PROOF MINING FOR THE DUAL OF A BANACH SPACE WITH EXTENSIONS FOR
UNIFORMLY FRECHET DIFFERENTIABLE FUNCTIONS

NICHOLAS PISCHKE

Department of Mathematics, Technische Universitdt Darmstadt,
Schlossgartenstrale 7, 64289 Darmstadt, Germany,

E-mail: pischke@mathematik.tu-darmstadt.de

ABSTRACT. We present a proof-theoretically tame approach for treating the dual space of an abstract Banach
space in systems amenable to proof mining metatheorems which quantify and allow for the extraction of the
computational content of large classes of theorems about the dual of a Banach space and its corresponding norm,
unlocking a major branch of functional analysis as a new area of applications for these methods. The approach
relies on using intensional methods to deal with the high quantifier complexity of the predicate defining the
dual space as well as on a proof-theoretically tame treatment of suprema over (certain) bounded sets in normed
spaces to deal with the norm of the dual. Beyond this, we discuss further possible extensions of this system
to deal with convex functions and corresponding Fréchet derivatives and their duality theory through Fenchel
conjugates, together with the associated Bregman distances, which provide the logical basis for a range of recent
applications of proof mining methods to these branches of nonlinear analysis.
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1. INTRODUCTION

One of the fundamental forces driving many developments in proof theory since its earliest days has been the
question for what the computational content of a given mathematical theorem is. Proof mining' emerged as a
new program in mathematical logic in the later 1990’s through the works of U. Kohlenbach and his collaborators
(going back conceptually to Kreisel’s unwinding of proofs [45, 46]) that aims to extract said computational
information from classical proofs as found in the mainstream literature. Since such proofs are, as common in
ordinary mathematical practice, prima facie noneffective, this is a nontrivial task.

The aim of this paper is to extend the current logical methods used in proof mining so that they become
applicable to proofs which involve some of the most fundamental notions from convex and nonlinear functional
analysis, including the dual space of a Banach space and its norm as well as uniformly Fréchet differentiable
functions and their gradients and Fenchel conjugates.

In more detail, since the first modern metatheorems of proof mining were developed in [25, 36], a focus
for applications of proof mining has been placed on the areas of convex and functional analysis. Interestingly,
one of the most fundamental objects in the context of the latter, the continuous dual of a Banach space, has
not yet received a proper treatment (due to various difficulties arising in that context which will be discussed
further below). Similarly, many if not most applications to convex analysis have been concerned with fixed
point iterations for nonexpansive maps and their cousins as well as abstract monotone and accretive operator
theory and so, also here, some of the main objects in convex analysis have not been treated so far, in particular
including the gradients of differentiable convex functions as well as their Fenchel conjugates. In that way, proof
mining has so far missed out on some of the most promising areas of applications which rely on these objects. For
two prominent examples, we want to mention the theory and applications of the prominent Bregman distances
(going back to the seminal work [10]) as well as the theory of von Neumann algebras.?

The fundamental logical ‘substrate’ of this discipline of proof mining are the aforementioned so-called logical
metatheorems on bound extractions.®* These use well-known proof interpretations like negative translations

Date: August 12, 2024.

IThe development of proof mining is detailed comprehensively up to 2008 in the monograph [37] (see also [42] for a survey of
the early stages of proof mining) and recent progress, with a focus on nonlinear analysis and optimization, is surveyed in [38].

2For the latter, an approach for extending proof mining methods to the context of tracial von Neumann algebras has recently
been given in [55].

SExamples of such metatheorems may be found in (25, 27, 36, 37, 41, 49, 50, 55, 56, 58, 69], for the metatheorems obtained
via (modifications of) G6del’s Dialectica interpretation, and [23] for subsequent metatheorems obtained via the bounded functional
interpretation [24] due to F. Ferreira and P. Oliva.
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(see e.g. [48]), Kreisel's modified realizability [47], Godel’s functional (Dialectica) interpretation [26] and their
variants to provide general results that quantify and allow for the extraction of the computational content from
large classes of theorems and proofs from the core mathematical literature (e.g. potentially involving a wide
range of non-computational ‘ideal principles’ and using classical logic). As such, proof mining as substantiated
by these metatheorems has lead to hundreds of new results in the respective areas of applications over the last
three decades.

A crucial innovation introduced in [36] and which has since been adopted in most approaches to the logical
foundations of proof mining is the incorporation of so-called abstract types. While the first logical metatheorems
in proof mining relied on pure systems of arithmetic in all finite types and consequently only covered applications
involving Polish metric spaces (as those can be represented in the underlying language), these additional abstract
types allow for the treatment of spaces which are not separable and thus not representable in the (bare) language
of finite type arithmetic.® In this way, for example general metric and normed spaces, so-called W-hyperbolic
spaces and CAT(0)-spaces have been successfully studied in proof mining, among many others.

Now, the main results of this paper are logical metatheorems that quantify and allow for the extraction of
the computational content of theorems pertaining to the use of the continuous dual of an abstract normed space
together with the associated dual norm. This is achieved by extending the systems currently in use for proof
mining in the context of normed linear spaces by carefully selected constants and corresponding axioms that
govern the use of the involved objects. In particular, a novel approach is used in this context to circumvent some
of the difficulties which are a priori present when treating the dual space: The dual space is a concretely defined
object relative to the underlying normed space represented by, say, an abstract type X. Naively, elements of the
continuous dual therefore live in the type® 1(X) and, in that way, singling out the continuous linear maps from
all functionals of that type requires the use of a predicate which is of high quantifier complexity and which thus
makes essentially all attempts at a direct specification futile if one wants to retain meaningful bound extraction
results as the high computational strength of the comprehension needed to deal with the predicate would distort
the complexity of bounds extracted from proofs which discuss these objects only in an abstract way while not
carrying any apparent computational strength in the principles used in the proof. A second issue is that the
norm of the continuous dual is also a concrete object that derives from the norm of the underlying space X
via the use of a supremum over elements from this abstract space and such suprema cannot be represented
in the pure underlying language of the systems commonly used in proof mining. We avoid these problems
in the following ways: Instead of specifying the continuous dual as the subspace of all continuous and linear
functionals of type 1(X), we present an abstract approach using an additional abstract base type X* and then
axiomatically specify that all elements of this abstract space represented by X* behave like continuous linear
functionals. However, there are no axioms specifying that this abstract space really contains representations
for all elements from the continuous dual associated with X as represented by a set of functionals of type
1(X). Instead, we only include a corresponding rule that facilitates the closure of the space as represented
by the new abstract type X* under functionals which are provably linear and continuous. In this way, our
approach is intensional (and in some way similar to the treatment of set-valued operators in the context of
proof mining developed in [58] as will be discussed later). This intensional treatment of the dual then allows
us to utilize a proof-theoretically tameS approach for treating suprema over (certain) bounded sets in abstract
spaces, developed in the first part of this paper, to provide defining axioms for the norm of the dual.

The success of applications of proof mining to concrete mathematical proofs in many ways relies on a mod-
ularity of this logical approach in the sense that the main logical systems can be extended and adapted with
specific mathematical objects or notions and associated axioms to fit specific problems, all the while guarantee-
ing that our metatheorems still hold. As examples of such extensions, we shall discuss how one can utilize the
new system for the dual of a normed space to provide a novel treatment of the reflexivity property of a Banach
space (in certain circumstances) and with that the second dual. Further, we extend these systems to deal
with various notions from convex analysis that utilize the dual of a normed space, including uniformly Fréchet

4Whether a class of spaces or objects can be treated via this approach to such metatheorems ultimately depends on the
complexity and uniformity of the defining axioms.

5Here, and throughout this paper for that matter, we follow the notation from [37] and consequently write 1 for the type of
number-theoretic functions. The type 1(X) then signifies the type of functions X — R by following a standard coding of real
numbers as functions N — N. We refer to Section 2 for further details.

6We understand ‘proof-theoretically tame’ here in the sense of [39], i.e. pertaining to the phenomenon that although these notions
could be subject to well-known Gdédelian phenomena, they nevertheless ‘seem to be tame in the sense of allowing for the extraction
of bounds of rather low complexity’ (as phrased in [39], see also [51, 52] for further discussions of these types of phenomenas and
their implications for logic and mathematics).
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differentiable functions and their gradients as well as corresponding Fenchel conjugates, where in particular the
treatment of the latter is made possible by again utilizing the intensional approach to the dual which allows
for a treatment of the supremum defining the Fenchel conjugate via the proof-theoretically tame approach to
suprema over bounded sets developed before. So also in those cases, we find that the intensional approach
provides mathematically strong systems for treating very concrete objects in the context of systems that allow
for bound extraction metatheorems which accurately reflect the complexity of the principles used in proofs by
the complexity of the extracted bounds.

Practically, to ultimately decide whether a proof falls into the range of the systems presented here, one would
have to try to fully formalize the proof using these restricted means (i.e. only using the intensional descriptions
of the involved objects). While this seems to be a prevalent issue here where we do not fully axiomatize the
objects in question but rather just intensionally specify them, it is in fact an issue that concerns all of proof
mining to a certain degree as it is, in a way, never fully formally clear whether a proof does or does not use a
property that transcends the means of a given system (in particular if abstract types are involved) until one
has performed an analysis or has fully formalized the corresponding proof. However, proof mining as a whole
benefits from the fact that the systems used therein are designed by taking the way mathematicians actually
work in the respective area of application into account, the success of which being empirically substantiated by
the large amount of case studies developed using these systems. In that way, gauging the possibility of whether
a theorem can be formally established in a given system geared for proof mining is practically often much
more direct and accessible. We therefore expect that these considerations also apply to the systems presented
here, i.e. that the systems are rather easy to apply in many situations commonly occurring in the literature, in
particular when, as a rule of thumb, the proof uses the dual of the underlying space only in an abstract manner,
relying mainly on structural properties rather than on concrete objects. This is in particular confirmed from
the practical perspective through the recent new case studies given in [57, 60|, situated in the area of convex
analysis on Banach spaces, where all the objects relating to the dual space are used in a rather abstract way so
that formalizing these given proofs using the systems presented here is a most natural task. However, we expect
that these metatheorems allow for many further new case studies to be carried out in the areas discussed above
and for that, we want to also in particular mention the works [1, 2, 6, 10, 19, 20, 31, 44, 68, 74] as promising
future applications as, by inspection of the proofs, they also seem to be formalizable in (suitable extensions of)
the systems introduced here, being of a sufficiently abstract nature.

Lastly, we also strongly believe that the tame approach to suprema over bounded sets introduced here as well
as the general intensional approach to the dual space and to convex functions and their gradients and conjugates
will be useful in inspiring further developments in the realm of the logical metatheorems of proof mining. A
first indication of this will be provided by two subsequent papers where, in one, the treatment of monotone
operators in Hilbert spaces given in [58] is adapted to monotone operators on Banach spaces as introduced by
Browder [13, 14] and, in the other, we provide the first proof-theoretic treatment of the Hausdorff-metric in
systems amenable to proof mining metatheorems using an intensional approach to the sets measured by the
Hausdorff-metric together with the tame approach to suprema over bounded sets presented here.”

2. PRELIMINARIES: BASIC FORMAL SYSTEMS FOR ANALYSIS IN ALL FINITE TYPES

The base system for all the extensions introduced in this paper is the system A“[X, ||-||] as introduced by
Kohlenbach [36] (see also [25]). This system itself is an extension of the system A¥ = WE-PA* + QF-AC + DC
for (a fragment of) classical analysis over all finite types T which extends weakly extensional Peano arithmetic
in all finite types WE-PA® (as defined e.g. in [72]), for one, with the quantifier-free axiom of choice in finite
types

(QF-AC) VadyAo(z,y) — YV Ag(z,Ya)

where Ag is quantifier-free but the types of the variable tuples z, y are arbitrary and where we use the notation
Yz to abbreviate Yiz,...,Yyz if Y = Yi,...,Ys, and, for another, with the schema of dependent choice
DC = {DC2 | p € T'} with

(DC2) Va0, yL3z2L Az, y, 2) — 3fLOVLO Az, £ (), £(S(x)))

"Besides these forthcoming works, we however want to mention that intensional methods together with the tame approach
to suprema over bounded sets may in particular, further, be useful to treat the so-called generalized Bregman distances recently
introduced by Burachik, Dao and Lindstrom [15] while the approach to the dual space may be adapted to treat function spaces
between general vector spaces in order to treat associated operator algebras.



4 NICHOLAS PISCHKE

where iﬁ(o) stands for ffl(o), e f,f"(o) and A may now be arbitrary.

To form A“[ X, ||-||], this system A“ is extended with a new abstract type X and formulated over the extended

set of types T defined by®
0,XeTX, preTX=1(p)eTX.

This new type can then be used with additional constants and axioms to represent a wide range of abstract
classes of spaces and operations on them and the concrete extension A“[X,|-]]] is obtained by adding new
constants Ox,1x of type X, +x of type X(X)(X), —x of type X(X), -x of type X(X)(1) and |[|-|| y of type
1(X) together with the relevant defining axioms stating that X with these operations is a real normed vector
space with 1x such that ||[1x||y =r 1 and —xx being the additive inverse of = (see [25, 36, 37]). It should
be noted that in the system A“[X, ||-||], equality at type 0 (=¢) is the only primitive relation and equality at
different types is introduced via abbreviations. Concretely, identity on X is treated as a defined predicate via®

X =xy¥ =z —xylx =r 0

and higher-type equality is then defined recursively via
z7® =7(8) y™© = V28 (22 =, y2).

Further, we define a relation < by recursion on the type via

(1) z<oy:=2<0Y,

(2) z<xy:=zllx <r [yl

(3) = <y y = V2b(zz <7 y2),
and we write <, y for 21 <5, y1 A -+ A X <4y, Yx Where = (21,...,7%) and y = (y1,...,yx) are tuples
with x;,y; of type o; for ¢ = (01,...,0%).

For the notions like =g or the arithmetical operations +r and -g, we in that context rely on a chosen
representation of the real numbers as a Polish space in the system A% in which context we follow the definitions
and conventions given in [37]. The following paragraphs only discuss the details which are crucial for the proofs
carried out later.

As usual, rational numbers are represented using pairs of natural numbers and for that it will be convenient
to fix a paring function j where we follow the choice made in [36]:

0 o minu <o (n +m)? + 3n + m[2u =¢ (n +m)? + 3n +m] if existent,
j(n”,m?) =

0° otherwise.

The arithmetical operations +g, -, ()@1 can then be introduced through primitive recursive terms operating
on such codes and the relations =g, <@ are quantifier-free definable.

The chosen representation of real numbers now relies on fast converging Cauchy sequences of rational numbers
with a fixed Cauchy modulus 27" (see [37] for details) and we consider N and Q as being embedded in that
representation via the constant sequences. Similarly as to @Q, the usual arithmetical operations like +g, g, | - |r
are definable using closed terms and the relations =g/<g on type 1 objects are represented by formulas in the
underlying language. Naturally, these relations are not decidable anymore but are given by II{/%{-formulas,
respectively. An arithmetical operation where some care is needed in the context of this formal treatment of
real numbers is the reciprocal (-)~!: In fact, there is no closed term of type 1(1) in WE-PA“ which represents
=1 correctly for all v # 0. We deal with this as in [35] by using a binary term (-)~! of type 1(1)(0) such
that (’y)l_1 correctly represents y~1 for all |y| > 27!, An expression like 47! is then dealt with by working
with an additional parameter ! of type 0 and using (7)1_1 together with the additional implicative assumption
|7l >r 27'. In practice, this can be mostly ignored and we thus mainly use y~! freely without highlighting
the additional parameter.

In the context of representing reals, we will later rely on an operator =~ which allows for an implicit quantifi-
cation over all fast-converging Cauchy sequences of rationals. Following [37], we define this operator via

DL if Vk <o n (|Jzk —g z(k + 1)|g <@ 27%71),
" | @k for k < n least with |zk —g z(k + 1)|g =g 27* ! otherwise,

for x of type 1 and we refer to [37] for any further discussions of its properties.

8We largely follow the conventions for writing and abbreviating types established in [37].
9Here7 and in the following, we write x —x y for z +x (—xy).
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For establishing the metatheorems, we will need to canonically select a Cauchy sequence representation for
a given real number. For non-negative real numbers, following [36], this can be formally achieved by a function
(-)o which selects a representative (1), € N¥ via

(r)o(n) := j(2ko,2"+1 — 1),

where

ko := max k |:2n+1 < r] .

Naturally, such an association will be non-effective. However, it will suffice that the operation behaves well-
enough w.r.t. the notion of majorization. However, later we will need an extension of this function (), to all
real numbers such that we retain these nice properties regarding majorizability. For this, if r < 0, we define!®

(r)o(n) = j(2ko = 1,2"*1 — 1)
where
- k
ko = maxk W < |7"‘ .

Then (r)o(n) = —q(|r])o(n) and we get the following lemma containing exactly the properties that we later
need for this notion to be useful in the context of majorizability (extending Lemma 2.10 from [36]):

Lemma 2.1. Let r € R. Then:
(1) (r)o is a representation of v in the sense of the above (see again e.g. [37]).
(2) For se€ [0,00), if |r| <s, then (7)o <1 (8)o.
(8) (r)o is nondecreasing (as a type 1 function).

Proof. That (r), is a representation is immediate and clearly (r), is nondecreasing as a type 1 object as j is
monotone. For item (2), let |r| < s. If r > 0, the result is contained in the Lemma 2.10 from [36]. If r < 0,
write kg for the value corresponding to |r| and ko for the value corresponding to s. Then we have

ko = maxk [27511 < 7“|] < maxk [anﬂ < s] = ko

so that
(r)o(n) = j(2ko = 1,21 — 1) < j(2ko,2"*! — 1) = (s5)o(n)

using the monotonicity of j. O

Lastly, given a sequence o € NV, we write r, for the unique real represented by @ and we sometimes write
[a](n) for the n-th element of that sequence for better readability.

To make everything more readable, we will omit the subscripts of the arithmetical operations for R in the
following parts. Similarly, we will also omit types of variables whenever convenient and omit types in proofs
almost always. Lastly, we will omit the types X, R from the operations - x, ‘g or omit - x, ‘g altogether to improve
the readability of the formulas.

3. PROOF-THEORETICALLY TAME SUPREMA OVER BOUNDED SETS

In this section, we now want to present a way that suprema over (certain) bounded sets in abstract spaces can
be treated in the context of finite type arithmetic such that one retains meaningful bound extraction theorems
in the sense that the treatment of the supremum in question does not result in any change in the computational
strength of extracted bounds (besides of that caused by the other principles used in the proof). The presentation
is conceptual and in that way to some degree informal. We will later discuss concrete instantiating examples
for suprema where such a treatment can be utilized. In the following, we focus on the case of normed spaces
and consequently work over (possibly extensions of) the language of A“[X, ||-||]. The same considerations can
however be immediately applied in the context of metric spaces too.

Assume for this that we have a predicate C(z,p) specifying a subset of X (possibly in an extension of the
underlying language) in terms of external parameters p with types ¢ = o1,...,0 from a second set specified
by a predicate D(p). Write o' = oy, ..., 01 similar to [37]. Then, stating for an additional term s of type 1(c")

10Here, — is defined via n — m = max{n — m, 0} for n,m € N.
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that it represents the supremum of a function f, given via another term of type 1(¢*)(X), over the set specified
by C (if existent), i.e.

sup  f(z,p) =r s(p) for all pZ with D(p),
zX:C(x,p) - - - -

can be facilitated by two axioms: one stating that s(p) is an upper bound, i.e.

(Sh vpZ,2* (D(p) A C(z,p) — f(z,p) <r s(p)) ,

as well as an axiom stating that the values of f(x,p) get arbitrarily close to s(p) over the specified set, i.e.

(S)4 VpZ (D(p) — V" 3z™ (C(z,p) A s(p) —27% <z f(,p))).
Remark 3.1. Note that it is a rather immediate consequence of (S)5 that s(p) also satisfies the usual defining

property of being a supremum in the sense that s(p) is the least upper bound of all f(z, p) over the specified
set, i.e.

(+) VBZ,Ml (D(B) AM <g s(p) — X (C’(m,g) AM <g f(x,g))) ,

as by unraveling the quantifiers hidden in the real inequalities in the above statement and prenexing accordingly,
we get that (+) is in fact equivalent to

(++) VQQ,Ml,kOEIxX,jO (D(Q) AM+27F <p s(p) — (C(m,;g) AM+277 <g f(x@))) ,

and so, assuming M + 27F < s(p), we pick an z using (S)} that satisfies s(p) — 2~+1) < f(z,p). This z
therefore also satisfies M + 2=**+1) < f(z,p). So (++) holds true with this z and j = k + 1.

In and of themselves, these schemes are not amenable to proof mining methods without resulting in addi-
tional computational strength. We now want to discuss situations in which the above two axioms do become
admissible a priori in the context of bound extraction theorems (in the sense that they do not result in additional
computational strength). In particular, we want to consider what happens if the set specified by C(z, p) is such
that every element z satisfies (not necessarily provably) that ||z|| < b(p) for some additional term b of type
1(g?), i.e. the elements x such that C(z,p) holds true are bounded in terms of the parameters p. In that case,
the existential quantifier in (S)5 becomes bounded and, after prenexing the inner quantifiers accordingly, the
statement can therefore be equivalently written as'!

(9)2 VpZ, k032X <x b(p)Llx (D(p) — (C(z,p) A s(p) — 27" <g f(z,p))).

Now, in the case of a quantifier-free C' and an existential D, the above statement is of the form A exhibited
in [27, 37] (which will also be discussed in more detail later on) which is a priori permissible in the bound
extraction theorems based on the monotone functional interpretation. Even further, the statement is still of the
form A if C is purely universal. In that case however, the boundedness statement (S); can only be rephrased
in an admissible way if C can be equivalently written as an existential statement or if the universal quantifiers
can themselves be bounded.

By generalizing this pattern of the duality of the requirements on C' induced by (S); and (S)2, we can
immediately exhibit a much larger class of statements which are a priori permissible for C: the above approach
indeed yields admissible ways of phrasing suprema if C' can be simultaneously written as a formula of the form

s s
Vai'3by) <g, rya;...Yag'3b, <o 1,01 .0, Dy (2,p, 0455 ,,by,. 005, 0)

which is a kind of generalized form A which we, following Remark 10.24 in [37], denote by A* as well as
equivalently as a formula of the form

T S S Y oA T
Ja,' Vb <z, 7@, .. 3@V, <z Ty ... 0,3 Dy (T,0,81, -+ Ay by -5 by, ©)

which we want to denote by A*. In more suggestive words, the statements (S); and (), are a priori admissible
in particular if C'is a ‘A1 (A*)’ formula. Further, it is clear that D can also be of the form A* as it is immediate
to see that also in that case, both statements (S); and (S)y are a priori admissible in the context of bound
extraction theorems (in the sense that they have a monotone functional interpretation, see the later Section 7
for further details).

However, in many cases the mathematical particularities of a situation at hand actually yield that such a
representation of C' is not even necessary for specifying a concrete supremum in an admissible way since other
facts about it sometimes allow one to equivalently express that s(p) is an upper bound for the given function

HHere, 1x is the constant of A“[X, ||-||] representing a canonical unit vector as before.
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over the given set in a way that does not require the above format of (S);. An immediate example where the
above formulation of (S); can be avoided is when the bounded subset specified by C' is just B,(0) in, say, a
given normed space (X, ||-||) and D(p,r) specifies a set of parameters p,r as before (now with types o,1). If f
is additionally extensional in that case, then the statement (S)1 can be replaced by

vrl, p=vz X (D(p,r) — f(@",p,7) <r s(p,7))

where we make use of the functional? -

- maxg{|z]y,r}

which allows for implicit quantification over elements from B,.(0).

In that way, it is in many cases in particular the complexity of D(p), specifying the set of parameters, that
is crucial for the admissibility of the above axioms. However, even in situations where a natural D(p) is not
of the right complexity, one can sometimes mitigate the resulting issues by providing a suitable quantifier-free
intensional description of the set specified by D(p) (potentially over an extended language). The case that we
want to make in this paper is that such situations, where the circumstances allow for an intensional treatment of
the set specified by D(p) such that the above treatment is applicable so that one can deal with certain suprema
in that context but one nevertheless retains meaningful and mathematically strong systems that allow for the
formalization of theorems and proofs from the respective areas that one wants to treat, occur rather frequently in
the mainstream mathematical literature. We therefore want to make the case that this perspective thus provides
a suitable way of approaching many previously untreated objects from (nonlinear) analysis. Concretely, the
following sections will present some prime examples for such situations where we will in particular see that, in
the context of an intensional formulation of the dual space of a Banach space, both the norm of that dual as well
as the conjugate of a convex function can be treated in such a manner which results in proof-theoretically tame
but mathematically strong systems for these areas, unlocking these branches for methods from proof mining
for the first time. These examples then in particular also make crucial use of an extended language where new
constants for the respective functions and their suprema are included. If a potential proof would make use of
further suprema, then further such extensions of the language and axioms of the system would presumably be
required.

4. A FORMAL SYSTEM FOR A NORMED SPACE AND ITS DUAL

In this section, we will now define the respective extensions of A“[X, ||-||] that allow us to deal with notions
in the context of the dual space of the normed space represented by X. For this, given a real normed space
(X, I, we write X* for the continuous dual of X and we write {(x,2*) for application of an z* € X* to an
reX.

The main object associated with X* is of course the norm ||-|| that turns X* into a normed space which in
particular will be a Banach space. The norm on X* is concretely defined as

2| = sup{[<z, z*)| |z € X, [|lz]| < 1}

for 2* € X*. Any other basic notions from functional analysis will be introduced as needed throughout the
paper but we in general refer to [66, 71] for standard references on the subject.

The formal approach we choose towards the dual space is now as discussed in the introduction: We treat
the dual space as an intensional object and so, instead of specifying the dual space as those objects with types
1(X) which indeed represent continuous linear functionals X — R, we introduce a new abstract type X* into

the language and correspondingly consider the extended set of types T%X * defined as
0, X, X*e XX preT¥X" o r(p)e T,
This new type X* is used to abstractly signify a space which we consider to be the dual space of X.

In and of itself, the immediate issue with this is that elements of type X * have no relationship with elements of
type X. To restore the application character of elements of type X*, i.e. that they shall represent functionals that
can be applied to elements of type X, we then need to further introduce a functional (-, )y of type 1(X)(X*)
by means of a new constant with suitable axioms that facilitates an abstract account of this application in the
sense that (x,z*)y= is a formal representation of the resulting real value. Also, we need constants to restore
the linear structure on X*.

12This functional seems to have first been used for r = 1 in [40].
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Once these extensions are in place, we will be able to introduce the norm into the system by another
additional constant which is specified to be the true dual norm on X* induced by the norm on X by using the
tame approach to suprema over bounded sets in abstract spaces outlined before.

Concretely, we thus add the following constants to the underlying language of the system A“[X, ||-||] extended
with the new base type X*:

(1) +x= of type X*(X*)(X*),
(2) —x= of type X*(X*),
(3) -xx of type X*(X*)(1),
(4) Oxx of type X*,
(5) 1x= of type X*,

(6) (- )xx of type 1(X)(X*).
For treating X* as a normed vector space, we add another constant ||-|| v« of type 1(X™*) for dealing with the
dual norm. Indeed, the defining property of that norm being a certain supremum now has to be appropriately
stated by suitable axioms which we obtain by instantiating the previous schemes (S); and (S)s. The first part
of the supremum, i.e. that ||z¥|| v+ is an upper bound on the function values of *, can be equivalently stated
by the axiom

X*
(*) Vot 2 (Ko, ) x| < [lo* ]l xx Izl x)

essentially stating that a Cauchy-Schwarz type inequality holds. In that way, we avoid the otherwise necessary
task of removing the premise ||z||y <r 1 suggested by the general scheme (S5); as mentioned before (e.g. via
implicitly quantifying over B;(0) through the use of ). For the other part of the supremum, i.e. the statement
that ||2*| ¢x is indeed the least such upper bound, we follow the general approach outlined in the previous
section by instantiating (S)2 and we thus opt for the axiom

*
(%)2 va* ™ k03 <x 1x (2% e — 27F <g [z, 2*)xx)

expressing that {z,x*) gets arbitrarily close to ||z*| on the unit ball. This axiom (x)s is of the form A and
thus a priori permissible when aiming for bound extraction theorems. We will later see that the usual norm
axioms can be immediately derived from these two axioms. For now, just note that the intensional approach
to X* via an abstract type was crucially used here to provide quantification over elements from the dual in
a quantifier-free way and thus to guarantee that the previous predicate D can be avoided so that the axioms
resulting from instantiating the schemes (5)1, (.5)2 have a monotone functional interpretation.

Remark 4.1. Similar to Remark 3.1, in the context (#)2, it can be easily seen that ||z*| v« also (provably)
satisfies the usual definition of being a supremum in the sense that it is the least upper bound of all values

[{x, x* ) x|, ie.
Vot X MY (M <p ||2* || — 3o <x 1x (M <g [(z, 255 ]))

and, as also similar to the discussion in Remark 3.1, that (*)s actually even (provably) implies the following
‘instantiated’ version of that statement:

# X*

v X MY 03 <y 1x (M +27F <p [|l2¥]| x — (M 427D < |<x,x*>X*|>> .

It should be noted that this consequence of (#), formalizes the defining property of ||z*|| v« being a supremum
in a way as it is often used in proofs from the literature (which we will see in the various formal proofs given
later).

Using the norm, we can now provide an internal definition of equality on X* via the abbreviation'?
¥ =xux y* = ||2* —x% Y| xx =r O

for z** |y

13Gimilar to before with —x, we write #¥ — 5 y* for ¥ + yx (—xxy™).
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We now turn to the axioms for the application constant -, -)xs which essentially just state that the map is
bilinear:'*

* *
(*)3 va7x*X ay*X ,0617,61 (<.’IJ,O{.’1?* +X* 6y*>X* =R Oé<$7.'L'*>X>k + 6<$7y*>X*)7
* *
vawr*X ay*X aa1761 (<.’L‘,Oé.’1,'* —X* By*>X* =R Oé<$7$*>x* - 6<$7y*>X*)a
*
vava7x*X 701761 (<Oé$ +x ﬂyax*>X* =R Oé<$,1'*>x* + 5<y7$*>x*),
*
VxXﬂXJ?*X ,Oél,ﬁl (<O¢$ - X ﬁy’x*>X* =R Oé<l',l'*>X* - 6<y7x*>X*)a

Lastly, we specify the vector space structure of X* further, akin to [36]:'5

(*)a

(%)5 The vector space axioms for + xx, —x#, -x#, Ox*, 1Ly w.r.t. =x=.

With this abstract approach, an issue of course arises regarding the connection between the bounded linear
functionals represented in 1(X) and the elements of X*. Concretely, it is clear just by examination of the
quantifier complexity that an axiom stating that every element of 1(X) which is a continuous linear functional
is indeed represented by some corresponding element of X* will not be permissible meanwhile aiming for bound
extraction theorems due to the complex premise of linearity and continuity (which is why we opted for an
intensional treatment in the first place). In that way, we resort to the next best thing available in this situation:
we include a rule guaranteeing that at least all terms of type 1(X) which provably belong to the dual of X are
represented by an element of X*. Concretely, we consider the following quantifier-free linearity rule'¢

Ao — (V¥ y¥, ot B! (t(ox +x By) =r atx + Bty) A Va™ (x| <g M |z]|y))
AO — dx* <xx MlX*VxX (tx =R <£U,£L'*>X*)

where Ay is a quantifier-free formula and where ¢ and M are terms of type 1(X) and 1, respectively.

(QF-LR)

But of course even in the context of this rule, the treatment of X* can be regarded as an intensional one and
the type X* will also be interpretable by a suitable subspace of X* (see also Remark 4.5 later on). What we
want to argue with this approach outlined here is that full knowledge of X* from the perspective of X seems
seldom necessary for many applications and it often suffices if the subset specified by X* is populated ‘enough’
(with ‘enough’ being relative to a certain application). For this, the above rule provides a minimal population
of X* which we now further extend by the following axiom which guarantees the existence of certain elements
in X* that will later be convenient to have so that we can develop the main aspects of the basic theory of X*
formally with ease. Concretely, this axiom codes a central consequence of the Hahn-Banach theorem for X* by
which it follows that J(z) # ¢ for any = € X where J is the normalized duality map of X, i.e.

J(@) = {o* € X* | (2,2%) = |Jo|* = |l*]°}.

Instead of arguing that this statement is provable on the level of X using types 1(X) and then using the above
rule (QF-LR) to transfer the existence of such functionals to the type X*, we can just state this inclusion via
an axiom of type A:

2
()6 Vo 30* <o ol L (G 0®xe = Nzl =w ¥ 1%s ) -

Definition 4.2. We define the system A“[X, |||y , X, ||-|| ] for the abstract dual space of an abstract normed

space as the extension of A“[X,|-||], formulated over the extended language using the types TX* " by the
constants +xs, —x#, ‘x%, Ox#, Ix#*, (-, )xx, ||| xx, the axioms (x); — (*)g and the rule (QF-LR).

Remark 4.3. In the spirit of the above discussion preceding the rule (QF-LR), we want to mention that the
use of a new abstract type for treating X* intensionally can be avoided while achieving a system of similar
strength. Concretely, we could alternatively have introduced a characteristic function xxx of type 0(1(X))
into the language of A“[X, ||-||] together with a constant for the norm on X*, now formulated using the type
1(X) instead of X*. The respective axioms for the norm then could have been formulated with a quantification
over X* facilitated by the additional premise xxx(z*) =¢ 0 for elements x* of type 1(X) (i.e. by similarly
instantiating the schemes (5)1, (S)2 but where one now uses yx# to instantiate D). In particular, in this
context, the arithmetical operations on X* would be definable by A-abstraction together with the arithmetical
operations on X and R and application of elements from X* to elements from X would not require a new

1) the following, we omit the types from -y % or - x% altogether, similar to -x.

151p particular, by including 1y« in the list of constants in the description of this collection of axioms, we want to indicate that
these axioms include [|1xx ||y =r 1.

16gimilar to before, given objects z*,y* of type X*, we here write z* Sy y* for [|o¥ ] xu <r [y || x -
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functional but would just be represented by a proper application of terms. This would be a kind of intensional
treatment in the spirit of the previous approaches to set-valued operators [58]. However, the above approach via
a new abstract type together with an application functional seemed to us more adherent to the abstract character
that the dual space seems to have in many application scenarios (which is in particular further substantiated
through the perspective of the notion of dual systems from the theory of topological vector spaces as will be
discussed later in Remark 4.5) and also seemed to confine a bit better to the general abstract nature of the
whole approach to normed spaces using abstract types in proof mining.

In the following, for simplicity, we abbreviate A“[X, ||-|| v , X*, |||l x«] by DP*. It can be immediately shown
that, in this system, the bilinear application form (-, )y is non-degenerate (in the sense of dual systems, see
the later Remark 4.5) and extensional:

Lemma 4.4. The system D proves:

(1) The bilinear form {-,-yx= 1is extensional, i.e.

X* X*
Vo oy a* oyt (v =x y A rF =xa yF o (2,0 ) = Y,y )xx)
e ovtnhear jorm )Xk 18 non- egeneTa 6, 1.€.
2) The bili ) d te, 1

(a) Yz X (Va:*x* (z,2*)xx =g 0) >z =x OX),
(b) s X (VX ((z,2*)xx =g 0) > a* =xx Oxx).

Proof. We begin with item (1): Let z,y and z*, y* be given and suppose that x = y as well as x* = y*. Then
note that lv = v is a vector space axiom (and corresponding instantiations for x,y, x*, y* thus follow from the
axioms of A“[X, ||-||]] and axiom (*)5) and thus we have

Kz, 2®) = Qy, y™)l < K, ™) =y, ™) + Ky, 2™) =y, y™)
= [z, 2%) — Wy, 2™)| + [y, 2*) — Ly, y™)|
= [z — 1y, %) + Ky, 1z* — 1y™)|
= [(@ =y, 2| + [y, 2™ = y™)
< [l =yl [l + lyll =™ — ™[ = 0
where the the third line follows from axioms (x)s 4, the fourth line follows from multiple applications of the

quantifier-free extensionality rule together with the previously mentioned vector space axiom and the last line
follows from axiom (*); and the assumptions that x = y and a* = y*.

For item (2), we begin with (a). For this, we actually show
Vo k030" <sor [y Ly (Ko, o)xn | <e 27F)° =l <e 27F).

Let x be given and pick * via axiom (x)g such that ||z*| = |lz|| as well as (x,z*) = ||z||*. Thus in particular
if [(z,z*)| < (27%)2, then |jz| < 27*.
For (b), we actually show

*
V:C*X Jﬂoﬂx <x lx (‘<$,$*>X*‘ <g 2- o—(k+2) _, ||;v*||X* <R 2_k) .

Thus, let z* be given and suppose [|2*|| > 27% = 2=(+1) 1 2=(-+1) By axiom (*) (recall Remark 4.1), we get
that there exists an 2 with ||z|| < 1 and such that |(z, z*)| = 2=+ 4 2=(+2) je (g, 2*)| > 2-2-¢+2) O

Remark 4.5. The above treatment of X* ties to the notion of dual systems from the context of topological
vector spaces (see e.g. [67]). Concretely, a dual system is a triple (X, Y f) consisting of real vector spaces X,Y
together with a bilinear form f: X x Y — R. The dual system is called non-degenerate if

(1) f(z,y) =0 for all y € Y implies x = 0,

(2) f(z,y) =0 for all z € X implies y = 0.
In that way, the idea of the above approach using axioms (*); — ()5 is to essentially axiomatize that X and X*
with (-, -)x* form a dual system. In particular, also the idea of an additional application functional is influenced
by that perspective.

The linearity rule (QF-LR) and the axiom (x)g then guarantee that this subspace of the dual coded by X*

is at least in a certain way ‘close enough’ to the full dual space and together with potential additional axioms
they can serve to make sure that the subspace is rich enough for the application at hand. In particular, (x)g
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yields that the dual system thus axiomatized is non-degenerate which is exactly what was shown in the above
lemma.

It still remains to be seen that the function specified by ||-|| v« is indeed a norm on X*. For that, we show
in the following lemma that the axioms for norms commonly in place for systems used in proof mining (as e.g.
in the case of A“[X,|-||]) are provable for the constant ||-|| s in D*. In contrast to the usual norm axioms,
these norm axioms are chosen such that it immediately follows that the arithmetical operations and the norm
are extensional. In that way, we also find here that all the new constants that we added for the dual space are
provably extensional in our system and that the system proves the same facts about the normed linear structure
of X* that it also proves of X.

Lemma 4.6. The system D“ proves the norm axioms exhibited in [36], now formulated for ||-|| y«:
(1) Yo" (||a* —xx 2| o =n 0),
(2) Va7 T (e oy s =r Iy —xr 2| xs)
(3) ¥a* X T T (% — s ¥l w <m ll2F —x 2w R (125 —xn ¥,
(1) ¥+ T ol (laz* —xx oy xu = Jo] 2% —xx v* | x0),
(5) ¥l B (law* —xx Bl xcx = o= Bl 2% xa),
R R s L
<k [|7* —x 0¥ yn R [[1F =30 V¥ ),
(7) ¥y X ((xewa®) —x (—xey®)yn =k 0% —x 9% ),
(8) Yo" = X (¥ e — ¥ g | <2 2% — x5 4%l )-

Proof. We only show items (1), (3), (4), (6) as well as (8) to exhibit the general pattern of proof used here.
The other items can be done similarly. For items (4), (6) and (8), we will omit mentioning the use of axiom
(#)5 and freely manipulate algebraic expressions in X*.17 Also, in the context of the use of axiom (#), recall
Remark 4.1 for the particular consequence of (#)s that formalizes the usual least upper bound property of the
supremum for ||| y«.

X

(1) Since [Kz,z*)| < ||z*| ||z||, we have ||z*|| = 0 for any «* (by instantiating = with 1x). Suppose now
that ||* — 2*|| > 0. By the axiom (#)2, we get an x such that 0 < [(x, z* — 2*)|. Now, using (x)s5, we
get 1lo* = z* and so the quantifier-free extensionality rule yields 0 < |{z, 1lz* — 1z*)|. By axiom (*)s,
we have 0 < |1{z, z*) — 1{z, 2*)| = 0 which is a contradiction. This gives ||z* — z*|| = 0.

(3) Suppose that ||z* — y*|| > ||z* — 2*|| + ||z* — y*||. Then by axiom (#)3, we get an x with ||z|| < 1 and

Kz, 2™ —y*)l > llz* — 2% + [l2% — y¥||.
Now, instantiating the vector space axioms (#)s5, we get z* + (—2*) = 0 and z* + 0 = z™* so that by two
applications of the quantifier-free rule of extensionality, we have

[z, 2 —y™)l = [z, (& + (2% + (=2%))) + (=" D).
By instantiating the associativity and commutativity axioms for + from (*)5, we get through multiple
applications of the quantifier-free extensionality rule that

Kz, 2™ =yl = Ko, (% = 2%) + (2% = y*))|.
At last, we get
2% — 2% || + [|z* — y*|| < Kz, 2* —y*)|
= [(@, 1(z* = 2%) + 1(z* — y*))|
= Kz, 2% — 2%) + (z, 2" — y*)|
< el ll2® = 2% + [l 2% =yl
< flz® =25 + 12 =y

where the second line follows from the previous by further instantiating the vector space axiom lv = v
from (*)5 and using the quantifier-free extensionality rule, the third line follows from axiom (*)3 and

17For this, some care of course needs to be exerted in order to guarantee that we do not require extensionality of these operations
in the first place. By making the following arguments more precise, this can actually be verified for the given proofs (using e.g.
Lemma 4.4) but we are here content with just sketching the arguments without this care. If one does not want to deal with this
careful exercise, one could also just add the above statements about the norm as additional universal axioms.
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real arithmetic, the fourth line follows from real arithmetic and axiom (#); and the last line follows as
|lz|| < 1. Clearly, the above is a contradiction and so [|z* — y*|| < ||z* — z*|| + ||z* — y*|| holds after
all.

Suppose first that [|az® — ay®| > || |[* — y*||. Then by axiom ()1, (*)2 and (*)3, we get an = with
lz|| < 1 such that

ol 2% = y*|| < [z, az™ — ay™)]
= la| - Kz, 2" = y*)|
< laf[lz[ fl* =y

< laf[lz* —y*|

which is a contradiction. On the other hand, if |az™ — ay®|| < |a|||Jz* — y*||, then |a| > 0 since
otherwise 0 < ||az™ — ay™|| < 0. Thus in particular we have

o™ — ay®||
e < l=* =yl

Again, by axioms ()1, ()2 and (#)3, we get an x with ||z|| < 1 such that

ax® — ay*
e R R
1 * *
= EKUL‘,O@ —ay >|

1
< 7 llaa® —ay®||
|

which is a contradiction.
Assume ||(z* + y*) — (u* + v*)|| > ||2* — u*|| + ||[y* — v*||. Then by axioms (*)1, (*)2 and (*)3 there
exists an « with ||z|| < 1 such that
% — || + [ly* = v*[| < Kz, (2% + y*) = (u™ +v7))|
< [€o,2* — w4+ Ka,y™ —v™))

A

] fla* = w || + |2 ly* — o*|

<
<l = ¥+ fly* = o]
which is a contradiction.
We show
[l < lla* = y*[| + ly*|| and [ly*[| < [|l=* = y*| + [l=*] -
For the former, suppose ||z*|| > ||z* — y*| + |ly*||. By axiom (*)1, (*)2 and ()3, we get that there
exists an x with ||z|| < 1 and
z* = y* [ + lly* ]| < <@, 2™)
={x,z* —y*> + {x,y*)
< [l = y* [ + ly* |l
which is a contradiction.
For the latter, similarly suppose ||y*|| > ||z* — y*|| + ||z*| where we again get an x with ||z| < 1
such that
2™ =y + =% <z, ™)
= _<:I"7 _y*>
= (@, 2" —y*) + (z,2%)
[l = y* [ + ll=*|

N

which is again a contradiction.
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Remark 4.7. A simple property of Banach spaces (see e.g. [66]) is that being a Banach space is inherited from
a space Y to all spaces B(X,Y) of continuous linear functionals mapping into Y from a normed space X. In
that way, the dual X* = B(X,R) of a normed space X is always a Banach space as R is itself complete. The
latter property of completeness of R is formally represented in WE-PA® in the following way (where we follow
the discussion given in [37]): provably in WE-PA® (and already in weak fragments thereof), we have

VOO (VnYm, k =g n (|@k — ®m| <g 27") — 3f'vn’ (|on — f| <z 27"))

where, in fact, f can be given by fk := ®(k + 3)(k + 3). In that way, also the Cauchy completeness of X* can

*
be represented: provably in D, given a sequence 2#%7O) with
VnoVm, k =g n (|o*k —xx 2% m| y» <p 27"),
we have for any X that

Kz, 2% k) xx — (o, amyxx| <g 2%k —xx 2%m] x |2/l x

and thus we immediately get!®

Vo Vnvm, k =0 (n + [||lz] x1(0) + 1) (<, 2* k) x — (z, 2*m)yxs| < 27") .
By the above completeness of R we can define its limit by a term in x in the sense that provably
vaXvn =g ([[l2]](0) + 1) (Kz, 2 n)xx — fo| < 27")
for fx of type 1 defined by
fok = ((o,2%(k + 3 + [|2]|x](0) + 1))x=) "(k + 3)

where we wrote (-)” for the “-operation. So f is a functional of type 1(X) and by formalizing a standard
textbook proof it is now provable that this functional is linear and that it indeed has a bounded norm (in the
sense that there is a K with |fz| < K ||z||). The fact that this is indeed the limit of the sequence (z¥) w.r.t.
the norm of X* also has a trivial proof but this proof cannot be formalized in the underlying system and the
reason for this is the basic issue with this whole approach: while the limit of the sequence can be pinpointed
by a closed term, this term is of type 1(X). We however have no immediate way of inferring that this limit is
indeed represented in X* in general. Only if (2¥) is provably Cauchy in the above sense (i.e. with the given
rate), then f is provably and without any assumptions linear and bounded. Then the quantifier-free linearity

rule (QF-LR) can be used to conclude the existence of an .23? of type X* such that provably

V¥ (fz =g (z,2f)x+) -
This x? can then be shown to be the limit. But if the sequence is not provably Cauchy in the above sense,
the use of this rule is not permitted. Note that this issue is also not avoided by using a characteristic function
Xx#* to single out X* from all functionals of type 1(X) as discussed in Remark 4.3 since also here, only a
corresponding rule could be formulated which states the closure of xx under functions which are provably
linear and bounded. However, if we would be working with x x, we could add an axiom stating that the above
term is included for any such sequence x* which would require implicit quantification over Cauchy sequences
in X* akin to the methods employed in the context of the limit functional C' of Kohlenbach (see [37]). But in
that case, we can also achieve the same result in the context of the abstract type X* by formulating C' and its
axiom over this language. We do not explore this here any further.

Remark 4.8. By formalizing a standard argument (see e.g. Chapter 2, §4, Theorem 1 in [21]), one can also show
in D* that the uniform smoothness of X, formulated using a so-called modulus of uniform smoothness 7 of type
1 (see [40]), i.e.r?

vy k0 (llallx >2 1 a Iyl <2 277 > 3 xoyly + 3 —xoully <w 2427 ully)
is equivalent to the uniform convexity of X*, formulated using a modulus of uniform convexity 7 of type 1 (in
similarity to e.g. [36]), i.e.
¥ +xx y*

X* g X*
N (PR R

Spl— 2*77(16) N ”x* . y*Hx* <g 2k) .
X

We do not spell this out here any further.

18Here, we write [a](n) for the n-th number in the type 1 representation of the real number a as before.
19Here, 71 is defined as in Section 3.
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5. REFLEXIVITY OF BANACH SPACES

5.1. The evaluation map and reflexivity. In the following, we write X** for the bidual of X. We begin
with the central notion of reflexivity.

Definition 5.1. Define the evaluation map ¢ : X — X** by
¢(z)(z) =z, z™)

for x* € X* and x € X. The space X is called reflexive if ¢ is surjective.

Basic properties of the evaluation map needed in formal discussions later are the following: At first, using
the Hahn-Banach theorem, it is immediate that the mapping ¢ is injective and preserves norms, i.e.

lo(z)|| = ||z|| for all z € X.

In that way, ¢ maps X isometrically into X** and X is reflexive if, equivalently, ¢ is an isometric isomorphism
between X and X**. Further, the following result is central for reflexive spaces:

Proposition 5.2 (James’ theorem [30]). A Banach space X is reflexive if, and only if, for any z* € X* with
lx*|| = 1, there is an © € X with ||z|| = 1 and {z,a*) = 1.

5.2. Treating reflexivity. To treat reflexivity in its version given by Definition 5.1, we will need access to the
bidual X**. Similarly to our abstract approach to X*, we do not define this space from the objects from X*
but treat it in an abstract way as we did with X*. Concretely, we first extend the underlying language by a
third abstract type X**, moving to a further extended set of types TXX *X** and to the resulting extended
language similar to before. We then utilize this type to further introduce, as before, constants for the linear
and normed structure on X ** as well as for the application of elements from X** to elements from X*, i.e.?°
(1) +xxx of type X*¥ (X ##)(X*¥)]

(2) —x#x of type X**(X*¥),

(3) -x#x of type X**(X**)(1),

(4) Oxsxx of type X**

(5) lxsxsx of type X**

(6) ¢, yxex of type 1(X*)(X**),

(7) [l xsx of type 1(X*¥).

These constants are then used to formulate the previous axioms (x); — (*)g and the rule (QF-LR) for the
bidual:?!

)
6
7

X** X*
()1 Vo e ([, ) x| < 0T | o 127 ] x0x) -
ksk

(#%)4 Vo B0 Sw Lyw (|27 an — 27% < [, 2% xu]) -

* *kk Kk
(553 v X" X ,y**X cat, B (¥, aw® + xux By xes =r al@®, ¥ ) yax + BT Y xax )

* *k kck

ypr T XU X0 o1 gl ((x*, ax®* — yux BY™™* ) xrr =g @™, 2¥* ) xus — B*, y** ) xnen ) .

()4

V:U*X*7y*X*,x**X**7a1,61 ((ax® +xx By*, 2** ) xax =g alw®, 2¥*) xux + BY*, 0¥ ) xuex ),
{Vw*x*,y*x*,x**x**,al,ﬁl (lax® —xx By*, 2** ) xax =g alw®, 2¥* ) xux — BY*, 2¥* ) xuex ) .
()5 The vector space axioms for + yux, — s, x#i, Oxss, Lxws W.r.b. =xxx.

(4)s VT30 S 0¥ Lo (%0 0w = 7% =5 0 s ) -
For the rule, we opt for the formulation??

Ay — (Vm*x*,y*x*,al,ﬁl (t(az* +xx By*) =g atz™ + fty*)

{ AV ([t <a M [|2*| xx)

QF-LR**
( ) Ap — FTHF* < xnex MlX**Vl‘*X* (ta* =g (@*, T¥* ) xxx)

207 before, in formulas, we often omit the types around the -y xx-operation or we omit the operation entirely.

21Gimilar to before, by including 1y x%# in the list of constants in the description of axiom (#:*)5, we want to indicate that these
axioms include ||1y s || yxx =r 1.

22A1s0 here, given objects z¥%, y** of type X**, we write z** Sy y¥F for |o%¥| vxx < ||y**| x % similarly to before.
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where Ay is a quantifier-free formula as before and ¢ is a term of type 1(X*) and M a term of type 1. We write
D[ X** ||-|| x| for the system D“ extended by the above constants, axioms and the rule.

In that formalism, reflexivity of the space (defined by means of the surjectivity of the evaluation map) can
be easily expressed:
&k *
Yarr X 3g Xy X (z, x*yxx =g (2™, 2" xux) .
As discussed above, the map ¢ is an isometry and thus any such z naturally satisfies ||z|| = || Therefore,
the above statement is naturally equivalent to one of the form A which we henceforth adopt as our axiom for
reflexivity:

(R) Va

As a simple example for the use of the axiom (R), we now consider the formal provability of one direction of
James’ theorem.

X k* X*
T3 < [ s IV ([l = 1 e A (@2 xx =R (2T 2T 0 )

Lemma 5.3. The system D[ X**, ||| ysx] + (R) proves:
X*
Vo 30 (o a*) e = ol =r 2% )
In particular, DY[X**, ||-|| y2x] + (R) proves

va* 30 (0¥ =r 1= oy == 1A (2 0%)xw =2 1)
as in James’ theorem.
Proof. Let x* be given. By axiom (xx)g, we have that there exists an x** with
(a*,a**) = [[a**|* = a*|*.
By axiom (R), we obtain that there exists an z with ||z = ||**| = ||z*| and (z, z*) = (*, 2**) = ||lz*]>. O

Note that the above version of the characterization of reflexive spaces as in James’ theorem is easily formulated
as an axiom of type A via

X* 2
(I7T) v 3% < la¥ w1 (G = Nlallk == o 3 ) -

If the bidual is not used in the context of reflexivity but one only needs to rely on the dual and the characteri-
zation via James’ theorem, then the system D* 4 (JT) can be used instead.?? Clearly, the above formal proof
of one direction of the equivalence in James’ theorem only concerns the simpler of the two directions and as
such just represents a small litmus test for the appropriateness of the phrasing of both (R) and (JT). We do
not know whether the deep converse direction of James’ theorem is formalizable in the above systems and it
would be very interesting to further investigate this topic.

However, there is a central issue surrounding this treatment of reflexivity. Namely, the axioms inherit a
potential weakness through the intensionality used in the approach: the strength of the axioms (R) and (JT)
is determined mainly by the degree of how populated X** and X* are, respectively, i.e. how concretely they
are specified. The more functionals the systems can provably determine to belong to these spaces, the stronger
the axioms get. In that way, if a proof relies on the use of reflexivity on a specific complicated object x**
from X** then this complexity will be reflected by a potential analysis as, to formalize this use, one first has
to provide formal means to hardwire this object into X** via corresponding axioms which have a monotone
functional interpretation. So, from a practical perspective, a good rule of thumb for gauging whether the above
approach to reflexivity is useful in the context of an analysis of a given proof is whether the use of reflexivity
is suitably abstract, concerning not concrete objects but just structural properties. In particular, this seems to
be the case in the context of the current proof mining practice focused on modern convex analysis over Banach
spaces where these issues seem to not feature at all. This is in particular illustrated by the applications given
in [60] where reflexivity features prominently in the underlying theory but is only ever used in a rather abstract
way to guarantee the existence and well-definedness of certain involved objects corresponding to the geometry
of the space which can be easily hardwired into system.

Remark 5.4. By formalizing a standard argument (see e.g. Chapter 2, §4, Theorem 2 in [21]), one can show that
D% together with an axiom specifying that X is uniformly convex (using a corresponding modulus 7)) proves
the above axiom (JT).

23Note that this system is conservative over the base system by relativizing the quantifiers over elements of X * accordingly.
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6. EXTENSIONS FOR UNIFORMLY FRECHET DIFFERENTIABLE FUNCTIONS, THEIR GRADIENTS AND
CONJUGATES

We will now discuss the main extension of the above system for the dual of a normed space which is that
it provides a firm basis for the treatment of uniformly Fréchet differentiable convex functions, their gradients
and in particular their Fenchel conjugates in Banach spaces. In that way, as we will further discuss later on,
these extensions then allow for a formal treatment of Bregman distances associated with the respective convex
function. This provides the first proper foray of proof mining into this part of convex analysis (beyond the
previous abstract treatment of generalized gradients and monotone operators [43, 58]) and also provides a first
approach to deal with these rather concrete and complex objects. The bound extraction results established
later for these extensions then also form the basis for the extraction of quantitative results on the asymptotic
regularity and convergence of iterations involving Bregman strongly nonexpansive operators given in [60] as well
as of rates of metastability for algorithms involving Bregman projections in [57]. We refer to the references given
in the introduction for further examples from the vast array of potential future applications of these systems.

6.1. Basic properties of Fréchet differentiable functions. We here shortly survey the (very minimal)
essential definitions from the realm of convex analysis. Further definitions are given throughout the sections as
needed. For any other details, we refer to the standard works [5, 64, 65, 73].

Let f: X — (—o0, +00] be a given function with extended real values. In the following analytical section, we
will assume that

(1) f is proper, i.e.
domf:={xe X | f(z) < +0} # &,

(2) f is lower-semicontinuous, i.e.
Vo € domfVy < f(x)3d > 0Vz € Bs(z) (f(2) > v),
(3) f is convex, i.e.
Ve,y e domf¥Ae [0,1] (f (Az+ (1 —N)y) < Af(zx) + (1 —N) f(y)).

One of the central tools to study convex functions analytically are so-called generalized gradients. The central
kind of these generalized gradients are the so-called subgradients as prominently already used in earliest works
on modern convex analysis by Brgndsted and Rockafellar (see e.g. [12, 62]). For this, we write intdom f for the
interior of domf.

Definition 6.1 (Subdifferential). Let = € intdomf. We define
Of(x) == {a* € X* | f(z) + (y — @,2%) < f(y) for all y € X}.
In this work, the focus will be on convex functions which are also Fréchet differentiable.

Definition 6.2 (Gateaux and Fréchet differentiability). A function f is called Géateaux differentiable at z if
there exists an element V f(z) € X* such that

i L&+ ty) = f(2)

lim n =y, V()
for any y. It is called Gateaux differentiable if it is Gateaux differentiable at every x € intdomf. Further, f
is called Fréchet differentiable if this limit is uniform in ||y|| = 1 and uniformly Fréchet differentiable on a set

C < X if the limit is also uniform in z € C.

The simplest example of a Fréchet derivative is obtained in uniformly smooth Banach spaces where for
f =1II* /2, we obtain V f = J for the normalized duality map J (see e.g. [73]). In particular, in Hilbert spaces,
this reduces to the identity after identifying X* with X.

The following properties connect the Fréchet derivative with the subgradients discussed before and will be
essential for our treatment of the gradient for uniformly Fréchet differentiable functions. Their proofs can be
found e.g. in [73] (or in [5] for the case of Hilbert spaces where the proofs are rather similar).

Proposition 6.3. Let x € intdomf. Then, the following are equivalent:
(1) f is Fréchet differentiable at x.
(2) Every selection of 0f is norm-to-norm continuous at x.
(8) There exists a selection of 0f that is norm-to-norm continuous at x.

Further, it holds that:
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(1) If f is Gateauz differentiable at x, then 0f(x) = {Vf(z)}.
(2) If f is continuous at © and Of (x) = {u}, then f is Gateaux differentiable at x and u =V f(z).

By the following result due to Reich and Sabach, being uniformly Fréchet differentiable on bounded sets
(essentially) implies being Fréchet differentiable with a gradient that is uniformly norm-to-norm continuous on
bounded sets.

Proposition 6.4 (essentially [61]). If f : X — R is uniformly Fréchet differentiable on bounded sets and V f
is bounded on bounded sets, then V f is uniformly norm-to-norm continuous on bounded sets.

The focus of the following sections will now be on providing logical systems for the treatment of convex
functions f with uniformly continuous gradients as well as their conjugate functions and their corresponding
gradients. By the above proposition, this therefore in particular treats functions that are uniformly Fréchet
differentiable on bounded sets where V f is bounded on bounded sets.

6.2. A first formal treatment of gradients for uniformly Fréchet differentiable functions. To treat
a convex function, we add a constant f of type 1(X) to the language. In the following discussions, we will for
simplicity disregard the potential ‘partialness’ of the function (induced by it taking values in the extended real
line) and only treat total functions f : X — R and their properties. Note the longer Remark 6.6 for a discussion
on how the treatment presented below can be adapted to also handle the general setting.

The first immediate axiom for f is the following:
(f)1 That f is convex, i.e.

VX, y X, AL (f (Xx—i—x (1—;\) y) <gr Xf(x)—l— (1—X) f(y))

Here, we have used the operation ~ as e.g. defined in [37] for implicit quantification over [0, 1].

The lower-semicontinuity will not be added formally to the system as it will be derivable (in the form of uniform
continuity on bounded subsets) from the axioms on the gradient.

Note that therefore, some caution is warranted for the use of the axiom (f); as the use of X for formulating
the convexity of f requires the extensionality of f to work as expected (as extensionality of f is e.g. needed
to prove that the convexity property really holds for all A of type 1 with 0 <g A <g 1 as would be desired).
However, Lemma 6.5 establishes the uniform continuity of f as mentioned above and thus the extensionality of
f and this lemma does not rely on (f); so that no issues arise here.

Regarding the gradient, we add another constant V f of type X*(X) to the system. The relevant axioms
for this constant will now stipulate that Vf is a selection function for 0f together with the fact that Vf is
uniformly continuous on bounded subsets.

Since the main emphasis will later be on systems which treat Legendre functions, since these functions
naturally satisfy domV f = intdom f and since we assume dom f = X, we also consider Vf to be totally
defined.

We thus arrive at the following axioms:

(Vf)1 That Vf is a selection of 0f, i.e.

Yo,y (f(2) + Y —x @, V(2)x <e f(y).

(Vf)2 That V[ is uniformly continuous on bounded subsets, i.e.
WV _
vy, 80 (ol <x b a llz —x vlly <e 2747700 o VF(@) —xo TH@)lxe <2 27).

Here, wV/ is another additional constant of type 0(0)(0).

We write D¥[f, V f] for the theory resulting from D“ by extending it with the previous constants as well
as the axioms (f)1, (Vf)1 and (Vf)2. By the results contained in Proposition 6.3, any model of this system
has to interpret the constant V f via the true gradient and what we want to argue is that this system is indeed
sufficient to develop a large part of the theory of these gradients. As an initial litmus test, we in the following
consider formalizations of various basic but central results on the function f and its gradient if the latter is
uniformly continuous.

Lemma 6.5. The theory D*[f,V f] proves:
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(1) f is uniformly Fréchet differentiable on bounded subsets, i.e.
% 1937, el <a 820 < Iyl <o 27

@t y) = @) = @ V@) 2_k>
vl =)

where in fact one can choose
j=wV (kb +1).
(2) Vf is bounded on bounded subsets, i.e.
¥03ca ™ (el y <e b= [IVF(@)llxx <w ©),
where in fact one can choose
¢=C(b) =522 OV + [|VF(0) 4] (0) + 2.
(8) f is uniformly continuous on bounded subsets, i.e.
Wk, 093002, 4% (el lyllx <mb A llz —x yllx <2277 = [f(@) = fy)] <e 27F),
where in fact one can choose
j=wl(k,b) =k+C).
(4) f is bounded on bounded sets, i.e.
w003V (|zllx <w b — |f(2)] <r d),

where in fact one can choose

d = D(b) = b2*" O 4 [|£(0)[](0) + 2.

Proof. (1) Using (Vf)1 and extensionality of (-, ), we get

fle+y)—flz) 2@ +y—=2,Vf(z)
=y, Vf(2)).
Similarly we derive
f@) = fl@+y) =y, Vi +y))
Together, we get

0< flz+y)— f(x) =y, VI(x))
<yl IVf(z +y) = Vi)l

Therefore we get
fla+y) — fl@) =<y, V()]

[yl
So, for ||z|| < b and y with ||y|| < 27

<[Vf(z+y) = V@)l

VI (k,b+1)

9=V (bt 1) thig yields
|[f(z+y) = fa) =, VI@)] _ o
1yl h
by (V)2
(2) We have

WS
Va,y (lell, ol < b A llo =yl < 2770 — |V f(2) - Vi) < 1).

VI(0,b)

One can then inductively construct b2“ -many points x1,...,xx_1 with ||z;|| < b and

Hle ) ||.’,E1 - 552” yeeesy ||£Ek_1 — x” < 27wvf(0ab).
This yields
IV5(0) = V@) IV F @) = T @)l [V f @) = V@) <270 = 1

so that, using the triangle inequality, we derive

IV £ (@) <6227 OY 4 14 |V £0)] -

,weget |[z+y|| <b+1landas||z+y—=z| = |yl <
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The claim now follows from the fact that [||V f(0)]x«](0) + 1 = ||V £(0)]].
(3) We have

f(@) = fly) <z -y, V(2)
< [l = yllIVF @)

and similarly, we get

fy) = @) <z =yl IVF@)I-
Using the fact that V f is bounded on bounded sets with ||V f(x)| < C(b) for ||z|| < b, we then get that

F@) — f) <27
for [l Iyl < b with
o — yl| < 2-C+C@,

(4) Similar to item (2).
O

Remark 6.6. We can incorporate functions f : X — (—00, +00] into the above framework by using an intensional
account of f’s domain. Concretely, to deal with such an f, we may introduce a new constant x s of type 0(X)
into the language and then formulate all statements regarding f(z) by relativizing x to

x e domf := x5z =0 0.

The problem with this approach is now that the gradient V f also requires a treatment for its domain domV f <
intdom f and it is further crucial that this inclusion can be recognized by the system. For this, we can further
modify the above intensional approach to domains of partial functions on X by incorporating the information
required by the “openness” of the domain into the characteristic function. Concretely, the domain of V f can
be treated by considering a slightly augmented characteristic function represented by a constant xv; of type
0(0)(X) together with the defining universal axiom?!

Va1 (xwsak =0 0 - vyt (2 —x §@) € domp))

expressing that domV f € intdom f indeed holds by encoding the radius witnessing that = € intdom f with x in
Xvy. It is now an easy exercise to generalize the above formal forays into the theory of f and its gradient V f
to this modification by also relativizing statements regarding V f(z) using

(x,k) e domV f := xvrzk =¢ 0
and
x e domV f := 3k°((x, k) € domV f).

Note further that this approach is very flexible not only regarding applications but also regarding formal-
izations of further properties of these domains which may be required in certain contexts. For example, as
mentioned before, in the context of Legendre functions, a characterizing condition for these domains is in fact
that the full equality domV f = intdom f holds. This property can be further expressed by an axiom of type A.
For this, note that the naive formulation of the reverse inclusion intdomf < domV f can be formally expressed
as

vaX (HkOVyX ((m —x :U(Tk)) € domf) — 359 ((z,5) e dome))

But now, if x € intdom f with a radius 27 is already supposed to hold, we can just simplify the above expression
by instantiating it with j = k which, after prenexing accordingly, brings us to the following axiom

v E03yX <x 27F1x ((m —x 37(2%)> edomf — (z,k) € dome)

which is of type A by the restriction ||y|| < 27% which does not restrict the meaning of the original statement
as we anyhow move to 52 ).

24Here, we use the ™" operation on elements of type X as defined in Section 3.



20 NICHOLAS PISCHKE

6.3. The Fenchel conjugate and its formal treatment. In the following, we will work over a reflexive
space X. A main object in nonlinear analysis, in particular lying at the heart of the main approach to duality
theory in Banach spaces, is the Fenchel conjugate f* of a convex function f (as introduced in [22], see also
[11, 63]): concretely, f* : X* — (—o0, 4+00] is defined by

f*(@*) = sup (&, 2%) = f(2)).
zeX

The first immediate result from the definition is the following Young-Fenchel inequality: for any x € X and any
z* € X*, it holds that

f@) + f5(@%) = (@, 2%).
If f* is to be treated in any formal way in the underlying systems, we will have to require that f* is majorizable
which amounts to it being bounded on bounded sets. This requirement is linked with coercivity conditions on
f by the following result:

Proposition 6.7 ([3]). Call f supercoercive (or strongly coercive) if

f(=)

= = oo,
lel—>+oo ||z

Then, the following are equivalent:

(1) f is supercoercive.
(2) f* is bounded on bounded subsets.

In particular, both imply that domf* = X*.

In that way, any metatheorem treating f* via a constant (say of type 1(X*)) is in essence restricted to
requiring that f is supercoercive. In that situation, however, the treatment of the supremum defining f* is
possible, following the tame approach to suprema outlined in the preceding sections. This in particular follows
from the fact that if f is supercoercive, then the set on which the supremum is approached is bounded without
loss of generality. This is formalized in the following lemma.

Lemma 6.8. Let a: N — N be a modulus of supercoercivity, i.e.
VK e N,z e X (Jo] > a(K) - f(2)/ o] > K)
and let F* : N — N be a function witnessing that f* is bounded below on bounded sets, i.e.
Voe N, z* e X* (||lz*|| <b— f*(z*) = —F*(b)).
Then for x* € X* with ||z*| < b, we have

ffa®) = sup ({(z,2%) - f(2))

2€B, i py(0)
where
r(a, F*,b) = max{a(b+ 1) + 1, F*(b) + 1}.
Proof. Let x € X be given such that ||z|| = «(b+ 1) + 1. Then f(z) = (b + 1) ||z||. Naturally, we then have
(w,a®) — f(2) < [lz] =% = (b + 1) [|=]]
= (Il = (o + 1)) [||
< = =l
Thus, if ||z|| = F*(b) + 1 also holds, then we have
(wya*y — f(z) < —F*(b) —1 < f*(a™) -1
and therefore, we get the claim. O

The lower bound F'* featured in the above result is naturally computed from f. Concretely, using the totality
of f, we get
fH(a®) =0,2%) = f(0) = =[f(0)] = —([I£(0)[](0) + 1).
So, in our concrete situation of a total f, we even have that
r(e,b) = max{a(b + 1) + 1, [|f(0)[](0) + 2}
suffices. Majorizing f* can now also be trivially achieved by just noting that

[z, ) = f(@)] < ||| |z + | f ()]
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and thus, knowing that there is an  with ||z|| < r(«, b) and such that {(z, z*)— f(z) approximates the supremum
F*(«*) with error 1, we get

F*(@*) < (0 b) 2] + (e, )22 O 4[| £(0)[](0) +3
using Lemma 6.5 which immediately allows us to compute a majorant for f*.

The axioms for f* are now readily presented by formalizing the supercoercivity of f using a corresponding
modulus and then using the above properties of f* to instantiate the previous schemes (S); and (5)s:

(f)2 That f supercoercive with modulus o/, i.e.
VK 2™ (2] x > o (K) = f(2)/ || x >r K) .

Here, of is an additional constant of type 1.
(f*)1 That f* is a pointwise upper bound for all affine functionals g, (z*) = {(z,z*) — f(z), i.e.

Vo oX (o, 5%y — (2) <g F* (%)
(f*)2 That f* is indeed the pointwise supremum of all these affine functionals, i.e.
00, k032 <x max{ad (b +1) + 1,[|£(0)]](0) + 2}1x

(¥l s <r b= (f*(@*) = 27" <g (&, a")xx — f(2))).
Note that also here, we have a natural benefit in approaching this supremum as we can avoid instantiating C'
in the schema (S); since the corresponding claim that f* is an upper bound actually holds in an unrestricted
form.

Vm*X*

Remark 6.9. Similar to Remark 3.1 (recall also Remark 4.1), in the context (f*)q, also f*(x*) satisfies the
usual definition of being a supremum in the sense that it is the least upper bound of all values (z,z*) — f(x)
and, also similar to before, (f*)2 even implies the following statement:

Ve XT 00, MY 032X <x max{ad (b + 1) + 1, [|£(0)[](0) + 2)1x
(||x*\|X* <rbAM+27F < f*(a*) > (M 270D o ) — f(a:))) :
A first immediate property that can be derived for f* is its convexity:

Lemma 6.10. The system D% extended with constants for f, of and f* together with the axioms (f*)1 and
(f*)2 proves that f* is conve.

Proof. Suppose that f* is not convex, i.e. that there are 2*, y* and « € [0, 1] such that
af (@) + (1 —a)f*(y*) < f*(az™ + (1 — a)y™).
Then by (f*)s (recall Remark 6.9), we get a z such that
af (@) + (1 =) f*(y*) < (z,00™ + (1 = a)y™) = f(2)
= a((z,2%) = f(2)) + (1 = ) ({2, 9") = f(2))
<aff(@) + (1 —a)f* ("),
where the last line follows from (f*);. This is a contradiction. O
Note that not even the convexity of f is necessary for this.

If f* is uniformly Fréchet differentiable as well, its gradient can now be introduced as before: we add a
constant V f* of type X (X*) and consider the following axioms.

(Vf*)1 That Vf* is a selection of 0f*, i.e.
v (@) 4 (TS, = xe ) < FHYY)).

(Vf*)s That Vf* is uniformly continuous on bounded subsets, i.e.

X* X*
var X"y ,bO,kO((nx*ux*,||y*||x* < b

_ VI _
Al —xx y¥ [ xx <m 2 W”) = [V (@) =x V")l x <r 2 ’“)-

Here, wV/™ is another additional constant of type 0(0)(0).
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We want to note that the gradients of f and f* are simultaneously well-defined only if f is Legendre in the
sense of the following influential definition of Bauschke, Borwein and Combettes.

Definition 6.11 ([3]). A function f is called:

(1) essentially smooth if 0f is locally bounded and single-valued on its domain,

(2) essentially strictly convex if (0f)~! is locally bounded and f is strictly convex on every convex subset
of domdf,

(3) Legendre if it is both essentially smooth and essentially strictly convex.

Over reflexive spaces, these properties can be recognized as equivalently stating a particularly nice differen-
tiability property for both f and its conjugate f*.

Proposition 6.12 ([3]). If X is reflexive, then f is Legendre if, and only if

(1) It holds that intdom f # &, that [ is Gdteaux differentiable on intdomf, and domV f = intdomjf.
(2) It holds that intdom f* # &F, that f* is Gateauz differentiable on intdomf*, and domV f* = intdom f*.

Therefore, the above axioms can only be satisfied if f is already Legendre since any f and f* satisfying them
are even uniformly Fréchet differentiable on bounded sets.

Remark 6.13. While reflexivity features as a key assumption in the above proposition, if further differentiability
assumptions are made regarding f and f*, then reflexivity is an inherent property in that context. Concretely,
by a result of Borwein and Vanderwerff [9], any space where f and f* are Fréchet differentiable, f is continuous
and domf* = X* is already reflexive and it follows from results by Borwein, Guirao, Héjek and Vanderwerff [8]
that if f and f* are uniformly Fréchet differentiable and domf* = X* then X is even superreflexive. In that
way, in the context of the continuity assumptions formalized by the above axioms, we are always conceptually
working over (super-)reflexive spaces and we used this reflexivity here already to formalize V f* via an object
of type X (X*), using X as the type for the images in order to formally avoid X **.

Further, the following relation between the gradient of a function and of its conjugate holds for Legendre
functions:

Proposition 6.14 ([3]). If X is reflexive and f is Legendre, then Vf is a bijection with ranV f = domV f*,
ranV f* = domV f = intdomf and
V=(V)T

Instead of formalizing the corresponding proof to verify whether the previous axioms already suffice for
proving this relation, we can just hardwire this property into the system by adding the following corresponding
axiom:

(L) VaX, X" (VO (%) =xx 2% A V*Vf(2) =x 2).
We write D[ f, Vf, f*, V f*] for the system D*[f, V f] extended with the above constants and axioms (f)s,
(f*)1, (f*)2 as well as (Vf*)1, (Vf*)a, (L).

Remark 6.15. Note that the previous Lemma 6.5, if suitably adapted, also holds for f* and V f* in this new
theory DY[f, V[, f*,V f*]. We therefore do not replicate this here.

Remark 6.16. It is well-known in the literature on convex analysis that differentiability properties of the conju-
gate f* are related to convexity properties of the original function f (see e.g. [16, 17, 18] among many others). In
that way, any function f that induces a model of the theory D¥[f, V f, f*, V f*] actually is even totally convex
on bounded subsets as well as uniformly strictly convex. We refer to [60] for further (formal) investigations
into the interrelations of these properties and their quantitative analogues as guided by the logical methodology
introduced in this paper.

6.4. Bregman distances and their formal treatment. As a small indication for the applicability of the
above formal systems, we just want to note that the language is already expressive enough to deal with some
of the central objects in the modern realm of convex analysis. The object that we want to focus on here is the
central Bregman distance introduced in [10] which features in many algorithmic approaches in that field (see in
particular again the references in the introduction as well as the references in [4]).

These Bregman distances are defined relative to a convex function in terms of its gradient:

Definition 6.17 ([10]). Let f be Géteaux differentiable. The function Dy : domf x intdomf — [0, +0) is
defined as follows:

Dy(x,y) = f(z) — f(y) —{z -y, Vf(y))-
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As such, a benefit of the above treatment of f and V[ is that in the context of the system D[ f, V f], this
function can just be given by a closed term.

The same is true for the function W/ : dom f x dom f* — [0, +0) defined by
Wz, 2*) = f(z) = (a,a*) + f*(2*)
which often provides a medium through which Dy is studied (see e.g. [54, 53]). Also this function can be

represented by a closed term in the system DY[f, V[, f*, Vf*]. Similarly, the above system is strong enough
to prove many of the common properties of Dy outright and we just mention two of these here:

Lemma 6.18. The system D¥[f,V f, f*,V f*] proves the three and four point identities (see e.g. [4]):
(1) VX, yX, ¥ (Dy(w,y) + Dy(y, 2) — Dy(x, 2)
=k (x —x y, V(2) —x* V(y)x*).
VX yX, 2% wX (D -D - D D
(2) Yy, 2m,w ( f(y,l‘) f(y,Z) f(wax)+ f(wﬂz)
=k (y —x w,Vf(2) —xx VI(2))x*).

Not only does the system D[ f, Vf, f*, V f*] provide a framework for adequately expressing the central ob-
jects and theorems in the theory of these Bregman distances but, as common in proof mining, the metatheorems
for this system established in the upcoming section can be used to provide a finitary quantitative account on
some of the central assumptions used in the context of applications of these Bregman distances like that of
consistency of the Bregman distance, i.e.

V$X7yX (II? =X Y < Df(xvy) =R O)a
as well as total convexity and sequential consistency (see e.g. [18]), among many others, where the metatheorems

suggest appropriate moduli that witness the quantitative content of these statements. These moduli are then
crucially used in applications as is also the case in the forthcoming works [57, 60].

7. A BOUND EXTRACTION THEOREM

We now establish the bound extraction theorems for the system D and the extensions discussed previously.
Our proof follows the approach of [25, 36, 37] and in that way is rather standard. Consequently, we will omit
some proofs (only giving those details that concern new material) and sometimes be brief about the presentation,
occasionally only sketching the general outline of the arguments.

The basis for the upcoming metatheorems, as well as for most of the previously established ones in the
literature, is the utilization of Gddel’s functional interpretation [26] in combination with a negative translation
[48]. We recall the definitions of those interpretations here.

Definition 7.1 (26, 72]). The Dialectica interpretation AP = 3zVyAp(z,y) of a formula A in the language of
A“[X,]]]]] (and its extensions) is defined via the following recursion on the structure of the formula:
(1) AP := Ap := A for A being a prime formula.
If AP = J2VyAp(z,y) and BP = 3uVvBp(u,v), we set
(2) (A A B)P:=3z,uvy,v(A A B)p
where (A A B)D(g,i,g,y) :=Ap(z,y) A Bp(u,v),
(3) (Av B)P := Elzo,g,ng,y(A v B)p
where (A v B)p (2% z,u,y,v) := (2 =0 — Ap(z,y)) A (2 # 0 > Bp(u,v)),
(4) (A— B)P:=3U,YVz,u(A - B)
where (A — B)p(U,Y,z,v) := Ap(z,Yav) - Bp(Uz,v),
(5) (327 A(2))P := 3z, 2¥y(327 A(2))p
where (EIZTA(Z))D(Z,L y) := Ap(z,y, 2),
(6) (V2"A(2))P :=3XV2,y(V2"A(2))p
where (VzTA(z))D(X,;,y) = Ap(Xz,y,2).

Definition 7.2 ([48]). The negative translation of A is defined by A’ := ——A* where A* is defined by the
following recursion on the structure of A:

(1) A* := A for prime A,

(2) (Ao B)* := A* o B* for o € {A, v, —},

(3) (FaTA)* :=Tx™ A*,

)
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(4) (VaT A)* := Va7 ——A*,

The following is then a soundness result for the combination of both interpretations which forms the basis
for the upcoming metatheorems. In that context, we write A“[X, ||-||]~ for the respective system without the
axiom schemes QF-AC and DC.

Lemma 7.3 (essentially [36]). Let P be a set of universal sentences and let A(a) be an arbitrary formula in
the language of A“[X,||||], the latter with only the variables a free. Then the rule

AL ] + P = Ale) =
ACLX [T + (BR) + P = Va, y(A")p(ta, y, a)

holds where t is a tuple of closed terms of AY[ X, |||]]- + (BR) which can be extracted from the respective proof
and (BR) is the schema of simultaneous bar-recursion of Spector [70], here extended to all types from TX (see
e.g. [37]).

This result extends to any suitable extension of the language of A“[X, ||-||] (e.g. by any kind of new types and
constants) together with any number of additional universal axioms in that language.

Besides Godel’s functional interpretation, the other central notion used in the bound extraction results is
that of majorizability. Majorizability was first introduced by Howard [29] and subsequently extended by Bezem
[7] to the notion of strong majorizability which Bezem used to provide a model of bar-recursion featuring
discontinuous functionals. This model also forms the basis for the bound extraction theorems in proof mining
as developed in [25, 36]. In that context, we however rely on a further extension of Bezem’s strong majorizability
to the new abstract types devised in [25, 36]. In this work, based on the use of a second abstract type X* (and
potentially a third with X**), we have to further extend these notions to this second (and third) type (similar
to the discussion in [37], Section 17.6). We here only focus on the case of a single additional type X* and do
not explicitly discuss the extension with X** which can be treated analogously. In our context, the majorants
for objects of types from TXX * will still be objects with a type from T according to the following extended
projection:

Definition 7.4 (essentially [25]). Define 7 € T, given 7 € TXX™ by recursion on the structure via
0:= 0, X = 0, X+ = 0, 7'/(5 = ?(E)

The majorizability relation for the types 7% * is then defined recursively along with the structure M«X:X *
of all majorizable functionals over a given normed space X with dual X*:

Definition 7.5 (essentially [25, 36]). Let (X, ||||) be a non-empty normed space with dual X*. The structure
M@XX * and the majorizability relation z, are defined by

My :=Nnzgm:=n=man,meN,
Mx =X,nzx x:=n2|z| AneMy,xe Mx,
Mys = X* nZxx ¥ :=n=|z*|| Ane My,z* € Mxx,
27(5)x::feM;wéAmeMTM5
AVg e Mg ye Me(g ey — fg=Rr 2y)
AYg.y € Me(g2zy — fg 27 fy),
M) = {ze Mi”& |3f e M. €. 27 () :z:}

Correspondingly, the full set-theoretic type structure S« X.X* ig defined via Sy := N, Sx := X, Sy« = X*
and
S.,-(g) = ng.
These structures later turn into models of our systems if equipped with corresponding interpretations for the
additional constants.

The general high-level outline of the proof of the bound extraction theorem is now as follows: we use functional
interpretation and negative translation to extract realizers from (essentially) V3-theorems which have types that
belong to TXX * Using majorizability, we then construct bounds for these realizers which are moreover valid
in a model based on M“XX* If the types occurring in the axioms and the theorem are ‘low enough’, we can
then in a final step recover to the truth in a model based on the usual full set-theoretic structure S¥*X *
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For the concrete implementation of ‘low enough’, we follow [36, 25] and in that way introduce the following
specific classes of types: We call of type £ of degree n if £ € T and it has degree < n in the usual sense (see
e.g. [37]). Further we call £ small if it is of the form £ = £(0)...(0) (including 0, X, X*) for & € {0, X, X*}
and call it admissible if it is of the form £ = &y(7x)...(m) (including 0, X, X*) where each 7; is small and
&€ {0, X, X*}.

Further, we define certain subclasses of existential/universal formulas satisfying certain type restrictions: A
formula A is called a V-formula if A = VgéAqf (a) with Ags quantifier-free and all types & in § = (&1,...,&)

are admissible. A formula A is called an 3-formula if A = 3a%A4,¢(a) with similar £

We now define the previously only vaguely discussed class A more precisely. In similarity to [27, 37], we
consider formulas of type A to be formulas of the form

Va?3b <, ra¥cXAqs(a,b, c)

where A,y is quantifier-free, the types in §, ¢ and 7 are admissible and r are tuples of closed terms of appropriate
type. Here, < is defined as in the preliminaries by recursion on the type with the respective additional clause
for X*, i.e.

1) z<oy: =<0y,

(2) z <xy:= ol <ellylx,

(3) o* <xx y* = 7% s < [y* |l x%,

(4) z <p¢) y = V& (22 <47 y2).
So the main property beyond the form of the sentences is that we now in particular also require that the
occurring types are low enough (note that all formulas of type A considered before satisfy these restrictions).

Given a set A of such formulas, we write A for the set of all Skolem normal forms

3B < (5 Ve’V  Ay¢(a, Ba, c)
for any Ya®3b <, raverAqp(a, b, c) in A,

In the bound extraction theorems, axioms of type A are treated ‘in spirit’ of the monotone functional
interpretation (as introduced in [34] but conceptually already due to [32]). We say ‘in spirit’ of the monotone
functional interpretation as we actually do not use a monotone variant of the functional interpretation but treat
the functional interpretation part and the subsequent majorization separately. This nevertheless allows one to
treat the axioms of type A similar as in e.g. Corollary 5.14 from [27]. Here however, we want to exert a bit more
care as sentences of type A already occur in the axioms of D¥ (and its extensions). Further, the treatment of
the rule (QF-LR) relies crucially on the treatment of sentences of type A as well. Write D for D without any
of its axioms of type A and without the rule (QF-LR). Then, given a set A of additional axioms of type A, we
treat all axioms of type A present in D¥ + A together with (QF-LR) by forming a new theory Da which arises
from D¥ by adding the Skolem functionals B for any axiom of type A, say of the form

Va®3b <, rav¥e’ Aqg(a, b, o),
as new constants to the language and adding its ‘instantiated Skolem normal form’, i.e. the sentence
B < (5 1 A Va®VcX Ay (a, Ba, c)
as a new axiom. Further, we do the same with all conclusions of the rule (QF-LR): for any provable premise
DY+ A Ay — (Vo X, y%, ot B! (Haz +x By) =r atz + Bty) A Va™ (tz| <eg M |z y))

with terms ¢ and M, we add a new constant z of type X* to the language of 52 together with the corresponding
axiom
2F | <k M A (Ag — Vo (tz = (2,2} )xx)).

This new theory D'x extends A“[X, ||-||] only by new types, constants and universal axioms and, consequently,
Lemma 7.3 also applies to this theory @Z where the conclusion is proved in 527 + (BR) where 5‘27 arises from
52 by removing the principles QF-AC and DC.

Similar constructions can also be made for the respective extensions of D%.

We now move to the central majorizability result (Lemma 7.7), guaranteeing the majorizability of all closed
terms in D (and its extensions). In that way, the result extends the central Lemma 9.11 in [25]. Before this,

we just note that majorization behaves as expected for functionals with multiple arguments (represented by
their ‘curryied’ variants):
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Lemma 7.6 ([25, 36], see also Kohlenbach [37], Lemma 17.80). Let & = 7(&) .. (&1). For a* : Mg — (MEA2 —
> Mz)..)and x: Mg, — (Mg, — -+ — M;)...), we have * Z¢ x iff

k
(a) Yy, yr, -,y Uk (/\i:l(y;k e ¥i) = rtyr Ly 2, xy1...yk) and
k
() Yyt ui, -y ue [ Nie1(UF =22 yi) = 2¥yF ooy 2 afy k)
&

Lemma 7.7. Let A be a set of additional axioms of type A. Let (X, ||-]|) be a (nontrivial) Banach space with
its dual X*. Then M“*X* is a model of Dx + (BR), provided S*XX* = A (with M“XX* qnd §*-XX*
defined via suitable interpretations of the additional constants). Moreover, for any closed term t ofﬁz_ +(BR),
one can construct a closed term t* of A¥ + (BR) such that

Mw,X7X* ': (t* > t).

Further, the same claim holds for the following extensions of D¥:

(1) The theory D[ X** ||| ysx] over the language with the additional abstract type X** or its extension
with the reflexivity axiom where the model and the majorizability relation have to be extended to also
incorporate this type (and the space has to be reflexive in the latter case). In any case, one then has
to employ a similar construction as with (QF-LR) to also eliminate the rule (QF-LR**) and any other
potential axioms of type A for these new systems.

(2) Assume a convex and Fréchet differentiable function f: X — R where V[ is uniformly continuous on
bounded subsets with modulus wVY. Then the result holds for D*[f,V f] where, in that case, we will
have the modified conclusion that there exists a term t* such that

MEXXE Ly 00O 10 (> WV A n 2 |F0)], [[VF(0)] g — t*(w,m) 2 1)

holds. If f is additionally supercoercive with a modulus of and f* is Fréchet differentiable with a
gradient ¥V f* that is uniformly continuous on bounded subsets with a modulus wvf*, the same claim

also holds for DY[f,V f, f*,Vf*] if we further require that w 2 WV and n =g LF*(0)], [V *(0)|l

together with a parameter W such that W' > of. In any case, one then has to employ a similar

construction as before to also eliminate the rule (QF-LR) and any other potential axioms of type A for
these new systems.

Proof. The structure of the proof is very much standard and follows that of the proof of Lemma 17.85 in [37].
In particular, many parts of that proof carry over and we in that vein only discuss the interpretations and verify
the majorizability of the new constants contained in D and its extensions together with their validity in the
resulting models. In particular, we at first do not explicitly deal with the additional constants induced by the
axioms of type A in D¥ + A (and its extensions) through forming the theory 52 and only discuss these at the
end of the proof.

We now first focus on D“ and assume that there are no further axioms of type A beyond those in D“. For
that, we initially provide the corresponding interpretations of the constants of D¥. For the constants already
contained in A“[X, ||-||]], we may choose suitable interpretations as in [37] (which are anyhow analogous to the
interpretation for the constants related to X* chosen below). For the new constants added to A“[X,]]|] to
form D, we consider the following interpretations (writing M for M«XX *):

(1) [+X*]M = addition in X*,
(2) [—x#]m := inverse of + in X*,
(3) [x#]m /\oz e NN z* € X*.(r, - *) where - is the scalar multiplication in X*,
(4) [0x# ]M = the zero vector in X*,
(5) [1x#]|m := some canomcally chosen unit vector a* € X*,
(6) [(y Dxx]m = Az e X,x* € X*.({x,2*)), where (x,2*) is the value of x under x*,
(7)) [l s = Ax™ € X*(||a:*||) where ||z*|| denotes the norm of z* in X*.
Note that the element a* in item (5) exists since X and thus X™* is non-trivial.

This is only well-defined in M®X:X * if we can construct majorants of these objects. This we can do as
follows:
(1) X\z% 0. (z + 1) = +xx,
(2) A\lx = —xx,
(3) Aat, 2% ((«(0) + 1)x) = -x=,
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(4) 0° > Ox,

(5) 10 > 1X*

(6) My, n%j(( - 9)2"2, 270 = 1) 2 (-, s,
(7) Az%,n0j(z2n 2,27 — 1) 2 || || s

The justifications that those terms listed in item (1) - (5) and (7) really are majorants are completely analogous
to the usual normed case of X alone (see e.g. the proof of Lemma 17.85 in [37]) and we thus omit the details
for them (note that item (7), similar to item (6) discussed below, relies on Lemma 2.1). We thus only discuss
item (6) explicitly: to show that Az%,y° n®.j((z - y)2"+2,2""1 — 1) = (-, ) x#, note first that

(- y)2" 2,27 = 1) = (- y)o

for the natural numbers z,y. Now, we need to show that if n 2 «* and m 2 = (i.e. n = ||z*|| and m = ||z||),
then (n-m), 2 ((x,2*)), and if n’ = n, m’ = m, then (n’-m')s 2 (n-m),. For the former, note that by axiom
(#)1, we have |{z,z*)| < ||2*||||z]| < n-m and thus Lemma 2.1 implies (n-m), 2 ({z, a:*>)o The latter follows
immediately from Lemma 2.1 as well.

The above arguments can be similarly used for treating X** and we thus do not spell this out in any more
detail here.

Lastly, we consider the extensions D¥[f, V f] and D*[f, V[, f*, V f*] where we focus only on the latter. For
this, we fix the interpretation of the constants V f and V f* as well as o/, wV/ and wVI* just by their respective
counterparts fixed in the formulation of item (2). Further, we set

(1) [flm = Az e X.(f(x))o,

(2) [f¥]m = Ax* e X*.(f*(x*))o.
Given w € NN/ ¢ N¥ and n € N with w = wV/, wV/™ o' 2 of as well as n = |£(0)], [£*(0)], [V£(0)]],
IV f*(0)]], majorizability of the other constants follows rather immediately according to the following construc-
tions:

(1) A%, mOj((x2¢®) +n +1)2m+2 2m+l 1) > f,
(2) A0, m0.j((22¢® 4 n 4 1)2m+2 2mHl 1) > f*
(3) A2%.(C(x)) 2 Vf,

(4) Az°.(C(x)) 2 Vf*

where C(z) = 22¢(0%) 4+ n + 1. Justifications that those terms really are majorants can again be given in a
completely analogous way as before (utilizing Lemma 2.1 as before but also Lemma 6.5 and its variant for f*
and V f* as in Remark 6.15) and we thus omit the details.

That M“*X* with these chosen interpretations is a model of D~ + (BR) (and its extensions) can be
shown similarly as in analogous results (see e.g. [37]). The intended interpretations of the constants of D“
SW X X* turning SXX™ into a model of these systems, are defined in analogy to the
corresponding model M«X:X * defined above.

and its extensions in

For treating the other additional axioms in D¥ + A (or its extensions) of type A beyond the axioms already
contained in D¥ (or its extensions), we rely on the following argument (akin to [27], Lemma 5.11) showing that
S XX* A implies M@XX* = A For this, the proof given in [27] for Lemma 5.11 carries over which we
sketch here: While M**-X* in general is not a model of the axiom of choice [33], one can show (similar to
33]) that M«XX™ = bh-ACy x* where

b-ACxx+ = [ Db-ACY
8,peT X, X*
with
(b-AC?) V2P0 (Va'3y <, ZaA(z,y, Z) — Y <) ZV2° Az, Y2, Z)).

Further, we now can see the significance of the notions of small and admissible types in axioms of type A: for
small types p, we have M, = S, while for admissible types p, we have M, = S, (for which it is important that
admissible types take arguments of small types). For this, the proof given in [25] carries over. Further, we need
that it is provable in D~ that

) Va'izy (2 2p e na 2,y > 2’ 2, y)

holds for all types p which can be shown similar as e.g. in [37].
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Suppose now that
Sw. X, X* = Va3 <, rav¥erAgp(a, b, c).

Then also M“ XX is a model of this sentence: First the types of the variables which are universally quantified
are admissible, so over M“X:X * the domain of the universal quantifiers is reduced. For the witnesses for b,
which exist in S¥XX* note first that these could potentially live in M“XX™ as the types of the variables
in b are admissible, i.e. they take arguments of small types and map into small types. It thus only remains to
be seen whether such a witness is majorizable for majorizable inputs a. However, by the above argument, the
terms in r are all majorizable and if a comes from M<XX* then ra is majorizable. That we have b <, ra

now implies that b is majorizable by (+) (and consequently the corresponding interpretations exist in M“%X *
too). Lastly, it is rather immediate to see that M@ XX = A implies MeXX* = A using b-ACx x#.

From M®-X-X* = A, we immediately get that the above majorizability result extends to those variants of the
systems where the corresponding Skolem functionals of these axioms are added and where the axioms themselves
A . . Y . . . .
are replaced by their instantiated Skolem normal forms (i.e. D, and its extensions) and we also immediately
get that the corresponding structures defined by canonical interpretations of those additional constants are
indeed models of the corresponding systems.

Note that, technically, these arguments were already needed in the above considerations to see that M«:XX *
really is a model of D¥~ (and its extensions). However, we did not discuss this there explicitly as for those
specific axioms of type A belonging to D¥~ (and its extensions), the types of the variables occurring in them are
not only small but actually all among {0,1, X, X*} so that it was immediately clear that the models coincide
at that level (essentially just by definition) and we thus omitted such a general discussion there. (I

Combined with the Dialectica interpretation, the main result we then arrive at is the following bound ex-
traction result for classical proofs:

Theorem 7.8. Let T be admissible, 6 be of degree 1 and s be a closed term of D“ of type () for admissible
o. Let A be a set of formulas of the form Ya23b <, ravelAgp(a, b, c) where Agy is quantifier-free, the types in
d, o and v are admissible and r is a tuple of closed terms of appropriate type. Let By(z,y, z,u)/C3(x,y, z,v)
be V- /3-formulas of D¥ with only x,y, z,u/x,y, z,v free. If

D + A - VaVy <, s(z)V2" (VuOBv(az, y, z,u) — 3°C5(x, y,z,v)) ,

then one can extract a partial functional ® : Ss x Sz — N which is total and (bar-recursively) computable on
Mg x Mz and such that for all x € S5, z€ S;, 2% € Sz, if 2* = z, then

SwXXF EVy <, s(z) (Yu <o ®(x, 2%)By(z,y, z,u) — v <o ®(x, 2*)C3(z, v, 2,0))

holds whenever S XX* = A for 8*XX* defined via any (nontrivial) Banach space (X, ||-||) with its dual X*
(and with suitable interpretations of the additional constants). Further:

(1) If 7 is of degree 1, then ® is a total computable functional.

(2) We may have tuples instead of single variables x,y, z,u,v and a finite conjunction instead of a single
premise Yu® By (z,y, 2, u).

(3) If the claim is proved without DC, then T may be arbitrary and ® will be a total functional on Ss X
Sz which is primitive recursive in the sense of Godel [26] and Hilbert [28]. In that case, also plain
magjorization can be used instead of strong majorization (see e.g. [37]).

(4) The claim of the theorem as well as the items (1) — (8) from above hold similarly for
(a) DY[X** ||| xxs] or its extension with the reflexivity axiom where the model and the majorizability

relation, etc., have to be suitably extended,

(b) DU[f,Vf] and D*[f,V [, f*,Vf*], assuming a convex and Fréchet differentiable function f: X —
R where V f is uniformly continuous on bounded subsets for the former or where f is additionally
supercoercive and V f* is uniformly continuous on bounded subsets for the latter. Then the result
holds for the additional constants suitably interpreted and the resulting bound will depend addi-
tionally on some w € NN and some n € N such that w 2 wV/ and n =g |f(0)],||Vf(0)||x« for
the former and where additionally w = V7™ and n =g |f*(0)], IVf*(0)||x together with a new
parameter w' € NN such that w' = of for the latter.

Proof. We only treat the case of D + A. First, assume that
DY + A+ V2" (Vu’By(z,u) — 30°C3(2,v)) .
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Clearly, the same statement is then also provable in fi. By assumption, By(z,u) = VYaBgs(2,u,a) and
C3(z,v) = 3bCq¢(z,v,b) for quantifier-free By and Cys. Thus, by prenexiation, we get

5‘2 F V2" 3u,v,a,b(By s (2, u,a) = Cyr(z,v,b)).

Using Lemma 7.3 (which is applicable as D5 is an extension of A“[X,||-||] only by new constants and purely
universal axioms) and disregarding the realizers for a, b, we get closed terms t,,t, of 52_ + (BR) such that

DX+ (BR) V2" (By(z, tu(2)) = C3(2, ts(2))).
By Lemma 7.7 there are closed terms t¥*,¢* of A“ + (BR) such that

MEOXXE gk > 4 At 2t A V2T (By(z, ta(2) — Ca(z,t0(2)))

for all nontrivial normed spaces (X, ||-||) with their duals X* and where the constants are interpreted as in
Lemma 7.7. Define
D(2*) := max{t}(z*), t3(z*)}.
Then
MEXXE vy <o @(2%) By (2, 1) — Jv <o D(2%)C5(2,v)

holds for all z € M, and z* € M; with 2* = z. The conclusion that S@ X X" gatisfies the same sentence can
be achieved as in the proof of Theorem 17.52 in [37] which we sketch here: Note that in the conclusion, we
restrict ourselves to those z which have majorants z*. As the type of z is admissible, it takes arguments of
small type for which M@XXT and S9XXT coincide (recall the proof of Lemma 7.7). Therefore, any such z, z*
from S*XX™ also live in M“XX™ g0 that ®(z*) is well-defined for z, z* belonging to S XX* with 2% 2 2.
In By, all types are admissible to that truth in S«*X * implies truth in M«XX * and similarly for C5 where
thus truth in M<XX* implies truth in $“*X*, Lastly, as in Lemma 17.84 in [37], we can show that as ® is

of type 0(7), the interpretations of ® in S« X X* and M@ XX™ coincide on majorizable elements. All in all we
have that

SOXXT Ly, <o @(2%) By (2, u) — Jv <o ®(2%)C5(2,v)
holds for all z € S, and z* € S; with z* > 2.

The additional Y2°Vy <, s(x) can be treated as e.g. discussed in [58] and we thus omit any details. Similarly,
item (1) can be shown as in the proof of Theorem 17.52 from [37] (see page 428 therein). Further, (2) is immediate

and (3) follows from the fact that without DC, bar recursion becomes superfluous and the model M®“:%X:X * can
be avoided. O
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