arXiv:2404.01256v1 [math.LO] 1 Apr 2024

THE COUNTABLE REALS

ANDREJ BAUER

Faculty of Mathematics and Physics, University of Ljubljana, Slovenia

Institute of Mathematics, Physics and Mechanics, Slovenia

JAMES E. HANSON

University of Maryland, College Park, USA

Abstract. We construct a topos in which the Dedekind reals are countable.

To accomplish this, we first define a new kind of toposes that we call parameterized realizability toposes. They are built from partial combinatory algebras whose application operation depends on a parameter, and in which realizers operate uniformly with respect to a given parameter set.

Our topos is the parameterized realizability topos whose realizers are oracle-computable partial maps, with oracles serving as parameters and ranging over the representations of a non-diagonalizable sequence, discovered by Joseph Miller. It is a sequence of reals in [0, 1] that is nondiagonalizable in the sense that any real in [0, 1] that is oracle-computable, uniformly in oracles representing the sequence, must already appear in the sequence. The Dedekind reals are countable in the topos because the non-diagonalizable sequence appears in it as an epimorphism.

The topos is intuitionistic, as it invalidates both the law of excluded middle and the axiom of countable choice. The Cauchy reals are uncountable. The Hilbert cube is countable, from which Brouwer’s fixed-point theorem follows as an easy corollary of Lawvere’s fixed-point theorem. From the 1-dimensional Brouwer’s fixed-point theorem we obtain the intermediate value theorem and the lesser limited principle of omniscience. The Kreisel- Lacombe-Shoenfield-Tseitin theorem stating that all real-valued maps are continuous is valid, because the usual proof is uniform with respect to oracles. Lastly, the closed interval [0, 1], being countable, can trivially be covered by a sequence of open intervals whose lengths add up to any prescribed 0 < 𝜖 < 1, and such a cover has no finite subcover. However, we show that any sequence of open intervals with rational endpoints covering [0, 1] must has a finite subcover.

E-mail addresses: Andrej.Bauer@andrej.com, jhanson9@umd.edu.

This material is based upon work supported by the Air Force Office of Scientific Research under award number FA9550-21-1-0024. 1

1. Introduction

Georg Cantor’s theorem [9] about uncountability of the real numbers is one of the most widely known results of modern mathematics. It is taught to all students of mathematics, and features regularly in popular accounts of mathematics. Cantor proved his theorem by the diagonalization method, whose originality is attested by persistent attacks that are diligently parried by editors [13]. It is unwise to participate in such quixotic attempts at bringing down the uncountability of the reals.

Nevertheless, we shall defy Cantor by constructing a mathematical universe, a topos1 to be precise, in which the natural numbers map surjectively onto the reals. We must of course pay a price: the topos is intuitionistic, as it invalidates the law of excluded middle and the axiom of choice. Let us therefore first investigate how these two principles contribute to uncountability of the reals.

Say that a set 𝐴 is sequence-avoiding if for every sequence (𝑎_𝑛 )_𝑛 in 𝐴 there exists 𝑥 ∈ 𝐴 such that 𝑥 ≠ 𝑎_𝑛 for all 𝑛 ∈ ℕ. Clearly, when this is the case there can be no surjection ℕ → 𝐴. Cantor’s proof [9] showing that the reals are sequence-avoiding uses the method of nested intervals, which goes as follows.

Theorem 1.1. The set of reals is sequence-avoiding.

Proof. Let any sequence (𝑎_𝑛 )_𝑛 of reals be given. It suffices to construct a sequence of closed intervals [𝑥_𝑛 , 𝑦_𝑛]_𝑛 such that, for all 𝑛 ≥ 0:

a) 𝑥_𝑛 ≤ 𝑥_{𝑛+1} < 𝑦_{𝑛+1} ≤ 𝑦_𝑛 , b) 𝑦_𝑛 − 𝑥_𝑛 < 2^{−𝑛} , c) 𝑎_𝑛 < 𝑥_{𝑛+1} or 𝑦_{𝑛+1} < 𝑎_𝑛.

Indeed, the limit ℓ ≔ lim_𝑛 𝑥_𝑛 = lim_𝑛 𝑦_𝑛 will exist and satisfy 𝑎_𝑛 ≠ ℓ for all 𝑛 ∈ ℕ, because either 𝑎_𝑛 < 𝑥_{𝑛+1} ≤ ℓ or ℓ ≤ 𝑦_{𝑛+1} < 𝑎_𝑛.

Start with any [𝑥_0, 𝑦_0] satisfying the first two conditions, for example [0,^1/2], and define recursively

(1.1) [𝑥_{𝑛+1} , 𝑦_{𝑛+1}] ≔ � [𝑥_𝑛 , (4𝑥_𝑛 + 𝑦_𝑛 )/5] if (3𝑥_𝑛 + 2𝑦_𝑛 )/5 < 𝑎_𝑛 , [(𝑥_𝑛 + 4𝑦_𝑛 )/5, 𝑦_𝑛] if 𝑎_𝑛 < (2𝑥_𝑛 + 3𝑦_𝑛)/5.

In both cases the relevant inequalities are satisfied. □

How precisely does (1.1) specify a sequence, when the two options overlap when (3𝑥_𝑛 + 2𝑦_𝑛 )/5 < 𝑎_𝑛 < (2𝑥_𝑛 + 3𝑦_𝑛 )/5? We may choose one for each 𝑛 by appealing to the axiom of dependent choice,2 or remove the overlap by using the law of excluded middle, which allows us to take the first option if available

1A topos is a finitely complete cartesian-closed category with a subobject classifier. Every topos is a model of higher-order intuitionistic logic [16, 17].

2Dependent choice is a version of the axiom of choice in which the next choice may depend on the previous ones. The proof of Theorem 1.1 can be improved to rely on the weaker countable choice only: choose ahead of time, for all rationals 𝑞 < 𝑟 and 𝑛 ≥ 0, either 𝑎𝑛 < 𝑞 or 𝑟 < 𝑎𝑛. Then make sure (𝑥𝑛)𝑛 and (𝑦𝑛)𝑛 are rational sequences by picking rational 𝑥_0 and 𝑦_0, and follow the choices so made when choosing an option in (1.1).

and the second one otherwise. When both principles are proscribed, the proof crumbles.

Mathematics without the law of excluded middle and the axiom of countable choice is intuitionistic or constructive.3 Among the available varieties [8], intuitionistic higher-order logic [16] suits us because it is valid in any topos. In many respects intuitionistic and classical mathematics are alike, but there are also important differences, which we review before proceeding.

1.1. Countable and uncountable sets in intuitionistic mathematics. Classically equivalent notions may bifurcate in intuitionistic mathematics, and countability is one of them. We say that a set 𝐴 is countable if there is a surjection4 ℕ → 1 + 𝐴, which for an inhabited5 set 𝐴 is equivalent to existence of a surjection ℕ → 𝐴. A set is uncountable if it is not countable. A sequence-avoiding set is uncountable.

Definitions of countability in terms of injection into ℕ misbehave intuitionistically, because a subset of a countable set need not be countable. The phenomenon appears in its extreme form in the realizability topos over infinite-time Turing machines [1]. In it the set6 of binary sequences 2^ℕ, where 2 ≔ {0, 1}, and the reals ℝ are both sequence-avoiding, respectively by Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.1 combined with the fact that a realizability topos validates the axiom of dependent choice. At the same time, in this topos both 2^ℕ and ℝ embed into ℕ!

One should not succumb to a Skolem-style paradox [26] by conflating external and internal notions of countability. Every set appearing in a countable model of Zermelo-Fraenkel set theory is externally countable because the whole model is, but the model validates excluded middle and hence internal uncountability of the reals. In the effective topos [14] the reals are internally uncountable because the topos validates Dependent choice, hence Theorem 1.1 works again. At the same time, the reals are internally a quotient of a subset of natural numbers, and since its elements are the Turing-computable reals, there are only countably many of them, externally. The moral is that we should always consider countability internally to a topos. The interested reader may consult [5] for an overview of uncountability of the reals in various other toposes.

Georg Cantor gave another proof by diagonalization [10], which is intuitionistically valid. (We shall mark intuitionistically valid theorems with an asterisk to keep a record of those that are applicable internally to a topos.)

3Some schools of constructive mathematics accept the axiom of countable choice, notably Erret Bishop’s [4], but we eschew it because it validates Theorem 1.1.

4The disjoint sum 1 + 𝐴 with the singleton set 1 = {★} make it possible to enumerate the ∅ with the sequence of ★’s.

5A set is 𝐴 inhabited if there exists 𝑥 ∈ 𝐴, thus not empty. The converse is not available intuitionistically.

6We allow ourselves to refer to the objects of a topos as “sets”, especially when arguing internally to a topos. After all, intuitionistic higher-order logic is a form of structural set theory, see [29, Sect. 2.2] and [22].

Theorem^★ 1.2 (Cantor). The set of binary sequences 2^ℕ is sequence-avoiding.

Proof. Let 𝑓 : 2 → 2 be a map without fixed points, namely 𝑓 (𝑥) ≔ 1 − 𝑥. Given any 𝑒 : ℕ → 2^ℕ, the map 𝑘 ↦→ 𝑓 (𝑒(𝑘)(𝑘)) differs from 𝑒(𝑛) because 𝑒(𝑛)(𝑛) ≠ 𝑓 (𝑒(𝑛)(𝑛)). □

Beware, uncountability of 2^ℕ and ℝ are unrelated intuitionistically. We cannot exhibit a surjection in either direction,7 and in particular we cannot show that every real has a binary, or decimal, expansion. Speaking intuitionistically, the common proofs of Cantor’s theorem that apply diagonalization to decimal expansions of reals prove only that the set of decimal sequences is sequence-avoiding, not the reals themselves.

Likewise, observing that the powerset8 P(ℕ) is sequence-avoiding says nothing about countability of ℝ. And since a countable set may contain an uncountable subset, embedding 2^ℕ into ℝ is not helpful either.

1.2. Real numbers in intuitionistic mathematics. The reals may be constructed in several ways [17, Sect. D4.7]: the Cauchy reals are a quotient of the set of Cauchy sequences of rationals, the Dedekind reals are formed as Dedekind cuts of rationals, and the MacNeille reals are the conditional ordercompletion of rationals. Classically these all yield isomorphic ordered fields, but generally differ in a constructive setting.9 Which ones should we use?

The real numbers, whatever they are, ought to form a metrically complete space. Thus we must disqualify the Cauchy reals, because without the axiom of countable choice we cannot show that a Cauchy sequence of Cauchy reals has a limit which is a Cauchy real.

MacNeille reals are pleasingly complete: every inhabited bounded subset has a supremum. This can be used to prove that they are sequence-avoiding without the law of excluded middle, the axiom of choice, and without diagonalization.

Theorem^★ 1.3. If every inhabited bounded set of reals has a supremum then the reals are sequence-avoiding.

Proof. See [6] for details. Briefly, given a sequence of reals (𝑎_𝑛 )_𝑛 , the map 𝑓 : [0, 2] → [0, 2], defined by

𝑓 (𝑥) ≔ sup{2^{−𝑛1} + · · · + 2^{−𝑛𝑘} | max{𝑎_{𝑛1} , 𝑎_{𝑛2} , . . . , 𝑎_{𝑛𝑘} } < 𝑥},

7It is consistent with intuitionistic logic [30, Sect. 4.6] that every map ℝ → 2ℕ is continuous, hence constant. In reverse direction, an epimorphism 2ℕ → [0, 1] in the topos of sheaves on ℝ would have a continuous right inverse on a small enough interval, but such an inverse would have to be constant.

8Another surprise: 2ℕ and P(ℕ) need not be isomorphic. The former comprises the decidable subsets of ℕ, which are those that either contain any given number or do not. In the absence of the law of excluded middle we cannot show that every subset of ℕ is decidable.

9The Cauchy and Dedekind reals coincide when the axiom of countable choice holds, see the paragraph preceding [17, Thm. D4.7.12].

where 𝑛_1 < 𝑛_2 < · · · < 𝑛_𝑘 , is well-defined by order-completeness and is monotone. If 𝑎_𝑛 ≤ 𝑓 (𝑎_𝑛 ) then

𝑎_𝑛 + 2^{−𝑛} ≤ 𝑓 (𝑎_𝑛 ) + 2^{−𝑛} ≤ 𝑓 (𝑎_𝑛 + 2^{−𝑛} ),

therefore if a term of the sequence is a post-fixed point then it has a post-fixed point above it. Consequently, the largest post-fixed point of 𝑓 , which exists by Knaster-Tarski theorem10 [19, 28], cannot be a term of the sequence. □

Unfortunately, the MacNeille reals may fail to be even a local ring [17, Thm. D4.7.11]. We therefore adhere to the generally accepted view that the Dedekind reals are the most suitable intuitionistic notion of real numbers. We shall review their construction in detail in Section 5.1.

1.3. Overview. Having found no intuitionistic proofs of uncountability of the Dedekind reals, it is time to lay out a battle plan.

Our weapon of choice against the diagonalization method will be nondiagonalizable sequences constructed by Joseph Miller [23]. Speaking imprecisely, a sequence in [0, 1] is non-diagonalizable when any real in [0, 1] computed by an oracle Turing machine, uniformly in oracles representing the sequence, already appears in the sequence. A precise definition and Miller’s construction are reviewed in Section 2.

In order to construct a topos in which a non-diagonalizable sequence appears, we devise a new kind of realizability in which realizers depend on parameters and logical formulas are realized uniformly in a given set of parameters. Section 3 introduces parameterized partial combinatory algebras, which serve in Section 4 to define parameterized realizability toposes using the tripos-to-topos construction. We felt it prudent to provide a hefty amount of details in these sections, even though the connoisseurs will recognize a variation on a familiar theme.

In Section 5 we review the construction of Dedekind reals and formulate it in a way that makes it easy to compute the object of Dedekind reals in a parameterized realizability topos. We also calculate the object of Cauchy reals, and show that it is uncountable.

Victory is achieved in Section 6. We focus on a particular parameterized realizability topos whose realizers are oracle-computable partial maps, with oracles ranging over representations of a given non-diagonalizable sequence μ : ℕ → [0, 1]. We prove that μ appears in the topos as an epimorphism, from which countability of the reals follows. We also show that the Hilbert cube is countable in the topos.

In Section 7 we take a closer look at the reals in the new topos. First we derive the finite- and infinite-dimensional Brouwer’s fixed-point theorem as trivial consequences of Lawvere’s fixed-point theorem. The 1-dimensional

10The Knaster-Tarski theorem is intuitionistically valid. It states that a monotone map on a complete lattice has the largest fixed-point, which is also the largest post-fixed point, i.e., the largest 𝑥 satisfying 𝑥 ≤ 𝑓 (𝑥).

case yields the intermediate value theorem, as well as the constructive taboo11 ∀𝑥 ∈ ℝ. 𝑥 ≤ 0 ∨ 𝑥 ≥ 0. We show that all maps ℝ → ℝ are continuous, a statement known in constructive mathematics as the KLST theorem. Finally, we observe that there is a countable cover of [0, 1] by open intervals whose lengths add up to any desired 0 < 𝜖 < 1, whence such a cover has no finite subcover. In contrast, we show that any countable cover by open intervals with rational endpoints must have a finite subcover. It is a strange topos indeed.

2. Non-diagonalizable sequences

As a preparation for the realizability model constructed in Section 6 we review the construction of non-diagonalizable sequences developed by Joseph Miller [23].

2.1. Oracle-computable maps and coding of objects. We let lower Greek letters 𝛼, 𝛽 ∈ 2^ℕ denote infinite binary sequences, and refer to them as oracles.

Given an oracle 𝛼 ∈ 2^ℕ, a partial map 𝑓 : ℕ ⇀ ℕ is 𝛼-computable if it is computed by a Turing machine with access to the oracle 𝛼 [25, Sect. 9.2]. Each such machine can be coded as a number, yielding a numbering φ^𝛼_0 , φ^𝛼_1 , φ^𝛼_2 , . . . of all partial 𝛼-computable maps. The codes describing machines are independent of the oracles. For example, there is a single index 𝑖 ∈ ℕ such that φ^𝛼_𝑖 = 𝛼 for all 𝛼 ∈ 2^ℕ, and for any partial computable 𝑓 : ℕ ⇀ ℕ there is 𝑗 ∈ ℕ such that φ^𝛼_𝑗 = 𝑓 for all 𝛼 ∈ 2^ℕ.

Next we set up coding of mathematical objects. Let ⟨□, □⟩ : ℕ × ℕ → ℕ be a computable bĳection, also known as a pairing, and let 𝜋_1 , 𝜋_2 : ℕ → ℕ be the associated computable projections 𝜋_1 ⟨𝑚, 𝑛⟩ = 𝑚 and 𝜋_2 ⟨𝑚, 𝑛⟩ = 𝑛. Let q : ℕ → ℚ be a computable bĳection enumerating the rationals. Say that 𝑓 : ℕ → ℕ represents 𝑥 ∈ ℝ when ∀𝑛 ∈ ℕ. |𝑥 − q_{𝑓 (𝑛)} | < 2^{−𝑛} . That is, 𝑓 enumerates (codes of) rationals that converge to 𝑥 with convergence modulus 2^{−𝑛} . We call such a sequence rapidly converging.

An oracle 𝛼 can be construed as the binary digit expansion of a real r(𝛼) ∈ [0, 1], namely r(𝛼) ≔

�_∞ 𝑖=0 𝛼(𝑖) · 2^{−𝑖−1}.

The resulting map r : 2^ℕ → [0, 1] is a continuous surjection.12 We may convert oracles qua binary digits expansions to representing maps, as there is w ∈ ℕ such that, for all 𝛼 ∈ 2^ℕ, the map φ^𝛼_w is total and it represents r(𝛼). Concretely, let φ^𝛼_w (𝑛) compute 𝑗 such that q_𝑗 =

�_{𝑛𝑖=0} 𝛼(𝑖) · 2^{−𝑖−1}.

Finally, we provide coding of sequences ℕ → [0, 1] with oracles. For this purpose define s : 2^ℕ → [0, 1]^ℕ by

s(𝛼)(𝑛) ≔ r(𝑚 ↦→ 𝛼(⟨𝑛, 𝑚⟩),

11In constructive mathematics we sometimes refer to a constructively undecided statement as a “taboo”, especially when the statement is a consequence of excluded middle.

12It is possible to arrange for r to be an open quotient map, but for our purposes a continuous map that is classically surjective will do.

which too is a continuous surjection. Once again we may convert oracles to representing maps, because there is v ∈ ℕ such that φ^𝛼_{φ𝛼v (𝑛)} represents s(𝛼)(𝑛), for all 𝛼 ∈ 2^ℕ and 𝑛 ∈ ℕ.

2.2. Miller sequences. Let us recall why in a duel between an oracle and diagonalization the latter wins. Given 𝛼 ∈ 2^ℕ, say that 𝑥 ∈ ℝ is 𝛼-computable if there is 𝑛 ∈ ℕ such that φ^𝛼_𝑛 represents 𝑥. One might hope to construct an oracle 𝛼 ∈ 2^ℕ representing a sequence 𝑎 = s(𝛼) : ℕ → [0, 1] that enumerates all 𝛼-computable reals in [0, 1], so that any 𝛼-computable attempt to generate a real avoiding 𝑎 would fail. But this is not possible, because the diagonalization procedure described in the proof of Theorem 1.1 is itself 𝛼-computable. In particular, the choice in (1.1) can be carried out 𝛼-computably, one just has to compute a sufficiently precise rational approximation of 𝑎_𝑛 . The approximation, and therefore the choice and the resulting limit ℓ, may depend on 𝛼, but this in itself is not a problem.

An ingenuous insight of Joseph Miller’s [23] was that diagonalization can be overcome, if we require oracle computations of reals to depend only on the sequence 𝑎, and not the oracle representing it. In the following definition and elsewhere we write 𝑓^∗ for the inverse image map of 𝑓 .

Definition 2.1. Given a sequence 𝑎 : ℕ → [0, 1], say that 𝑥 ∈ ℝ is 𝑎computable if there is 𝑛 ∈ ℕ, called an 𝑎-index, such that φ^𝛼_𝑛 represents 𝑥, for all 𝛼 ∈ s^∗(𝑎). If 𝑛 is an 𝑎-index, we define Φ^𝑎_𝑛 to be the real computed by φ^𝛼_𝑛 , for any oracle 𝛼 ∈ s^∗(𝑎). Otherwise, Φ^𝑎_𝑛 is undefined.

The diagonalization procedure from the proof of Theorem 1.1 is not 𝑎computable in the sense of the above definition. Perhaps there is another one that is? No.

Theorem 2.2 (Miller). There exists a sequence μ : ℕ → [0, 1] such that, for all 𝑛 ∈ ℕ, if 𝑛 is an μ-index then μ(𝑛) = Φ^μ_𝑛 .

Miller briefly mentions “diagonally not computably diagonalizable” as a possible name for a sequence satisfying the stated condition. We shall call it a Miller sequence. In the remainder of this section we recount the original construction [23, Thm. 6.3].

2.2.1. The interval domain. Let

𝕀 ≔ {[𝑢, 𝑣] ⊆ [0, 1] | 0 ≤ 𝑢 ≤ 𝑣 ≤ 1}

be the collection of all closed sub-intervals of [0, 1]. If we think of an interval [𝑢, 𝑣] as an approximate real, then it makes sense to order 𝕀 by reverse inclusion ⊇ so that the zero-width intervals [𝑢, 𝑢] are the maximal elements.

Not every φ^𝛼_𝑛 represents a real, but it can be seen to represent an element of 𝕀, as follows. For 𝛼 ∈ 2^ℕ and 𝑛, 𝑗 ∈ ℕ let the 𝑗-th truncation φ^𝛼_𝑛 ↾_𝑗 : ℕ → {★} ∪ ℕ be φ^𝛼_𝑛 ↾_𝑗 (𝑘) ≔ � � � � φ^𝛼_𝑛 (𝑘) if the 𝑛-th machine with oracle 𝛼 applied to 𝑘 terminates in at most 𝑗 steps, ★ otherwise.

Define 𝐻^𝛼_𝑛 : ℕ → 𝕀 by

𝐻^𝛼_𝑛 (⟨𝑗, 𝑘⟩) ≔ � [q_𝑚 − 2^{−𝑘} , q_𝑚 + 2^{−𝑘} ] if φ^𝛼_𝑛 ↾_𝑗 (𝑘) = 𝑚, [0, 1] if φ^𝛼_𝑛 ↾_𝑗 (𝑘) = ★

and 𝐼^𝛼_𝑛 : ℕ → 𝕀 by 𝐼^𝛼_𝑛 (0) ≔ [0, 1] and

𝐼^𝛼_𝑛 (𝑘 + 1) ≔ � 𝐼^𝛼_𝑛 (𝑘) ∩ 𝐻^𝛼_𝑛 (𝑘) if 𝐼^𝛼_𝑛 (𝑘) ∩ 𝐻^𝛼_𝑛 (𝑘) ≠ ∅ 𝐼^𝛼_𝑛 (𝑘) otherwise.

For any given 𝑛 and 𝑘, the endpoints of 𝐼^𝛼_𝑛 (𝑘) depend only on a finite prefix of 𝛼. Thus they are continuous in parameter 𝛼 with respect to the product topology on [0, 1]^ℕ and the discrete topology on ℚ.

We get a nested sequence of closed intervals [0, 1] = 𝐼^𝛼_𝑛 (0) ⊇ 𝐼^𝛼_𝑛 (1) ⊇ 𝐼^𝛼_𝑛 (2) ⊇ · · · whose intersection is a closed interval I^𝛼_𝑛 ≔

�_{𝑘∈ℕ} 𝐼^𝛼_𝑛 (𝑘). The endpoints of I^𝛼_𝑛 are 𝛼-computable as lower and upper reals. Indeed, we can 𝛼-computably enumerate a non-decreasing sequence of rationals whose supremum is the left-end point, and a non-increasing sequence of rationals whose infimum is the right-end point of I^𝛼_𝑛 . Moreover, I^𝛼_𝑛 = [𝑥, 𝑥] when φ^𝛼_𝑛 represents 𝑥 ∈ [0, 1].

The story now repeats at the level of sequences. Given 𝑎 : ℕ → [0, 1] and 𝑛 ∈ ℕ, for each 𝛼 such that 𝛼 ∈ s^∗(𝑎) the corresponding map φ^𝛼_𝑛 computes an interval I^𝛼_𝑛 that depends on 𝛼, but we seek one that depends on 𝑎 only. The convex hull of the I^𝛼_𝑛 ’s is the smallest interval that does the job:

J^𝑎_𝑛 ≔ hull

�_{𝛼∈s∗(𝑎)} I^𝛼_𝑛 � . This is a closed interval because the union appearing in it is closed, even compact, for it is the projection of the set

𝐶 ≔ {(𝛼, 𝑥) ∈ 2^ℕ × [0, 1] | 𝛼 ∈ s^∗(𝑎) ∧ 𝑥 ∈ I^𝛼_𝑛 }, which we claim to be compact. It suffices to check that 𝐶 is closed. Its membership relation is (𝛼, 𝑥) ∈ 𝐶 ⇔ 𝛼 ∈ s^∗(𝑎) ∧ 𝑥 ∈ I^𝛼_𝑛

⇔ 𝛼 ∈ s^∗(𝑎) ∧ ∀𝑘 ∈ ℕ. 𝑥 ∈ 𝐼^𝛼_𝑛 (𝑘).

This is a closed relation because s is continuous, and the endpoints of 𝐼^𝛼_𝑛 (𝑘) vary continuously in 𝛼, 𝑛 and 𝑘. If 𝑛 happens to be an 𝑎-index for 𝑥 ∈ [0, 1], then J^𝑎_𝑛 = [𝑥, 𝑥] because I^𝛼_𝑛 = [𝑥, 𝑥] for all 𝛼 ∈ s^∗(𝑎).

The endpoints of J^𝑎_𝑛 are more complicated than those of I^𝛼_𝑛 . There is an 𝛼-computable double sequence of rationals 𝑞_{𝑖,𝑗} such that the left endpoint is inf_𝑖 sup_𝑗 𝑞_{𝑖,𝑗} , and dually for the right endpoint.

2.2.2. Construction of a Miller sequence. We prove Theorem 2.2 by using the following generalization of Kakutani’s fixed-point theorem, which itself is a generalization of Brouwer’s fixed-point theorem. Depending on one’s point of view, it is ironic or fascinating that such very classical theorems13 are used to construct an intuitionistic topos.

Theorem 2.3. If 𝐹 ⊆ [0, 1]^ℕ × [0, 1]^ℕ is a closed set such that for each 𝑎 ∈ [0, 1]^ℕ, the set 𝐹[𝑎] ≔ {𝑏 ∈ [0, 1]^ℕ | (𝑎, 𝑏) ∈ 𝐹} is non-empty and convex, then there is μ ∈ [0, 1]^ℕ such that (μ, μ) ∈ 𝐹.

Proof. The statement is not easy to credit properly; see the paragraph after [23, Thm 6.1] for a discussion which proposes [11] as the earliest work implying the statement given here. □

Theorem 2.3 is a fixed-point theorem because a closed set 𝐹 ⊆ [0, 1]^ℕ × [0, 1]^ℕ can be construed as the graph of an upper semicontinuous multivalued map taking each 𝑎 ∈ [0, 1]^ℕ to the non-empty set 𝐹[𝑎]. The sequence μ is a fixed point in the sense that μ ∈ 𝐹[μ].

In our case, we take 𝐹 to be essentially J:

𝐹 ≔ {(𝑎, 𝑏) ∈ [0, 1]^ℕ × [0, 1]^ℕ | ∀𝑛 ∈ ℕ. 𝑏(𝑛) ∈ J^𝑎_𝑛 }, or expressed as a multivalued map, 𝐹[𝑎] ≔

�_{𝑛∈ℕ} J^𝑎_𝑛 .

Let us verify the conditions of the theorem. Obviously, 𝐹[𝑎] is non-empty and convex for all 𝑎 ∈ [0, 1]^ℕ. To see that 𝐹 is closed, we unravel its definition in logical form:

(𝑎, 𝑏) ∈ 𝐹 ⇔ ∀𝑛 ∈ ℕ. 𝑏(𝑛) ∈ J^𝑎_𝑛 ⇔ ∀𝑛 ∈ ℕ. 𝑏(𝑛) ∈ hull ( � {I^𝛼_𝑛 | s(𝛼) = 𝑎}) ⇔ ∀𝑛 ∈ ℕ. ∃𝑢, 𝑣 ∈ [0, 1]. 𝑢 ≤ 𝑏(𝑛) ≤ 𝑣 ∧ (∃𝛼 ∈ s^∗(𝑎). 𝑢 ∈ I^𝛼_𝑛 ) ∧ (∃𝛽 ∈ s^∗(𝑎). 𝑣 ∈ I^𝛽_𝑛 ) ⇔ ∀𝑛 ∈ ℕ. ∃𝑢, 𝑣 ∈ [0, 1]. 𝑢 ≤ 𝑏(𝑛) ≤ 𝑣 ∧ (∃𝛼 ∈ s^∗(𝑎). ∀𝑚 ∈ ℕ. 𝑢 ∈ 𝐼^𝛼_𝑛 (𝑚)) ∧

(∃𝛽 ∈ s^∗(𝑎). ∀𝑚 ∈ ℕ. 𝑣 ∈ 𝐼^𝛽_𝑛 (𝑚)) This is a closed condition: ∀ and ∧ correspond to intersection, ∃𝛼 ∈ s^∗(𝑎) to projection along the compact set s^∗(𝑎) ≔ {𝛼 ∈ 2^ℕ | s(𝛼) = 𝑎}, the relation ≤ is closed, projecting the 𝑛-th component 𝑏(𝑛) is continuous, and the endpoints of 𝐼^𝛼_𝑛 (𝑚) depend continuously on its parameters, in particular 𝛼.

It remains to verify that a fixed point μ ∈ 𝐹[μ] is a Miller sequence. If 𝑛 ∈ ℕ is a μ-index of 𝑥 ∈ [0, 1] then μ ∈ 𝐹[μ] implies μ(𝑛) ∈ J^𝑎_𝑛 = [𝑥, 𝑥], hence μ(𝑛) = 𝑥, as required.

13Brouwer’s fixed-point theorem has no constructive proofs, because a result of Orevkov’s [24] implies that in the effective topos there is a continuous map [0, 1]^2 → [0, 1]^2 which moves every point by a positive distance.

3. Parameterized partial combinatory algebras

We seek a topos in which a Miller sequence is an epimorphism from the natural numbers to the Dedekind reals. Some sort of realizability model seems appropriate, although it cannot be an ordinary realizability topos, as those validate the axiom of countable choice. Definition 2.1 specifies that 𝑛 ∈ ℕ realizes 𝑥 ∈ [0, 1] when it does so parameterically in oracles representing 𝑎 : ℕ → [0, 1]. Therefore, in the present section we develop a general notion of parameterized computational models.

Let us take a moment to introduce notation that is commonly used in realizability theory. We already wrote 𝑓 : 𝐴 ⇀ 𝐵 to indicate a partial map, which is a map 𝑓 : 𝐴^′ → 𝐵 defined on a subset 𝐴^′ ⊆ 𝐵. For 𝑥 ∈ 𝐴 we write 𝑓 (𝑥) ↓ when 𝑓 (𝑥) is defined, i.e., when 𝑥 ∈ 𝐴^′. More generally, we write 𝑒 ↓ when the expression 𝑒 is well-defined, and hence so are all of its subexpressions. If 𝑒_1 and 𝑒_2 are two possibly undefined expressions, then 𝑒_1 ≃ 𝑒_2 means that if one is defined then so is the other and they are equal. In contrast, 𝑒_1 = 𝑒_2 asserts that both sides are defined and equal.

In realizability theory logical statements are witnessed by realizers, which may be numbers, 𝜆-terms, sequences or other data. A realizer is meant to represent computational evidence of a statement. For instance, a realizer for ∃𝑥. 𝜙(𝑥) encodes a specific 𝑎 for which 𝜙(𝑎) holds as well as a realizer for 𝜙(𝑎), and a realizer for 𝜙 → 𝜓 encodes a procedure for converting realizers for 𝜙 into realizers for 𝜓. In Section 4.2 we shall make these ideas precise.

In Stephen Kleene’s original realizability interpretation of Heyting arithmetic [18] the realizers were numbers, whereas in a typical modern framework they are elements of a structure first defined by Solomon Feferman [12]:

Definition 3.1. A partial combinatory algebra (pca) is given by a carrier set 𝔸, and a partial application operation · : 𝔸 × 𝔸 ⇀ 𝔸, such that there exist basic combinators k, s ∈ 𝔸 satisfying, for all a, b, c ∈ 𝔸,

(k · a) ↓, (k · a) · b = a, ((s · a) · b) ↓, ((s · a) · b) · c ≃ (a · c) · (b · c).

To make notation more economical, we write application a · b as juxtaposition a b and associate it to the left, a b c = (a b) c.

A non-trivial pca has much richer structure as it may seem at first sight. For instance, we may encode in it the natural numbers and partial computable functions, as we shall for parameterized pcas in Section 3.2.

Example 3.2. The so-called Kleene’s first algebra is the pca with the carrier set 𝕂_1 ≔ ℕ and application 𝑚 · 𝑛 ≔ φ_𝑚 (𝑛), where φ_𝑚 is the 𝑚-th partial computable map. For any oracle 𝛼 ∈ 2^ℕ the relativized version 𝕂^𝛼_1 has the same carrier set and application 𝑚 · 𝑛 ≔ φ^𝛼_𝑚(𝑛).

We refer to [32] for further examples of pcas and press on to the definition of parameterized pcas.

Definition 3.3. A parameterized partial combinatory algebra (ppca) is given by • a carrier set 𝔸, whose elements are called realizers, • a non-empty parameter set ℙ, whose elements are called parameters, • a partial application operation · : ℙ × 𝔸 × 𝔸 ⇀ 𝔸, such that there exist basic combinators k, s ∈ 𝔸, satisfying, for all 𝑝, 𝑞 ∈ ℙ and a, b, c ∈ 𝔸,

k ·_𝑝 a = k ·_𝑞 a, k ·_𝑝 a ·_𝑝 b = a, s ·_𝑝 a = s ·_𝑞 a, s ·_𝑝 a ·_𝑝 b ·_𝑝 c ≃ (a ·_𝑝 c) ·_𝑝 (b ·_𝑝 c), s ·_𝑝 a ·_𝑝 b = s ·_𝑞 a ·_𝑞 b.

The equations in the left column imply (k ·_𝑝 a) ↓ and (s ·_𝑝 a ·_𝑝 b) ↓ for all 𝑝 ∈ ℙ and a, b ∈ 𝔸. For better readability we continued to write application as juxtaposition and let it associate to the left, but we still need a better way of displaying the parameters, which we do by writing 𝑝 � 𝑒 to specify that all applications in expression 𝑒 should use parameter 𝑝. We assign � a lower precedence than to application so that 𝑝 � 𝑒_1 · 𝑒_2 = 𝑝 � (𝑒_1 · 𝑒_2). For example, the above equations can be written as

𝑝 � k a = 𝑞 � k a, 𝑝 � k a b = a, 𝑝 � s a = 𝑞 � s a, 𝑝 � s a b c ≃ 𝑝 � (a c) (b c), 𝑝 � s a b = 𝑞 � s a b.

We sometimes write parentheses around 𝑝 � 𝑒 to improve readability, especially in equations. A formal account of notation 𝑝 � 𝑒 is given in Section 3.1.

When no confusion may arise, we take the liberty of referring to a ppca (𝔸, ℙ, ·) just by the pair (𝔸, ℙ).

Example 3.4. An ordinary pca may be construed as a ppca whose parameter set is a singleton.

Example 3.5. The following is our main motivating example. Recall from Section 2.1 that φ^𝛼_𝑚 stands for the partial 𝛼-computable map coded by 𝑚. Let the carrier of the ppca be 𝕂 ≔ ℕ, the parameter set any non-empty set of oracles ℙ ⊆ 2^ℕ, and application 𝑚 ·_𝛼 𝑛 ≔ φ^𝛼_𝑚 (𝑛).

The combinator k is the code of a machine which accepts input 𝑛 and outputs the code of a machine that always outputs 𝑛. Such a machine does not consult the oracle, and neither does the machine that always outputs 𝑛, hence k ·_𝛼 𝑛 = k ·_𝛽 𝑛 for all 𝑛 ∈ ℕ.

To obtain s, we apply the relativized smn theorem [27, Sect. III.1.5] to first get a computable map 𝑓 : ℕ × ℕ → ℕ such that

φ^𝛼_{𝑓 (𝑘,𝑚)}(𝑛) ≃ φ^𝛼_φ𝛼_{𝑘 (𝑛)}(φ^𝛼_𝑚(𝑛)).

We apply the theorem again to get a computable 𝑔 : ℕ → ℕ such that φ^𝛼_{𝑔(𝑘)}(𝑚) = 𝑓 (𝑘, 𝑚), and let s ∈ ℕ be such that φ^𝛼_s = 𝑔. For all 𝛼 ∈ ℙ and 𝑘, 𝑚 ∈ ℕ we have s ·_𝛼 𝑘 = φ^𝛼_s (𝑘) = 𝑔(𝑘) and s ·_𝛼 𝑘 ·_𝛼 𝑚 = φ^𝛼_φ𝛼_{s (𝑘)}(𝑚) = φ^𝛼_{𝑔(𝑘)}(𝑚) = 𝑓 (𝑘, 𝑚).

Being computable, 𝑔 and 𝑓 do not depend on the oracle, therefore s·_𝛼 𝑘 = s·_𝛽 𝑘 and s ·_𝛼 𝑘 ·_𝛼 𝑚 = s ·_𝛽 𝑘 ·_𝛽 𝑚 for all 𝛽 ∈ ℙ. Finally, the defining equation for 𝑓 guarantees that s ·_𝛼 𝑘 ·_𝛼 𝑚 ·_𝛼 𝑛 ≃ (𝑘 ·_𝛼 𝑛) ·_𝛼 (𝑚 ·_𝛼 𝑛).

Example 3.6. The previous example generalizes to Jaap van Oosten’s construction [32, Thm 1.7.5] which from any pca (𝔸, ·) and a partial map 𝜉 : 𝔸 ⇀ 𝔸 constructs a new pca (𝔸^𝜉 , ·_𝜉) with 𝜉 acting as an oracle. The carrier set is unchanged 𝔸^𝜉 ≔ 𝔸, while application ·_𝜉 represents a dialogue between a computation in 𝔸 and the oracle 𝜉. When the construction is applied to 𝕂_1 and 𝛼 ∈ 2^ℕ, we obtain a pca that is (isomorphic to) the relativized pca 𝕂^𝛼_1 from Example 3.2.

As it turns out, the construction is uniform in 𝜉, in the sense that k_𝜉 , s_𝜉 ∈ 𝔸^𝜉 do not depend on 𝜉, and neither do k_𝜉 ·_𝜉 a, s_𝜉 ·_𝜉 a, and s_𝜉 ·_𝜉 a·_𝜉 b. The conditions for having a ppca are thus met: the carrier set is 𝔸 and the parameter set is any non-empty subset ℙ ⊆ 𝔸 ⇀ 𝔸.

3.1. Combinatory completeness of ppcas. Partial combinatory algebras have the so-called property of combinatory completeness. We formulate an analogous notion for parameterized pcas.

The set of expressions in variables 𝑥_1, . . . , 𝑥_𝑛 over a ppca (𝔸, ℙ) is defined inductively: any variable 𝑥_𝑖 is an expression, any constant a ∈ 𝔸 is an expression, and a formal application 𝑒_1 · 𝑒_2 is an expression if 𝑒_1 and 𝑒_2 are. We continue to write application as juxtaposition and associate it to the left. An expression 𝑒 in no variables is closed. For any 𝑝 ∈ ℙ and a closed expression 𝑒, define 𝑝 � 𝑒 recursively by

𝑝 � a ≔ a if a ∈ 𝔸, (𝑝 � 𝑒_1 · 𝑒_2) ≔ (𝑝 � 𝑒_1) ·_𝑝 (𝑝 � 𝑒_2) if 𝑒_1 and 𝑒_2 are closed expressions.

Note that 𝑝 � 𝑒 may be undefined.

For a variable 𝑥 and an expression 𝑒, let the abstraction ⟨𝑥⟩ 𝑒 be the expression defined inductively as

⟨𝑥⟩ 𝑦 ≔ k 𝑦 if 𝑦 is a variable distinct from 𝑥 ⟨𝑥⟩ 𝑥 ≔ s k k ⟨𝑥⟩ a ≔ k 𝑎 for a constant a ∈ 𝔸 ⟨𝑥⟩ 𝑒_1𝑒_2 ≔ s (⟨𝑥⟩ 𝑒_1) (⟨𝑥⟩ 𝑒_2).

We write 𝑒[a_1/𝑥_1 , . . . , a_𝑛/𝑥_𝑛 ] for 𝑒 with a_𝑖 ’s substituted for 𝑥_𝑖 ’s. We abbreviate the substitution [a_1/𝑥_1 , . . . , a_𝑛/𝑥_𝑛 ] as [�a/�𝑥], which allows us to write 𝑒[�a/�𝑥].

To be precise, substitution is defined as follows: 𝑥_𝑖 [�a/�𝑥] ≔ a_𝑖 𝑦[�a/�𝑥] ≔ 𝑦 if 𝑦 ∉ {𝑥_1 , . . . , 𝑥_𝑛 } b[�a/�𝑥] ≔ b if b ∈ 𝔸 (𝑒_1 𝑒_2)[�a/�𝑥] ≔ (𝑒_1[�a/�𝑥]) (𝑒_2[�a/�𝑥]).

Lemma 3.7. If 𝑦 ∉ {𝑥_1 , . . . , 𝑥_𝑛 } then (⟨𝑦⟩ 𝑒)[�a/�𝑥] = ⟨𝑦⟩ (𝑒[�a/�𝑥]). Proof. A straightforward induction on the structure of 𝑒. □ Lemma 3.8. For any expression 𝑒 in variables 𝑥_1, . . . , 𝑥_𝑛 , 𝑦, the value 𝑝 � (⟨𝑦⟩ 𝑒)[�a/�𝑥] is defined for all 𝑝 ∈ ℙ and a_1 , . . . , a_𝑛 ∈ 𝔸. Proof. We proceed by induction on the structure of 𝑒:

• if 𝑒 = 𝑥_𝑖 then 𝑝 � (⟨𝑦⟩ 𝑒)[�a/�𝑥] = k ·_𝑝 a_𝑖 , which is defined, • if 𝑒 = 𝑦 then 𝑝 � (⟨𝑦⟩ 𝑒)[�a/�𝑥] = s ·_𝑝 k ·_𝑝 k, which is defined, • if 𝑒 = a for a ∈ 𝔸 then 𝑝 � (⟨𝑦⟩ 𝑒)[�a/�𝑥] = k ·_𝑝 a, which is defined, • if 𝑒 = 𝑒_1 · 𝑒_2 then 𝑝 � (⟨𝑦⟩ 𝑒)[�a/�𝑥] = s ·_𝑝 ((⟨𝑦⟩ 𝑒_1)[�a/�𝑥]) ·_𝑝 ((⟨𝑦⟩ 𝑒_2)[�a/�𝑥]), which is defined because by induction hypotheses both arguments of s are defined. □ Lemma 3.9. For any expression 𝑒 in variables 𝑥_1, . . . , 𝑥_𝑛 , 𝑦, parameter 𝑝 ∈ ℙ, and a_1, . . . , a_𝑛 , b ∈ 𝔸, 𝑝 � ((⟨𝑦⟩ 𝑒) b)[�a/�𝑥] ≃ 𝑝 � 𝑒[�a/�𝑥, b/𝑦].

Proof. We proceed by induction on the structure of 𝑒. If 𝑒 = 𝑥_𝑖 then 𝑝 � ((⟨𝑦⟩ 𝑥_𝑖 ) b)[�a/�𝑥] ≃ 𝑝 � k a_𝑖 b = 𝑝 � a_𝑖 = 𝑝 � 𝑥_𝑖 [�a/�𝑥, b/𝑦].

If 𝑒 = 𝑦 then

𝑝 � ((⟨𝑦⟩ 𝑦) b)[�a/�𝑥] ≃ 𝑝 � s k k b = 𝑝 � b = 𝑝 � 𝑦[�a/�𝑥, b/𝑦]. If 𝑒 = a ∈ 𝔸 then

𝑝 � ((⟨𝑦⟩ a) b)[�a/�𝑥] ≃ 𝑝 � k a b = 𝑝 � a = 𝑝 � a[�a/�𝑥, b/𝑦]. Finally, if 𝑒 = 𝑒_1 𝑒_2 then

𝑝 � ((⟨𝑦⟩ 𝑒_1 𝑒_2) b)[�a/�𝑥] ≃ 𝑝 � s ((⟨𝑦⟩ 𝑒_1)[�a/�𝑥]) ((⟨𝑦⟩ 𝑒_2)[�a/�𝑥]) b ≃ 𝑝 � ((⟨𝑦⟩ 𝑒_1)[�a/�𝑥] b) ((⟨𝑦⟩ 𝑒_2)[�a/�𝑥] b) ≃ 𝑝 � (𝑒_1[�a/�𝑥, b/𝑦]) (𝑒_2[�a/�𝑥, b/𝑦]) ≃ 𝑝 � (𝑒_1 𝑒_2)[�a/�𝑥, b/𝑦].

The passage from the first to the second row is secured by Lemma 3.8, and from the third to the fourth by the induction hypotheses. □ Let us give a name to those expressions that are independent of the parameter.

Definition 3.10. A closed expression 𝑒 is uniform when 𝑝 � 𝑒 = 𝑞 � 𝑒 for all 𝑝, 𝑞 ∈ ℙ. When this is the case, there is a unique ⌜𝑒⌝ ∈ 𝔸 such that 𝑝 � 𝑒 = ⌜𝑒⌝ for all 𝑝 ∈ ℙ.

Definition 3.3 postulates that k a and s a b are uniform for all a, b ∈ 𝔸. In subsequent calculations we shall frequently use the fact that 𝑝 � ⌜𝑒⌝ = 𝑝 � 𝑒 when 𝑒 is uniform.

Lemma 3.11. A closed abstraction ⟨𝑥⟩ 𝑒 is uniform.

Proof. We proceed by induction on the structure of 𝑒. If 𝑒 is the variable 𝑥 then ⟨𝑥⟩ 𝑒 = s k k, which is uniform. If 𝑒 is a constant a ∈ 𝔸 then ⟨𝑥⟩ 𝑒 = k a, which is uniform. If 𝑒 = 𝑒_1 𝑒_2 then ⟨𝑥⟩ 𝑒 = s (⟨𝑥⟩ 𝑒_1) (⟨𝑥⟩ 𝑒_2), which is uniform by induction hypotheses. □

Theorem 3.12 (Combinatory completeness). For any expression 𝑒 over a ppca (𝔸, ℙ) in variables 𝑥_1 , . . . , 𝑥_𝑛 , 𝑥_{𝑛+1}, there is 𝑒^∗ ∈ 𝔸 such that, for all 𝑝 ∈ ℙ and a_1, . . . , a_{𝑛+1} ∈ 𝔸, the expression 𝑒^∗ a_1 · · · a_𝑛 is uniform and

(𝑝 � 𝑒^∗ a_1 · · · a_{𝑛+1}) ≃ (𝑝 � 𝑒[a_1/𝑥_1 , . . . , a_{𝑛+1}/𝑥_{𝑛+1}]).

Proof. The usual proof for ordinary partial combinatory algebras can be mimicked. Let 𝑒_{𝑛+1} ≔ ⟨𝑥_{𝑛+1}⟩ 𝑒 and 𝑒_𝑘 = ⟨𝑥_𝑘 ⟩ 𝑒_{𝑘+1} for 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 𝑛. By Lemma 3.11, 𝑒_1 is uniform, so 𝑒^∗ ≔ ⌜𝑒_1⌝ is well defined, and we claim it is the element we are looking for. Given 𝑝 ∈ ℙ and a_1 , . . . , a_{𝑛+1} ∈ 𝔸, Lemmas 3.7 and 3.9 imply

𝑝 � 𝑒_1 a_1 · · · a_𝑛 ≃ 𝑝 � (𝑒_2[a_1/𝑥_1]) a_2 · · · a_𝑛 ≃ 𝑝 � (𝑒_3[a_1/𝑥_1 , a_2/𝑥_2]) a_3 · · · a_𝑛 . . ≃ 𝑝 � (⟨𝑥_{𝑛+1}⟩ 𝑒)[a_1/𝑥_1 , . . . , a_𝑛/𝑥_𝑛 ] ≃ 𝑝 � ⟨𝑥_{𝑛+1}⟩ (𝑒[a_1/𝑥_1, . . . , a_𝑛 /𝑥_𝑛]).

The last row is defined by Lemma 3.8 and uniform by Lemma 3.11, therefore so is the first one. Finally, Lemma 3.9 implies

𝑝 � 𝑒_1 a_1 · · · a_{𝑛+1} ≃ 𝑝 � 𝑒[a_1/𝑥_1, . . . , a_{𝑛+1}/𝑥_{𝑛+1}]. □

3.2. Programming with ppcas. Combinatory completeness can be used to write complex programs in any ppca, just like in ordinary partial combinatory algebras. For example, id ≔ ⌜⟨𝑥⟩ 𝑥⌝ = ⌜s k k⌝ realizes the identity map. More interesting are pairing, projections, booleans and the conditional:

pair ≔ ⌜⟨𝑥𝑦𝑧⟩ 𝑧 𝑥 𝑦⌝, if ≔ ⌜⟨𝑥⟩ 𝑥⌝, fst ≔ ⌜⟨𝑧⟩ 𝑧 (⟨𝑥 𝑦⟩ 𝑥)⌝, true ≔ ⌜⟨𝑥 𝑦⟩ 𝑥⌝, snd ≔ ⌜⟨𝑧⟩ 𝑧 (⟨𝑥 𝑦⟩ 𝑦)⌝, false ≔ ⌜⟨𝑥 𝑦⟩ 𝑦⌝.

These are all uniform by Lemma 3.11. They satisfy the expected equations parameter-wise, for all 𝑝 ∈ ℙ and a, b ∈ 𝔸:

(𝑝 � fst (pair a b)) = a, (𝑝 � if true a b) = a, (𝑝 � snd (pair a b)) = b, (𝑝 � if false a b) = b.

Natural numbers are encoded as Curry numerals:

0 ≔ ⌜s k k⌝, 𝑛 + 1 ≔ ⌜pair false 𝑛⌝ Successor, predecessor and zero-testing are defined as succ ≔ ⌜⟨𝑥⟩ pair false 𝑥⌝,

(3.1) iszero ≔ ⌜fst⌝,

pred ≔ ⌜⟨𝑥⟩ if (iszero 𝑥) 0 (snd 𝑥)⌝.

These are again uniform and satisfy the expected equations.

To get recursive definitions going, we define the fixed-point combinators Y and Z:

W ≔ ⌜⟨𝑥 𝑦⟩ 𝑦 (𝑥 𝑥 𝑦)⌝, Y ≔ ⌜W W⌝, X ≔ ⌜⟨𝑥 𝑦 𝑧⟩ 𝑦 (𝑥 𝑥 𝑦) 𝑧⌝, Z ≔ ⌜X X⌝.

Then for all 𝑝 ∈ ℙ and f, a ∈ 𝔸, Z f is uniform, 𝑝 � Y f ≃ 𝑝 � f (Y f) and 𝑝 � Z f a ≃ 𝑝 � f (Z f) a.

For instance, by repeatedly using Lemma 3.9 we compute 𝑝 � Z f a ≃ 𝑝 � X X f a ≃ 𝑝 � f (X X f) a ≃ 𝑝 � f (Z f) a.

With Y in hand primitive recursion on natural numbers is realized as primrec ≔ ⌜⟨𝑥 f 𝑚⟩ ((Z R) 𝑥 f 𝑚 id)⌝ where

R ≔ ⌜⟨𝑟 𝑥 f 𝑚⟩ if (iszero 𝑚) (k 𝑥) (⟨𝑦⟩ f (pred 𝑚) (𝑟 𝑥 f (pred 𝑚) id))⌝. It satisfies, for all 𝑝 ∈ ℙ, a, f ∈ 𝔸 and 𝑛 ∈ ℕ,

(𝑝 � primrec a f 0) = a, (𝑝 � primrec a f 𝑛 + 1) ≃ f 𝑛 (primrec a f 𝑛). Example 3.13. It will be useful to know that in the ppca (𝕂 , ℙ) from Example 3.5 numbers can be converted to numerals and vice versa. For this purpose we construct realizers num, cur ∈ 𝕂 such that for all 𝛼 ∈ ℙ and 𝑛 ∈ ℕ 𝛼 � num 𝑛 = 𝛼 � 𝑛 and 𝛼 � cur 𝑛 = 𝛼 � 𝑛.

To convert numerals to numbers, observe that there is 𝑠 ∈ ℕ, independent of 𝛼, such that φ^𝛼_𝑠 (𝑛) = 𝑛 + 1, and define num ≔ ⌜primrec 0 𝑠⌝. To implement the reverse translation, we apply the relativized Kleene’s recursion theorem [27, Sect. III.1.6] to find 𝑟 ∈ ℕ, independent of 𝛼, such that

φ^𝛼_𝑟 (𝑛) = � ⌜0⌝ if 𝑛 = 0, φ^𝛼_{⌜succ⌝}(φ^𝛼_𝑟 (𝑛 − 1)) if 𝑛 > 0.

We may take cur ≔ 𝑟 because 𝛼 � 𝑟 0 = φ^𝛼_𝑟 (0) = ⌜0⌝ = (𝛼 � 0) and, assuming 𝛼 � 𝑟 𝑛 = 𝛼 � 𝑛 for the sake of the induction step,

𝛼 � 𝑟 (𝑛 + 1) = φ^𝛼_𝑟 (𝑛 + 1) = φ^𝛼_{⌜succ⌝}(φ^𝛼_𝑟 (𝑛)) =

𝛼 � succ (𝑟 𝑛) = 𝛼 � succ 𝑛 = 𝛼 � 𝑛 + 1.

4. Parameterized realizability

We next devise a notion of realizability based on ppcas that captures the uniformity of oracle computations from Section 2. We use the tripos-to-topos construction [15], a general technique for defining toposes. We refer the readers to [32, Sect. S2.1] for background material. For the remainder of this section we fix a ppca (𝔸, ℙ).

4.1. The parameterized realizability tripos. In the first step of the construction we shall define a contravariant functor

Pred : Set^{op} → Heyt,

from sets to Heyting prealgebras, satisfying further conditions to be given later. Recall that a Heyting prealgebra (𝐻, ≤) is a set 𝐻 with a reflexive transitive relation ≤ with elements ⊥, ⊤ and binary operations ∧, ∨, →, satisfying the laws of intuitionistic propositional calculus.

For any set 𝑋, define

Pred𝔸_,ℙ(𝑋) ≔ (P(𝔸)^𝑋 , ≤_𝑋 ),

where the preorder ≤_𝑋 will be defined momentarily. When no confusion can arise, we abbreviate Pred_{𝔸,ℙ}(𝑋) as Pred(𝑋).

An element 𝜙 ∈ Pred(𝑋) is called a (tripos) predicate on 𝑋. We say that a ∈ 𝜙(𝑥) realizes 𝜙(𝑥). For a closed expression 𝑒 over 𝔸, we define 𝑒 ⊩_𝑝 𝜙(𝑥) by 𝑒 ⊩_𝑝 𝜙(𝑥) :⇔ (𝑝 � 𝑒) ↓ ∧ (𝑝 � 𝑒) ∈ 𝜙(𝑥) and read it as “𝑒 realizes 𝜙(𝑥) at 𝑝”. The preoder on Pred(𝑋) is defined as follows, for 𝜙, 𝜓 ∈ Pred(𝑋):

𝜙 ≤_𝑋 𝜓 :⇔ ∃a ∈ 𝔸. ∀𝑥 ∈ 𝑋. ∀b ∈ 𝜙(𝑥). ∀𝑝 ∈ ℙ. a b ⊩_𝑝 𝜓(𝑥).

We say that 𝑎 satisfying the above condition realizes 𝜙 ≤_𝑋 𝜓. Reflexivity of ≤_𝑋 is realized by ⌜⟨𝑥⟩ 𝑥⌝. For transitivity, one checks that if a realizes 𝜙 ≤_𝑋 𝜓 and b realizes 𝜓 ≤_𝑋 𝜒 then ⌜⟨𝑥⟩ b (a 𝑥)⌝ realizes 𝜙 ≤_𝑋 𝜒.

In order for Pred to be a bona fide functor, we let it take a map 𝑟 : 𝑌 → 𝑋 to the reindexing map 𝑟^∗ : Pred(𝑋) → Pred(𝑌), which acts by precomposition 𝑟^∗𝜙 = 𝜙 ∘ 𝑟. This is obviously contravariant and functorial, and we shall check that 𝑟^∗ is a homomorphism below.

In order to show that Pred is a tripos, we must verify the following conditions:

(1) For every set 𝑋 the poset Pred(𝑋) is a Heyting prealgebra (Section 4.2). (2) Reindexing is a homomorphism of Heyting prealgebras (Section 4.3).

(3) Universal and existential quantifiers exist for Pred(𝑋) (Section 4.4). (4) There is a generic element (Section 4.5).

The arguments are quite similar to those for the tripos arising from an ordinary pca [32, Prop. 1.2.1], one only has to pay attention to the presence of parameters. 4.2. The Heyting prealgebra structure. The Heyting structure on Pred(𝑋) is as follows:

⊤(𝑥) ≔ 𝔸, ⊥(𝑥) ≔ ∅, (𝜙 ∧ 𝜓)(𝑥) ≔ {a ∈ 𝔸 | ∀𝑝 ∈ ℙ. fst a ⊩_𝑝 𝜙(𝑥) ∧ snd a ⊩_𝑝 𝜓(𝑥)}, (𝜙 ∨ 𝜓)(𝑥) ≔ {a ∈ 𝔸 | ∀𝑝 ∈ ℙ. (𝑝 � fst a = ⌜true⌝ ∧ snd a ⊩_𝑝 𝜙(𝑥)) ∨ (𝑝 � fst a = ⌜false⌝ ∧ snd a ⊩_𝑝 𝜓(𝑥))}, (𝜙 → 𝜓)(𝑥) ≔ {a ∈ 𝔸 | ∀𝑝 ∈ ℙ. ∀b ∈ 𝜙(𝑥). a b ⊩_𝑝 𝜓(𝑥)}.

The above is like the analogous Heyting structure for ordinary pcas, except that realizers must be uniform in 𝑝 ∈ ℙ. Next, we verify that the given operations satisfy the laws of a Heyting prealgebra.

4.2.1. Falsehood and truth. Both ⊥ ≤_𝑋 𝜙 and 𝜙 ≤_𝑋 ⊤ are realized by k k. 4.2.2. Conjunction. We need to verify that, for all 𝜙, 𝜓, 𝜒 ∈ Pred(𝑋), (𝜒 ≤_𝑋 𝜙) ∧ (𝜒 ≤_𝑋 𝜓) ⇐⇒ 𝜒 ≤_𝑋 𝜙 ∧ 𝜓.

If a and b realize 𝜒 ≤_𝑋 𝜙 and 𝜒 ≤_𝑋 𝜓, respectively, then 𝜒 ≤_𝑋 𝜙 ∧ 𝜓 is realized by c ≔ ⌜⟨𝑢⟩ pair (a 𝑢) (b 𝑢)⌝. Indeed, for any 𝑥 ∈ 𝑋, 𝑝 ∈ ℙ and d ∈ 𝜒(𝑥), we have 𝑝 � fst (c d) ≃ 𝑝 � fst (pair (a d) (b d)) ≃ 𝑝 � a d.

Because a d ⊩_𝑝 𝜙(𝑥), it follows that fst (c d) ⊩_𝑝 𝜙(𝑥). The argument for the second component is analogous.

Conversely, if a realizes 𝜒 ≤_𝑋 𝜙 ∧ 𝜓 then b ≔ ⌜⟨𝑢⟩ fst (a 𝑢)⌝ and c ≔ ⌜⟨𝑣⟩ snd (a 𝑣)⌝ realize 𝜒 ≤_𝑋 𝜙 and 𝜒 ≤_𝑋 𝜓, respectively. Indeed, for any 𝑥 ∈ 𝑋, 𝑝 ∈ ℙ and d ∈ 𝜒(𝑥), we have a d ⊩_𝑝 (𝜙 ∧𝜓)(𝑥) and 𝑝 � b (a d) = 𝑝 � fst (a d), hence b (a d) ⊩_𝑝 𝜙(𝑥). The argument for c and 𝜒 ≤_𝑋 𝜓 is analogous. 4.2.3. Disjunction. Disjunction is characterized by (𝜙 ≤_𝑋 𝜒) ∧ (𝜓 ≤_𝑋 𝜒) ⇐⇒ 𝜙 ∨ 𝜓 ≤_𝑋 𝜒.

If a and b respectively realize 𝜙 ≤_𝑋 𝜒 and 𝜓 ≤_𝑋 𝜒, then 𝜙 ∨𝜓 ≤_𝑋 𝜒 is realized by c ≔ ⌜⟨𝑢⟩ if (fst 𝑢) (a (snd 𝑢)) (b (snd 𝑢))⌝.

Consider any 𝑥 ∈ 𝑋, 𝑝 ∈ ℙ and d ∈ (𝜙 ∨ 𝜓)(𝑥). If 𝑝 � fst d = ⌜true⌝ then 𝑝 � c d ≃ 𝑝 � if (fst d) (a (snd d)) (b (snd d)) ≃ 𝑝 � a (snd d), and since a (snd d) ⊩_𝑝 𝜒(𝑥) also c d ⊩_𝑝 𝜒(𝑥). If 𝑝 � fst d = ⌜false⌝ then 𝑝 � c d ≃ 𝑝 � if (fst d) (a (snd d)) (b (snd d)) ≃ 𝑝 � b (snd d), and since b (snd d) ⊩_𝑝 𝜒(𝑥) also c d ⊩_𝑝 𝜒(𝑥).

Conversely, if c realizes 𝜙 ∨ 𝜓 ≤_𝑋 𝜒 then 𝜙 ≤_𝑋 𝜒 and 𝜓 ≤_𝑋 𝜒 are respectively realized by a ≔ ⌜⟨𝑢⟩ c (pair true 𝑢)⌝ and b ≔ ⌜⟨𝑣⟩ c (pair false 𝑣)⌝. Indeed, for any 𝑥 ∈ 𝑋, 𝑝 ∈ ℙ and d ∈ 𝜙(𝑥) we have pair true d ⊩_𝑝 (𝜙 ∨ 𝜓)(𝑥), hence c (pair true d) ⊩_𝑝 𝜒(𝑥). Now a d ⊩_𝑝 𝜒(𝑥) holds because 𝑝 � a d ≃ 𝑝 � c (pair true d). The argument for b and 𝜓 ≤_𝑋 𝜒 is analogous. 4.2.4. Implication. Implication is characterzied by the adjunction 𝜙 ≤_𝑋 𝜓 → 𝜒 ⇐⇒ 𝜙 ∧ 𝜓 ≤_𝑋 𝜒.

If a realizes 𝜙 ≤_𝑋 𝜓 → 𝜒 then b ≔ ⌜⟨𝑥⟩ a (fst 𝑥) (snd 𝑥)⌝ realizes 𝜙∧𝜓 ≤_𝑋 𝜒. Indeed, for any 𝑥 ∈ 𝑋, 𝑝 ∈ ℙ and c ∈ (𝜙 ∧ 𝜓)(𝑥) we have 𝑝 � b c ≃ 𝑝 � a (fst c) (snd c) and a (fst c) (snd c) ⊩_𝑝 𝜒(𝑥), hence b c ⊩_𝑝 𝜒(𝑥).

Conversely, if b realizes 𝜙∧𝜓 ≤_𝑋 𝜒, then a ≔ ⌜⟨𝑢⟩ ⟨𝑣⟩ b (pair 𝑢 𝑣)⌝ realizes 𝜙 ≤_𝑋 𝜓 → 𝜒. To see this, we must verify for any 𝑥 ∈ 𝑋, 𝑝 ∈ ℙ and c ∈ 𝜙(𝑥) that a c ⊩_𝑝 (𝜓 → 𝜒)(𝑥). Consider any 𝑞 ∈ ℙ and d ∈ 𝜓(𝑥). By Lemma 3.11 𝑝 � a c = 𝑝 � ⟨𝑣⟩ b (pair c 𝑣) = 𝑞 � ⟨𝑣⟩ b (pair c 𝑣) = 𝑞 � a c, hence 𝑞 � (a ·_𝑝 c) d ≃ 𝑞 � a c d ≃ 𝑞 � b (pair c d), and because b (pair c d) ⊩_𝑞 𝜒(𝑥), it follows that (a ·_𝑝 c) d ⊩_𝑞 𝜒(𝑥).

4.2.5. Negation. In intuitionistic logic negation ¬𝜙 is defined as 𝜙 → ⊥. A short calculation reveals that (¬𝜙)(𝑥) = {a ∈ 𝔸 | 𝜙(𝑥) = ∅} (¬¬𝜙)(𝑥) = {a ∈ 𝔸 | 𝜙(𝑥) ≠ ∅}.

4.3. Reindexing preserves the Heyting structure. We should not forget to check that 𝑟^∗ : Pred(𝑋) → Pred(𝑌) induced by 𝑟 : 𝑌 → 𝑋 is a homomorphism of Heyting prealgebras. This is easy, one just checks directly that 𝑟^∗ commutes with the logical connectives by unfolding the definitions. For example, a ⊩ 𝑟^∗(𝜙 → 𝜓)(𝑦) ⇐⇒ ∀b ∈ 𝜙(𝑟(𝑦)). ∀𝑝 ∈ ℙ. a b ⊩_𝑝 𝜙(𝑟(𝑦)) and a ⊩ (𝑟^∗𝜙 → 𝑟^∗𝜓)(𝑦) ⇐⇒ ∀b ∈ 𝜙(𝑟(𝑦)). ∀𝑝 ∈ ℙ. a b ⊩_𝑝 𝜙(𝑟(𝑦)), which are the same condition.

4.4. The quantifiers. Let 𝑟 : 𝑌 → 𝑋 be a map. The universal and existential quantifiers along 𝑟 are monotone maps ∃_𝑟 , ∀_𝑟 : Pred(𝑌) → Pred(𝑋), such that, for all 𝜙 ∈ Pred(𝑌) and 𝜓 ∈ Pred(𝑋),

∃_𝑟 𝜙 ≤_𝑋 𝜓 ⇐⇒ 𝜙 ≤_𝑌 𝑟^∗𝜓 and 𝜓 ≤_𝑋 ∀_𝑟 𝜙 ⇐⇒ 𝑟^∗𝜓 ≤_𝑌 𝜓. (The usual quantifiers correspond to 𝑟 : 𝑋 ×𝑌 → 𝑋 being the first projection.) We may take the following definition of the existential quantifier: (∃_𝑟 𝜙)(𝑥) ≔ {a ∈ 𝔸 | ∃𝑦 ∈ 𝑌. 𝑟(𝑦) = 𝑥 ∧ a ∈ 𝜙(𝑦)}.

If a realizes ∃_𝑟 𝜙 ≤_𝑋 𝜓 then it also realizes 𝜙 ≤_𝑌 𝑟^∗𝜓: for any 𝑦 ∈ 𝑌, 𝑝 ∈ ℙ and b ∈ 𝜙(𝑦) we have b ∈ (∃_𝑟 𝜙)(𝑟(𝑦)), therefore a b ⊩_𝑝 𝜓(𝑟(𝑦)). Conversely, if a realizes 𝜙 ≤_𝑌 𝑟^∗𝜓 then it also realizes ∃_𝑟 𝜙 ≤_𝑋 𝜓: for any 𝑥 ∈ 𝑋, 𝑝 ∈ ℙ and b ∈ (∃_𝑟 𝜙)(𝑥), we have 𝑟(𝑦) = 𝑥 for some 𝑦 ∈ 𝑌 such that b ∈ 𝜙(𝑦), hence a b ⊩_𝑝 𝜓(𝑟(𝑦)) and a b ⊩_𝑝 𝜓(𝑥).

Next, the definition of the universal quantifier is

(∀_𝑟 𝜙)(𝑥) ≔ {a ∈ 𝔸 | ∀𝑦 ∈ 𝑌. 𝑟(𝑦) = 𝑥 ⇒ ∀b ∈ 𝔸. ∀𝑞 ∈ ℙ. a b ⊩_𝑞 𝜙(𝑦)}.

If a realizes 𝜓 ≤_𝑋 ∀_𝑟 𝜙 then b ≔ ⌜⟨𝑥⟩ a 𝑥 k⌝ realizes 𝑟^∗𝜓 ≤_𝑌 𝜙: for any 𝑦 ∈ 𝑌, 𝑝 ∈ ℙ, and c ∈ 𝜓(𝑟(𝑦)), we have a c ⊩_𝑝 (∀_𝑟 𝜙)(𝑟(𝑦)), therefore a c k ⊩_𝑝 𝜙(𝑦) and 𝑝 � b c = 𝑝 � a c k, giving the required b c ⊩_𝑝 𝜙(𝑦). Conversely, if b realizes 𝑟^∗𝜓 ≤_𝑌 𝜙 then a ≔ ⌜⟨𝑥⟩ ⟨𝑑⟩ 𝑏 𝑥⌝ realizes 𝜓 ≤_𝑋 ∀_𝑟 𝜙: consider any 𝑥 ∈ 𝑋, 𝑝 ∈ ℙ, c ∈ 𝜓(𝑥). To show a c ⊩_𝑝 (∀_𝑟 𝜙)(𝑥), first note that (𝑝 � a c) ↓. Suppose 𝑦 ∈ 𝑌 is such that 𝑟(𝑦) = 𝑥, and consider any d ∈ 𝔸 and 𝑞 ∈ ℙ. By Lemma 3.11

𝑝 � a c = 𝑝 � ⟨d⟩ b c = 𝑞 � ⟨d⟩ b c = 𝑞 � a c

therefore 𝑞 � (a ·_𝑝 c) d ≃ 𝑞 � a c d ≃ 𝑞 � b c. From c ∈ 𝜓(𝑟(𝑦)) it follows that b c ⊩_𝑞 𝜙(𝑥), therefore (a ·_𝑝 c) d ⊩_𝑞 𝜙(𝑥).

The reader may have expected the following, simpler definition of the universal quantifier

(4.1) (∀^′_𝑟 𝜙)(𝑥) ≔ {a ∈ 𝔸 | ∀𝑦 ∈ 𝑌. 𝑟(𝑦) = 𝑥 ⇒ a ∈ 𝜙(𝑦)},

which works, but only when 𝑟 is surjective. It is easy to check that ∀^′_𝑟 𝜙 ≤_𝑋 ∀_𝑟 𝜙 is realized by k. The converse ∀_𝑟 𝜙 ≤ ∀^′_𝑟 𝜙 is realized by c ≔ ⟨𝑥⟩ 𝑥 k. Too see this, consider any 𝑥 ∈ 𝑋, a ∈ (∀_𝑟 𝜙)(𝑥) and 𝑝 ∈ ℙ. First, 𝑝 � c a ≃ 𝑝 � a k is defined because 𝑟 is surjective. Second, if 𝑦 ∈ 𝑌 and 𝑟(𝑦) = 𝑥 then a k ⊩_𝑝 𝜙(𝑦) and 𝑝 � c a = 𝑝 � a k, therefore a k ∈ 𝜙(𝑦).

It remains to verify the Beck-Chevalley condition, which states that, given a pullback in Set 𝑌 ˙Ø 𝑟 // 𝑢 fflffl 𝑋 𝑣 fflffl 𝑍_𝑞 // 𝑊

∀_𝑟 ∘ 𝑢^∗ and 𝑣^∗ ∘ ∀_𝑞 are equivalent. For 𝜙 ∈ Pred(𝑍), 𝑥 ∈ 𝑋 the condition a ∈ ((∀_𝑟 ∘ 𝑢^∗)𝜙)(𝑥) unfolds to

(4.2) ∀𝑦 ∈ 𝑌. 𝑟(𝑦) = 𝑥 ⇒ a ∈ 𝜙(𝑢(𝑦)),

while a ∈ ((𝑣^∗ ∘ ∀_𝑞)𝜙)(𝑥) unfolds to

(4.3) ∀𝑧 ∈ 𝑍. 𝑞(𝑧) = 𝑣(𝑥) ⇒ a ∈ 𝜙(𝑧).

Let us show that these are equivalent conditions. Suppose a satisfies (4.2) and 𝑧 ∈ 𝑍 is such that 𝑞(𝑧) = 𝑣(𝑥). Because the square is a pullback there is a unique 𝑦 ∈ 𝑌 such that 𝑟(𝑦) = 𝑥 and 𝑢(𝑦) = 𝑧. By (4.2) we get a ∈ 𝜙(𝑢(𝑦)) which is the same as a ∈ 𝜙(𝑧). Conversely, if a satisfies (4.3) and there is a 𝑦 ∈ 𝑌 such that 𝑟(𝑦) = 𝑥, then we instantiate (4.3) with 𝑧 = 𝑢(𝑦) to obtain the desired a ∈ 𝜙(𝑢(𝑦)).

4.5. The generic element. Because Set is cartesian closed, the remaining requirement for a tripos is the existence of a generic element, see the remark following [32, Definition 2.12]. Specifically, we seek a set 𝑆 and 𝜎 ∈ Pred(𝑆) such that, for all 𝑋 and 𝜙 ∈ Pred(𝑋), there exists 𝑟_𝜙 : 𝑋 → 𝑆 for which 𝜙 and 𝑟^∗_𝜙 𝜎 are isomorphic.

Once again, we just reuse the generic element for a tripos based on a pca, namely 𝑆 ≔ P(𝔸) and 𝜎 ≔ id_{P(𝔸)}. This obviously works because 𝜙^∗id_{P(𝔸)} = 𝜙 for any 𝜙 ∈ Pred(𝑋).

4.6. Tripos logic. A formula 𝜙 built from logical connectives, quantifiers, and tripos predicates whose free variables 𝑥_1, . . . , 𝑥_𝑛 range over the sets 𝑋_1, . . . , 𝑋_𝑛, determines a tripos predicate

[𝑥_1:𝑋_1, . . . , 𝑥_𝑛 :𝑋_𝑛 | 𝜙] : 𝑋_1 × · · · × 𝑋_𝑛 → P(𝔸),

which we sometimes abbreviate as [𝑥_1, . . . , 𝑥_𝑛 | 𝜙] or just [𝜙]. The case 𝑛 = 0 yields and element of P(𝔸).

More precisely, the logical connectives appearing in 𝜙 are interpreted as the corresponding Heyting operations from Section 4.2. A universally quantified formula ∀𝑦:𝑌. 𝜓, where 𝜓 is a formula in variables 𝑥_1 , . . . , 𝑥_𝑛 and 𝑦, is interpreted as quantification along the projection

𝑟 : 𝑋_1 × · · · × 𝑋_𝑛 × 𝑌 → 𝑋_1 × · · · × 𝑋_𝑛 , as in Section 4.4, and similarly for ∃𝑦:𝑌. 𝜓.

Example 4.1. Given a tripos predicate 𝜓 ∈ Pred(𝑋 × 𝑌) with an inhabited set 𝑋, the formula ∀𝑥:𝑋. ∃𝑦:𝑌. 𝜓(𝑥, 𝑦) has no free variables, and so determines an element of P(𝔸), which we compute using (4.1) to be

a ∈ [∀𝑥:𝑋. ∃𝑦:𝑌. 𝜓(𝑥, 𝑦)] ⇐⇒ ∀𝑢 ∈ 𝑋. a ∈ [∃𝑦. 𝜓(𝑢, 𝑦)] ⇐⇒ ∀𝑢 ∈ 𝑋. ∃𝑣 ∈ 𝑌. a ∈ 𝜓(𝑢, 𝑣)

Note that a may not depend on 𝑢 and 𝑣. This is a rather strong uniformity condition, stemming from the fact that realizers receive no information about the elements of underlying sets. When we pass from the tripos to the topos, the situation will be rectified by equipping sets with suitable realizability relations, see Example 4.3.

We say that a formula 𝜙 in variables 𝑥_1:𝑋_1, . . . , 𝑥_𝑛:𝑋_𝑛 is valid, written as

𝑥_1:𝑋_1, . . . , 𝑥_𝑛:𝑋_𝑛 |= 𝜙,

when its interpretation is (equivalent to) the top predicate in Pred(𝑋_1×· · ·×𝑋_𝑛). This happens precisely when there is a ∈ 𝔸 such that a ⊩_𝑝 [𝜙](𝑢_1, . . . , 𝑢_𝑛) for all 𝑢_1 ∈ 𝑋_1, . . . , 𝑢_𝑛 ∈ 𝑋_𝑛 and 𝑝 ∈ ℙ.

4.7. The parameterized realizability topos on a ppca. Having defined a tripos, we employ the tripos-to-topos construction [32, §2.2] to construct a topos from it.

Definition 4.2. The parameterized realizability topos PRT(𝔸, ℙ) on the ppca (𝔸, ℙ, ·) is the topos arising from the tripos-to-topos construction applied to the tripos Pred_{𝔸,ℙ}.

We recall how the construction works. An object 𝑋 = (|𝑋 |, ∼_𝑋) of the topos is a set |𝑋 | with a tripos predicate ∼_𝑋 ∈ Pred(|𝑋 | × |𝑋 |), called the equality predicate, which is a partial equivalence relation in the sense of tripos logic: 𝑥:|𝑋 |, 𝑦:|𝑋 | |= 𝑥 ∼_𝑋 𝑦 → 𝑦 ∼_𝑋 𝑥, 𝑥:|𝑋 |, 𝑦:|𝑋 |, 𝑧:|𝑋 | |= 𝑥 ∼_𝑋 𝑦 → 𝑦 ∼_𝑋 𝑧 → 𝑥 ∼_𝑋 𝑧.

Specifically, this means that there are a, b ∈ 𝔸 such that:

(1) for all 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ |𝑋 |, c ∈ (𝑥 ∼_𝑋 𝑦), and 𝑝 ∈ ℙ, we have a c ⊩_𝑝 𝑦 ∼_𝑋 𝑥, (2) for all 𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧 ∈ |𝑋 |, c ∈ (𝑥 ∼_𝑋 𝑦), d ∈ (𝑦 ∼_𝑋 𝑧), and 𝑝 ∈ ℙ, we have b c d ⊩_𝑝 𝑥 ∼_𝑋 𝑧.

Henceforth we shall refrain from such explicit unfolding of formulas into statements about realizers, and instead rely on the fact that a formula is valid in the tripos logic if it has an intuitionistic proof.

The equality predicate ∼_𝑋 endows |𝑋 | with a notion of equality that is witnessed by realizers. However, because we did not require reflexivity of ∼_𝑋 , there may be elements which are not equal to themselves. To manage the anomaly, we define the existence predicate E_𝑋 ∈ Pred(|𝑋 |) by

E_𝑋 (𝑥) ≔ (𝑥 ∼_𝑋 𝑥).

A realizer a ∈ E_𝑋 (𝑥) can be thought of as witnessing the fact that 𝑥 ∈ 𝑋. When E_𝑋 (𝑥) = ∅, the element 𝑥 “does not exist” from the point of view of the topos. We shall strategically use E_𝑋 (𝑥) to disregard such non-existent elements.14 A morphism 𝐹 : 𝑋 → 𝑌 is represented by a predicate 𝐹 ∈ Pred(|𝑋 | × |𝑌|) which is a functional, i.e., one satisfying the following conditions, with 𝑥, 𝑥^′:|𝑋 | and 𝑦, 𝑦^′:|𝑌|:

𝑥, 𝑦 |= 𝐹(𝑥, 𝑦) → E_𝑋 (𝑥) ∧ E_𝑌(𝑦) (strict) 𝑥, 𝑥^′, 𝑦, 𝑦^′ |= 𝐹(𝑥, 𝑦) ∧ 𝑥 ∼_𝑋 𝑥^′ ∧ 𝑦 ∼_𝑌 𝑦^′ → 𝐹(𝑥^′, 𝑦^′) (relational) 𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑦^′ |= 𝐹(𝑥, 𝑦) ∧ 𝐹(𝑥, 𝑦^′) → 𝑦 ∼_𝑌 𝑦^′ (single-valued) 𝑥 |= E_𝑋 (𝑥) → ∃𝑦:𝑌. 𝐹(𝑥, 𝑦) (total) Single-valuedness and totality are familiar conditions, while the other two ensure that 𝐹 behaves with respect to existence and equality predicates. Note how the antecedent E_𝑋 (𝑥) in the totality condition allows 𝐹 to ignore nonexisting elements of 𝑋. Two such relations represent the same morphism if they are equivalent as tripos predicates.

14It turns out that 𝑋 is isomorphic to (𝑋′, ∼𝑋 ) where 𝑋′ ≔ {𝑥 ∈ |𝑋| | (𝑥 ∼𝑋 𝑥) ≠ ∅}, but insisting that (𝑥 ∼𝑋 𝑥) ≠ ∅ does not lead to any improvements.

To actually compute 𝐹, we use a realizer 𝑠 for its strictness and a realizer 𝑡 for its totality to define the realizer 𝑓 ≔ ⌜⟨𝑥⟩ snd(𝑠 (𝑡 𝑥))⌝, which works as follows: for any 𝑥 ∈ 𝑋 and a ∈ E_𝑋 (𝑥) there is 𝑦 ∈ 𝑌 such that 𝑟 a ⊩_𝑝 E_𝑌(𝑦) for all 𝑝 ∈ ℙ, and because 𝐹 is single-valued, 𝑦 is unique up to ∼_𝑌.

The identity morphism on 𝑋 is represented by ∼_𝑋 , and the composition of 𝐹 : 𝑋 → 𝑌 and 𝐺 : 𝑌 → 𝑍 by the tripos predicate

(𝐺 ∘ 𝐹)(𝑥, 𝑧) ≔ ∃𝑦:𝑌. 𝐹(𝑥, 𝑦) ∧ 𝐺(𝑦, 𝑧).

The relevant conditions may be checked by reasoning in intuitionistic logic.

The terminal object in the topos is 1 ≔ ({★}, ∼_1), where (★ ∼_1 ★) ≔ 𝔸. The subobject classifier is the object Ω ≔ (P(𝔸), ∼_Ω) whose equality predicate is logical equivalence, (𝜙 ∼_Ω 𝜓) ≔ (𝜙 → 𝜓) ∧ (𝜓 → 𝜙). Truth 𝑇 : 1 → Ω is represented by the tripos predicate 𝑇(★, 𝜙) ≔ 𝜙.

4.8. Topos logic. The topos logic differs from the tripos logic because it accounts for the equality and existence predicates. We refer to [32, §2.3] for details, and give here an overview that will suffice for our purposes.

In the topos logic, the predicates on an object 𝑋 are its subobjects, which turn out to be in bĳective correspondence with equivalence classes of strict predicates [32, Thm. 2.2.1], i.e., those 𝜙 ∈ Pred(|𝑋 |) that satisfy

𝑥:𝑋 |= 𝜙(𝑥) → E_𝑋 (𝑥) (strict) 𝑥:𝑋, 𝑦:𝑋 |= 𝜙(𝑥) ∧ 𝑥 ∼_𝑋 𝑦 → 𝜙(𝑦) (relational)

The tripos falsehood is strict, and the tripos conjunction, disjunction, and the existential quantifier preserve strictness, hence these are computed in the topos in the same way as in the tripos. Truth, implication, and the universal quantifier require modification. We distinguish notationally between the tripos and topos logic by writing “→”, “∀𝑦:𝑌”, and “∃𝑦:𝑌” in the former, and “⇒”, “∀𝑦 ∈ 𝑌”, and “∃𝑦 ∈ 𝑌” in the latter.

First, the topos truth ⊤ qua predicate on 𝑋 is the tripos predicate E_𝑋 . Indeed, this is a strict predicate, and for any strict predicate 𝜙 ∈ Pred(𝑋) the implication 𝜙(𝑥) → E_𝑋 (𝑥) is valid by strictness of 𝜙. Because the top predicate has changed, we must also adjust validity: a strict predicate 𝜙 ∈ Pred(𝑋) is topos-valid when the tripos validates

𝑥:𝑋 |= E_𝑋 (𝑥) → 𝜙(𝑥).

Explicitly, there exists a ∈ 𝔸 such that for all 𝑥 ∈ |𝑋 |, b ∈ E_𝑋 (𝑥) and 𝑝 ∈ ℙ we have a b ⊩_𝑝 𝜙(𝑥).

Second, the topos implication 𝜙 ⇒ 𝜓 of strict predicates 𝜙 and 𝜓 on 𝑋 is represented by the strict predicate

[𝑥:𝑋 | E_𝑋 (𝑥) ∧ (𝜙(𝑥) → 𝜓(𝑥))].

Explicitly, a ∈ (𝜙 ⇒ 𝜓)(𝑥) when for all 𝑝 ∈ ℙ

(fst a ⊩_𝑝 E_𝑋 (𝑥)) ∧ (snd a ⊩_𝑝 𝜙(𝑥) → 𝜓(𝑥)).

Third, if 𝜙 is a strict predicate on 𝑋 ×𝑌, the topos universal ∀𝑦 ∈ 𝑌. 𝜙(𝑥, 𝑦) is represented by the strict predicate

[𝑥:𝑋 | E_𝑋 (𝑥) ∧ ∀𝑦:|𝑌|. (E_𝑌(𝑦) → 𝜙(𝑥, 𝑦))].

Assuming |𝑌| is inhabited, a ∈ (∀𝑦 ∈ 𝑌. 𝜙(𝑥, 𝑦)) when for all 𝑝 ∈ ℙ

(fst a ⊩_𝑝 E_𝑋 (𝑥)) ∧ ∀𝑦 ∈ |𝑌|. ∀b ∈ E_𝑌(𝑦). snd a b ⊩_𝑝 𝜙(𝑥, 𝑦).

The first conjunct just makes sure that non-existent 𝑥 do not get in the way. The second one is more interesting, as it adjusts the unreasonable uniformity of tripos ∀ by providing snd a with a realizer of 𝑦 ∈ |𝑌|.

One might expect the topos existential ∃𝑦 ∈ 𝑌. 𝜙(𝑥, 𝑦) to be

[𝑥:𝑋 | ∃𝑦:𝑌. E_𝑌(𝑦) ∧ 𝜙(𝑥, 𝑦)],

but we can reuse ∃𝑦:𝑌. 𝜙(𝑥, 𝑦), for if a ∈ (∃𝑦:𝑌. 𝜙(𝑥, 𝑦)) and 𝑠 realizes strictness of 𝜙 then 𝑠 a ∈ E_𝑌(𝑦) for some 𝑦 ∈ |𝑌|.

In contrast to the tripos logic, the topos logic is equipped with equality. Unsurprisingly, equality on 𝑋 is represented by ∼_𝑋 , one just needs to check that this is indeed a strict predicate. More generally, equality of morphisms 𝐹, 𝐺 : 𝑋 → 𝑌 is represented by the predicate

[𝑥:𝑋 | ∃𝑦:𝑌. 𝐹(𝑥, 𝑦) ∧ 𝐺(𝑥, 𝑦)].

Example 4.3. Suppose |𝑋 | is inhabited, and 𝜙 ∈ Pred(|𝑋 | × |𝑌|). A short calculations shows that ∀𝑥 ∈ 𝑋. ∃𝑦 ∈ 𝑌. 𝜙(𝑥, 𝑦) is realized when there is a ∈ 𝔸 such that

∀𝑥 ∈ |𝑋 |. ∀b ∈ E_𝑋 (𝑥). ∀𝑝 ∈ ℙ. ∃𝑦 ∈ |𝑌|. a b ⊩_𝑝 𝜙(𝑥, 𝑦).

Note that the unreasonable uniformity of Example 4.1 has been rectified, as b is passed to a.

4.9. Parameterized assemblies. Direct manipulation of topos objects, and especially morphisms, can be cumbersome. Fortunately, the subcategory of assemblies [32, Sect. 2.4] is significantly easier to work with and already contains most objects of interest.

The idea is to take existence predicates as primary. Define a (parameterized) assembly 𝑋 = (|𝑋 |, E_𝑋) to be a set |𝑋 | with a tripos predicate E_𝑋 ∈ Pred(|𝑋 |), called the existence predicate, such that E_𝑋 (𝑥) ≠ ∅ for all 𝑥 ∈ |𝑋 |. Also define a (parameterized) assembly map 𝑓 : 𝑋 → 𝑌 to be a map 𝑓 : |𝑋 | → |𝑌| which is realized by some a ∈ 𝔸, meaning: for all 𝑥 ∈ |𝑋 |, b ∈ E_𝑋 (𝑥) and 𝑝 ∈ ℙ, we have a b ⊩_𝑝 E_𝑌( 𝑓 (𝑥)). Assembly maps are closed under composition and include the identity maps, so we have a category PAsm(𝔸, ℙ).

Given an assembly 𝑋, let ∼_𝑋 be the tripos predicate on |𝑋 | × |𝑋 |, defined by (𝑥 ∼_𝑋 𝑥^′) ≔ {a ∈ E_𝑋 (𝑥) | 𝑥 = 𝑥^′}.

Thus 𝑥 ∼_𝑋 𝑥^′ is empty when 𝑥 ≠ 𝑥^′ and equals E_𝑋 (𝑥) when 𝑥 = 𝑥^′. It is evident that 𝑥 ∼_𝑋 𝑥^′ is an equality predicate on |𝑋 |, hence the assembly 𝑋 may be construed as the topos object (|𝑋 |, ∼_𝑋). Not every topos object arises this way, for instance the subobject classifier Ω.

To get a functorial embedding of assemblies into the topos, we map an assembly map 𝑓 : 𝑋 → 𝑌 to the topos morphism 𝐹 : 𝑋 → 𝑌 where

𝐹(𝑥, 𝑦) ≔ {b ∈ 𝔸 | 𝑓 (𝑥) = 𝑦 ∧ ∀𝑝 ∈ ℙ. fst b ⊩_𝑝 E_𝑋 (𝑥) ∧ snd b ⊩_𝑝 E_𝑌(𝑦)}.

This is a functional relation, for if a realizes 𝑓 then ⌜⟨𝑥⟩ pair 𝑥 (a 𝑥)⌝ realizes totality of 𝐹. The passage from assemblies to topos objects constitutes a full and faithful embedding PAsm(𝔸, ℙ) → PRT(𝔸, ℙ). Only fullness deserves attention. Suppose 𝑋 and 𝑌 are assemblies and 𝐹 : 𝑋 → 𝑌 a morphism between the induced topos objects. Because 𝑌 is an assembly and 𝐹 is singlevalued, each 𝑥 ∈ |𝑋 | has at most one 𝑦 ∈ |𝑌| such that 𝐹(𝑥, 𝑦) ≠ ∅. Therefore, we may define a map 𝑓 : |𝑋 | → |𝑌| by

𝑓 (𝑥) = 𝑦 :⇔ 𝐹(𝑥, 𝑦) ≠ ∅.

If a ∈ 𝔸 realizes totality of 𝐹 then ⌜⟨𝑥⟩ snd (a 𝑥)⌝ realizes 𝑓 as an assembly map.

4.10. Some distinguished assemblies. We review certain objects of the topos that will play a role in the construction of the object of the Dedekind reals.

4.10.1. Natural numbers, integers, and rational numbers. The natural numbers object is the assembly N ≔ (ℕ, E_N) where E_N(𝑛) ≔ {𝑛}, so that each number is realized by the corresponding Curry numeral. The induction principle is realized by the primitive recursor primrec from Section 3.2.

The objects of integers and rational numbers are the assemblies

Z ≔ (ℤ, E_Z) and Q ≔ (ℚ, E_Q),

whose existence predicates are induced by computable enumerations. For the integers we can use

E_Z(𝑘) ≔ � {2𝑘} if 𝑘 ≥ 0, {1 − 2𝑘} if 𝑘 < 0.

For the rationals we may reuse the bĳection q : ℕ → ℚ from Section 2.1,

E_Q(q_𝑛 ) ≔ {𝑛}.

Any other reasonable codings would result in isomorphic objects. Arithmetical operations are realized and the order relation is decidable, i.e., the statement ∀𝑥, 𝑦. 𝑥 < 𝑦 ∨ 𝑦 ≤ 𝑥 is realized, both for 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ ℤ and for 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ ℚ.

4.10.2. Products and exponentials. The category of parameterized assemblies is cartesian closed. The product of 𝑋 and 𝑌 is the assembly

𝑋 × 𝑌 ≔ (|𝑋 | × |𝑌|, E_{𝑋×𝑌})

where

E_{𝑋×𝑌}(𝑥, 𝑦) ≔ {a ∈ 𝔸 | ∀𝑝 ∈ ℙ. fst a ⊩_𝑝 E_𝑋 (𝑥) ∧ snd a ⊩_𝑝 E_𝑌(𝑦)}.

To construct the exponential 𝑌^𝑋 , we define its existence predicate, for any 𝑓 : |𝑋 | → |𝑌|, by

E_𝑌𝑋 ( 𝑓 ) ≔ {a ∈ 𝔸 | ∀𝑥 ∈ 𝑋. ∀b ∈ E_𝑋 (𝑥). ∀𝑝 ∈ ℙ. a b ⊩_𝑝 E_𝑌( 𝑓 (𝑥))},

and set |𝑌^𝑋 | ≔ { 𝑓 : |𝑋 | → |𝑌| | E_𝑌𝑋 ( 𝑓 ) ≠ ∅}.

Proposition 4.4. Markov’s principle

∀ 𝑓 ∈ 2^N. ¬¬(∃𝑛 ∈ N. 𝑓 𝑛 = 1) ⇒ ∃𝑛 ∈ N. 𝑓 𝑛 = 1

is valid.

Proof. The principle is realized by a program that searches for the least 𝑛 such that 𝑓 𝑛 ≠ 0:

⟨ 𝑓 ⟩ ⟨𝑟⟩ Z (⟨𝑠⟩ ⟨𝑛⟩ if (iszero ( 𝑓 𝑛) (𝑠 (succ 𝑛)) 𝑛)) 0.

The assumption ¬¬∃𝑛 ∈ N. 𝑓 (𝑛) = 1 ensures that the search will succeed.15 □ Example 4.5. Let us contrast ∀∃ statements and exponentials. Consider a nonempty assembly 𝑋, an assembly 𝑌, and a strict predicate 𝜙 ∈ Pred(|𝑋 | × |𝑌|), with 𝑠 ∈ 𝔸 witnessing its strictness. Validity of ∀𝑥 ∈ 𝑋. ∃𝑦 ∈ 𝑌. 𝜙(𝑥, 𝑦) is equivalent to there being a ∈ 𝔸 such that

∀𝑥 ∈ |𝑋 |. ∀b ∈ E_𝑋 (𝑥). ∀𝑝 ∈ ℙ. ∃𝑦 ∈ |𝑌|. a b ⊩_𝑝 𝜙(𝑥, 𝑦).

The realizer c ≔ ⌜⟨b⟩ snd (𝑠 (a b))⌝ satisfies, for any 𝑥 ∈ |𝑋 |, b ∈ E_𝑋 (𝑥) and 𝑝 ∈ ℙ, that there is 𝑦 ∈ |𝑌| such that c b ⊩_𝑝 E_𝑌(𝑦). However, c need not realize a choice map 𝑓 : 𝑋 → 𝑌 because 𝑦 may depend on b and 𝑝. Thus in general the axiom of choice

(∀𝑥 ∈ 𝑋. ∃𝑦 ∈ 𝑌. 𝜙(𝑥, 𝑦)) ⇒ ∃ 𝑓 ∈ 𝑌^𝑋 . ∀𝑥 ∈ 𝑋. 𝜙(𝑥, 𝑓 (𝑥)))

is not realized, even in case that E_𝑋 (𝑥) is a singleton for all 𝑥 ∈ |𝑋 |, because there is still dependence on the parameter. In particular, countable choice may fail, as it does in the topos T_μ from Section 6.

4.10.3. Sub-assemblies. Suppose 𝜙 ∈ Pred(|𝑋 |) is a strict predicate on an assembly 𝑋. (Notice that 𝜙 is automatically relational because (𝑥 ∼_𝑋 𝑦) ≠ ∅ implies 𝑥 = 𝑦.) We define the sub-assembly {𝑥:𝑋 | 𝜙(𝑥)} to have the underlying set |{𝑥:𝑋 | 𝜙(𝑥)}| ≔ {𝑥 ∈ |𝑋 | | 𝜙(𝑥) ≠ ∅} and the existence predicate E_{{𝑥:𝑋 |𝜙(𝑥)}}(𝑥) ≔ 𝜙(𝑥). Then the canonical map {𝑥:𝑋 | 𝜙(𝑥)} → 𝑋 is realized by any realizer for strictness of 𝜙. It is the monomorphism characterized by the predicate 𝜙.

15As is typical of realizability models, we are relying on mete-level Markov’s principle to realize Markov’s principle: since it is impossible that the search will run forever, it will find what it is looking for.

4.10.4. Constant assemblies. Define the constant (parameterized) assembly on a set 𝑆 to be ∇𝑆 ≔ (𝑆, E_{∇𝑆}) with E_{∇𝑆}(𝑥) ≔ 𝔸. The existence predicate is maximally uninformative, because all elements of 𝑆 share all realizers. Consequently, given any assembly 𝑋, every map 𝑓 : |𝑋 | → 𝑆 is realized, say by k. In particular, every map 𝑓 : 𝑆 → 𝑇 between sets is an assembly map ∇ 𝑓 ≔ 𝑓 : ∇𝑆 → ∇𝑇, which makes ∇ a functor from sets to assemblies, see [32, Sect. 2.4] for details.

4.10.5. The assembly ∇2 and ¬¬-stable predicates. Of particular interest is the assembly ∇2 because it classifies ¬¬-stable predicates on any assembly 𝑋 (and more generally on any topos object). On the one hand, ∇2^𝑋 is isomorphic to ∇(2^{|𝑋 |}) because every map |𝑋 | → 2 is realized. On the other, 2^{|𝑋 |} qua Heyting algebra is equivalent to the Heyting prealgebra of ¬¬-stable strict predicates on 𝑋. Too see this, observe that a strict predicate 𝜙 on 𝑋 is ¬¬-stable when

𝑥:𝑋 |= E_𝑋 (𝑥) → ((𝜙(𝑥) ⇒ ⊥) ⇒ ⊥) ⇒ 𝜙(𝑥),

which amounts to there being a ∈ 𝔸 such that, for all 𝑥 ∈ |𝑋 |, b ∈ E_𝑋 (𝑥) and 𝑝 ∈ ℙ, if 𝜙(𝑥) ≠ ∅ then a b ⊩_𝑝 𝜙(𝑥). Therefore, 𝜙 is equivalent to the strict predicate 𝑥 ↦→ {𝑎 ∈ 𝔸 | 𝜙(𝑥) ≠ ∅}, which in turn corresponds to a unique map |𝑋 | → 2, obtained when ∅ and 𝔸 are mapped to 0 and 1, respectively.

5. The real numbers

We review the construction of the Dedekind real numbers, and formulate it in a way that makes it easy to calculate the object of Dedekind reals in a parameterized realizability topos. We also show that the Cauchy reals are sequence-avoiding in any parameterized realizability topos.

5.1. The Dedekind real numbers. In this section we work in higher-order intuitionistic logic, which can be interpreted in any topos. Common mathematical constructions are available, as well as the standard number sets: the natural numbers N, the integers Z and the rationals Q.

Definition 5.1. A Dedekind cut is a pair (𝐿, 𝑈) ∈ P(Q) × P(Q) of subsets of rationals, satisfying the following conditions, where 𝑞 and 𝑟 range over Q:

(1) 𝐿 and 𝑈 are inhabited: ∃𝑞. 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿 and ∃𝑟. 𝑟 ∈ 𝑈, (2) 𝐿 is lower-rounded and 𝑈 upper-rounded:

𝑞 ∈ 𝐿 ⇔ ∃𝑟. 𝑞 < 𝑟 ∧ 𝑟 ∈ 𝐿 and 𝑟 ∈ 𝑈 ⇔ ∃𝑞. 𝑞 ∈ 𝑈 ∧ 𝑞 < 𝑟,

(3) 𝐿 is below 𝑈: 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿 ∧ 𝑟 ∈ 𝑈 ⇒ 𝑞 < 𝑟, (4) 𝐿 and 𝑈 are located: 𝑞 < 𝑟 ⇒ 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿 ∨ 𝑟 ∈ 𝑈.

We write cut(𝐿, 𝑈) for the conjunction of the above conditions. The set of Dedekind reals is

R ≔ {(𝐿, 𝑈) ∈ P(Q) × P(Q) | cut(𝐿, 𝑈)}.

The symbols R and ℝ both denote the set of Dedekind reals. We normally use R when referring to the object of Dedekind reals in a topos, or when we want to contrast the Dedekind reals with other kinds of reals.

Lower-roundedness may be split into two separate conditions:

• 𝐿 is lower: 𝑞 < 𝑟 ∧ 𝑟 ∈ 𝐿 ⇒ 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿, • 𝐿 is rounded: 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿 ⇒ ∃𝑟. 𝑞 < 𝑟 ∈ 𝑟 ∈ 𝐿.

Upper-roundedness may be decomposed analogously.

Many textbooks construct the reals by using one-sided cuts. Again, this works classically but requires special care when done constructively, and in any case the symmetry of double-sided cuts streamlines the development, even classically.

Proposition^★ 5.2. For all 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ R, if ¬¬(𝑥 = 𝑦) then 𝑥 = 𝑦.

Proof. Suppose 𝑥 = (𝐿_𝑥 , 𝑈_𝑥), 𝑦 = (𝐿_𝑦 , 𝑈_𝑦) and ¬¬(𝑥 = 𝑦). We only prove 𝐿_𝑥 ⊆ 𝐿_𝑦 , as the other three inclusions are proved symmetrically. Suppose 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿_𝑥. Because 𝐿_𝑥 is rounded, there is 𝑟 ∈ ℚ such that 𝑞 < 𝑟 ∈ 𝐿_𝑥. From ¬¬(𝐿_𝑥 = 𝐿_𝑦) follows that ¬¬(𝑟 ∈ 𝐿_𝑦). Because 𝑦 is located, 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿_𝑦 or 𝑟 ∈ 𝑈_𝑦. In the first case we are done, while the second case cannot happen, for if 𝑟 ∈ 𝑈_𝑦 then ¬(𝑟 ∈ 𝐿_𝑦), contradicting ¬¬(𝑟 ∈ 𝐿_𝑦 ). □

Proposition^★ 5.3. For any cut (𝐿, 𝑈) and 𝑘 ∈ ℕ there exists 𝑞 ∈ ℚ such that 𝑞 − 2^{−𝑘} ∈ 𝐿 and 𝑞 + 2^{−𝑘} ∈ 𝑈.

Proof. There are 𝑠 ∈ 𝐿 and 𝑡 ∈ 𝑈. Let us show by induction on 𝑗 ∈ ℕ that there are 𝑢 ∈ 𝐿 and 𝑣 ∈ 𝑈 such that 𝑣 − 𝑢 ≤ (2/3)^𝑗 (𝑡 − 𝑠). At 𝑗 = 0 we take 𝑢 = 𝑠 and 𝑣 = 𝑡. The induction step from 𝑗 to 𝑗 + 1 proceeds as follows. By the induction hypothesis there are 𝑢^′ ∈ 𝐿 and 𝑣^′ ∈ 𝑈 such that 𝑣^′ − 𝑢^′ ≤ (2/3)^𝑗 (𝑡 − 𝑠). By locatedness (2𝑢^′ + 𝑣^′)/3 ∈ 𝐿 or (𝑢^′ + 2𝑣^′)/3 ∈ 𝑈. In the first case we take 𝑢 = (2𝑢^′ + 𝑣^′)/3 and 𝑣 = 𝑣^′, and in the second 𝑢 = 𝑢^′ and 𝑣 = (𝑢^′ + 2𝑣^′)/3.

Now let 𝑘 ∈ ℕ be given. There is 𝑗 ∈ ℕ such that (2/3)^𝑗 (𝑡 − 𝑠) < 2^{−𝑘} . We proved that there exist 𝑢 ∈ 𝐿 and 𝑣 ∈ 𝑈 such that 𝑣 − 𝑢 ≤ (2/3)^𝑗 (𝑡 − 𝑠) < 2^{−𝑘} . We may take 𝑞 = (𝑢 + 𝑣)/2 because 𝑞 − 2^{−𝑘} < 𝑣 − 2^{−𝑘} < 𝑢 hence 𝑞 − 2^{−𝑘} ∈ 𝐿, and similarly for 𝑞 + 2^{−𝑘} ∈ 𝑈. □

To facilitate calculations in parameterized realizability, we find an object that is isomorphic to R but whose interpretation in assemblies is straightforward. For any set 𝐴 and subset 𝑆 ⊆ 𝐴, let 𝑆^c ≔ {𝑥 ∈ 𝐴 | ¬(𝑥 ∈ 𝑆)} be the complement of 𝑆, and

P_{¬¬}(𝐴) ≔ {𝑆 ∈ P(𝐴) | ∀𝑥 ∈ 𝐴. ¬¬(𝑥 ∈ 𝑆) ⇒ 𝑥 ∈ 𝑆}

the set of ¬¬-stable subsets of 𝐴. Just like P(𝐴) is isomorphic to the set Ω^𝐴 of characteristic maps on 𝐴, so P_{¬¬}(𝐴) is isomorphic to Ω^𝐴_{¬¬}, where

Ω_{¬¬} ≔ {𝑝 ∈ Ω | ¬¬𝑝 ⇒ 𝑝}

is the set of ¬¬-stable truth values. It is a complete Boolean algebra that can be used instead of Ω in the definition of Dedekind cuts, like this.

Definition 5.4. A classical Dedekind cut is a pair (𝐿, 𝑈) ∈ P_{¬¬}(Q) × P_{¬¬}(Q) of ¬¬-stable subsets of rationals, satisfying the following conditions, where 𝑟 and 𝑞 range over Q:

(1) 𝐿 and 𝑈 are not empty: ¬∀𝑞. 𝑞 ∉ 𝐿 and ¬∀𝑟. 𝑟 ∉ 𝑈, (2) 𝐿 is lower and 𝑈 upper:

𝑞 < 𝑟 ∧ 𝑟 ∈ 𝐿 ⇒ 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿 and 𝑞 ∈ 𝑈 ∧ 𝑞 < 𝑟 ⇒ 𝑟 ∈ 𝑈,

(3) 𝐿 has no maximum and 𝑈 no minimum:

(∀𝑟. 𝑟 ∈ 𝐿 ⇒ 𝑟 ≤ 𝑞) ⇒ 𝑞 ∉ 𝐿 and (∀𝑞. 𝑞 ∈ 𝑈 ⇒ 𝑟 ≤ 𝑞) ⇒ 𝑟 ∉ 𝑈,

(4) 𝐿 is below 𝑈: 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿 ∧ 𝑟 ∈ 𝑈 ⇒ 𝑞 < 𝑟, (5) 𝐿 and 𝑈 are tight: 𝑞 ∉ 𝐿 ∧ 𝑟 ∉ 𝑈 ⇒ 𝑟 ≤ 𝑞.

We write cut_{¬¬}(𝐿, 𝑈) for the conjunction of the above conditions. The set of classical Dedekind reals is

R_{¬¬} ≔ {(𝐿, 𝑈) ∈ P_{¬¬}(Q) × P_{¬¬}(Q) | cut_{¬¬}(𝐿, 𝑈)}.

Dedekind cuts turn out to be those classical Dedekind cuts that have arbitrarily good rational approximations.

Theorem^★ 5.5. The set of Dedekind reals R is isomorphic to

(5.1) 𝑅_𝑑 ≔ {(𝐿, 𝑈) ∈ R_{¬¬} | ∀𝑘 ∈ ℕ. ∃𝑞 ∈ ℚ. 𝑞 − 2^{−𝑘} ∈ 𝐿 ∧ 𝑞 + 2^{−𝑘} ∈ 𝑈}.

Proof. Let 𝑓 : R → 𝑅_𝑑 take a cut to its double complement, 𝑓 (𝐿, 𝑈) = (𝐿^{cc}, 𝑈^{cc}). To see that it is well-defined, we must verify that (𝐿^{cc}, 𝑈^{cc}) is a classical cut and that

(5.2) ∀𝑘 ∈ ℕ. ∃𝑞 ∈ ℚ. 𝑞 − 2^{−𝑘} ∈ 𝐿^{cc} ∧ 𝑞 + 2^{−𝑘} ∈ 𝑈^{cc}.

We dispense with (5.2) first: for any 𝑘 ∈ ℕ, by Proposition 5.3 there is 𝑞 ∈ ℚ such that 𝑞 − 2^{−𝑘} ∈ 𝐿 ⊆ 𝐿^{cc} and 𝑞 + 2^{−𝑘} ∈ 𝑈 ⊆ 𝑈^{cc}.

Let us verify that (𝐿^{cc} , 𝑈^{cc}) is a classical cut, where we spell out only the conditions for 𝐿, as the reasoning for 𝑈 is symmetric:

(1) 𝐿^{cc} is non-empty because 𝐿 is inhabited and 𝐿 ⊆ 𝐿^{cc}. (2) 𝐿^{cc} is lower: if 𝑞 < 𝑟 and 𝑟 ∈ 𝐿^{cc} then 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿^c would imply 𝑟 ∈ 𝐿^c, hence 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿^{cc}.

(3) 𝐿^{cc} has no maximum: if ∀𝑟 ∈ 𝐿^{cc}. 𝑟 ≤ 𝑞 then ∀𝑟 ∈ 𝐿. 𝑟 ≤ 𝑞, hence 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿^c = (𝐿^{cc})^c.

(4) 𝐿^{cc} is below 𝑈^{cc}: if 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿^{cc} and 𝑟 ∈ 𝑈^{cc} then ¬¬(𝑞 < 𝑟), therefore 𝑞 < 𝑟.

(5) 𝐿^{cc} and 𝑈^{cc} are tight: suppose 𝑞 ∉ 𝐿^{cc} and 𝑟 ∉ 𝑈^{cc}. If 𝑞 < 𝑟 then either 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿, which contradicts 𝑞 ∉ 𝐿^{cc}, or 𝑟 ∈ 𝑈, which contradicts 𝑞 ∉ 𝑈^{cc}. Therefore 𝑟 ≤ 𝑞.

It remains to be shown that 𝑓 is a bĳection. For injectivity, suppose 𝑥 = (𝐿_𝑥 , 𝑈_𝑥) and 𝑦 = (𝐿_𝑦 , 𝑈_𝑦 ) are cuts such that 𝐿^{cc}_𝑥 = 𝐿^{cc}_𝑥 and 𝑈^{cc}_𝑦 = 𝑈^{cc}_𝑦 . Then ¬¬(𝑥 = 𝑦) and by Proposition 5.2, 𝑥 = 𝑦.

To establish surjectivity of 𝑓 , take any (𝐿, 𝑈) ∈ 𝑅_𝑑 and define 𝐿̂ ≔ {𝑞 ∈ ℚ | ∃𝑟 ∈ ℚ. 𝑞 < 𝑟 ∧ 𝑟 ∈ 𝐿}, 𝑈̂ ≔ {𝑟 ∈ ℚ | ∃𝑞 ∈ ℚ. 𝑞 ∈ 𝑈 ∧ 𝑞 < 𝑟}.

Let us show that (𝐿̂, 𝑈̂) is a cut, where again we verify only the conditions for 𝐿̂ when symmetry permits us to do so:

(1) 𝐿̂ is inhabited, because by (5.2) there is 𝑞 ∈ ℚ such that 𝑞 − 2^0 ∈ 𝐿, therefore 𝑞 − 2 ∈ 𝐿̂.

(2) 𝐿̂ is obviously lower, and it is rounded too: if 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿̂ then 𝑞 < 𝑟 and 𝑟 ∈ 𝐿 for some 𝑟, hence (𝑞 + 𝑟)/2 ∈ 𝐿̂ because (𝑞 + 𝑟)/2 < 𝑟.

(3) 𝐿̂ is below 𝑈̂: if 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿̂ and 𝑟 ∈ 𝑈̂ then there are 𝑠 and 𝑡 such that 𝑞 < 𝑠, 𝑠 ∈ 𝐿, 𝑡 ∈ 𝑈, and 𝑡 < 𝑟, therefore 𝑞 < 𝑠 < 𝑡 < 𝑟.

(4) To see that (𝐿̂, 𝑈̂) is located, consider any 𝑞 < 𝑟. There is 𝑘 ∈ ℕ such that 2^{−𝑘+1} < 𝑟 − 𝑞, and there is 𝑠 ∈ ℚ such that 𝑠 − 2^{−𝑘} ∈ 𝐿 and 𝑠 + 2^{−𝑘} ∈ 𝑈. Either 𝑞 < 𝑠 − 2^{−𝑘} , in which case 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿̂, or 𝑠 + 2^{−𝑘} < 𝑟, in which case 𝑟 ∈ 𝑈̂.

Finally, we claim that 𝐿̂^{cc} = 𝐿 and 𝑈̂^{cc} = 𝑈. Notice that 𝐿̂ ⊆ 𝐿 because 𝐿 is lower, hence 𝐿̂^{cc} ⊆ 𝐿^{cc} = 𝐿. To show 𝐿 ⊆ 𝐿̂^{cc}, suppose 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿. If we had 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿̂^c, then it would follow that ∀𝑟 ∈ 𝐿. 𝑟 ≤ 𝑞, and because 𝐿 has no maximum also 𝑞 ∉ 𝐿, a contradiction, hence we conclude 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿̂^{cc}. □

5.2. The Dedekind reals in parameterized realizability. We seek an explicit description of the object of Dedekind reals in a parameterized realizability topos. Rather than interpreting Definition 5.1 directly, we compute the classical Dedekind cuts and use Theorem 5.5.

Proposition 5.6. In a parameterized realizability topos, the object of classical Dedekind reals is isomorphic to ∇ℝ.

Proof. In Section 4.10.5 we saw that ∇2 is isomorphic to Ω_{¬¬}, hence P_{¬¬}(Q) is isomorphic to ∇2^Q, which in turn is isomorphic to ∇ (P(ℚ)). Because the definition of cut_{¬¬}(𝐿, 𝑈) uses only logical connectives and relations that are preserved by ∇, the object R_{¬¬} is isomorphic to ∇{(𝐿, 𝑈) ∈ P(ℚ) × P(ℚ) | cut_{¬¬}(𝐿, 𝑈)}.

We are done because under ∇ above appears the classical definition of ℝ. □

Corollary 5.7. In PRT(𝔸, ℙ) the object of Dedekind reals is (isomorphic to) the assembly R whose underlying set is |R| = {𝑥 ∈ ℝ | E_R(𝑥) ≠ ∅} and whose existence predicate is

E_R(𝑥) ≔ {r ∈ 𝔸 | ∀𝑝 ∈ ℙ. ∀𝑘 ∈ ℕ. ∃𝑞 ∈ ℚ. |𝑥 − 𝑞| < 2^{−𝑘} ∧ r 𝑘 ⊩_𝑝 E_Q(𝑞)}.

Proof. By Proposition 5.6 and Theorem 5.5 the object of Dedekind reals is (isomorphic to) the sub-assembly of ∇ℝ whose existence predicate is the realizability interpretation of (5.1), which is what E_R is. □

The takeaway is that a realizer of a Dedekind real 𝑥 computes arbitrarily precise rational approximations of 𝑥 which may depend on the parameter 𝑝.

Recall that the strict order < on R is defined by

𝑥 < 𝑦 :⇔ ∃𝑞 ∈ ℚ. 𝑞 ∈ 𝑈_𝑥 ∧ 𝑞 ∈ 𝑈_𝑦 .

Thus 𝑥 < 𝑦 is realized by a rational that is wedged between 𝑥 and 𝑦. However, the following lemma shows that we need not bother because the order is ¬¬- stable.

Lemma 5.8. In PRT(𝔸, ℙ),

(1) ∀𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ R. 𝑥 ≠ 𝑦 ⇒ 𝑥 < 𝑦 ∨ 𝑦 < 𝑥, and (2) ∀𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ R. ¬¬(𝑥 < 𝑦) ⇒ 𝑥 < 𝑦.

Proof. Deriving the second statement from the first one is an exercise in intuitionistic logic, so we only describe how to realize the first statement. Suppose 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ |R|, r ∈ E_R(𝑥), s ∈ E_R(𝑦) and 𝑝 ∈ ℙ. Search for the least 𝑘 ∈ ℕ such that |q_{r·𝑝 𝑘} − q_{s·𝑝 𝑘} | > 2^{−𝑘+1}. It will certainly be found because 𝑥 ≠ 𝑦. With 𝑘 in hand, compare q_{r·𝑝 𝑘} and q_{s·𝑝 𝑘} . If q_{r·𝑝 𝑘} < q_{s·𝑝 𝑘} then

𝑥 < q_{r·𝑝 𝑘} + 2^{−𝑘} < q_{s·𝑝 𝑘} − 2^{−𝑘} < 𝑦,

therefore 𝑥 < 𝑦 may be realized by q_{r·𝑝 𝑘} + 2^{−𝑘} . If q_{s·𝑝 𝑘} < q_{𝑡·𝑝 𝑘} then 𝑦 < 𝑥 symmetrically. □

5.3. The Cauchy reals. It is instructive to compare the Dedekind and Cauchy reals in parameterized realizability. We identify the Cauchy reals as those Dedekind reals that are limits of Cauchy sequences of rationals. Since we work without the axiom of countable choice, rapid convergence should be imposed.

Definition 5.9. A Cauchy real is a Dedekind real 𝑥 ∈ R which is the limit of a rapidly converging rational sequence, i.e., the set of Cauchy reals is

R_c ≔ {𝑥 ∈ R | ∃𝑞 ∈ Q^N. ∀𝑛 ∈ N. |𝑥 − 𝑞_𝑛 | < 2^{−𝑛} }.

It would make no difference if we used the classical reals:

Proposition^★ 5.10. The set of Cauchy reals R_c is isomorphic to

(5.3) 𝑅_𝑐 ≔ {𝑥 ∈ R_{¬¬} | ∃𝑞 ∈ Q^N. ∀𝑛 ∈ N. |𝑥 − 𝑞_𝑛 | < 2^{−𝑛} }.

Proof. Any classical real 𝑥 ∈ R_{¬¬} that is the limit of a rapidly converging rational sequence is also a Dedekind real. □

The previous proposition tells us how to compute the object of Cauchy reals.

Corollary 5.11. In PRT(𝔸, ℙ) the object of Cauchy reals is (isomorphic to) the assembly R_c whose underlying set is |R_c | ≔ {𝑥 ∈ ℝ | E_{Rc} (𝑥) ≠ ∅} and the existence predicate is

E_{Rc} (𝑥) ≔ {r ∈ 𝔸 | ∃𝑞 ∈ ℚ^ℕ. ∀𝑝 ∈ ℙ. ∀𝑘 ∈ ℕ. |𝑥 − 𝑞_𝑘 | < 2^{−𝑘} ∧ r 𝑘 ⊩_𝑝 E_Q(𝑞_𝑘 )}.

Proof. As in Corollary 5.7, the existence predicate E_{Rc} is the realizability interpretation of (5.3). □ If we write the existence predicate for the Dedekind reals in the equivalent form16

E_R(𝑥) ≔ {r ∈ 𝔸 | ∀𝑝 ∈ ℙ. ∃𝑞 ∈ ℚ^ℕ. ∀𝑘 ∈ ℕ. |𝑥 − 𝑞_𝑘 | < 2^{−𝑘} ∧ r 𝑘 ⊩_𝑝 E_Q(𝑞_𝑘 )}, the difference between the Dedekind and Cauchy reals is seen to be just one of switching the quantifiers: a rapid sequence representing a Dedekind real may depend on the parameter, whereas one representing a Cauchy real may not.

Theorem 5.12. In PRT(𝔸, ℙ) the Cauchy reals are sequence-avoiding. Proof. For r ∈ 𝔸 to realize ∀ 𝑓 ∈ R^N_c . ∃𝑥 ∈ R_c. ∀𝑛 ∈ N. 𝑓 𝑛 ≠ 𝑥 it has to satisfy the following condition: for all 𝑓 ∈ |R^N_c |, b ∈ E_RN_c ( 𝑓 ) and 𝑝 ∈ ℙ there is 𝑥 ∈ |R_c | such that ∀𝑛 ∈ ℕ. 𝑓 (𝑛) ≠ 𝑥 and

∃𝑡 ∈ ℚ^ℕ. ∀𝑘 ∈ ℕ. |𝑥 − 𝑡_𝑘 | < 2^{−𝑘} ∧ ∀𝑝^′ ∈ ℙ. (r ·_𝑝 b) ·_𝑝′ 𝑘 ∈ E_Q(𝑡_𝑘 ). So suppose 𝑓 ∈ |R^N_c |, b ∈ E_RN_c ( 𝑓 ) and 𝑝 ∈ ℙ. By unraveling the meaning of b ∈ E_RN_c ( 𝑓 ) we find out that there is a map 𝑠 : ℕ × ℕ → ℚ, which depends only on b and 𝑝, such that

∀𝑛, 𝑘 ∈ ℕ. | 𝑓 (𝑛) − 𝑠(𝑛, 𝑘)| < 2^{−𝑘} ∧ ∀𝑝^′ ∈ ℙ. (b ·_𝑝 𝑛) ·_𝑝′ 𝑘 ∈ E_Q(𝑠(𝑛, 𝑘)). We define sequences 𝑡, 𝑢 : ℕ → ℚ which depend only on 𝑠, such that 0 < 𝑢_𝑛 − 𝑡_𝑛 < 2^{−𝑛−1} and 𝑓 (𝑛) < 𝑢_𝑛 ∨ 𝑡_𝑛 < 𝑓 (𝑛), for all 𝑛 ∈ ℕ. Set 𝑡_0 ≔ 𝑠(0, 0) + 1 and 𝑢_0 ≔ 𝑠_0 +^1_4 . Assuming 𝑡_𝑛 and 𝑢_𝑛 have been constructed, let 𝑑 ≔^{𝑢𝑛−𝑡𝑛}_4 , 𝑚 ≔ min{𝑚 ∈ ℕ | 2^{−𝑚} < 𝑑}, and define

(𝑡_{𝑛+1} , 𝑢_{𝑛+1}) ≔ � (𝑡_𝑛 , 𝑡_𝑛 + 𝑑) if 𝑡_𝑛 + 2𝑑 < 𝑠(𝑛, 𝑚), (𝑢_𝑛 − 𝑑, 𝑢_𝑛) otherwise.

The real 𝑥 ≔ lim_𝑛 𝑡_𝑛 = lim_𝑛 𝑢_𝑛 satisfies ∀𝑛 ∈ ℕ. 𝑓 (𝑛) ≠ 𝑥 and depends only on b and 𝑝, because it is defined in terms of 𝑠. It remains to exhibit r ∈ 𝔸, independent of all parameters, such that (r ·_𝑝 b) ·_𝑝′ 𝑘 ∈ E_Q(𝑡_𝑘 ) for all 𝑘 ∈ ℕ

16The equivalence with the definition given in Corollary 5.7 relies on countable choice outside the topos.

and 𝑝^′ ∈ ℙ. It takes the form r ≔ ⟨𝑏⟩ ⟨𝑘⟩ 𝑒 where 𝑒 computes a realizer for 𝑡_𝑘 , as described in the above procedure, and relying on the fact that (b ·_𝑝 𝑛) ·_𝑝′ 𝑘 computes a realizer for 𝑠(𝑛, 𝑘). □

Let us investigate where the proof of Theorem 5.12 gets stuck if we replace the Cauchy reals with the Dedekind reals. For r ∈ 𝔸 to realize

∀ 𝑓 ∈ R^N. ∃𝑥 ∈ R. ∀𝑛 ∈ N. 𝑓 𝑛 ≠ 𝑥

it has to satisfy the following condition: for all 𝑓 ∈ |R^N |, b ∈ E_RN ( 𝑓 ) and 𝑝 ∈ ℙ there is 𝑥 ∈ |R| such that ∀𝑛 ∈ ℕ. 𝑓 (𝑛) ≠ 𝑥 and

∀𝑘 ∈ ℕ. ∀𝑝^′ ∈ ℙ. ∃𝑡 ∈ ℚ. |𝑥 − 𝑡| < 2^{−𝑘} ∧ (r ·_𝑝 b) ·_𝑝′ 𝑘 ∈ E_Q(𝑡).

So suppose 𝑓 ∈ |R^N |, b ∈ E_RN ( 𝑓 ) and 𝑝 ∈ ℙ. By unraveling the meaning of b ∈ E_RN ( 𝑓 ) we find out that for every 𝑝^′ ∈ ℙ there is a map 𝑠 : ℕ × ℕ → ℚ, which depends on b and 𝑝 as well as 𝑝^′, such that

∀𝑛, 𝑘 ∈ ℕ. | 𝑓 (𝑛) − 𝑠(𝑛, 𝑘)| < 2^{−𝑘} ∧ (b ·_𝑝 𝑛) ·_𝑝′ 𝑘 ∈ E_Q(𝑠(𝑛, 𝑘)).

At this point we are stuck: if we continue by constructing a sequence 𝑡 : ℕ → ℚ as in the proof, its limit lim_𝑛 𝑡_𝑛 will depend on 𝑝^′, but we need a real 𝑥 that does not. For a specific ppca (𝔸, ℙ) one might find some way of constructing 𝑥 that avoids dependence on 𝑝^′, although there can be such no general construction as that would contradict Theorem 6.4.

Finally, let us show that in PRT(𝔸, ℙ) the carrier sets of Cauchy and Dedekind reals coincide. Recall that 𝑥 ∈ R is strongly irrational17 when 𝑥 < 𝑞 ∨ 𝑞 < 𝑥 for all 𝑞 ∈ Q.

Lemma^★ 5.13. Every rational and every strongly irrational Dedekind real is a Cauchy real.

Proof. Clearly, every rational number is a Cauchy real. Suppose 𝑥 ∈ R is strongly irrational. Then we may find a rational sequence converging rapidly to 𝑥 by simple bisection, as follows. There are rational 𝑡_0 and 𝑢_0 such that 𝑡_0 < 𝑥 < 𝑢_0 and 𝑢_0 −𝑡_0 < 1. Given rational 𝑡_𝑛 < 𝑥 < 𝑢_𝑛 such that 𝑢_𝑛 −𝑡_𝑛 < 2^{−𝑛} , let 𝑚 ≔^{𝑡𝑛 +𝑢𝑛}_2 and define

(𝑡_{𝑛+1} , 𝑢_{𝑛+1}) = � (𝑡_𝑛 , 𝑚) if 𝑥 < 𝑚, (𝑚, 𝑢_𝑛) if 𝑚 < 𝑥.

Then both 𝑡 and 𝑢 are rapid rational sequences converging to 𝑥. □

Proposition 5.14. In a parameterized realizability topos, |R| = |R_c |.

Proof. Combine Lemma 5.8 and Lemma 5.13 to conclude that in PRT(𝔸, ℙ) every rational and every irrational Dedekind real is a Cauchy real. Of course, there is no Dedekind real which is neither rational nor irrational. □

17In intuitionistic mathematics this is a stronger notion than being irrational, which means 𝑥 ≠ 𝑞 for all 𝑞 ∈ Q.

To summarize, the difference between R_c and R is not one of extent but one of structure: the identity map 𝑥 ↦→ 𝑥 is realized as a morphism R_c → R, but not necessarily as a morphism R → R_c.

6. A topos with countable reals

Given a Miller sequence μ, as in Section 2, let 𝕄_μ ≔ s^∗(μ) be the set of all oracles representing μ where s is the representing map from Section 2.1. Define T_μ ≔ PRT(𝕂 , 𝕄_μ) to be the parameterized realizability topos constructed from the ppca 𝕂 with oracles 𝕄_μ, see Example 3.5.

6.1. Countability of the reals. Let us immediately address countability of the Dedekind reals in T_μ. We first reduce the problem to countability of the closed interval.

Lemma^★ 6.1. The real numbers are countable if, and only if, the closed unit interval is countable.

Proof. If ℝ is countable then [0, 1] is countable because there is a retraction ℝ → [0, 1], for instance 𝑥 ↦→ max(0, min(1, 𝑥)). Conversely, given 𝑒 : ℕ → [0, 1] is a surjection, we claim that 𝑒^′ : ℕ → ℝ, defined by 𝑒^′(⟨𝑚, 𝑛⟩) ≔ 𝑚 · (2 · 𝑒(𝑛) − 1), is a surjection also. For any 𝑥 ∈ ℝ there is 𝑚 ∈ ℕ such that −𝑚 < 𝑥 < 𝑚, and there is 𝑛 ∈ ℕ such that 𝑒(𝑛) =^{𝑥+𝑚}_{2𝑚} , hence 𝑒^′(⟨𝑚, 𝑛⟩) = 𝑥. □

Next, we obtain custom descriptions of the assemblies of natural numbers and the closed unit interval.

Lemma 6.2. In the topos T_μ the natural numbers object is isomorphic to the assembly N with carrier |N| ≔ ℕ and the existence predicate E_N(𝑛) ≔ {𝑛}.

Proof. In Section 4.10.1 we saw that the natural numbers object is the assembly with carrier ℕ and existence predicate 𝑛 ↦→ {𝑛}. The assembly from the statement is isomorphic to it because we may convert between 𝑛 and 𝑛 using the combinators num and cur from Example 3.13. □

Henceforth we use N from Lemma 6.2 as the standard natural numbers object. The practical consequence is that we may eschew Curry numerals and instead use numbers directly.

Lemma 6.3. In the topos T_μ the closed unit interval is isomorphic to the assembly I with carrier |I| ≔ [0, 1] ∩ |R| and the existence predicate E_I(𝑥) ≔ {𝑚 ∈ 𝕂 | μ(𝑚) = 𝑥}. Proof. The sub-assembly {𝑥 ∈ R | 0 ≤ 𝑥 ∧ 𝑥 ≤ 1} has [0, 1] ∩ |R| as its carrier set. Its existence predicate is the tripos predicate [𝑥:R | 0 ≤ 𝑥 ∧ 𝑥 ≤ 1], which is ¬¬-stable, and therefore equivalent to E_R(𝑥) restricted to |I|. Thus, it suffices to show that the tripos logic validates

(6.1) 𝑥:|I| | E_R(𝑥) → E_I(𝑥).

and (6.2) 𝑥:|I| | E_I(𝑥) → E_R(𝑥).

By Corollary 5.7, r ∈ E_R(𝑥) is equivalent to

(6.3) ∀𝛼 ∈ 𝕄_μ. ∀𝑘 ∈ ℕ. |𝑥 − q_φ𝛼_{r (𝑘)} | < 2^{−𝑘} ,

where we used N from Lemma 6.2. Condition (6.3) states that r is a μ-index for 𝑥 in the sense of Definition 2.1, therefore μ(r) = 𝑥 and we may realize (6.1) with ⌜⟨𝑟⟩ 𝑟⌝.

It remains to realize (6.2). In Section 2.1 we obtained v ∈ ℕ such that, if 𝛼 codes μ then φ^𝛼_v (𝑚) represents μ(𝑚), for all 𝑚 ∈ ℕ. Clearly, v realizes (6.2). □

Theorem 6.4. In the topos T_μ there is an epimorphism from natural numbers to Dedekind reals.

Proof. By Lemma 6.1 and Lemma 6.3 it suffices to show that the Miller sequence μ : N → I, which is realized by ⌜⟨𝑚⟩ 𝑚⌝, is an epimorphism. This is so because ∀𝑥 ∈ I. ∃𝑚 ∈ N. μ(𝑚) = 𝑥

is trivially realized by ⌜⟨𝑚⟩ 𝑚⌝ as well. □

6.2. What else is countable? Given that Theorem 1.3 and Theorems 5.12 and 6.4 sandwich the countable Dedekind reals between uncountable Cauchy reals and uncountable MacNeille reals, it is natural to wonder about which classically uncountable spaces are countable in T_μ.

Products, sums and images of countable sets are countable, which gives basic examples of countable spaces, such as Euclidean spaces R^𝑛 , hypercubes I^𝑛, the unit circle 𝑇 ≔ {(𝑥, 𝑦) ∈ R × R | 𝑥^2 + 𝑦^2 = 1}, 𝑛-spheres, etc.

William F. Lawvere’s [21] fixed-point theorem is a source of uncountable sets.

Theorem^★ 6.5 (Lawvere). If 𝑒 : 𝐴 → 𝐵^𝐴 is surjective then 𝑓 : 𝐵 → 𝐵 has a fixed point.

Proof. Because 𝑒 is surjective, there is 𝑎 ∈ 𝐴 such that 𝑒(𝑎) = (𝑥 ↦→ 𝑓 (𝑒(𝑥)(𝑥))), whence 𝑒(𝑎)(𝑎) = 𝑓 (𝑒(𝑎)(𝑎)). □

As soon as there is a fixed-point free map 𝑋 → 𝑋, there is no surjection N → 𝑋^N, by the contra-positive of Lawvere’s theorem. We already noted in Theorem 1.2 this to be the case for Cantor space. Two further examples are the countable powers R^N and 𝑇^N of the Dedekind reals and the unit circle, which are uncountable because (non-trivial) translations of R and rotations of 𝑇 have no fixed points.

How about the Hilbert cube I^N? One might attempt to enumerate it by composing μ : N → I with a space-filling curve I → I^N. However, even constructing just a square-filling curve I → I × I in T_μ seems impossible,18 so we take another route. We first need a lemma showing that the elements of I^N take a special form.

Lemma 6.6. There is a total computable function ℓ : ℕ × ℕ → ℕ such that μ(ℓ(𝑚, 𝑛)) = 𝑓 (𝑛) for all 𝑓 ∈ |I^N |, 𝑚 ∈ E_IN ( 𝑓 ), and 𝑛 ∈ ℕ.

Proof. In Section 2.1 we obtained v ∈ ℕ such that φ^𝛼_v (𝑛) represents μ(𝑛) for all 𝑛 ∈ ℕ. The map ℓ : ℕ × ℕ → ℕ, ℓ(𝑚, 𝑛) ≔ ⌜⟨𝑥⟩ v (𝑚 𝑛) 𝑥⌝, is well-defined by Lemma 3.11 and is computable.

Now consider any 𝑓 ∈ |I^N | and 𝑚 ∈ E_IN ( 𝑓 ). Given any 𝑛 ∈ ℕ, we establish μ(ℓ(𝑚, 𝑛)) = 𝑓 (𝑛) by verifying that Φ^μ_{ℓ(𝑚,𝑛)} = 𝑓 (𝑛). For any 𝛼 ∈ 𝕄_μ and 𝑘 ∈ ℕ, φ^𝛼_{ℓ(𝑚,𝑛)}(𝑘) ≃ 𝛼 � (⟨𝑥⟩ v (𝑚 𝑛) 𝑥) 𝑘 ≃ 𝛼 � v (𝑚 𝑛) 𝑘 ≃ φ^𝛼_φ𝛼_{v (φ}𝛼_{𝑚 (𝑛))}(𝑘), therefore φ^𝛼_{ℓ(𝑚,𝑛)} = φ^𝛼_{φ𝛼v (φ𝛼𝑚 (𝑛))}, which is a representation of 𝑓 (𝑛). □

A curious consequence of Lemma 6.6 is that every 𝑓 ∈ |I^N| is equal to μ ∘ 𝑔 for some total 𝑔 : ℕ → ℕ that is computable without an oracle. Theorem 6.7. In the topos T_μ the Hilbert cube I^N is countable.

Proof. Let ℓ : ℕ × ℕ → ℕ be as in Lemma 6.6 and l ∈ ℕ a realizer for ℓ, which exists because ℓ is computable. The map 𝑒 : |N| → |I^N|, defined by 𝑒(𝑚)(𝑛) ≔ μ(ℓ(𝑚, 𝑛)), is realized by ⌜⟨𝑚𝑛⟩ l (pair 𝑚 𝑛)⌝. To show that 𝑒 is an epimorphism it suffices to prove that ∀ 𝑓 ∈ I^N. ∃𝑚 ∈ N. ∀𝑛 ∈ N. μ(ℓ(𝑚, 𝑛)) = 𝑓 (𝑛) is realized by ⌜⟨𝑥⟩ 𝑥⌝. By unfolding the realizability interpretation we find that this amounts to

∀𝛼 ∈ 𝕄_μ. ∀b ∈ E_IN ( 𝑓 ). ∀𝑛 ∈ ℕ. b 𝑛 ⊩_𝛼 μ(ℓ(b, 𝑛)) = 𝑓 (𝑛).

This is indeed true by Lemma 6.6 and the fact that b realizes 𝑓 . □

7. Mathematics in the topos T_μ We devote the last section to exploring a little further the peculiar new mathematical world T_μ.

18One cannot construct intuitionistically a square-filling curve [0, 1] → [0, 1]×[0, 1] because there is no such curve in the topos of sheaves on the closed unit square, although countable choice suffices. We do not know whether there is a square-filling curve in Tμ.

7.1. Brouwer’s fixed-point theorem. The reader may have noticed already that having a surjection N → I^N is precisely the antecedent of Lawvere’s theorem, which allows us to easily prove Brouwer’s fixed-point theorem.

Theorem 7.1 (Brouwer’s fixed-point theorem). In the topos T_μ every map I^N → I^N has a fixed point, and so does every map I^𝑛 → I^𝑛 , for every 𝑛 ∈ ℕ.

Proof. Combining Theorem 6.7 and Lawvere’s Theorem 6.5 yields a fixed point of any map 𝑓 : I → I. When 𝑛 = 0 the statement is trivial. For the remaining cases, note that the evident bĳections N → N × N and N → {1, . . . , 𝑛} × N induce bĳections I^N → (I^N)^N and I^N → (I^𝑛 )^N. Composing these with the surjection 𝑒 : N → I^N yields surjections N → (I^N)^N and N → (I^𝑛 )^N, respectively, so Lawvere’s theorem applies again. □

We stated Brouwer’s fixed-point theorem for all maps, not just the continuous ones, but this is a mirage because all maps are continuous in T_μ, as we show in Section 7.3.

We take a moment to remark that Theorem 7.1 is a fairly unusual property for an intuitionistic topos to have because it implies a constructive taboo, namely the so-called Limited Lesser Principle of Omniscience (LLPO).

Corollary 7.2 (LLPO). In the topos T_μ every Dedekind real is non-negative or non-positive.

Proof. Given any 𝑥 ∈ R, the map 𝑦 ↦→ max(0, min(1, 𝑦 + 𝑥)) has a fixed point 𝑦 ∈ I. Either^1/3 < 𝑦 or 𝑦 <^2/3. If^1/3 < 𝑦 then 𝑥 ≥ 0, because 𝑥 < 0 would imply 𝑦 = max(0, min(1, 𝑦 + 𝑥)) = max(0, 𝑦 + 𝑥) < 𝑦. If 𝑦 <^2/3 then 𝑥 ≤ 0, because 𝑥 > 0 would imply 𝑦 = max(0, min(1, 𝑦 + 𝑥)) = min(1, 𝑦 + 𝑥) > 𝑦. □

Sometimes LLPO is phrased as follows: if 𝑎 : N → {0, 1} attains value 1 at most once, then either ∀𝑛. 𝑎_{2𝑛} = 0 or ∀𝑛. 𝑎_{2𝑛+1} = 0. This form follows from Corollary 7.2: if

�_𝑛 𝑎_𝑛 · (−^1/2)^𝑛 is non-negative then ∀𝑛. 𝑎_{2𝑛} = 0 and if it is non-positive then ∀𝑛. 𝑎_{2𝑛+1} = 0.

In Section 7.4 we shall use the following variant of Brouwer’s fixed point theorem for partial maps with ¬¬-stable domains of definition.

Theorem 7.3. For every 𝑛 ∈ ℕ, the topos T_μ validates

∀𝜙 ∈ I^𝑛 → Ω_{¬¬}. ∀ 𝑓 ∈ {𝑥 ∈ I^𝑛 | 𝜙(𝑥)} → I^𝑛 . ∃𝑦 ∈ I^𝑛 . 𝜙(𝑦) ⇒ 𝑓 (𝑦) = 𝑦.

Proof. We demonstrate the proof for 𝑛 = 2, which is the instance used in Proposition 7.11. We seek r ∈ ℕ such that, for all 𝛼 ∈ 𝕄_μ, 𝜙 : |I^2 | → {⊥, ⊤}, and 𝑓 : {𝑥 ∈ |I^2 | | 𝜙(𝑥)} → |I^2| with f ∈ ℕ satisfying

∀𝑥 ∈ |I^2|. ∀x ∈ E_I2 (𝑥). ∀𝛽 ∈ 𝕄_μ. 𝜙(𝑥) ⇒ (𝛽 � f x) ∈ E_I2 ( 𝑓 (𝑥)), there is 𝑦 ∈ |I^2 | such that (𝛼 � r f) ∈ E_I2 (𝑦) and if 𝜙(𝑦) then 𝑓 (𝑦) = 𝑦. Recalling the fixed-point combinator Z from Section 3.2, we define

r ≔ ⌜Z (⟨𝑠 𝑔⟩ 𝑔 (pair (⟨𝑘⟩ fst (𝑠 𝑔) 𝑘) (⟨𝑘⟩ snd (𝑠 𝑔) 𝑘)))⌝, a ≔ ⌜⟨𝑘⟩ fst (r f) 𝑘⌝, b ≔ ⌜⟨𝑘⟩ snd (r f) 𝑘⌝,

and 𝑦 ≔ (μ(a), μ(b)). Suppose 𝜙(𝑦) holds. Then 𝛼 � f (pair a b) is defined and (𝛼 � f (pair a b) ∈ E_I2 ( 𝑓 (𝑦)). Because 𝛼 � f (pair a b) = 𝛼 � r f, it suffices to show that r f ∈ E_I2 (𝑦). This is the case because r f realizes an ordered pair, hence its components fst (r f) and snd (r f) are defined, and respectively compute the same sequences as a and b. □

7.2. The intermediate value theorem. The 1-dimensional Brouwer’s fixedpoint theorem and the Intermediate value theorem are derivable from each other.

Lemma^★ 7.4. If max(𝑎, 𝑏) ≠ 𝑎 then max(𝑎, 𝑏) = 𝑏, and similarly for min.

Proof. If max(𝑎, 𝑏) ≠ 𝑎 then ¬(𝑏 ≤ 𝑎). By Proposition 5.2 it suffices to show that ¬(max(𝑎, 𝑏) ≠ 𝑏). If max(𝑎, 𝑏) ≠ 𝑏 then ¬(𝑎 ≤ 𝑏), which together with ¬(𝑏 ≤ 𝑎) yields a contradiction. □

Theorem 7.5. (Intermediate value theorem) In the topos T_μ, if 𝑓 : I → R satisfies 𝑓 (0) < 0 < 𝑓 (1) then 𝑓 (𝑥) = 0 for some 𝑥 ∈ I.

Proof. Given such an 𝑓 , define 𝑔 : I → I by 𝑔(𝑥) ≔ max(0, min(1, 𝑥 − 𝑓 (𝑥))). By Theorem 7.1 there is 𝑥 ∈ I such that

max(0, min(1, 𝑥 − 𝑓 (𝑥))) = 𝑥.

Use Lemma 7.4 lemma to derive min(1, 𝑥 − 𝑓 (𝑥)) = 𝑥 and once more to derive 𝑥 − 𝑓 (𝑥) = 𝑥, yielding 𝑓 (𝑥) = 0. □

7.3. All maps are continuous. Say that 𝑓 : ℝ → ℝ jumps at 𝑥 if there is 𝜖 > 0 such that | 𝑓 (𝑦) − 𝑓 (𝑥)| > 𝜖 for all 𝑦 > 𝑥. Countability of reals is at odds with existence of such explicitly discontinuous maps.

Proposition^★ 7.6. If there is a map with a jump then ℝ is uncountable.

Proof. Without loss of generality we consider 𝑓 : ℝ → ℝ such that 𝑓 (0) = 0 and 𝑓 (𝑥) > 1 for all 𝑥 > 0. Given a sequence 𝑎 : ℕ → ℝ, we construct a real avoiding it by using 𝑓 to make decisions in the construction of nested intervals [𝑢_𝑛 , 𝑣_𝑛], as follows. Set [𝑢_0, 𝑣_0] ≔ [0, 1] or any other desired initial interval. Assuming [𝑢_𝑛 , 𝑣_𝑛 ] has been constructed, let 𝑡 ≔ 𝑓 (max(0, 𝑎_𝑛 − (𝑢_𝑛 + 𝑣_𝑛 )/2)), and [𝑢_{𝑛+1}, 𝑣_{𝑛+1}] ≔ � [𝑢_𝑛 , (3𝑢_𝑛 + 𝑣_𝑛 )/4] if 𝑡 >^1/3, [(𝑢_𝑛 + 3𝑣_𝑛 )/4, 𝑣_𝑛] if 𝑡 <^2/3.

The interval [𝑢_{𝑛+1} , 𝑣_{𝑛+1}] is well-defined because exactly one of the cases holds. Certainly at least one holds, and if they both did then^1/3 < 𝑡 <^2/3, whence neither max(0, 𝑎_𝑛 − (𝑢_𝑛 + 𝑣_𝑛 )/2) = 0 nor max(0, 𝑎_𝑛 − (𝑢_𝑛 + 𝑣_𝑛 )/2) > 0, an impossibility. Furthermore, [𝑢_{𝑛+1} , 𝑣_{𝑛+1}] avoids 𝑎_𝑛 because 𝑡 >^1/3 implies 𝑎_𝑛 ≥ (𝑢_𝑛 + 𝑣_𝑛 )/2 and 𝑡 <^2/3 implies 𝑎_𝑛 ≤ (𝑢_𝑛 + 𝑣_𝑛 )/2. The real 𝑥 ≔ lim_𝑛 𝑢_𝑛 = lim_𝑛 𝑣_𝑛 thus avoids the sequence 𝑎. □ Thus in T_μ there are no maps with jumps, and we can do better than that.

Theorem 7.7 (KLST). In the topos T_μ all maps R → R are continuous. Proof. The theorem bears the initials of its authors Kreisel, Lacombe, Shoenfield [20] and Tseitin [31]. We repurpose a proof that uses the Recursion theorem, checking along the way that it relativizes and is uniform with respect to oracles.

It suffices to realize continuity at 0, specifically the statement ∀ 𝑓 ∈ R^R. ∀𝑘 ∈ N. ∃𝑚 ∈ N. ∀𝑥 ∈ R. |𝑥| < 2^{−𝑚} ⇒ | 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓 (0)| < 2^{−𝑘+3} , which amounts to having a realizer klst ∈ ℕ such that,

∀ 𝑓 ∈ |R^R |. ∀f ∈ E_RR ( 𝑓 ). ∀𝑘 ∈ ℕ. ∀𝛼 ∈ 𝕄_μ. ∃𝑚 ∈ ℕ.

(𝛼 � klst f 𝑘) = 𝑚 ∧ ∀𝑥 ∈ |R|. |𝑥| < 2^{−𝑚} ⇒ | 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓 (0)| < 2^{−𝑘+3}. Rather than attempting to write down klst explicitly, we shall describe an 𝛼-computable procedure, uniform in 𝛼 ∈ 𝕄_μ, which takes as input f ∈ E_RR ( 𝑓 ) and 𝑘 ∈ ℕ, as above, and outputs a suitable 𝑚 ∈ ℕ that may depend on all the parameters, including 𝛼.

We start with some auxiliary definitions. Let zero ∈ ℕ be such that q_{zero} = 0. Let 𝜃 : ℕ × ℕ → ℕ be a computable map satisfying

φ^𝛼_{𝜃(𝑛,𝑗)}(𝑖) = � zero if 𝑖 < 𝑛, 𝑗 if 𝑖 ≥ 𝑛.

If |q_𝑗 | < 2^{−𝑛} then 𝜃(𝑛, 𝑗) ∈ E_R(q_𝑗).

Next, define 𝑔 : ℕ ⇀ ℕ by 𝑔(𝑖) ≔ 𝛼 � f 𝑖 𝑘 and ℎ : ℕ × ℕ → ℕ ∪ {★} by ℎ(𝑖, 𝑡) ≔ φ^𝛼_φ𝛼_{f (𝑖)}↾_𝑡 (𝑘).

If the computation 𝛼 � f 𝑖 𝑘 terminates within 𝑡 steps then ℎ(𝑖, 𝑡) = 𝑔(𝑖), otherwise ℎ(𝑖, 𝑡) = ★. For any 𝑥 ∈ |R| and x ∈ E_R(𝑥) we have | 𝑓 (𝑥) − q_{𝑔(x)} | < 2^{−𝑘} , and if ℎ(x, 𝑡) ≠ ★ then | 𝑓 (𝑥) − q_{ℎ(x,𝑡)} | < 2^{−𝑘} as well.

By the relativized Kleene’s recursion theorem there is a computable map 𝑟 : ℕ × ℕ → ℕ, independent of 𝛼, such that for all 𝑡 ∈ ℕ:

• if ℎ(𝑟(f, 𝑘), 𝑡) = ★ then φ^𝛼_{𝑟(f,𝑘)}(𝑡) = zero, • if 𝑚 ≤ 𝑡 is the least number such that ℎ(𝑟(f, 𝑘), 𝑚) ≠ ★ then φ^𝛼_{𝑟(f,𝑘)}(𝑡) ≃ min_𝑗(|q_𝑗 | < 2^{−𝑚} ∧ |q_{ℎ(𝑟(f,𝑘),𝑚)} − q_{𝑔(𝜃(𝑚,𝑗))}| ≥ 2^{−𝑘+1}).

We let our 𝛼-computable procedure output the least 𝑚 ∈ ℕ satisfying ℎ(𝑟(f, 𝑘), 𝑚) ≠ ★. Of course, we need to argue that such an 𝑚 exists and that (7.1) ∀𝑥 ∈ |R|. |𝑥| < 2^{−𝑚} ⇒ | 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓 (0)| < 2^{−𝑘+3}.

If ℎ(𝑟(f, 𝑘), 𝑡) = ★ for all 𝑡 ∈ ℕ then 𝑟(f, 𝑘) ∈ E_R(0), therefore 𝑔(𝑟(f, 𝑘)) is defined and so ℎ(𝑟(f, 𝑘), 𝑡) = 𝑔(𝑟(f, 𝑘)) ≠ ★ for a sufficiently large 𝑡, a contradiction. It is thus impossible for 𝑚 not to exist, so it exists.19 We claim that |q_{ℎ(𝑟(f,𝑘),𝑚)} − 𝑓 (𝑞)| < 2^{−𝑘+1} for all 𝑞 ∈ ℚ satisfying |𝑞| < 2^{−𝑚} .

Consider any such 𝑞, and suppose the contrary inequality |q_{ℎ(𝑟(f,𝑘),𝑚)} − 𝑓 (𝑞)| ≥ 2^{−𝑘+1} would hold. Then there is a least 𝑗 such that |q_𝑗 | < 2^{−𝑚} and |q_{ℎ(𝑟(f,𝑘),𝑚)} − 𝑓 (q_𝑗 )| ≥ 2^{−𝑘+1}, in which case φ^𝛼_{𝑟(f,𝑘)} = φ^𝛼_{𝜃(𝑚,𝑗)} and 𝑟(f, 𝑘), 𝜃(𝑚, 𝑗) ∈ E_R(q_𝑗 ), therefore

|q_{ℎ(𝑟(f,𝑘),𝑚)} − q_{𝑔(𝜃(𝑚,𝑗))}| ≤ |q_{ℎ(𝑟(f,𝑘),𝑚)} − 𝑓 (q_𝑗)| + | 𝑓 (q_𝑗) − q_{𝑔(𝜃(𝑚,𝑗))}| < 2^{−𝑘+1}.

At the same time |q_{ℎ(𝑟(f,𝑘),𝑚)} − q_{𝑔(𝜃(𝑚,𝑗))}| ≥ 2^{−𝑘+1} by the definition of 𝑟(f, 𝑘), a contradiction.

To establish (7.1), consider any 𝑥 ∈ |R| with x ∈ E_R(𝑥) such that |𝑥| < 2^{−𝑚} , and suppose | 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓 (0)| ≥ 2^{−𝑘+3} were the case. Then we could solve the Halting problem relative to an oracle 𝛼 ∈ 𝕄_μ, as follows. There is ℓ ∈ ℕ such that |𝑥| + 2^{−ℓ} < 2^{−𝑚} . Define 𝜉_𝛼 : ℕ × ℕ × ℕ → ℕ by

𝜉_𝛼(𝑖, 𝑗, 𝑛) ≔ � 𝛼 � x 𝑛 if 𝑛 ≤ ℓ or φ^𝛼_𝑖 ↾_𝑛 (𝑗) = ★, 𝛼 � x 𝑛^′ if 𝑛^′ ≤ 𝑛 least such that ℓ < 𝑛^′ and φ^𝛼_𝑖 ↾_𝑛′ (𝑗) ≠ ★.

The sequence 𝑛 ↦→ 𝜉_𝛼(𝑖, 𝑗, 𝑛) represents a real 𝑦 such that |𝑦| < 2^{−𝑚} . If φ^𝛼_𝑖 (𝑗) is undefined then 𝑥 = 𝑦 and so | 𝑓 (𝑦) − 𝑓 (0)| ≥ 2^{−𝑘+3}. If φ^𝛼_𝑖 (𝑗) is defined then 𝑦 ∈ ℚ and so by the above claim

| 𝑓 (𝑦) − 𝑓 (0)| ≤ | 𝑓 (𝑦) − q_{ℎ(𝑟(f,𝑘),𝑚)} | + |q_{ℎ(𝑟(f,𝑘),𝑚)} − 𝑓 (0)| < 2^{−𝑘+2}.

To decide whether φ^𝛼_𝑖 (𝑗) is defined we compute a sufficiently good approximation of | 𝑓 (𝑦) − 𝑓 (0)| to be able to tell whether | 𝑓 (𝑦) − 𝑓 (0)| < 2^{−𝑘+3} or | 𝑓 (𝑦) − 𝑓 (0)| > 2^{−𝑘+2}. □

7.4. Compactness of the closed interval. In constructive mathematics various classically equivalent notions of compactness diverge [7]. We focus on the Heine-Borel compactness of the closed unit interval, which states that every open cover has a finite subcover, as it is the most interesting one in the topos T_μ.

Say that a sequence of open intervals (𝑎_0, 𝑏_0), (𝑎_1, 𝑏_1), . . . forms a singular cover of [0, 1] if it covers the interval, but the sum of lengths

�_{𝑖∈ℕ} 𝑏_𝑖 − 𝑎_1 is less than 1. Of course, such a thing does not exist classically. In the topos T_μ it is readily manufactured from the enumeration μ : N → I, just take any 0 < 𝜖 < 1 and set (𝑎_𝑖 , 𝑏_𝑖) ≔ (μ_𝑖 − 𝜖 · 2^{−𝑖−1} , μ_𝑖 + 𝜖 · 2^{−𝑖−1}).

The 𝑖-th interval covers μ_𝑖 and

�_{𝑖∈ℕ} 𝑏_𝑖 −𝑎_1 = 𝜖. Consequently, the Heine-Borel property fails strongly.

19A necessary meta-level application of Markov’s principle [2].

Theorem^★ 7.8. If (𝑎_0 , 𝑏_0), (𝑎_1 , 𝑏_1), . . . is a singular cover of [0, 1] then for every 𝑛 ∈ ℕ the set [0, 1] \

�_{𝑖<𝑛} (𝑎_𝑖 , 𝑏_𝑖) is inhabited.

Proof. We prove the following stronger statement: if [𝑎_0, 𝑏_0], . . . , [𝑎_𝑛 , 𝑏_𝑛] are closed intervals and (𝑢, 𝑣) is an open interval such that

�_{𝑛𝑖=1} 𝑏_𝑖 − 𝑎_𝑖 < 𝑣 − 𝑢, then there is 𝑥 ∈ (𝑢, 𝑣) which is not in any [𝑎_𝑖 , 𝑏_𝑖].

Suppose first that all the endpoints are rational numbers, so that comparisons between them are decidable. For each 𝑘 = 0, . . . , 𝑛 we compute a list of pairwise disjoint intervals with rational endpoints (𝑢_{𝑘,1} , 𝑣_{𝑘,1}), . . . , (𝑢_{𝑘,𝑚𝑘} , 𝑣_{𝑘,𝑚𝑘} )

such that 𝑚_𝑘 > 0,

�_{𝑛𝑖=𝑘+1}

𝑏_𝑖 − 𝑎_𝑖 <

�_{𝑚𝑘𝑗=1}

𝑣_{𝑘,𝑗} − 𝑢_{𝑘,𝑗} , and

(𝑢, 𝑣) \

�_{𝑘𝑖=1}

[𝑎_𝑖 , 𝑏_𝑖] =

�_{𝑚𝑘𝑗=1} (𝑢_{𝑘,𝑗} , 𝑣_{𝑘,𝑗}).

Start with 𝑚_0 ≔ 1 and (𝑢_{0,1}, 𝑣_{0,1}) = (𝑢, 𝑣). To progress to (𝑘 + 1)-th stage, replace (𝑢_{𝑘,𝑗} , 𝑣_{𝑘,𝑗} ) with the difference (𝑢_{𝑘,𝑗} , 𝑣_{𝑘,𝑗})\[𝑎_{𝑘+1} , 𝑏_{𝑘+1}], which is a union of zero, one, or two disjoint open intervals. Also note that the total length decreases by at most 𝑏_{𝑘+1} − 𝑎_{𝑘+1}. In the end we may take the midpoint of (𝑢_{𝑛,1}, 𝑣_{𝑛,1}) to be the desired 𝑥.

When the endpoints are real numbers we may slightly enlarge each [𝑎_𝑖 , 𝑏_𝑖 ] to an interval with rational endpoints20 and slightly shrink (𝑢, 𝑣) to an interval with rational endpoints, while preserving

�_{𝑛𝑖=1}

𝑏_𝑖 − 𝑎_𝑖 < 𝑣 − 𝑢. □

The situation is reminiscent of the effective topos [30, Sect. 6.4.2], except that there one has to work harder to construct a singular cover because the closed unit interval is not countable. Also note that the sum of lengths of the intervals constructed in Theorem 7.8 is exactly 𝜖, whereas in the effective topos the sum fails to converge, but its partial sums are bounded by 𝜖.

This however is not all that can be said about the Heine-Borel compactness of the closed unit interval in T_μ. Observe that the singular cover constructed above consists of intervals whose endpoints are real numbers. Can we also construct one whose endpoints are rational? Surprisingly, no. To see why this is the case we need a bit of preparation.

To lay the groundwork for the proof of Lemma 7.9, we explain how to constructively extend certain maps to larger domains. Given 𝑓 : [𝑎, 𝑏] → ℝ and 𝑔 : [𝑏, 𝑐] → ℝ such that 𝑓 (𝑏) = 𝑔(𝑏), there is a map ℎ : [𝑎, 𝑐] → ℝ that extends them, namely ℎ(𝑥) ≔ 𝑓 (min(𝑥, 𝑏)) + 𝑔(max(𝑥, 𝑏)) − 𝑓 (𝑏).

The construction can be iterated to give an extension of any finite number of matching maps defined on abutting closed intervals.

Second, consider a solid rectangle 𝐴𝐵𝐶𝐷 and points 𝐴^′, 𝐷^′, 𝐸, as shown in Fig. 1. Define 𝑟 : 𝐴𝐵𝐶𝐷 → 𝐴^′𝐷^′ by mapping any point 𝑃 to the intersection of 𝐴^′𝐷^′ and the straight line through 𝐸 and 𝑃. Now given maps 𝑓 : 𝐴𝐵 → ℝ,

20Doing so requires only finitely many choices, which can be carried out by induction, without appealing to the axiom of choice.

𝐷𝐶 𝐵𝐴𝐴^′ 𝐷^′

𝐸𝑃𝑟(𝑃)

Figure 1. Extending maps from three sides to the rectangle

𝑔 : 𝐵𝐶 → ℝ and ℎ : 𝐶𝐷 → ℝ satisfying 𝑓 (𝐵) = 𝑔(𝐵) and 𝑔(𝐶) = ℎ(𝐶), we may construct an extension 𝑗 : 𝐴𝐵𝐶𝐷 → ℝ: transfer the maps 𝑓 and ℎ along congruences 𝐴𝐵 � 𝐴^′𝐵 and 𝐶𝐷 � 𝐶𝐷^′ to maps 𝑓^′ : 𝐴^′𝐵 → ℝ and ℎ^′ : 𝐶𝐷^′ → ℝ, let 𝑖 : 𝐴^′𝐷^′ → ℝ be an extension of 𝑓 , 𝑔^′ and ℎ^′ obtained by an application of the previously described technique, and define 𝑗 ≔ 𝑖 ∘ 𝑟.

The following lemma is an adaptation of a construction going back to [24], see also [3, Thm. IV.10.1].

Lemma^★ 7.9. Suppose (𝑎_0 , 𝑏_0), (𝑎_1 , 𝑏_1), (𝑎_2, 𝑏_2), . . . are open intervals with rational endpoints. There is a continuous map ℎ : ([0, 1] ∩

�_{𝑖∈ℕ} (𝑎_𝑖 , 𝑏_𝑖))^2 → [0, 1]^2 such that, ℎ has a fixed point if, and only if, there is 𝑛 ∈ ℕ such that [0, 1] ⊆ (𝑎_0 , 𝑏_0) ∪ · · · ∪ (𝑎_𝑛 , 𝑏_𝑛).

Proof. All intervals considered in the proof have rational endpoints, so we just call them “intervals”. Throughout, we shall depend on decidability of the linear order on ℚ, for example to test inclusion of one interval in another, or to tell whether a finite sequence of intervals with rational endpoints covers [0, 1].

We first consider the situation when the intervals (𝑎_𝑖 , 𝑏_𝑖 ) are well-behaved in the following sense:

• no interval shares an endpoint with (0, 1): 𝑎_𝑖 , 𝑏_𝑖 ∉ {0, 1} for all 𝑖, • there are no abutting intervals: 𝑏_𝑖 ≠ 𝑎_𝑗 for all 𝑖, 𝑗, and • no interval is contained in another: (𝑎_𝑖 , 𝑏_𝑖) ⊈ (𝑎_𝑗 , 𝑏_𝑗) for all 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗.

Under these circumstances (𝑎_𝑖 , 𝑏_𝑖) and (𝑎_𝑗 , 𝑏_𝑗) are either disjoint with a positive distance between them, or they partially overlap on an open interval. Also, an interval (𝑎_𝑖 , 𝑏_𝑖) overlaps with at most two other intervals.

𝑠_3 𝑠_2𝑠^1𝑠_4

Figure 2. A step in the construction of 𝑓 from Lemma 7.9

Define 𝑉_𝑘 ≔ [0, 1] ∩

�_{𝑘𝑖=0} [𝑎_𝑖 , 𝑏_𝑖 ], and let 𝜕[0, 1]^2 be the boundary of the unit square.21 We construct maps

𝑓_𝑘 : 𝜕[0, 1]^2 ∪ 𝑉^2_𝑘 → [0, 1]^2

so that each 𝑓_𝑘 extends 𝑓_{𝑘−1}. In addition, we ensure that if [0, 1] ≠ 𝑉_𝑘 then 𝑓_𝑘 does not have a fixed point and its image is contained in 𝜕[0, 1]^2.

Let 𝑓_{−1} : 𝜕[0, 1]^2 → 𝜕[0, 1]^2 be the rotation of 𝜕[0, 1]^2 by a right angle. For each 𝑘 ∈ ℕ, construct 𝑓_𝑘 from 𝑓_{𝑘−1} as follows:

(1) If 𝑉_{𝑘−1} = 𝑉_𝑘 then 𝑓_𝑘 ≔ 𝑓_{𝑘−1}.

(2) If 𝑉_{𝑘−1} ≠ 𝑉_𝑘 ≠ [0, 1] then 𝑉_𝑘 is 𝑉_{𝑘−1} properly extended by [𝑎_𝑘 , 𝑏_𝑘 ]. The left-hand side of Fig. 2 depicts a typical situation, where the light gray region is 𝑉_{𝑘−1} and the dark gray the area newly contributed by [𝑎_𝑘 , 𝑏_𝑘 ]. (The assumption that the intervals are well-behaved makes sure that the dark gray strips have positive width and heights, and that at most one gap is filled at a time.) We obtain 𝑓_𝑘 by extending 𝑓_{𝑘−1} to the dark gray area separately on each rectangular component. For example, consider the central component, shown separately on the right-hand side of the figure. Because 𝑉_𝑘 ≠ [0, 1]^2 at least one of the line segments 𝑠_1, . . . , 𝑠_4 is not contained in 𝑉_{𝑘−1}, say 𝑠_4. Using the techniques described above, first extend 𝑓_{𝑘−1} to the other line segments, in our case 𝑠_1, 𝑠_2, 𝑠_3, all the while making sure that its image is contained in 𝜕[0, 1]^2, and then to the entire component. The reader may verify easily that the same approach works in other cases.

(3) If 𝑉_{𝑘−1} ≠ 𝑉_𝑘 = [0, 1] then [𝑎_𝑘 , 𝑏_𝑘 ] fills in the last gap in [0, 1]. We visualize the situation by re-interpreting the right-hand side of the figure as showing [0, 1]^2, where light gray is 𝑉_𝑘 and dark gray the newly contributed area, except that this time all four segments 𝑠_1, . . . , 𝑠_4 are already in the domain of 𝑓_{𝑘−1}. Pick a point in the interior of the dark gray area and declare it to be a fixed point of 𝑓_𝑘 , then extend 𝑓_𝑘 to the rest of the square in a piece-wise linear fashion, using the entire square

21More precisely, 𝜕[0, 1]^2 is the topological border of [0, 1]^2 qua subset of the plane – which need not coincide with the union of the four sides of the square.

as the codomain of 𝑓_𝑘 . The reader may verify that the same approach works when the dark gray area is adjacent to 𝜕[0, 1]^2, in which case it is shaped like the letter L.

Notice that 𝑉_𝑘 ≠ [0, 1] implies that 𝑓_𝑘 has no fixed points. Indeed, if 𝑡 = 𝑓_𝑘 (𝑡) then 𝑡 ∈ 𝜕[0, 1]^2, which would make 𝑡 a fixed point of 𝑓_{−1}.

Let ℎ be the union of 𝑓_𝑘 ’s, restricted to ([0, 1]^2 ∩

�_{𝑖∈ℕ} (𝑎_𝑖 , 𝑏_𝑖))^2. We must verify that ℎ has the required property. If [0, 1] ⊆ (𝑎_0 , 𝑏_0) ∪ · · · ∪ (𝑎_𝑛 , 𝑏_𝑛) for some 𝑛 ∈ ℕ, then 𝑉_𝑛 = [0, 1], so ℎ has a fixed point by construction of 𝑓_𝑛. Conversely, if 𝑡 is a fixed point of ℎ then 𝑡 ∈ ([0, 1] ∩ (𝑎_𝑛 , 𝑏_𝑛))^2 for some 𝑛 ∈ ℕ, hence 𝑓_𝑛 has a fixed point, which is only possible if 𝑉_𝑛 = [0, 1], but then [0, 1] ⊆ (𝑎_0, 𝑏_0) ∪ · · · ∪ (𝑎_𝑛 , 𝑏_𝑛) because the intervals are well-behaved.

It remains to remove the requirement that the intervals be well-behaved. Given any sequence of intervals (𝑎_0, 𝑏_0), (𝑎_1, 𝑏_1), . . ., we define a new wellbehaved sequence with the same union, which has a finite subcover of [0, 1] if, and only if, (𝑎_0 , 𝑏_0), (𝑎_1 , 𝑏_1), . . . does. We may then apply the above construction to the new sequence.

Let 𝑝_𝑖 be the 𝑖-th prime, and 𝑃_𝑖 ≔ 𝑝_1 · · · 𝑝_𝑖 the product of the first 𝑖 primes. For 𝑖 ∈ ℕ and 𝑚 ∈ ℤ let

𝑐_{𝑖,𝑚} ≔^{1+2𝑚·𝑝𝑖}_{𝑃𝑖} and 𝑑_{𝑖,𝑚} ≔^{1+(2𝑚+3)·𝑝𝑖}_{𝑃𝑖+1} .

No two intervals (𝑐_{𝑖,𝑚} , 𝑑_{𝑖,𝑚} ) and (𝑐_{𝑗,𝑛} , 𝑑_{𝑗,𝑛} ) share an endpoint, and their endpoints are all different from 0 and 1. Also, for a fixed 𝑖 the intervals (𝑐_{𝑖,𝑚} , 𝑑_{𝑖,𝑚} ) form a well-behaved cover of ℝ.

We enumerate some of the intervals (𝑐_{𝑖,𝑚} , 𝑑_{𝑖,𝑚} ) in phases, each phase contributing finitely many intervals. In the 𝑖-th phase we include those (𝑐_{𝑖,𝑚} , 𝑑_{𝑖,𝑚} ) that are contained in (𝑎_0 , 𝑏_0) ∪ · · · ∪ (𝑎_𝑖 , 𝑏_𝑖) but are not contained in any of the intervals enumerated so far. This way we obtain a well-behaved sequence, as the construction of 𝑐_{𝑖,𝑚} and 𝑑_{𝑖,𝑚} guarantees that intervals are not abutting and that their endpoints avoid 0 and 1; and an interval cannot contain another from the same stage, nor from an earlier one as it is too narrow.

Obviously, the newly enumerated intervals cover at most

�_{𝑘∈ℕ}

(𝑎_𝑘 , 𝑏_𝑘 ).

They cover all of it, because any 𝑥 ∈ (𝑎_𝑘 , 𝑏_𝑘 ) is covered at the latest by the stage at which the widths of (𝑐_{𝑖,𝑚} , 𝑑_{𝑖,𝑚} )’s are smaller than the distance of 𝑥 to the endpoints 𝑎_𝑘 and 𝑏_𝑘 . Finally, if (𝑎_0, 𝑏_0) ∪ · · · ∪ (𝑎_𝑘 , 𝑏_𝑘 ) cover [0, 1], then they do so with a bit of overlap. There is a stage 𝑖 such that the widths of (𝑐_{𝑖,𝑚} , 𝑑_{𝑖,𝑚})’s are smaller than the overlap, so [0, 1] will be covered at least by the 𝑖-th stage. □

When the previous lemma is combined with Brouwer’s fixed point theorem, a variant of Heine-Borel compactness of [0, 1] emerges.

Corollary 7.10. In the topos T_μ, a countable cover of the closed unit interval by open intervals with rational endpoints has a finite subcover.

Proof. Let ℎ : I^2 → I^2 be the map from Lemma 7.9 for the given cover of I. By Theorem 7.1 it has a fixed point, therefore Lemma 7.9 ensures that I is covered already by a finite subcover. □

We can improve on the corollary to give a variant of the Drinker paradox22 for sufficiently tame predicates on the closed unit interval.

Proposition 7.11 (Drinking Buddies Principle). In the topos T_μ, suppose 𝑈 is a countable union of open intervals with rational endpoints. There are 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ I such that 𝑥 ∈ 𝑈 ∧ 𝑦 ∈ 𝑈 if, and only if, ∀𝑧 ∈ I. 𝑧 ∈ 𝑈.

Proof. Let (𝑎_0, 𝑏_0), (𝑎_1, 𝑏_1), . . . be a sequence of intervals with rational endpoints and 𝑈 ≔

�_{𝑖∈ℕ} (𝑎_𝑖 , 𝑏_𝑖) and ℎ : (I ∩ 𝑈)^2 → I^2 the map from Lemma 7.9 for the given intervals. We claim that 𝑈 is a ¬¬-stable subset of ℝ. One way to see this is to recall from Lemma 5.8 that < is ¬¬-stable, and observe that there is a map 𝑡 : ℝ → ℝ such that 𝑈 = {𝑥 ∈ ℝ | 𝑡(𝑥) > 0}, for instance a weighted sum of “tent maps” errected on the intervals,

𝑡(𝑥) =

�_{𝑛∈ℕ}

2^{−𝑛} · max(0, 1 − | max(𝑎_𝑛 , min(𝑏_𝑛 , 𝑥)) − (𝑎_𝑛 + 𝑏_𝑛 )/2|).

Therefore, Theorem 7.3 applies to ℎ to give (𝑥, 𝑦) ∈ I^2 such that if 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ 𝑈 then ℎ(𝑥, 𝑦) = (𝑥, 𝑦), whence I ⊆ 𝑈 by Lemma 7.9. □

We are not certain what the principle is good for, apart from obliging one to test its veracity with a buddy in a pub.

Acknowledgment. We thank Ingo Blechschmidt, Joseph Miller, and Andrew Swan for valuable suggestions and engaging discussions.

References

[1] Andrej Bauer. An injection from baire space to natural numbers. Mathematical Structures in Computer Science, 25(Special issue 7):1484–1489, November 2015.

[2] M. Beeson and A. Ščedrov. Church’s thesis, continuity, and set theory. Journal of Symbolic Logic, 49(2):630–643, 1984.

[3] Michael J. Beeson. Foundations of Constructive Mathematics, volume 3 of Ergebnisse der Mathematik und ihrer Grenzgebiete. Springer-Verlag, 1985.

[4] Errett Bishop. Foundations of Constructive Analysis. McGraww-Hill, 1967. [5] Ingo Blechschmidt. On the uncountability of the set of reals. Constructive news mailing list, June 2018. Available at

https://groups.google.com/g/constructivenews/c/jSvzqu1LUis.

[6] Ingo Blechschmidt and Matthias Hutzler. A constructive Knaster-Tarski proof of the uncountability of the reals, 2019. arXiv:1902.07366.

[7] Douglas Bridges, Hajime Ishihara, and Peter Schuster. Compactness and continuity, constructively revisited. In Julian Bradfield, editor, Computer Science Logic, pages 89–102, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2002. Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

[8] Douglas Bridges and Fred Rirchman. Varieties of Constructive Mathematics. Number 97 in London Mathematical Society Lecture Note Series. Cambridge University Press, 1987.

[9] Georg Cantor. Ueber eine Eigenschaft des Inbegriffs aller reellen algebraischen Zahlen.

Journal für die Reine und Angewandte Mathematik, 1874(77):258–262, 1874.

22The “paradox” states that in every non-empty pub there is a person, such that if the person is drinking then everyone is drinking. It is a non-constructive principle [33].

[10] Georg Cantor. Ueber unendliche, lineare Punktmannichfaltigkeiten. Mathematische Annalen, 15:1–7, 1879.

[11] Samuel Eilenberg and Deane Montgomery. Fixed point theorems for multi-valued transformations. American Journal of Mathematics, 68(2):214, April 1946.

[12] Solomon Feferman. A language and axioms for explicit mathematics. In John Newsome Crossley, editor, Algebra and Logic, pages 87–139, Berlin, Heidelberg, 1975. Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

[13] Wilfrid Hodges. An editor recalls some hopeless papers. The Bulletin of Symbolic Logic, 4(1):1–16, 1998.

[14] J. M. E. Hyland. The effective topos. In A.S. Troelstra and D. Van Dalen, editors, The L.E.J.

Brouwer Centenary Symposium, pages 165–216. North Holland Publishing Company, 1982. [15] J. M. E. Hyland, Peter T. Johnston, and Andrew M. Pitts. Tripos theory. Mathematical Proceedings of the Cambridge Philosophical Society, 88(2):205–232, September 1980.

[16] Phil Scott Jim Lambek. Introduction to Higher Order Categorical Logic. Cambridge University Press, 1986.

[17] Peter T. Johnstone. Sketches of an Elephant: A Topos Theory Compendium. Number 44 in Oxford logic guides. Oxford University Press, 2002.

[18] Stephen Cole Kleene. On the interpretation of intuitionistic number theory. Journal of Symbolic Logic, 10:109–124, 1945.

[19] Bronisław Knaster. Un théorème sur les fonctions d’ensembles. Annales Polonici Mathematici, 6:133–134, 1928.

[20] G. Kreisel, D. Lacombe, and J. Shoenfield. Partial recursive functionals and effective operations. In A. Heyting, editor, Constructivity in mathematics, pages 290–297. North- Holland, Amsterdam, 1959.

[21] F. W. Lawvere. Diagonal arguments and cartesian closed categories. Lecture Notes in Mathematics, 92:134–145, 1969. Republished in: Reprints in Theory and Applications of Categories, No. 15 (2006), 1–13.

[22] F. William Lawvere and Robert Rosebrugh. Sets for Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 2003.

[23] Joseph S. Miller. Degrees of unsolvability of continuous functions. Journal of Symbolic Logic, 69(2):555–584, 2004.

[24] V. P. Orevkov. A constructive map of the square into itself, which moves every constructive point. Doklady Akademii Nauk SSSR, 152(2):55–58, 1963.

[25] Hartley Rogers. Theory of Recursive Functions and Effective Computability. McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1967.

[26] Thoralf Skolem. Einige Bemerkungen zu axiomatischen Begründung der Mengenlehre.

In Matematikerkongressen i Helsingfors den 4-7 juli 1922; den femte Skandinaviska matematikerkongressen redogörelse, pages 217–232. Akademiska bokhandeln, Helsingfors, 1923.

[27] Robert I. Soare. Recursively Enumerable Sets and Degrees. Springer-Verlag, 1987. [28] Alfred Tarski. A lattice-theoretical fixpoint theorem and its applications. Pacific Journal of Mathematics, 5(2):285–309, 1955.

[29] Paul Taylor. Practical Foundations of Mathematics. Number 59 in Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 1999.

[30] A. S. Troelstra and D. van Dalen. Constructivism in Mathematics (volume 1), volume 121 of Studies in Logic and Foundations of Mathematics. North-Holland, 1988.

[31] G. S. Tseitin. Algorithmic operators in constructive metric spaces. Trudy Matematiki Instituta Steklov, 64(2):295–361, 1967. English translation: American Mathematical Society Translations, series 2, vol. 64, 1967, pp. 1-80.

[32] Jaap van Oosten. Realizability: An Introduction To Its Categorical Side, volume 152 of Studies in logic and the foundations of mathematics. Elsevier, 2008.

[33] Louis Warren, Hannes Diener, and Maarten McKubre-Jordens. The drinker paradox and its dual. Preprint arXiv:1805.06216, 2018.