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Abstract. If 7 is a topology of open sets on a set X, a real-valued
function on X is of Baire class one over 7, if it is the pointwise limit of a
sequence of functions in the corresponding ring of continuous functions
C(X). If F is a Bishop topology of functions on X, a constructive and
function-theoretic alternative to 7 introduced by Bishop, we define a
real-valued function on X to be of Baire class one over F if it is the
pointwise limit of a sequence of functions in F. We show that the set
B1(F) of functions of Baire class one over a given Bishop topology F' on
a set X is a Bishop topology on X. Consequently, notions and results
from the general theory of Bishop spaces are naturally translated to the
study of Baire class one-functions. We work within Bishop’s informal
system of constructive mathematics BISH", that is BISH extended with
inductive definitions with rules of countably many premises.

1 Introduction

If 7 is a topology of open sets on a set X, a function f : X — R is of Baire
class one over T, if it is the pointwise limit of a sequence of functions in the
corresponding ring of continuous functions C'(X). Such functions, which may
no longer be in C'(X), were introduced by Baire in [2], suggesting the use of
functions, instead of sets, to tackle problems of real analysis. If By(X) = C(X),
and if B;(X) is the set of all Baire class one-functions, one defines for every
ordinal o < 2, where (2 is the first uncountable ordinal {2, the set

() += Limy 1 Ba))

B<a

where, if F(X) is the set of real-valued functions on X, & C F(X), and f, — f
denotes that f is the pointwise limit of (f,,)22;, we set

Lim, () := {f € F(X) | I(s,)> ,co(fn -5 )

The theory of Baire class-functions is a function-theoretic version of the theory of
Baire sets i.e., of sets the characteristic function of which is in some Baire class’.

! For that see the Lebesgue-Hausdorff theorem in [15], p. 393, and Lorch’s comment
in [16], p. 751, on the “coextension” of the two theories.
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Generalisations of Baire class functions between metrizable spaces are central
objects of study in descriptive set theory (see e.g., [13,14]), with Baire class
one-functions having applications to the theory of Banach spaces (see e.g., [9]).

The theory of Bishop spaces (TBS) is a function-theoretic approach to con-
structive topology within Bishop’s informal system of constructive mathematics
BISH. The fundamental notion of a function space, here called a Bishop space,
was only introduced by Bishop in [3], p. 71. The subject was revived much later
by Bridges in [5], where the notion of a Bishop morphism was also defined, and
by Ishihara in [11]. In [18-27] we try to develop TBS.

A Bishop topology of functions F' on a set X is a set of real-valued functions
defined on X that satisfies the main properties of the set of all Bishop continuous
functions from R to R. A function ¢ : R — R is called (Bishop) continuous, if it
is uniformly continuous on every bounded subset B of R i.e., if for every bounded
subset? B of R and for every € > 0 there exists wy p(g) > 0 such that

Vasen(la—bl <ws p(e) = |¢(a) — ¢(b)] < ¢),

where the function wy g : Rt — RT, e — wy (), is called a modulus of continu-
ity for ¢ on B. Their set is denoted by Bic(R), and two functions ¢1, ¢2 € Bic(R)
are equal, if ¢1(a) = ¢2(a), for every a € R. The restriction of this notion of
continuity to a compact interval [a,b] of R is equivalent to uniform continuity.
By using this stronger notion of continuity, rather than the standard pointwise
continuity, Bishop managed to avoid the use of fan theorem in the proof of
the uniform continuity theorem and to remain “neutral” with respect to classi-
cal mathematics (CLASS), intuitionistic mathematics (INT), and intuitionistic
computable mathematics (RUSS).

Extending our work [22], where the Baire sets over a Bishop topology F' are
studied, here we give an introduction to the constructive theory of Baire class
one-functions over a Bishop topology. In analogy to the classical concept, if F’
is a Bishop topology on a set X, we define a function f : X — R to be of Baire
class one over F', if it is the pointwise limit of a sequence of functions in F'. Our
constructive translation of the fundamentals of the classical theory of Baire class
one-functions (see e.g., [10]) within TBS is summarized by Theorem 1, according
to which the set B;(F') of Baire class one-functions over F is a Bishop topology
on X that includes F'. As we explain in Sect. 5, and based on the examples of
Baire class one-functions included in Sect. 4, this result offers a way to study
constructively classically discontinuous functions.

We work within BISH*, that is BISH extended with inductive definitions
with rules of countably many premises. A formal system for BISH* is Myhill’s
system CST*, developed in [17], or CZF with dependence choice® (see [6], p. 12),
and some very weak form of Aczel’s regular extension axiom (see [1]).

2 It suffices to say that ¢ is uniformly continuous on every interval [—n,n], and the
quantification over the powerset of R is replaced by quantification over N.
3 Here we use the principle of dependent choice in the proof of Lemma 6.
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2 Fundamentals of Bishop Spaces

In this section we include all definitions and facts necessary to the rest of the
paper. All proofs not given given here are found in [18].

Ifa,b € R, let aVb := max{a, b} and aAb := min{a, b}. Hence, |a| = aV (—a).
If f,g € F(X), let f =px) g :< Voex (f(z) =g f(y)), where for all definitions
related to R see [4], chapter2. If f € F(X) and (f,)32; C F(X), the pointwise
convergence (fy) L, f and the uniform convergence (fn) = fon AC X are
defined, respectively, by

(fn) L} f = vweAve>03no€an2no (lfn(l‘) - f(.T)l < 5)7

(fn) — f = Ve>03noean2no (U(A7 f7 fna E))a
U(A; f, fns€) v Vaea(|fu(@) = fl2)] <e).

A set X is inhabited, if it has an element. We denote by @, or simply by a, the
constant function on X with value a € R, and by Const(X) their set.

Definition 1. A Bishop space is a pair F := (X, F), where X is an inhabited
set and F is an extensional subset of F(X) i.e., [f € F & g =p(x) [l = g € F,
such that the following conditions hold:

(BS;) Const(X) C F.

(BS2) If f,g € F, then f+ g€ F.

(BS3) If f € F and ¢ € Bic(R), then ¢o f € F.

(BSy) If f € F(X) and (f,)5%, C F such that (f,) — f on X, then f € F.
We call F a Bishop topology on X. If G := (Y,G) is a Bishop space, a Bishop
morphism from F to G is a function h: X — Y such that Vgec(g ohe€ F) We

denote by Mor(F, G) the set of Bishop morphisms from F to G. If h € Mor(F, G),
we say that h is open, if Vicp3gea(f =goh).

A Bishop morphism h € Mor(F, G) is a “continuous” function from F to G.
If h € Mor(F,G) is a bijection, then h=! € Mor(G, F) i.e., h is a Bishop isomor-
phism, if and only if h is open. Let R be the Bishop space of reals (R, Bic(R)).
It is easy to show that if F' is a topology on X, then F' = Mor(F,R) i.e., an
element of F' is a real-valued “continuous” function on X. A Bishop topology F’
on X is an algebra and a lattice, where f V g and f A g are defined pointwise,
and Const(X) C F C F(X). If F*(X) denotes the bounded elements of F(X),
then F* := FNF*(X) is a Bishop topology on X. If x =x y is the given equality
on X, a Bishop topology F' on X separates the points of X, or F' is completely
reqular (see [19] for their importance in the theory of Bishop spaces), if

voc,yEX [erF (f(m) =R f(y)) =T =X y]

In Proposition 5.1.3. of [18] it is shown that F separates the points of X if and
only if the induced by F' apartness relation on X

T Fpy e erF(f(x) #R f(?!))
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is tight i.e., =(z #r y) = x =x y. We use the last result in the proof of
Proposition 1(iv). An apartness relation on X is a positively defined inequality
on X. E.g., if a,b € R, then a #r b :< |a — b| > 0. In Proposition 5.1.2. of [18]
we show that a #g b < a #gic(w) b-

Definition 2. Turning the definitional clauses (BS;) — (BS4) into inductive
rules, the least topology \/ Fy generated by a set Fy C F(X), called a subbase
of \| Fo, is defined by the following inductive rules:

fOEFO fe\/F()v gE]F(X), g:]F(X)f acR f,gG\/Fo
f()E\/Fo7 gE\/FO ’ EG\/F()’ f—f—gE\/Fo,
feVF, ¢€Bic(R) [feFX), (geVFo, UX;f 9.9),
pofe\Fy ’ feVk ’

where the last rule is reduced to the following rule with countably many premisses

f € F(X)a g1 € \/F07 U(X;fagla %)a g2 € VF()a U(X;fag% %)a
feVk .
The above rules induce the corresponding induction principle Indyy g, on \/ Fy.
If A C X, the relative topology Fja on A has the set {fja | f € F'} as a subbase.
Unless otherwise stated, from now on, X,Y are inhabited sets, and F,G are
Bishop topologies on X and Y, respectively.

3 The Bishop Topology of Baire Class One-Functions

Definition 3. A function g € F(X) is called of Baire class one over F, or
simply of Baire class one when F' is clear from the context, if there is a sequence
(fn)22, C F such that (f,) == g on X. We denote their set by By (F).

Lemma 1. Let (f,)°2, C F(X) and g € F(X) with (f,) == g. If € X, there
is My > 0, such that {f,(x) | n>1} U{g(z)} C [-M,, M,].

Proof. Let ng > 1 such that if n > mng, then |f,(z) — g(z)] < 1, hence

[fu(@)] < |falz) = g(2)| + lg(@)] < 1+ |g(z)|. I M, = max{l +
|J\g4(x)|, |f1(@), - [ fro—1(2)]}, then | fr(2)] < M,, for every n > 1, and |g(x)| <

Lemma 2. If g € By(F) and ¢ € Bic(R), then ¢ o g € By(F).
Proof. Let (f,)2%, C F such that (f,) == ¢g. If z € X and ¢ > 0 are fixed,

n=1
there is ng (w¢,[7MI,MI](5)) such that for every n > ng (wqg’[,MmMz](s)) we have
that | f,(z) — g(2)| < wg (-, ) (€)- Since fr(v) € [~M,, M,], for every n > 1,
and g(x) € [-My, M,], by the uniform continuity of ¢ we have that

[fn(2) = 9(2)] < wo, a1, 11,1(€) = [6(fn(2)) — ¢(g(z)] <.

Hence, for every n > mg(g) := ng(wg, (-, ,a1,](€)) We have that |(¢ o fn)(z) —
(o g)(x)| < e. Since e > 0 is arbitrary, we get (¢ o fn)(x) — (¢ 0 g)(z). Since
x € X is arbitrary, we get ¢ o f, == ¢ og.
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Note that (R,V,A) is not a distributive lattice, since not even (Q,V,A) is
one. For the properties of a A b and a V ¢ used in the next proof see [7], p. 52.

Lemma 3. Ifa,b,c, M € R and M > 0, the following hold.
(i) Ifa <b, thenaVe<bVcandahc<bAc.
(i) [aV (=M)]AM =[aNM]V (—M).

Proof. (i) Since b < bVe, we get a < bVe. Since also ¢ < bV, we get aVe < bVe.
Since a A c < a < b, and since also a Ac < ¢, weget aAc<bAc.

(ii) By Corollary 2.17 in [4], p. 26, a > —M or a < M. If a > —M, then
[aV (—=M)]AM = aAM and, since a, M > —M we also get a AM > —M, hence
[aAMV(=M) =arM.If a < M, and since also —M < M, we get aV(—M)VM,
hence [aV (=M)]AM = aV (—M). Moreover, [aAM]V (—=M) =aV (—M) and
the required equality holds.

Lemma 4. If g € B1(F) is bounded by some M > 0, there is a sequence
()22, C F such that (hy) == g and h,, is bounded by M, for everyn > 1.

Proof. If (f,)5%, C F such that (f,) == g, let hy,

for every n > 1. We show that (h,) —— ¢. Let 2 € X, ¢ > 0 and ng(e) > 1,
such that for every n > ng(e) we have that |f,(z) — g(x)| < e, or equlvalently
g(x)—e < fo(z) < g(x)+e. By Lemma 3(i), and since —M < g(x) < M, we get

falz) Vv (=M) <g(x) + ]V (=M) = g(z) + &

[fnV(=M)]AM € F,

Hence
[fa(@) V(=M AM < fo(2)V (—M) < [g(z) + ]V (=M) =g(z) + ¢

ie., hyp(z) —g(x) < e. Since g(x) —e < f,(x), by Lemma 3(i) we get [g(x) — €] A
M < fu(z) NM. Since g(x) —e < g(x) < M, we get g(z) —e = [g(x) —e] AM <
frn(x) A M, hence by Lemma 3(ii) we get

9(x) —e < fu(x) NM < [fo(z) A MV (=M) = [fn(z) V (=M)] A M

ie., g(x) — e < hy(z), which implies g(z) — h,(2) < e. Since we have already
shown that h, (x) —g(x) < €, by the definition of |h, (z) — g(x)| we conclude that
|hn(x) — g(z)| < e, for every n > ng(e). Of course, |h,| < M, for every n > 1.

The proofs of the following two lemmas for By (X) (see [8]) are constructive.

Lemma 5. Let (gx)72, C B1(F) and (My)?2, C R with M, > 0, for every k >
1, and Y32, My € R. If |gx| < My, for everyk > 1, theng =Y ;| gi € B1(F).

Proof. Since gy, is bounded by My, for every k& > 1, by Lemma 4 there is
(fE)ee_, € F with f5 25 g and [f5| < M. Ifn > 1, let by o= S0, fF =
fo+f2+...+ fr e F Let e > 0. Since Y ,-, My € R, there is N > 1 with
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Soreni1 My < §.If € X, there is ng > N, such that for every n > ng we have
that |gx(x) — ( )| < 5%, for every k€ {1,...,N}. If n > ng, then

n
9(2) = ha(2)] = -> 8
k=1
Z 9k
k=n-+1
n oo
<Y okl@) = fil+ D gk
k=1 k=n-+1
N n o}
= lgr@) = 51+ D o) = £E+ D ol
k=1 k=N+1 k=n-+1
N n n o)
<Y k@) = i1+ D0 1+ DD @)+ D okl
k=1 k=N+1 k=N+1 k=n+1
N n o)
=Y ol =51+ D 1+ D ol
k=1 k=N+1 k=N+1
N c n
SZS Z My, + Z My,

1 k=N+ k=N+1
€ €€

< N|— -+ = .

= <3N) 3T3=°¢

Lemma 6. If (g,)>2, C Bi(F) and g € F(X) with (g,) — g, then g € By(F).

Proof. Using dependent choice there is a subsequence (gn, )72 of (gn)ne; with

U(X G5 Gny s 2k) for every k > 1. Let hy, := gn,., — gn, € B1(F). If x € X, then
_1 o131
|hie(2)] < |gniyr — 9(@)| + |9(x) = gn, (@)] < SRl T 9k T 99k M.
By Lemma 5 we have that h:= Y.~ hy € B1(F). Since
N
B@) = Jim 3 (s (@) = g, ()
k=1
= Jlim_ [(Gn2(2) = gny (@) + -+ (Gnw 2 () = gny (2))]
= hm (gnN+1 Ll? —9n, (LU))
= I\}E»noo (gTLN+1 € ) gnl(x)

= 9(x) = gn, (2),
we get g = h + gn, € B1(F), as B1(F) is trivially closed under addition.
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Theorem 1. B;(F) is a Bishop topology on X that includes F.

Proof. B;1(F) is an extensional subset of F(X), since if g € F(X) and ()32, C
F such that (f,) = g on X, then if ¢* =r(x) g, We also get (fn) L, ¢* on X.
Clearly, F C By (F'), and hence Const(X) C B;(F'). Moreover, By (F) is closed
under addition. By Lemma 2 B;(F) is closed under composition with elements
of Bic(R), and by Lemma 6 By (F) is closed under uniform limits.

By Theorem 1, if g1, g2 € B1(F), then g1 V g2,91 A g2, 91 - g2, and |g1| are in
B1(F). These facts also follow trivially by the definition of By (F). The impor-
tance of Theorem 1 though, is revealed by the use of the general theory of Bishop
spaces in the proof of non-trivial properties of By (F’) that, consequently, depend
only on the Bishop space-structure of By (F).

Corollary 1. (i) B1(F)* := B1(F) NF*(X) is a Bishop topology on X.

(it) If g € B1(F) such that g > ¢, for some ¢ € R with ¢ > 0, then é € Bi(F).
(iii) If g € B1(F) such that g >0, then \/g € B1(F).

(iv) The collection Z(B1(F)) = {((g) | g € B1(F)} of zero sets of B1(F), where
C(g) :={x € X | g(x) =0}, is closed under countable intersections.

(v) [Urysohn lemma for By (F)-zero sets] If A, B C X, then there is h € By (F)
with h(A) = 0 and h(B) = 1 if and only if there are g1,g2 € B1(F), and ¢ > 0.
such that A C ((q1), B C ((g2), and |g1] + |g2] > ©.

(vi) [Urysohn extension theorem for Bi(F)] Let Y C X such that fiy € G,
for every f € F. If for every A,B CY, whenever A, B are separated by some
function in B1(G)*, then A, B are separated by some function in By (F)*, then
every g* € B1(G)* is the restriction of some f* € By(F)*.

Proof. These facts follow from the corresponding facts on general Bishop spaces.
See [18], p. 41, for (i), Theorem 5.4.8. in [18] for (ii), [26] for a proof of (iii),
Proposition 5.3.3.(ii) in [18] for (iv), Theorem 5.4.9. in [18] for (v), and the
Urysohn extension theorem for general Bishop spaces in [20] for (vi).

Corollary 1, except from case (iii), are classically shown in [8] specifically for
B;(X). Notice that in [20] we avoid quantification over the powerset of Y in the
formulation of the Urysohn extension theorem, formulating it predicatively.
Proposition 1. Let z,y € X.

(i) If g € By(F) with g(x) #5 g(y), there is f € F such that [(z) #2 f().
(1) T #B,(r) Y & T #F Y-

(i7i) The apartness #p, () is tight if and only if the apartness #p is tight.
(iv) B1(F) separates the points of X if and only if F separates them.

(v) B1(F) separates the points of X if and only if B1(F)* separates them.

Proof. (i) Since |g(z) — g(y)| > 0, let the well-defined function

9" (z) == mg(z) -9(y), zeX
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g* is in By (F), g*(z) =1 and g*(y) = 0. If (f,)>, C F with (f,) - g*, then

1 1
Tz (byenTnznz 1) (| fa(z) = 1] < 5) & FopmenTnzngn) (@)l < 5)-

If m := max {nf(3),nf(3)}, then f,, € F with fo,(z) € (3,2) and fi(y) €

(_ % §) hence fm( ) #R fm( )
(ii) If © #p, () v, there is g € By(F) such that g(z) #r g(y). By (i) we get
T F£Fy. Conversely, if x £ y, there is f € F with f(x) #gr f(y). Since f is also

in By(F), we get © #p,(r) ¥-

(iii) Let #p, (r) be tight. If =(x #F y), then by (ii) we get =(z #p, (r) ¥), hence
r =x y. The converse implication is shown similarly.

(iv) Tt follows from (iii) and the result mentioned in Sect. 2 that a Bishop topol-
ogy separates the points if and only if its induced apartness is tight.

(v) It follows from the general fact that F' separates the points if and only if F*
separates them (see Proposition 5.7.2. in [18]).

Proposition 2. Let Fy := (X, Bi(F)) and G, := (Y, B1(G)).

(4) If h € Mor(F,G), then h € Mor(F1,G1).

(ii) Let h : X — Y be a surjection with o : Y — X a modulus of surjectivity*
for hice., hoo =idy. If h € Mor(F,G) is open, then h € Mor(F1,G1) is open.
Proof. (i) We need to show that Vyep, (q)(g 0 h € Bi(F)). If we fix g € B1(G),
let (9,)%%, € G such that (g,) —— g. Then, we get (g, o h) —= g o h. Since
h € Mor(F, G), we have that g,oh € F, for every n > 1, and hence goh € By (F).
(ii) By case (i) h € Mor(F1,G1). By Definition 1, if erFEIgeg(f =go h), we
prove Vysep, (r)3g-eni(c) (f* = g* o h). Let f* € B1(F) and (f,)52, C F with
(fn) == f* on X. By the principle of countable choice (see [6], p. 12) there is
(9n)5%1 C G such that f,, = g, o h, for every n > 1. Let g* : Y — R, defined by
g* = f* oo. First we show that g* o h =p(x) f*. If z € X, we show that

(9" o h)(z) := g"(h(z)) :== f*(o(h(2))) = [*(2).
Since h(o(h(z))) := (hoo)(h(z)) =y idy (h(z)) = h(z), we get
(gn 0 B)(a((2))) = gn (h(o(h(z)))) = gn(h(x)) = (gn © h)(2)
ie., fu(o(h(z))) = ful@), for every n > 1. Since fo(o(h(z))) —= f*(o(h(z)))
and fo(z) 5 f*(z), we get f*(o(h(z))) = f*(x). Since By (F) is an extensional

subset of F(X) and g* o h =p(x) f* € B1(F), we conclude that g* o h € By (F)
too. To prove ¢g* € B1(G), we show that (g,) L, g*. Ify €Y, then

9n(y) = gn (h((y))) = (gn 0 h)(a(y)) = fu(o(y))-

Since fn(0(y)) == f*(o(y)) = g*(y), we conclude that g, (y) = g*(y).

4 We use o in order to avoid the general axiom of choice in the proof.
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4 Examples of Functions of Baire Class One over F

First we find an unbounded Baire class one-function over some Bishop topology.
Ifn>1,let f, : {0} U(0,1] — R defined by

0 ,x=0
In(@) : {(n2x/\n)/\i,x6(071]
Clearly, f, < n, for every n . IfO0<z< i then0O<n?z<nandn< i

hence(nx/\n)/\l—( x)

0
= n?z. If1<x<1 then n < n?z < n? and
1<, hence(n%’/\n)/\lzn/\%:

= Hence

n?z, x € {0}U(0,L)
(z) = ) ' n
ful@) {i ,:176[%,1].
If Fy :={fn | n > 1}, we consider the Bishop topology \/ Fy on X := {0} U(0, 1].
Let the function g : {0} U (0,1] — R, defined by

0,z=0
9(x) :{i,xE(O,l].

Clearly, ¢ is unbounded on its domain. We show that f, —— g, hence g €
Bi(\V Fp). If 2 = 0, then 0 = £,(0) > g(0) = 0. Let = € (0,1]. We fix some
€ > 0, and we find ng > 1 such that nio < z. Hence, if n > ng, then % < x too.
Since then n < n%z and % < n, we have that

Len3)-
=||(nA=]| ==
x x

A pseudo-compact Bishop topology is a topology all the elements of which are
bounded functions. Since boundedness is a “liftable” property from Fj to Fi.e., if
every fo € Fp is bounded, then every f € \/ Fp is bounded (see Proposition 3.4.4
n [18], p. 46), the topology \/ Fy of the previous example is pseudo-compact,
and hence the above construction is also an example of an unbounded Baire-class
one function over a pseudo-compact Bishop topology!

It is immediate to show that B;(F(X)) = F(X) and B;(Const(X)) =
Const(X). Next we find a Baire class one-function over some F' that is not
in F. Let Y := [0,1) U {1} be equipped with the relative Bishop topology
Cu([0,1]);y = Bic([0,1])jy, where C,([0, 1]) is the Bishop topology of uniformly
continuous functions on [0, 1], and C,([0,1]) = Bic([0, 1]), with Bic([0,1]) being
defined similarly to Bic(R). Let f, : Y — R, where f,, :=id]y, for every n > 1.
By the definition of relative Bishop topology (see Definition 2) we have that

fal@) - g(a)] = ‘ [(n%/\n) N H 1

T

fn € Bic([0,1])}y, for every n > 1, and (f,) L. g, where g : Y — R is given by

0,ze|0,1
9(x) ::{1,3:3{1}.)
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Since Y is dense in [0, 1], g is not in Bic([0, 1])}y; if it was, by Proposition 4.7.15.
in [18] we get g = hjy with h € C,([0,1]), which is impossible.

A similar example is the following. Let Z := (—o0,1) U {1} U (1, 4+00) be
equipped with the relative topology Bic(R)lZ. Ifn>1,let ¢, =nidg+(1—n) €
Bic(R) and 6, := —nidg + (1+n) € Bic(R). If ¢, := (¢, V0O) A (6, V0) € Bic(R),

0 r< =t
__Jnx+1-n ,xe[”n%l,l]
Yn(®) = —nz+1+n,ze (1, 2]
0 x> L

Let ¢ be the restriction of ¢, to Z, for every n > 1. Clearly, ¢, L, h, where

0,z € (—00,1)
h(z):=< 1,z € {1}
0,z € (1+00).

Since Z is dense in R (see Lemma 2.2.8. of [18]), and arguing as in the previous
example, h cannot be in the specified Bishop topology on Z.

As in the classical case, all derivatives of differentiable functions in F(R) are
Baire class one-functions over Bic(R). We reformulate the definition in [4], p. 44,
as follows.

Definition 4. Let a <b, f, f’ : [a,b] — R (uniformly) continuous on [a,b], and
0fjap] : RT — RY. We say that f is differentiable on [a,b] with derivative f'
and modulus of differentiability &4 qp), in symbols Dif(f, f', 65 1)), if

Vs o¥s eia (|y o] < Sy pan(€) = 1f(y) — (&) — F(@)y — )| < ely— x|>.

If ¢,¢" € Bic(R), we say that ¢ is differentiable with derivative ¢', in symbols
Dif (¢, ¢'), if for every n > 1 we have that Dif(@|[—n,n), d’/\[—mn]’ 5@[%,"],[—”,@)'

Proposition 3. If ¢, ¢’ € Bic(R) such that Dif(¢,¢’), then ¢' € By (Bic(R)).

Proof. Ifn > 1, let ¢, := Tl[(,ZSO(idR‘F%)*(M € Bic(R). We show that (¢,,) AN
Let # € R and € > 0. Let N > 1 with z € [N, N]. Since (z + 2) -5 z and
dg,—n,N](€) > 0, there is ng > 1 such that for every n > ng we have that

w—l—% € [N, N] and % < 04, 1—n,n(€), hence % =|(x + % — x| < 0y —n,n(€),
and by Definition 4 we have that

¢<x+711> ¢(z)¢'(w)<x+ix>‘ <e

‘?5(334' i) — ¢(z) —¢'($)% < 6% =
”¢<x+ i) —né(z) — ¢'(z)| < e =

|6n(2) — ¢'(z)] < e.
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5 Concluding Comments

In this paper we introduced the notion of a function of Baire class one over a
Bishop topology F, translating a fundamental notion of classical real analysis
and topology into the constructive topology of Bishop spaces. Our central result,
that the set By(F') of Baire class one-functions over F' is a Bishop topology
that includes F, is used to apply concepts and results from the general theory
of Bishop spaces to the theory of functions of Baire class one over a Bishop
topology. These first applications suggest that the structure of Bishop space,
treated classically, would also be useful to the classical study of function spaces
like By (X).

For constructive topology, the fact that By (F') is a Bishop topology provides a
second way, within the theory of Bishop spaces, to treat classically discontinuous,
real-valued functions as “continuous” i.e., as Bishop morphisms. The first way
is to consider such discontinuous functions as elements of a subbase Fj;. Since
by definition Fy C \/ Fp, the elements of Fj are Bishop morphisms from the
resulting least Bishop space F to the Bishop space R of reals. In [27], and based
on a notion of convergence of test functions introduced by Ishihara, we follow
this way to make the Dirac delta function é and the Heaviside step function
H “continuous”. We consider a certain set Dg(R) of linear maps on the test
functions on R, where §, H € Dy(R), and the Bishop topology \/ Dg(R) is used
to define the set of distributions on R. The second way, is to start from a Bishop
topology F' and find elements of B;(F) i.e., Bishop morphisms from F; to R,
that are pointwise discontinuous, as the functions g and h in the last two example
before Definition 4. This second way is sort of a constructive analogue to the
classical result that the points of pointwise continuity of some f € Bi(R) is
dense in R, hence f is almost everywhere continuous.

There are numerous interesting questions stemming from this introductory
work. Can we prove constructively that the characteristic function of a (com-
plemented) Baire set B = (Bl,BO) over a Bishop topology F (see [22]) is a
Baire class-one function over the relative topology F|piypo? Can we show con-
structively other classical characterisations of B;(X), like for example through
Fy-sets? What is the exact relation between Bi(F)|4 and By(F|,), or between
B;(F x G) and the product Bishop topology (see [18], Sect. 4.1 for its definition)
B;(F) x B1(G)? How far can we go constructively with the study of Baire class
two-functions?

A base of a Bishop topology F' is a subset B of F' such that every f € F is
the uniform limit of a sequence in B. If B is a base of F, it follows easily that

Lim,(B) = By (F),

hence for the uniform closure Lim,(B) of B in F(X) we get

Lim, (B) = B, (F) = By (F)

i.e., Lim,(B) is a base of B1(F). If Fy C F is a subbase of F i.e., F =\/ Fy, we
have that Lim,(Fy) C Lim,(\/ Fy) = B1(F'), hence \/ Lim, (Fy) C B1(F). When
does the inverse inclusion also hold?
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We hope to address some of these questions in a future work.
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