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THE TREE PIGEONHOLE PRINCIPLE IN THE WEIHRAUCH DEGREES

DAMIR D. DZHAFAROV, REED SOLOMON , AND MANLIO VALENTI

Abstract. We study versions of the tree pigeonhole principle, TT1, in the context of Weihrauch-
style computable analysis. The principle has previously been the subject of extensive research in reverse
mathematics, an outstanding question of which investigation is whether TT1 is Π1

1-conservative over the
ordinary pigeonhole principle, RT1. Using the recently introduced notion of the first-order part of an
instance-solution problem, we formulate the analog of this question for Weihrauch reducibility, and give an
affirmative answer. In combination with other results, we use this to show that unlike RT1, the problem TT1

is not Weihrauch requivalent to any first-order problem. Our proofs develop new combinatorial machinery
for constructing and understanding solutions to instances of TT1.

§1. Introduction. The classical pigeonehole principle, that an infinite set parti-
tioned into finitely many parts must contain at least one part that is infinite, is
elementary yet deeply fascinating in terms of its logical content. In computability
theory and proof theory in particular, where the focus is on partitions of the set
of natural numbers, it has been a subject of considerable interest. Formally, the
statement is as follows, where we use � to denote {0, 1, 2, ...}.

Statement 1.1 (Infinitary pigeonhole principle). For every k ≥ 1 and every f :
� → k, there exists i < k such that f–1({i}) is infinite.

In the study of models of arithmetic and reverse mathematics, the principle is non-
trivial because of the possibility that the set of natural numbers, and the number k
above, may be non-standard. In computable analysis, on the other hand, it is non-
trivial because of the fact that the number i < k cannot, in general, be found by any
uniform algorithm. These features have inspired extensive investigations into the
computational and proof-theoretic aspects of the infinitary pigeonhole principle,
and in its relationship to various other logical and mathematical statements.
Standard references on reverse mathematics include Simpson [24], Hirschfeldt [16],
and Dzhafarov and Mummert [12]. In Section 2, we review some rudiments of
computable analysis in the style of Weihrauch [28, 29], which will be our focus
here. We refer to [12, Chapter 4] for more details and examples, and to Brattka,
Gherardi, and Pauly [1] for a comprehensive overview of the subject. For a general
introduction to computability theory, see Soare [25] and Downey and Hirschfeldt
[11].
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2 DAMIR D. DZHAFAROV ET AL.

A further point of interest is that the infinitary pigeonhole principle may be
formulated as a special case of Ramsey’s theorem.

Statement 1.2 (Ramsey’s theorem for singletons). For every k ≥ 1 and every
f : � → k, there exists an infinite setM ⊆ � monochromatic for f (i.e., such that
f �M is constant).

We denote this statement by RT1. The equivalence of the two statements is
obvious: given i < k such that f–1({i}) is infinite we have that M = {x ∈ � :
f(x) = i} is an infinite monochromatic set for f, and given M we have that
f–1({minM}) is infinite. Importantly, this equivalence is uniform in the sense of
Weihrauch reducibility (see, e.g., [12, Proposition 4.3.4]).

In this paper, we are interested in a version of the pigeonhole principle not for
partitions of� but for partitions of trees. To state it, we begin with some definitions.
We let �<� denote the set of all finite strings of natural numbers (i.e., functions
n → � for some n ∈ �), and 2<� the subset of �<� of all finite strings of 0s and
1s (i.e., functions n → 2 for some n ∈ �). We will typically use lowercase Greek
letters near the beginning of the alphabet (α, �, �, ...) for general elements of �<� ,
and lowercase Greek letters near the middle of the alphabet (�, �, �, ...) for elements
specifically of 2<� . For n ∈ �, we let �<n and 2<n denote the respective restrictions
of �<� and 2<� to strings of length less than n. We denote the length of a string
α ∈ �<� by |α|, and let 〈〉 denote the empty string (i.e., the unique string of length
0). We use � for the reflexive prefix relation on �<� , and ≺ for the irreflexive.
For α, � ∈ �<� we write α | � if α � � and � � α. If α | � then α and � are
called incomparable, and otherwise they are called comparable. We write α� for the
concatenation of α by � (i.e., the string � of length |α| + |� | with �(x) = α(x) for
all x < |α| and �(x) = �(x – |α|) for |α| ≤ x < |α| + |� |). For s ∈ �, we write 0s

for the string α of length s with α(x) = 0 for all x < s , and similarly for 1s .

Definition 1.3. Fix S ⊆ 2<� .

(1) For n ∈ � ∪ {�}, we write S ∼= 2<n if (S,�) and (2<n,�) are isomorphic as
partial orders.

(2) For k ≥ 1, a k-coloring of S is a map f : S → k = {0, ... , k – 1}.
(3) A coloring of S is a k-coloring of S for some k ≥ 1.
(4) A setH ⊆ S is monochromatic for a coloring f of S if f is constant on H. We

call f(minH ) the color of H under f.

The focus of our investigation is the following principle, originally formulated by
Chubb, Hirst, and McNicholl [5].

Statement 1.4 (Tree pigeonhole principle). For every k ≥ 1 and everyf : 2<� →
k, there existsH ∼= 2<� that is monochromatic for f.

We denote this statement by TT1. Its proof is straightforward, though less trivial
than that of RT1. Consider a coloring f : 2<� → 2, for simplicity. If {� ∈ 2<� :
f(�) = 0} is dense (meaning that for every� ∈ 2<� there exists � 
 � withf(�) = 0)
then an H ∼= 2<� monochromatic for f with color 0 can be easily constructed by
unbounded search. Otherwise, there exists � ∈ 2<� such thatf(�) = 1 for all � 
 �,
and then H = {� ∈ 2<� : � 
 �} ∼= 2<� is monochromatic for f with color 1. Such
an H is sometimes called a monochromatic cone, leading to this proof being called
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THE TREE PIGEONHOLE PRINCIPLE IN THE WEIHRAUCH DEGREES 3

a “dense-or-cone” argument. More generally, given f : 2<� → k, an iteration of
this argument reveals an i < k and a � ∈ 2<� such that {� ∈ 2<� : f(�) = i} is
dense above �, from which an H ∼= 2<� monochromatic for f with color i may be
constructed. We will explore variations on “dense-or-cone” arguments in Section 3.

In the literature,TT1 and its generalizations to higher dimensions have collectively
come to be called the tree theorem. However, it is worth emphasizing that the sets
H ∼= 2<� it deals with are not trees in the usual sense used in computability theory.
More precisely, a set H ∼= 2<� need not be closed downward under �. The notion
also differs from the usual sense of trees used in descriptive set theory, in that such an
H need not preserve meets (i.e., least common prefixes). A partition principle better
suited to the latter type of structure is the Halpern-Läuchli theorem (or Milliken’s tree
theorem, as it is known in higher dimensions) which generalizes the Chubb–Hirst–
McNicholl version we will focus on here. (See Todorčević [27] and Dobrinen [8]
for more details, and Anglés d’Auriac, et al. [7] for a recent computability-theoretic
analysis.) We will use the word “tree” exclusively in the computability-theoretic
sense throughout this paper, and refer to Statement 1.4 and its variants (introduced
below) only by TT1 and similar initialisms.

It is well-known that RT1 is a consequence of TT1. The following argument,
which we include for completeness, was first noted in [5, proof of Theorem 1.5].
Given g : � → k, define f : 2<� → k by f(�) = g(|�|). By the tree pigeonhole
principle, we may fix an H ∼= 2<� monochromatic for f, say with color i < k. Then
{|�| : � ∈ H} is an infinite monochromatic set for g, so in particular, g–1({i}) is
infinite.

Finding the precise relationship between RT1 and TT1 is an ongoing investigation
using the framework of reverse mathematics. Here, RT1 and TT1 are formalized
in the language of second-order arithmetic, and their strengths are calibrated in
terms of implications over the weak base theory RCA0 (or sometimes, even weaker
systems). By a well-known result of Hirst [18, Theorem 6.4], RT1 is equivalent over
RCA0 to the bounding scheme BΣ0

2 (which, by classic results, itself lies strictly
in-between the induction schemes IΣ0

1 and IΣ0
2). Corduan, Groszek, and Mileti

[6, Section 3.3] obtained the surprising result that TT1 lies strictly above BΣ0
2, while

Chong, Li, Wei, and Yang [4, Corollary 4.2] proved it is strictly below IΣ0
2. Thus, we

know that TT1 is a stronger principle than RT1, but more questions remain. Chief
among these is whether TT1 is conservative for Π1

1 sentences over RCA0 + RT1. In
particular, it is possible that the first-order part of TT1 (i.e., the set of its first-order
consequences over RCA0) is exactly (the set of such consequences of) RT1.

In this article, we investigate the strength of TT1, and its relationship to RT1,
using the tools of Weihrauch reducibility and Weihrauch-style computable analysis.
This is a different framework from reverse mathematics, but one that is often
complementary (see Dorais, et al., [9, Section 1] for a discussion). In many cases,
the results in this approach provide a finer, more detailed view of those in classical
reverse mathematics. We obtain a number of results along these lines below. Recently,
Dzhafarov, Solomon, and Yokoyama [13] introduced an analog for Weihrauch
reducibility of the first-order part of a problem (defined precisely in the next section).
We show that, for the most natural way of formulating TT1 and RT1 in the context
of Weihrauch reducibility, the first-order part of TT1 in the sense of [13] is precisely
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4 DAMIR D. DZHAFAROV ET AL.

RT1. Thus, we obtain a positive answer to the analog of the question above. As
shown in [13], and in follow-up works by Soldà and Valenti [26] and Goh, Pauly,
and Valenti [15], this new notion of “first-order part” largely agrees with the one
from reverse mathematics. Thus, our results may be viewed as evidence in support
of the corresponding answers for the original question, too.

Before moving on, we include one final remark for general interest. By its
equivalence with the infinitary pigeonhole principle, RT1 may be regarded as either
a second-order statement (asserting the existence of certain kinds of sets) or as
a first-order (arithmetical) statement. Interestingly, the same is not true of TT1,
as we learned from Leszek Kołodziejczyk (private communication). We include
the argument he supplied as it is quite lovely but appears to be missing from the
literature. As discussed above, Chong, Li, Wei, and Yang [4, Corollary 4.2] exhibited
a model (M,S) of RCA0 + ¬IΣ0

2 + TT1. By results of Corduan, Groszek, and Mileti
[6, Proposition 3.5], there is an X ∈ S such that some TT1 instance f computable
from X (in the sense of M) has no solution computable from X. Consider the
topped model M [X ], which has first-order part M and second order part the set
of all Y ⊆M computable from X. Then RCA0 holds in M [X ] but TT1 fails, as
witnessed by f. But (M,S) and M [X ] have the same first-order part (namely, M)
and thus satisfy the same Π1

1 sentences. Any Π1
1 statement equivalent over RCA0 to

TT1 would thus hold in (M,S) and hence in M [X ], which cannot be since TT1 is
true in one but not the other. (Below, we obtain the analogue of this result in the
setting of Weihrauch reducibility, but using very different means.)

§2. Preliminaries. Our computability-theoretic notation is largely standard,
following, e.g., Downey and Hirschfeldt [10] and Soare [25]. All objects under
discussion are assumed to be represented by elements of 2� . To this end, subsets of
� are identified with their characteristic functions, and elements of � are identified
with singleton subsets of�. We fix a standard computable bijection between�<� and
� such that for all α ∈ �<� , |α| is uniformly computable from α. A subset of�<� is
then identified with its image under this bijection. Finite sets will usually be specified
by (and identified with) their canonical indices. More complex representations will
be defined as needed.

For subsets A0, ... , An–1 of � (or of �<� , via our representation) we write
〈A0, ... , An–1〉 instead of the more common A0 ⊕ ··· ⊕ An–1. And given a Turing
functional Φ, we write Φ(A0, ... , An–1) as shorthand for Φ〈A0,...,An–1〉.

The principal object of interest in the framework of Weihrauch-style computable
analysis is the following.

Definition 2.1. A instance-solution problem (or just problem) is a partial
multifunction P :⊆ X ⇒ Y , where X and Y are subsets of �� , such that P(x) �= ∅
for each x ∈ dom(P). The elements of dom(P) are called the instances of P (or
P-instances) and for each x ∈ dom(P), the elements of P(x) are called the solutions
to x in P (or P-solutions to x).

For many principles, there is a natural way to move between their formalization
as a statement of second-order arithmetic and as a problem. For example, we can
consider the following problem forms of restrictions of RT1 and TT1.
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Definition 2.2. Fix k ≥ 1.
(1) RT1

k is the problem whose instances are all colorings f : � → k, with the
solutions to any such f being all infinite setsM ⊆ � monochromatic for f.

(2) TT1
k is the problem whose instances are all colorings f : 2<� → k, with the

solutions to any such f being all H ∼= 2<� monochromatic for f.

For RT1 and TT1, there is some subtlety. Brattka and Rakotoniaina [2, Definition
3.1] considered two problem forms of RT1, denoted by RT1

+ and RT1
N

, which we
define next. We define two problem forms of TT1 in an analogous fashion.

Definition 2.3.

(1) RT1
+ is the problem whose instances are all pairs 〈k,f〉 where k ≥ 1 and f is

a coloring � → k, with the solutions to any such pair being all infinite sets
M ⊆ � monochromatic for f.

(2) RT1
N

is the problem whose instances are all colorings f : � → k for some
k ≥ 1, with the solutions to any such f being all infinite sets M ⊆ �
monochromatic for f.

(3) TT1
+ is the problem whose instances are all pairs 〈k,f〉 where k ≥ 1 and f is

a coloring 2<� → k, with the solutions to any such pair being all H ∼= 2<�

monochromatic for f.
(4) TT1

N
is the problem whose instances are all colorings f : 2<� → k for some

k ≥ 1, with the solutions to any such f being all H ∼= 2<� monochromatic
for f.

The distinction here is whether an instance is just a coloring with bounded range,
or whether an upper bound must be explicitly provided along with the coloring. From
the point of view of a classical system like RCA0, there is no difference between these
two formulations. But an upper bound cannot be obtained uniformly computably
from a coloring, and this is often useful in constructions—i.e., the ability to increase
the number of colors finitely many times while building a coloring without declaring
an upper bound in advance. (See, e.g., the proof of Theorem 4.7 below, and see [12,
Section 3.3] for a discussion of this and similar issues.) From a purely computability-
theoretic perspective, then, the versions RT1

N
and TT1

N
are more natural. (For more

on the distinction between the + and N cases, see the discussion in [23].)
Problems can be compared using the following reducibility notion, originally

proposed by Weihrauch [28, 29], and independently by Dorais, et al. [9] in the guise
we use here.

Definition 2.4. Let P and Q be problems.
(1) P is Weihrauch reducible toQ, writtenP ≤W Q, if there exist Turing functionals

Φ and Ψ such that Φ(x) ∈ dom(Q) for everyx ∈ dom(P), and Ψ(x, y) ∈ P(x)
for every y ∈ Q(Φ(x)). In this case, we also say that P is Weihrauch reducible
to Q via Φ and Ψ.

(2) If P ≤W Q and Q ≤W P then P and Q are Weihrauch equivalent, written
P ≡W Q.

The argument given in Section 1 for RT1 being a consequence of TT1 directly
shows that for all k ≥ 1, RT1

k ≤W TT1
k , that RT1

+ ≤W RT1
N
≤W TT1

N
, and also

that RT1
+ ≤W TT1

+. That none of these reductions can be reversed follows from
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6 DAMIR D. DZHAFAROV ET AL.

Theorems 4.4 and 4.7 below. We will continue to use the initialisms RT1 and TT1

when speaking, generally, about any of the problems from Definitions 2.2 and 2.3.
We now define the notion of the first-order part of a problem, originally introduced

by Dzhafarov, Solomon, and Yokoyama [13, Definition 2.1]. In what follows,
Turing functionals are assumed to be represented by their indices within some
fixed enumeration of all partial computable oracle functions.

Definition 2.5. Let P be a problem. The first-order part of P, denoted 1P, is the
following problem:

• the instances of 1P are all triples 〈A,Δ,Γ〉 where A ∈ 2� is arbitrary and Δ
and Γ are Turing functionals such that Δ(A) ∈ dom(P) and Γ(A, y)(0) ↓ for
all y ∈ P(Δ(A));

• the solutions to any 〈A,Δ,Γ〉 as above are all values of the form Γ(A, y)(0) for
some y ∈ P(Δ(A)).

Intuitively, 1P considers an instance of P along with a functional that halts on
an initial segment of any P-solution, and accepts the output of that computation
as its own solution. (A slightly different but equivalent formulation appears in [26,
Definition 3.1].)

The reason for the name “first-order” is that, as shown in [13, Theorem 2.2], 1P is
Weihrauch equivalent to the maximum under ≤W of all Q ≤W P with co-domain �.
Such a problem is called first-order. Thus, 1P is the “strongest” first-order problem
that lies Weihrauch below P. Using this characterization, we can thus see that for all
k ≥ 1, 1RT1

k ≡W RT1
k , and that 1RT1

+ ≡W RT1
+ and 1RT1

N
≡W RT1

N
. This is because

in each case, knowing the color of an infinite homogeneous for a given coloring
suffices to uniformly compute such a set from the coloring. This is not the case for
trees, as we will show below. But we do have that for all k ≥ 1, RT1

k ≤W
1TT1

k ≤W

TT1
k ; that RT1

+ ≤W
1TT1

+ ≤W TT1
+; and that RT1

N
≤W

1TT1
N
≤W TT1

N
.

We conclude this section with some definitions specific to our working with
elements and subset of 2<� .

Definition 2.6. Fix S ⊆ 2<� .

(1) The rank of � ∈ S in S, denoted rkS(�), is |{� ∈ S : � ≺ �}|.
(2) For n ∈ �, Srk<n denotes the set {� ∈ S : rkS(�) < n}.
(3) S is rooted if it there is a unique � ∈ S, called the root of S, with rkS(�) = 0.
(4) � ∈ S is a successor of � ∈ S in S if � ≺ � and rkS(�) = rkS(�) + 1.
(5) � ∈ S is a leaf of S if it has no successor in S.
(6) S is symmetric if all �, � ∈ S with rkS(�) = rkS(�) have the same number of

successors in S.
(7) The height of S, denoted ht(S), is sup{rkS(�) + 1 : � ∈ S}. (So ht(∅) = 0.)

For all oracles A, we assume that if Φ(A)(n) ↓ then Φ(A)(m) ↓ for all m < n. We
also adopt the following more specific conventions about oracles contained in 2<� .
If Φ is a functional and S ⊆ 2<� is a finite set such that Φ(S)(n) ↓ for some n, then
we assume the length of the computation is bounded by the length of the shortest
leaf in S. This ensures that if T ⊆ 2<� is any set (finite or infinite) such that T ⊇ S
and every � ∈ T \ S extends a leaf of S, then Φ(T )(n) ↓= Φ(S)(n). More generally,
we have that if ϕ(X ) is any Σ0

1 formula such that ϕ(S) holds, then so does ϕ(T ).
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THE TREE PIGEONHOLE PRINCIPLE IN THE WEIHRAUCH DEGREES 7

Unless otherwise noted, all objects throughout should be regarded as elements of
�� via standard codings.

§3. The complexity of building monochromatic solutions. An initial point of
distinction between the complexities of RT1 and TT1 can be seen in the complexity
of checking whether a given set is a solution to a given coloring, versus whether a
given element is extendible to a solution. It is easy to see that for RT1, both questions
are Π0

2 relative to the set and the coloring. For TT1, checking whether a given set is
a solution is likewise Π0

2: indeed, saying that H is monochromatic for a given TT1

instance f is Π0
1 in H and f, while saying thatH ∼= 2<� can be expressed as

H �= ∅ ∧ (∀� ∈ H )(∃�0, �1 ∈ H )[� ≺ �0, �1 ∧ �0 | �1]

∧(∀� ∈ H )(∀�0, �1, �2 ∈ H )[� ≺ �0, �1, �2 → (∃� ∈ H )(∃i < 3)[� ≺ � ≺ �i ]].
However, in stark contrast, whether or not an element of 2<� is part of a solution

to a given instance of TT1 is far harder: it is Σ1
1-complete relative to H and f.

We can express this using Weihrauch reducibility using the definition below. As a
canonical representative of a “Σ1

1-complete problem” we take WF, which we recall is
the problem whose instances are arbitrary trees T ⊆ �<� , with the solution to any
such T being 0 or 1 depending as T is ill-founded or well-founded, respectively.

Definition 3.1. Fix k ≥ 1. TT1
k-Ext is the problem whose instances are pairs

〈f, �〉 where f is a coloring 2<� → k and � ∈ 2<� , with the solutions to any such
pair being 1 or 0 depending as there is or is not an H ∼= 2<� monochromatic for f
and containing �.

Theorem 3.2. For all k ≥ 2, TT1
k-Ext ≡W WF.

Proof. The reduction from TT1
k-Ext to WF is straightforward. Given an instance

〈f, �〉 of the former, checking whether there exists H ∼= 2<� monochromatic for f
and containing � as an initial segment is a uniformly Σ1

1 property in f and �, and
thus can be decided using WF.

In the other direction, letT ⊆ �<� be a tree. We define a uniformly T-computable
coloring f : 2<� → 2 with f(〈〉) = 0 and such that T is well-founded if and only if
there is no H ∼= 2<� monochromatic for f with color 0. Thus, T is well-founded if
and only if the TT1

2-Ext-solution to 〈f, {〈〉}〉 is 0. Define S = T ∗ �<� = {〈α, �〉 :
α ∈ T, � ∈ �<�, |α| = |� |}, viewed as a subtree of �<� by thinking of 〈α, �〉 as a
prefix of 〈α′, � ′〉 if and only ifα � α′ and � � � ′. Observe that [T ] �= ∅ if and only if
|[S]| = 2ℵ0 . Let R be the collection of all strings of the form 0�(0)10�(1)1 ··· 0�(|�|–1)10s

for some � ∈ S and some s ∈ �. Then R is a T-computable subtree of 2<� , and we
have 〈〉 ∈ R. Although [R] is non-empty (since it contains, at the very least, the
constantly 0 function) we have that |[R]| = 2ℵ0 if and only if |[S]| = 2ℵ0 . We define
f by setting f(�) = 0 if � ∈ R and f(�) = 1 if � /∈ R. Thus f(〈〉) = 0, and there
exists H ∼= 2<� monochromatic for f and containing 〈〉 if and only if there exists a
H ∼= 2<� monochromatic for f with color 0, which in turn holds in if and only if
|[R]| = 2ℵ0 , which, by our previous observations, holds if and only if [T ] �= ∅. This
completes the proof. �

The theorem highlights the intrinsic complexity of knowing whether a given
instance of TT1 admits a solution of a particular, fixed color. In the “dense-or-cone”
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8 DAMIR D. DZHAFAROV ET AL.

proof of TT1 discussed in Section 1, deciding the color in which to try to build a
solution was handled by asking certain density questions about the coloring. In an
attempt to better understand this, we now look at several variants of the “dense-or-
cone” argument, and investigate how they relate. Although our discussion could be
made more general, and apply to TT1 for arbitrary numbers of colors, we restrict
our discussion to 2-colorings. Our goal is not to obtain a complete classification of
these problems, which are not overly interesting in their own, but rather to get a
sense of the relationships between different approaches to solving TT1, as a heuristic
for our work moving forward.

Definition 3.3. We define the following problems. Each has as its set of instances
all 2-colorings of 2<� . Thus, we specify a problem by the set of solutions to a given
such coloring f : 2<� → 2.

• V0: The solutions to f are all pairs 〈i, �〉 ∈ 2 × 2<� such that {� : f(�) = i} is
dense above �.

• V1: The solutions to f are all pairs 〈i, �〉 ∈ 2 × 2<� such that either {� : f(�) =
0} and {� : f(�) = 1} are both dense, or f(�) = i for all � 
 �.

• V2: The solutions to f are all pairs 〈i, �〉 such that if i = 0 then {� : f(�) = 0}
is dense, and if i = 1 then {� : f(�) = 1} is dense above �.

• V3: The solutions to f are all pairs 〈i, �〉 such that if i = 0 then {� : f(�) = 0}
is dense, and if i = 1 then all � 
 � with f(�) = 0 are comparable.

• V4: The solutions to f are all pairs 〈i, �〉 such that if i = 0 then {� : f(�) = 0}
is dense, and if i = 1 then f(�) = 1 for all � 
 �.

It is clear from the definitions that TT1
2 ≤W V0 ≤W V1 and that V2 ≤W V3 ≤W V4.

A bit less straightforward is that also V1 ≤W V2, which follows from Propositions
3.6 and 3.7 below. The purpose of this section is to examine the remaining reductions
between these problems. In fact, we prove the following theorem.

Theorem 3.4. TT1
2 <W V0 ≡W V1 <W V2 ≡W V3 ≡W V4.

More precisely, we classify V0 and V1, and V2,V3, and V4, in terms of previously
studied problems from the computable analysis literature. We begin by recalling
their definitions. Throughout the following, we think of an arbitrary Π0

1 subset A of
� as being represented by an enumeration of its complement, which we take to be a
total function e : � → � such that A = {x : x + 1 ∈ ran(e)}. (Thus, ran(e) = {0}
if and only if A = �.)

Definition 3.5. We define the following problems.
(1) Closed choice on N (CN) is the problem whose instances are all non-empty Π0

1
subsets A of �, with the solutions to any such A being all x ∈ A.

(2) The total continuation of CN (TCN) is the problem whose instances are all Π0
1

subsets A of�, with the solutions to any such A being all x ∈ � ifA = ∅, and
all x ∈ A otherwise.

(3) The strong total continuation of CN (sTCN) is the problem whose instances are
all Π0

1 subsets A of �, with the solutions to any such A being – 1 if A = ∅,
and all x ∈ A otherwise.

A full account of closed choice problems is given by Brattka, Gherardi, and Pauly
[1, Section 7]. The total continuation of closed choice was first studied by Neumann
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and Pauly [21]. The strong total continuation, as a general operator on problems,
was introduced more recently, by Marcone and Valenti [20, Definition 4.17]. The
difference betweenCN andTCN is that the latter problem is also defined on the empty
set, while the former is not. The difference between TCN and sTCN is that the latter
must indicate, as part of its solution, whether or not the instance it is solving is the
empty set, while the former need not do so.

Proposition 3.6. V0 ≡W V1 ≡W TCN.

Proof. As already noted, V0 ≤W V1. It thus remains to show that V1 ≤W

TCN ≤W V0. To see that V1 ≤W TCN, fix any instance f : 2<� → 2 of V1. Consider
the Π0,f

1 set A = {〈i, �〉 : (∀� 
 �)[f(�) = i ]}, regarded as an instance of TCN

uniformly computable from f. Clearly, A �= ∅ if and only if {� : f(�) = 0} and
{� : f(�) = 1} are not both dense. Thus, any TCN-solution to A is a V1-solution
to f.

To conclude the proof, we show that TCN ≤W V0. Fix an instance A of TCN,
specified by a co-enumeration e : � → �. From e we can uniformly compute the
function 
 : � → � such that 
(s) = (�x)[x + 1 /∈ e � s]. Clearly, A �= ∅ if and
only if lims 
(s) exists, in which case lims 
(s) ∈ A. We now define a uniformly
e-computable coloring f : 2<� → 2, as follows. Let f(〈〉) = 0, and for each s ∈ �,
each string � of length s, and each i < 2 let

f(�i) =

{
i if 
(s) �= 
(s + 1),
f(�) otherwise.

Now, let 〈i, �〉 be any V0-solution to f. We claim that 
(|�|) is a TCN-solution to
A. Indeed, suppose A �= ∅ and fix the least s such that 
(s) = 
(t) for all t ≥ s .
If |�| < s , then it follows from the definition of f that neither {� : f(�) = 0} nor
{� : f(�) = 1} is dense above �, even though we assumed {� : f(�) = i} is. Thus,
|�| ≥ s , which proves the claim. �

Proposition 3.7. V2 ≡W V3 ≡W V4 ≡W sTCN.

Proof. As already mentioned, V2 ≤W V3 ≤W V4, so we have only to show that
V4 ≤W sTCN ≤W V2. For the first reduction, fix f : 2<� → 2 and define A = {� :
(∀� 
 �)[f(�) = 1]}. We can regard A as an instance of sTCN, uniformly computable
from f. Then A �= ∅ if and only if {� : f(�) = 0} is not dense. Given – 1 as an
sTCN-solution to A, we can then take 〈0, 〈〉〉 as a V4-solution to f. And given some
sTCN-solution to A different from – 1, coding a string � ∈ 2<� , we can take 〈1, �〉
as a V4-solution to f.

Now, to show that sTCN ≤W V2, fix an instance A of sTCN, specified by a co-
enumeration e : � → �. Let 
 be the function defined in the proof of Proposition
3.6. Define f : 2<� → 2 as follows: for every s, let f(0s) = 0; for every s and every
� 
 0s1, let

f(�) =

{
0 if (∃t)[s ≤ t < |�| ∧ 
(t) �= 
(t + 1)],
1 otherwise.

Note that A �= ∅ if and only if lims 
(s) exists (and belongs to A), if and only if
there is a � such that f(�) = 1 for all � 
 �. So suppose 〈i, �〉 is a V2-solution to f.
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If i = 0, then {� : f(�) = 0} is dense, hence by the previous observation we must
have A = ∅. If i = 1, then we claim that 
(|�|) ∈ A. Suppose not, so that for some
t ≥ |�| we have 
(t) �= 
(t + 1). Fix �′ 
 �1 with |�′| > t. Then �′ 
 0s1 for some
s ≤ t, hence s ≤ t < |�′|. By definition of f, we have that f(�) = 0 for all � 
 �′.
But since 〈1, �〉 is a V2-solution to f, we also have that {� : f(�) = 1} is dense above
�, a contradiction. Thus, from any V2-solution to f we can uniformly computably
determine whether or not A is empty, and if it not, determine an element of A, which
completes the proof. �

We are now ready to prove the main theorem of this section.

Proof of Theorem 3.4. We have only to justify that V0 �W TT1
2 and that V2 �W

V1. The former is a direct consequence of Corollary 5.9, to be proved later, which
establishes the stronger fact that TT1

2 is not Weihrauch equivalent to any first-
order problem. The latter follows from Propositions 3.6 and 3.7, and the fact that
sTCN �W TCN. To justify this last fact, consider for example the problem isFinite,
whose instances are characteristic functions of subsets of � having, as their unique
solution, either 1 or 0 depending as this subset is finite or infinite. Clearly, isFinite ≤W

sTCN since the set of upper bounds of a given subset of� is Π0
1. But isFinite �W TCN

by a result of Neumann and Pauly [21, Proposition 24]. �

§4. Bounded number of colors. In this section, we analyze the strength of TT1
k for

fixed k ∈ �, as well as of TT1
+, which is TT1 restricted to colorings for which an

upper bound on the number of colors is known explicitly.
As noted in Sections 1 and 2, RT1

k ≤W TT1
k . It turns out that this is strict, in a

strong sense that we now explain. First, we can show that RT1
k cannot be obtained

from TT1 using fewer than k many colors. This strengthens the result that RT1
k �W

RT1
j if k > j, due independently to Brattka and Rakotoniaina [2, Theorem 4.22],

Dorais, et al. [9, Theorem 3.1], and Hirschfeldt and Jockusch [17, Theorem 3.4]. We
thank the anonymous referee for pointing out that this result also follows from our
Theorem 4.8 below and the fact that RT1

k �W D2
j for all k > j (see [17], Theorem

2.10). We include a direct proof here for completeness.

Theorem 4.1. For every k > j, RT1
k �W TT1

j .

Proof. The proof is quite similar to the proof that RT1
k �W RT1

j . We spell out
the details. Suppose RT1

k ≤W TT1
j via Φ and Ψ. We define a sequence α0 � ··· � αj

of elements of k<� , regarded as initial segments of an instance of RT1
k , along with

a sequence of strings �0 � ··· � �j of 2<� .
Let α0 = 〈〉 and �0 = 〈〉. Now fix c < j and suppose αc and �c have been defined.

Search for numbers m, n ∈ � and a finite set S satisfying the following:

• S ∼= 2<n, and the root of S extends �c ;
• Φ(αccm)(�) ↓ for all � ∈ S and has the same value;
• Ψ(αccm, S)(x) ↓= 1 for some x ≥ |αc |.

The search must succeed, because g = αcc� is an instance of RT1
k , so Φ(g) is in

turn an instance f of TT1
j . Moreover, for any H ∼= 2<� monochromatic for f with

root extending �c we must have that Ψ(g,H ) is an infinite monochromatic set for g.
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In this case, any sufficiently large initial segment of g can serve as αccm, and any
sufficiently large initial segment of H can serve as S.

Having found m and n, set α′
c = αccm. Without loss of generality, we may assume

m + |αc | > x for the x witnessing the third property above, so α′
c(x) is defined

and equal to c. Now, call α ∈ k<� c-good if α 
 α′
c and α(x) > c for all x ≥ |α′

c |.
Since c < j < k, c-good strings exist. Similarly, call g : � → k c-good if g � α′

c and
g(x) > c for all x ≥ |α′

c |. If g is c-good, then Φ(g)(�) ↓ for all � ∈ S and has the
same value, and Ψ(g, S)(x) ↓= 1 for some x with g(x) = c. But g, being c-good, has
no infinite monochromatic set of color c, so S cannot be extended to any H ∼= 2<�

monochromatic for Φ(g). In particular, it cannot be that for every leaf � of S the
set {� : Φ(g)(�) = Φ(g)(�)} is dense above �. It follows that there exists a c-good
α, a leaf � of S, and a string � 
 � such that for all c-good � 
 α and all � 
 �, if
Φ(�)(�) ↓ then Φ(�)(�) �= Φ(�)(�). Fix some such α and �, and let αc+1 = α and
�c+1 = �.

Now, fix any g : � → k extending αj which is c-good for all c < j. Letf = Φ(g).
By assumption, f is a j-coloring. But by induction, |{f(�) : � 
 �c}| ≤ j – c for all
c ≤ j. In particular, this means |{f(�) : � 
 �j}| = 0, which is impossible. �

Since, as noted in the introduction, RT1
k ≤W

1TT1
k ≤W TT1

k for all k, we
immediately get the following corollary.

Corollary 4.2. For all k > j, TT1
k �W TT1

j and 1TT1
k �W

1TT1
j .

In the opposite direction, the next result shows that TT1
k cannot be obtained

from RT1 no matter how many colors the latter is allowed to use. The proof is
considerably more subtle and will serve as a basis for the remaining major theorems
of this section. We first prove a lemma.

Lemma 4.3. Fix n ≥ 1. Let Si ⊆ 2<� , i < n, be pairwise disjoint sets of
incomparable strings with |Si | ≥ n. There is a set of incomparable strings {�i : i < n}
such that �i ∈ Si for each i < n.

Proof. The proof is by induction on n. For n = 1, the result is trivial, so assume
n > 1. Let S = ∪i<nSi . Fix � ∈ S such that rkS(�) is maximal. By reindexing the
Si sets if necessary, we can assume that � ∈ Sn–1. Let

S ′ = S \ {� ∈ S : � and � are comparable} and S ′
i = Si ∩ S ′ for i < n – 1.

Because rkS(�) is maximal, there are no strings � ∈ S such that � ≺ �. Since the
sets Si consist of incomparable strings, it follows that |Si \ S ′

i | ≤ 1, and hence
|S ′
i | ≥ n – 1, for each i < n – 1. Therefore, we can apply the inductive hypothesis to

choose a set of incomparable strings �i ∈ S ′
i for i < n – 1. The set {�0, ... , �n–2, �}

is the desired set of incomparable strings. �
The following result may be regarded as an analog of Lemma 3.8 of Corduan,

Groszek, and Mileti [6], which establishes that RCA0 + BΣ0
2 does not prove TT1.

Theorem 4.4. For every k ≥ 2 and every j ≥ 1, 1TT1
k �W RT1

j .

Proof. It suffices to prove the result for k = 2. Seeking a contradiction, suppose
1TT1

2 ≤W RT1
j via Φ and Ψ. Let Γ be a functional such that, given f : 2<� → 2 and

S ∼= 2<� , Γ(f,S)(0) outputs 〈�0, ... , �j–1〉 for the least j many pairwise incomparable
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strings �0, ... , �j–1 ∈ S. In particular, for everyf : 2<� → 2, 〈f, Id,Γ〉 is an instance
of 1TT1

2. Hence by assumption, Φ(f, Id,Γ) is an instance g of RT1
j . Moreover, note

that for each c < j, either g(x) �= c for all sufficiently large x, or there is a finite set
E monochromatic for g with color c such that Ψ(f, Id,Γ, E)(0) ↓= 〈�0, ... , �j–1〉 for
some pairwise incomparable strings �0, ... , �j–1.

Consider Cohen forcing, with conditions α ∈ 2<� regarded as initial segments
of a 2-coloring of 2<� . Let f̌ be a name in the forcing language for a generic such
2-coloring, and let ǧ be a name for Φ(f̌, Id,Γ). From the above discussion, it follows
that we can find a condition α along with a number n0, a non-empty set C ⊆ j and,
for each c ∈ C , a finite set Ec , such that α forces each of the following:

• Ec is monochromatic for ǧ with color c;
• Ψ(f̌, Id,Γ, Ec)(0) ↓;
• ǧ(x) ∈ C for all x > n0.

Notice that the first two clauses are Σ0
1, while the third is Π0

1. Therefore, iff : 2<� →
2 is any coloring extending α, whether generic or not, each of the above clauses
holds if f̌ is replaced by f and ǧ by g = Φ(f, Id,Γ).

By definition of Γ, for each c ∈ C we have Ψ(α, Id,Γ, Ec)(0) = 〈�c,0, ... , �c,j–1〉
for some pairwise incomparable strings �c,0, ... , �c,j–1 ∈ 2<� . By standard use
conventions, we may assume �c,0, ... , �c,j–1 < |α| for all c. Apply Lemma 4.3 to
choose �c ∈ {�c,0, ... , �c,j–1} for each c ∈ C such that {�c : c ∈ C} is a set of
incomparable strings.

Finally, we are ready to define f. For all � < |α|, letf(�) = α(�). As noted above,
this defines f(�c) = α(�c) for all c ∈ C . If � ≥ |α| and � � �c for all c ∈ C , let
f(�) = 0. If � ≥ |α| and � 
 �c for some c ∈ C , then � � �d for all d �= c in C since
�d and�c are incomparable. In this case, we letf(�) = 1 – f(�c). This completes the
definition. To complete the proof, let g = Φ(f, Id,Γ). Since f extends α it follows by
our earlier remark that eachEc is monochromatic for g with color c, and every infinite
monochromatic set for g has color some c ∈ C . It follows that for some c ∈ C ,
Ec is extendible to an RT1

j-solution to g, and therefore 〈�c,0, ... , �c,j–1〉 is a 1TT1
2-

solution to 〈f, Id,Γ〉. This means that 〈�c,0, ... , �c,j–1〉 = Γ(f,H ) for someH ∼= 2<�

monochromatic for f. But for every � 
 �c with |�| ≥ α, and in particular, for every
such � ∈ H , we have that f(�) �= f(�c). Thus, H cannot be monochromatic for f,
a contradiction. �

Corollary 4.5. For every k ≥ 2 and every j ≥ 1, TT1
k �W RT1

j .

At first blush, it may seem that RT1
j in the statement of Theorem 4.4 could be

replaced by RT1
+. After all, an instance of RT1

+ is an instance of RT1
j for some j,

and this j is specified. But there is a problem with lifting the proof directly. Namely,
the instance of 1TT1

k constructed in the proof requires both an instance f of TT1
k

and a functional Γ, and this functional very much depends on j. The number j is, in
turn, computed via a hypothetical reduction Φ from both f and Γ, which results in
a circularity. The natural attempt to get around this is to use the recursion theorem,
and this works, but at a cost: the argument only works to show that 1TT1

k �W RT1
+

for k ≥ 3.

Theorem 4.6. For every k ≥ 3, 1TT1
k �W RT1

+.
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Proof. It suffices to prove the result for k = 3. Suppose to the contrary that
1TT1

3 ≤W RT1
+, say via Φ and Ψ. We build a 3-coloring f of 2<� and a Turing

functional Γ so that 〈f, Id,Γ〉 is an instance of 1TT1
3 witnessing a contradiction.

The way we define Γ is as follows. Let Δ0,Δ1, ... be the standard enumeration of all
oracle Turing functionals (so named in order to avoid notationally clashing with the
fixed functional Φ). We define a certain computable function h and then choose a
fixed point e0 for h using the recursion theorem, so that Δh(e0)(A) = Δe0(A) for all
oracles A. We then let Γ = Δe0 .

For the definition of h, we decompose each oracle A as 〈f,S〉, with our interest
being in the situation where f is a 3-coloring of 2<� and S is a monochromatic
set for f. Of course, for an arbitrary A, either f or S or both may fail to have these
properties, but we do not care about these cases. We obtain h using the s-m-n theorem
so as to satisfy the following properties, for all e ∈ � and all oracles A = 〈f,S〉.
First, find the least � ∈ S. If f(�) = 0, then let Δh(e)(A)(0) ↓= �. If f(�) > 0,
then wait for Φ(f, Id,Δe)(0) to converge and output a number j ≥ 1. (The idea
is that if 〈f, Id,Δe〉 is an instance of 1TT1

3, then Φ(f, Id,Δe) is an instance 〈j, g〉
of RT1

+, so Φ(f, Id,Δe)(0) = j.) Then, find the first j many incomparable strings
�0, ... , �j–1 ∈ S and let Δh(e)(A)(0) ↓= 〈�0, ... , �j–1〉.

Let Γ be as described above, and consider the trivial coloring f0 : 2<� → 3
such that f0(�) = 0 for all � ∈ 2<� . If H ∼= 2<� is monochromatic for f0 then
it is clear from the definition that Γ(f0, H )(0) ↓. (Namely, Γ(f0, H )(0) outputs
the least string in H.) Thus, 〈f0, Id,Γ〉 is an instance of 1TT1

3. By assumption,
Φ(f0, Id,Γ)(0) ↓= j for some j ≥ 1. Fix a finite initial segment α0 ≺ f0 such that
Φ(α0, Id,Γ)(0) ↓= j. Say f : 2<� → 3 is good if f extends α0 and f(�) �= 0 for all
� ≥ |α0|. Similarly, say α ∈ 3<� , regarded as a 3-coloring of a finite subset of 2<� ,
is good if α0 � α and α(�) �= 0 for all � ≥ |α0|.

Now, consider any good coloring f : 2<� → 3. Then 〈f, Id,Γ〉 is an instance of
1TT1

3. Indeed, we have that Φ(f, Id,Γ)(0) ↓= j since f extends α0. Moreover, any
H ∼= 2<� monochromatic for f must have color 1 or 2. Thus, by definition of Γ,
we have that Γ(f,H )(0) ↓= 〈�0, ... , �j–1〉 for the least j many incomparable strings
�0, ... , �j–1 ∈ H . And Φ(f, Id,Γ) = 〈j, g〉 for some instance g of RT1

j . So we can
now proceed precisely as in the proof of Theorem 4.4, only working with good
conditions in 3<� , and building a good 3-coloring f. �

Remarkably, after a preprint of this paper was circulated, Pauly [22] has shown
that 1TT1

2 ≤W RT1
+. Thus, Theorem 4.6 is optimal.

We now move from 1TT1
k to TT1

k , and from RT1
+ to RT1

N
. The obstacle with

needing to know a functional Γ “in advance” does not arise here (since we do not
need to build an instance of a first-order part), so we get a result that holds for all
k ≥ 2.

Theorem 4.7. For every k ≥ 2, TT1
k �W RT1

N
.

Proof. Again, the proof is based on that of Theorem 4.4, but with some small
differences. As there, we can take k = 2, and then argue by contradiction. So, asume
that TT1

2 ≤W RT1
N

, via Φ and Ψ. Consider Cohen forcing in 2<� , let f̌ be as in
Theorem 4.4, and let ǧ be a name in the forcing language for Φ(f̌). Since a generic
here is an instance of TT1

2, which is in turn mapped by Φ to an instance of RT1
N

,
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it follows that we can fix a j ≥ 1 and a condition α0 forcing that ǧ is a j-coloring.
This can be expressed as a Π0

1 property, hence it will be preserved by any 2-coloring
of 2<� that extends α0, generic or not. We can now proceed basically just like in
Theorem 4.4, but working below α0. More precisely, we find a condition α ≥ α0

along with a number n0, a non-empty set C ⊆ j and, for each c ∈ C , a finite set Ec ,
such that α forces each of the following:

• Ec is monochromatic for ǧ with color c;
• Ψ(f̌, Ec)(�) ↓= 1 for j many pairwise incomparable strings �;
• ǧ(x) ∈ C for all x > n0.

The rest of the construction of a 2-coloring f 
 α of 2<� is now just as before. �
Theorems 4.6 and 4.7 raise two natural questions. The first is what happens

between 1TT1
k and RT1

N
, and the second is what happens between 1TT1

k and TT1
k .

These questions will be answered in the next section, in Corollaries 5.8 and 5.9.
We conclude by looking at the relationship of TT1

k and D2
k , a close relative of

RT1
k . Recall that D2

k is the problem whose instances are all Δ0
2 colorings f : � → k,

with the solution to any such f being all infinite setM ⊆ � homogeneous for f. This
problem, formulated as a statement of second-order arithmetic, was introduced by
Cholak, Jockusch, and Slaman [3, Statement 7.8], and has played an important
role in the reverse mathematical analysis of Ramsey’s theorem for pairs. (See [12,
Sections 8] for more of the history.)

Often, the instances of D2
k are represented using Schoenfield’s limit lemma, as

colorings f : �2 → k with the property that limy f(x, y) exists for all x. Here, we
think of them as pairs (X,f) where X is an arbitrary set and f is an X ′-computable
instance of RT1

k . In jargon, D2
k is (RT1

k)
′, where ′ is the Weihrauch jump operator (cf.

[1, Definitions 6.8 and 6.9]). The following theorem may thus be compared against
the previous one.

Theorem 4.8. For every k ≥ 1, TT1
k ≤W D2

k .

Proof. The result is trivial for k = 1, so we may assume k ≥ 2. Fix an instance
f : 2<� → k ofTT1

k . For each n ∈ � and each c < k – 1 we define a string�c,n ∈ 2<�

by induction on c. Let �–1,n = 〈〉 for definiteness, and assume that �c–1,n has been
defined for some c < k – 1. Then, let �c,n be the least extension of �c–1,n (in some
fixed enumeration of 2<�) such that f(�) �= c for all � 
 �c,n with |�| < n. Notice
that �c,n is always defined, and that it is uniformly computable from c and n. If
limn �c,n exists, we denote the limit by �c .

We next define a coloring g : � → k. Given n ∈ �, choose the largest c < k
such that �d,n = �d,m for all d < c and all m ≥ n. (There is such a c because,
in particular, �–1,n = �–1,m for all m ≥ n.) Then, let g(n) = c. Observe that g is
uniformly computable from f′, and so it is an instance of D2

k .
Fix the largest c < k such that �d is defined for all d < c. (Again, there is such

a c because �–1 is defined.) Then by definition of g, for all sufficiently large n we
have that g(n) = c. Moreover, the set {� : f(�) = c} must be dense above �c–1.
Suppose not. Then we may fix the least � 
 �c–1 such that f(�) �= c for all � 
 �.
Since �–1,n � ··· � �c–1,n for all n, we have �–1 � ··· � �c–1. Hence, by construction,
f(�) > c for all � 
 �. It follows that c < k – 1 and that �c,n = � for all sufficiently
large n. But then �c is defined, a contradiction.
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To complete the proof, let M be any infinite monochromatic set for g, and let
n = minM . By the argument above, the color of M under g must be c, so also
g(n) = c. By definition of g, this means that �c–1,n = �c–1,m for all m ≥ n, hence
�c–1,n = �c–1. Since {� : f(�) = c} is dense above �c–1, we can uniformly compute
from f ⊕M an H ∼= 2<� monochromatic for f with color c and root extending
�c–1. �

§5. Unbounded number of colors. We now turn to studying the problem TT1
N

.
As mentioned in the introduction, this is arguably the formulation closest to the
principle TT1 as it is studied in computability theory and reverse mathematics. Our
main theorem here is Theorem 5.7, that 1TT1

N
≤W RT1

N
. The proof requires some

new combinatorial machinery which we first carefully develop.

Definition 5.1. Fix a coloring f of 2<� , k ≥ 1, and C = {c0 < ··· < ck–1} ⊆ �.

(1) A C-rake for f is a set R ⊆ 2<� with the following properties.
• R is rooted.
• R is symmetric.
• If rkR(�) ≡ imod k then f(�) = ci .
• If rkR(�) �≡ k – 1mod k then � has exactly one successor in R.
• If rkR(�) ≡ k – 1mod k then � has 0 or k + 1 many successors in R.

(2) The block of � ∈ R in R, denoted blR(�), is � rkR(�)
k �.

(3) R is good if f(�) ∈ C for all � ∈ 2<� extending the root of R.

See Figure 1 for a typical example.

0

1

2

0 0 0 0

1 1 1 1

2 2 2 2

block 0

block 1

block 3

Figure 1. An illustration of a C-rake with C = {0, 1, 2} of height 9. The color
under f of the nodes in blocks 0 and 1 is indicated.
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Lemma 5.2. Fix a computable coloring f of 2<� , a non-empty finite setC ⊆ �, and
a string � ∈ 2<� . There is a set Wf,C,� ⊆ C such that for some � 
 � the following
hold:

(1) Wf,C,� is uniformly Σ0
2 in �, a Δ0

1 index for f, and a canonical index for C.
(2) {� ∈ 2<� : f(�) = c} is dense above � for each c ∈ C \Wf,C,� .
(3) f(�) /∈Wf,C,� for all � 
 �.
Proof. We use a ∅′ oracle to enumerateWf,C,� , lettingWf,C,� [s] denote the set

of elements enumerated by stage s. In parallel, we define � by finitely many finite
extensions of �. At stage 0, we set �0 = �. At stage s > 0, we assume inductively that
we have already defined �s–1. We now check if there exists �′ < s extending �s–1 such
that for some c ∈ C \Wf,C,� [s] we have that f(�) �= c for all � 
 �′. If so, we let �s
be the least such �′, and we enumerate all corresponding c intoWf,C,� . Otherwise,
we let �s = �s–1. This completes the construction. We let � = lims �s . It is then easy
to see thatWf,C,� has the desired properties, as witnessed by �. �

Observe that if f, C, and � above additionally satisfy that f(�) ∈ C for all � 
 �,
then by part (3) of the lemma it follows that C \WC,f,� �= ∅. This is in particular
the case if we are dealing with a good C-rake R for f of finite height, and where � is
an extension of some leaf of R. We will use this fact repeatedly in the sequel.

Lemma 5.3. Fix a computable coloring f of 2<� . There exists a non-empty finite
set C ⊆ � and a computable good C-rake R for f of height �.

Proof. Let Wf,ran(f),〈〉 be as given by Lemma 5.2, as witnessed by �. Define
C = ran(f) \Wf,ran(f),〈〉. As noted above, C is non-empty. By property (2), we can
computably construct a C-rake R for f of height � with root �. By property (3), R
is good. �

We now give a definition of a useful way to “pick out” monochromatic subtrees
from rakes.

Definition 5.4. Fix a coloring f of 2<� , a non-empty finite set C ⊆ �, a C-rake
R for f (of finite or infinite height), and a set S ⊆ 2<� . We write S � R if the
following properties hold.

(1) S ⊆ R.
(2) S ∼= 2<n for some n ≤ ht(R). (Note that we may have n = ht(R) = �.)
(3) rkS(�) = blR(�) for all � ∈ S.
(4) rkR(�) ≡ rkR(�)mod |C | for all �, � ∈ S.

The definition ensures that S is symmetric, that strings with the same rank in S are
in the same block of R, and that all elements of S have the same rank in R modulo
|C | and therefore have the same color under f. See Figure 2 for an illustration.
Observe that if R has finite height, and S � R for some S of height ht(R)/|C |, then
for every leaf � of S there is a unique leaf � of R such that � � �.

We proceed with two technical lemmas that will round out the set of tools we
need.

Lemma 5.5. Fix a computable coloring f of 2<� , a non-empty finite setC ⊆ �, and
a good C-rake R for f of finite height. For each leaf � of R, fix c� ∈ C \Wf,C,� (where
Wf,C,� is as given by Lemma 5.2).
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Figure 2. A C-rake with |C | = 3 (represented by hollow nodes, connected by
interrupted lines), and a setS � R of height 3 (represented by solid nodes, connected
by uninterrupted lines).

(1) There exists c ∈ {c� : � a leaf of R} and anH ∼= 2<� monochromatic for f with
color c such that H rk<ht(R)/|C | � R and c� = c for every leaf � of R extending
a leaf of H rk<ht(R)/|C |.

(2) There is a computable procedure, uniform in canonical indices for C, R, and
{c� : � a leaf of R}, that outputs some c as above and a canonical index for the
initial segment H rk<ht(R)/|C | for some H as above.

Proof. Say |C | = k, so that ht(R) = mk for some m ≥ 1. We define a map
g : R→ C by reverse induction on rank. For each element of R of maximum rank,
which is to say, for each leaf �, we let g(�) = c�. Next, fix � ∈ R that is not a
leaf and suppose we have defined g on all elements of R of larger rank. If � has
a unique successor � in R, let g(�) = g(�). Otherwise, since R is a C-rake, � has
k + 1 many successors �0, ... , �k in R. We can thus computably choose a c ∈ C such
that g(�i) = g(�j) = c for some distinct i, j ≤ k. Let g(�) = c. This completes the
definition. Notice that for all � � � in R, if blR(�) = blR(�) then g(�) = g(�).

Now fix the color c ∈ C that g assigns to the root of R. We define h : 2<m → R by
induction on finite strings. Let h(〈〉) be the shortest � ∈ R withf(�) = c. Since R is
a C-rake, we have that blR(h(〈〉)) = 0, and so also g(h(〈〉)) = c, by construction of
g. Suppose next that we have defined h(α) ∈ R for some string α with |α| < m – 1.
Assume inductively that blR(h(α)) = |α| and that f(h(α)) = g(h(α)) = c. Thus
h(α) is not a leaf of R, nor in the same block as a leaf, since blR(�) = m – 1 for
all leaves � of R. By construction of g, h(α) has two extensions �, �′ ∈ R such that
blR(�) = blR(�′) = blR(h(α)) + 1 and g(�) = g(�′) = c, and we may assume that
�, �′ are of minimal length with these properties (i.e., they are the shortest elements of
the next block after that of h(α)). Let h(α0) and h(α1) be the shortest incomparable
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� 
 � and �′ 
 �′ in R with f(�) = f(�′) = c. As above, we have for each i < 2
that blR(h(αi)) = blR(h(α)) + 1 = |α| + 1 and f(h(αi)) = g(h(αi)) = c, so the
inductive assumptions are maintained.

Let S = ran(h). Then S ∼= 2<m as witnessed by h, and S is monochromatic for f
with color c. It follows from the construction that S � R. Consider any leaf � of S,
and let � be the unique leaf of R extending �. Since blR(�) = blR(�), we have that
c = f(�) = g(�) = g(�) = c�. Moreover, since c = c� ∈ C \WC,f,�, it follows by
Lemma 5.2 (2) that {� ∈ 2<� : f(�) = c} is dense above some extension of �.

For each leaf � of R extending a leaf of S there therefore exists an H� ∼= 2<�

monochromatic for f with color c and with root �� 
 �. Define

H = S ∪

⎛
⎜⎜⎜⎜⎝

⋃
� a leaf of R
extending a
leaf of S

H� \ {��}

⎞
⎟⎟⎟⎟⎠ .

Then H ∼= 2<� , H is monochromatic for f with color c, and H rk<ht(R)/|C | =
H rk<m = S satisfies the conclusion of part (1).

Finally, note that k, m, and the function g are all uniformly computable from
canonical indices for C, R, and the set {c� : � a leaf of R}. Hence, so is the color
assigned by g to the root of R, which is c, and from here we can uniformly compute
the function h : 2<m → R. Since H rk<ht(R)/|C | = ran(h), and h is strictly increasing
under �, this completes the proof. �

Lemma 5.6. Fix a computable coloring f of 2<� and a Σ0
1 propertyϕ of finite subsets

of 2<� such that whenever H ∼= 2<� is monochromatic for f then ϕ(H rk<n) holds for
some n. There exists a non-empty finite set C ⊆ � and a good C-rake R for f of finite
height such that for every H ∼= 2<� monochromatic for f with H rk<ht(R)/|C | � R we
have that ϕ(H rk<ht(R)/|C |) holds.

Proof. Apply Lemma 5.3 to obtain a non-empty finite set C ⊆ � and a
computable good C-rakeR0 for f of height�. Let P be the class of allH � R0 such
that H has height � and is monochromatic for f. Notice that P is a Π0

1 class. The
only part of the definition for which this may not be immediately apparent is the
stipulation that eachH ∈ P has height �, and so in particular, that each element of
H has a pair of incomparable successors in H. But since we wantH � R0, the latter
condition can be expressed as

(∀� ∈ H )(∃�, �′ ∈ H )[� � �, �′ ∧ � | �′ ∧ blR0(�) = blR0(�′) = blR0(�) + 1].

And since the set of all elements in R0 in any given block is finite, the above is Π0
1.

Since R0 has height �, it follows that for each c ∈ C there exists H ∈ P
monochromatic for f with color c, so in particular P �= ∅. Now, let Q be the class
of all H ∈ P such that ¬ϕ(H rk<n) holds for all n. This is again a Π0

1 class, and by
hypothesis, Q = ∅. By compactness of Cantor space, we can fix anm ∈ � such that
for every H ∈ P there exists n ≤ m for which ϕ(H rk<n) holds. Let R = Rrk<m|C |

0 ,
a good C-rake of finite height. If H ∼= 2<� is any set monochromatic for f and
satisfying H rk<m � R, then there must be a G ∈ P so that H rk<m = G rk<m. Thus,

https://doi.org/10.1017/jsl.2025.11 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/jsl.2025.11


THE TREE PIGEONHOLE PRINCIPLE IN THE WEIHRAUCH DEGREES 19

ϕ(H rk<n) holds for some n ≤ m = ht(R)/|C |, as was to be shown. By our use
conventions (Section 2), this implies that ϕ(H rk<ht(R)/|C |) holds as well. �

We can now assemble the pieces to prove our main theorem.

Theorem 5.7.
1TT1

N
≤W RT1

N
.

Proof. Consider an arbitrary instance 〈A,Δ,Γ〉 of 1TT1
N

. We have that Δ(A) is a
coloring f of 2<� , and ifH ∼= 2<� is any monochromatic set for f then Γ(A,H )(0) ↓,
and the output of this computation is a solution to 〈A,Δ,Γ〉. We define an instance
d of RT1

N
, uniformly computable from 〈A,Δ,Γ〉, such that if M is any infinite

homogeneous set for d then 〈A,Δ,Γ〉 ⊕M uniformly computes Γ(A,H )(0) for
some such H.

To begin, we claim that there exists a non-empty finite set C ⊆ �, a good C-rake
R for f of finite height, and an s ∈ � with the following properties. For each leaf � of
R, and each choice of c� ∈ C \Wf,C,�[s], we apply Lemma 5.5 (2), relativized to A.
This specifies an A-computable procedure for determining a c ∈ {c� : � a leaf of R}
and a finite set S � R of height ht(R)/|C | that is monochromatic for f with color
c and such that c� = c for every leaf � of R extending a leaf of S. The properties of
C, R, and s are that this procedure halts, and that for the resulting S we have that
Γ(A,S)(0) ↓.

Note that the procedure from the lemma need not halt for arbitrary s, since we may
haveWf,C,�[s] ⊂Wf,C,� for some � and therefore it could be that some c� actually
belongs toWf,C,�. (Thus, the hypotheses of the lemma would not be met.) Likewise,
nothing about the lemma guarantees that if the procedure halts and outputs c and
S then necessarily Γ(A,S)(0) ↓.

To prove the claim, note that if we take ϕ(X ) to be the Σ0
1(A) formula stating

that Γ(A,X )(0) ↓, then f and ϕ are precisely as in the hypothesis of Lemma 5.6,
relativized to A. Thus, there exists a non-empty finite set C ⊆ � and a good C-rake
R for f of finite height such that for for every H ∼= 2<� monochromatic for f with
H rk<ht(R)/|C | � R we have Γ(A,H rk<ht(R)/|C |) ↓.

At the same time, by Lemma 5.5, for every choice of c� ∈ C \Wf,C,� for � a leaf
of R, there is a c ∈ {c� : � a leaf of R} and an H ∼= 2<� monochromatic for f with
color c such thatH rk<ht(R)/|C | � R and c� = c for every leaf � of R extending a leaf of
H ∼= 2<� . Thus, in particular for this H, we have that Γ(A,H rk<ht(R)/|C |) ↓. But c and
H rk<ht(R)/|C | are the number and finite set produced by the computable procedure
in part (2) of that lemma. Hence, if s is large enough so thatWf,C,�[s] =Wf,C,� for
all leaves � of R, then C, R, and s are as desired. The claim is proved.

The definition of C, R, and s in the statement of the claim is uniformly Δ0
2 in

〈A,Δ,Γ〉. Hence, uniformly computably in 〈A,Δ,Γ〉, we can approximate the least
such C, R, and s by some 〈Ct : t ∈ �〉, 〈Rt : t ∈ �〉, and 〈st : t ∈ �〉. That is, for
each t, Ct and Rt are canonical indices of finite sets, st is a number, and we have
that limt Ct = C , limt Rt = R, and limt st = s . Of course, Rt need not be good, or
even a Ct-rake, other than in the limit. Let nt denote the number of leaves of Rt .

By Lemma 5.2 (1), relativized to A, we have that for each t ∈ � and i < nt the set
Wf,Ct ,�i is Σ0

2(A) uniformly in f,Ct and �i . This meansWf,Ct ,�i can be A-computably
approximated by a sequence of finite sets 〈Vt,i,u : u ∈ �〉, uniformly in Ct and �i .
More precisely, Vt,i,u ⊆ Ct for all u, and for each c ∈ Ct we have that c ∈ Vt,i,u for
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cofinitely many u if and only if c ∈Wf,Ct ,�i . By removing the least element whose
membership in Vt,i,u has changed most recently (with respect to u), or the least
element if none such exists, we may further assume that Ct \ Vt,i,u �= ∅ for all u. (If
t happens to be large enough that Ct = C and Rt = R, then Ct \Wf,Ct ,�i �= ∅ since
R is a good C-rake for f. Then since Vt,i,u ⊇Wf,Ct ,�i for all sufficiently large u, any
such element removed will indeed belong to Ct \ Vt,i,u for any such u.)

We now construct a coloring d : � → �. (We will argue below that this is actually
an instance of RT1

N
.) Fix t; we define d (t). First, compute Ct , Rt , and st , and let

�0, ... , �nt–1 be the leaves of Rt , enumerated in lexicographic order. Then, for each
i < nt , let ci be the least element ofCt \ Vt,i,t , which is non-empty as discussed above.
Finally, we define d (t) = 〈Ct,Rt, c0, ... , cnt–1〉. Clearly, d is uniformly computable
from 〈A,Δ,Γ〉.

Now fix t0 so that Ct = C , Rt = R, and st = s for all t ≥ t0. Let n = nt0 , the
number of leaves of R, and enumerate the leaves in lexicographic order as �0, ... , �n–1.
For each t ≥ t0 and i < n, the approximations 〈Vt,i,u : u ∈ �〉 toWf,Ct ,�i =Wf,C,�i
now only depend on i (and not t). Thus, we may fix t1 ≥ t0 so that additionally, for
every i < n and every t ≥ t1, we have Vt,i,t ⊇Wf,C,�i . By construction of d, we have
that if t ≥ t1 then d (t) = 〈C,R, c0, ... , cn–1〉 for some c0, ... , cn–1 with ci ∈ C \ Vt,i,t
for each i < n. The value of each ci may depend on t, but since Vt,i,t ⊇Wf,C,�i we
have that ci ∈ C \Wf,C,�i . Hence, the range of d is bounded, so d is an instance of
RT1

N
, as desired.

Now consider any infinite homogeneous set M ⊆ � for d. As noted above, the
color of M under d must be 〈C,R, c0, ... , cn–1〉, where ci ∈ C \Wf,C,�i for each
i < n. By the choice of C and R, we can apply the A-computable procedure of
Lemma 5.5 to find a c ∈ {ci : i < n} and a finite set S � R of height ht(R)/|C | that
is monochromatic for f with color c and such that ci = c for every �i that extends a
leaf of S, and Γ(A,S)(0) ↓.

We now show that Γ(A,S)(0) is a 1TT1
N

-solution to 〈A,Δ,Γ〉. Since ci ∈ C \
Wf,C,�i for each i < n, it follows by Lemma 5.2 (2) that the set {� ∈ 2<� : f(�) = ci}
is dense above some extension of �i . In particular, this is true for the �i extending
the leaves of S, for which ci = c. We can now argue as in the ending of the proof of
Lemma 5.5 to conclude that there is anH ∼= 2<� monochromatic for f with color c
and such thatH rk<ht(R)/|C | = S. Hence, Γ(A,H )(0) is a 1TT1

N
-solution to 〈A,Δ,Γ〉,

and by our use conventions, Γ(A,H )(0) = Γ(A,H rk<ht(R)/|C |)(0) = Γ(A,S)(0), as
desired. This completes the proof. �

Corollary 5.8.
1TT1

N
≡W RT1

N
.

Since, trivially 1TT1
k ≤W TT1

N
for all k ≥ 2, but TT1

k �W RT1
N

by Theorem 4.7,
we immediately obtain the following.

Corollary 5.9. For every j, k ≥ 2, TT1
k �W

1TT1
j . In particular, TT1

k is not
Weihrauch equivalent to any first-order problem.

Thus we also have the analogue, in the Weihrauch degrees, of the remark made at
the end of Section 1 that TT1 is not equivalent to any Π1

1 statement over RCA0.

§6. Questions. We conclude with a few questions left over from our analysis,
some concrete and some more open-ended. One line of inquiry concerns clarifying
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the relationship between the problems studied here and various weaker forms of
the infinite pigeonhole principle. A notable example, ubiquitous in the literature,
is closed choice on k-element sets, Ck (cf. [1, Section 7].) Recently, Pauly [22] has
shown that C3 �W TT1

2. By results of Brattka and Rakotoniaina [2, Proposition 7.4]
is known than C3 <W RT1

3 and that C3 �W RT1
2. Pauly’s theorem therefore improves

our Theorem 4.1 for k = 3 and j = 2. Some other related results appear in recent
work of Gill [14], but many basic questions remain open.

In Corollary 5.8 we obtained an answer to the analog of the longstanding question,
discussed in the introduction, of whether the first-order part of TT1 is RT1. This
relied on Theorem 5.7, and on the machinery of rakes used in its proof. This raises
the following question.

Question 6.1. Can the combinatorics deployed in the proof of Theorem 5.7 be
adapted and applied to study the strength of TT1 in second-order arithmetic?

Recently, Chong, Li, Wang, and Yang [4, Theorem 4.1] showed that TT1 is
conservative over RCA0 + RT1 + PΣ0

1. Here, PΣ0
1 (cf. [4, Definition 4.4]) is a certain

arithmetical principle equivalent, by results of Kreuzer and Yokoyama [19, Theorem
1.3], to the totality of the Ackermann–Péter function relativized to any strictly
monotonic function. Whether the first-order part of TT1 is RT1 is thus equivalent
to whether PΣ0

1 can be eliminated in this result. In connection with Question 6.1, we
can ask the following.

Question 6.2. Does PΣ0
1 admit a natural form (or forms) as an instance-solution

problem? How does it (or, do they) compare under Weihrauch reducibility with the
various versions of TT1 studied in this article?

Lastly, we ask a general question, implicit in earlier papers like [13] and [26].

Question 6.3. What is the precise relationship between the first-order parts of
problems in the context of Weihrauch reducibility, and the first-order parts of principles
in the context of reverse mathematics?

Our results here add to the body of evidence showing that some sort of connection
between the two notions exists. Whether Question 6.3 can be answered for a
certain class of problems/principles, or whether the notion of first-order part under
Weihrauch reducibility needs to be further refined to make some kind of answer
possible, is unknown. In our view, clarifying this situation would yield important
foundational insight, and further investigation is warranted.

Acknowledgments. The authors thank Leszek Kołodziejczyk, Ludovic Levy Patey,
and Arno Pauly for valuable discussions at various stages of the writing of this article.
They also thank the two anonymous referees for helpful comments and suggestions.

Funding. D.D.D. and D.R.S. were partially supported by a Focused Research
Group grant from the National Science Foundation of the United States, DMS-
1854355.

https://doi.org/10.1017/jsl.2025.11 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/jsl.2025.11


22 DAMIR D. DZHAFAROV ET AL.

REFERENCES

[1] V. Brattka, G. Gherardi, and A. Pauly, Weihrauch complexity in computable analysis, Handbook
of Computability and Complexity in Analysis (V. Brattka and P. Hertling, editors), Theory and
Applications of Computability, Springer, Cham, 2021, pp. 367–417. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-
030-59234-9 11.

[2] V. Brattka and T. Rakotoniaina, On the uniform computational content of Ramsey’s theorem.
The Journal of Symbolic Logic, vol. 82 (2017), no. 4, pp. 1278–1316. https://doi.org/10.1017/jsl.2017.
43.

[3] P. A. Cholak, C. G. Jockusch, and T. A. Slaman, On the strength of Ramsey’s theorem for pairs.
Journal of Symbolic Logic, vol. 66 (2001), no. 1, pp. 1–55. https://doi.org/10.2307/2694910.

[4] C. T. Chong, W. Li, W. Wang, and Y. Yang, On the strength of Ramsey’s theorem for trees.
Advances in Mathematics, vol. 369 (2020), p. 107180, 39 pp. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aim.2020.107180.

[5] J. Chubb, J. L. Hirst, and T. H. McNicholl, Reverse mathematics, computability, and partitions
of trees. The Journal of Symbolic Logic, vol. 74 (2009), no. 1, pp. 201–215. https://doi.org/10.2178/jsl/
1231082309.

[6] J. Corduan, M. J. Groszek, and J. R. Mileti, Reverse mathematics and Ramsey’s property for
trees. The Journal of Symbolic Logic, vol. 75 (2010), no. 3, pp. 945–954. https://doi.org/10.2178/jsl/
1278682209.

[7] P.-E. Anglès d’Auriac, P. A. Cholak, D. D. Dzhafarov, B. Monin, and L. Patey, Milliken’s
Tree Theorem and its Applications: A Computability-Theoretic Perspective, Memoirs of the American
Mathematical Society, vol. 293 (2024), no. 1457, pp. vi+118. https://doi.org/10.1090/memo/1457.

[8] N. Dobrinen, A list of problems on the reverse mathematics of Ramsey theory on the Rado graph
and on infinite, finitely branching trees, preprint, 2018, arXiv:1808.10227 [math.LO].

[9] F. G. Dorais, D. D. Dzhafarov, J. L. Hirst, J. R. Mileti, and P. Shafer, On uniform relationships
between combinatorial problems. Transactions of the American Mathematical Society, vol. 368 (2016),
no. 2, pp. 1321–1359. https://doi.org/10.1090/tran/6465.

[10] R. G. Downey and D. R. Hirschfeldt, Algorithmic Randomness and Complexity, Theory and
Applications of Computability, Springer, New York, NY, 2010. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-
68441-3.

[11] D. D. Dzhafarov and J. L. Hirst, The polarized Ramsey’s theorem. Archive for Mathematical
Logic, vol. 48 (2009), no. 2, 141–157. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00153-008-0108-0.

[12] D. D. Dzhafarov and C. Mummert, Reverse Mathematics: Problems, Reductions, and Proofs,
Theory and Applications of Computability, Springer Nature, Switzerland, 2022. https://doi.org/10.
1007/978-3-031-11367-3.

[13] D. D. Dzhafarov, R. Solomon, and K. Yokoyama, On the first-order parts of problems in the
Weihrauch degrees. Computability, vol. 13 (2024), no. 3–4, pp. 363–375. https://doi.org/10.3233/COM-
230446.

[14] K. Gill, Indivisibility and uniform computational strength. https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2312.
03919.

[15] J. Le Goh, A. Pauly, and M. Valenti, Finding descending sequences through ill-founded linear
orders. The Journal of Symbolic Logic, vol. 86 (2021), no. 2, pp. 817–854. https://doi.org/10.1017/jsl.
2021.15.

[16] D. R. Hirschfeldt, Slicing the Truth: On the Computable and Reverse Mathematics of
Combinatorial Principles, Lecture notes series / Institute for Mathematical Sciences, National University
of Singapore, World Scientific Publishing Company Incorporated, 2014. https://doi.org/10.1142/9208.

[17] D. R. Hirschfeldt and C. G. JockuschJr. On notions of computability-theoretic reduction
between
1

2 principles. Journal of Mathematical Logic, vol. 16 (2016), no. 1, p. 1650002, 59. https://doi.
org/10.1142/s0219061316500021.

[18] J L. Hirst, Combinatorics in subsystems of second order arithmetic, Ph.D. thesis, The Pennsylvania
State University, 1987.

[19] A. P. Kreuzer and K. Yokoyama, On principles between �1-and �2-induction, and monotone
enumerations. Journal of Mathematical Logic, vol. 16 (2016), no. 1, p. 1650004, 21. https://doi.org/10.
1142/S0219061316500045.

[20] A. Marcone and M. Valenti, The open and clopen Ramsey theorems in the Weihrauch lattice.
The Journal of Symbolic Logic, vol. 86 (Mar. 2021), no. 1, pp. 316–351. https://doi.org/10.1017/jsl.
2021.10.

https://doi.org/10.1017/jsl.2025.11 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-59234-9_11
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-59234-9_11
https://doi.org/10.1017/jsl.2017.43
https://doi.org/10.1017/jsl.2017.43
https://doi.org/10.2307/2694910
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aim.2020.107180
https://doi.org/10.2178/jsl/1231082309
https://doi.org/10.2178/jsl/1231082309
https://doi.org/10.2178/jsl/1278682209
https://doi.org/10.2178/jsl/1278682209
https://doi.org/10.1090/memo/1457
https://arxiv.org/abs/1808.10227
https://doi.org/10.1090/tran/6465
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-68441-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-68441-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00153-008-0108-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-11367-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-11367-3
https://doi.org/10.3233/COM-230446
https://doi.org/10.3233/COM-230446
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2312.03919
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2312.03919
https://doi.org/10.1017/jsl.2021.15
https://doi.org/10.1017/jsl.2021.15
https://doi.org/10.1142/9208
https://doi.org/10.1142/s0219061316500021
https://doi.org/10.1142/s0219061316500021
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219061316500045
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219061316500045
https://doi.org/10.1017/jsl.2021.10
https://doi.org/10.1017/jsl.2021.10
https://doi.org/10.1017/jsl.2025.11


THE TREE PIGEONHOLE PRINCIPLE IN THE WEIHRAUCH DEGREES 23

[21] E. Neumann and A. Pauly, A topological view on algebraic computation models. Journal of
Complexity, vol. 44 (2018), pp. 1–22. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jco.2017.08.003.

[22] A. Pauly, More on the degree of indivisibility of Q, (2024), pp. 1–13. https://doi.org/10.48550/
arXiv.2407.03722.
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