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This article is meant to contribute to an alternative view on Cauchy’s sum theorems in the 

sense of non-standard analysis. The author justifies this by claiming that Cauchy couldn’t 

possibly introduce a traditional uniform convergence in an Archimedean continuum because 

the necessary quantifiers  (∀∃) are lacking. The author uses this as a starting point to argue 

that Cauchy developed his sum theorems (especially the one from 1853) in terms of non-

standard analysis (short: NSA). 

The author offers some traditional analyses from the history of mathematics which he exploits 

for his reinterpretation of the sum theorem (1853) in the tradition of A. Robinson: J. Grabiner, 

for instance, is said to haven’t been able to settle the question of whether or not Cauchy did 

use consistent convergence because she did not interpret the infinitesimals in the terms of 

NSA (cf. page 11).  To further substantiate his main thesis, the author reinterprets the analyses 

of I. Grattan-Guinness: He claims that Grattan-Guinness has not only certified that Cauchy 

uses NSA-infinitesimals in his proof from 1853, but by his word choice “extension” as 

regards the modification of the sum theorem (1853) called attention to an expansion of real 

numbers on part of Cauchy. This instrumental use of a quote by Grattan-Guinnes, who 

himself did not hold an NSA-standpoint, would alone be a sufficient reason to reject this 

article.  

This expansion of hyperreal numbers is the main thesis of this article: Cauchy’s formulation 

of “toujour” in his sum theorem is claimed to indicate such an expansion (cf. page 27). 

In the course of his analysis, the author fails to provide necessary considerations of the history 

of mathematics. This becomes apparent in his accepting of only a single, traditional 

formulation of uniform convergence. Yet, this classic formulation accords with the modern 

one, which debunks the unhistorical approach of the author. Moreover, he doesn’t offer any 

evidence from the history of mathematics to support his NSA-interpretation, which in his eyes 

is the only correct approach for understanding sum theorems. The only indication is a parallel 

in Chauchy (1823), where we find the term “toujour” in the context of a definition of 

continuity. However, it remains unclear to what extent the author’s thesis is supported by such 

recurrence in Cauchy’s choice of words. His other arguments are confined to a mathematical 

reinterpretation of the sum theorem and its proofs. Unfortunately, the article at hand has left 

unnoticed the fact the Cauchy has specified his number concept already in the first part of his 

texbook “Cours d’Analyse” (1821) and thereby left no room for interpretation regarding 

NSA-concepts. Given these shortcomings, I opt for rejecting this article.  


