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1 Introduction

The aim of this thesis is to prove some theorems in analysis where the notion of measure zero is
important without using Lebesgue integration. In the first chapter we will prove some properties
of sets of measure zero. The other three chapters will eacht treat one theorem. The first is
Lebesgue’s Criterion, this states that a function f : [a, b] → R is Riemann integrable if and only
if it is bounded and continuous almost everywhere, i.e. the set of points where f is discontinuous
has measure zero. The second is a theorem by Lebesgue about differentiablility. It states that a
continuous monotonuous function f : [a, b] → R is differentiable almost everywhere. In the last
chapter we will prove Sard’s Theorem. This theorem is very important in differential topology
and differential geometry. It states the following: If f : Rm → Rn is a smooth function then the
set C ⊂ Rn of critical values of f has measure zero.

2 Sets of Measure Zero

Definition 1. A subset A ⊂ R has measure zero if for every ε > 0, there exists a countable
covering of A by (open, bounded) intervals (ai, bi) such that the sum of the lengths of these intervals
is less than ε.

We can extend this to higher dimensions.

Definition 2. A cube of edge length l in Rn is a product C =
∏n

i=1[ai, bi] of n intervals in R
with |ai − bi| = l for all i. The volume of the cube C is denoted by |C| and defined to be |C| = ln.

Definition 3. A subset A ⊂ Rn has measure zero if for every ε > 0, there exists a countable
covering of A by cubes Ci such that the sum of the volumes of Ci is less than ε. We arrive at the
same notion of measure zero if we replace closed by open cubes or boxes.

Definition 4. If a property holds at all points of a set X except possibly the points of a set of
measure zero, we say that this property holds almost everywhere on X or at at almost every
point of X.

To prove Sard’s theorem we will need some properties of sets of measure zero:

Lemma 1. A countable union of sets of measure zero has measure zero.

Proof. Let (Ui ⊂ Rn)i∈N be a sequence of sets of measure zero and let ε > 0. Since Ui has measure
zero it can be covered by a sequence {Cj

i ; j ∈ N} of cubes such that
∑∞

j=1 |C
j
i | < 2−iε. Then

{Cj
i | i, j ∈ N} is a countable cover of

⋃∞
i=1 Ui and

∑
i,j |C

j
i | < ε

∑
i 2−i = ε.

So, in particular, all countable sets have measure zero. There are however also uncountable
sets of measure zero. An example is the Cantor set. Let C0 = [0, 1] and let C1 denote the set
obtained from deleting the middle third open interval from [0,1], that is,

C1 = [0, 1/3] ∪ [2/3, 1].

Next, we repeat this procedure for each sub-interval of C1 and obtain

C2 = [0, 1/9] ∪ [2/9, 1/3] ∪ [2/3, 7/9] ∪ [8/9, 1].

Repeating this procedure yields a sequence Ck, k = 0, 1, 2, ... of compact sets with

C0 ⊃ C1 ⊃ C2 ⊃ ....

The Cantor set C is by definition the intersection of all Ck’s:

C =
∞⋂

k=0

Ck.
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The set C is not empty, since all end-points of the intervals Ck belong to C. It can even be mapped
to the interval [0, 1], so the Cantor set has the cardinality of the continuum and is therefore
definitely not countable. From the construction of C, we know that C ⊂ Ck for all k. Each Ck is
a disjoint union of 2k closed intervals, each of length 3−k. So |Ck| = (2/3)k. Since (2/3)k → 0 as
k tends to infinity, we conclude that the Cantor set can be covered by intervals of arbitrary small
total length and hence it has measure zero.

Lemma 2. Let U ⊂ Rm be open and f : U → Rm a C1 map. If A ⊂ U has measure zero then
f(A) ⊂ Rm has measure zero.

Proof. Since A has measure zero there exists a sequence of cubes {Ci ⊂ Rm}i∈N such that A ⊂⋃∞
i=1 Ci. If we now show that f(A ∩ Ci) has measure zero, then f(A) is a countable union of

sets of measure zero and hence by the preceding lemma has measure zero itself. Let ‖ · ‖ be the
euclidean norm on Rm. Since Ci is compact, there exists a M > 0 such that ‖Df(x)‖ ≤ M for all
x ∈ Ci. Then

‖f(x)− f(y)‖ ≤ M‖x− y‖,

for all x, y ∈ Ci. So if Ci has edge length l then the image of Ci is contained in a m-cube of edge
length l

√
mM . It follows that f(Ci) has measure zero if Ci has measure zero.

Lemma 3. If U ⊂ Rn has measure zero then any V ⊂ U has measure zero.

Proof. Since U has measure zero we can pick a sequence Ci, i ∈ N of cubes such that U ⊂
⋃∞

i=1 Ci

and
∑∞

i=1 |Ci| < ε. Since V is contained in U it can be covered by the same Ci, so V also has
measure zero.

Lemma 4. If m < n then Rm ∼= Rm × {0} ⊂ Rn has measure zero.

Proof. Let ε > 0 and let I(x1,...,xm) = [x1, x1 + 1] × ... × [xm, xm + 1], where (x1, ..., xm) ∈ Zm.
Then I(x1,..,xm)×{0} is covered by I(x1,...,xm)× [−ε, ε]n−m. Since |I(x1,...,xm)× [−ε, ε]n−m| = εn−m

and ε is arbitrary it follows that I(x1,..,xm)×{0} has measure zero. We conclude that Rm×{0} ⊂⋃
x∈Zm Ix×{0} is a subset of a countable union of sets of measure zero and therefore has measure

zero itself.

Lemma 5. Let U ⊂ Rm be open and f : U → Rn a C1 map, where n > m. Then f(U) ⊂ Rn has
measure zero.

Proof. Define f̃ : U × Rn−m → Rn by f̃(x, y) = f(x). Since U × {0} ⊂ Rn has measure zero,
Lemma 2 implies that f(U) = f̃(U × {0}) ⊂ Rn has measure zero.

3 Riemann Integrability

Theorem 1. (Lebesgue’s Criterion) A function f : [a, b] → R is Riemann integrable iff f is
bounded and continuous almost everywhere.

For f : [a, b] → R we define

S(f) = {x ∈ [a, b] | f is not continuous at x}.

So Lebesgue’s criterion says that f is Riemann integrable iff S(f) has measure zero. Before we
prove this, we first recall some definitions.

Definition 5. A partition P of [a, b] is a finite system of points x0, ..., xn such that a = x0 <
x1 < ... < xn = b. We write ∆i = [xi−1, xi] and ∆xi = xi−1 − xi. The mesh λ(P ) of a partition
is the largest of the lengths of the ∆i, where i = 1, ..., n.
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Definition 6. A function f : [a, b] → R is Riemann integrable (over the interval [a, b]) if there
exists V ∈ R (easily seen to be unique) such that for every ε > 0 there is a δ > 0 such that for any
partition P with λ(P ) < δ and any ξj ∈ ∆j:∣∣∣∣ n∑

j=1

f(ξj)∆xj − V

∣∣∣∣ < ε,

In this case we write
∫ b

a
f(x)dx = V .

Definition 7. For U ⊂ R the oscillation of f : U → R on U is defined as

ω(f, U) = sup
x,y∈U

|f(x)− f(y)|.

For f : [a, b] → R the oscillation at the point x ∈ [a, b] is defined as

ω(f, x) = inf
ε>0

ω(f, [a, b] ∩ (x− ε, x + ε)).

Furthermore, we define
Sε(f) = {x ∈ [a, b] | ω(f, x) > ε}.

Note that S0(f) = S(f).

The above definition for Riemann integrability is equivalent to another criterion given below.

Proposition 1. A function f : [a, b] → R is Riemann integrable iff

lim
λ(P )→0

n∑
i=1

ω(f,∆i)∆xi = 0

Proof. ⇒: We remark that ω(f,∆i) = supx∈∆i
f(x)− infx∈∆i

f(x). Since f is Riemann integrable

lim
λ(P )→0

n∑
j=1

f(ξj)∆xj =
∫ b

a

f(x)dx = V,

for any ξj ∈ ∆j . We immediately see that we must have

lim
λ(P )→0

n∑
j=1

sup
x∈∆j

f(x)∆xj = lim
λ(P )→0

n∑
j=1

inf
x∈∆j

f(x)∆xj = V.

So limλ(P )→0

∑n
i=1 ω(f,∆i)∆xi = limλ(P )→0

∑n
i=1 supx∈∆i

f(x)− infx∈∆i f(x) = 0.
⇐: Denote the Riemann sum by σ(f ;P, ξ) :=

∑n
i=1 f(ξi)∆xi. Let P be a partion of [a, b] and let

P̃ be a refinement of P. We denote the intervals of P by ∆i = [xi−1, xi] and the intervals of the
refinement that are included in this interval by ∆ij := [xij−1, xij ]. Thus ∆xi = ∆xi1 + ...+∆xini

.
The difference between the Riemann sums σ(f ; P̃ , ξ̃)− σ(f ;P, ξ) can be estimated by

|σ(f ; P̃ , ξ̃)− σ(f ;P, ξ)| =

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

ni∑
j=1

f(ξij)∆xij −
n∑

i=1

f(ξi)∆xi

∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

ni∑
j=1

(f(ξij)− f(ξi))∆xij

∣∣∣∣∣
≤

n∑
i=1

ni∑
j=1

|f(ξij)− f(ξi)|∆xij

≤
n∑

i=1

ni∑
j=1

ω(f ;∆i)∆xij =
n∑

i=1

ω(f ;∆i)∆xi.
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So for any ε > 0 we can find a δ > 0 such that if λ(P ) < δ the difference between the Riemann
sums must satisfy

|σ(f ; P̃ , ξ̃)− σ(f ;P, ξ)| < ε

2
.

Let P ′, P ′′ be arbitrary partitions on [a, b] whose meshes satisfy λ(P ′) < δ and λ(P ′′) < δ. Then
the partition P̃ = P ′ ∪ P is a refinement of both of them so it must satisfy

|σ(f ; P̃ , ξ̃)− σ(f ;P ′, ξ′)| < ε

2
,

|σ(f ; P̃ , ξ̃)− σ(f ;P ′′, ξ′′)| < ε

2
.

It follows that
|σ(f ;P ′, ξ′)− σ(f ;P ′′, ξ′′)| < ε.

Therefore, by the Cauchy criterion, the limit of the Riemann sum exists:

lim
λ(P )→0

n∑
j=1

f(ξj)∆xj =
∫ b

a

f(x)dx = V.

Proposition 2. A Riemann integrable function f : [a, b] → R is bounded.

Proof. Assume that f is not bounded on [a, b]. Then in every partition P there exists at least
one interval [xi−1, xi] on which f is not bounded. This implies that by choosing the point ξi in
different ways, we can make |f(ξi)∆xi| as large as desired. It follows that the absolute value of
the Riemann sum

∑
f(ξi)∆xi can be made arbitrary large and therefore it cannot converge to a

finite limit.

So from now on we can always assume that f is bounded. To prove Lebesgue’s criterion we will
first show that it is equivalent to another criterion, the criterion of du Bois-Reymond. This states
that every Sε(f) admits a finite cover of open intervals that has arbitrary small length. Then we
will prove that the criterion of du Bois-Reymond is indeed a criterion for Riemann integrability
and therefore so is Lebesgue’s criterion.

Proposition 3. Let f : [a, b] → R be bounded. Then, for every ε, δ > 0, there is a finite sequence
of intervals (ai, bi), i = 1, ...,m such that

Sε(f) ⊂
m⋃

i=1

(ai, bi) and
m∑

i=1

bi − ai < δ

iff S(f) has measure zero.

Proof. ⇒: Let δ > 0. For every n ∈ N there are intervals (an,1, bn,1), ..., (an,m(n), bn,m(n)) such
that:

S2−n(f) ⊂
m(n)⋃
i=1

(an,i, bn,i) and
m(n)∑
i=1

bn,i − an,i < 2−nδ.

Since S(f) = S0(f) =
⋃

n∈N S2−n(f), we find that S(f) is contained in {(an,i, bn,i) | n ∈ N, i =
1, ...,m(n)}, where the total length of this last set is bounded by

∑∞
n=1 2−nδ = δ. We conclude

that S(f) has measure zero.
⇐: Let δ > 0, since S(f) has measure zero we can pick a sequence of intervals {(ai, bi) | i ∈ N}
such that

S(f) ⊂
∞⋃

i=1

(ai, bi) and
∞∑

i=1

bi − ai < δ.
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We are done if we can show that Sε(f) is compact for any ε > 0, since by Sε(f) ⊂ S0(f) = S(f)
it is then covered by a finite subfamily of {(ai, bi) | i ∈ N}. For this we need to prove that Sε(f)
is closed. (It is clearly bounded.)
To this end, let x ∈ [a, b] be a limit point of Sε(f). This means that every neighborhood of x
contains a x′ with ω(f, x′) > ε. Thus, by definition, every neighborhood of x′ contains an x′′ such
that|f(x′)− f(x′′)| > ε. It follows that ω(f, x) > ε, thus x ∈ Sε(f) and we conclude that Sε(f) is
closed.

For the next proposition we define a function θ : R → R by

θ(x) =
{

0, if x ≤ 0
1, if x > 0

Proposition 4. Let f : [a, b] → R be bounded. Then f is Riemann integrable iff for every ε, δ > 0
there is a finite sequence of intervals (ai, bi), i = 1, ...,m such that

Sε(f) ⊂
m⋃

i=1

(ai, bi) and
m∑

i=1

bi − ai < δ (1)

Proof. ⇒: Let ε, δ > 0. We use the criterion for Riemann integrability of Proposition 1:
limλ(P )→0

∑n
i=1 ω(f,∆i)∆xi = 0. Considering now the contribution to

∑
ω(f,∆i)∆xi of the

intervals ∆i on which the oscillation of f is larger then ε, we obtain

ε
n∑

i=1

θ(ω(f,∆i)− ε)∆xi ≤
n∑

i=1

ω(f,∆i)∆xi.

We see that we can make ε
∑

i θ(ω(f,∆i) − ε)∆xi arbitrary small, i.e. there exists a partition P
such that

n∑
i=1

θ(ω(f,∆i)− ε)∆xi < δ.

Let I = {i ∈ {1, ..., n} | ω(f,∆i) > ε}. Then {(xi−1, xi) | i ∈ I} is a finite family of open
intervals and by the above inequality we see that its total length is less than δ. For i /∈ I we have
ω(f,∆i) ≤ ε, so ω(f, x) ≤ ε for all x ∈ ∆i. It follows that if i /∈ I and x ∈ ∆i, then x /∈ Sε(f). We
see that

Sε(f) ⊂
⋃
i∈I

(xi−1, xi) and
∑
i∈I

xi−1 − xi < δ.

⇐: Let ε, δ > 0. We have

n∑
i=1

ω(f,∆i)∆xi =
n∑

i=1

θ(ε− ω(f,∆i))ω(f,∆i)∆xi +
n∑

i=1

θ(ω(f,∆i)− ε)ω(f,∆i)∆xi. (2)

If θ(ε − ω(f,∆i)) 6= 0 then ω(f,∆i) < ε so the first term is smaller than
∑

i ε∆xi = ε · (b − a).
Since f is bounded we always have ω(f,∆i) ≤ ω(f, [a, b]) < ∞, so the second term is bounded by

n∑
i=1

θ(ω(f,∆i)− ε)ω(f, [a, b])∆xi.

Pick now a sequence (a1, b1), ..., (am, bm) such that (1) holds for S ε
2
. We may assume all intervals

to be disjoint and having no boundary points in common (if we have (a,b) and (b,c) then replacing
these by (a,c) leaves the total length unchanged). Let J = [a, b] −

⋃
i(ai, bi). For x ∈ J we have

ω(f, x) ≤ ε
2 . It follows by the definition of ω(f, x) that there exists an interval Ix = (x−αx, x+αx)

such that ω(f, [a, b]∩Ix) ≤ ε. J is compact, so it can be covered by a finite number of such intervals:
J ⊂

⋃k
i=1 Ixi . We conclude that there exists a partition P = {a = x0 < x1 < ... < xn = b} that

5



contains the intervals (ai, bi) and such that ω(f,∆i) ≤ ε for the remaining intervals of the partition.
We see that these remaining intervals do not contribute to the second term in (2). It follows that
this term is less than δ · ω(f, [a, b]). We conclude

n∑
i=1

ω(f,∆i)∆xi < ε · (b− a) + δ · ω(f, [a, b]),

which proves the proposition, since ε, δ were arbitrary.

Lebesgue’s criterion also holds in Rn. The proof is quite analogous to the one above, see for
example [8].

4 Differentiability

Theorem 2. If f : [a, b] → R is continuous and monotonic, then f is differentiable almost every-
where (on [a, b]).

We begin by proving two useful lemmas about open subsets of the real line.

Lemma 6. Every open subset U ⊂ R can be written uniquely as a countable union of disjoint
open intervals.

Proof. Choose any x ∈ U . Since U is open, x is contained in some interval, and therefore if

ax = inf{a < x | (a, x] ⊂ U} and bx = sup{b > x | [x, b) ⊂ U},

the point ax cannot be in U. Since if it was, there would be a neighborhood of ax contained in U
and we could find an a < ax for which (a, x] ⊂ U . The point bx cannot be in U either, we must
have ax < x < bx (with possibly ax = −∞ and/or b = ∞) and we see that Ix = (ax, bx) is the
largest open interval containing x and contained in U. Hence

U =
⋃

x∈U

Ix.

If x and y are two points in U, then either Ix = Iy or Ix ∩ Iy = ∅, so U is a union of disjoint open
intervals. It is easy to see that there are at most countably many open intervals, since in every
open interval Ix we can find a distinct rational number.

Lemma 7. Every open subset U ⊂ R can be written as a countable union of (almost) disjoint
closed intervals.

Proof. We can construct such a union by the following procedure. Subdivide the real line in closed
intervals of length 1. If an interval is entirely contained in U accept it as part of the union. If an
interval is entirely in U c reject it. The remaining ones, which intersect both U and U c, are divided
into two intervals of half the length. We repeat this procedure indefinitely. By contruction, the
remaining set of intervals is countable and contained in U. To see that all of U is contained in
this set, we not that for x ∈ U there exists an interval of length 2−N , N ∈ N that contains x and
is entirely contained in U. Either this interval has been accepted or it is contained in an interval
that has been previously accepted.

Before we can prove Theorem 2 we will need to develop a bit more of measure theory than just
the notion of measure zero.

Definition 8. Let E ⊂ R and let C be the collection of all countable covers of S consisting of
pairwise disjoint open intervals. The Lebesgue outer measure of S, me(E), is the infimum over
C ∈ C of the sum of the lengths of the pairwise disjoint open intervals that constitute C,

me(E) = inf
C∈C

m(C).

Equivalently, we can define the outer measure to be the infimum over C ∈ C of the sum of the
lengths of the pairwise disjoint closed intervals that constitute C.
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Definition 9. The distance between two sets E and F is defined by

d(E,F ) = inf
x∈E,y∈F

|x− y|.

Lemma 8. The outer measure has the following properties:

1. (Monotonicity of outer measure.) If E1 ⊂ E2 ⊂ R, then me(E1) ≤ me(E2).

2. (Sub-additivity of outer measure.) If E =
⋃∞

i=1 Ei, then me(E) ≤
∑∞

i=1 me(Ei).

3. (Outer regularity of outer measure.)If E ⊂ R, then me(E) = inf me(O), where the infimum
is taken over all open sets O containing E.

4. If E = E1 ∪ E2 and d(E1, E2) > 0, then me(E) = me(E1) + me(E2).

Proof. 1. This follows immediately from the definition of outer measure, since any countable
covering of E2 is also a covering of E1.

2. If there is an i such that me(Ei) = ∞, then the inequality clearly holds. So we may assume
me(Ei) < ∞ for all i. Let ε > 0. For each i there exists a covering of Ei by open intervals
(ai,j , bi,j)j∈N such that

∞∑
j=1

bi,j − ai,j ≤ me(Ei) +
ε

2i
.

Then, E ⊂
⋃∞

i,j=1(ai,j , bi,j) is a countable covering of E and we have

me(E) ≤
∞∑

i=1

∞∑
j=1

bi,j − ai,j

≤
∞∑

i=1

(me(Ei) +
ε

2i
)

=
∞∑

i=1

me(Ei) + ε.

3. Since E ⊂ O, monotonicity immediately implies me(E) ≤ inf(O). For the reverse inequality,
let ε > 0. We can choose intervals (ai, bi)i∈N such that E ⊂

⋃
i(ai, bi) and∑

i

bi − ai ≤ me(E) + ε.

The outer measure of (ai, bi) is cleary bi − ai so, by countable sub-additivity, we have

inf me(O) ≤ me(
⋃
i

(ai, bi)) ≤
∑

i

bi − ai ≤ me(E) + ε.

4. From property 2 we immediately see that me(E) ≤ me(E1) + me(E2). For the reverse
inequality, let ε > 0 and select δ > 0 such that d(E1, E2) > δ. Pick a covering [ai, bi]i∈N of E
such that

∑
i bi − ai ≤ me(E) + ε. We can subdivide these intervals into intervals of length

less than δ. It follows that each of these intervals can intersect at most one of the two sets
E1, E2. So there exist two disjoint sets I1, I2 such that

E1 ⊂
⋃
i∈I1

[ai, bi] and E2 ⊂
⋃
i∈I2

[ai, bi].
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We find

me(E1) + me(E2) ≤
∑
i∈I1

bi − ai +
∑
i∈I2

bi − ai

≤
∞∑

i=1

bi − ai

≤ me(E) + ε.

Definition 10. A subset S of R is Lebesgue measurable, or simply measurable, if for any
ε > 0 there exists an open set O with S ⊂ O and

me(O − S) ≤ ε.

If S is measurable, we define its Lebesgue measure (or measure) m(S) by

m(S) = me(S).

From the definition we immediately see that every open set is measurable. Furthermore, the
Lebesgue measure clearly inherits the properties of the outer measure. Additional properties are:

Lemma 9. The Lebesgue measure has the following properties:

1. If me(E) = 0, then E is measurable.

2. A countable union of measurable sets is measurable.

3. Closed sets are measurable.

4. The complement of a measurable set is measurable.

5. A countable intersection of measurable sets is measurable.

Proof. 1. Let ε > 0. There exists a countable cover of E of open intervals (ai, bi)i∈N such that
for O =

⋃
i(ai, bi), me(O) ≤ ε. Since (O − E) ⊂ O, monotonicity of the outer measure

implies me(O − E) ≤ ε. O is an open set, so we conclude that E is measurable.

2. Let ε > 0, suppose E1, E2, ... are measurable sets and E =
⋃∞

i=1 Ei. For each i we can pick
an open set Oi with Ei ⊂ Oi and me(Oi−Ei) ≤ ε

2i . Then O =
⋃∞

i=1Oi is open, E ⊂ O, and
(O −E) ⊂

⋃
i(Oi −Ei). We see that monotonicity and sub-additivity of the outer measure

imply that

me(O − E) ≤
∞∑

i=1

me(Oi − Ei) ≤
∞∑

i=1

ε

2i
= ε.

3. Let F be a closed set. We can write F =
⋃∞

k=1 F ∩ [−k, k]. It follows that we can assume that
F is compact, property 2 will then imply that an arbitrary closed set is measurable. Suppose
F is compact, so that in particular me(F ) < ∞. By property 3 of the outer measure, we can
choose an open set U with F ⊂ U and me(U) ≤ me(F )+ε. Since U−F is open we can write
it as a countable union of disjoint closed intervals [ai, bi]i∈N. For a fixed N, K =

⋃N
i=1[ai, bi]

is compact. F closed and K compact implies d(K, F ) > 0 (without proof, see for example
[6]). Since (K ∪ F ) ⊂ U , we find

me(K) =
N∑

i=1

me([ai, bi]) ≤ me(U)−me(F ) ≤ ε.

We conclude
me(U − F ) ≤

∑
i

me([ai, bi]) ≤ ε.
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4. Let E be a measurable set. Then for every n ∈ N we may choose an open set Un with
E ⊂ Un and me(Un − E) ≤ 1

n . The complement of Un is closed, hence measurable. So, by
property 2, S =

⋃
n U c

n is measurable. We have S ⊂ Ec and (Ec−S) ⊂ (Un−E). It follows
that me(Ec − S) ≤ 1

n , thus me(Ec − S) = 0. We find, by property 1, that me(Ec − S) is
measurable. Since Ec = S ∪ (Ec − S), we conclude that Ec is measurable.

5. This follows from properties 2 and 4 since

∞⋂
i=1

Ei =

( ∞⋃
i=1

Ec
i

)c

.

Note that by property 1 we arrive at the same definition of measure zero as we had before.

Proposition 5. (Countable Additivity) Let (Ei)i∈N be a family of pairwise disjoint measurable
sets whose union has finite outer measure. Then

m

( ∞⋃
i=1

Ei

)
=

∞∑
i=1

m(Ei).

Proof. From sub-additivity we have m(E) ≤
∑

i m(Ei). For the inequality in the reverse direction
we first assume that each Ei is bounded. Since Ec

i is measurable there exists an open set Ui with
Ec

i ⊂ Ui such that me(Ui − Ec
i ) ≤ ε

2i . We have Ei − U c
i = Ui − Ec

i , so U c
i = Fi ⊂ Ei such that

me(Ei − Fi) ≤ ε
2i . Since Ei is bounded, the sets F1, ..., FN are compact, thus m

(⋃N
i=1 Fi

)
=∑N

i=1 m(Fi). We have
⋃N

i=1 Fi ⊂ E, it follows that

m(E) ≥
N∑

i=1

m(Fi) ≥
N∑

i=1

m(Ei)− ε.

Letting N tend to infinity we find m(E) ≥
∑∞

i=1 m(Ei). For the general case let Sk = [−k,−k +
1] ∪ [−k + 1, k − 1] and Ei,k = Ei ∩ Sk. Then the Ei,k are disjoint, bounded and Ei =

∑
k Ei,k.

Using the above we obtain

m(E) =
∑

i

∑
k

m(Ei,k) =
∑

i

m(Ei).

Corollary 1. If U1, U2, ... are measurable sets such that:

U1 ⊂ U2 ⊂ U3 ⊂ ...,

∞⋃
i=1

Ui = U,

then U is measurable and
m(U) = lim

i→∞
m(Ui).

Similarly, if V1 ⊇ V2 ⊇ V3 ⊇ ... are measurable, V1 has finite measure, and

∞⋂
i=1

Vi = V,

then V is measurable and
m(V ) = lim

i→∞
m(Vi).

9



Proof. The sets U2 − U1, U3 − U2, ... are pairwise disjoint. If we define U0 = ∅, then we can write

lim
i→∞

m(Ui) = lim
i→∞

i∑
j=1

(m(Uj)−m(Uj−1))

= lim
i→∞

i∑
j=1

m(Uj − Uj−1)

= m

( ∞⋃
j=1

Uj − Uj−1

)
= m(U).

For the second part we set Uk = Vk−Vk+1, so V1 = V ∪
⋃∞

k=1 Uk is a disjoint union of measurable
sets. We find that

m(V1) = m(V ) + lim
i→∞

i−1∑
k=1

(m(Vk)−m(Vk+1))

= m(V ) + m(V1)− lim
i→∞

m(Vi).

We can conclude, since m(V1) < ∞, that m(V ) = limi→∞m(Vi).

Definition 11. The function f : [a, b] → R is measurable if, for all c ∈ R, the set {x ∈ [a, b] |
f(x) > c} is measurable.

Lemma 10. If f and g are measurable functions on [a, b] and if k is any constant, then kf and
f + g are also measurable on [a, b].

Proof. If k = 0, then kf = 0 and any constant function is clearly measurable. If k > 0, then

{x ∈ [a, b] | kf(x) > c} = {x ∈ [a, b] | f(x) >
c

k
}.

If k < 0, then

{x ∈ [a, b] | kf(x) > c} = {x ∈ [a, b] | f(x) <
c

k
}

= [a, b]− {x ∈ [a, b] | f(x) ≥ c

k
}

= [a, b]−
∞⋂

n=1

{x ∈ [a, b] | f(x) >
c

k
− 1

n
}.

We conclude that kf is measurable. For q ∈ Q, the set

Eq = {x ∈ [a, b] | f(x) > q} ∩ {x ∈ [a, b] | g(x) > c− q}

is measurable. Since clearly {x ∈ [a, b] | f(x) + g(x) > c} =
⋃

q∈Q Eq, we conclude that f+g is
measurable.

Lemma 11. If (fn)n∈N is a sequence of measurable functions on [a, b], then lim supn→∞ fn(x) is
a measurable function.

Proof. We have

{x ∈ [a, b] | ( inf
n≥1

fn(x)) ≥ c} =
∞⋂

n=1

{x ∈ [a, b] | fn(x) ≥ c},

and {x ∈ [a, b] | ( sup
n≥m

fn(x)) > c} =
∞⋃

n=m

{x ∈ [a, b] | fn(x) > c}.
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Since
lim sup

n→∞
fn(x) = inf

n≥1
( sup
m≥n

fm(x)),

we can conclude that lim supn→∞ fn(x) is a measurable function.

For the proof of Theorem 2 we define the four Dini Derivatives.

Definition 12. The four Dini derivatives of f at c are

D+(f)(x) = lim sup
h→ 0+

f(x + h)− f(x)
h

, D+f(x) = lim inf
h→ 0+

f(x + h)− f(x)
h

,

D−(f)(x) = lim sup
h→ 0−

f(x + h)− f(x)
h

, D−f(x) = lim inf
h→ 0−

f(x + h)− f(x)
h

.

We now recall Theorem 2 : If f : [a, b] → R is continuous and monotonic, then f is differentiable
almost everywhere (on [a, b]).

In other words, the quotient

lim
h→0

f(x + h)− f(x)
h

exists for almost every x ∈ [a, b].
We can assume, without loss of generality, that f is monotonically increasing. In this case, the

Dini derivatives are never negative. The derivative of f exists at almost every point if the Dini
derivatives are finite and equal at almost every point. Clearly, one has D+f(x) ≤ D+f(x) and
D−f(x) ≤ D−f(x) for all x ∈ [a, b]. To prove the theorem it suffices to show that

D+f(x) ≤ D−f(x) almost everywhere, and (3)
D+f(x) < ∞ almost everywhere. (4)

Since if we can establish that D+f(x) ≤ D−f(x) holds almost everywhere (provided that f
is continuous and monotonically increasing), then this inequality also holds almost everywhere
on [−b,−a] for k(x) = −f(−x) : D+k(x) ≤ D−k(x). But we have D−k(−x) = D+f(x) and
D+k(−x) = D−f(x), for example:

D−k(−x) = lim inf
h→0−

k(−x + h)− k(−x)
h

= lim inf
h→0−

−f(x− h) + f(x)
h

= lim inf
h→0−

f(x− h)− f(x)
−h

= lim inf
−h→0+

f(x + (−h))− f(x)
−h

= D+f(x).

It follows that D−f(x) ≤ D+f(x) almost everywhere. Therefore, equations (3),(4) imply

D+f(x) ≤ D−f(x) ≤ D−f(x) ≤ D+f(x) ≤ D+f(x) < ∞ almost everywhere,

which will prove the theorem.
For each pair of rational numbers 0 < r < R < ∞ we define ER

r = {x ∈ [a, b] | D−f(x) <
r < R < D+f(x)}. Since the number of such pairs is countable, we have proven (3) if ER

r has
measure zero for each pair. The set ER

r is the intersection of ER = {x ∈ [a, b] | D+f(x) > R} and

11



Figure 1: Rising sun lemma

Er = {x ∈ [a, b] | D−f(x) < r}. We need to bound the size of these sets. For l(x) = f(−x), we
have

D+l(x) = lim sup
h→0+

l(x + h)− l(x)
h

= lim sup
h→0+

f(−x− h)− f(−x)
h

= − lim inf
h→0+

f(−x− h)− f(−x)
−h

= − lim inf
−h→0−

f(−x + (−h))− f(−x)
−h

= −D−f(−x).

We can translate any result for ER into a similar one for Er, thus our strategy is to first limit the
size of ER.

Definition 13. Given a continous function g : [a, b] → R, we say that x ∈ [a, b] is a shadow
point of g if there exists h > 0, such that x + h ∈ [a, b] and g(x + h) > g(x).

For x ∈ ER, we can find a z(= x + h) > x such that

f(z)− f(x)
z − x

> R,

or equivalently
f(z)−Rz > f(x)−Rx.

Let g(x) = f(x)− Rx, then ER is contained in the set of shadowpoints of g. If one thinks of the
sun rising from the east with the rays of light parallel to the x−axis, then the shadowpoints x of
g correspond to the points (x, g(x)) in the shadow of the rising sun (see figure 1). This is why the
next lemma often carries the name ”rising sun lemma”.

Lemma 12. (Rising Sun Lemma) Let g : [a, b] → R be continuous. The set of shadow points of g
that lie in [a, b] is a countable union of pairwise disjoint open intervals (ak, bk) for which{

g(ak) = g(bk) if ak 6= a
g(ak) ≤ g(bk) if ak = a

for all k.

12



Proof. Let E be the set of shadow points of g. Since g is continuous, for x ∈ E we can find a
neighborhood of x left of z over which the value of the function g stays less than g(z). We find
that E is open, and with Lemma 6 it follows that it can be written as a disjoint union of countably
many open intervals. If (ak, bk) is an interval in this union, then ak /∈ E. Therefore we cannot
have g(bk) > g(ak).
Assume now g(bk) < g(ak). By continuity of g, there exists ak < c < bk such that

g(c) =
g(ak) + g(bk)

2
.

We can pick c farthest to the right in the interval (ak, bk). Because g(bk) < g(ak), we have
g(c) > g(bk). Since c is an element of E, there exists a d > c such that g(d) > g(c). Also, because
bk /∈ E, we have g(x) ≤ g(bk) for all x ≥ bk. It follows that g(d) > g(bk), and therefore d < bk.
Since g(d) > g(c) > g(bk) and c < d < bk, there exists, by continuity of g, a c′ with d < c′ < bk

and g(c′) = g(c). This contradicts the fact that c was chosen farthest to the right in (ak, bk). We
conclude that we must have g(ak) = g(bk). For ak = a, we can have ak ∈ E, so the first part of
the proof is not valid. We conclude that in this case g(ak) ≤ g(bk).

We can now use the rising sun lemma to limit the size of ER.

Lemma 13. If R > 0 and f is a monotonically increasing continuous function on [a, b], then ER

is contained in a countable union of pairwise disjoint intervals, (ak, bk), for which∑
k

(bk − ak) ≤ f(b)− f(a)
R

.

Proof. The idea of the proof is to apply the rising sun lemma to the function g(x) = f(x) − Rx.
We find that the set of shadow points of g is a countable union of pairwise disjoint open intervals
(ak, bk), and therefore ER is contained in such a union. Furthermore, we have g(ak) ≤ g(bk), so

f(ak)−Rak ≤ f(bk)−Rbk (5)

⇒ bk − ak ≤
1
R

(f(bk)− f(ak)). (6)

Since f is monotonically increasing, we find∑
k

(bk − ak) ≤
∑

k

1
R

(f(bk)− f(ak)) ≤ f(b)− f(a)
R

.

Corollary 2. If f : [a, b] → R is monotonically increasing and continuous, then D+f(x) < ∞
almost everywhere.

Proof. First we notice that

{x ∈ [a, b] | D+f(x) = ∞} =
⋂

R∈N
ER.

Furthermore, we have E1 ⊇ E2 ⊇ E3 ⊇ .... The set ER is measurable, since D+f(x) =
lim suph→0+

f(x+h)−f(x)
h is measurable. To show this, first note that{

x ∈ [a, b] | f(x) > c
}

= f−1
(
(c,∞)

)
It follows that every continuous function is measurable. Define gn = n(f(x + 1

n ) − f(x)), this
function is measurable for any constant n. Because of the continuity of f we can restrict to
countably many h, and hence n, in taking the limsup in D+f(x). We have

D+f(x) = lim sup
n→∞

gn.
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So indeed we have that D+f(x) is measurable. We can now apply Corollary 1, since ER measurable
for all R, and E1 has measure ≤ (b− a) < ∞. It follows that

m({x ∈ [a, b] | D+f(x) = ∞}) = lim
R→∞

m(ER) ≤ lim
R→∞

f(b)− f(a)
R

= 0.

The next lemma concerns the size of Er.

Lemma 14. If f is a monotonically increasing continuous function on [a, b], then Er is contained
in a countable union of pairwise disjoint open intervals, (ak, bk), for which

f(bk)− f(ak) ≤ r(bk − ak)

Proof. We follow the proof of Lemma 13 with f replaced by l(x) = f(−x) and R replaced by −r.
Since D+l(−x) = D−f(x), we have

D+l(−x) > −r ⇐⇒ D−f(x) < r,

so
Er = {x ∈ [a, b] | D−f(x) < r} = {x | −x ∈ [−b,−a], D+l(−x) > −r}.

We define
−Er = {x ∈ [−b,−a] | D+l(x) > −r}.

Following the proof of Lemma 13 up to inequality (5), we see that −Er ⊂
⋃

k(−bk,−ak) and

l(−bk)− (−r)(−bk) ≤ l(−ak)− (−r)(−ak).

This is equivalent to Er ⊂
⋃

k(ak, bk) and

f(bk)− f(ak) ≤ r(bk − ak).

The next lemma will complete the proof of Theorem 2.

Lemma 15. let 0 < r < R < ∞. Let f : [a, b] → R be a monotonically increasing continuous
function. Then

m({x ∈ [a, b] | D−f(x) < r < R < D+f(x)}) = 0.

Proof. Let (α, β) ⊂ [a, b] be an open interval and consider its intersection with ER
r :

ER
r ∩ (α, β) = (Er ∩ (α, β)) ∩ ER.

By applying the previous Lemma, we find that Er ∩ (α, β) is contained in a countable union of
disjoint open intervals (ak, bk) for which

f(bk)− f(ak) ≤ r(bk − ak).

Now we can apply Lemma 13 to each of the intersections (ak, bk)∩ER, it follows that (ak, bk)∩ER

is contained in a countable union of open intervals (ak,l, bk,l) for which∑
l

(bk,l − ak,l) ≤
f(bk)− f(ak)

R
.

This tells us that ER
r ∩(α, β) is contained in a countable union of disjoint open intervals

⋃
k,l(ak,l, bk,l)

for which ∑
k

∑
l

(bk,l − ak,l) ≤
∑

k

f(bk)− f(ak)
R

≤
∑

k

r(bk − ak)
R

≤ r

R
(β − α). (7)
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We now apply this result to ER
r ∩(ak,l, bk,l) and find that this set is contained in a countable union

of disjoint open intervals (ak,l,m, bk,l,m), for which∑
m

(bk,l,m − ak,l,m) ≤ r

R
(bk,l − ak,l). (8)

Combining equations (7) and (8), we see that ER
r ∩ (α, β) is contained in

⋃
k,l,m(ak,l,m, bk,l,m) and

∑
k,l,m

(bk,l,m − ak,l,m) ≤ r

R

∑
k,l

(bk,l − ak,l) ≤
r2

R2
(β − α)

We now can repeat this procedure and apply equation (7) to ER
r ∩ (ak,l,m, bk,l,m). This yields a

countable cover of ER
r ∩ (α, β) by disjoint open intervals (ak,l,m,n, bk,l,m,n) for which∑

k,l,m,n

(bk,l,m,n − ak,l,m,n) ≤ r3

R3
(β − α).

By induction, we conclude that for any N ∈ N, we can put ER
r inside a countable collection of

disjoint open intervals for which the total length is less than

rN

RN
(β − α)

Since r
R < 1, we can conclude that the outer measure of ER

r , and thus the measure, is zero.

The conclusion of Theorem 2 still holds if we drop the continuity condition on f, see for example
[1].

5 Sard’s Theorem

We first recall some definitions.

Definition 14. The Jacobian matrix of f : Rn ⊃ E → Rm is

Df(x) =
(

∂f i

∂xj
(x)
)

ij

, with 1 ≤ i ≤ n and 1 ≤ j ≤ m.

We also write Djfi = ∂fi

∂xj .

Definition 15. Let U ⊂ Rm and let f : U → Rn. The set of critical points of f is the set of
points in Rm at which the Jacobian matrix of f has rank < n. The set of critical values is the
image of set of critical points under f.

Theorem 3. (Sard’s Theorem) Let U ⊂ Rm be open and let f : U → Rn a smooth map. Then
the set of critical values of f has measure zero in Rn.

Definition 16. Let U, V ⊂ Rn open subsets and let f : U → V . Then f is a Cp-diffeomorphism
if f is bijective and both f, f−1 ∈ Cp.

Proposition 6. (Inverse function theorem) Let U ⊂ Rn be an open subset and f : U → Rn. If

1. f ∈ Cp, p ≥ 1,

2. f ′(x0) is invertible at x0 ∈ U ,

then there exist a neighborhood U ′ ⊂ U of x0 and a neighborhood V of y0 = f(x0) such that
f : U ′ → V is a Cp-diffeomorphism.
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We start by treating two easy cases of Sard’s theorem, the one where m < n and the case
m = n = 1. If m < n then Lemma 5 immediately implies that f(U) has measure zero. From this,
we also see that it is enough for f to be C1. The proof for m = n = 1 is still considerably easier
than the proof of the general case:

Let U ⊂ R, let f : U → R, and let C be the set of critical points of f. It suffices to show
that for every compact interval [a, b] ⊂ U the set f(C ∩ [a, b]) has measure zero. Let M be an
upper bound for f” on [a, b], let N ∈ N and let h = (b−a)

N . For l = 0, ..., N − 1 consider the
intervals Il = [a + lh, a + (l + 1)h]. Let A be the set of those l for which C ∩ Il 6= ∅, so that
f(C ∩ [a, b]) =

⋃
l∈A f(C ∩ Il). Let l ∈ A. Then Il contains a critical point, i.e. there is a point

in Il where f ′ vanishes. So by the Mean Value Theorem applied to f ′ we have ‖f ′(x)‖ ≤ Mh
for x ∈ Il. Applying the Mean Value Theorem again, but this time to f, we see that the image
of Il under f is contained in an interval of length less than Mh2. Thus f(C ∩ [a, b]) is contained
in an union of at most N intervals of length less than Mh2. The total lenght of these intervals is
therefore bounded above by

NMh2 =
M

N
(b− a)2,

which is arbitrary small. We conclude that f(C ∩ [a, b]), and therefore f(C), has measure zero. �

The proof of the general case will use Fubini’s lemma, to be proven first. We define Rn−1
c :=

Rn−1 × {c} ⊂ Rn.

Lemma 16. An open cover of the interval [a, b] contains a finite subcover consisting of intervals
of total length ≤ 2(b− a).

Proof. [a, b] is compact, thus there exists a finite subcover. Pick such a cover: [a, b] ⊂
∑k

j=1 Ij .
We may assume that this cover is minimal, i.e. none of the intervals in the cover may be omitted.
Then every point p ∈ [a, b] is contained in at most two of the Ij : Assume p ∈ I1 ∩ I2 ∩ I3 and let
s = min(I1 ∪ I2 ∪ I3), t = max(I1 ∪ I2 ∪ I3). Now s and t are both in at least one of the intervals,
say s ∈ I1 and t ∈ I2, then I1 contains [s, p] and I2 contains [p, t]. So I1 ∪ I2 = [s, t] and the third
interval can be omitted, contradicting the minimality of the cover. Therefore, the Ij cover [a, b]
at most twice, i.e.

∑k
j=1 |Ij | ≤ 2(b− a).

Proposition 7. (Fubini’s Lemma) Let A be a countable union of compact sets in Rn such that
Ac = A ∩ Rn−1

c has measure zero in Rn−1
c

∼= Rn−1 for all c ∈ R. Then A has measure zero.

Proof. First assume that A itself is compact. This implies that there exists an interval [a, b] ⊂ R
such that A ⊂ [a, b]n. Since Ac = A ∩ Rn−1

c has measure zero it can be covered by open cubes
Ki

c ⊂ [a, b]n−1, i ∈ N, such that
∑∞

i=1 |Ki
c| < ε. Let Kc =

⋃∞
i=1 |Ki

c| ⊂ [a, b]n−1. For any
fixed c ∈ R, the map λc : Rn → R, x 7→ |xn − c| is continuous and vanishes precisely on Rn−1

c

and therefore on Ac. Since Kc is a union of open cubes, it is itself open. This implies that
([a, b]n−1−Kc)× [a, b] is closed. So [a, b]n− (Kc× [a, b]) is closed and also A ⊂ [a, b]n is compact,
thus A− (Kc× [a, b]) is compact, and therefore λc assumes a minimum αc > 0 on this set. We see
that

{x ∈ A | λc(x) < αc} ⊂ Kc × Ic where Ic = (c− αc, c + αc).

These intervals Ic cover [a, b], thus by Lemma 16 there exists a finite subcover I1, ..., Ik, with
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1, ..., k ∈ [a, b], of volume ≤ 2(b− a). This implies

{Ki
j × Ij | i ∈ N, j = 1, ..., k} ⊃

k⋃
j=1

{x ∈ A | λj(x) < αj}

=
k⋃

j=1

{x ∈ A | xn ∈ Ij}

= {x ∈ A | xn ∈
k⋃

j=1

Ij}

⊃ {x ∈ A | xn ∈ [a, b]} = A.

So the boxes {Ki
j × Ij | i ∈ N, j = 1, ..., k} cover A and their total volume is ≤ ε2(b−a). It follows

that A has measure zero.
Now let A be a countable union of compact subsets of Rn, A =

⋃∞
j=1 Aj . Then Ac = A ∩Rn−1

c =
(
⋃∞

j=1 Aj) ∩ Rn−1
c =

⋃∞
j=1(A

j ∩ Rn−1
c ). Since Ac has measure zero, Aj ∩ Rn−1

c has measure zero
for all j. With the above it follows that Aj itself has measure zero for all j. So A is a countable
union of sets of measure zero and thus it follows with lemma 1 that A has measure zero.

Now we can prove Sard’s theorem. Let U ⊂ Rm be open, f : U → Rn a smooth map and let
C ⊂ U be the set of critical points. We define

Ci := {x ∈ U | Djf(x) = 0 for j = 1, ..., i}.

The Ci form a descending sequence C1 ⊃ C2 ⊃ C3 ⊃ ... of closed sets, so we can write:

C = (C − C1) ∪ (C1 − C2) ∪ ... ∪ (Ck−1 − Ck) ∪ Ck

To prove that f(C) has measure zero we will prove the following:

1. f(Ck) has measure zero for sufficiently large k.

2. f(C − C1) has measure zero.

3. f(Ci − Ci+1) has measure zero for all i ∈ {1, ..., k − 1}.

The claim then follows with Lemma 1. Since f(C) = f(C − C1) ∪ f(C1 − C2) ∪ ... ∪ f(Ck−1 −
Ck) ∪ f(Ck) is a union of a countable number of sets of measure zero.
Proof of 1:
Let k > m

n − 1 and let K ⊂ U be a cube of edge length a. It is enough to prove that f(Ck ∩K)
has measure zero since Ck is contained in a countable union of cubes. By Taylor’s formula and
the definition of Ck, we have

‖f(x + h)− f(x)‖ ≤ b‖h‖k+1, (9)

for x ∈ Ck ∩K and x + h ∈ K,where b depends only on f and K. We now pick an integer l and
decompose K into lm cubes with edge a/l. Let K1 be one of these cubes intersecting Ck. Then
for x ∈ Ck ∩K1 and x + h ∈ K1: ‖h‖ ≤

√
m(a/l). It follows with (7) that ‖f(x + h) − f(x)‖ ≤

b(
√

ma
l )k+1, so f(K1) is contained in a cube of edge

2 · b · (
√

ma

l
)k+1 =

c

lk+1
,

where c, like b, depends only on f and K. Now the volume V of the union of these lm cubes satisfies
V ≤ lm( b

lk+1 )n = bnlm−n(k+1). Since k > m/n − 1, m − n(k + 1) < 0, and it follows that the
volume V tends to zero as l →∞. So we have proven that f(Ck ∩K) has measure zero.
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proof of 2:
Since C − C1 = {x ∈ U | 1 ≤ rank Df(x) < n}, it follows that if n = 1 the statement is trivially
true. So assuming n ≥ 2, we will prove the claim by induction over m. For m = 1, n ≥ 2
we know from Lemma 5 that f(U) has measure zero, so let’s assume that the claim holds for
m − 1, that is, 1 holds for every f : Rm−1 ⊃ U → Rn, and prove that the claim also holds for
m. Around each x ∈ C − C1, we will find a neighborhood V such that f(V ∩ C). Since C − C1

can be covered by a countable number of such neighborhoods, this proves that f(C − C1) has
measure zero. For x ∈ C − C1 there is at least one partial derivative that does not vanish, say
D1f1(x) 6= 0. Consider the map g : (x1, ..., xm) 7→ (f1(x), x2, ..., xm), it obviously has an invertible
Jacobian at x, so by the inverse function theorem there exists a neighborhood V of x such that g
is a C∞ diffeomorphism to a neighborhood V

′
of g(x). The function h = f ◦ g−1 is defined on this

neighborhood V
′

and has the form: h : (y1, ..., ym) 7→ (y1, h2(y), ..., hn(y)). We see that h maps
the hyperplane {t} ×Rm−1 into {t} ×Rn−1 and the set of critical points C

′
of h is g(V ∩C). Let

ht := g|{t}×Rm−1 : ({t} × Rm−1) ∩ V
′ → {t} × Rn−1, then the Jacobian of h is given by:

Dh(y) =
(

1 0
? Dht(y)

)
which is invertible iff Dht is invertible. By the induction assumption, the set of critical values of
ht has measure zero in {t} × Rm−1. So h(C

′
) ∩ Rm−1

t has measure zero for all t ∈ R. h(C
′
) is a

countable union of compact sets, so Fubini’s lemma applies, it follows that h(C
′
) = f(V ∩C) has

measure zero.
proof of 3:
This claim is like the previous one proven by induction over m, so again we assume that the
claim holds for every f : Rm−1 ⊃ U → Rn. Since Ci − Ci+1 = {x ∈ U | Djf(x) = 0 for j =
1, .., i and Di+1f(x) 6= 0}, for every x ∈ Ci − Ci+1 there is a (i+1)-th derivative that does not
vanish at x. Hence we may assume D1w(x) 6= 0, where w has the form w(x) = Dσ(1)...Dσ(i)fr(x).
Furthermore w(x) = 0 since w(y) = 0 for ∀y ∈ Ci. Now, as above g : x 7→ (w(x), x2, ..., xm) is a
diffeomorphism on a neighborhood V of x to a neighborhood V

′
of g(x). Consider again the map

h = f ◦ g−1 : V
′ → Rn and define h0 := h|Rm−1

0
: ({0} × Rm−1) ∩ V

′ → Rn. By the induction
assumption, the set of critical values of h0 has measure zero. But each point of g(Ci ∩ V ) is
critical for h0 since all partial derivatives of h, thus also of h0, of order ≤ k vanish. It follows that
f(Ci ∩ V ) = h ◦ g(Ci ∩ V ) has measure zero. The set Ci − Ci+1 is covered by a countable union
of these sets Ci ∩ V , so we conclude that f(Ci − Ci+1) has measure zero. �

More generally, Sard’s theorem also holds for smooth mappings between manifolds M and N
of dimensions m and n, respectively. Given f : M → N , a point p ∈ M is called regular if the
differential Tpf : TpM → Tf(p)N is surjective. The set of critical values is then given by those
points q ∈ N for which not every p ∈ f−1(q) is a regular value. This formulation of the result
now follows from the above version for Euclidean spaces by taking a countable set of coordinate
patches.
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