ≤ x.
(c) The equality on R is an equivalence relation.
(d) If we have x = x′ and y = y′, then x ≤ y is equivalent to x′ ≤ y′.

Proof. The arguments from an elementary analysis course go through in RCA0. We
only prove a strong form of (b), because we want to refer to it later. Let us write
x = (xn) and y = (yn). Assuming y ̸≤ x, we have an ε > 0 such that each N ∈ N
admits an n > N with yn > xn + ε. Since our sequences are Cauchy, we now find
an N ∈ N such that all m,n ≥ N validate

xm − ym ≤ |xm − xn|+ (xn − yn) + |yn − ym| ≤ (xn − yn) +
ε

2
.

3One may write =R to ensure that this is not confounded with equality as Cauchy sequences
(where the latter amounts to xn = yn for all n ∈ N), though this is rarely necessary in practice.
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If we choose the right n > N , we get xn − yn < −ε from above. For any m ≥ N ,
we thus have xm− ym < −ε/2 and hence xm+ ε/2 < ym. In particular, this means
that we have x ≤ y. □

From the previous lemma, one readily infers that < is a strict total order modulo
equality. Also, it follows that x < y holds precisely when y ≤ x fails.

Lemma 2.5 (RCA0). For reals x = (xn) and y = (yn), we have x < y precisely if
there is a rational δ > 0 and an N ∈ N such that all n ≥ N validate xn + δ < yn.

Proof. The forward direction was established in the previous proof. In the other
direction, one readily derives y ̸≤ x. □

In our case, being a real (i.e., a slow Cauchy sequence) is Π0
3. The previous

lemma shows that the order relations < and ≤ between our reals are Σ0
2 and Π0

2,
respectively. This stands in contrast with the classical approach, where reals are
represented by Cauchy sequences with some fixed rate (given by a computable
function). Under this approach, being a real is Π0

1, while < and ≤ are Σ0
1 and Π0

1,
respectively. The reduction in quantifier complexity is certainly a motivation for
the classical choice. However, our results show that it does not decrease the overall
consistency strength — if anything, the opposite is true.

We now consider the real numbers as a field. To see that the following operations
preserve Cauchy sequences, it suffices to recall the usual proofs that addition and
multiplication are continuous. Analogous to the following definition and proposi-
tion, one obtains the absolute value function and its fundamental properties.

Definition 2.6. Addition and multiplication on R act pointwise on the representing
Cauchy sequences, i.e., we put (xn) + (yn) = (xn + yn) and (xn) · (yn) = (xn · yn).

In the following result, the real numbers are considered modulo equality. That
addition and multiplication are compatible with equality is verified in the proof.
We will later use the infinite pigeonhole principle to prove the intermediate value
theorem. It will then follow that R is real closed (see Corollary 3.10).

Proposition 2.7 (RCA0). The reals form an Archimedean ordered field.

Proof. Even with respect to the pointwise equality of Cauchy sequences, we have a
commutative ring, as the relevant properties are directly inherited from the ration-
als. We now show that x = (xn) has an inverse if x ̸= 0 holds with respect to the
equality of reals. By Lemma 2.4, we have x > 0 or x < 0. Lemma 2.5 ensures that
|xn| is bounded away from zero for all sufficiently large n. Thus we get a Cauchy
sequence (x′

n) if we set x′
n = 1/xn for xn ̸= 0 and choose arbitrary x′

n otherwise.
Clearly, (x′

n) is the multiplicative inverse of x.
It is straightforward to check that addition is monotone and, as a consequence,

compatible with equality. To prove the monotonicity properties of multiplication,
we show that x, y ≥ 0 implies x ·y ≥ 0. As the sequences x = (xn) and y = (yn) are
Cauchy, we find a bound B such that |xn|, |yn| ≤ B holds for all n ∈ N. Given an
arbitrary ε > 0, we find an N ∈ N such that all n ≥ N validate xn, yn ≥ −ε/B. The
latter entails xn · yn ≥ −ε, as xn < 0 implies |xn| ≤ ε/B and hence |xn · yn| ≤ ε.
So we indeed have x · y ≥ 0. As in any ordered field, we learn that y ≤ y′ implies
x ·y ≤ x ·y′ for x ≥ 0 and x ·y ≥ x ·y′ for x < 0. In particular, multiplication is com-
patible with equality. The Archimedean property is inherited from the rationals,
as Cauchy sequences are bounded. □
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In the remainder of this section, we consider some questions of cardinality. The
following principles beyond RCA0 will occur. The infinite pigeonhole principle
(which was already mentioned above) asserts the following:

(IPP)
For any N ∈ N and any function c : N → {0, . . . , N}, there is an n ≤ N
such that {i ∈ N : c(i) = n} is infinite.

As shown by Hirst (see Theorem 6.4 of [21]), the infinite pigeonhole principle is
equivalent to the Σ0

2-bounding principle BΣ0
2 (also known as Σ0

2-collection):

(BΣ0
2)

For any Σ0
2-relation R such that eachm ≤ a admits an n with (m,n) ∈ R,

there is a b such that each m ≤ a admits an n ≤ b with (m,n) ∈ R.

The Σ0
2-cardinality principle, considered by Seetapun and Slaman [41], postulates:

(CΣ0
2) There is no Σ0

2-injection C : N → {0, . . . , N} for N ∈ N.

Here C is not given as a set. Instead, we appeal to a partial truth definition in
order to quantify over Σ0

2-formulas that define the graphs of injective functions. It is
known that CΣ0

2 is unprovable in RCA0. Over the latter, CΣ0
2 follows from but does

not imply IPP (see Section 3.1 of [7]). As shown by H. Friedman and independently
Paris, BΣ0

2 and hence IPP is Π0
3-conservative over RCA0 (see e.g. Theorem IV.1.59

of [18]).

Lemma 2.8. The following are equivalent over RCA0:

(i) The Σ0
2-cardinality principle CΣ0

2.
(ii) There is no Σ0

2-surjection D : {0, . . . , N} → N for N ∈ N.

Proof. First assume there is a D as in (ii). Consider a Π0
1-relation D(n) =a m with

D(n) = m ⇔ D(n) =a m for some a ∈ N.

We define a Σ0
2-function C0 : N → {0, . . . , N} × N by

C0(m) = min{(n, a) : D(n) =a m},

where we minimize over codes of pairs. Let C(m) be the first component of C(m).
This defines a Σ0

2-injection C : N → {0, . . . , N} with left inverse D.
Conversely, assume that we have an injection C : N → {0, . . . ,K} with K ∈ N.

Consider a Π0
1-relation C(n) =a k with

C(n) = k ⇔ C(n) =a k for some a ∈ N.

We may assume that we have

C(n) =a k ⇒ C(n) =b k for a ≤ b.

As noted in the previous paragraph, CΣ0
2 is weaker than IPP. So we may also

consider a function c : N → {0, . . . ,M} (given as a set) such that each m ≤ M
admits a J ∈ N with c(j) ̸= m for all j ≥ J . This yields an unbounded Σ0

2-function
D0 : {0, . . . ,M} → N that is given by

D0(m) = min{i ∈ N : c(j) ̸= m for all j ≥ i}.

We put N = (K+1) · (M +1)−1 and note that each number up to N has a unique
representation of the form (K +1) ·m+ k for m ≤ M and k ≤ K. With respect to
this representation, we define a Σ0

2-function D : {0, . . . , N} → N by

D
(
(K + 1) ·m+ k

)
= min

(
{n < D0(m) : C(n) =D0(m) k} ∪ {D0(m)}

)
.
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To see that D is surjective, consider an arbitrary n ∈ N. Let k ≤ K equal C(n)
and pick a ∈ N with C(n) =a k as well as m ≤ M with a, n < D0(m). Given that
C is injective, we get D((K + 1) ·m+ k) = n. □

We now come to our first reversal:

Proposition 2.9. The following are equivalent over RCA0:

(i) No finite collection (xn)n≤N of reals is dense in the order R, i.e., for any
such collection there are reals y < z such that y ≤ xn ≤ z fails for all n < N .

(ii) The Σ0
2-cardinality principle CΣ0

2 holds.

Proof. To show that (i) implies (ii), we assume that CΣ0
2 fails. By the previous

lemma, this yields a Σ0
2-surjection D : {0, . . . , N} → Q for some N ∈ N. Consider

a bounded formula θ with

D(n) = q ⇔ ∃a ∈ N∀b ∈ N : θ(a, b, n, q).

For n < N and i ∈ N, we set

yni = min{(q, a) | ∀b < i : θ(a, b, n, q)},

where we again minimize over codes for pairs. To see that each sequence (yni)i∈N
is eventually constant, consider the minimal pair (q, a) such that θ(a, b, n, q) holds
for all b ∈ N. We find an I such that each (q′, a′) < (q, a) admits a b < I for which
θ(a′, b, n, q′) fails. This yields yni = (q, a) for all i ≥ I. We also learn D(n) = q. So
if we define xni as the first component of yni, the sequence xn = (xni)i∈N stabilizes
with eventual value D(n). We thus have a finite collection (xn)n≤N ⊆ R such that
each q ∈ Q admits an n ≤ N with xn = q as reals. Given that Q is dense (say, via
Lemma 2.5), this means that (i) fails.

Conversely, assume that the reals contain a finite dense family (xn)n≤N . Here
each xn is given as a Cauchy sequence (xni)i∈N. For every m ∈ N, density yields
an n ≤ N with m − 1/4 ≤ xn ≤ m + 1/4 and thus m − 1/3 < xnj < m + 1/3 for
large j. We thus have a Σ0

2-function C ′ : N → {0, . . . , N} × N with

C ′(m) = min

{
(n, i) : m− 1

3
< xnj < m+

1

3
for all j ≥ i

}
.

Consider the Σ0
2-function C : N → {0, . . . , N} such that C(m) is the first component

of C ′(m). For C(m) = n we havem−1/3 ≤ xn ≤ m+1/3, so that C is injective. □

In the following result, the base theory is not optimal, as we will show below.
We do not know whether RCA0 alone can prove the result.

A family (xn)n∈N of reals is given as a double sequence (xni)n,i∈N of rationals
with the only requirement that xn = (xni)i∈N is Cauchy for each n ∈ N (cf. the
more restrictive notion of sequence in Definition 7.1).

Proposition 2.10 (RCA0 + IPP). The real numbers are uncountable, i.e., for any
family (xn)n∈N of reals there is a y ∈ R with xn ̸= y for all n ∈ N.

Proof. We perform a nested interval construction, as in the proof of Theorem II.4.9
from [42]. In contrast to the latter, however, we allow that choices are revised
finitely many times (when our Cauchy sequences are not yet sufficiently stable).
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Our formal construction is based on the Cantor middle third set. To describe
the latter, we consider the finite sets of rationals that are recursively defined by

B0 =

{
0,

2

3

}
and Bn+1 = Bn ∪

{
q +

2

3n+2
: q ∈ Bn

}
.

Much of the following relies on the fact that we have

|q − r| ≥ 2

3n+1
for q ̸= r from Bn.

The n-th approximation to the middle third set is given as a disjoint union of closed
intervals with left endpoint in Bn, namely by

Cn =
⋃

q∈Bn

[
q, q +

1

3n+1

]
.

In order to write Bn = Bl
n ∪Br

n as a disjoint union of left and right branchings, we
set Bl

0 = {0} and Br
0 = {2/3} as well as

Bl
n+1 = Bn and Br

n+1 =

{
q +

2

3n+2
: q ∈ Bn

}
.

We then decompose Cn = Cl
n ∪ Cr

n into

Cl
n =

⋃
q∈Bl

n

[
q, q +

1

3n+1

]
and Cr

n =
⋃

q∈Br
n

[
q, q +

1

3n+1

]
.

Hulls for these sets can be given as unions of larger open intervals, namely by

H l
n =

⋃
q∈Bl

n

(
q − 1

2 · 3n+1
, q +

1

2 · 3n

)
and Hr

n =
⋃

q∈Br
n

(
q − 1

2 · 3n+1
, q +

1

2 · 3n

)
.

One readily verifies that we have H l
n ∩Hr

n = ∅ as well as

|p− r| ≥ 1

2 · 3n+1
for p ∈ Cl

n and r /∈ H l
n.

The same holds when we have p ∈ Cr
n and r /∈ Hr

n.
To find a real number y that differs from all the xn = (xni)i∈N, we want to put

y into Cl
n or Cr

n, respectively, when a certain approximation xn,i lies in Hr
n or H l

n.
Formally, we define

i(n, k) = min

{
i0 ≤ k : |xni − xnj | ≤

1

3n+2
for i0 ≤ i, j ≤ k

}
.

Note that the minimum is taken over a non-empty set (containing at least i0 = k).
We now set

yk =

k∑
n=0

snk with snk =

{
0 if xn,i(n,k) ∈ Hr

n,

2/3n+1 otherwise.

Let us show that y = (yk) is Cauchy and hence a real. Each n admits an M such
that |xni − xnj | ≤ 3−n−2 holds for all i, j ≥ M . This M bounds the values of the
non-decreasing function k 7→ i(n, k). It follows that there is a K such that we have
i(n, k) = i(n,K) and hence snk = snK for all k ≥ K. So for any N , the pigeonhole
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principle (again in the form of Σ0
2-boundedness) yields a K ≥ N with snk = snK

for all n < N and k ≥ K. When we have k, l ≥ K, we thus get

|yk − yl| ≤
N−1∑
n=0

|snk − snl|+
k∑

n=N

snk +

l∑
n=N

snl <
2

3N
.

Since N was arbitrary, this confirms that (yk) is Cauchy.
Finally, we show that y differs from each of the xn. For any k, a straightforward

induction on i yields
∑i

m=0 smk ∈ Bi. Assuming k ≥ n, it follows that
∑n

m=0 smk

lies in Bl
n if we have xn,i(n,k) ∈ Hr

n and that it lies in Br
n otherwise. By the formula

for the geometric series, we have
∑k

m=n+1 smk < 3−n−1. We thus get

yk ∈

{
Cl

n if xn,i(n,k) ∈ Hr
n,

Cr
n otherwise.

In the first case, we have xn,i(n,k) /∈ H l
n due to H l

n ∩ Hr
n = ∅ from above. So in

each of the two cases, an observation from above yields

|yk − xn,i(n,k)| ≥
1

2 · 3n+1
.

Considering the definition of i(n, k), we infer

|yk − xnk| ≥ |yk − xn,i(n,k)| − |xn,i(n,k) − xnk| ≥
1

2 · 3n+1
− 1

3n+2
=

1

2 · 3n+1
.

Since k ≥ n was arbitrary, this shows y ̸= xn. □

The following proposition will later be complemented by a conservativity result
for the Baire category theorem (see Corollary 4.14).

Proposition 2.11. The theory

RCA0 +WKL+ ‘the real numbers are uncountable’

is Π1
1-conservative over RCA0.

Before we prove the result, we record the following corollary, which follows be-
cause CΣ0

2 is a Π1
1-statement and unprovable in RCA0 (see above). In connection

with Proposition 2.10, we explicitly note that the corollary remains valid with IPP
at the place of the weaker principle CΣ0

2.

Corollary 2.12. We have

RCA0 +WKL+ ‘the real numbers are uncountable’ ⊬ CΣ0
2.

Proof of Proposition 2.11. It suffices to show that any countable model M ⊨ RCA0

has an ω-extension

N ⊨ RCA0 +WKL+ ‘the real numbers are uncountable’.

We may assume that M is topped, i.e., that its second-order part contains one set
in which all others are ∆0

1-definable.
By the hyperimmune-free basis theorem for non-ω-models (see Theorem 2.16

of [13]), we find an ω-extension N ⊨ RCA0 +WKL that is hyperimmune-free. This
means that any f : N → N from (the second-order part of) the model N is dom-
inated by some g : N → N from M (i.e., with f(n) ≤ g(n) for all n ∈ N, where N
denotes the joint first-order part of M and N ). It remains to show that the reals
are uncountable according to N .
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In N , we consider an arbitrary family (xn)n∈N of real numbers. The collec-
tion of sets that are ∆0

1-definable from (xn)n∈N and parameters in M form an
ω-submodel M′ ⊆ N. Note that M′ is still topped and must thus violate WKL
(as there are computable trees without computable paths; see Theorem VIII.2.15
in [42]). Thus some set Y ⊆ N is contained in N but not in M′. Note that the
extension of M′ into N is still hyperimmune-free. We may thus assume that M′

equals M, i.e., that the family (xn)n∈N lies in M.
Let y = (yi) ∈ N be the real given by

yi =
∑
j<i

δj
3j

with δj =

{
1 if j ∈ Y,

0 otherwise.

Towards a contradiction, assume that y equals one of the xn. We will derive that
M contains y and hence Y , against the above. Recall that xn is given as a Cauchy
sequence (xni)i∈N. Given xn = y, an unbounded search yields an f : N → N in N
such that any k ∈ N validates f(k) ≥ k + 2 and |xn,f(k) − yf(k)| < 3−k−1. We get∣∣xn,f(k) − y

∣∣ ≤ ∣∣xn,f(k) − yf(k)
∣∣+ ∣∣yf(k) − y

∣∣ < 1

3k+1
+

∞∑
j=k+2

1

3j
=

1

2 · 3k
.

To avoid misunderstanding, we emphasize that f may not be a rate of convergence,
i.e., that |xni − y| can be large for some i ≥ f(k).

As N is hyperimmune-free over M, we find a g ∈ M that dominates f . Given
that (xni) is Cauchy, there is a Σ0

2-definable H : N → N with∣∣xn,H(k) − xnl

∣∣ < 1

3k
for l ≥ H(k).

To obtain a computable substitute for H, we employ a concept known as metasta-
bility, which is used in proof mining [27, 28].4 Specifically, an unbounded search
yields an h : N → N in M such that any k ∈ N validates h(k) ≥ k and∣∣xn,h(k) − xnl

∣∣ < 1

3k
for h(k) ≤ l ≤ g(h(k)).

In view of h(k) ≤ f(h(k)) ≤ g(h(k)), we get∣∣xn,h(k) − y
∣∣ ≤ ∣∣xn,h(k) − xn,f(h(k))

∣∣+ ∣∣xn,f(h(k)) − y
∣∣ < 1

3k
+

1

2 · 3h(k)
≤ 1

2 · 3k−1
.

One can conclude that we have

δi =

{
1 if

∣∣yi − xn,h(i+2)

∣∣ > 2/3i+1,

0 otherwise.

Indeed, when we have δi = 1, we get∣∣yi − xn,h(i+2)

∣∣ ≥ |yi − y| −
∣∣y − xn,h(i+2)

∣∣ > 1

3i
− 1

2 · 3i+1
=

5

2 · 3i+1
,

while δi = 0 entails∣∣yi − xn,h(i+2)

∣∣ ≤ ∣∣y − xn,h(i+2)

∣∣+ |y − yi| ≤
1

2 · 3i+1
+

∞∑
j=i+1

1

3j
=

4

2 · 3i+1
.

It follows that M contains the function i 7→ δi and hence the set Y . □

4Our argument is inspired by a result due to Miller and Martin (see Corollary 1.21 of [36]) and
its presentation as Theorem 5.2 in [33].
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As one may have expected, IPP is needed for certain considerations that involve
finite families of reals.

Lemma 2.13. The following are equivalent over RCA0:

(i) The infinite pigeonhole principle IPP.
(ii) Any finite set of reals is bounded.
(iii) Any non-empty finite set of reals has a maximum.

Proof. It is clear that (iii) implies (ii). To close the circle of implications, we first
show that (i) implies (iii). Let (xn)n<N be an arbitrary family of reals with N > 0.
We define a real y by setting yi = max{xni | n < N} for each i ∈ N. To verify that
y is Cauchy, consider an arbitrary ε > 0. For each n < N , there is an In ∈ N with
|xni − xnj | < ε for all i, j ≥ In. Using IPP in the form of Σ0

2-collection (see the
paragraph above Lemma 2.8), we obtain a single I ∈ N with I ≥ In for all n < N .
By a short case distinction, we see that this entails |yi − yj | < ε for all i, j ≥ I.
Clearly, y is an upper bound on each xn. Another application of the pigeonhole
principle shows that for some n < N , we have yi = xni for infinitely many i, which
yields y = xn.

It remains to show that (ii) implies (i). Assume that the infinite pigeonhole
principle does not hold. Then, there is a colouring c : N → k for some k ∈ N such
that each colour only appears finitely often. For n < k and i ∈ N, we put

xni = |{j < i : c(j) = n}|.

Each sequence xn = (xni)i∈N stabilizes (when colour n no longer occurs) and thus
represents a real. Assume, for contradiction, that the family (xn)n<k is bounded by
a number N ∈ N. By the finite pigeonhole principle (which is available in RCA0),
there is a colour n < k that appears at least (N + 1)-many times. But then xn is
not bounded by N . □

We can make a similar observation about sums and products:

Remark 2.14. Using the pigeonhole principle, we can similarly define sums and
products of finitely many reals in a pointwise manner. Somewhat informally (be-
cause we have not made precise what it means that these sums and products ex-
ist), we note that the pigeonhole principle cannot be avoided: For

∑
n<N |xn| and∏

n<N 1 + |xn| to exist, the family (xn)n<N must be bounded.

3. First results about continuous functions

In this section, we introduce our representation of continuous functions. After
checking some basic properties, we show that the intermediate value theorem is
equivalent to the infinite pigeonhole principle. More results (including equivalences
with the strong cohesive principle) will be proved in subsequent sections (once our
representation of open sets has been introduced).

Arguably, the most straightforward representation of continuous functions by
countable objects records the values on rational arguments. Under the classical
approach – where reals are Cauchy sequences with rate –, this representation is
not suitable over RCA0 (unless functions come with a modulus of continuity). So
one typically uses a different representation, which is not, however, suitable in
our setting (see Remark 3.7 below). In any case, it is attractive to revert to the
straightforward representation by values on Q, which works well for us:
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Definition 3.1. By a partial continuous function on R, we mean an arbitrary
function f : Q → QN (with sequences f(q) = (f(q)i)i∈N of rationals as values). We
say that a real x lies in the domain dom(f) of f if each ε > 0 admits an N ∈ N
(possibly depending on x) such that we have∣∣f(q)i − f(r)j

∣∣ < ε for all rationals q, r ∈ B1/N (x) and all i, j ≥ N.

Here and in the following, Bδ(y) denotes the open ball

Bδ(y) = {z ∈ R : |y − z| < δ}.
For x = (xi)i∈N ∈ dom(f), we get a real value f̄(x) (cf. the next lemma) by setting

f̄(x) =
(
f̄(x)i

)
i∈N with f̄(x)i = f(xi)i.

We often use f at the place of f̄ and write f : D → R for definable D ⊆ R to assert
that D is contained in the domain of f .

Let us verify the following fundamental property.

Lemma 3.2 (RCA0). (a) If x lies in dom(f), then f̄(x) is a real number.
(b) For x =R y in dom(f), we have f̄(x) = f̄(y).

Proof. To establish both (a) and (b), it suffices to show that x = y implies the
following: For each ε > 0, there is an M ∈ N such that we have |f̄(x)i − f̄(y)j | < ε
for all i, j ≥ M . Pick an N that witnesses x ∈ dom(f) for our ε. Then take
an M ≥ N such that i, j ≥ M implies |xi − xj | ≤ 1/(2N) and |yi − yj | ≤ 1/(2N).
When we have i, j ≥ M , we get xi, yj ∈ B1/N (x) (recall x = y) and thus∣∣f̄(x)i − f̄(y)j

∣∣ = |f(xi)i − f(yj)j | < ε,

as desired. □

The condition for x ∈ dom(f) from Definition 3.1 combines continuity with
locally uniform convergence of Cauchy sequences, which was vital for the previous
proof. Indeed, it seems that the uniformity condition is unavoidable if one wants
to define f̄ on irrational arguments without arithmetical comprehension. By a
straightforward modification of the previous proof, we also get the following.

Lemma 3.3 (RCA0). For a continuous function f : D → R and x ∈ D, any ε > 0
admits a δ > 0 with |f(x)− f(y)| < ε for y ∈ Bδ(x) ∩D.

Let us stress that the uniformity condition from Definition 3.1 does not require
that we provide a rate for the Cauchy sequences (f(q)i)i∈N. This is illustrated, for
example, by part (b) of the following result, where y does not come with a rate.

Lemma 3.4 (RCA0). We have the following continuous functions:

(a) The identity R ∋ x 7→ x ∈ R.
(b) The constant function R ∋ x 7→ y ∈ R for any fixed y.
(c) The absolute value function on R.
(d) The function D ∋ x 7→ f0(x) + f1(x) for any continuous fi : D → R, as

well as the analogous functions for subtraction, multiplication and division
(in the latter case without zeros in the denominator).

Proof. (a) Define f(q) = (f(q)i) by f(q)i = q. The condition from Definition 3.1 is
satisfied when we have N ≥ 2/ε. For x = (xi), we obtain f̄(x)i = f(xi)i = xi and
hence f̄(x) = x.
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(b) Set f(q)i = yi for y = (yi). We have dom(f) = Rn since (yi) is Cauchy. Here
it is crucial that we only demand locally uniform convergence rather than a fixed
Cauchy rate.

For parts (c) and (d), the condition from Definition 3.1 reduces to the usual
arguments for the continuity of the indicated functions. □

For typical operations on arbitrary finite or on infinite families (fn) of continuous
functions, we need the pigeonhole principle (cf. Lemma 2.13 and Remark 2.14).
Note that (fn) is simply a family of sets such that each fn represents a continuous
function (without the uniformity in n that is required by Definition 7.12).

Lemma 3.5 (RCA0 + IPP). (a) For continuous fi : D → R, we have continuous
functions that send x ∈ D to

∑n
i=0 fi(x) and

∏n
i=0 fi(x) and maxi≤n fi(x).

(b) Consider rationals qn ≥ 0 with
∑∞

n=0 qn ≤ B ∈ R and a family of continuous
functions fn : D → R with |fn(x)| ≤ qn for all n ∈ N and all x ∈ D ⊆ R. We then
have a continuous function f : D → R with

f(x) =

∞∑
n=0

fn(x) and |f(x)| ≤ B for all x ∈ D.

Proof. (a) Let us consider multiplication as the most involved case. For each q ∈ Q
and j ∈ N, we put f(q)j =

∏n
i=0 fi(q)j . Given x ∈ D, we invoke Lemma 2.13 to

find a C with |fi(x)| ≤ C for all i ≤ n. For ε > 0, each i ≤ n admits an Ni such
that all rationals q, r ∈ B1/Ni

(x) and all j, k ≥ Ni validate

(3.1) |fi(q)j | ≤ C + 1 and |fi(q)j − fi(r)k| <
ε

(n+ 1) · (C + 1)n
=: ε′.

Here the second inequality comes from the condition in Definition 3.1. Since the
premise q, r ∈ B1/Ni

(x) is Σ0
2, finding a common bound N ≥ Ni requires, a priori,

the Π0
2-bounding principle, which is stronger than IPP. In order to avoid this, write

x = (xm) and note that each i ≤ n admits not only an Ni as above but, depending
on the latter, also an Mi with

(3.2) |xl − xm| < 1

3Ni
for all l,m ≥ Mi,

which entails B2/(3Ni)(xm) ⊆ B1/Ni
(x). So there are Mi and Ni that validate (3.2)

as well as (3.1) for all rationals q, r ∈ B2/(3Ni)(xm) with m ≥ Mi and all j, k ≥ Ni.

But this statement is Π0
1, so that IPP yields M and N that bound witnesses Mi

and Ni, respectively, for all i ≤ n. Given that we have B1/(3N)(x) ⊆ B2/(3Ni)(xM )
for every i ≤ n and corresponding Ni ≤ N , it follows that (3.1) holds for all
rationals q, r ∈ B1/(3N)(x) and all j, k ≥ N .

By induction on m ≤ n, we now get∣∣∣∣∣
m∏
i=0

fi(q)j −
m∏
i=0

fi(r)k

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
≤ |fm(q)j | ·

∣∣∣∣∣
m−1∏
i=0

fi(q)j −
m−1∏
i=0

fi(r)k

∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣
m−1∏
i=0

fi(r)k

∣∣∣∣∣ · |fm(q)j − fm(r)k|

< (C + 1) ·m · (C + 1)m−1 · ε′ + (C + 1)m · ε′ = (m+ 1) · (C + 1)m · ε′.
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With m = n, and for arbitrary q, r ∈ B1/(3N)(x) and j, k ≥ N , this yields

|f(q)j − f(r)k| < (n+ 1) · (C + 1)n · ε′ = ε,

which means that f validates the condition from Definition 3.1.
(b) Let us put

f ′
n(r)i =


qn if fn(r)i > qn,

−qn if fn(r)i < −qn,

fn(r)i otherwise.

It is straightforward to see that this represents continuous functions f ′
n = fn. For

notational convenience, assume that we had |fn(r)i| ≤ qn to begin with. Now put

f(q)i :=

i∑
n=0

fn(q)i.

To verify the condition from Definition 3.1, we consider arbitrary x ∈ D and ε > 0.
First take M ∈ N so large that we have

∑∞
n=M qn < ε/3. As in the proof of (a), we

find an N ≥ M such that all n < M validate

|fn(q)i − fn(r)j | <
ε

3M
for all q, r ∈ B1/(3N)(x) ∩Q and all i, j ≥ N.

For q, r and i, j as indicated, we get

|f(q)i − f(r)j | ≤
M−1∑
n=0

|fn(q)i − fn(r)j |+
i∑

n=M

|fn(q)i|+
j∑

n=M

|fn(r)j | < ε,

as required by Definition 3.1. In order to see that f is the desired limit, we consider
the functions FN =

∑
n<N fn, as represented by FN (q)i =

∑
n<N fn(q)i. For

x = (xi) ∈ D and i ≥ N , we get

|f(x)i − FN (x)i| =

∣∣∣∣∣
i∑

n=0

fn(xi)i −
N−1∑
n=0

fn(xi)i

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
i∑

n=N

|fn(xi)i| ≤
∞∑

n=N

qn,

which tends to zero as N grows. □

We also have the following fundamental closure property.

Lemma 3.6 (RCA0). If f, g : R → R are continuous, so is g ◦ f .

Proof. Given representations f, g : Q → R, we define a representation h : Q → R of
the composition by h(q)i = g(f(q)i)i. In order to show dom(h) = R, we consider
arbitrary x ∈ R and ε > 0. Our task is to find an N ∈ N with |h(q)i−h(r)j | < ε for
all q, r ∈ B1/N (x) and i, j ≥ N . First pick an M ∈ N such that |g(s)i − g(t)j | < ε
holds for all s, t ∈ B1/M (f(x)) and i, j ≥ M . Then choose an N ≥ M such
that we have |f(q)i − f(r)j | < 1/(2M) for q, r ∈ B1/N (x) and i, j ≥ N . Given
such q, r and i, j, we learn that f(q)i and f(r)j lie in B1/M (f(x)), which allows us
to conclude. For x = (xi) ∈ R, we also have

ḡ(f̄(x))i = g(f̄(x)i)i = g(f(xi)i)i = h(xi)i = h̄(x)i,

so that we indeed obtain ḡ(f̄(x)) = h̄(x). □

Now that we have secured some fundamental properties, we briefly compare with
the classical representation of continuous functions in reverse mathematics.
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Remark 3.7. According to Definition II.6.1 from Simpson’s textbook [42], a partial
continuous f : R → R is represented by a set of tuples (n, a, r, b, s) ∈ N × Q4 with
r, s > 0 that satisfy certain coherence conditions. The idea is that f(x) lies in the
closure of Bs(b) whenever we have x ∈ Br(a) (and the component n allows to turn
enumerable into decidable sets). One then says that x ∈ R lies in the domain of f if
each ε > 0 admits a tuple (n, a, r, b, s) with x ∈ Br(a) and s < ε. In the classical case
of [42], where x comes with a Cauchy rate, the condition x ∈ Br(a) is Σ

0
1, so that

we can effectively search for a tuple as indicated. For appropriate ε, we can then
choose some yi ∈ Bε(b) to construct the value y = (yi)i∈N = f(x). The approach
is not suitable when x comes without a rate (as in the present paper), because
x ∈ Br(a) is then a Σ0

2-relation (see the paragraph after Lemma 2.5). It may be
possible to adapt Simpson’s representation to our setting in some way. But since we
cannot use his representation as it stands, we may as well employ Definition 3.1 from
above, which is arguably more straightforward in any case (but does not produce
reals with rate). One interesting parallel is that both Simpson’s representation and
ours use a Π1

1-statement to express that the domain of f comprises all of R (or
some other given set). This has the effect that, e.g., the boundedness of continuous
f : [0, 1] → R is expressed by a Π1

2-statement, i.e., by a set existence principle.

In our setting, the intermediate value theorem cannot be proved in RCA0 (in
contrast to the classical case of Theorem II.6.6 from[42]), but it can be proved in a
conservative extension.

Theorem 3.8. The following are equivalent over RCA0:

(i) The infinite pigeonhole principle.
(ii) The intermediate value theorem, which states that any continuous function

f : [0, 1] → R with f(0) · f(1) < 0 admits an x ∈ (0, 1) with f(x) = 0.
(iii) The intermediate value theorem restricted to strictly increasing functions.
(iv) Any continuous function f : R → {0, 1} is constant.

Before we prove the theorem, we discuss a result that will be needed for the
reversal (i.e., for the direction towards the pigeonhole principle).

Lemma 3.9 (essentially [6]). Over RCA0, the infinite pigeonhole principle IPP
is equivalent to its restrictions to colourings c : N → {0, . . . , N} with the following
property: For any colour n ≤ N , there is an I ∈ N such that we have either c(i) ≤ n
for all i ≥ I or c(i) ≥ n for all i ≥ I.

We give a shorter version of the argument by Chong, Lempp and Yang [6], which
avoids the notion of bi-tame cut (see also the related work of Slaman [43]).

Proof. We assume that IPP fails and derive that the restricted version fails as well.
So let c : N → {0, . . . , N} be a colouring such that {i ∈ N : c(i) = n} is finite for
each n ≤ N . Write S = SN+1 for the set of permutations of {0, . . . , N}. Elements
σ ̸= τ of S are compared lexicographically, i.e., by

σ ≺ τ ⇔ σ(k) < τ(k) for k = min{l ≤ N : σ(l) ̸= τ(l)}.

Since this yields a linear order, we may use (S,≺) rather than ({0, . . . , N !− 1}, <)
as the codomain of a counterexample to the restricted pigeonhole principle.



AVOIDING LOGICAL STRENGTH IN REAL ANALYSIS 21

In order to define a colouring d : N → S, we first declare that d(0) is the identity
permutation. Recursively, we then determine ki ≤ N and d(i+ 1) ∈ S by

d(i)(ki) = c(i) and d(i+ 1)(l) =


d(i)(l) for l < ki,

d(i)(l + 1) for ki ≤ l < N,

c(i) for l = N.

Intuitively, d(i) orders colours by their last appearance in c up to stage i. We will
show that any σ ∈ S admits an I such that we have either d(i) ≺ σ for all i ≥ I
or d(i) ≻ σ for all i ≥ I. This shows both that d fulfills the restriction from the
lemma and that no colour appears infinitely often.

Let σ ∈ S be arbitrary. For i ∈ N, we determine li ≤ N by

d(i)(li) = σ(N).

Due to the assumption that c violates the pigeonhole principle, we find a J ∈ N
such that c(i) ̸= σ(N) holds for all i ≥ J . This ensures li ̸= ki for i ≥ J , which
implies that the map J ≥ i 7→ li is non-increasing. Specifically, if we have li < ki
or ki < li ≤ N , respectively, we get

d(i+ 1)(li) = d(i)(li) = σ(N) or d(i+ 1)(li − 1) = d(i)(li) = σ(N)

and hence li+1 = li or li+1 = li − 1. We now find an I ≥ J such that lI = li < ki
holds for all i ≥ I. For l ≤ lI and i ≥ I, we get l < ki and thus d(i+1)(l) = d(i)(l),
which inductively yields d(i)(l) = d(I)(l). In view of lI < kI ≤ N , we also have

d(I)(lI) = σ(N) ̸= σ(lI).

It follows that we have d(I) ̸= σ as well as

d(I) ≺ σ ⇒ d(i) ≺ σ for all i ≥ I.

The same holds with ≻ at the place of ≺, which yields the claim. □

Let us now prove the equivalences with the intermediate value theorem.

Proof of Theorem 3.8. We first show that (i) implies (ii), i.e., that the intermediate
value theorem can be proved via the pigeonhole principle. Consider a continuous
function f : [0, 1] → R, which is represented via its values f(q) = (f(q)n)n∈N ∈ R
on arguments q ∈ Q. We assume f(0) < 0 < f(1), noting that the remaining case
is symmetrical. Our task is to find an x ∈ (0, 1) with f(x) = 0. If we have f(q) = 0
for some q ∈ Q, there is nothing to do, so we assume otherwise. For each n ∈ N,
we use recursion on i ≤ n to define [an0 , b

n
0 ] = [0, 1] and

[
ani+1, b

n
i+1

]
=

{
[ani , δ] if f(δ)n ≥ 0,

[δ, bni ] otherwise,
where δ =

ani + bni
2

.

To define x = (xn)n∈N, we now set xn = ann. Let us note that this amounts to a
dynamical version of the classical argument, where we allow for arbitrary errors for
an indefinite amount of time – until the relevant Cauchy sequences have stabilized.

Let us show that (xn) is Cauchy. For an arbitrary k ∈ N, we use Lemma 2.13
(and hence the pigeonhole principle) to obtain the real

ε := min
{∣∣f (i · 2−k

)∣∣ : 0 ≤ i ≤ 2k
}
> 0.
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Again by the pigeonhole principle (in the form of BΣ0
2), we find an N = Nk ≥ k

such that we have∣∣f (i · 2−k
)
− f

(
i · 2−k

)
n

∣∣ < ε for all i ≤ 2−k and all n ≥ N.

In this situation, f(i·2−k)n has the same sign as f(i·2−k), which is thus independent
of the specific n ≥ N . This entails

xn = ann ∈ [ank , b
n
k ] =

[
aNk , bNk

]
for all n ≥ N.

It follows that we have

|xm − xn| ≤ bNk − aNk = 2−k for all m,n ≥ N.

Since k was arbitrary, this confirms that (xn) is Cauchy and hence a real.
In order to complete the proof of the intermediate value theorem, we establish

|f(x)| ≤ ε for an arbitrary ε > 0, so that we get f(x) = 0. Let M witness the
property from Definition 3.1, which means that we have∣∣f(q)i − f(r)j

∣∣ < ε for all rationals q, r ∈ B1/M (x) and all i, j ≥ M.

Pick a k ∈ N with 2−k < 1/M and find N = Nk as in the previous paragraph. We
may assume N ≥ M . By the above, we have

xn ∈
[
aNk , bNk

]
⊆ B1/M (x) for all n ≥ N.

With f(x)n = f(xn)n as in Definition 3.1, we get

max
{∣∣f(x)n − f

(
aNk
)
N

∣∣, ∣∣f(x)n − f
(
bNk
)
N

∣∣} < ε for all n ≥ N.

Possibly for a modified representation of f , we may assume f(0)N < 0 < f(1)N .
By a straightforward induction on i ≤ k, we then obtain

f
(
aNi
)
N

< 0 ≤ f
(
bNi
)
N
.

It follows that we have |f(x)n| < ε for all n ≥ N . This yields |f(x)| ≤ ε, as desired.
The direction from (ii) to (iii) is simply a restriction. In order to show that (ii)

implies (iv), we assume that the former holds while the latter fails. This gives a
function f : R → {0, 1} that is continuous but not constant. Pick reals y < z with
f(y) ̸= f(z) and define g : [0, 1] → R by

g(x) = f(x · (z − y) + y)− 1

2
.

Note that the continuous function g is available by Lemmas 3.4 and 3.6. In view of

g(0) · g(1) =
(
f(y)− 1

2

)
·
(
f(z)− 1

2

)
= −1

4
< 0,

statement (ii) yields an x ∈ (0, 1) with g(x) = 0. But then 1/2 lies in the range of
the function f , against our assumption.

Concerning the reversal, it remains to show that each of (iii) and (iv) implies (i).
We argue by contraposition and thus assume that (i) fails. In light of Lemma 3.9,
we find a colouring c : N → {0, . . . , N} such that the following holds for each n ≤ N :
There is a bound I ∈ N with the propery that either c(i) < n holds for all i ≥ I or
c(i) > n holds for all i ≥ I. To define f : Q → R with values f(q) = (f(q)i)i∈N, we
now stipulate

f(q)i =

{
−1 if (N + 1) · q ≤ c(i),

+1 if (N + 1) · q > c(i).
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To see that f has domain R, we verify the condition from Definition 3.1, which also
entails that (f(q)i)i∈N is Cauchy for each q ∈ Q. We find z ∈ Z and J ∈ N with

z − 1 < (N + 1) · q < z + 1 for every rational q ∈ B1/J(x).

Then consider an I ≥ J such that we have either c(i) < z for all i ≥ I or c(i) > z
for all i ≥ I. In the first case, we get f(q)i = +1 for all q ∈ B1/I(x) and all i ≥ I.
In the second case, the same holds with −1 at the place of +1. Either way, we have

|f(q)i − f(r)j | = 0 for all rationals q, r ∈ B1/I(x) and all i, j ≥ I.

So we indeed have a representation of a continuous function f : R → {−1,+1}.
Given that 0 ≤ c(i) < N +1 holds for all i ∈ N, we have f(0) = −1 and f(1) = +1.
So the function g : R → {0, 1} with g(x) = (f(x) + 1)/2 violates (iv). To get a
violation of (iii), we note that f is non-decreasing, as q < r entails f(q)i ≤ f(r)i
for each i ∈ N. Thus the function h : [0, 1] → R with h(x) = f(x) + x is strictly
increasing with h(0) < 0 < h(1). But there cannot be an x ∈ (0, 1) with h(x) = 0,
as this would yield f(x) ∈ (−1, 0). So the intermediate value theorem for strictly
increasing functions is also violated. □

Since Lemma 3.4 ensures that polynomials are continuous, we get the following
by the usual argument.

Corollary 3.10 (RCA0 + IPP). The field R is real closed, i.e., every positive real
has a root and every polynomial of odd degree has a zero.

4. Open sets

In this section, we develop a representation of open sets that is suitable for
our setting. As we represent real numbers by Cauchy sequences without rate, the
relation x < y between x, y ∈ R is defined by a Σ0

2-formula (see the paragraph after
Definition 2.5). The relation x ∈ U between x ∈ R and an open set U ⊆ R should
have the same complexity. This is achieved by the following variant of the classical
representation (cf. Definition II.5.9 in [42]).

Definition 4.1. By a code for an open subset of R, we mean a set U ⊆ N×Q×Q>0

(with Q>0 = {q ∈ Q : q > 0}). For such a set and a real x, we write x ∈ U if there
are N ∈ N and a, r such that we have x ∈ Br(a) and (n, a, r) ∈ U for all n ≥ N .

In contrast to the following result, we will later see that the pigeonhole principle
is needed to take finite intersections of open sets.

Lemma 4.2 (RCA0). For any family (Ui)i∈N of open sets, we have an open set

U =
⋃
i∈N

Ui.

Proof. For fixed (a, r) ∈ Q × Q>0 and arbitrary n ∈ N, let (i(n), j(n)) ∈ N2 be
minimal (in terms of Cantor code) with (k, a, r) ∈ Ui(n) for all k ∈ {j(n), . . . , n−1}.
There are no such k for j(n) ≥ n, so that we minimize over a non-empty set. The
latter shrinks as n grows, so that n 7→ (i(n), j(n)) is non-decreasing. We declare

(n, a, r) ∈ U :⇔ (n, a, r) ∈ Ui(n).

If we have x ∈ U , there areN, a, r with x ∈ Br(a) and (n, a, r) ∈ U for all n ≥ N . So
for any n ≥ N , we have (k, a, r) ∈ Ui(n) for k = n and hence for all k ∈ {j(n), . . . , n}.
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This yields i(n) = i(N) (as well as j(n) = j(N)) and hence (n, a, r) ∈ Ui(N) for
all n ≥ N . But then we have x ∈ Ui(N).

Conversely, if we have x ∈ Ui, there are K, a, r with x ∈ Br(a) and (k, a, r) ∈ Ui

for all k ≥ K. It follows that the (i(n), j(n)) are bounded by (i,K). We thus have
an N ∈ N with i(n) = i(N) and j(n) = j(N) for all n ≥ N . By construction, we
get (n, a, r) ∈ Ui(n+1) whenever we have n ≥ j(n + 1). So for n ≥ max(N, j(N)),
we have (n, a, r) ∈ Ui(n) and hence (n, a, r) ∈ U . But this yields x ∈ U . □

Due to the previous lemma and the following elementary observation, we can
sometimes reduce to the case of basic open sets.

Lemma 4.3 (RCA0). For any open set U ⊆ R, there is a family (Ui)i∈N of open
sets such that we have U =

⋃
i∈N Ui and each Ui is empty or an open interval with

rational endpoints.

Proof. When i codes the pair (a, r), we define Ui as the set of all tuples (n, a, r)
that lie in U . Then Ui is either the empty set or the interval (a− r, a+ r) (but we
cannot decide which of the two it is). One readily verifies U =

⋃
i∈N Ui. □

The following correspondence between open sets and continuous functions provides
support for our definitions of both notions.

Proposition 4.4 (RCA0). (a) For any continuous function f : R → R and any
open set V ⊆ R, the preimage f−1(V ) is again open.

(b) For any open U , there is a continuous g : R → [0, 1] with g−1((0, 1]).

Proof. (a) By the proof of the previous lemma, we may write V as the union over a
family of open sets Va,r for a, r ∈ Q with r > 0, where Va,r contains only tuples of
the form (n, a, r). It will be enough to construct a family of open sets Ua,r that are
equal to the preimages f−1(Va,r). Indeed, we can then use Lemma 4.2 to define U
as the union over the sets Ua,r. One readily concludes U = f−1(V ).

Our f is represented by a family of Cauchy sequences (f(q)n)n∈N for q ∈ Q. We
now declare

(n, b, s) ∈ Ua,r ⇔ (n, a, r) ∈ Va,r and f(q)n ∈ Br−s(a) for
all rationals q ∈ Bs(b) with q ≤N n.

If we have x = (xn)n∈N ∈ f−1(Va,r), we get f(x) ∈ Br(a) and there is an N ∈ N
such that (n, a, r) ∈ Va,r holds for all n ≥ N . Pick a rational t > 0 such that we
even have f(x) ∈ Br−3t(a). In view of Definition 3.1, we may increase N to get

|f(q)n − f(r)m| < t for all rationals q, r ∈ B1/N (x) and all m,n ≥ N.

Pick an N ′ ≥ N such that n ≥ N ′ implies xn ∈ B1/N (x) and |f(x)− f(xn)n| < t.
For q ∈ B1/N (x) and n ≥ N ′, we then have

|f(q)n − f(x)| ≤ |f(q)n − f(xn)n|+ |f(xn)n − f(x)| < 2t

and thus f(q)n ∈ Br−t(a). Pick a positive rational s ≤ t with x ∈ Bs(b) ⊆ B1/N (x).
We then have (n, b, s) ∈ Ua,r for all n ≥ N ′, which yields x ∈ Ua,r.

Conversely, if we have x ∈ Ua,r, there are N, b, s such that we have x ∈ Bs(b)
and (n, b, s) ∈ Ua,r for all n ≥ N . The latter yields Br(a) ⊆ Va,r. By repeating
members of the Cauchy sequence x = (xn)n∈N, we can ensure that xn ≤N n holds
for all n ∈ N. We may also assume that xn ∈ Bs(b) holds for all n ≥ N (possibly
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with an increased N). Considering the definition of Ua,r, we now see that n ≥ N
implies f(xn)n ∈ Br−s(a). This yields

f(x) = (f(xn)n)n∈N ∈ Br(a) ⊆ Va,r

and hence x ∈ f−1(Va,r).
(b) Let U [i] for i ∈ N consist of those tuples (n, a, r) with n < i such that we

have (n′, a, r) ∈ U whenever n ≤ n′ < i holds. Intuitively, these are the tuples that
are assumed to contribute to U at stage i. It is important that we keep the tuples
with n < i − 1, because these will allow us to give higher weight to contributions
that are preserved since an early stage.

For (a, r) ∈ Q×Q>0, we define ga,r : Q → Q by

ga,r(q) = max
(
0,min(1, r − |a− q|)

)
∈ [0, 1].

Let us note that we always have

|ga,r(p)− ga,r(q)| ≤ |p− q|.
For each q ∈ Q, we now define a sequence g(q) = (g(q)i)i∈N by

g(q)i = max

({
1

i+ 1

}
∪
{

ga,r(q)

(n, a, r) + 1
: (n, a, r) ∈ U [i]

})
.

Note that we only need to consider tuples (n, a, r) <N i, which means that the max-
imum is well-defined and computable even when U [i] is infinite. In the following,
we show that the condition from Definition 3.1 is satisfied for every x ∈ R. This
condition implies both that the sequences g(q) are Cauchy and that they represent
a continuous function g : R → R.

First consider a real x ∈ U . We then find n, a, r with x ∈ Br(a) and (n′, a, r) ∈ U
for all n′ ≥ n, which entails that (n, a, r) ∈ U [i] holds for all i > n. Take a rational
number s ∈ (0, 1] with B2s(x) ⊆ Br(a). We then have

ga,r(q) ≥ s for all q ∈ Bs(x).

Let us pick an integer I ≥ ((n, a, r) + 1)/s that also satisfies I > n. Consider an
integer i ≥ I and a rational q ∈ Bs(x). If (m, b, t) lies in U [i] but not in U [I],
we must have I ≤ m ≤ (m, b, t), where the second equality holds by a standard
assumption on the encoding of tuples. We can conclude

gb,t(q)

(m, b, t) + 1
≤ 1

I + 1
≤ s

(n, a, r) + 1
≤ ga,r(q)

(n, a, r) + 1
.

This shows that we have

g(q)i = g(q)I for all q ∈ Bs(x) and all i ≥ I.

Given some ε > 0, we now take an integer N ≥ max(I, 2/ε). For integers i, j ≥ N
and rationals p, q ∈ B1/N (x), we get

|g(p)i − g(q)j | = |g(p)I − g(q)I | ≤ |p− q| < ε,

as the condition from Definition 3.1 demands. Our considerations also yield

g(x) ≥ s

(n, a, r) + 1
> 0,

so that we have x ∈ g−1({y ∈ R : y > 0}) for x ∈ U .
Now consider a real x /∈ U . Given a rational ε > 0, pick a rational q0 ∈ Bε/3(x).

For any tuple (n, a, r) with q0 ∈ Br−ε/3(a), we get x ∈ Br(a). Due to x /∈ U , we
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must have (n′, a, r) /∈ U for some n′ ≥ n. It follows that we have (n, a, r) /∈ U [i] for
all i > n′. Pick an integer M ≥ 1/ε. By Σ0

1-collection (which is a consequence of
Σ0

1-induction and hence available in RCA0), we find an integer N ≥ 3/ε with

|a− q0| ≥ r − ε

3
for all (n, a, r) ∈

⋃
i≥N

U [i] with (n, a, r) <N M.

Now consider any i ≥ N and any rational q ∈ B1/N (x). Let (n, a, r) be some tuple
in U [i]. If we have (n, a, r) <N M , then we get

r − ε

3
≤ |a− q0| ≤ |a− q|+ |q − x|+ |x− q0| < |a− q|+ 2 · ε

3
.

This yields r − |a− q| < ε and hence ga,r(q) < ε. It follows that we have

0 < g(q)i < ε for all rationals q ∈ B1/N (x) and all i ≥ N,

which entails the condition from Definition 3.1. Since ε > 0 was arbitrary, we also
see that x /∈ U entails g(x) = 0 and hence x /∈ g−1({y ∈ R : y > 0}. □

As promised, we now show that finite intersections of open sets are harder to
form than infinite unions.

Proposition 4.5. The following are equivalent over RCA0:

(i) The infinite pigeonhole principle IPP.
(ii) For any I ∈ N and any family (Ui)i≤I of open sets, there is an open set U

such that we have U =
⋂

i≤I Ui.

Proof. We first show that (i) implies (ii). The proof of Proposition 4.4(b) is uniform,
so that we get a family of continuous gi : R → [0, 1] with Ui = g−1

i ((0, 1]) for i ≤ I.
Lemma 3.5 provides the continuous function g : R → R with g(x) =

∏
i≤I gi(x). To

conclude by Proposition 4.4, it suffices to note that we have⋂
i≤I

Ui = g−1((0, 1]).

The latter relies on the fact that a product
∏

i≤I xi of reals is zero precisely when
we have xi = 0 for some i ≤ I, which is readily derived from Lemma 2.13.

To show that (ii) implies (i), we argue by contraposition. So assume that we
have an N ∈ N and a function c : N → {0, . . . , N} such that {i ∈ N : c(i) = n} is
finite for each n ≤ N . Consider the open sets Un for n ≤ N that are coded by

Un :=

{(
i, 0,

1

k + 1

)
: k = max{j ≤ i : j = 0 or c(j) = n}

}
.

We claim that
⋂

n≤N Un is equal to {0} and hence not open. To see that 0 lies in

each Un, we distinguish two cases. If n is not in the range of c, we have (i, 0, 1) ∈ Un

for all i ∈ N, which yields 0 ∈ B1(0) ⊆ Un. Now assume that n is in the range of c.
As no colour occurs infinitely often, we may consider the largest K with c(K) = n.
We then have (i, 0, 1/(K + 1)) ∈ Ui for all i ≥ K, so that we get

0 ∈ B1/(K+1)(0) ⊆ Un.

For the converse, we consider an arbitrary real x ̸= 0. Pick J ∈ N so large that we
have x /∈ B1/(J+1)(0). Aiming at a contradiction, we assume x ∈ Uc(J). We must
then have k, I ∈ N with x ∈ B1/(k+1)(0) and (i, 0, 1/(k + 1)) ∈ Uc(J) for all i ≥ I.
But for i ≥ max(I, J), this forces k ≥ J and hence

x ∈ B1/(k+1)(0) ⊆ B1/(J+1)(0),



AVOIDING LOGICAL STRENGTH IN REAL ANALYSIS 27

which contradicts the choice of J . □

The intersection of two open sets can be formed over RCA0 (without the pi-
geonhole principle). This can be shown as in the previous proof, with Lemma 3.4
at the place of Lemma 3.5. We obtain a particularly easy proof of the following
elementary fact (though a direct proof is not too difficult either).

Corollary 4.6 (RCA0). For x, y ∈ R ∪ {±∞}, the interval (x, y) is an open set.

Proof. We consider the case where we have −∞ = x < y < +∞. The general result
follows by symmetry and since the open sets are closed under binary intersections.
Writing y = (yn), we put fy(q)n = yn − q for q < yn and fy(q)n = 0 otherwise.
One can check that this represents the continuous function fy : R → R with

fy(x) =

{
y − x for x < y,

0 otherwise.

It is straightforward to see that (0,∞) is open (as the endpoint is rational). By the
previous result, the same holds for f−1

y ((0,∞)) = (−∞, y). □

As another straightforward application, we obtain Urysohn’s lemma. Of course,
a set is closed precisely when its complement is open.

Corollary 4.7 (RCA0). For disjoint closed sets C0, C1 ⊆ R, there is a continuous
function g : R → [0, 1] such that

x ∈ Ci ⇔ g(x) = i

holds for each i ∈ {0, 1} and all x ∈ R.

Proof. Proposition 4.4 yields continuous functions gi : R → [0, 1] such that x ∈ Ci

is equivalent to gi(x) = 0. Due to Lemma 3.4, we can form g = g0/(g0 + g1) as a
continuous function. The desired property is readily verified. □

Next, we consider two topological properties of the reals, namely connectedness
and paracompactness. On the other hand, the Heine-Borel theorem about the
open-cover compactness of [0, 1] – which is arguably the most important result in
this direction –, is deferred to the next section.

Proposition 4.8. The following are equivalent over RCA0:

(i) The reals are connected, i.e., there are no open sets U0, U1 ̸= ∅ such that
we have U0 ∪ U1 = R and U0 ∩ U1 = ∅.

(ii) The infinite pigeonhole principle IPP.

Proof. It suffices to observe that the present statement (i) is equivalent to state-
ment (iv) of Theorem 3.8, which says that any continuous function g : R → {0, 1}
is constant. Concerning the forward direction, if g : R → {0, 1} is continuous, the
sets Ui = g−1({i}) are open by Proposition 4.4, as U0 and U1 are also the preimages
of (−∞, 1/2) and (1/2,∞), respectively. By the present statement (i), it follows
that one of the Ui is empty, so that g is indeed constant.

Conversely, suppose that R is a disjoint union U0∪U1 of open sets. Then each Ui

is also closed. So by the previous corollary (Urysohn’s lemma), there is a continuous
function g : R → [0, 1] with g(x) = i for x ∈ Ui. By statement (iv) of Theorem 3.8,
this g is constant. But then one of the Ui is empty. □

For the following result, we have not established a reversal.
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Proposition 4.9 (RCA0 + IPP). Given an open cover (Un)n∈N of R, we find open
sets Vn ⊆ Un such that (Vn)n∈N covers R and is locally finite (which means that
any x ∈ R lies in an open set W with Vn ∩W = ∅ for all but finitely many n ∈ N).

Proof. We follow the proof in [42]. As noted before, the proof of Proposition 4.4(b)
is uniform, so that the given open cover yields a family of continuous hn : R → [0, 1]
with Un = h−1

n

(
(0, 1]

)
for all n ∈ N. By Lemma 3.5, we form the continuous function

h : R → (0,∞) with h(x) =

∞∑
n=0

hn(x)

2n
.

Note that the values of h are indeed strictly positive, because (Un) is a cover. This
allows us to consider the continuous functions

gn : R → [0, 1] with gn(x) =
hn(x)

2n · h(x)
.

Let us observe that these validate Un = g−1
n ((0, 1]). Finally, consider the continuous

functions fn : R → [0, 1/2] that are given by

fn(x) = min

1

2
,
∑
m≤n

gm(x)

−min

(
1

2
,
∑
m<n

gm(x)

)
.

The proof of Proposition 4.4(a) is also uniform, so that we obtain a family of open
sets Vn = f−1

n ((0, 1/2]). Since fn(x) ≤ gn(x) holds for all n ∈ N and x ∈ R, we
always have Vn ⊆ Un.

To show that (Vn) is a cover, we consider an arbitrary x ∈ R. Let us distinguish
two cases. First assume that there is an N ∈ N with 0 <

∑
n≤N gm(x) < 1/2. Take

such an N and pick an n ≤ N with gn(x) > 0. We then have fn(x) = gn(x) and
hence x ∈ Vn. In the remaining case, we have

0 <
∑
n≤N

gn(x) ⇔ 1

2
≤
∑
n≤N

gn(x).

Since IPP is equivalent to the ∆0
2-least number principle (see Theorem I.2.5 of [18]),

we find an N that is minimal with
∑

n≤N gn(x) > 0. For this N we have x ∈ VN .

By construction, we have
∑

n∈N gn = 1. Given any x ∈ R, we thus find an N ∈ N
and an open W ∋ x with

∑
n<N gn(y) > 1/2 for all y ∈ W . When we have n ≥ N ,

we thus get fn(y) = 0 for y ∈ W , which yields Vn ∩W = ∅. □

In the following, we consider the Tietze extension theorem. Once the latter is
established, a stronger form of the following result follows from Lemma 4.4.

Lemma 4.10 (RCA0). For any q ∈ R and every continuous function f : C → R on
a closed set C ⊆ R, the set {x ∈ C : f(x) < q} ∪ R\C is open.

Proof. We identify R∪C with its code in the sense of Definition 4.1. Let U consist
of all tuples (n, b, s) ∈ N×Q×Q>0 such that we have (n, b, s) ∈ R\C or such that
f(r)n < q − s holds for all r ∈ Bs(b) ∩ Q with r ≤N n. Similarly to the proof of
Lemma 4.4, one verifies that U represents the open set in question. □

As in the usual proof of the Tietze extension theorem, we use the following
consequence of Urysohn’s lemma.



AVOIDING LOGICAL STRENGTH IN REAL ANALYSIS 29

Lemma 4.11. For each continuous f : C → [−1, 1] on a closed set C ⊆ R, there
is a continuous h : R → [−1/3, 1/3] with |f(x)− h(x)| ≤ 2/3 for all x ∈ C.

Proof. The sets C0 = {x ∈ C : f(x) ≤ −1/3} and C1 = {x ∈ C : f(x) ≥ 1/3} are
closed by the previous lemma. For g : R → [0, 1] as in Corollary 4.7, we set

h(x) =
2

3
·
(
g(x)− 1

2

)
.

One readily checks the desired property. □

Finally, we derive the Tietze extension theorem. While we have no reversal to
Σ0

2-induction, the latter seems needed to transfer the argument from [42].

Proposition 4.12 (RCA0 + IΣ0
2). For any continuous f : C → [−1, 1] on a closed

set C ⊆ R, there is a continuous h : R → [−1, 1] with f(x) = h(x) for all x ∈ C.

Proof. Starting with f0 = f , we construct continuous fn : C → [−(2/3)n, (2/3)n] by
recursion. In the step, use the previous lemma (and rescaling) to get a continuous
function hn : R → [−2n/3n+1, 2n/3n+1] with

(4.1) |fn(x)− hn(x)| ≤
(
2

3

)n+1

for all x ∈ C.

We then set fn+1 = fn − hn.
In the theory RCA0 + IΣ0

2, we can accommodate this construction as a strong
effective recursion in the sense of [46] (see also [8, 12]). To see this, we need to show
that fn+1 is uniformly ∆0

1-definable from fn. We successively get ∆0
1-definitions of

(a) the sets

Un,0 =

{
x ∈ C : fn(x) > − 2n

3n+1

}
∪ R\C,

Un,1 =

{
x ∈ C : fn(x) <

2n

3n+1

}
∪ R\C,

constructed as in the proof of Lemma 4.10,
(b) the continuous functions gn,i : R → [0, 1] with Un,i = g−1

n,i((0, 1]) from the
proof of Proposition 4.4,

(c) the functions gn = gn,0/(gn,0 + gn,1) and hn = (2/3)n+1 · (gn − 1/2) and
fn+1 = fn − hn, which arise from Lemmas 4.7 and 4.11 with Ci = R\Un,i.

Let us note that steps (b) and (c) always produce some continuous function fn+1.
While its domain is not a priori guaranteed to be all of R, the rational fn+1(r)i is
defined for all r ∈ Q and i ∈ N, which is important for the ∆0

1-definition in (a).
For fixed x ∈ C, we show x ∈ Un,0 ∪Un,1 by induction on n ∈ N (as in the proof

of Theorem II.7.5 from [42]). If this holds for all m < n, then x lies in the domain of
the gm and hence of the hm, so that it also lies in the domain of fn = f−

∑
m<n hm.

As in the proof of Lemma 4.10, one can now check

x ∈ Un,0 ⇔ fn(x) > − 2n

3n+1
or x ∈ R\C.

An analogous equivalence holds for Un,1, which completes the induction step.
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The previous paragraph establishes that all the hn have domain R. By Lemma 3.5,
we obtain a continuous function

h =

∞∑
n=0

hn : R → [−1, 1].

Given any q ∈ Q and natural numbers i < n, we recall fi = f −
∑

j<i hj to get

|f(q)n − h(q)n| ≤ |fi(q)n − hi(q)n|+
(
2

3

)i+1

.

Since (4.1) holds by construction, all x ∈ C and i ∈ N validate

|f(x)− h(x)| ≤ |fi(x)− hi(x)|+
(
2

3

)i+1

≤ 2 ·
(
2

3

)i+1

.

By letting i grow, we learn that f and h coincide on C, as desired. □

To conclude this section, we study the Baire category theorem, by which we
mean the statement that

⋂
i∈N Ui is dense for any family of dense open sets Ui ⊆ R.

As usual, a set is dense if it intersects every non-empty open set.

Proposition 4.13. The Baire category theorem can be derived in RCA0 extended
by either of the following:

(i) The principle of Σ0
2-induction along N.

(ii) The Π0
1-genericity principle Π0

1G ([20]; explained in the proof).

Proof. We begin with the proof based on Σ0
2-induction. Given rational numbers

a and r > 0, we want to find a real x ∈ Br(a) that lies in each of the Ui. To
save indices, we also write B(r, a) at the place of Br(a). For each k ∈ N, we use
recursion on i ∈ N to define rational numbers aki and rki > 0. In the base case, we
set ak0 = a and rk0 = r. In the recursion step, let tki := (N, b, s) ∈ N×Q×Q>0 have
minimal code such that

– we have (n, b, s) ∈ Ui for N ≤ n < k,
– the intersection of B(rki /2, a

k
i ) with B(s, b) is non-empty.

Note that this is possible because the first condition is trivially satisfied when we
have N ≥ k. We now pick aki+1 and rki+1 with

B
(
rki+1, a

k
i+1

)
⊆ B

(
rki /2, a

k
i

)
∩B

(
s, b
)
.

We assume that aki+1 and rki+1 depend only on rki , a
k
i and s, b (but not on k). By

Σ0
2-induction, we show that each i ∈ N admits a K ∈ N with aki = aKi and rki = rKi

for all k ≥ K. If this holds at i, the map k 7→ tki is non-descreasing for k ≥ K. To
conclude that the map stabilizes – which yields the induction step –, it suffices to
note that it is bounded. Indeed, since Ui is dense, there are N, b, s such that we
have B(rKi /2, aKi ) ∩ B(s, b) ̸= ∅ and (n, b, s) ∈ Ui for all n ≥ N , so that k ≥ K
entails tki ≤ (N, b, s).

Let us deduce that the sequence of rationals (akk) is Cauchy and hence a real. We
have rki+1 ≤ rki /2 and thus rki ≤ r/2i. Given ε > 0, pick an i ∈ N with r/2i ≤ ε/2.

The above yields a K ≥ i so that k ≥ K entails aki = aKi and hence

akk ∈ B
(
rkk , a

k
k

)
⊆ B

(
rkk−1, a

k
k−1

)
⊆ . . . ⊆ B

(
rki , a

k
i

)
⊆ B

(
ε/2, aKi

)
.
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So we get |akk − all| < ε for k, l ≥ K. Since k > 0 entails

akk ∈ B(rk1 , a
k
1) ⊆ B(rk0/2, a

k
0) = B(r/2, a),

we have x := (akk) ∈ Br(a). It remains to show that we have x ∈ Ui for each i ∈ N.
Again by the above, there is a K ≥ i + 2 with tki = tKi for all k ≥ K. If we write
tKi = (N, b, s), we thus have (n, b, s) ∈ Ui for all n ≥ N , which yields

B
(
rki+1, a

k
i+1

)
⊆ B

(
s, b
)
⊆ Ui for all k ≥ K.

Now k ≥ K also entails

akk ∈ B(rki+2, a
k
i+2) ⊆ B(rki+1/2, a

k
i+1).

Possibly after increasingK, we may assume that the last ball equals B(rKi+1/2, a
K
i+1)

for all k ≥ K. So the real (akk) lies in B(rKi+1, a
K
i+1) and hence in Ui.

We now move on to Π0
1-genericity. Consider the tree 2

<ω that consists of all finite
sequences ⟨σ0, . . . , σ|σ|−1⟩ with σi ∈ {0, 1} (where we write |σ| for the length of σ).
Given such a sequence and i ≤ |σ|, we put σ[i] = ⟨σ0, . . . , σi−1⟩. We write σ ⊑ τ
and say that τ extends σ if we have σ = τ [i] for some i ≤ |τ |. The Π0

1-genericity
principle Π0

1G (studied in [20]) concerns uniformly Π0
1-subcollections of 2<ω. Any

such collection is determined by a set X ⊆ N, from which it is obtained as

Di =
{
σ ∈ 2<ω : (σ, i, n) ∈ X for all n ∈ N

}
.

Assuming that each Di is dense (which means that any σ ∈ 2<ω admits a τ ∈ Di

with σ ⊑ τ), the principle Π0
1G asserts the existence of a set G that is generic for

the collection, i.e., such that each i ∈ N admits a k ∈ N with G[k] ∈ Di (where we
have G[k] = ⟨χG(0), . . . , χG(k − 1)⟩ ∈ 2<ω with χG(j) = 1 precisely for j ∈ G).

Again, we want to find a real x that lies in some given ball Br(a) as well as in
each Ui. Purely for convenience, we assume [0, 1] ⊆ Br(a). For each σ ∈ 2<ω, we
have an interval

[σ] :=

[
p, p+

1

2|σ|

]
⊆ [0, 1] with p =

∑
i<|σ|

σi

2i+1
.

Let X ⊆ N consist of all tuples (σ, i, n) with σ ∈ 2<ω such that |σ| codes a tuple
(N, b, s) with [σ] ⊆ Bs(b) and (n, b, s) ∈ Ui in case n ≥ N . For the Π0

1-collection
determined as above, this yields

σ ∈ Di ⇔ |σ| codes (N, b, s) with [σ] ⊆ Bs(b) and (n, b, s) ∈ Ui for all n ≥ N .

To show that Di is dense, consider an arbitrary σ ∈ 2<ω. Given that Ui is dense (as
a subset of R rather than 2<ω), there is a real x ∈ [σ] ∩ Ui. We thus have a tuple
(N, b, s) with x ∈ Bs(b) and hence [σ] ∩Bs(b) ̸= ∅ such that (n, b, s) ∈ Ui holds for
all n ≥ N . Pick a τ ∈ 2<ω with σ ⊑ τ (thus [τ ] ⊆ [σ]) and [τ ] ⊆ Bs(b). Then find
an N ′ ≥ N and τ ′ ∈ 2<ω with τ ⊑ τ ′ such that |τ ′| codes (N ′, b, s). The sequence
τ ′ lies in Di, as needed to see that the latter is dense.

By Π0
1G, pick a set G ⊆ N that is generic for the given collection of Di. Then

x = (xk) ∈ [0, 1] ⊆ Br(a) with xk =
∑
j<k

χG(j)

2j+1

defines a real that lies in each of the Ui. To see this, take a k ∈ N with G[k] ∈ Di.
Writing (N, b, s) for the tuple that is coded by k = |G[k]|, we get

x ∈
[
G[k]

]
⊆ Bs(b) ⊆ Ui,
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which is as desired. □

Let us recall that a formula is rΠ1
2 if it has the form

∀X ⊆ N
(
φ(X) → ∃Y ⊆ N θ(X,Y )

)
with arithmetical φ and θ ∈ Σ0

3.

Corollary 4.14. (a) The Baire category theorem is rΠ1
2-conservative over RCA0. In

particular, it does not entail Σ0
2-induction (and not even the pigeonhole principle).

(b) The Baire category theorem does not imply Π0
1G over RCA0.

Proof. (a) It is known that Π0
1G (but not IPP) is rΠ1

2-conservative over RCA0 (see
the paragraph after the proof of Theorem 4.3 in [20]; note however that, by the
cited theorem, Π0

1G and IPP together entail Σ0
2-induction).

(b) Since the Baire category theorem follows from Σ0
2-induction, it is satisfied in

the ω-model of computable sets. But this model does not validate Π0
1G. Indeed,

the latter implies the atomic model theorem and hence the omitting types theorem,
which yields hyperimmune and in particular non-computable sets (as shown in
Sections 4 and 5 of [20]). □

Since the Baire category theorem entails that the reals are uncountable (consider
the dense open sets Ui = R\{xi} for a countable family of reals xi), the previous
corollary essentially implies Proposition 2.11 (modulo the inclusion of WKL). We
have decided to keep our earlier proof of Proposition 2.11 in this paper, because
that proof involves an unusual combination of hyperimmunity and metastability in
the sense of proof mining, which may be fruitful for other applications.

5. Two faces of the strong cohesive principle

In this section, we present the (strong) cohesive principle and some of its con-
sequences and equivalent formulations, mostly in the form of a literature review.
We emphasize that the strong cohesive principle has two ‘faces’: On the one hand,
it is equivalent to combinatorial facts related to the ascending/descending sequence
principle. On the other hand, there is an equivalence with a ∆0

2-version of weak
Kőnig’s lemma. One can argue that the latter has a more analytical flavour. Indeed,
we will see that it is equivalent to the Heine-Borel theorem for our representation
of open sets of reals.

To motivate the cohesive principle, we first recall Ramsey’s theorem for pairs
and two colours (where [X]n denotes the collection of n-element subsets of X):

(RT2
2) Any c : [N]2 → {0, 1} is constant on [H]2 for some infinite H ⊆ N.

We recall the following observation (made in [21]):

Lemma 5.1 (RCA0). The pigeonhole principle IPP is a consequence of RT2
2.

Proof. Given c : N → {0, . . . , n}, define c′ : [N]2 → {0, 1} by

c′(i, j) = 1 ⇔ c(i) = c(j).

Here we write c′(i, j) at the place of c′({i, j}) with i < j. By RT2
2, take an infinite

H ⊆ N that is homogeneous, i.e., such that c′ is constant on [H]2. The constant
value cannot be zero, since this would make c : H → {0, . . . , n} injective. So c is
constant on H, and the value of c on H occurs infinitely often. □
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By a breakthrough result of Patey and Yokoyama [37] and its recent strengthen-
ing by these authors and Le Houérou [32], RT2

2 is Π0
4-conservative over RCA0 + IPP

and hence Π0
3-conservative over RCA0. In particular, as already shown by Seetapun

(see the paper [41] with Slaman), RT2
2 is strictly weaker than Ramsey’s theorem

for colourings of sets with three rather than two elements, which is equivalent to
arithmetical comprehension (see Theorem III.7.6 of [42]).

It had previously been shown by Cholack, Jockusch and Slaman [5] that RT2
2 is

Π1
1-conservative over RCA0+ IΣ0

2. The proof singles out colourings c : [N]2 → {0, 1}
that are stable, i.e., for which each i admits a J > i with c(i, j) = c(i, J) for
all j ≥ J . Of course, RT2

2 follows from its restriction to stable colourings together
with the statement that every colouring restricts to a stable one. This latter state-
ment is called the cohesive part of RT2

2 (e.g. in [19]). It is also known that RT2
2

implies its cohesive part (as discussed below).
We will be particularly interested in a consequence of RT2

2 that is known as the
ascending/descending sequence principle:

(ADS) In any infinite linear order, there is a strictly monotone sequence.

Let us record the following easy observation.

Lemma 5.2 (RCA0). The principle ADS is a consequence of RT2
2.

Proof. Given a linear order L = (N, <L), define c : [N]2 → {0, 1} by

c(i, j) = 1 ⇔ i <L j.

By RT2
2, take an infinite H ⊆ N such that c is constant on [H]2. Let f : N → H be

the strictly increasing enumeration with respect to the usual order on N. Then f
is strictly monotone with respect to the order <L on H. □

Parallel to the case of RT2
2, it makes sense to say that an order (L,<L) with

underlying set L ⊆ N is stable if each i ∈ L admits a J ∈ L such that i <L j is
equivalent to i <L J for all j ≥ J (the latter in the usual order on N). This can
also be expressed as follows.

Definition 5.3. A linear order is stable if each element has at most finitely many
predecessors or at most finitely many successors.

Recall that a linear order is discrete if every element that is non-minimal or non-
maximal has an immediate predecessor or successor, respectively. The following
will allow us to connect with the setting of Hirschfeldt and Shore [19].

Lemma 5.4 (RCA0). Any infinite linear order that is stable has an infinite suborder
that is discrete.

Proof. Consider a linear order L that is not discrete itself. By symmetry, we may
assume that there is a non-minimal i ∈ L without an immediate predecessor. To get
a strictly increasing sequence f : N → L, search for values f(n) <L f(n + 1) <L i
by recursion. Within RCA0, we may not be able to form the image of f , but we
find an infinite subset of the image (by the usual proof that any infinite enumerable
set has an infinite computable subset). The order on this subset is discrete. □

By an order of type ω or ω∗, respectively, Hirschfeldt and Shore [19] mean
an infinite and discrete linear order in which all elements have only finitely many
predecessors or all elements have only finitely many successors. The previous lemma
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shows that a strictly monotone sequence yields a suborder of type ω or ω∗. This
shows that our formulation of ADS above coincides with the formulation in [19].
Hirschfeldt and Shore also define an order of type ω + ω∗ as an infinite linear
order that is discrete and stable but not of type ω or ω∗ (though it could be, e.g.,
isomorphic to ω + 1). By the previous lemma and its proof, we get the following.

Corollary 5.5 (RCA0). Any infinite linear order that is stable has a suborder that
has type ω or ω∗ or ω + ω∗.

This means that the following coincides with the cohesive ascending/descending
sequence principle as formulated by Hirschfeldt and Shore [19].

(CADS) Any infinite linear order has an infinite stable suborder.

Correspondingly, the stable ascending/descending sequence principle says that any
infinite linear order that is stable contains a strictly monotone sequence (where
only stable orders of type ω+ω∗ are of interest). This stable part will play no role
in the following, but we will use one special case that is computably true:

Lemma 5.6 (RCA0). Consider a stable linear order L. If I, J ⊆ L are infinite
with i <L j for all i ∈ I and j ∈ J , then I contains a strictly increasing sequence.

Of course, symmetry also yields a strictly descreasing sequence in J .

Proof. Given that L is stable, any point in I can have only finitely many prede-
cessor, so that it must have some successor in I (in fact infinitely many). Thus a
recursive search yields the desired sequence. □

Correspondingly, we obtain the following reformulation of CADS, which will be
particularly useful for our applications.

Proposition 5.7. The following are equivalent over RCA0:

(i) The cohesive ascending/descending sequence principle CADS holds.
(ii) Any infinite linear order L has an infinite suborder S such that there are

no infinite I, J ⊆ S with i <L j for all i ∈ I and j ∈ J .

Proof. For the forward direction, use CADS to assume that L is stable. If L itself
does not have the desired property, the previous lemma yields a strictly monotone
sequence. By passing to a subsequence, we may assume that the range S of this
sequence exists (as in the proof of Lemma 5.4). Clearly, S is as required.

For the converse, it suffices to note that any S as in (ii) is stable. To see this,
consider some i ∈ S and apply the indicated property to the set I = {j ∈ S : j ≤L i}
of predecessors and the set J = {j ∈ S : i <L j} of successors. □

We will see that the following yields a strong version of the cohesive ascending/
descending sequence principle:

(StCADS) Any infinite linear order has a suborder S such that each partition of S
into finitely many intervals contains precisely one infinite interval.

Our formulation of this principle is inspired by but not quite the same as the formu-
lation by Hirschfeldt and Shore [19]. The following shows that the two formulations
are equivalent.

Lemma 5.8 (RCA0). The conjunction of CADS and IPP is equivalent to StCADS.
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Proof. In the forward direction, use CADS to find a suborder as in statement (ii)
of Proposition 5.7. For any partition into finitely many intervals, it immediately
follows that at most one interval is infinite. The pigeonhole principle ensures that
there is an infinite interval.

For the converse, we first derive CADS. Given a linear order, consider a sub-
order as provided by StCADS. To see that this suborder is stable, consider the
partition into predecessors and successors of any given element (as in the proof of
Proposition 5.7).

Finally, we derive IPP. Given a function f : N → {0, . . . , n}, consider
L = {(c, i) : i ∈ N and f(i) = c}

with the lexicographic order. Let S ⊆ L be a suborder as provided by StCADS.
The sets Ic = {(c′, i) ∈ S : c′ = c} form a partition of L into intervals. We obtain
one interval Ic that is infinite. This means that there are infinitely many i ∈ N
with f(i) = c, as needed for IPP. □

We have discussed splittings of RT2
2 and ADS into stable and cohesive parts.

It turns out that the latter can be subsumed under the following general cohesive
principle (see Statement 7.7 of [5]). We write A ⊆∗ B to indicate that A\B is finite.

(COH)
Any sequence of sets Ri ⊆ N admits an infinite set C ⊆ N such
that we have C ⊆∗ Ri or C ⊆∗ N\Ri for each i ∈ N.

One can strengthen COH by demanding that the finitely many exceptions that
occur in C ⊆∗ Ri and C ⊆∗ N\Ri are uniformly bounded for all i ≤ n below
each n ∈ N. Hirschfeldt and Shore [19] show that this strong cohesive principle
admits the following characterization (which we simply take as our definition):

(StCOH) We have COH and IPP.

The following proof is similar to the one by of Hirschfeldt and Shore but quite a bit
shorter with our formulation of StCADS (and we want to refer to the proof later).

Proposition 5.9 (RCA0; [19]). The principles StCOH and StCADS are equivalent.

Proof. In the forward direction, we prove the stronger result that COH implies CADS
(cf. Lemma 5.8). Consider a linear order L = (N, <L). Let C be given by COH with
respect to Ri = {j > i : i <L j}. To see that (C,<L) is stable, consider any i ∈ C.
We may assume that C\Ri is finite (as the argument for the complement is similar).
Then i has only finitely many predecessors in C.

Conversely, assume we are given sets Ri for i ∈ N. Consider the sequences

σj [n] = ⟨σj
0, . . . , σ

j
n⟩ with σj

k =

{
1 if j ∈ Rk,

0 otherwise.

To define a linear order L with underlying set N, we declare that j <L k holds
precisely when σj [j] precedes σk[k] in the lexicographic order. Let S ⊆ L be a
suborder as in statement (ii) of Proposition 5.7. To see that S validates COH,
consider an arbitrary i ∈ N. Each 0/1-sequence σ of length i+ 1 determines a set

Iσ =
{
j ∈ S : j ≥ i and σj [i] = σ

}
.

When σ precedes τ in the lexicographic order, we have j <L k for all j ∈ Iσ
and k ∈ Iτ . So at most one set Iσ can be infinite. By the pigeonhole principle,
there are σ and J ∈ N such that we have j ∈ Iσ for all j ∈ S with j ≥ J . Write σi for
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the last entry of σ. If we have σi = 1, we get σj
i = 1 and hence j ∈ Ri for all j ∈ S

with j ≥ J , which yields S ⊆∗ Ri. If we have σi = 0, we get S ⊆∗ N\Ri. □

At first glance, it may not even be clear that the cohesive principle is true. As
more readers may be familiar with Ramsey’s theorem, we include the following.

Corollary 5.10 (RCA0). The principle COH follows from RT2
2.

Proof. For the ascending/descending sequence principle, it is straightforward to
see that the cohesive part CADS follows from the principle ADS itself (as orders of
type ω and ω∗ are stable, cf. the paragraph after Lemma 5.4). The result follows
by the previous proposition together with Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2. □

Let us also state important non-implications between the principles that we have
discussed (while it would go beyond the scope of this paper to recall the proofs):
The implications from RT2

2 to ADS and from the latter to StCOH are strict [19].
Also, COH cannot be proved in RCA0 or even by weak Kőnig’s lemma [5]. The latter
is indeed independent of RT2

2 over RCA0 (see [34]). It has already been mentioned
that RT2

2 and hence also StCOH (even in conjunction with weak Kőnig’s lemma)
is Π0

4-conservative over RCA0 + IPP. In particular, these principles are far weaker
than arithmetical comprehension. Stronger conservativity results are known for
principles below RT2

2 (see in particular [19] for the case of COH).
In the first part of this section, we have motivated the cohesive principle in terms

of Ramsey’s theorem, which is arguably part of combinatorics (though monotone
sequences as in ADS are of course also central for analysis). Before we come to
a different and arguably more analytical side of the cohesive principle – which in
our setting is embodied by the Heine-Borel theorem –, we consider combinatorial
results on sequences of rationals.

As a preparation, we study convergence in the tree 2<ω (see the proof of Pro-
position 4.13 for relevant notation). A reversal for the following two results can be
obtained via Lemma 5.13 below.

Lemma 5.11 (RCA0+StCOH). For any sequence in 2<ω with infinite range, there
is a subsequence (σn)n∈N such that each i ∈ N admits an N ∈ N with σn[i] = σN [i]
(which we take to include |σn|, |σN | ≥ i) for all n ≥ N .

Proof. Since the given sequence has infinite range, we find a subsequence (ρn) with
|ρn| < |ρn+1| for all n ∈ N. This ensures in particular that L = {ρn : n ∈ N}
exists as a set. We consider L with the lexicographic order. Let S ⊆ L be a sub-
order as in statement (ii) of Proposition 5.8 (see also Proposition 5.9). We find a
subsequence (σn) of (ρn) that enumerates S. For given i ∈ N, each σ ∈ 2<ω of
length i determines a set

Iσ = {σn : n ≥ i and σn[i] = σ} ⊆ S.

As in the proof of Proposition 5.11, there is a σ and an N ∈ N such that we have
σn ∈ Iσ for all n ≥ N , which thus validate σn[i] = σ = σN [i]. □

We will later need the following result about simultaneous convergence in Q.

Proposition 5.12 (RCA0 + StCOH). Any double sequence of rationals qkn ∈ [0, 1]
admits a strictly increasing n : N → N such that

(
qkn(i)

)
i∈N is Cauchy for each k ∈ N.
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Proof. As in the proof of Proposition 4.13, each σ ∈ 2<ω yields an interval

[σ] :=

[
p, p+

1

2|σ|

]
⊆ [0, 1] with p =

∑
i<|σ|

σi

2i+1
.

Let π : N2 → N be the Cantor pairing (or any computable injection). Given σ ∈ 2<ω

and j ∈ N, put

πk(σ) =
〈
σπ(k,0), . . . , σπ(k,l−1)

〉
with l = min{l′ ∈ N : π(k, l′) ≥ |σ|}.

For every n ∈ N, choose ρn ∈ 2<ω with |ρn| = n and qkn ∈ [πk(ρ
n)] for all k ≤ n.

To see that this is possible, note that lkn = |πk(ρ
n)| depends only on k and n. For

each k ≤ n, we find a ρkn ∈ 2<ω with |ρkn| = lkn and qkn ∈ [ρkn]. Given that π is
injective, there is a ρn with πk(ρ

n) = ρkn for all k ≤ n.
Consider a subsequence σi = ρn(i) as provided by the previous lemma. To show

that (qkn(i))i∈N is Cauchy, we consider an arbitrary ε = 2−L > 0. Put

l = max{π(k, l′) : l′ ≤ L}+ 1.

Now take an I ≥ k such that all i ≥ I validate σi[l] = σI [l] and hence

qkn(i) ∈
[
πk

(
ρn(i)

)]
=
[
πk

(
σi
)]

⊆
[
πk

(
σi[l]

)]
=
[
πk

(
σI [l]

)]
.

Due to |πk(σ
I [l])| > L, we get |qkn(i) − qkn(j)| < 2−L = ε for all i, j ≥ I. □

The following reversal is due to Kreuzer. We give a different and simple proof.

Lemma 5.13 ([30]). The following are equivalent over RCA0:

(i) The strong cohesive principle StCOH.
(ii) Any bounded sequence of rationals has a subsequence that is Cauchy.

Proof. That (i) implies (ii) is a special case of the previous result. For the converse,
it is staightforward to see that (ii) implies IPP. So it remains to establish CADS.
Given an infinite linear order L, we fix an enumeration L = {ρn : n ∈ N} and
construct an embedding f : L → Q. By (ii), we get a strictly increasing n : N → N
such that the sequence (f(ρn(i)))i∈N is Cauchy. If the enumeration of L is increasing
(with respect to the usual order on N), then S = {ρn(i) : i ∈ N} exists as a set. In
{f(ρ) : ρ ∈ S} and hence in S, at most one point (namely the limit of the Cauchy
sequence) can have infinitely many predecessors and infinitely many successors. If
we omit this point, we have an infinite stable suborder of L. □

The coherent part of the ascending/descending sequence principle can also be
characterized as in part (b) of the following result, which yields an interesting
comparison with the full principle in part (a).

Proposition 5.14 (RCA0). (a) The principle ADS holds precisely if every sequence
in Q has a monotone subsequence.

(b) The principle StCADS holds precisely if every sequence in Q has a subsequence
that is almost increasing or almost decreasing, which means that each ε > 0 admits
an N ∈ N such that all n > m ≥ N validate qn ≤ qm+ε or qn ≥ qm−ε, respectively.

Proof. (a) Consider a sequence (qn) ⊆ Q. As before, passing to a subsequence allows
us to assume that L = {qn : n ∈ N} exists as a set. If L is finite, we can conclude
by the pigeonhole principle, which is a consequence of ADS (see Proposition 4.5
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of [19]). Otherwise, ADS yields a strictly monotone sequence in L (with respect to
the usual order on Q). A subsequence of the latter is a subsequence of (qn).

Conversely, let L be any infinite linear order. Pick an enumeration (ρn) of L.
Then construct an embedding f : L → Q. The statement in (a) yields a strictly
increasing n : N → N such that (f(ρn(i))) and hence (ρn(i)) is (strictly) monotone.

(b) Consider a sequence (rn) ⊆ Q. If this sequence is unbounded, we recursively
find a subsequence that is even strictly monotone. In the remaining case, the
previous lemma yields a subsequence (qn) that is Cauchy. This sequence is almost
increasing as well as almost decreasing.

For the converse, we also reduce to the previous lemma. Consider a sequence of
rationals qn ∈ [−B,B]. Passing to a subsequence, we assume that (qn) is almost
decreasing. To show that it is even Cauchy, consider some ε > 0. Take M ∈ N such
that we have qn < qm + ε/2 for all n > m ≥ M . Then use Σ0

1-induction to find
an N ≥ M for which qN is close to minimal, by which we mean that qn > qN − ε/2
holds for all n ≥ M . For any n ≥ N , we get qn ∈ (qN − ε/2, qN + ε/2). □

The previous proof reveals that almost monotone sequences are enough to show
convergence. This may provide some intuition why we only need cohesiveness rather
than the ascending/descending sequence principle for our applications in analysis.

In the following, we discuss a side of cohesiveness that is arguably more ana-
lytical or topological. Specifically, we prove an equivalence with the Heine-Borel
theorem. The result may not be completely surprising in view of two known facts.
First, the cohesive principle is equivalent to a ∆0

2-version of weak Kőnig’s lemma
(which states that every infinite binary ∆0

2-tree has a ∆0
2-path). On the level of

computability, this goes back to work of Jockusch and Stephan [24], which was
refined by Brattka, Gherardi and Marcone [4]. As a result of reverse mathematics,
it has been established by Belanger [1]. Secondly, the ‘regular’ version of weak
Kőnig’s lemma – for trees that are (computable and hence) given as sets – is equi-
valent to the Heine-Borel theorem under the traditional approach (with reals as fast
Cauchy sequences and a corresponding encoding of open sets; see Theorem IV.1.2
of [42]). Since our approach with slow Cauchy sequences often ‘adds a quantifier’
(so that, e.g., strict inequalities between reals are Σ0

2 rather than Σ0
1), it should be

possible to obtain the following theorem as a lift of the traditional result. However,
we prefer to give a more direct proof. The argument for the reversal seems par-
ticularly ‘mathematical’ in the sense that it could similarly appear in an analysis
textbook, where it would be used to derive the Bolzano-Weierstrass theorem.

Theorem 5.15. The following are equivalent over RCA0:

(i) The Heine-Borel theorem holds, i.e., any covering [0, 1] ⊆
⋃

n∈N Ui by open
sets Ui (cf. Definition 4.1) admits a finite subcovering [0, 1] ⊆

⋃
n≤N Ui.

(ii) We have the strong cohesive principle StCOH.

Proof. We first show that (i) implies (ii). In view of Lemma 5.13, it suffices to prove
that any sequence of rationals qi ∈ [0, 1] has a subsequence that is Cauchy. Given
a natural number N as well as rationals a and r > 0, we set

UN,a,r = {(n, a, r) ∈ N×Q×Q>0 : qi /∈ Br(a) for N ≤ i ≤ n}.
No finite collection of (open sets represented by) the UN,a,r can cover [0, 1]. To see
this, note that qi ∈ UN,a,r requires qi ∈ Br(a) as well as (n, a, r) ∈ UN,a,r for all
sufficiently large n (here in fact for all n), which forces i < N . So by (i), we get a
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real number x = (xj) ∈ [0, 1] that is not contained in any of the sets UN,a,r. This
means that all N, a, r validate

x ∈ Br(a) ⇒ qi ∈ Br(a) for some i ≥ N.

We recursively search for two strictly increasing sequences of indices i(n) and j(n)
with |qi(n) − xj(n)| < 1/n. In order to see that these always exist, first pick j(n)
such that we have |x−xj(n)| ≤ 1/3n and j(n) > j(n−1) in case n > 0. Now take a
rational a with x ∈ B1/3n(a). By the above, we find an i(n) with qi(n) ∈ B1/3n(a)
and i(n) > i(n− 1) in case n > 0. We indeed get∣∣qi(n) − xj(n)

∣∣ ≤ ∣∣qi(n) − a
∣∣+ |a− x|+

∣∣x− xj(n)

∣∣ < 1

n
.

It follows that the qi(n) form a Cauchy sequence (with limit x). Indeed, for any ε > 0
we find an N ≥ 3/ε such that all m,n ≥ N validate |xj(m) − xj(n)| ≤ ε/3 for
all n ≥ N . When we have m,n ≥ N , we obtain∣∣qi(m) − qi(m)

∣∣ ≤ ∣∣qi(m) − xj(m)

∣∣+ ∣∣xj(m) − xj(n)

∣∣+ ∣∣xj(n) − qi(n)
∣∣ < ε.

To establish that (ii) implies (i), we consider a family of open sets Ui. Say that a
pair (a, r) ∈ Q×Q>0 is [n,N ]-active if there is some i < n such that (n′, a, r) ∈ Ui

holds for n ≤ n′ ≤ N . We write Bn,N for the set of balls Br(a) such that (a, r)
has code below n and is [n,N ]-active. Assuming that (Ui) has no finite subcover,
each n admits an N = N(n) ≥ n such that [0, 1] is not covered by Bn,N . To see this,
assume the claim is false for some n. Since Bn,N shrinks as the second index grows,
it must stabilize at some N . For any Br(a) ∈ Bn,N this means that the pair (a, r) is
[n,N ′]-active for all N ′ ≥ N . But then we have Br(a) ⊆ Ui for some i < n. Indeed,
if this was false, we would find n′

i ≥ n with (n′
i, a, r) /∈ Ui. By bounded collection,

we would get an N ′ above all n′
i with i < n. So (a, r) would not be [n,N ′]-active,

against the assumption that Bn,N has stabilized. Now since Bn,N is a cover of [0, 1],
the same holds for (Ui)i<n, which contradicts our assumption.

Let us choose rationals xn ∈ [0, 1] that are not contained in any ball in Bn,N(n).
By StCOH we learn that some subsequence x = (xn(i)) ∈ [0, 1] is Cauchy and hence
a real number (see again Lemma 5.13). We show that x is contained in no Uj . As-
suming the contrary, the xn(i) eventually lie in a ball Br(a) such that (n′, a, r) ∈ Uj

holds for all n′ above some n > max{j, (a, r)}. For any i with n(i) ≥ n, it follows
that we have Br(a) ∈ Bn(i),N(n(i)), which contradicts the choice of xn(i). □

To conclude this section, we show that a sequential version of the Heine-Borel
theorem is strong. In this respect, our setting is different from the classical approach
with fast Cauchy sequences, where the sequential version is still as weak as WKL0
(see Theorem IV.1.6 of [42]). Similar observations can be made in other cases, e.g.,
for the intermediate value theorem. The relevance of the sequential results has been
discussed in the introduction.

Proposition 5.16 (RCA0). The following are equivalent over RCA0:

(i) Given any open sets Uni with [0, 1] ⊆
⋃

i∈N Uni for all n ∈ N, there is a
function h : N → N such that all n validate [0, 1] ⊆

⋃
i≤h(n) Uni.

(ii) We have arithmetical comprehension (i.e., the main axiom of ACA0).

Proof. In order to see that (i) implies (ii), we show that the range rng(f) of any
function f : N → N exists as a set (cf. Lemma III.1.3 of [42]). Let Un0 consist of all
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triples (k, 1/2, 1) such that there is no m < k with f(m) = n. If we also write Un0

for the open set that this represents, then we have

Un0 =

{
(−1/2, 3/2) if n /∈ rng(f),

∅ otherwise.

Also, it is straightforward to represent open sets with

Un,i+1 =

{
(−1/2, 3/2) if f(i) = n,

∅ otherwise.

We clearly have [0, 1] ⊆
⋃

i∈N Uni for all n ∈ N. Now if we have [0, 1] ⊆
⋃

i≤h(n) Uni,

then we obtain

rng(f) = {n ∈ N : f(i) = n for some i < h(n)},

where the right side can be formed by ∆0
1-comprehension.

To establish that (ii) implies (i), it suffices to turn [0, 1] ⊆
⋃

i≤I Uni into an
arithmetical property. Using the Cantor pairing function π, we define

U ′
nk =

{
(m, a, r) ∈ Ui : (a, r) has code at most j} for k = π(i, j).

Crucially, the represented open sets are finite unions of balls with rational endpoints.
We thus have an arithmetical definition of

h(n) = min

K ∈ N : [0, 1] ⊆
⋃
k≤K

U ′
nk

 ,

which is always defined when we have [0, 1] ⊆
⋃

i∈N Uni and hence [0, 1] ⊆
⋃

k∈N U ′
nk,

due to the previous theorem. As we have U ′
nk ⊆ Uni for k = π(i, j) ≥ i, we can

conclude that we have [0, 1] ⊆
⋃

i≤h(n) Uni for all n ∈ N. □

6. Further properties of continuous functions

In Section 3 we have begun the analysis of continuous functions in our setting.
Here we continue with results about continuous functions that rely on open sets or
on the cohesive principle, which were discussed in Sections 4 and 5, respectively.

Theorem 6.1. The following are equivalent over RCA0:

(i) The strong cohesive principle StCOH holds.
(ii) Any continuous function f : [0, 1] → R is uniformly continuous.
(iii) Any continuous function f : [0, 1] → R has a maximum and a minimum.
(iv) Any continuous function f : [0, 1] → R is bounded.

Proof. We first show that (i) implies (ii). According to Definition 3.1, a continuous
function f : [0, 1] → R is given as a family of rationals f(q)i for q ∈ Q and i ∈ N,
where all x ∈ [0, 1] and ε > 0 admit an N ∈ N with∣∣f(p)i − f(q)j

∣∣ < ε for all rationals p, q ∈ B1/N (x) and all i, j ≥ N.

In the presence of cohesiveness and for the compact domain [0, 1], we show that
this implies the following uniform condition (which we display for future reference):

(6.1)
Every ε > 0 admits an N ∈ N such that |f(p)i − f(q)j | < ε holds
for all rationals p, q ∈ [0, 1] with |p− q| < 1/N and for all i, j ≥ N .
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Write Q[n] for the set of rationals with code below n ∈ N. For fixed ε > 0, let Um

be the set of triples (n, a, 1/m) with a ∈ Q and m,n ∈ N that validate

|f(p)i − f(q)j | < ε for all p, q ∈ B2/m(a) ∩Q[n] and m ≤ i, j ≤ n.

To see that any real number x ∈ [0, 1] lies in one of the represented open sets Um,
take a k ∈ N with |f(p)i − f(q)j | < ε for all p, q ∈ B1/k(x) ∩ Q and all i, j ≥ k.
For m = 3k we pick a rational a ∈ B1/m(x), which yields B2/m(a) ⊆ B1/k(x). So
we have (n, a, 1/m) ∈ Um for all n ∈ N, which yields x ∈ B1/m(a) ⊆ Um. In view
of Theorem 5.15, we can use the Heine-Borel theorem to find an N ∈ N such that
[0, 1] is already covered by the open sets Um with m ≤ N . We show that this N
validates (6.1) for our fixed ε. Consider rationals p, q ∈ [0, 1] with |p − q| < 1/N .
Take an m ≤ N with p ∈ Um, which means that p lies in some ball B1/m(a)
with (n, a, 1/m) ∈ Um for all sufficiently large n (hence in fact for all n). In view
of q ∈ B2/m(a), the definition of Um yields |f(p)i − f(q)j | < ε for all i, j ≥ N .

To complete the direction from (i) to (ii), we show that uniform continuity follows
from (6.1). Assume that the latter holds for some ε > 0 and N ∈ N. Let us consider
arbitrary reals x, y ∈ [0, 1] with |x − y| < 1/(3N). We may assume that these
are represented as Cauchy sequences x = (xn) and y = (yn) with rational approx-
imations xn, yn ∈ [0, 1]. Take anM ≥ N such that n ≥ M implies |xn−x| < 1/(3N)
and |yn − y| < 1/(3N), so that we get |xn − yn| < 1/N and thus

|f(xn)n − f(yn)n| < ε.

Since f(x) is defined as the Cauchy sequence (f(xn)n)n∈N (see Definition 3.1), this
yields |f(x)− f(y)| ≤ ε, as needed for uniform continuity.

Next, we show that (i) implies (iii). By symmetry, it suffices to prove that any
continuous function f : [0, 1] → R has a maximum. For n ∈ N, pick xn = 2−n · i
with 0 ≤ i ≤ 2n such that f(xn)n is as large as possible. Using cohesiveness in
the form of Lemma 5.13, we get a subsequence x = (xn(i))i∈N that is Cauchy and
hence a real. To see that f(x) is the maximum value, we prove f(x) ≥ f(y)− ε for
arbitrary y ∈ [0, 1] and ε > 0. As before, we may assume that y is given as a Cauchy
sequence (yn) with yn ∈ [0, 1] for all n ∈ N. By the proof that (i) implies (ii), we
find an n such that |f(p)i−f(q)j | < ε/4 holds for any p, q ∈ [0, 1] with |p−q| < 2−n

and any i, j ≥ n. Now pick an i ≥ n such that we have |f(x)− f(xn(i))i| < ε/4 as

well as |f(y)−f(yn(i))n(i)| < ε/4. For some rational q = 2−n(i) ·j with 0 ≤ j ≤ 2n(i),

we have |yn(i) − q| < 2−n(i) ≤ 2−n. By the choice of xn(i), we get

f(x) > f(xn(i))i−
ε

4
> f(xn(i))n(i)−

ε

2
≥ f(q)n(i)−

ε

2
> f(yn(i))n(i)−

3ε

4
> f(y)−ε,

as desired.
Given that (iv) is an immediate consequence of (iii), it remains to show that each

of (ii) and (iv) implies (i). We argue by contraposition. In view of of Lemma 5.13,
a failure of (i) gives us a sequence of rationals qn ∈ [0, 1] of which no subsequence
is Cauchy. To falsify (ii) and (iv), we construct a continuous function f : [0, 1] → R
that is neither uniformly continuous nor bounded. The idea is to define f as a
maximum of ever higher and narrower hats over the qn. Specifically, for r ∈ Q and
n ∈ N we consider the approximations

f(r)i = max
n≤i

gn(r) with gn(r) = max
(
0, 2n ·

(
1− 2n · |qn − r|

) )
.
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To see that these represent a continuous function f : [0, 1] → R, we consider an
arbitrary real x ∈ [0, 1]. There are N ∈ N and a, r ∈ Q with r > 0 such that we
have x ∈ Br(a) but qn /∈ Br(a) for all n ≥ N . Indeed, if this was false, the proof of
Theorem 5.15 would yield a subsequence of (qn) that is Cauchy. Equivalently, we
have a δ > 0 such that qn /∈ Bδ(x) holds for all n ≥ N . We may assume 2−N ≤ δ/2.
For r ∈ B2−N (x) and n ≥ N , we get |qn− r| > 2−n and thus gn(r) = 0. So we have

f(r)i = max
n≤N

gn(r) for r ∈ B2−N (x) and i ≥ N.

Still assuming i ≥ N as well as p, q ∈ B2−N (x), we can conclude

|f(p)i − f(r)j | ≤ max
n≤N

|gn(p)− gn(r)| ≤ 22N · |p− r|.

Given some ε > 0, we now pick an M > max{2N , 22N+1/ε} to get

|f(p)i − f(r)j | ≤ 22N · 2

M
< ε for all p, r ∈ B1/M (x) ∩Q and i, j ≥ M.

According to Definition 3.1, this is the condition that representations of continuous
functions need to satisfy.

The continuous function f : [0, 1] → R with the above representation is clearly
unbounded: For any n ∈ N and all i ≥ n we have f(qn)i ≥ gn(qn) = 2n, so that
the real number f(qn) = (f(qn)i)i∈N is also at least 2n. It remains to show that f
is not uniformly continuous. Towards a contradiction, assume there is a δ > 0 such
that we have |f(x)−f(y)| < 1/2 for all x, y ∈ [0, 1] with |x−y| < δ. There must be
an n ∈ N with 2−n−1 < δ such that qN /∈ B2−n(qn) holds for all N > n. Otherwise,
we could recursively search for a strictly increasing sequence of indices n(i) that
validate |qn(i+1)− qn(i)| < 2−n(i) ≤ 2−i, which would yield a subsequence (qn(i))i∈N
that is Cauchy, against our assumption. Now for n as indicated, we set x = qn and
choose y ∈ [0, 1] with |x−y| = 2−n−1 < δ. For i ≥ n we have f(qn)i ≥ gn(qn) = 2n,
which yields f(x) ≥ 2n. For N > n, we have

2−n ≤ |qN − qn| ≤ |qN − y|+ |y − qn| = |qN − y|+ 2−n−1,

which yields |qN − y| ≥ 2−n−1 ≥ 2−N and hence gN (y) = 0. Let us also observe
that m < n entails gm(y) ≤ 2m ≤ 2n−1 and that we have

gn(y) = 2n · (1− 2n · |qn − y|) = 2n−1.

So we have f(y)i ≤ 2n−1 for any i ∈ N, which shows f(y) ≤ 2n−1. Together, it
follows that we have |f(x) − f(y)| ≥ 2n − 2n−1 = 2n−1 ≥ 1/2 despite |x − y| < δ,
which is the desired contradiction with uniform continuity. □

For later use, we record the following.

Remark 6.2. Already in RCA0 + IPP, we can show that a uniformly continuous
function f : [0, 1] → R is bounded. Concretely, the assumption yields an N ∈ N
such that |f(x)− f(y)| < 1 holds for all x, y ∈ [0, 1] with |x− y| ≤ 1/N . In view of
Lemma 2.13, we use IPP to form K := max{|f(ai)| : 0 ≤ i ≤ N} with ai := i/N .
Given any x ∈ [0, 1], we find an i ≤ N with |x− ai| < 1/N and hence

|f(x)| ≤ |f(x)− f(ai)|+ |f(ai)| < 1 +K,

so that f is indeed bounded.
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Using the strong cohesive principle, we can also develop the Riemann integral for
continuous functions. Under a partition P of [0, 1], we understand a finite collection
of pairwise disjoint intervals with union [0, 1]. We put ∆P = max{∆I : I ∈ P},
where ∆I refers to the usual length of the interval I.

Definition 6.3. A continuous function f : [0, 1] → R is Riemann integrable if there
is a real number

∫
[0,1]

f(x) dx as follows: Any ε > 0 admits a δ > 0 such that∣∣∣∣∣
∫
[0,1]

f(x) dx−
∑
I∈P

f(tI) ·∆I

∣∣∣∣∣ < ε

holds for any partition P of [0, 1] with ∆P < δ and any choice of tI ∈ I for I ∈ P .

We note that already the definition relies on the pigeonhole principle, which is
needed to form finite sums of reals (see Lemma 2.13 and the remark that follows
it). For this reason, we prove the following equivalence over a stronger base theory.
Let us recall that the cohesive principle COH and its strong variant StCOH are
equivalent in the presence of IPP.

Theorem 6.4 (RCA0 + IPP). The following are equivalent:

(i) The cohesive principle COH holds.
(ii) Every continuous function f : [0, 1] → R is Riemann integrable.

Proof. We first show that (i) implies (ii). To define a real x = (xn) with the
property of

∫
[0,1]

f(x) dx, we consider the partitions into intervals of length 2−n,

i.e., we set

xn =

2n−1∑
i=0

f
(
i · 2−n

)
n
· 2−n.

To see that this yields a Cauchy sequence, consider some ε > 0. With StCOH
available, (6.1) lets us pick an N ∈ N with |f(p)m − f(q)n| < ε for all m,n ≥ N
and all rationals p, q ∈ [0, 1] with |p− q| < 2−N . Given n > m ≥ N , we get∣∣f (i · 2−m

)
m
− f

(
(i · 2n−m + j) · 2−n

)
n

∣∣ < ε for 0 ≤ j < 2n−m,

which yields∣∣∣∣∣∣f(i · 2−m)m · 2−m −
2n−m−1∑

j=0

f
(
(i · 2n−m + j) · 2−n

)
n
· 2−n

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 2−n ·

2n−m−1∑
j=0

∣∣f (i · 2−m
)
m
− f

(
(i · 2n−m + j) · 2−n

)
n

∣∣ < ε · 2−m

and then |xm − xn| < ε, as needed.
Let us now show that x has the desired property. We say that a partition P with

points tI ∈ I for I ∈ P is rational if the tI and the endpoints of the intervals I are
rational numbers. Given ε > 0, choose N ∈ N as above. We claim that∣∣∣∣∣xn −

∑
I∈P

f(tI)n ·∆I

∣∣∣∣∣ < ε

holds for any rational partition P with ∆P ≤ 2−N−1 and for all n > N . To see this,
take a common refinement of P and the partition with endpoints i/(n+ 1). Then
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argue as in the proof that (xn) is Cauchy. By fixing P while n goes to infinity, we
get |x−

∑
I∈P f(tI) ·∆I| ≤ ε. Finally, in the presence of IPP, all partitions admit

arbitrarily good approximations by rational ones.
We now assume (ii) and derive (i). Assuming the latter fails, Theorem 6.1 gives

us a continuous f : [0, 1] → [0,∞) that is unbounded. If f is Riemann integrable,
there are B and N > 0 such that we have∑

I∈P

f(tI) ·∆I < B

for every partition P with ∆P ≤ 1/N and any choice of tI ∈ I. Let P be the
partition into intervals with endpoints i/N and pick tI ∈ I for I ∈ P such that we
have f(tI) ≥ B ·N for some I. We get∑

I∈P

f(tI) ·∆I ≥ B ·N · 1

N
= B,

which yields a contradiction. □

The picture is similar for the Weierstrass approximation theorem. Using the
pigeonhole principle, we get the following result for uniformly continuous functions.

Lemma 6.5 (RCA0 + IPP). If f : [0, 1] → R is uniformly continuous, any ε > 0
admits a polynomial p such that |f(x)− p(x)| < ε holds for all x ∈ [0, 1].

Proof. We recall the well-known proof via Bernstein polynomials, so that the reader
can see that it goes through in our system. In the presence of IPP (cf. Remark 2.14),
we can define

Bn(f)(x) :=

n∑
k=0

f

(
k

n

)
· bn,k(x) with bn,k(x) :=

(
n

k

)
· xk · (1− x)n−k.

Let ε > 0 be arbitrary. We show that there is an n ∈ N with |Bn(f)(x)− f(x)| < ε
for all x ∈ [0, 1]. As the binomial formula yields

∑
k≤n bn,k(x) = 1, we get

Bn(f)(x)− f(x) =

n∑
k=0

(
f

(
k

n

)
− f(x)

)
· bn,k(x).

Since f is uniformly continuous, it is bounded (see Remark 6.2), say by b. Further,
there is a δ > 0 such that |x − y| < δ implies |f(x) − f(y)| < ε/2 for x, y ∈ [0, 1].
This entails that |Bn(f)(x)− f(x)| is bounded by∑

| kn−x|<δ

∣∣f ( kn)− f(x)
∣∣ · bn,k(x) + ∑

| kn−x|≥δ

∣∣f ( kn)− f(x)
∣∣ · bn,k(x)

≤ ε

2
·
∑

| kn−x|<δ

bn,k(x) + 2b ·
∑

| kn−x|≥δ

bn,k(x).

By elementary computations (see, e.g., the proof of Theorem 1.1.1 in [35]), one has∑
| kn−x|≥δ

bn,k(x) ≤
1

δ2
·

n∑
k=0

(
k

n
− x

)2

· bn,k(x) =
x · (1− x)

δ2 · n
≤ 1

4n · δ2
.
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Together with
∑

k≤n bn,k(x) = 1 as above, we get

|Bn(f)(x)− f(x)| ≤ ε

2
+

b

2n · δ2
,

so that choosing n > b/(δ2 · ε) suffices. □

If we only assume that the function is continuous, we get the following reversal.

Theorem 6.6. The following are equivalent over RCA0 + IPP:

(i) The cohesive principle COH.
(ii) The Weierstrass approximation theorem: For continuous f : [0, 1] → R and

any ε > 0, there is a polynomial p with |f(x)− p(x)| < ε for all x ∈ [0, 1].

Proof. Since StCOH is the conjunction of COH and IPP, the direction from (i) to (ii)
holds by Theorem 6.1 and Lemma 6.5. For the converse, Lemma 2.13 ensures that
all polynomials are bounded in the presence of IPP. So if (ii) holds, any continuous
function f : [0, 1] → R is bounded. Again by Theorem 6.1, this yields (i). □

As in the case of the Riemann integral, we have analysed the Weierstrass approx-
imation theorem relative to the pigeonhole principle, because the latter is required
to handle arbitrary polynomials (see Remark 2.14). The following remark indicates
how the base theory can be lowered to RCA0 (in which case COH should be replaced
by StCOH) when we restrict to polynomials with rational coefficients.

Remark 6.7. If the pigeonhole principle fails, Theorem 3.8 yields a continuous
function f : [0, 1] → {−1, 1} with f(0) = −1 and f(1) = 1. Assume that we have
a rational polynomial p with |f(x) − p(x)| < 1 for all x ∈ [0, 1]. Given that we
have p(0) < 0 < p(1), the intermediate value theorem from the classical setting
(see Theorem II.6.6 of [42]) gives us an x ∈ [0, 1] with p(x) = 0. But then we have
|f(x)| < 1, against the assumption. So if every continuous f : [0, 1] → R can be
approximated by a rational polynomial, we get IPP and then StCOH over RCA0.

7. Sequences

In this section, we show how results about sequences – such as the Bolzano-
Weierstrass and Arzelà-Ascoli theorems – can be accommodated in our setting.
The uniform convergence condition in the following definition may well be the most
controversial aspect of our approach. A philosophical justification (which connects
with H. Friedman’s strict reverse mathematics) has been given in the introduction,
where we set out the following crucial test: Does our definition of sequence allow
us to develop large parts of analysis in a weak theory? In the present section, we
argue that the overall answer is positive, though there are some limitations.

Definition 7.1. A sequence of reals xn = (xni) is a double sequence of rationals
that are uniformly Cauchy, i.e., where each ε > 0 admits an N ∈ N such that we
have |xni − xnj | < ε for all n ∈ N and all i, j ≥ N .

In addition to the justification above, we note that the uniformity condition for
sequences is similar to the one for continuous functions (see Definition 3.1), which
some readers may find more appealing. As in the case of Remark 2.2, the following
can be read as a positive result.
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Remark 7.2. Under arithmetical comprehension, as every Cauchy sequence of
rationals can be made fast (see Remark 2.2), every family of reals can be turned
into a sequence in the sense of the previous definition. For the converse, consider a
function f : N → N and let (xn) = (xnk) be the family of reals with

xnk =

{
1 if f(i) = n for some i < k,

0 otherwise.

Assume that the same reals can be represented by sequences x′
n = (x′

nk) that are
uniformly Cauchy. This means, in particular, that we find a K ∈ N such that
|x′

n −x′
nk| < 1/2 holds for all k ≥ K and every n ∈ N. But then n lies in the image

of f precisely if we have x′
nK > 1/2. So over RCA0, arithmetical comprehension

follows if every family of reals can be converted into a sequence as in Definition 7.1.

The following technical lemma will be needed several times.

Lemma 7.3 (RCA0). Consider a sequence of reals xn = (xni) and a non-decreasing
function f : N → N with unbounded image. If x = (xn,f(n)) is Cauchy (and hence
a real), then (xn) converges to x.

Proof. Given ε > 0, consider an N ∈ N with

|xni − xnj | <
ε

2
for every n ∈ N and all i, j ≥ N,

|xi,f(i) − xj,f(j)| <
ε

2
for all i, j ≥ N.

Then find an I ≥ N with f(n) ≥ N for n ≥ I. When we have n, i ≥ I, we get

|xni − xi,f(i)| ≤ |xni − xn,f(n)|+ |xn,f(n) − xi,f(i)| < ε,

which yields |xn − x| ≤ ε. □

We now show that R is complete over a weak base theory.

Proposition 7.4 (RCA0). If a sequence of reals is Cauchy, then it converges.

Proof. Writing (xn) = (xni) for the sequence in question, we show that x := (xnn)
is a real. Let us consider an arbitrary ε > 0. Given that (xn) is Cauchy and the
rational sequences (xni)i∈N are uniformly so, there is an N ∈ N with

|xm − xn| <
ε

3
for m,n ≥ N,

|xni − xnj | <
ε

3
for i, j ≥ N and any n ∈ N.

When we have m,n ≥ N , we find a k ≥ N with |xmk−xnk| < ε/3 (cf. Lemma 2.5),
so that we get

|xmm − xnn| ≤ |xmm − xmk|+ |xmk − xnk|+ |xnk − xnn| < ε.

The previous lemma shows that (xn) converges to x. □

We also get completeness in the following form.

Proposition 7.5 (RCA0). Any bounded sequence of reals has a supremum.
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Proof. Writing (xn) = (xni) for the sequence in question, put si = maxn≤i xni and
choose n(i) ≤ i with si = xn(i),i. To see that the si are bounded, assume xn ≤ B
for all n ∈ N and take an N ∈ N such that i, j ≥ N entails |xni − xnj | < 1 and
hence |xni − xn| ≤ 1, which yields si ≤ B + 1 for i ≥ N . Also, the si are almost
increasing in the following sense: Given ε > 0, take an I ∈ N with |xni − xnj | < ε
for all i, j ≥ I. When we have j > i ≥ I, we get

si = xn(i),i ≤ xn(i),j + ε ≤ sj + ε.

Thus (si) is Cauchy (as in Remark 2.2). By Lemma 7.3, the sequence (xn(i))
converges to x = (si), which shows x ≤ supn∈N xn. Conversely, since i ≥ n entails
xni ≤ si, we have xn ≤ x for all n ∈ N. To avoid misunderstanding, we note that
(xn(i)) need not be a subsequence of (xn), as i 7→ n(i) could, e.g., be constant. □

In the case of a monotone sequence, it is immediate that the supremum is the
limit. So our base theory proves the monotone convergence theorem:

Corollary 7.6 (RCA0). Any bounded monotone sequence of reals converges.

When a result is provable in RCA0, one can investigate its strength over a weaker
base theory. We do not systematically do this in the present paper, but we record
the following known result:

Remark 7.7. Over a theory EA of second order elementary arithmetic, Kohlenbach
has shown that Σ0

1-induction is equivalent to the statement that every bounded
monotone sequence of reals that are represented by fast Cauchy sequences is itself
Cauchy (see Proposition 5.2 and Corollary 5.3 of [26]).

From monotone convergence, we obtain nested-interval completeness:

Corollary 7.8 (RCA0). Let (xn) and (yn) be sequences of real numbers with

xn ≤ xn+1 ≤ yn+1 ≤ yn for all n ∈ N.

There exists a real number z such that we have xn ≤ z ≤ yn for all n ∈ N. If we
have limn→∞ |xn − yn| = 0, this z is unique.

Proof. The sequences (xn) and (yn) are bounded and monotone. So they converge
to some limits x and y, by Proposition 7.6. If we had x > y, we would get xn > yn
for large n. So we have xn ≤ x ≤ y ≤ yn for all n ∈ N. We may thus pick z = x. □

We move on to stronger theorems for sequences of real numbers. As mentioned
before, the following result is essentially due to Kreuzer [30]. The latter works with
sequences of reals that are given by fast Cauchy sequences, while our Definition 7.1
requires uniformity but not a rate. This makes no difference for the proof but
allows us to treat the Bolzano-Weierstrass theorem within a coherent approach to
analysis. More specifically, we avoid the asymmetry in the result by Kreuzer, whose
Cauchy sequences are fast in the input but slow in the output.

Theorem 7.9. The following are equivalent over RCA0:

(i) The strong cohesive principle StCOH.
(ii) The Bolzano-Weierstrass theorem: Any bounded sequence of reals has a

convergent subsequence.
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Proof. That (ii) implies (i) follows from Lemma 5.13 (as a convergent sequence is
Cauchy). For the converse, consider a sequence of reals xn = (xni) ∈ [−B,B]. Put

x′
ni =


−B if xni < −B,

xni if −B ≤ xni ≤ B,

B if B < xni.

One checks that the sequences (x′
ni)i∈N remain uniformly Cauchy and represent

the same reals xn. So we may as well assume that the rationals xnn are bounded.
Assuming (i), we again use Lemma 5.13 to get a sequence n(0) < n(1) < . . . such
that (xn(i),n(i))i∈N is Cauchy. By Lemma 7.3, it follows that (xn(i)) converges. □

In connection with sequential completeness, we also record the following core
property of continuous functions.

Proposition 7.10 (RCA0 + StCOH). Consider a continuous function f : R → R.
(a) If (xn) is a bounded sequence of reals, so is (f(xn)).
(b) If (xn) is a convergent sequence of reals, so is (f(xn)) and we have

lim
n→∞

f(xn) = f
(
lim

n→∞
xn

)
.

Proof. (a) From Theorem 6.1 we know that the values f(xn) are bounded. The
crucial claim is that (f(xn)) is a sequence in the sense of Definition 7.1. To see
this, assume that we have |xn| ≤ B for all n ∈ N. Writing xn = (xni), we may
assume that the rationals xni also have absolute value at most B, as in the proof of
Theorem 7.9. In order to establish uniform convergence for the Cauchy sequences
f(xn) = (f(xni)i)i∈N (cf. Definition 3.1), we consider an arbitrary ε > 0. By the
proof of uniform continuity (see statement (6.1) in the proof of Theorem 6.1), there
is an M ∈ N with

|f(p)i − f(q)j | < ε for all p, q ∈ [−B,B] ∩Q with |p− q| < 1

M
and all i, j ≥ M.

Since (xn) is a sequence in the sense of Definition 7.1, we find an N ≥ M such that
|xni − xnj | < 1/M holds for all i, j ≥ N and all n ∈ N. So for i, j ≥ N , we get

|f(xni)i − f(xnj)j | < ε

independently of n, as required.
(b) First note that the convergent sequence (xn) is also bounded. In the presence

of StCOH (which entails IPP), one can see this via Lemma 2.13, though the uniform
convergence from Definition 7.1 also allows for a proof over RCA0. By Lemma 7.3,
the limit of (xn) is given by x = (xii). Hence f(x) is represented by the sequence of
rationals f(xii)i. Again by Lemma 7.3 (with f(xni)i at the place of xni), it follows
that the f(xn) converge with limit f(x). □

Part (a) of the previous proof is the first place where we verify the uniform
convergence condition of Definition 7.1 for a sequence – here (f(xn)) – that we
have constructed (whereas previous proofs rely on the assumption that some given
sequence converges uniformly). Note that uniformity for (f(xn)) was only estab-
lished under the assumption that (xn) is bounded. While this hints at a limitation
of our approach, we emphasize that the sequence (f(xn)) can be constructed when
it matters most – namely, in the case where it converges.
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According to Proposition 7.5, the supremum of a sequence can be constructed
in RCA0. In contrast, we do not know if the limit superior can be constructed be-
low ACA0. What we now is that RCA0 does not suffice here. This is a consequence of
the following proposition, which is essentially due to Kohlenbach (see Theorem 1.4
of [26] as well as [25]; we include a proof that is adapted to our setting). That the
limit superior is more complex than the supremum also conforms with experience
from proof mining.

Proposition 7.11 (RCA0). The following are equivalent:

(i) For any bounded sequence (xn) of real numbers and any ε > 0, there is an
ε-approximation q ∈ Q to the limit superior, which means that

– any m admits an n ≥ m with xn ≥ q − ε,
– there is an m such that all n ≥ m validate xn ≤ q + ε,

(ii) the principle of Σ0
2-induction holds.

Proof. We first show that (ii) implies (i). Given that the sequence is bounded,
we find a b with |xn| ≤ b for all n. Invoking Σ0

2-induction, we may consider the
minimal l ∈ N with xnn ≥ b− (l+1) · ε/2 for infinitely many n. For any sufficiently
large n, we have |xn − xnn| ≤ ε/2. Given any m, we thus find an n ≥ m with

xn ≥ xnn − ε/2 ≥ q − ε for q := b− l · ε/2.

On the other hand, the minimality of l entails that we have xnn ≤ q for any
sufficiently large n. For suitable m, this means that all n ≥ m validate

xn ≤ xnn + ε ≤ q + ε,

as required.
We now show that (ii) implies (i). Given a Σ0

2-formula φ(k) = ∃m∀n θ(m,n, k),
let Pk be the collection of pairs (m,n) such that θ(m,n′, k) holds for all n′ < n.
Let ek : N → Pk list the elements of Pk in lexicographic order, which means that
(m,n) is before (m + 1, n′) for any second components, so that not all pairs may
be reached. We put sk(i) = 0 if ek(i) and ek(i+1) have equal first component and
sk(i) = 1 if not. This yields

lim sup
i→∞

sk(i) =

{
0 if we have φ(k),

1 otherwise.

Now define a sequence (xi) of reals (in fact of rationals) by setting

xi =

i∑
k=0

sk(i) · 2−k.

Assuming that we have φ(0) and that φ(k) always entails φ(k + 1), we want to
establish φ(K) for arbitrary K. Let q be a 2−K−1-approximation to the limit
superior. By induction on k ≤ K, we prove q ≤ 2−k. For k = 0, we note that φ(0)
and φ(1) together imply s0(i) = s1(i) = 0 and hence xi < 2−1 for all large enough i,
which indeed yields q ≤ 2−1 + 2−K−1 ≤ 20. Inductively, we now assume q ≤ 2−k

with k < K. Take an m such that xn ≤ q + 2−K−1 < 2−k+1 hold for all n ≥ m.
For any l ≤ k − 1, it follows that n ≥ max(l,m) entails

sl(n) · 2−k+1 ≤ sl(n) · 2−l ≤ xn < 2−k+1
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and thus sl(n) = 0. This means that we have φ(l) for l ≤ k − 1 and hence (using
that φ is inductive) even for all l ≤ k+2. Increasing m if necessary, we get sl(n) = 0
for all l ≤ k + 2 and all n ≥ m. Considering some suitable large n, we can derive

q ≤ xn + 2−K−1 ≤ 2−K−1 +

n∑
l=k+3

2−l < 2−K−1 + 2−k−2 ≤ 2−(k+1),

as needed for the induction step. □

We now approach the Arzelà-Ascoli theorem.

Definition 7.12. Given continuous functions fn : D → R for D ⊆ R (with rep-
resentations fn(q) = (fn(q)i)i∈N as in Definition 3.1), we say that (fn)n∈N is a
sequence of functions if all x ∈ D and ε > 0 admit an N ∈ N such that we have

|fn(q)i − fn(q)j | < ε for any rational q ∈ B1/N (x) and all n ∈ N and i, j ≥ N.

The following example will help to motivate our definition of sequence.

Example 7.13. The functions fn : R → R with fn(x) = xn trivially form a se-
quence, because fn(q)i = qn does not depend on i.

For pointwise equicontinuous functions, the following result shows that we get
a uniform version of the condition from Definition 6.1. We have not required this
stronger condition as part of Definition 7.12, because we did not want to force all
sequences of functions to be equicontinuous (see the example above).

Lemma 7.14 (RCA0). Consider a sequence of continuous functions fn : D → R
that are pointwise equicontinuous, i.e., where all x ∈ D and ε > 0 admit a δ > 0
with |fn(x) − fn(y)| < ε for all y ∈ Bδ(x) and n ∈ N. Then all x ∈ D and ε > 0
admit an N ∈ N with

|fn(q)i − fn(r)j | < ε for any rationals q, r ∈ B1/N (x) and all i, j ≥ N.

Proof. By the triangle inequality, we have

|fn(q)i − fn(r)j | ≤ |fn(q)i − fn(q)|+ |fn(q)− fn(r)|+ |fn(r)− fn(r)j |.
The middle summand on the right is covered by equicontinuity, while the other
summands are covered by the condition from the previous definition. □

We can conclude that pointwise evaluation preserves the notion of sequence.

Corollary 7.15 (RCA0). In the situation of the previous lemma and for any x ∈ D,
the reals fn(x) with n ∈ N form a sequence in the sense of Definition 7.1.

Proof. For x = (xi), Definition 3.1 yields fn(x) = (fn(xi)i)i∈N. Given ε > 0, takeN
as in the previous lemma. Then pick N ′ ≥ N such that we have xi ∈ B1/N (x) for
all i ≥ N ′. When we have i, j ≥ N ′, we get |fn(xi)i − fn(xj)j | < ε for all i, j ≥ N ′

and every n ∈ N, as Definition 7.1 demands. □

Applied to the previous example, this has the following implication.

Example 7.16. The functions fn(x) = xn are pointwise equicontinuous on (−1, 1).
By the previous corollary, it follows that (xn)n∈N with |x| < 1 (and trivially also
with |x| = 1) is a sequence in the sense of Definition 7.1. For x = (xi) with |x| > 1,
on the other hand, the convergence of xn = (xn

i ) becomes slower as n increases.
To restore uniformity as in Definition 7.1, we need a rate of convergence for x,
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which relies on arithmetical comprehension (see Remark 2.2). This may be seen as
a limitation of our approach. At the same time, one is ultimately most interested in
sequences that converge, so that the exclusion of (xn) for |x| > 1 may be tolerable.

The following lifts Proposition 7.4 from single numbers to functions. We recall
that uniform convergence means convergence with respect to the supremum norm.

Proposition 7.17 (RCA0). Consider a sequence of continuous fn : D → R that is
uniformly Cauchy, i.e., such that any ε > 0 admits an N ∈ N with

|fm(x)− fn(x)| < ε for any x ∈ D and all m,n ≥ N.

Then there is a continuous f : D → R such that (fn) converges uniformly to f .

Proof. We put f(q)i = fi(q)i. In order to see that these rationals represent a
continuous function f : D → R, consider any x ∈ D and ε > 0. By Definition 7.12,
take N ∈ N with |fn(q)i − fn(q)| ≤ ε/5 for any rational q ∈ B1/N (x) and all n ∈ N
and i ≥ N . Increasing N if necessary, we may also assume that the condition from
the present proposition holds with ε/5 at the place of ε. Finally, find an M ≥ N
such that |fN (q) − fN (r)| ≤ ε/5 holds for q, r ∈ B1/M (x) (cf. Lemma 3.3). When
we have q, r ∈ B1/M (x) ∩Q and i, j ≥ M , we thus get

|f(q)i − f(r)j | ≤ |fi(q)i − fi(q)|+ |fi(q)− fN (q)|+ |fN (q)− fN (r)|
+ |fN (r)− fj(r)|+ |fj(r)− fj(r)j | < ε,

as required by Definition 3.1. Let us also note that we get |f(q)i − fn(q)i| ≤ 3ε/5
for all rationals q ∈ B1/N (x) and all i, n ≥ N , so that we get

|f(x)− fn(x)| < ε for all n ≥ N.

This shows that the fn converge to f pointwise (as we chose N depending on x). To
get convergence with respect to the supremum norm, consider any ε > 0 and take
K ∈ N with |fm(x)− fn(x)| < ε/2 for any x ∈ D and all m,n ≥ N . Given n ≥ K
and x ∈ D, use pointwise convergence to find an m ≥ K with |f(x)−fm(x)| < ε/2.
The triangle inequality yields |f(x)− fn(x)| < ε, as required. □

Finally, we come to the Arzelà-Ascoli theorem. The following is related to a
result of Kreuzer [31], though the latter works with the classical representation of
continuous functions. As a consequence, Kreuzer obtains an equivalence with the
conjunction of StCOH and weak Kőnig’s lemma, while we get StCOH by itself.

Theorem 7.18. The following are equivalent over RCA0:

(i) The strong cohesive principle StCOH.
(ii) The Arzelà-Ascoli theorem: If a sequence of continuous fn : [0, 1] → [−B,B]

with B ∈ N is uniformly equicontinuous, i.e., if any ε > 0 admits δ > 0 with

|fn(x)− fn(y)| < ε for all n ∈ N and x, y ∈ [0, 1] with |x− y| < δ,

then a subsequence of (fn) is uniformly convergent (with continuous limit).

Proof. To see that (ii) implies (i), it suffices to note that Arzelà-Ascoli is a general-
ization of Bolzano-Weierstrass. Specifically, assume that (xn) with xn = (xni)i∈N is
a bounded sequence of reals. Then the rationals fn(q)i := xni represent a sequence
of continuous functions fn : [0, 1] → R (compare the conditions from Definitions 7.1
and 7.12). Here fn is constant with value xn, as a real y = (yi) is mapped to

fn(y) = (fn(yi)i)i∈N with fn(yi)i = xni.
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Hence the functions fn are uniformly bounded and uniformly equicontinuous. Given
that (ii) holds, we find a strictly increasing map i 7→ n(i) so that the functions fn(i)
converge uniformly to some f as i grows. So the reals xn(i) = fn(0) converge to the
value f(0). We can conclude via Theorem 7.9.

For the converse direction, we first note that the condition from Definition 7.12
becomes uniform in the presence of the strong cohesive principle: Any ε > 0 admits
an N ∈ N such that we have

|fn(q)i − fn(q)j | < ε for all n ∈ N and q ∈ [0, 1] ∩Q and i, j ≥ N.

This is derived like statement (6.1) in the proof of Theorem 6.1, using Heine-Borel.
We now use Proposition 5.12 to find a strictly increasing map i 7→ n(i) such that

the sequence (fn(i)(q)n(i))i∈N is Cauchy for each rational q. Due to Proposition 7.17,
it is enough to show that the sequence (fn(i)) of functions is uniformly Cauchy.
Given any ε > 0, let δ > 0 witness the uniform equicontinuity that is assumed by
Arzelà-Ascoli. As shown at the beginning of this paragraph, we have an N ≥ 1/δ
with |fn(q)i − fn(q)| ≤ ε for all n ∈ N and q ∈ [0, 1] ∩Q and i ≥ N . Now consider
the rationals qk = k/N for k ≤ N . Using IPP, we find an N ′ ≥ N with

|fn(i)(qk)n(i) − fn(j)(qk)n(j)| < ε for all k ≤ N and i, j ≥ N ′.

Given any x ∈ [0, 1], pick k ≤ N with |x− qk| < 1/N ≤ δ. For i, j ≥ N ′, we learn
that |fn(i)(x)− fn(j)(x)| is bounded by

|fn(i)(x)− fn(i)(qk)|+ |fn(i)(qk)− fn(i)(qk)n(i)|+ |fn(i)(qk)n(i) − fn(j)(qk)n(j)|
+ |fn(j)(qk)n(j) − fn(j)(qk)|+ |fn(j)(qk)− fn(j)(x)|

and hence by 5ε. □

In the rest of this section, we discuss applications of our convergence results to
the fixed-point theorems of Banach and Caristi.

Remark 7.19. In order to use the Bolzano-Weierstrass theorem and other conver-
gence results, we need to construct sequences of reals that validate the uniformity
condition from Definition 7.1. In Example 7.16, we have seen that this is possible
in some but not all situations. The following applications provide further evidence
that we can construct sequences when they are relevant. This is an important jus-
tification for our approach, though the construction of sequences remains a subtle
issue, which calls for more research in the future. In the worst case – if future work
should show that several relevant applications require arithmetical comprehension –
we would still have an interesting new picture of analysis, where abstract theorems
are weak while concrete applications have logical strength.

In contrast to Caristi’s theorem (discussed below), the Banach fixed-point the-
orem is already weak in the classical setting (see Theorem 2.1 of [38]). Nevertheless,
it is interesting that we can derive it from the convergence of Cauchy sequences in R,
which is classically equivalent to arithmetical comprehension.

Proposition 7.20 (RCA0 + StCOH). Consider a continuous f : [0, 1] → [0, 1] that
admits a real ρ ∈ [0, 1) with

|f(x)− f(y)| ≤ ρ · |x− y| for all x, y ∈ [0, 1].

Starting with any x0 ∈ [0, 1], we then have a sequence of reals xn ∈ [0, 1] such that
xn+1 = f(xn) holds for all n ∈ N. It converges to the unique fixed-point of f .
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Proof. In our setting, the crucial task is to construct (xn) as a sequence in the sense
of Definition 7.1. As in the proof of Lemma 3.5(b), we may assume that we have
f(q)i ∈ [0, 1] for the rational approximations that determine f . Let us also show
that any ε > 0 admits an N ∈ N such that all rationals p, q ∈ [0, 1] validate

|p− q| ≤ ε ⇒ |f(p)i − f(q)j | ≤ ε for all i, j ≥ N.

Set δ = (1− ρ) · ε. Statement (6.1) from the proof of Theorem 6.1 yields an N ∈ N
such that |f(r)i − f(r)j | ≤ δ/2 holds for any rational r ∈ [0, 1] and all i, j ≥ N .
Given |p− q| ≤ ε and i, j ≥ N , we learn that |f(p)i − f(q)j | is bounded by

|f(p)i − f(p)|+ |f(p)− f(q)|+ |f(q)− f(q)j | ≤
δ

2
+ ρ · ε+ δ

2
= ε.

We may assume that the given real x0 = (x0i) has approximations x0i ∈ [0, 1]. To
define xn = (xni)i∈N by recursion, we set xn+1,i = f(xni)i ∈ [0, 1]. The desired
equality xn+1 = f(xn) is immediate by Definition 3.1 once it is confirmed that
each xn is a real number. To achieve the latter and to show that the xn form a
sequence in our sense, we verify the uniform Cauchy condition from Definition 7.1.
Given ε > 0, take an N ∈ N such that we have |x0i − x0j | ≤ ε for all i, j ≥ N . We
may assume that the displayed implication from the beginning of this proof holds as
well (possibly for increased N). For any fixed i, j ≥ N , we then get |xni − xnj | ≤ ε
by induction on n ∈ N.

We now show that the sequence (xn) is Cauchy. Note that we cannot directly
use induction to get |xn − xn+1| ≤ ρn, since the latter is a Π0

2-statement. So we
work with approximations. Given any ε > 0, use statement (6.1) from the proof of
Theorem 6.1 to find an N ∈ N such that i ≥ N entails |f(q)i − f(q)| ≤ ε/2 for any
rational q ∈ [0, 1] and hence

|xn+1,i − xn+2,i| = |f(xni)i − f(xn+1,i)i|
≤ |f(xni)i − f(xni)|+ |f(xni)− f(xn+1,i)|+ |f(xn+1,i)− f(xn+1,i)i|

≤ ρ · |xni − xn+1,i|+ ε,

which inductively yields

|xni − xn+1,i| ≤ ρn + ε ·
n−1∑
i=0

ρi < ρn +
ε

1− ρ
.

For m < n, we get

|xmi − xni| ≤
n−1∑
i=m

ρi +
n−m

1− ρ
· ε < ρm

1− ρ
+

n−m

1− ρ
· ε.

Since i ≥ N and ε > 0 were arbitrary, this shows |xm − xn| ≤ ρm/(1 − ρ), as
needed to conclude that the sequence is Cauchy. Now Proposition 7.4 guarantees
that there is a limit x = limn→∞ xn. In view of xn+1 = f(xn), we have

|x− f(x)| ≤ |x− xn|+ |xn − xn+1|+ |f(xn)− f(x)|.

Here the right side becomes arbitrarily small as n grows (see Lemma 3.3), which
shows that x is a fixed-point. For any fixed-point x′ we get

|x− x′| = |f(x)− f(x′)| ≤ ρ · |x− x′|

and hence x′ = x. □
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Under the assumptions of the previous result, we have been able to construct a
sequence of reals by iterated application of a function f . Without any assumption
on f , this is not possible over a weak theory, as the following result shows.

Proposition 7.21. The following are equivalent over RCA0:

(i) The principle of arithmetical comprehension holds.
(ii) For any continuous function f : [0, 1] → [0, 1] and any x ∈ [0, 1], there is a

sequence (xn)n∈N of reals with x0 = x and xn+1 = f(xn) for all n ∈ N.

Proof. To show that (i) implies (ii), we define xn+1,i := f(xni)i for all n, i ∈ N. By
Π0

3-induction, we see that xn = (xni) is Cauchy for each n ∈ N. By construction,
we have xn+1 = f(xn). Finally, arithmetical comprehension allows us to speed up
all sequences (xni)i∈N into fast Cauchy sequences (cf. Remark 2.2), so that (xn)n∈N
becomes a sequence in the sense of Definition 7.1.

For the converse direction, consider a Σ0
1-statement φ(n) = ∃m θ(m,n). Aiming

at a contradiction, we assume that (ii) holds while {n ∈ N : φ(n)} does not exist
as a set. Consider the continuous function f : [0, 1] → [0, 1] with

f(x) =


3 · x if 0 ≤ x ≤ 1/3,

2− 3 · x if 1/3 < x < 2/3,

3 · x− 2 if 2/3 ≤ x ≤ 1.

To obtain a representation in the sense of Definition 3.1, we declare that f(q)i is
equal to f(q) (defined like f(x) above). As the starting point of our iteration, we
take the real number x0 = (x0j) ∈ [0, 1] with

x0j =
2

3
·

j∑
i=0

sij for sij =

{
3−i if there is an m ≤ j with θ(m, i),

0 otherwise.

Note that (x0j) is non-decreasing and hence indeed Cauchy. By (ii), we obtain a
sequence of iterations xn+1 = f(xn). We will show that all n ∈ N validate

xn ≤ 1

3
⇔ ¬φ(n) and xn ≥ 2

3
⇔ φ(n).

Once this is achieved, we invoke Definition 7.1 to find an I ∈ N with |xn−xnI | < 1/6
for all n ∈ N, which allows us to form the set

{n ∈ N : φ(n)} = {n ∈ N : xnI > 1/2}.

To establish the open claim, we consider an arbitrary n ∈ N. We find an N > n
such that φ(N) holds, since we could otherwise form the set {n ∈ N : φ(n)} by
bounded Σ0

1-comprehension (see Theorem II.3.9 in [42]). The latter also gives us
access to the rational

s =
2

3
·

N∑
i=0

si for si =

{
3−i if φ(i) holds,

0 otherwise.

Consider the (rational) iterates f i(s) with f0(s) = s and f i+1(s) = f(f i(s)). We
use induction on i ≤ n to prove

f i(s) ≤ 1

3
− 1

3N+1−i
⇔ si = 0 and f i(s) ≥ 2

3
+

1

3N+1−i
⇔ si = 3−i.



AVOIDING LOGICAL STRENGTH IN REAL ANALYSIS 55

As part of the same induction, we prove the auxiliary claim

f i(s) =
2

3
· 3i ·

N−i∑
j=0

si+j .

If the latter holds and we have si = 0, then we get

f i(s) ≤ 2

3
· 3i ·

N−i∑
j=1

3−i−j =
1

3
− 1

3N+1−i
.

When we have si = 3−i (as well as sN = 3−N by construction), we obtain

f i(s) ≥ 2

3
· 3i · (si + sN ) =

2

3
+

2

3N+1−i
.

In the induction step for the auxiliary claim, the simultaneous induction hypothesis
ensures that f i(s) is smaller than 1/3 or larger than 2/3. If we have f i(s) < 1/3
and consequently si = 0, the definition of f yields

f i+1(s) =
2

3
· 3i+1 ·

N−i∑
j=1

si+j =
2

3
· 3i+1 ·

N−(i+1)∑
j=0

si+1+j .

When we have f i(s) > 2/3 and hence si = 3−i, we can compute

f i+1(s) =
2

3
· 3i+1 ·

3−i +

N−(i+1)∑
j=0

si+1+j

− 2 =
2

3
· 3i+1 ·

N−(i+1)∑
j=0

si+1+j ,

which completes the induction.
Back to our sequence of reals, another application of Definition 7.1 yields a J ∈ N

with |xm − xmJ | ≤ 3−N−2 for all m ∈ N. Write qm = xmJ for m > 0 and put

q0 =

{
s+ 2 · 3−N−1 if φ(N + 1) holds,

s otherwise.

Note that we have

q0 ≤ x0 ≤ q0 +
2

3
·

∞∑
i=N+2

3−i = q0 + 3−N−2

and hence |xm − qm| ≤ 3−N−2 also for m = 0. We now inductively prove

|qi − f i(s)| ≤ 3−N+i − 3−N−1 for i ≤ n.

For i = 0, this holds by the choice of q0. In the induction step, we distinguish two
cases. Let us first assume that we have si = 0. By the induction hypothesis and
the above, we get

xi ≤ qi + 3−N−2 ≤ f i(s) + 3−N−i − 3−N−1 + 3−N−2 <
1

3

and hence xi+1 = f(xi) = 3 ·xi as well as f
i+1(s) = f(f i(s)) = 3 ·f i(s). This yields

|qi+1 − f i+1(s)| ≤ |qi+1 − xi+1|+ |xi+1 − f i+1(s)| ≤ 3−N−2 + 3 · |xi − f i(s)|
≤ 3−N−2 + 3 ·

(
|xi − qi|+ |qi − f i(s)|

)
≤ 3−N−2 + 3−N−1 + 3−N+i+1 − 3−N < 3−N+i+1 − 3−N−1.
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When we have si = 3−i, we similarly get xi > 2/3, which yields xi+1 = 3 ·xi − 2 as
well as f i+1(s) = 3 · f i(s) − 2. So the same chain of inequalities applies. Finally,
when we apply this to i = n, the same argument as above shows that ¬φ(n) implies
sn = 0 and hence xn < 1/3 while φ(n) implies sn = 1 and hence xn > 2/3. □

To establish a version of Caristi’s fixed point theorem, we introduce a represent-
ation that covers many though not all semi-continuous functions (cf. Remark 7.23).
Consider any family of rationals gi(q) ≥ 0 indexed by i ∈ N and q ∈ Q. In a
sufficiently strong meta theory, this induces a function g : R → [0,∞] via

g(x) = sup
n∈N

ĝn(x) with ĝn(x) = inf {gi(p) : i ∈ N and p ∈ B2−n(x) ∩Q} .

This function is lower semi-continuous, i.e., for any y < g(x) there is an N ∈ N
with y < g(x′) for all x′ ∈ B2−N (x). Indeed, the latter is satisfied whenever we
have y < ĝN (x). For any x′ ∈ B2−N (x), we then get B2−n(x′) ⊆ B2−N (x) for
some n ∈ N, which yields y < ĝN (x) ≤ ĝn(x

′) ≤ g(x′).
In the weak theories that we consider, it does not seem possible to construct g(x)

or even just ĝn(x) as reals, due to the complexity of the condition p ∈ B2−n(x).
However, certain expressions that involve values g(x) can be interpreted as abbrevi-
ations in a canonical way. To make this explicit for a case that we will need below,
we assume that g maps into [0,∞). We then have

g(x) ≤ g(y) + z ⇔ ∀ε > 0∀m∃n : ĝm(x) ≤ ĝn(y) + z + ε.

In addition, we obtain

ĝm(x) ≤ ĝn(y) + z +
ε

2
⇒ ∀j∀q ∈ B2−n(y)∃i∃p ∈ B2−m(x) : gi(p) ≤ gj(q) + z + ε

⇒ ĝm(x) ≤ ĝn(y) + z + ε.

These implications remain valid if we replace gk(r) by g′k(r) := mini≤k gi(r), which
has monotonicity properties that will become relevant later. We thus get

(7.1) g(x) ≤ g(y) + z ⇔
∀ε > 0∀m∃n∀j∀q ∈ B2−n(y)∃i∃p ∈ B2−m(x) : g′i(p) ≤ g′j(q) + z + ε.

Let us now establish our version of Caristi’s theorem.

Theorem 7.22 (RCA0). Consider a continuous function f : R → R and a lower
semi-continuous function g : R → [0,∞), represented as above. If we have

g(f(x)) ≤ g(x)− |x− f(x)| for all x ∈ R,

then f has a fixed point.

Proof. Consider q ∈ Q and interpret g(f(q)) ≤ g(q)− |q− f(q)| according to (7.1).
For an arbitrary m and ε = 2−m, we find an n with

∀j∀q′ ∈ B2−n(q)∃i∃p ∈ B2−m(f(q)) : g′i(p) ≤ g′j(q
′)− |q − f(q)|+ 2−m.

If we take q′ = q, then the condition q′ ∈ B2−n(q) is satisfied independently of n.
For any j, we thus find an i and a p ∈ B2−m(f(q)) with

g′i(p) ≤ g′j(q)− |q − f(q)|+ 2−m ≤ g′j(q)− |q − p|+ 2−m+1.
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Since g′i(p) is non-increasing in i, we may assume i > j and |f(q) − f(q)i| ≤ 2−m,
which yields p ∈ B2−m+1(f(q)i). We have thus established

∀q ∈ Q∀m, j∃i > j∃p ∈ B2−m+1(f(q)i) : g
′
i(p) ≤ g′j(q)− |q − p|+ 2−m+1.

Starting with i(0) = 0 and q0 = 0, we can now recursively search for i(m+1) > i(m)
and qm+1 ∈ B2−m+1(f(qm)i(m+1)) with

g′i(m+1)(qm+1) ≤ g′i(m)(qm)− |qm − qm+1|+ 2−m+1.

Let us abbreviate pm = g′i(m)(qm), so that we get

|qm − qm+1| ≤ pm − pm+1 + 2−m+1.

For m < n, we now obtain

|qm − qn| =
n−1∑
k=m

|qk − qk+1| =
n−1∑
k=m

pk − pk+1 + 2−k+1 ≤ pm − pn + 2−m+2.

In particular, this entails that the sequence (pm) is almost decreasing in the sense
that we have pn ≤ pm + 2−m+2 for m < n. One can conclude that (pm) and hence
(qm) is Cauchy, which allows us to form the real number x = (qm).

Let us show that x is a fixed point of f . Towards a contradiction, we assume that
we have |x − f(x)| > ε for some ε > 0. By the continuity of f , we find an M ∈ N
with |f(qm)i(m+1) − f(x)| ≤ ε/3 for all m ≥ M . If we choose m large enough, we
also get |x− qm| ≤ ε/3 and

|qm − f(qm)i(m+1)| ≤ |qm − qm+1|+ |qm+1 − f(qm)i(m+1)|

≤ pm − pm+1 + 2−m+2 ≤ ε

3
.

This yields

|x− f(x)| ≤ |x− qm|+ |qm − f(qm)i(m+1)|+ |f(qm)i(m+1) − f(x)| ≤ ε,

which contradicts the choice of ε. □

To conclude this section, we comment on the representation of lower semi con-
tinuous functions.

Remark 7.23. Consider a continuous function g : R → [0,∞) that is represented
by Cauchy sequences (g(q)i)i∈N as in Definition 3.1. We may assume that all
rationals g(q)i are non-negative. By taking hi(q) = g(q)i, we get a representation of
a lower semi-continuous function h : R → [0,∞] as above. However, the functions g
and h do not coincide in general. To see this, note that the represented function g
does not change when we set g(q)0 = 0 for all q, while this makes h constant zero.
In contrast, we can achieve g = h when the Cauchy sequences (g(q)i) are fast in
the sense that we always have |g(q) − g(q)i| ≤ 2−i. In this case, we consider the
modified approximations g⋆(q)i = g(q)i + 2−i+2, which satisfy

g⋆(q)i+1 = g(q)i+1 + 2−i+1 ≤ g(q) + 2−i−1 + 2−i+1

≤ g(q)i + 2−i + 2−i−1 + 2−i+1 < g(q)i + 2−i+2 = g⋆(q)i.

The sequences (g⋆(q)i) are still Cauchy and represent the same function g. For
notational convenience, we assume that we have g(q)i+1 ≥ g(q)i to begin with.
Under this assumption, we get

ĥn(x) = inf{g(p)i : i ∈ N and p ∈ B2−n(x) ∩Q} = inf{g(p) : p ∈ B2−n(x) ∩Q}.
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Given that g is continuous, this yields

h(x) = sup
n∈N

ĥn(x) = g(x).

To summarize, without arithmetical comprehension we have no proof that every
continuous function is lower semi-continuous. As a consequence, we cannot apply
Theorem 7.22 to an arbitrary continuous function g. This is related to the crucial
monotonicity property g′i(q) ≥ g′i+1(q) that was used in the proof of the theorem.
At the same time, the theorem applies to a wide range of lower semi-continuous
functions g. This includes all continuous g such that the values g(q) on argu-
ments q ∈ Q can be given by fast Cauchy sequences or even just by non-increasing
Cauchy sequences (think of right-computable reals). Let us also note that there are
no restrictions on the continuous function f from Theorem 7.22. So our theorem
(proved in RCA0) subsumes all instances that are covered by the classical approach
(where Caristi’s theorem for continuous functions needs arithmetical comprehen-
sion, by Theorem 2.3 of [38]; see [10] for further important results on the reverse
mathematics of Caristi’s theorem).
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