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ABSTRACT. We extend the theoretical framework of proof mining by establishing general logical
metatheorems that allow for the extraction of the computational content of theorems with
prima facie “non-computational” proofs from probability theory, thereby unlocking a major
branch of mathematics as a new area of application for these methods. Concretely, we devise
proof-theoretically tame logical systems that, for one, allow for the formalization of proofs
involving algebras of sets together with probability contents as well as associated Lebesgue
integrals on them and which, for another, are amenable to proof-theoretic metatheorems in
the style of proof mining that guarantee the extractability of effective and tame bounds from
larges classes of ineffective existence proofs in probability theory. Moreover, these extractable
bounds are guaranteed to be highly uniform in the sense that they will be independent of
all parameters relating to the underlying probability space, particularly regarding events or
measures of them. As such, these results, in particular, provide the first logical explanation for
the success and the observed uniformities of the previous ad hoc case studies of proof mining
in these areas and further illustrate their extent. Beyond these systems, we provide extensions
for the proof-theoretically tame treatment of o-algebras and associated probability measures
using an intensional approach to infinite unions. Lastly, we establish a general proof-theoretic
transfer principle that allows for the lift of quantitative information on a relationship between
different modes of convergence for sequences of real numbers to sequences of random variables.
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1. INTRODUCTION

One of the fundamental driving questions of proof theory is the following: What is the compu-
tational content of a mathematical theorem and how can it be exhibited? Proof mining, which
emerged as a subfield of mathematical logic in the 1990s through the work of Ulrich Kohlenbach
and his collaboratord] aims at answering that question by extracting this computational content
from theorems with proofs as they are found in the mainstream mathematical literature. This
is, in particular, a non-trivial task as such proofs are prima facie noneffective, involving both
classical logic as well as various non-computational (set-theoretic) principles. However, backed
by a logical apparatus relying on the utilization of various methods from proof theory like func-
tional interpretations and majorizability, this program of proof mining has had great success
in various areas of mathematics, in particular regarding (nonlinear) analysis and optimization
(see in particular the recent surveys [24] 25]).

Date: March 4, 2024.

'Historically, proof mining has its roots in Kreisel’s program of the “unwinding of proofs” [30, [31]. We refer
to [23] for a comprehensive monograph on proof mining and its applications until 2008 and we refer to the
survey article [28] for details on the earlier development of proof mining.
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Two areas where proof mining has previously only touched upon briefly are the fields of
measure theory in general and probability theory in particular. Concretely, we refer to the works
[T, 2, B] which, so far, are essentially the only proof mining case studies in these areas. From a
practical perspective, this diffidence of proof mining regarding these areas is at least partially
due to the fact that they are so far not substantiated by underlying logical methods as other
areas of applications for proof mining are, a fact that also renders the previous applications, to
a certain degree, ad hoc.

It is the aim of this paper to extend the current logical methods used in proof mining as to
render them applicable to large classes of proofs from probability theory, in particular, so that
they allow for a logical explanation of the success of the previous ad hoc case studies mentioned
before (as well as of the various properties of the extracted content).

Concretely, the fundamental logical “substrate” of the proof mining program are the so-
called general logical metatheoremsfl These use well-known so-called proof interpretations like
Godel’s functional interpretation [11], negative translations (see e.g. [33]) and their extensions
to provide a general result that quantifies and allows for the extraction of the computational
content of large classes of theorems from their proofs (which in particular may involve classical
logic and various non-computational principles). In that way, proof mining, as substantiated by
these metatheorems, has led to hundreds of applications in the last decades. A crucial innovation
in the techniques underlying these logical metatheorems was introduced by Kohlenbach in
[22], marking the “modern age” of proof mining: while the metatheorems for proof mining
preceding [22] were based on “pure” systems for arithmetic in all finite types (see e.g. [23], [49])
and as such were restricted in their expressivity to dealing with spaces and structures that
were representable as Polish metric spaces in the sense of Baire space (and thus separable),
the paradigm first proposed in [22] was to extend the language of the underlying systems
with additional abstract base types which, together with additional constants and governing
axioms, could be used to talk about much larger and broader classes of spaces beyond merely
representable onesH The class of spaces and objects treated in this fashion has grown since then
to a rather sizable amount, ranging from fundamental examples like general (non-separable)
metric, hyperbolic, CAT(0), Banach and Hilbert spaces to much more involved objects like
R-trees, LP-spaces, the dual of a (non-separable) Banach space as well as monotone operators
and nonlinear semigroups, among many others.

Further, the approach to represent various classes of spaces via abstract types has, in com-
bination with an ingenious combination due to Kohlenbach (see the discussions in Section [§
later on for further details and references on this) of Gédel’s functional interpretation with (a
suitable extension of) Howard’s notion of majorizability [16], led to logical metatheorems that
not only guarantee the extractability of effective bounds on non-effective existence statements
but even guarantee a priori that these bounds are of a highly uniform nature, being independent
of most data relating to any involved space or object.

2Examples of such logical metatheorems for proof mining can, e.g., be found in [8} [0} [13] 22, 23], 27| [34] (35,
A1, (47, [43, 146).

3For example, other proof interpretations used in proof mining are Kreisel’s modified realizability interpreta-
tion [30] for the treatment of semi-constructive proofs, monotone variants of the Dialectica interpretation [20]
to deal with the extraction of computable bounds from proofs or the related bounded functional interpretation
[9.

“Whether a class of spaces can be treated in the context of the general logical metatheorems ultimately
depends on the uniformity and complexity of the axioms describing said class as will also be discussed later in
this paper.
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This perspective of using abstract types to represent general spaces also underlies the ap-
proach towards a treatment of the various notions from probability theory proposed in this
paper. Concretely, we utilize new abstract base types to introduce the relevant base sets for
the measure spaces as well as to introduce the algebras of events over these sets on which the
measures then operate. Using this approach, we establish a range of new metatheorems, the
first of which allows for a treatment of proofs pertaining to the use of algebras (i.e. Boolean
algebras of sets, also called fields) of events and so-called probability contents (i.e. finitely addi-
tive mappings, also called charges) on them. As e.g. highlighted in the seminal book by K.P.S.
Bhaskara Rao and M. Bhaskara Rao [5] on general contents, these finitely additive measures
offer a rich theory and are in a way “more interesting, more difficult to handle, and perhaps
more important than countably additive ones” (which, as a statement, is attributed to Bochner
in [5]). Further, beyond this mathematical perspective on the usefulness of (probability) con-
tents, the nature of the applications of these systems discussed towards the end of this paper
highlights that the theory of contents seems to be an invaluable perspective for applied proof
theory in the context of probability theory which, from a logical point of view, further substan-
tiates the statement quoted above and lets us assume that already this system for probability
contents will provide a suitable base for proof mining developments in the context of probability
theory in the future.

Beyond the theory of probability contents, we then provide extensions of the above mentioned
system by an intensional treatment of countably infinite unions to provide access to the theory
of o-algebras and associated o-additive probability measures and we also utilize an intensional
approach to the space of bounded and Borel-measurable functions to introduce the Lebesgue
integral in these contexts.

One of the most crucial features of the new metatheorems presented in this paper is that they
provide the first concrete logical explanation of the uniformities of extractable bounds observed
in the previously mentioned proof mining case studies, which were found to be independent of
the measure, the underlying set and the algebra. As in the case of the first modern metatheo-
rems mentioned before, this relies on a specific extension of the notion of majorizability due to
Howard, which utilizes the probability content (or measure) to provide a corresponding notion
of majorizability for the new abstract types. In particular, we want to note that this is the first
time in proof mining that an extension of Howard’s majorizability notion to abstract spaces is
utilized that does not rely on any metric structure of the underlying spaces.

Besides guaranteeing this high degree of uniformity of the extracted bounds, these metathe-
orems for probability theory further elucidate the extent of the phenomenon of so-called proof-
theoretic tameness in the sense of Kohlenbach [26] (see also [37, B8] for related discussions of
such phenomena), i.e. they show that also in the context of probability theory, one observes
the empirical fact that most proofs, although in principle being subject to well-known Gdédelian
phenomena, nevertheless “seem to be tame in the sense of allowing for the extraction of bounds
of rather low complexity”. Concretely, a crucial aspect of the approaches to various notions from
probability theory taken here is that they avoid the computational strength inherent in some
of the fundamental objects involved in this field (like the strength of comprehension needed
to deal with countably infinite unions or Borel measurable functions, among other things) via
the use of intensional methods and in that way, the complexity of the extractable information
depends on (and can be a priori bounded in terms of) the complexity of the principles used in
the corresponding proof and is not artificially high due to the abstract use of such notions. In
that way, while the main base system taken in this paper is one that contains large amounts
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of comprehension (to illustrate the potential strength of systems which are amenable to proof
mining methods), the approach taken here does not rely on these strong principles at all and
thus can also immediately be developed over suitably weak subsystems (as e.g. the collection of
systems introduced in [21I] based on the Grzegorczyk hierarchy [12]) where most of the math-
ematics discussed here can be similarly carried out but where then bounds of correspondingly
low complexity could be guaranteed and so the approach chosen here for these notions provides
the right system to illustrate this apparent tameness of the area]

As mentioned briefly before, the last two sections will further substantiate the applicability
of these systems.

For one, we outline in detail how the theorems analyzed in the seminal case study for proof
mining in measure theory given in [2] formalize in our systems (and thereby, as mentioned
before, we also provide the first logical explanation of the uniformities of the bounds extracted
therein). In particular, connecting to the previous discussion on the theory of probability
contents as a suitable base for a formal system for proof mining for general probability measures,
the analysis of the results from [2] provided later shows that these remain true for probability
contents and so, in particular, illustrate that the notions and proofs produced in the work [2] by
following the finitary perspective of proof mining provide the right notions to simultaneously
extend the analyzed results also to the theory of contents. In that way, this highlights the
apparent empirical phenomenon that finitary quantitative variants of notions and results from
the theory of probability measures, as suggested by proof mining, seem to provide suitable
analogue notions for the theory of probability contents and it also highlights the naturalness of
the theory of contents as an underlying medium for developing a logical account of probability
theory in the sense of proof mining.

For another, we establish a general so-called proof-theoretic transfer principle that allows for
a lift of computational information on the relation between modes of convergence of sequences
of real numbers to sequences of random variables (thereby providing a formal footing for this
type of strategy which is rather abundant in probability theory and in particular features in
some forthcoming case studies on proof mining and probability theory by the first author).

Beyond that, we think that the present work lends itself both to further theoretical investiga-
tions on the extension of proof mining methods to further notions from probability and measure
theory like Bochner integrals and martingales, among many others, as well as to substantiate
and carry out many further (and potentially much more sophisticated) applications of proof
mining in this area. In particular, we want to mention that most ideas developed here could
be extended, mutatis mutandis, to general finite contents and measures.

2. PRELIMINARIES

The basic system that we rely on is the system A = WE-PA* + QF-AC + DC for classical
analysis in all finite types as commonly used in proof mining, formalized via (a weakly exten-
sional variant of) Peano arithmetic in all finite types together with a few choice principles (see
e.g. [22] where this notation for the system was, presumably, first introduced). As all systems
introduced here will be extensions of this system A“, we in this section sketch the essential
features relevant for this paper. For any further details, we refer to the works [23], 49].

5Compare this in particular to the different approach by Kreuzer [32] towards extracting computational
content from proofs in measure theory which, while being more limited in the scope of analyzable theorems,
also in particular did not enjoy any of the uniformity or tameness features of the present approach.



PROOF MINING AND PROBABILITY THEORY 5

Here, we follow the definition of weakly extensional Peano arithmetic in all finite types
WE-PA” as e.g. given in [23] (see also [49]) and, in that way, we do not recall all the defining
features WE-PA® here and only focus on the three main aspects which are relevant in detail for
this paper. In general, we denote function types using the bracket notation used in [23], i.e.
p(T) is the type of functions that map objects of type 7 to objects of type p, and we use T to
denote the set of all finite types as usual, i.e.

0eT, p1eT —p(r)eT.

As usual, we denote pure types by natural numbers by setting n + 1 := 0(n). The four central
properties of WE-PA® that we need here are that, for one, the only primitive relation is equality
at type 0 (denoted by =) and higher-type equality is only defined as an abbreviation via
recursion with
2™ =y = V2 (22 =, y2).
For another, WE-PA® crucially does not contain the full extensionality principles

(Eor) YT Py (y =,y — wy = wy)
because this would not allow for a result on program extraction. Instead, it only contains the
quantifier-free extensionality rule
AO — S =p t

Ay — r[s/zr] =, r[t/zr]
where Ag is a quantifier-free formula, s and ¢ are terms of type p and r is a term of type 7.

Further, WE-PA” contains constants R, for simultaneous primitive recursion in the sense of
Godel [11] and Hilbert [15] as governed by the axioms

(Ri)gogg =p; Yi
(Ri)p(Sz)yz =y, 2i(R,wyz)e

where p = p1,...,pr is a tuple of types, ¥y = y1,...,yr with y; of type p; and 2z = 2z1,..., 2
with z; of type p;(0)p" where we write p' := (px) ... (p1).

Lastly, due to the inclusion of the combinators of Schénfinkel [44] in the language of WE-PA®,
the system allows the definition of A-abstraction in the sense that for any term ¢ of type 7 and
any variable z of type p, we can construct a term Az.t of type 7(p) such that the free variables
of A\x.t are exactly those of ¢ without x and so that

WE-PAY - (Az.t)(s) =, t[s/z]

(QF-ER)

(R) fori=1,..k

for any term s of type p.

Next to WE-PA®, we as usual define the principle of quantifier-free choice QF-AC, i.eld
(QF-AC) VrIyAo(z, y) — Y VaeAo(z, Y)

with Ay quantifier-free and where the types of the variable tuples z, y are arbitrary, as well as
the principle of dependent choice DC defined as the collection of DC for all tuples of types p
with

(DC?) Vazo,gﬁﬂgﬁA(x,g, z) —> HiB(O)VxOA(ZL’,i(l’),i(S(SL’)))

where iﬁ(o) stands for f{ 1(0), e ,f’“(o) and A may now be arbitrary.

6Here, and in the following, we use the notation Yz to abbreviate Yiz,...,Yyz for Y =Yy,... Y.
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Over A%, we will have to rely on some chosen representation of the real numbers as a Polish
space and for that we follow definitions and conventions given in [23]. In particular, rational
numbers are represented using pairs of natural numbers and, in that context, we fix the same
paring function j as in [22]:

j(n% m°)

minu <g (n+m)?+ 3n + m[2u =¢ (n + m)? + 3n + m| if existent,
0° otherwise.

The usual arithmetical operations +g, g, | - |g, etc., are then primitive recursively definable
through terms that operate on such codes and the usual relations =q, <g, etc., are definable
via quantifier-free formulas.

For real numbers we then rely on a representation via fast converging Cauchy sequences of
rational numbers with a fixed Cauchy modulus 27" (see [23] for details), i.e. via objects of
type 1, and we consider N and QQ as being embedded in that representation via the constant
sequences. Also here, the usual arithmetical operations like +g, ‘g, | - |r, €tc., are primitive
recursively definable through closed terms and the relations =g and <g, etc., now operating
on type 1 objects, are representable via formulas of the underlying language. Naturally, these
relations are not decidable anymore but are given by II{- and X9-formulas, respectively.

In the context of this representation of reals, we will later rely on an operator ~ which allows for
an implicit quantification over all such fast-converging Cauchy sequences of rationals. Following
[23], we define this operator via

N an it Yk <o n (|ok —g x(k + 1)|g <g 27%71),
n =
xk  for k <o n least with |zk —g 2(k + 1)|g =g 27%~! otherwise,

turning x of type 1 into a fast-converging Cauchy sequence Z, and we refer to [23] for any
further discussions of its properties.

In the context of the bound extraction theorems later on, we will rely on a canonical selection
of a Cauchy sequence representing a give real number. 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. Following [22], this can be achieved for non-negative numbers via the function
(+)o defined by

(r)o(n) := j(2ko, 2" — 1),

where

k
kozzmaxk[ <7’].

2n+1

Later, we will need an extension of this function (-), to all real numbers such that we retain
these nice properties regarding majorizability and so, for r < 0, we consider (7)., to be defined
by

(r)o(n) = j(2ky = 1,2"*" — 1)

where

- k
ko := max k [QnH < |T|:| :

Then (r).(n) = —g(|r])s(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 [22]):

Lemma 2.1 (essentially [22] Lemma 2.10], see also [43, Lemma 2.1]). Let r € R. Then:
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(1) (r)o is a representation of v in the sense of the above (see again e.g. [23]).
(2) For s e [0,00), if |r| < s, then (1), <1 (8)o.
(8) (r)o is nondecreasing (as a type 1 function).

Lastly, we write 7, for the unique real represented by @ for a given a sequence o € NN and
we sometimes write [a](n) for the n-th element of that sequence for better readability.

In terms of notation, we want to note that, to enhance readability, we will omit the sub-
scripts of the arithmetical operations for R everywhere and similarly, we will also omit types of
variables whenever convenient and omit types in proofs almost always. Further, we will omit
the operation - often altogether. Lastly, we throughout denote the powerset of a set X by 2%,

3. SYSTEMS FOR ALGEBRAS OF SETS

In this section, we develop the underlying systems on which we will later bootstrap our
treatment of probability contents and probability measures as well as of all the other respective
extensions discussed before. As such, we begin with a treatment of algebras of sets as the most
basic underlying algebraic notion that is essential for the theory of contents. For references on
these basic definitions and their properties, if nothing else is mentioned otherwise, we mainly
refer to [5].

Definition 3.1 (Algebra of sets). Let Q be a set and S < 2. Then S is called an algebra of
sets (or simply an algebra) if ¢J € S and for any A, B € S, it holds that A¢ := Q\A € S and
AuBeS.

The approach that we take towards a formal system for algebras of sets is to use abstract
types to represent both the underlying ground set €2 as well as the algebra S < 2. One then
has to restore the structure of S as a collection of subsets over €2 with certain operations on
them by including additional constants that reintroduce these operations in this abstract set-
ting.

Concretely, to form a system for the treatment of algebras, we extend the previously discussed
set of types T’ by two new abstract types 2 and S, forming the extended set of types T defined
by

0,Q,SeT™ pr1eT - p(r)eT™,
and, over the resulting language, we then utilize this augmented set of types to introduce the
following new constants to induce the usual structure on the set represented by .S in relation
to € as mentioned before:
eq of type 0(€2)(9);
€ of type 0(S5)(9);
v of type S(S)(S);
()¢ of type S(5);
o J of type S;
e cq of type Q.

The constant eq serves as an abstract account of the equality relation between objects of type
2 while the constant € serves as an abstract account of the element relation between elements
as objects of type Q and sets as objects of type S. The constants U and (-)¢ reintroduce
the respective operations of union and complement for the abstract type S and J provides a
constant representing the empty set. The constant cq in particular is intended to witness that
the underlying set €2 is non-empty. We often simply write A° instead of (A)¢ for A of type
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S. Further, we abbreviate € tA =y, 0 by z € A and, similarly, we write x ¢ A for € xA #¢ 0.
Lastly, we define €2 := (¢ as a notation of the top element of Sh Also regarding notation, we
introduce intersections as an abbreviation by defining

An B :=(A°uU B

for terms A°, BY.

We write =g vy as an abbreviation of eqxy = 0 for objects 2%, y. Using €, we introduce
equality on S via the following abbreviation: for A% and B*, we define

A=gB:=Y2"re A xeDB).

Note that =g clearly is, probably, an equivalence relation. Furthermore, we introduce the
abbreviation
AcgB:=VYa2"(ze A—zeB)

for A, B of type S and it is immediate to show that cg forms a partial order with respect to
equality defined by =g.

For axioms, we first specify that eq represents an equivalence relation:
(ea)i  Va,y"(eqry <o 1),
(eq)2 V:pﬂ,yﬂ,zﬂ(:p =0T AT =yU—oyY=qT)A(XT=qyAy=qz—T=q2)).
Further, we axiomatize that €, as a relation, is bounded by 1 on all inputs and behaves as an
element relation regarding the operations of union and complement as well as with respect to
the empty set:

(eh Vo'V A% (e 2A <o 1),

(€)2 va'(z ¢ 2),

(€)3 V2'WA® B (xe AUB o> ze€AvzeB),
(€)4 Vo'VA% (r e A o x ¢ A).

Based on the fact that inclusions of elements 2% in elements A® as facilitated by € are quantifier-
free assertions, the above axioms are (generalized) II;-sentences and so they are in particular
immediately admissible in the context of bound extraction theorems based on the Dialectica
interpretation (as will be discussed later in more detail).

Definition 3.2. We write F*“ for the system resulting from A“ over the augmented language
including the types 2, S (where all the respective constants and axioms now are allowed to
also refer to these new types, if applicable) by extending this system with the constants eq, €
.0, ()6 I, cq and the axioms (eq); — (eq)s2 as well as (€); — (€),.

We now begin by showing some basic properties of the above operations on algebras provable
in this system JF* which, for one, amount to deriving the essential algebraic properties of S as a
subalgebra of the full Boolean algebra of the power set of 2. Further, for another, all algebraic
operations on S behave in a provably extensional way.

Proposition 3.3. The operations U and (-)¢ are provably extensional in F¥, i.e. F* proves:

(i) YAS,A® BS B®(A=g A AB=¢B - AuB=3A UB),

"This is not to be confused with the type 2 but the context will make it clear which of these two readings is
intended.
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(i) VAS A5 (A =g A/ — A¢ =g A°).
Further, all the azioms of Boolean algebras, instantiated using N, U, ()¢ and =g, can be derived

in F¥. Lastly, over F*, A €g B is equivalent to both A =¢ B A and B =5 A u B for terms
A% BS.

Proof. We only show items (i) and (ii) as these illustrate the style of proof that one typically
follows in F“ to reason about the algebraic structure of S. The identities of Boolean algebras
and the equivalent formulations of the order in terms of meet and join are then easily derived
from the axioms (€)s, ..., (€)4.

(i) Fix A, A, B, B’ and assume A =g A" as well as B =g B’. We need to show that
Ve(re AuBoxeA uB).

Let z be arbitrary. Then z € A U B is equivalent to v € A v x € B by (€);. By
assumption of A =g A" and B =g B’, we have that x € A v 2 € B is equivalent to
reA'vaxeB andsotoxe A u B by (€);, which yields the claim.

(ii) Fix A, A" and assume A =g A’. We need to show that

Va(re A & xe A).
Let = be arbitrary. Then x € A€ is equivalent to x ¢ A by (€)4. By assumption of

A =g A’ we have that = ¢ A is equivalent to x ¢ A" and thus to x € A’ again by (€),.
[

Using the recursor constants of the underlying language of F* in combination with the union
operation U immediately allows one to also talk about arbitrary finite unions. Concretely, given
a sequence of events A% and two natural numbers n° <, m°, we use the abbreviation

[LJA(Z) = Rg(m —n,A(n),\B,z.(Bu A(n +x +1)))

where Rg is a (single) type S recursor constant. For m <¢ n, we simply set | " A(i) := .

We then dually write
ﬂ A = (U(A(z’))c> .

i=n
It easy to show by induction that the previous extensionality result for U extends to these finite
unions.

4. SYSTEMS FOR CONTENTS ON ALGEBRAS OF SETS

We now augment the previous system F* for the treatment of algebras so that we arrive at
a system suitable for treating proofs from the theory of probability contents in the sense of the
following definitionf

Definition 4.1 (Contents). Let  be a set and S < 2 be an algebra. A content on S is a
mapping p : S — [0,00] such that pu(¥) = 0 and u(A v B) = u(A) + u(B) for A, B € S with
AnB=(.

We say that p is a probability content if p(£2) = 1.

8While contents are also studied over much sparser structures than algebras of sets, we here only consider
the case of a content defined on such an algebra.
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We mainly denote probability contents by the symbol P. Again, we mainly refer to [5] as a
standard reference for the theory of contents.

The concrete approach that we now take for a formal system for probability contents on
algebras is to introduce an additional constant

e P of type 1(5)

to the language of the system F“. The first defining properties of P as a probability content
are then easily formalized in the underlying language as

(P), VAS(0 <g P(A) <g 1),

These statements (P); and (), are again purely universal statements and therefore immediately
admissible in the context of metatheorems based on the (monotone) functional interpretation.
The last property of P, i.e. additivity, if formalized naively via

VA, BS(An B =5 & — P(Au B) =g P(A) + P(B)),

is not purely universal based on the internal definition of =g and is instead equivalent over F“
(extended with the constant P) to the following generalized IIz-sentence:

VA® B532%(x ¢ An B — P(A U B) =g P(A) + P(B)).

Similar to how the class of so-called type A sentences is treated in e.g. [I3], it is clear that
this statement would be admissible in the context of bound extraction theorems based on the
monotone Dialectica interpretation if the x could be conceived of as being bounded in a suit-
able sense relative to A and B. Now, as a matter of fact, a crucial perspective for our formal
approach to deriving bound extraction theorems for these systems for algebras and probability
contents will be that the whole space ) can be naturally regarded as uniformly bounded and,
in the context of a corresponding suitable extension of the notion of majorizability to €2 which
reflects this perspective via assuming that there is a uniform majorant for all 2%, the above
axiom actually has a trivial monotone functional interpretation and is thus admissible in the
context of the approach to proof mining metatheorems via such a variant of the Dialectica
interpretation. This will be discussed in full formal detail later on so that here, we for now are
content with just considering quantification over 2 as “bounded” and so as “proof-theoretically
harmless”.

However, if we were to admit the above sentence as the sole axiom, we would be tasked
with deriving all the other properties of P from this axiom, including monotonicity and thus
extensionality of the content as a function, which would require many subtle manipulations of
various equalities using the quantifier-free extensionality rule. We therefore instead opt for the
following axiomatization which eases the formal development of these properties in the resulting
system: For one, instead of additivity, we instead add the following generalized additivity law
which holds for probability contents on algebras:

(P)3 VA% B(P(A U B) =g P(A) + P(B) —P(A n B)).

This statement is purely universal and thus immediately admissible in the context of our ap-
proach to bound extraction theorems as before. The other property of P that we then axiomat-
ically add is that of the monotonicity of P, i.e.

VA® B% (A cg B — P(A) <g P(B)).
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Similar to above, this statement is equivalent to the following (generalized) IIz-statement
(P)4 VAS B532? (P(A) >g P(B) »x€ AAx ¢ B)

which in the context of the previously sketched extended notion of majorizability will later
have a trivial monotone functional interpretation and thus be admissible in the context of our
approach to proof mining metatheorems.

Adding these statements as axioms to the underlying system for algebras of sets, we derive
the following system for probability contents on such algebras:

Definition 4.2. We write F*[P] for the system resulting from F* by adding the above constant
P together with the axioms (P); — (IP)4.

We now begin with some immediate properties of P provable in the above system.

Proposition 4.3. The following properties of P are provable in F“[P]:

(1) P is extensional w.r.t. =g and =g, i.e.
VA® B% (A =g B — P(A) =g P(B)).
(2) P is definite on &, i.e.
VA (P(A) > 0 — A #g ).
(3) P is additive, i.e.
VAS BS(An B =g @ —P(Au B) =g P(A) + P(B)).
(4) P respects the relative complements of subsets, i.e.
VA% BY(B g A — P(A n B%) =g P(A) — P(B)).
In particular, we also have
VAS(P(A°) =g 1 — P(A)).
(5) P satisfies Boole’s inequality, i.e.

vAS©O 50 (]P’ (O A(i)) <R Zn:]P’(A(i))) :

Proof. (1) Assume P(A) > P(B). By axiom (P),, there exists an x such that x € A and
r ¢ B,ie. A # B. Similarly we derive A # B from P(A) < P(B). Combined, we get
that A = B implies P(A) = P(B).

(2) Assume P(A) > 0 = P(¢¥). Then by axiom (P)4, we get an xz € A, i.e. A # .

(3) Let A, B be arbitrary with A n B = . By axiom (P)3, we have P(A U B) = P(A4) +
P(B) —P(A n B). As P is extensional, we get P(A n B) = P(&J) = 0 so that the above
implies P(A U B) = P(A) + P(B) as desired.

(4) Let E:= An Band F := An B° Then E n F = J (by the properties of algebras
of sets). Thus, by additivity, P(F u F') = P(E) + P(F'). We have that E U F = A
(again by the properties of algebras of sets). Thus, by extensionality of P, we have
P(A) =P(An B)+P(An B°). Now, B < A implies An B = B by Proposition B.3 and
so the result follows from the extensionality of P.

(5) This follows via a simple induction from the axioms (IP)s.

U
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Contents on algebras enjoy certain continuity properties similar to continuity from above and
below for measures but without the existence of limiting sets, i.e. infinite unions, etc. (see e.g.
[5]) and we now discuss how the system F“[P] recognizes Cauchy-variants of these properties.

For that, we introduce the following operation on terms of type S(0) that allows for the

implicit quantification over a disjoint countable family of sets: given A%©) we set (A1)(0) =
A(0) and

(AN(n+1):=An+1)n (UA@)) .

This operation thus turns A into a sequence of disjoint sets A1 with the same (partial) union(s)
and if A was already a disjoint family, then it is left unchanged by the operation.

We now begin with a Cauchy-type form of o-additivity of P as a content. For this, note that
for a given A% the sequence of partial sums

DIR(ANG) - P (U(Aw(z')) ~P (U A@)

i=0
is a monotone and bounded sequence of real numbers and thus is Cauchy. The following result

that (already a weak fragment of) WE-PA® suffices to prove the Cauchy formulation of the
convergence of monotone and bounded sequences is well known:

Lemma 4.4 (folklore, see essentially [23]). The system WE-PA® (and actually already a weak
fragment thereof) proves that

¥a'® (¥Yn° (0 <g a(n) <g 1 A a(n) <g a(n + 1))
— VK INOYn®, m® = N (la(n) — a(m)| <g 27%) ).
So, instantiating the above result with a(n) = >3 P((A 1)(2)), we can derive that F*[P]

(and actually already a weak fragment thereof) can prove the Cauchy-property of sequences of
contents of increasing disjoint unions:

Proposition 4.5. The system F“[P] (and actually already a weak fragment thereof) proves

<R 2k> .

From this Proposition [£.5] we can then immediately derive the following continuity theorems
for contents.

VASOVEOINOYR® mP =4 N (

ZIP’((AT)(Z')) - ZJP’((AT)(Z’))

Proposition 4.6. The system F“[P] (and actually already a weak fragment thereof) proves:

(1) P is continuous from below, i.e.
VASO (¥n® (A(n) S5 A(n + 1)) — VEOINOR®, m® =4 N (|P(A(n)) — P(A(m))| <z 27%)).
(2) P is continuous from above, i.e.
VASO (¥n® (A(n + 1) 5 A(n)) — VKO INOR®, m® =4 N (|P(A(n)) — P(A(m))| <z 27%)).
Proof. (1) Note that A(n) € A(n + 1) for all n implies that
(AN)(n+1)=An+1)n A(n)°
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for any n. Thus by Proposition [£3] (4), we have
P((AT)(n+ 1)) = P(A(n + 1)) — P(A(n))

for all n. Thus we have
n n—1
D BUAN) = P(A(0) + Y (P(Ai + 1)) = P(A(i))) = P(A(n))
i=0 =0
for any n. The result now follows from Proposition
(2) Observe that A(n+ 1) < A(n) for any n implies that A(n)¢ < A(n+ 1) for all n. Thus,
by (1), we have

VEOINOYRY, m® =4 N (|P(A(n)°) — P(A(m)°)] <g 27*).
1

By Proposition A.3] (4), we get P(A(n)¢) = 1 —P(A) and from this the result follows.
U

5. SYSTEMS FOR 0-ALGEBRAS AND PROBABILITY MEASURES

If we now further require the closure of the underlying algebra of sets under countable unions,
we arrive at the notion of a o-algebra which forms the algebraic basis for probability measures.

Definition 5.1 (o-algebra). Let Q be a set and S < 2% be an algebra. Then S is called a
o-algebra if for any (A,) S, it also holds that | J"_, A, € S.

The requirement that a content on a o-algebra is also well-behaved w.r.t. these countable
unions then leads to the notion of a measure on such an algebra.

Definition 5.2 (Measure). Let  be a set and S < 29 be a o-algebra. A measure on S is a
content p : S — [0, 0] that is also o-additive, i.e.

a0 a0
2 ( An) = Z M(An)
n=0 n=0
for any (A,) < S with A; n A; = & for i # j.

The map p is called a probability measure if ©(©2) = 1. In that case, (2,5, 1) is called a
probability space.

In this section, we will now discuss how the previous system for algebras F* and its extension
F¥[P] for treating probability contents can be augmented by a certain intensional treatment
of countably infinite unions to provide an apt and tame formal basis for these notions.

5.1. Treating infinite unions tamely. Concretely, to treat countably infinite unions over
algebras of sets tamely, we now extend the previous system F* with the following further
constant

o | of type S(5(0)),

providing a term of type S for the resulting union of the sequence of sets coded by the input of
type S(0). So, in the context of suitable axioms specifying that | J A for a given A° (©) represents
the union of all A(n), we can formally induce that the algebra S is closed under these countable
unions. The immediate axioms specifying the property that | J A is the corresponding union
are

(U V¥ ASOyp0 (A(n) s A)
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as well as

¥AS©ypBS (vno (A(n) =s B) — | JA <s B) ,

specifying that (] is the join of the elements A(n) in S (seen as a lattice). The first statement
()1 is immediately admissible in the context of the Dialectica interpretation as it is purely
universal. The latter statement is naturally not admissible as is in the context of the usual
approach to proof mining metatheorems as it contains a negative universal quantifier of type 0
that can not be majorized (which, after all, is also why a uniform variant of arithmetical compre-
hension is necessary to fully define countable unions of sets, see e.g. [32] for further discussions).

Since we want to avoid this strong form of comprehension as to not in general distort the
strength of the extracted bounds to be able to a priori guarantee the extractability of proof-
theoretically tame bounds from proofs, we opt for the next best thing we can do and instead
specify the union only intensionally by adding the following rule-variant of the above converse
implication

Fy; — ¥n® (A(n) s B)
(U)2 quf — UA Cg g

where A is a term of type S(0), B is a term of type S and Fjy is a quantifier-free formula.
So: If A(n) is provably bounded above by B w.r.t. €5 under some quantifier-free assumptions,
then also | J A is probably bounded above by B w.r.t. £g under the same assumptions.

Definition 5.3. We write F“[| J] for the system resulting from F* by extending it with the
constant | J together with the axiom (| J); and the rule (| J)2. Similarly, we write F[( J,P] for
the system that arises from F“[P] by adding the same constants, axioms and rules.

Using this intensional approach to countable unions, we can also immediately provide an
intensional treatment of countable intersections. For this, we first define A° for an A% by
setting A°(n) := A(n)¢ for any n°. Using this notation, we then define the countable intersection
of a collection of sets represented by an A% via

Na:=(Ua)
We then get that analogs of the axiom (| J); and the rule (| )2, formulated appropriately for
the intersection, are provable in our system F“[| J]:

Lemma 5.4. The following statement is provable in F“[ J]:

V¥ ASOyp0 (ﬂ Acg A(n)) .
Further, F[|J] is closed under the following rule:

F,; = V¥n® (B <5 A(n))

qu—>B§S ﬂA

Proof. For the provability of the first statement, let 2 € (| A. By definition we have = ¢ ] A°.
Then by axiom (| )1, we get = ¢ A(n)¢, i.e. x € A(n) for any n.

Now, for the rule, suppose that we provably have F,; — Vn (B < A(n)). Then we also
provably have F,; — Vn(A(n)¢ < B°) and using the rule (| J)2, we get F,; — |J A° < B°. Thus
also F,y > B < (|JA%)" =) A as desired. O
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5.2. Handling probability measures. As we have seen in Propositions and [4.6] the
system F“[P] already provides Cauchy-variants of the convergence of monotone sequences
of events as well as of sums of disjoint events. In the theory of measures on o-algebras, the
resulting limits of course correspond to the measure of respective infinite unions or intersections.
Thus, the natural question of whether and how this can be formally represented in the system
F[J, P] immediately arises. And while for a disjoint family represented by A5 the limit

O<]P’<UA> —IP’(OA(i)) — 0 forn — ©

holds true, one in general does not have a computable rate of convergence for this expression
in the sense that even a function ¢ of type 1 such that

©) VK" 3n <o (k) (P (Ua)-» (U A(i)) < w)

is in general not computable (see Remark for an example). Nevertheless, we want to point
out that while therefore the convergence of the sequence > P(A(i)) towards P(| J A) can not
be provable in any system that allows for the extraction of computable and uniform bounds,
the system F“[| J,[P] nevertheless provides an intensional version of that convergence in the
following sense:

(1) By Proposition A7 the sequence of partial sums > P(A()) is provably Cauchy.

(2) Using the additivity and monotonicity of P, i.e. axioms (P); and (P),, we get by

Uy A(é) =5 |J A that

iw(z’)) =z P (U A(z’)) <P (|J4)

holds provably.
(3) For any object B such that we provably have ¥n° (A(n) Sg B), we get | J A Sg B using
the rule (| )2 and so we get provably

P <U A) <z P(B)
in that case by monotonicity of P.

So the value P(| JA) is at least intensionally specified to be the limit of the partial sums
Do P(A(2)) as P(|J A) is bounded below by this nondecreasing sequence of partial sums and
intensionally bounded above by the probability of any set which provably sits above the given

partial unions (J;_, A(7).

The case that we want to make is now twofold: For one, as mentioned in the introduction,
the theory of contents already exhaust large parts of the theory of measures in the sense that
often already the properties of contents on algebras suffice to carry out proofs for properties
of measures on o-algebras (as will also be the case in the applications discussed later). For
another, we want to argue that even in situations where one can not do just with finite unions
and content, such an intensional specification of countable unions and their measures might
suffice for formalizing a given proof and all the while guaranteeing the extractability of tame
bounds bounds a priori. If that is not the case, then the result under consideration might
be considered to be inherently “untame” and a full treatment of the comprehension principle
needed to define the respective unions will be necessary. We therefore regard F“[| J,P] as a
suitable tame base system for treating probability measures on o-algebras.
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Remark 5.5. For an example where ¢ in (o) is not computable, we take (r;) < (0,1) to be a
sequence of computable real numbers such that

n
an=Z7’i—>a<1
i=0

without a computable rate of convergenceﬁ We now define Q@ = N U {00} as well as S = 2%
On the discrete sample space €2, we then define a probability mass function p via p(i) = r; for
i € N as well as p(0) = 1 — a. This p then as usual induces a probability measure P on the
o-algebra S defined for A < () via

P(4) = 3 pla).

aceA
Clearly (2, S,P) is a probability space where

n+1 n

P(N) — Z]P’({z}) = a—Z'r’i =a—ay,
i=1 i=0
can not have a computable rate of convergence to 0.

6. INTENSIONAL INTERVALS, INVERSE MAPPINGS AND MEASURABLE FUNCTIONS

In this section, we now extend the machinery of the previous logical systems so that we are
able to deal with functions f :  — R that are measurable in certain suitable sense relative
to algebras. As such, the treatment given here will be instrumental for both our approach to
integrable functions in Section [7] as well as to proof-theoretic transfer principles for implications
between modes of convergence in Section[I0. For this, we now first recall the essential definitions
and basic results.

Definition 6.1 (Borel o-algebra). Let Y be a topological space. The Borel g-algebra B(Y") on
Y is the smallest o-algebra on Y that contains all open subsets of Y.

We refer to [14] as a standard reference for Borel o-algebras in particular and measure theory
in general (in particular regarding to the well-definedness of the above definition for which one
needs to see that the intersection of any family of (o-)algebras is again a (o-)algebra).

Crucial for us will be the notion of a generating set of a (o-)algebra.

Definition 6.2 (Generators of a (o-)algebra). Let  be a set and S < 2 be a (o-)algebra. A
generating set for S is a set Sy < 2% such that S is the smallest (o-)algebra containing Sp.

In that terminology, the Borel o-algebra B(Y) is the o-algebra generated by the open subsets
of the underlying topological space.

For the special case of the real numbers as a topological space with the usual topology induced
by the metric distance, we in particular get the following canonical generator besides the open
subsets of R.

Lemma 6.3 (folklore, see e.g. [14]). The Borel o-algebra B(Y') on R is generated by the col-
lection of all closed intervals {[a,b] | a,b € R}.

9The existence of such a sequence is due to [47]. For a direct construction, we proceed similar as in [50]:
pick an enumeration f : N — N of the special Halting problem without repetitions. Then defining r; = 2-f()—1
yields a suitable sequence such that a,, defined as above naturally converges to an element a € [0, 1] as it is
monotone and bounded above but the rate of convergence can not be computable as this would allow one to
decide the special Halting Problem.
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One then arrives at the notion of a measurable function which we for simplicity only formulate
for real valued functions here.

Definition 6.4 (Borel-measurable function). Let (€2, S, 1) be a content space. A function
f:Q — R is called Borel-measurable if

{xeQ| f(x)eB}y=:f'(B)eS
for all B € B(R).

As we will crucially use later on, Borel-measurability is simply characterized by a similar
condition on a generating set.

Proposition 6.5 (folklore, see e.g. [14]). Let (2, S, 1) be a measure space. A function f : Q —
R is Borel-measurable if, and only if, f~1([a,b]) € S for all a,b e R.

If the underlying algebra S is not a o-algebra and if p is only a content, then the require-
ment that the preimages of the above collection of intervals are included is still statable but
might result in something weaker than full Borel-measurability. We call a function f: Q — R
where the preimages of all intervals [a,b] for a,b € R are included in a corresponding alge-
bra S < 29 to be weakly Borel-measurable. It will in particular be this notion of weakly
Borel-measurable functions that we will rely on later in the context of our approach towards
Lebesgue integrals for probability contents. It should be noted that by requiring the inclusion
f~Y[a,b]) € S for two real numbers a,b € R and an algebra S, we in particular also obtain that

F 1 (a,b) = f~Y[a,b]) n (f71([b,b]))° € S as S is an algebral]

To formally deal with the notion of (weak) Borel-measurability, we thus need an access to
the collection of the closed intervals [a,b] for a,b € R generating the Borel-algebra. For this,
we will introduce an intensional approach to real intervals in the next subsection to provide
formal means of operating on these generators. These intensional variants of real intervals can
then be processed by a general type of inverse map using which we will be able to state the
measurability of a function formally.

6.1. Intensional Intervals. Concretely, we now provide a quantifier-free (and thus in a way
intensional) account of the closed intervals [a, b] (and thus also of the half-open intervals [a, b)
as discussed above) by introducing a further constant to the language:

o [,] of type O(1)(1)(1).
Given two inputs a!,b!, this function shall return a characteristic function for an intensional
representation of the corresponding interval. For this, we add the following axioms:

([ D va', bt ([a,](r) <o 1),
([, ])2 Yal, bt rt (rela,b] >a<gr<gbh),
([,Ds Va', b 1t (a <g r <g b — 7€ [a,b]),
([ -Da Va',b' (a,b € [a,b]).

Here, we wrote [a,b] for [-,-]ab as well as r € [a,b] for [a,b](r) =¢ 0. Note that this is an
intensional representation of the set as we have a, b € [a, b] but we can not conclude from r = a

ONote that in the context of algebras, this is a particular benefit from working with closed intervals in the
above notion of weak Borel-measurability. If, e.g., one instead would work with half-open intervals [a,b), then
defining the closed intervals requires the use of a countably infinite intersection via [a,b] = (enla, b + 27F)
which can only be sustained in o-algebras.
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or r = b that r € [a, b].

We also introduce the following notation used later: if we are given a system C*, we write
C¥|[Int] to denote the extension of C* by the above constant [-,-] and the axioms ([-,-]); —
([-,])4 for treating the closed intervals.

In similarity to the discussion above, these closed intervals then also provide a quantifier-free
access to the half-open intervals in the following way: We define [-,-) of type 0(1)(1)(1) via

[,-) := X', b', . max {[a, b](r),1 — [b,b] (1)} .
Also for [+, ), we write [a, b) for [-,-)ab as well as r € [a, b) for [a,b)(r) =¢ 0.

In the context of that definition, we in particular obtain relatively immediately that [-,-)
defined as such satisfies properties that intensionally specify the half-open intervals similar as
to how we have specified closed intervals above with the axioms ([-,]); — ([, ] )4, i.e. we for one
have a € [a, b) but from r = a, we can not infer r € [a, b) and we have b ¢ [a, ) but from r = b,
we can not infer r ¢ [a,b). This is collected in the following lemma:

Lemma 6.6. The system A“|[Int] proves the following properties of [-,-):
(1) val’ b17T1 ([a’ b)(?“) <o 1)7
(2) Ya', b, rt (r € [a,b) — a <g r <g b),
(3) Ya', bt rt (a <g 7 <g b — 1 € [a,])),
(4) Ya*,b' (a <g b — a € [a,b) A b¢ [a,b)).

We omit the proof as it is rather immediate.

6.2. The inverse map. We now provide a treatment of the inverse map for a given function
f of type 1(2). For this, we actually introduce a uniform operator into the language via a
constant

o (-)7" of type 0(€2)(0(1))(1())
that provides an inverse map for any given function f'¥ in the sense that, writing f~' for
()71 f, the functional f~! receives a subset of the reals coded via a characteristic function A%

and maps this into a characteristic function f~1A of type 0(€) coding a subset of the underlying
space €.

This type of map is then governed by the following two axioms:
(Inv), VLY AWy 0 (fAz <0 1),
(Inv), VYA DY (e f1A o f(z) e A).
Here, we wrote f(z) € A for Af(x) =¢0and z € f~'A for f~1Az =, 0.
Also for this type of extension, we introduce the following generic notation: given a system

C¥, we write C*[Inv] to denote the extensions of C* by the constant (-)~! and the above axioms
for treating the inverse map.

6.3. Measurability of functions. In the context of the intensional representations for closed
intervals generating the Borel o-algebra on the reals as well as using the general inverse map
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introduced before, we are now in the position of formulating the (weak) Borel-measurability of
a function 1 formally in the underlying language by

Va', b'3A°Vz? (z € ! ([a,b]) «> z € A).

The inner matrix (based on the fact that stating element relations via € is quantifier-free and
as we use the abbreviation z € f~!([a,b]) for f~!a,b]z =¢ 0 as introduced in Section [(.2)) is
quantifier-free and thus the above sentence is a generalized II3-statement. Similar as with the
monotonicity statement of the content P, this statement would be admissible in the context of
the monotone Dialectica interpretation if the quantification over elements of type S could be
conceived of as being bounded in a suitable sense. Similar as we argued with the monotonicity
of P, a crucial perspective for our formal approach to bound extraction theorems later on will be
that, besides the whole space €2, we will also be able to regard the space S as uniformly bounded,
formally encapsulated via a corresponding suitable extension of the notion of majorizability to
S used later. In that context, such a sentence sentence has a trivial monotone functional
interpretation and we will use this later to formulate admissible axioms stating that certain
classes of functions are indeed measurable.

7. TREATING INTEGRATION OVER PROBABILITY CONTENTS

We now want to extend the previous system F“[IP] for probability contents on algebras so
that we can treat a certain class of integrable functions f : 2 — R. With that, we thus in
particular provide a firm base for random variables and their moments as used in various ap-
plications which will be illustrated further by Section

For the usual approach to the integral over contents, which mimics that of the Lebesgue
integral, we mainly follow the exposition given in [5] (where the corresponding notion is intro-
duced under the name of the “D-integral”) which we detail here to some degree to provide the
necessary mathematical basics for the axiomatizations chosen later. Concretely, let 2 be a set
and S an algebra on it and let u be a finite content on S (i.e. p(€2) < +00). One then first
arrives at a notion of simple function that is completely analogous to how it is usually defined
in the context of measure theory, i.e. a simple function is a function f : 2 — R of the form

f(r) = 2 bix 4,
i=0

for given sets A; € S and values b; € R For such a function f, the integral over p is simply
defined as

ffd,u = 2 bipu(Asi),
i=0

also in similarity to usual Lebesgue integrals over measures. A general function f : Q@ — R
is now declared integrable if there is a sequence of simple functions f, such that (1) the f,
converge to f in a suitable sensd™ and (2) the sequence satisfies

lim | |fn— fimldu =0.
a0

n,m—

HTp some cases, as e.g. also in [B], one requires the sets A; to be mutually disjoint and to cover the whole
space 2 but we do not include these requirements here for simplicity.

12Tpe corresponding notion of convergence is dubbed hazy convergence in [5] and relies on the use of a
corresponding outer content (which is similar to an outer measure) constructed from p. Here, we will however
not rely on any precise details regarding this notion.
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Such a sequence is called a determining sequence for f and using such a determining sequence,
one then defines the integral of f via

ffd,u = lim ffndu.
n—00
Crucially, this limit is well-defined as the following general result shows:

Lemma 7.1 (Lemma 4.4.12in [5]). Let f be an integrable function and let (f,,) be a determining
sequence for f. Then f, — f is integrable and

i [ 14, ~ f1du=0.
n—0o0

This notion of a (D-)integral defined for contents then shares many of the familiar properties
of Lebesgue integrals defined for measures. One particularly useful property is that every inte-
grable function f is measurable in the following extended sense, called To-measurable in [5]: for
any ¢ > 0, there is a partition Ay, ..., A, € S of Q such that u(Ap) < e and |f(z) — f(y)] < e
for any z,y € A; and any 7. In particular, for any function f that is measurable in this sense,
one gets that f is integrable if, and only if, | f| is integrable (see e.g. Corollary 4.4.19 in [5]).

Now, a major part of the theory of integrals over contents (like e.g. a nice correspondence
between the so-called D- and S-integrals, the latter being similar in spirit to a Riemann-Stieltjes
integral, and the fact that the notions of Th-measurability and integrability coincide as shown
by Theorem 4.5.7 in [5], among many others) depends on the assumption that the integrated
functions are bounded. In that way, we will similarly require that all integrated function are
bounded.

In fact, using the proof-theoretic perspective of the approach taken here to the proof mining
metatheorems for contents on algebras, we find that this assumption of the boundedness of
functions that is often imposed in the context of integration on contents is also suggested as
a necessity in our formal approach by the notion of majorizability employed later. Concretely,
as discussed before, to develop a proof-theoretically tame theory of algebras and contents, we
have regarded () and S as uniformly bounded in the sense that we later regard all elements
of these spaces as uniformly majorized by the content of the full space p(£2), i.e. by 1 in the
context of a probability content, which we denote in writing by 1 2o x and 1 =g A for z € Q)
and A € S. While this will be discussed comprehensively and in full formal detail later, we here
look already at what this definition entails for majorizable functions f of type 1(€2): a function
f* of type 0(0)(0) is a majorant for f, written f* Zq(q) f, if

f*(m)(k) = f*(n)(5) = f(z)(i) whenever m = n 2q x and k > j > 1.
Therefore, as 1 2 x for any x, we in particular derive that

fx)(k) < fH(1)(k)
for any k£ and = and thus, the real number represented by f(z) is uniformly bounded by
f*(1)(0)+1 for any x. Thus, any majorizable function of type 1(£2) is bounded and so bounded-
ness of integrable functions is suggested as a necessary assumption by the chosen proof-theoretic
methodology.

Lastly, to provide a proof-theoretically tame approach to integration, we will actually require
that the integrated functions are not only T>-measurable in the sense discussed above but that
they even are weakly Borel-measurable in the sense discussed before (i.e. that the preimages
of closed intervals are included in the underlying algebra). Clearly, any bounded and weakly
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Borel-measurable function is also T,-measurable in the previous sense and thus integrable as
discussed before and while this class is slightly restricted compared to that of all integrable
functions, we find that is has two central advantages: for one, as mentioned before, it allows
for a smooth and proof-theoretically tame approach to the integral for this class of functions
that is amenable to bound extraction theorems and, for another, in virtually all previous ad
hoc proof mining applications to measure and probability theory involving integrals, already
the stronger (or, in the context of o-algebras, equivalent) property of being Borel-measurable
is assumed so that a treatment of this class still allows for our metatheorems established later
to provide a proof-theoretic explanation of the respective extractions.

Now, the formal approach to the integral over a probability content is to abstractly encode
a suitable subspace of bounded and weakly Borel-measurable functions closed under linear
combinations, multiplications with characteristic functions and absolute valued™ intensionally
via the use of a characteristic function and then to introduce the integral for all functions from
this space as well as the relevant closure properties using further constants and axioms. For
this, we now initially introduce two further constants

e [ of type 0(1(2)),

o [|-ll; of type 1(1(£2)),
into the language of F*[P, Int, Inv]. The first of these is the previously mention characteristic
function providing an intensional account of a space closed under linear combinations, multipli-
cations with characteristic functions and absolute values as well as containing only bounded and
weakly Borel-measurable functions and the latter is used to formally introduce the supremum
norm on these functionals. As initial axioms, we now therefore stipulate the following:

I VA(If <o),

)o VAS (\z.(z e A)) e ),

)3 VY ! 0134 (f el — (ve f([a,b]) >z e A)),

)1 VD2 (fel — (If (@) < 1f]l))

s VA K32 (el — (Ifll, — 27" <e |f(2)]))

)6 VD, g P el B (f g e I — (ha(af(x) + By(x)) € 1),

)7 VI (fel = aelf(z)]el),

)s VD AS (fel— da. (f(x)(zeA))el).

The axioms ()3 and (I)s will again be admissible later because of the extended notion of

majorizability on € and S. Note also that axioms (/)4 and ()5 together specify | f]|., as the
least upper bound on |f ()|

In the following, we will write y4 for the function Az.(x € AC) Also, we in the following
just briefly write af + Sg for Az.(af(x) + Bg(x)) as well as |f| for Az.(|f(z)]) and fxa for

13In the context of a probability measure over a g-algebra, such a space could for example be the space of
all bounded and Borel-measurable functions.

141 fact, these two axioms can be seen as an instantiation of the general approach to tame suprema over
bounded sets developed in [43].

1575 customary in the context of integration, we want characteristic functions to take the value 1 if the
element is included in the set. As we previously have used 0 for this, we used A€ in the above definition.
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Az (f(x)xa(z)).

As the operations max and min can be defined on functions using the absolute value via

max{f,g} = (f + g+ |f —g|)/2 and min{f, g} = —max{—f, —g},

we immediately get that axiom (/)7 implies the closure of I under these operations and thus we
have effectively axiomatized that I in particular is a Riesz space of bounded functions with the
respective operations and thus our approach is similar as to how abstract integration spaces
are approached in the context of Daniell integrals [6] where a similar collection of functions is
presumed.

To deal with the integral, we add a further constant
e {-dP of type 1(1(2)).
The first two axioms for the integral are now that it behaves as expected on characteristic
functions and that the integral is a linear function:

GRS (fx 0P = P(A)) |
(§)2 VO gl ol gt <f,g el — J(af + Bg) dP =g oszdﬂ” + ﬁfgle’) -

Using these two axioms, we immediately get that the integral behaves as expected on simple
functions.

The major other statement that we need to axiomatize is that any function in [ is actually
integrable in the sense that their integrals are well-defined and arise as the limit of a sequence
of integrals of simple functions. To formulate this property, we now fully utilize the assumption
that our functions are bounded and weakly Borel-measurable to derive the following general
result that inspires the subsequent axiom:

Lemma 7.2 (essentially folklore). Let €2 be a set, S an algebra on Q and p a probability content
on S. Let f be a weakly Borel-measurable function and assume that |f| is bounded by b € N*,
i.e. |f(x)] <b forall x € Q. For a given k, define

i i+1
Li = [—b+?,—b+ 5

262k —1 i
Vk e N (J ‘f — Z (—b + ?) Xffl(fk,i)
=0

Proof. Let k € N. As all I;; are disjoint and cover [—b, b] and since |f| is bounded by b, their
preimages under f are disjoint and cover €. Thus

1=0

b2k — 1
) fori=0,1,...,202" — 2 and I gypr_; = [Tb} :

Then:

dP < 2—k> .

and for any k € N:
2b2% —1

f@) = Y @),
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Further, for x € f~!(Iy;), it clearly holds that

' 1
- ()] <
As k was arbitrary, the function f is integrable by Theorem 4.5.7 in [5] (use e.g. the equivalence
between (viii) and (v)). Thus, using the monotonicity and linearity of the integral on contents

(see e.g. Theorem 4.4.13 in [5]), we have
262k -1 .
)| AP = f Z <f+b— —) XF=1 (L)

f 'f— k
S (o ) ae

2b2k 1

dP

2b2k 1

< Z JQka l(sz)dp
2b2k 1
< Z Ikl))
2b2k 1 1
2k Z [’“ _Q_k'

n

To axiomatize the integrability of a function f € I, it thus suffices to state the conclusion
of the above lemma and although we could formalize this directly by employing the general
inverse mapping and intensional intervals, we can actually avoid this machinery here at the
mild expense of quantifying over the sequence of sets used in the simple functions instead of
explicitly specifying them. Concretely, we consider the following third axio

2k+1p,—1

(D)s VI OVE3ATO [ fed —’J f= 2 < by + Qk) Xag| dP <g 27"

1=0

where we wrote by := [[|f||,,](0) + 1 and have used that, since ||f|, =r |f(z)| for all z, it
holds that the natural number by similarly bounds |f|. Again, by the later considerations on
majorizability whereby also A of type S(0) can be regarded as uniformly bounded, this axiom
will later be admissible in the context of our approach to proof mining metatheorems via the
monotone functional interpretation.

Lastly, to also devise a practical system, it will be convenient to also axiomatically include

(instead of discussing how it might be provable in the system) that the integral of a positive
function f € I is positive. Naively, this statement can be written as

v 1) <fe[ A V2 (f(x) =g 0) — ffd[@ >p o)

16Note that in the context of this axiom, we can introduce the sum expression by the recursor constants of
the underlying system A“.



24 MORENIKEJI NERI AND NICHOLAS PISCHKE

which is not a priori admissible in the context of our approach to bound extraction theorems
due to the hidden negative universal type 0 quantifier in >r. However, if we rewrite the above
statement in the prenexed form

VL y03,23,0 (f el A deIP’ <z —27" > (f(z) <& —2—J’)) ,

we can witness the quantifier over 5 simply by j = k£ which can be immediately seen using only
very basic properties of the integral (see e.g. Theorem 4.4.13 in [5]) so that we arrive at the
axiom

(§)s V1038 <f el A deIP’ <w —27" > (f(z) <z —2—k)>

which, in the context of our perspective that we regard quantification over €2 as bounded, will
later be admissible in the context of the monotone functional interpretation.

We want to note that the axioms ({)s — ({)4 roughly correspond to the four central properties
of an abstract “I-integral” in the context of Daniell’s approach to integration [6] and so, in some
sense, our approach to the integral here can be regarded as a sort of effectivized implementation
of the Daniell integral.

With all of these constants and axioms, we then arrive at the following system for integrals:

Definition 7.3. We write F“[P, Integral] for the system resulting from F“[P,Int,Inv] by
adding the above constants I, |||, , { - dP together with the axioms (I); — (I)7 as well as ()
— (§)4. Further, we write F¥[| J,P, Integral| for the system F*[P,Integral| extended with the
constant | J and the axiom (| J); as well as the rule (|J)2.

We end this section with some immediate properties of the integral over contents that are
provable in our system. A more intricate use of the integrals will then be made in Section
where they feature crucially in the formal explanation of a previous proof-mining application
(and in particular highlight the usability of the above axiomatic approach to the integral in
regard to the proof mining practice). As is common in proof mining however, this approach to
the integral enjoys a large degree of flexibility in the sense that it can, of course, be immediately
augmented by further constants and axioms specifying certain properties of the integral that
might be crucial in a certain application.

Lemma 7.4. The system F*[P, Integral] proves:

(1) §-dP is monotone w.r.t. pointwise inequality, i.e.

VL) gt (f,g e I A2 (f(x) <g g(x)) — de[P’ <R JngP’) .

(2) §-dP is extensional w.r.t. pointwise equality, i.e.

WO (e 12t () =z gle) | [ 1P~ [ gF] =20).
(3) §-dP is monotone w.r.t. inequality almost everywhere, i.e.

VD gl @ <f,g eI AJA% (P(A) = 0 A V2" (z € A° — f(z) <gr g(x)))

—>de]P’ <RJngP’).
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(4) §-dP is extensional w.r.t. equality almost everywhere, i.e.

VI g1 @) <f geI/\EIAS( (A) =0 A V2% (re A°— f(x) =g g(x)))

H'J‘deP’—J‘gdP‘ :R()).

(5) §-dP behaves well with absolute values, i.e.

VI (fe]—> dep‘ <Rf|f|dIP>).

Proof. (1) If Vz (f(z) < g(x)), note that we have (g — f)(z) = 0 for all z. By axiom (),
we have thus that § (f — g) dP > 0 and therefore, we get § f dP < { g dP by axiom ({),
(2) This immediately follows from item (1).
(3) By axiom (I)s, we have fyac,gxac € I. As in particular fyxac(z) < gxac(x) holds for
any x, we get

f Fxae dP < f gy ae AP

by item (1). Similar, as the axioms for the supremum norm imply that (f — g)xa(z) <
If — gll,, xa(z) holds for all x, item (1) together with axiom ({); implies

f(f—g>x,4d1@< Jllf—gllooxAdIP’= If = gll,, P(4) = 0
which yields
ffo dP < fng dP.

As f(x) = fxa(z) + fxac(z) holds for all z (and similarly for g), we thus in particular
get the claim using axiom (§)2.

(4) This immediately follows from item (3).

(5) Note that we have provably that

—If(ﬂf)l < f@) < [f(2)|

for any x so that by item (1) and axiom ({),, we have

f|f|d1P> | rap < [ is1ae.
de[@ <J|f|d19>.

Note that by item (2) of the above lemma together with the axioms on the supremum norm
we in particular have that {-dP is extensional w.r.t. [|-]|, in the sense that

g (I gl =0~ | fap - [gap| =0}

i.e. that

U

(B[P
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8. A BOUND EXTRACTION THEOREM

We now establish our main results, the bound extraction theorems, for the systems intro-
duced previously. For that, as hinted on in the introduction, we follow the approach of the first
metatheorems using abstract types presented in [22] (see also [10, 23] . As the outline of our
approach is rather standard in that way, we will sometimes only sketch the arguments instead
of giving full detailed proofs, only spelling out those parts that are sensitive to the new ideas
introduced in this paper. Throughout, to ease notation, we write C* for the system F“ or one
of its extensions as discussed previously.

As in the works mentioned above, the main tool for the metatheorems presented here is
Godel’s Dialectica interpretation [I1] which is combined with a negative translation by Kuroda
[33]. We recall the definitions of those central proof interpretations here:

Definition 8.1 ([I1,49]). The Dialectica interpretation A” = JzVyAp(z,y) of a formula A in
the language of C* (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 = JzVyAp(z,y) and BP = 3uVvBp(u,v), we set
(2) (A A B)P =3z, u¥y, v(A A B)

where (A A B)p(z,u,y,v) := Ap(z,y) A Bp(u,v),
(3) (Av B) = 32% z,u¥y,v(A v B)p

where (A v B)p (z z,u,y,v) = (2 =0— Ap(z,y)) » (2 # 0 = Bp(u,v)),
(4) (A — B) — 3U, YV, 0(A — B)p

where (A )D(U,Z, z,v) := Ap(z, Yav) — Bp(Uz,v),

(5) (327 A()P = 20, a¥y(3A(2)
where (327A(2))p(2, 2, y) := Ap(z,y, 2),
(6) (V27 A(2))P = 3XVz,y(V2"A(2))p
where (V2" A(2))p(X, 2,y) := Ap(Xz,y, 2).

Definition 8.2 ([33]). 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 € {n, v, —};
(3) (EIxTA) = JaT A%,
(4) (YaTA)* := Vo™ ——A*,
For the combination of these two interpretations, the following soundness result is one of the

two central technical tools in the context of the proof of the proof mining metatheorems. In
that context, we define C*~ as the system C“ without the schemas QF-AC and DC.

Lemma 8.3 (essentially [22]). Let P be a set of universal sentences and let A(a) be an arbitrary
formula (with only the variables a free) in the language of F¥. Then the rule

FY+ P+ Ala) =
F¥~+ (BR) + P+ Va,y(A)p(ta, y. a)
17As mentioned in the introduction already, this approach has been adapted to provide a treatment amenable

to proof mining methods of a wide array of different mathematical notions in the past. We again refer to the
references in the introduction for these results.
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holds where t is a tuple of closed terms of F“~ + (BR) which can be extracted from the respective
proof and (BR) is the schema of simultaneous bar-recursion of Spector [4T], here extended to
all types from T (similar as in e.g. [23]).

This result extends to any suitable extension of the language of F* (e.g. by any kind of new
types and constants) together with any number of additional universal axioms in that language.

We omit the proof as it is almost exactly the same as the proof given for the analogous sound-
ness result in [22] (although this result from [22] is of course not formulated for the system F*).

Besides the soundness of the Dialectica interpretation (together with the negative transla-
tion), the other one of the two central tools utilized in the metatheorems is that of majorizability.
Originally introduced by Howard [16], the notion of majorizable functionals was later extended
by Bezem [4] to that of strongly majorizable functionals to provide a model for finite type
arithmetic extended by the schema of bar recursion discussed before. In that way, this model
of strongly majorizable functionals provides the crucial basis for proof mining metatheorems of
systems allowing for dependent choice. In the context of the abstract types, we further need to
consider an extension of this notion of strongly majorizable functionals to these new types. The
first such extensions to abstract types have been devised in [10, 22]. However, in this setting
(and essentially in all other settings for metatheorems proved afterwards), this extension was
motivated and based on the metric structure assumed for the respective classes of spaces that
were treated. We thus find ourselves here at a “fork in the road”, so to say, where we have
to extend the notion of majorizability sensibly to our types {2 and S, both representing spaces
which do not carry any metric structure. The key insight, already mentioned and motivated
throughout the previous sections many times (e.g. in the context of the admissibility of the
axioms containing existential quantifiers over variables of types 2, S or S(0), etc.) is to

(1) majorize objects A% by natural numbers bounding the measure of A,
(2) majorize objects ¥ by natural numbers bounding the measure of the full set  in S.

In the case of a probability measure, any object of type €2 or S is therefore uniformly majorized
by 1 but with the phrasing of (1) and (2), we wanted to highlight the general idea of this

approach as it might be feasible also for more general finite contents.

In any way, similar to [10, 22], the majorants for objects with types from T are objects
with types from T according to the following extended projection:

Definition 8.4 (essentially [10]). Define 7 € T, given 7 € T*»°, by recursion on the structure
via

0:=0, Q:=0, §:=0, 7(&) := 7(&).

The majorizability relation 2 is then defined in tandem with the structure of all strongly
majorizable functionals.

Definition 8.5 (essentially [10, 22]). Let Q be a non-empty set, S < 29 be an algebra and P
be a probability content on S. The structure M*>5 and the majorizability relation > p are
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defined by
(My:=N.,n=ym:=n=man,meN,
Mao:=Qnzgr:=n=P(Q) Ane Myze Mg,
Mg:=SnzsA:=n=2P(A) AneM,Ae Mg,
VFzugwi= fe M

AVgE Mgy e Me(g2ey — fg2r ay)
A9,y € Me(g 2z y — f9 =+ fy),

M=~
(Mo i= {o e MI13F € ME: f 20 2}

So, as already discussed previously, though only informally, as P is a probability content, we
have 1 2g A for any A € S (as P(A) < P(2) = 1) as well as 1 2 « for any x € Q (but in
the way the model is defined above, the definition immediately makes sense in the context of
general finite contents).

Before we move on further, we now just quickly note that majorizability behaves nicely w.r.t.
functions with multiple arguments as represented by their curryied variants.

Lemma 8.6 ([10, 22], see also Kohlenbach [23, Lemma 17.80]). Let & = 7(&)...(&1). For
i Mg = Mg — o> M) ) and s Mg > (Mg, — 0 — M) ..., we have
¥ Ze v iff

k
(a) Yy, 1, Vi Uk (/\izl(y;" Ze Vi) = TYL Y R YL ?/k) and

k
() VYT, Y15 Y Yk (/\i=1(y;" Re Yi) = TY Yk Rs x*yl---yk)-

The other main structure featuring in the metatheorems is the structure of all set-theoretic
functionals S defined via Sy := N, S := 2, Sg := S and

ST(&) = 87‘-85.

Both structures S“**° and M“** later turn into models of our systems if equipped with cor-
responding interpretations for the respective additional constants, with S“%* serving as the
structure for the intended standard models.

The proof of the bound extraction theorems now follows the following general high-level out-
line of most other such metatheorems: using functional interpretation and negative translation,
one extracts realizers from (essentially) V3-theorems. These realizers have types from T, We
then use majorizability to construct bounds for these realizers, depending only on majorants
of the parameters, which are validated in a model based on M“**S. In a final step, we can
then recover to the truth in a model based on the usual full set-theoretic structure S“** if the
types occurring in the axioms and the theorem are “low enough”, which we will call admissible.
Concretely, following [10, 22], we introduce the following specific classes of types: We call a
type & of degree n if £ € T and it has degree < n in the usual sense (see e.g. [23]). Further we
call & small if it is of the form & = £y(0)...(0) for & € {0,9, S} (including 0,2, S) and call it
admissible if it is of the form & = &y(71) ... (1) where each 7; is small and &, € {0,, S} (also
including 0, €2, 5).

Further, also in analogy to [10, 22], we define certain subclasses of formulas satisfying certain
type restrictions: A formula A is called a V-formula if A = VatA,¢(a) with A,; quantifier-
free and all types & in £ = (§1,...,&) are admissible. A formula A is called an 3-formula if
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A = 3afA,s(a) with similar Ay and £

The class A already mentioned previously, which was originally introduced in [I7, 18] (and
then lifted to abstract types in [I3]) and signifies a class of commonly occurring formulas with
trivial monotone functional interpretations, is now similarly introduced in the context of the
systems studied in this paper: a formula of type A is any formula of the form

Va®3b <, rav¥clA s (a, b, c)

where A,y is quantifier-free, the types in 9, ¢ and v are admissible, r is a tuple of closed terms
of appropriate type, < is defined by recursion on the type via

(1) TKOY =T <Y,

(2) z <qy:= P(Q) <r P(2),

(3) A<s B:=P(A) <z P(B),

(4) v <;¢0)y = Vzg(:pz <; y2),
and x <, y is an abbreviation for x; <, y1 A -+ A T <5, Yy Where z, y and ¢ are k-tuples of
terms and types, respectively, such that x; and y; are of type o;.

Given a set 3 of formulas of type A, we write 3 for the set of all Skolem normal forms

3B <45 rV¥a®Vc Ay (a, Ba, c)
for any Va®3b <, ra¥crA,s(a, b, c) in 2.

Remark 8.7. We want to note shortly that all axioms that were previously discussed as admis-
sible based on our extended notion of majorizability can actually be seen as statements of type
A in the context of the above definition. At first, the axiom (P)4 can be equivalently rewritten
as

VA® B3z <q cq(P(A) >r P(B) - (re Az ¢ B))

and is thus immediately of type INE Second, also the axiom ([)3 can be rewritten with the
additional boundedness information via

VY 0! 01345 < QY2 (fe I — (v e f([a,b]) © z € A))

and thus is of type A. Similarly, also the axiom (I)5 can be rewritten as an axioms of type A
as

VIO 03 <gea (el — (If], - 27" <z |f(2)]))-

Lastly, also the integrability axioms ({)s and ({)3 can be rewritten as

VIO k03292 <q cq <f el A deIP’ <z —27" > (f(z) <z —2—k)>

and
VD KA <0y A0
gk+1 bf 1
per=flr= B (SOAL20) + 1+ 5 ) x| P e 27 ),
respectively, with by := [||f||,,](0) + 1 as before, which turns them into axioms of type A.

18Note the importance of the constant co witnessing the non-emptiness of Q for writing (P)4 in that way.
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Crucially, axioms of type A are trivialized under the monotone functional interpretation@
and we treat any axiom of type A in C¥ (or any suitable extension) “in this spirit”. We here
only write “in this spirit” as we actually do not use a monotone variant of the Dialectica inter-
pretation but treat the functional interpretation part and the majorization part of the combined
interpretation separately. In that way, we follow the approach given in [I3] (see also the recent
[43]) and treat axioms of type A by employing a construction that converts a theory with
axioms of such a type into a theory using only additional purely universal axioms formulated
using the Skolem functions of these axioms. This new theory is then used in combination with
the functional interpretation to extract the respective terms and then the proof proceeds as
outlined before. ~

Concretely, we now proceed as follows: Let J be a set of axioms of type A and write C* for
C¥ without any of its axioms of type A. Then, we form a new theory E; from C¥ by adding
the Skolem functionals B of any axiom of type A of C¥ + 3, say of the form

Va®3b <, rav¥cl A, (a, b, c),

as new constants to the language and simultaneously adding the corresponding “instantiated
Skolem normal form”, i.e.

B <, 1 A Ya®¥c* Ay (a, Ba, c),

as a new axiom. Therefore, the system E; only extends F“ by new types, constants and
universal axioms. Therefore, as mentioned before, Lemma also applies to this system where
the conclusion is then proved in 5;7 + (BR), i.e. E; with the principles QF-AC and DC removed
and where the scheme of simultaneous bar-recursion is added.

In the case where the extension C¥ contains the rule (| J)2, we for simplicity assume that in
the process of forming the extended theory, this rule is also removed in the sense that E; does
not contain the rule and for any provable premise

CY+1+ qu — vn? (A(n) Cg B) ,
we add the corresponding conclusion
F,f — U Acg B

. =12
as an axiom of Cs.

We now move on to the central result on the majorization part of the chosen approach to
the bound extraction theorems, stating that every closed term in the underlying language of
the system in question is majorizable. As such, the result is similar to Lemma 9.11 in [10].

Lemma 8.8. Let C¥ be (one of the previously discussed extensions of ) the system F*[P] and
let O be a set of additional axioms of type A. Let 2 be a non-empty set and let S < 2% be an
algebra (or, in the context of the constant | J, a o-algebra). Let P be a probability content on S.
Then M“%5 is a model of C5 + (BR), provided S5 = 2 (with M“**5 and S5 defined
via suitable interpretations of the additional constants in C¥). Moreover, for any closed term t
of C5~ + (BR), one can construct a closed term t* of A + (BR) such that

MBS = (2 ).

9While the interpretation was introduced under this name in [20], the idea of combining the Dialectica
interpretation and majorization is already due to [18].
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Proof. The structure of the proof is standard and similar to proofs of related results from the
literature (see e.g. [23]). As such, we only discuss the interpretations of the new constants
added to A“ to form the respective theories as well as their majorizations. For the constants
already contained in A“, we may choose suitable interpretations as in [23] and for majorizing
a composition of terms, we may similarly proceed as outlined therein. For that, we now first
focus on F¥[P] and assume that there are no further axioms of type A beyond those already
contained in F¥[P]. For any C¥, we deal with any set 3 of additional axioms of type A and
the respectively induced constants later on by moving to the theory E;.

Now, for the new constants added to A“ to form F“[P], we consider the following interpre-
tations (writing M for M«%5):
[eq] s := the characteristic function of the equaliy relation in ;
[€]m := the characteristic function of the element relation in S
[U]a := union in S;
[(-)°]m := complement in S;
[ D] m := the empty set in S
[P]r¢ := AA®.(P(A)), where P is the content fixed in the context of this lemma.
This is only well-defined in M« %9 if we can construct majorants of these objects. This we
can do as follows:

A0, 0.1 = eq;

AxY 01 =€

Az 901 = u;

Axf.1 > ()¢

02 @;

A20.(x), = PP.

Note that in the last item, the operation (), is definable in A via a closed term as z is of
type 0.

For justifying that those terms really are majorants of the respective constants, we argue as
follows: The first four items immediately follow from the fact that P(A) < P(Q2) =1 (i.e. that P
is a probability content) and that P(¢f) =g 0. The last item follows immediately from Lemma
21 as clearly, if © =g P(A), then (), 2 (P(A))..

In the case where C* contains the respective additional constant | J, a corresponding inter-
pretation is naturally defined by

e [[J]m := countably infinite union in S,

which is well-defined since we in this context assume that S is a o-algebra. We can achieve
majorization as before by exploiting that P is a finite content with

° )\fo(o).l = U

Lastly, if the system C“ contains the respective constants and axioms for treating integrals,
we choose corresponding interpretations of the additional constants as follows:

0 if r, € [rq,m);

o [ 1], = At bt 2, {1

-[(»1A4:=:Afﬂﬂxl4wn,xﬂ.{

otherwise;
0 ifwef({r|a: Aa) =0 0})
1 otherwise;
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o [I]pm := the characteristic function of a set of bounded and weakly Borel-measurable
functions f'®? which is closed under linear combinations, multiplication with charac-
teristic functions and absolute values;

o [Fllola = AF. { (up.ca S 11 5 bomnded

otherwise;

[~ AP g = ASY) (§ fdP), if f is bounded and weakly Borel-measurable;
M . otherwise;

where the latter { f dP represents the usual integral defined over the content.

Note that here, we now rely on the extended operator (-), operating on all real numbers as
the integral of a general integrable function may be negative. As for majorization, we rely on
the following constructions:

e o', bt rt 1>[,-];

° )\fl(O AO(l (.)—1;
e M 1O 1 > I
o APOL(F)(0) + 1), 2 L3

AFLOL(£(1)(0) + 1), % §-dP.
The first three items are immediate as we deal with characteristic functions. For the fourth,
note that if f*'©@ > FHD  then

V', 2" (n 2 o — f*(n) 2 f(z))

and as 1 = z for any %% as 1 = P(2), we have f*(1)
f*(1)(0) + 1 =g f(x) for any 2 and thus f*(1)(0) + 1
Lemma 211

Lastly, note that for any bounded and weakly Borel-measurable function f, we have that

|§ fdP| <g [|f| dP so that

for any 2. Therefore, we have

2 f(z)
>r || f]l, so that the result follows from

[ £a8] <x 17198 <e AL == 111 <2 0100 +1
as before. The majorizability result then follows again from Lemma 2.1

That M5 with these chosen interpretations is a model of C*~ + (BR) can be shown sim-
ilarly as in analogous results (see e.g. [23]). The intended interpretations of the constants of
C¥ in 8% turning S into a model of these systems, are defined in analogy to the corre-
sponding model M« defined above.

For treating the other additional axioms in C* 4+ 3 of type A beyond the axioms already
contained in C¥, we rely on the following argument (akin to [13], Lemma 5.11) showing that
S5 = 7 implies M@ = 3. For this, the proof given in [I3] for Lemma 5.11 carries over
which we sketch here: While M“ %5 in general is not a model of the axiom of choice [19], one
can show (similar to [19]) that M« |= b-ACq s where

b-ACqs:= [ ] b-AC™
8,peT LS
with
b-AC*” := V2¢O (Va'3y <, ZaxA(z,y, Z) — Y <) ZV2° Az, Yz, Z)).
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Now, 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 [10] carries over. Further, we need that it is provable in C¥~ that

(T) Vx,al’yy(ﬂf, ZP$A$>py—>x' Zpy)

holds for all types p which can be shown similar as e.g. in [23].
Suppose now that

S = Yal3b <, rav¥clAyp(a, b, c).

Then also M“9 is a model of this sentence: First the types of the variables which are uni-
versally quantified are admissible, so over M“% the domain of the universal quantifiers is
reduced. For the witnesses for b, which exist in S, note first that these could potentially
live in M“5 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. However, by the above argument, the terms in r are all
majorizable and if @ comes from M5 then ra is majorizable. That we have b <, ra in
M5 now implies that b is majorizable by () (and consequently the corresponding interpre-
tations exist in M“%% too). Lastly, it is rather immediate to see that M“5 | 7 implies

M5 = T using b-ACqg.

From M“%5 = i, we immediately get that the corresponding Skolem functions have inter-
pretations in M“5 that the corresponding structures defined by some canonical interpreta-
tions of those additional constants are indeed models of those variants of the systems where the
corresponding Skolem functionals of these axioms are added and where the axioms themselves
are replaced by their instantiated Skolem normal forms (i.e. C5 and its extensions) and, lastly,
that the above majorizability result extends to these systems.

Note that, technically, these arguments were already needed in the above considerations to
see that M“ %9 really is a model of C*~ + (BR). However, we did not discuss this there
explicitly as for those specific axioms of type A belonging to C¥~ + (BR), the types of the
variables occurring in them are not only small but actually all among {0, 1,€2,S,5S(0)} 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. U

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

Theorem 8.9. Let C¥ be (one of the previously discussed extensions of ) the system F“[P] and
let J be a set of formulas of type A. Let T be admissible, 5 be of degree 1 and s be a closed
term of C¥ of type o(0) for admissible o and let By(z,vy, z,u) /C5(z,y, z,v) be V-/3I-formulas of
C¥ with only x,y,z,u/x,y, z,v free. If

C¥ + I+ Va'Vy <, s(x)Vz" (VuOBV(:c,y, z,u) — W°Cs(x, y, z,v)) ,

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

S =Yy <, s(x) (Vu <o (0, 2%) By(x,y, 2,u) — Jv <o &(x, 2%)Cs(x, y, 2,v))

holds whenever 8% = 1 for S defined via any non-empty set Q and any algebra S < 2
(or, in the context of the constant | J, any o-algebra) together with any probability content P on
S (and with suitable interpretations of the additional constants). Further:
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(1) If T 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 in-
stead of a single premise Yu®By(x,y, 2, u).

(8) If the claim is proved without DC, then T may be arbitrary and ® will be a total functional
on S5 x S which is primitive recursive in the sense of Godel [I1] and Hilbert [15]. In
that case, also plain majorization can be used instead of strong majorization (see e.g.

[23]).
Proof. First, assume that S*° = J and (for simplicity) that
C¥ + I+ V27 (Yu'By(z,u) — F0°C5(z,v)) .

Clearly, the same statement is then also provable in C5. By assumption, By(z,u) = YaB,s(z, u, a)
and C3(z,v) = 3bCy¢(2,v,b) for quantifier-free B,y and C,r. Thus, by prenexiation, we get

E§ V2 3u, v, a,b(Byr(z, u, a) = Cyr(2,v,0)).

Using Lemma B3] (which is applicable as 5; is an extension of F“ only by new constants and
purely universal axioms) and disregarding the realizers for a,b, we get closed terms t,,t, of

CS + (BR) such that
Co + (BR) I V2" (By(z, tu(2)) — C5(z, 1u(2))).
By Lemma B8 there are closed terms t*,¢* of A + (BR) such that

MBS =t 2ty AtE 2ty AVZT(By(z,tu(2)) = Ca(z,t4(2)))

for all non-empty sets Q, any algebra (or o-algebra) S < 2 and any probability content P on
S and where the constants are interpreted as in Lemma Define

O(2*) := max{t; (%), t:(2%)}.

Then
M@ = Yu <o @(2")By(2,u) — 30 <o $(2")C5(z,v)

holds for all z € M, and 2* € M: with 2z* = 2. The conclusion that S**** satisfies the same
sentence can be achieved as in the proof of Theorem 17.52 in [23] 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“% and S coincide (recall
the proof of Lemma B.8). Therefore, any such z,z* from S“% also live in M“%% 5o that
®(2*) is well-defined for z, z* belonging to S¥** with 2* > 2. In By, all types are admissible
to that truth in S*** implies truth in M“* and similarly for C5 where thus truth in M“%
implies truth in S¥%°. Lastly, as in Lemma 17.84 in [23], we can show that as ® is of type
0(7), the interpretations of ® in $¥%% and M“+¥ coincide on majorizable elements. All in all
we have that

S5 = Y <o B(2%)By(z,u) — Jv <o B(2*)C5(z,v)
holds for all z € S, and z* € S> with z* = z.

The additional V2°Vy <, s(x) can be treated as e.g. discussed in [22] and we thus omit any
details. Similarly, item (1) can be shown as in the proof of Theorem 17.52 from [23] (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“ 5 can be avoided. O
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9. APPLICATIONS OF THE METATHEOREMS

In this section, we are now concerned with the applications of the above metatheorems. Con-
cretely, we want to indicate how the systems introduced prior can be used together with their
metatheorems to recognize previous (ad hoc) applications in the spirit of the proof mining pro-
gram as proper instances of proof-theoretic bound extraction theorems. For this, we here focus
on the seminal work [2] by Avigad, Dean and Rute where we find that the quantitative results
obtained in [2] for Egorov’s theorem as well as the dominated convergence theorem, although
in general being of bar-recursive complexity (which is due to the use of a certain principle of
countable choice as we will later see formally), are nevertheless highly uniform, being in par-
ticular independent of the space, the measurable sets and the measure. As already mentioned
in the introduction, the authors of [2] presumed that this independence can be explained using
some instantiation of the notion of majorizability. In that way, the metatheorems proved before
and the discussion in this section show that this intuition was correct and that the uniformities
are a necessary consequence of the novel form of majorizability introduced in this paper.

However, we want to mention that the focus on the work [2] shall be understood to be merely
indicative on the usefulness of the systems and metatheorems discussed before and that essen-
tially all other quantitative works on probability theory in the spirit of proof mining that have
so far been considered in the literature and forthcoming work by the authors together with
Thomas Powell can be similarly recognized as instances of the metatheorems proved here and,
similarly, also there the peculiar uniformities observed in practice are a priori guaranteed by
the approach towards the metatheorems chosen here.

Now, the work [2] is concretely concerned with interrelations between different modes of
convergence for sequences of random variables. The most prolific of these modes, also based
on its similarity to a usual notion of pointwise convergence of functions, is that of almost sure
convergence.

Definition 9.1 (Almost sure convergence). Let (€2, S,P) be a probability space and (X,,) be
a sequence of random variables X, : @ — R (i.e. X,, is measurable w.r.t. S and the Borel
o-algebra on R). Then (X,,) is said to converge almost surely to a random variable X : Q@ — R
if

P({z e Q| X,(z) > X(2)}) = 1.

This notion of almost sure convergence does not lend itself easily for a quantitative account
of that convergence. Thus, in many cases where probability theorists are concerned with quan-
titative results (see e.g. [30] 45]), they opt for a different, but equivalent, formulation of almost
sure convergence known as almost uniform convergence.

Definition 9.2 (Almost uniform convergence). Let (€2, .S, P) be a probability space and (X,,) be
a sequence of random variables X, : @ — R. Then (X,,) is said to converge almost uniformly?]
to a random variable X : 2 — R if for all £,0 > 0 there exists an N € N such that

P({z e Q|V¥n > N (|Xo(z) - X(z)| <€)}) > 1—4.

The seminal result that these two notions of convergence are indeed equivalent is known as
Egorov’s theorem [7]. Note that since (2, S,P) is a probability space and the X,,’s are random

20Almost uniform convergence is usually formulated by requiring that for every € > 0, there exists a measur-
able set F. € S with P(F.) < e such that (X,,) converges uniformly on F? to X. The (equivalent) formulation
given here is however more fruitful from an applied proof-theoretic perspective as it immediately allows for a
very natural Cauchy-type variant.
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variables (and therefore measurable), the sets we take the probability of in the above definitions
are measurable sets.

This result was analyzed quantitatively in [2] and then was used in turn also to provide a
quantitative dominated convergence theorem for the Lebesgue integral. With the results from
this section, we will be able to recognize this analysis as an instance of the preceding metathe-
orems for probability contents on algebras.

We now move towards formalizing the results from [2] and for that introduce a sequence
of random variables into the system F*[P, Integral] by adding an additional constant X *()(©)
together with the axiom

vn® (X (n) e I)

to stipulate that the sequence in question belongs to our subspace of bounded and weakly
Borel-measurable functions. It is clear that Theorem B9l extends from F“[P, Integral] to its
extension by this constant X as any X (n) is trivially majorizable as it is bounded and the whole
constant X is thus majorized by a maximum construction. In that system, using axiom (1)
that asserts the weak Borel-measurability of any X (n), it is then in particular a consequence of
II{-AC (and actually of b-ACq g by regarding quantification over the type S as bounded) that
there exists a functional P5(©©©) gych that

Va®, 1%, P 2% (z € P(a,b,c) < z e (| X(c) — X(b)])7([0,27%)).

We add such a P directly into the language of the system via a new constant of the appropriate
type together with the above defining property as an axiom and denote the resulting system
by F¢[P, Integral, X]|.

Using this functional P, we can then formally introduce the alternative way of formulating
almost uniform convergence using finite unions as (implicitly) introduced in [2], which allows for
both a natural metastable variant as well as to extended any discussion regarding this notion
naturally to the context of contents:

Definition 9.3. We say that X converges almost uniformly with respect to finite unions if

VE?, a®30°V° (IP’ (U U P(a,1, j)c> <r 2"“) .

i=b j=b

It is rather immediately clear that this notion of almost uniform convergence w.r.t. finite
unions is equivalent over probability spaces to the usual notion of almost uniform convergence.
Further, we want to emphasize that this mode was not explicitly introduced in [2] but rather
implicitly as already mentioned above as it is naturally suggested through the quantitative
rendering of almost uniform convergence used in [2] in their main quantitative result given in
Theorem 3.1. Concretely, one immediately finds that a solution of the monotone functional
interpretation of the negative translation of almost uniform convergence w.r.t. finite unions is
exactly a function M (k,a) providing a 2~ *-uniform bound for the 2-%metastable convergence
of the sequence coded by X as introduced in [2].

Similarly, we can also give a formal representation of the notion of almost uniform metastable
pointwise convergence as introduced in [2] in the context of the system F*[P, Integral, X]|:
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Definition 9.4. We say that X converges almost uniform metastable pointwisely if

b F(m) F(m)
V&0, a®, F'31° (IP’ (ﬂ Uy P(a,z’,j)c> <g 2-’9) .

m=0 i=m j=m

Contrary to Definition 03] this mode of convergence was explicitly introduced in [2] as a
“more quantitatively friendly” version of the notion of almost sure convergence. In partic-
ular, as shown by Proposition 4.1 in [2], the notion of almost uniform metastable pointwise
convergence coincides over probability spaces with that of almost sure convergence. Also, as
essentially already observed in [2], a solution to the monotone functional interpretation (of the
negative translation of) the statement of almost uniform metastable pointwise convergence is
exactly a function M’(k,a) providing a 2 *-uniform bound on the 2~ %-metastable pointwise
convergence of the sequence coded by X as introduced in [2].

In [2], the authors now provide a quantitative version of Egorov’s theorem by constructing
a solution of the monotone functional interpretation of the negative translation of almost uni-
form convergence w.r.t. finite unions from a solution of the monotone functional interpretation
(of the negative translation of) the statement of almost uniform metastable pointwise conver-
gence and so they, in particular, provide a uniform quantitative rendering of the corresponding
implication. We justify this application by showing in the following that already the system
F¥[P, Integral, X | proves this implication between the above two modes of convergence. Besides
thereby explaining the success and the uniformities of the quantitative version of Egorov’s the-
orem from [2], our formal investigations here show in particular that the corresponding results
from [2] are true for probability contents and not just probability measures as illustrated in [2]
(by virtue of the implication from almost uniform metastable pointwise convergence to almost
uniform convergence w.r.t. finite unions being provable in the system F“[P, Integral, X]), i.e.
the authors inadvertently provided an “Egorov-like theorem” for probability contents. Con-
cretely, this seems to be in particular due to the above renderings of the notions of almost sure
and almost uniform convergence introduced via a finitary perspective informed by proof mining
in [2], which provide exactly those alternative phrasings of these notions that are much more
nicely compatible with the notion of contents due to a computationally effective formulation
using finite unions. In that way, the results from this section tie into the comments made in
the introduction that the notions and proofs produced in [2] through the finitary perspective
of proof mining provide the right notions to simultaneously see the results from the light of the
theory of contents (and thus, as mentioned before, highlighting the naturalness of the theory
of contents as a basis for proof mining in probability theory).

We now first note that one direction of that equivalence can be easily witnessed in the system
F¥[P, Integral, X'| discussed previously.

Theorem 9.5. The system F“[P, Integral, X| proves that if X converges almost uniformly with
respect to finite unions, then X converges almost uniformly metastable pointwisely.

Proof. We reason in F“[P,Integral, X]. Let k, a and F' be given. Using that X converges
almost uniformly w.r.t. finite unions, there exists a b such that

P (U U P(a,i,j)c) <27k

i=b j=b
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for all ¢. Now, we in particular have

b F(m) F(m) F(b) F(b)
N U U poiir= YU por
m=0 i=m j=m i=b j=

and therefore

#( U U rwir) <2 (U U rwsar) <2

m=0 i=m j=m i=b j
follows from the monotonicity of P. This yields that X converges almost uniformly metastable
pointwisely. O

As mentioned before, a quantitative version of the converse of the above theorem is one of the
main results of [2] and to obtain this, the authors of [2] mainly utilized a quantitative version
of the following property about sequences of events.

Theorem 9.6 (Theorem 2.2 of [2]). For every sequences of events (A,), any functional M :
NY — N and any A > X > 0, there exists an n € N such that

M(F)
(ﬂ UA><XforallF:N—>N

m=0 j=m
implies P(A,) < .

We in the following now first discuss how (the proof of) this result can be formalized in our
system for probability contents on algebras F*[P], justifying the existence and the uniformity
of the quantitative result given in [2] by the means of our metatheorems. Concretely, we show:

Theorem 9.7. The system F*[P] proves:

M(F)F
VASO AW 0 0 >4 u3n® (vpﬂ( (ﬂ U ) >—>]P’(A(n)) <R 2%).

m=0 j=m

In particular, as this theorem of F“[P] has the correct logical form, our main Theorem
on the extraction of uniform computable bounds applies and we thus find that the existence
of a computable bound on the existential quantifier on n can be guaranteed to exist a priori
and even further, based on our notion of majorizability, it can be guaranteed that this bound is
independent of the content space and the sequence of events which matches exactly the prop-
erties of the bound explicitly calculuated in [2].

To now demonstrate Theorem [9.7, we in particular rely on the following lemma:

Lemma 9.8. The system F*[PP] proves:

vASO KO3 NOp0 <IP’ (O A(i) N (LNJ A(z’)) ) <R 2’f) :

Proof. We reason in F¥[P]. Let A%® and k° be given. At first, note that Proposition

implies that
(%) INVn (n >N — < 2’“) :

D B(AD@) = 2 P(AN(0)
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Take such an N and let n be arbitrary. If n < N, then

QOA( (UA ):

and so by extensionality of P, we get

P (L:J Ai) (QA@))C> _

and are done. So suppose n = N. Then by (x), we get

2 PAN @) — Z P((A1)())

i=0
Since all the (A1)(7) are disjoint (by definition of A1) and since we have

CJean = Jao

=0 =0

<27k

for any j, we immediately derive

ZPWMXM=P<UA®>

for any j by finite additivity and extensionality of P. Thus, we in particular have

PQQA@>_pQgA@)

U A = | JAG),

and since n > N implies

we obtain -
P (U A(D) n (U A(z’)) ) —P (U A(z’)) —P (U A(z’)) <27k
by Proposition .3 O

With that lemma, we are now in the position for a formal proof of the main combinatorial
theorem from [2]:

Proof of Theorem[9.7. Let AS© MM 40 and v° with v > u be given and suppose

o (¢ () U ) <),

So, by the previous Lemma applied to the sequence of events f,i(o) defined by f,,(k) =
A(k + m), we have

YmaNVn (IP’ (Un Ai) A (Nom A(¢)> ) < T;%)

i=m
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and so in particular

YmaN > ( (U Ali (Qﬂ A(¢)>c> < T;%) :

Thus, using AC (actually, by switching from < to < in the above formulation and manipulating
the bound slightly, I19-AC suffices), there exists a functional F'! such that for all m and n > m:

n F(m) ¢ —u __ 9—v
P (U A) (U A(i)) ) < QQTj

It is now easy to see that for this functional F', we have

M(F) M

= U A

T FZ)I:Zm) M(F) (M(F) F(m) ¢
(ﬂ o) U(UAW(UM))

and so, by the sub-additivity and monotonicity of P, we derive

M(F

v -2 —u
P(A(M(F))) <27 + 2 o <2
and so taking n := M(F') for this functional F' yields the claim. O

Using this combinatory lemma, we can now also prove the converse of Theorem and
thereby exhibit how a quantitative solution for Theorem as obtained in [2] immediately can
be used in conjunction with the proof-theoretic metatheorem established in Theorem [R.9 to
derive a quantitative version of Egorov’s theorem in the sense of the above notions incorporating
finite unions as presented in Theorem 3.1 of [2] and in particular guarantees the observed
uniformities of the rates a priori.

Theorem 9.9. The system F*[P,Integral, X| proves that if X converges almost uniformly
metastable pointwisely, then X converges almost uniformly with respect to finite unions.

Proof. Suppose that X does not converge almost uniformly with respect to finite unions, i.e.
that we have k and a such that

vm3g< (Unjum (a,i,7) >>2k>.

Using QF-AC (after suitably prenexing the hidden quantifiers), we get a functional G such that

(U resrr)>22)

For a contradiction, suppose now that X converges almost uniformly metastable pointwisely.
By instantiating the corresponding notion with £ + 1 and a, we get

b F(m) F(m
VF3b< (ﬂ U U (a,i,§) ><2—<’“+1>>.

m=0 i=m j=m
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Thus, by QF-AC (again after suitably prenexing), we get a functional M such that

M(F) F(m) F(m)
173 (IP’ ( N uyuy P(a,i,j)c) < 2<’f+1>) .

m=0 i=m j=m
Defining M'(F) = M(An.G(F(n))) where G(n) = max,,<, G(m), we get

M'(F)G )) G(F(m))

vE [P ﬂ U U (a,i,)° | < 27+

We now define a sequence of events A via

G(n) G(n)
= U U a,,'L,j

Then we have
F(m)

F(m) G(n) G(n)
U A(n L;J U U (a,i,5)° | P(a,i,j)"

for all m and F' and therefore this implies

M'(F) F(m) M'(F) G(F(m)) G(F(m))
vF | () | A P(a,i,5)°
m=0 n=m m=0 i=m j=m

By the extensionality of P, we get

(20 Ua) <2e),

which yields, by Theorem [9.7], that there exists an m such that

G(m)
P(A( (U U (a,i,7) ) <27k

i=m j=m

which is a contradiction. O

As a last formal elucidation of some of the results from [2], we turn to Theorem 3.2 therein,
where the authors provide a quantitative version for a special case of the dominated convergence
theorem, strengthening preceding results from Tao [48]. Concretely, they assume for this special
case that the random variables are positive and bounded (w.l.o.g.) by 1 (which immediately
yields the “uniform” majorizability of the sequence X and thus guarantees the full independence
of the rate from X via the preceding metatheorems). The following result now establishes
that the corresponding infinitary convergence result can be proved in our system for integrals
over probability contents F*[P, Integral, X| and therefore makes it possible to recognize the
quantitative results extracted in [2] as an application of the metatheorems established in this

paper.

Theorem 9.10. The system F*[P, Integral, X | proves: if X converges almost uniformly metastable
pointwisely and satisfies Vn®, 2 (0 <g X (n)(z) <g 1), it holds that
<p 2"“) .
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Proof. Let k be given. Since, by Theorem[0.9, X converges almost uniformly w.r.t. finite unions,

there exists an n such that
( (UU (k+1,a,b) ) <2<k+2>).

Take i, j > n and define m = max{i, j} as well as

:@@mmmwy

a=n b=n

Similar as in the proof of item (4) from Lemma [[.4] we have
JX )dP — JX )dP| < J|X J)|dP
J|X Mxa dIP’+J|X X(5)| xae AP.
As we have | X (i)(x) — X (j)(x)| < 2 for all x, we get
J|X ()] xadP < JQXA dP = 2P(A) < 2+,
On the other hand, x € A€ yields
T € ﬁ ﬁP(k‘—i— 1,a,b)
a=nb=n

which in particular gives, by definition of m, that x € P(k + 1,4, 7). From the definition of P,
this in particular implies that

|X(’i)($) ~ X(j)(a)] < 27D
and so we have | X (i)(z) — X (5)(2)| xac(z) < 27*+) with yields

J|X 7)| xae dP < 27 F+D
and we are done. O

10. PROOF-THEORETIC TRANSFER PRINCIPLES

In this last section, we present how our systems and metatheorems allow for the proof of
a general type of result, which we call a proof-theoretic transfer principle, that allows one to
transfer quantitative information on implications between modes of convergence of real numbers
to corresponding quantitative information on implications between analogous modes of conver-
gence for bounded random variables. In particular, as this type of reasoning is very common in
the literature on the convergence of various iterations of random variables (see e.g. [29] among
many others), this transfer principle allows for a logical explanation of the strategy of providing
a proof-theoretic analysis of such results in practice by mainly analysing the underlying result
on real numbers and then lifting this result together with some (often) simple modifications to
random variables.

Concretely, to allow for a discussion of general modes of convergence for real numbers and
random variables, we consider the following abstract formal setup: We throughout this section

fix two IIs-formulas
P(a'®, p?) = ¥a*3V" Py (a,b, ¢, 7, p)
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and
Q(azl(o) %) = Yu 30OV Qo (u, v, w, z,p)
where Py and )y are quantifier-free formulas which only have the indicated variables free and

where we write Z := An.xz(n). We understand P and @) as abstract representations of modes of
convergence for the parameter sequence x of real numbers with parameters p. This perspective
of = representing a sequence of real numbers is also why we have used Z in the internal predi-
cates Py and Qg inducing P and Q).

For an example, we may take
(+2) Pyfa,b,e,) =30, 1° (b <o i A j <o nla(i) — 2(7) € [0,277)),

using the previous intensional intervals (where the above statement can thus be regarded as a
quantifier-free statement). In that case, P represents the usual Cauchy-property for x.

To allow for a discussion of these modes applied to random variables, we extend the system
F¥[P] with four further constants

XQ0) pSetO©)0) S O)0)0) 00)

)

together with the axioms
vp?, a®, 1%, °, 2 (2 € P(a,b, c,p) <> Fy(a,b,c, \n.X(n)(2),p)),
Vp?, a®, 1%, %, 2%z € Q(a, b, ¢, p) < Qola, b, ¢, \n. X (n)(2),p)),
R 2r(n) <o T(n+ 1) A T(n) 2R X)),

I3

specifying that the properties Py and @)y (inducing the predicates P and () induce measurable
sets pointwisely relative to the sequence of random variables?] specified by X and that these
random variables are all bounded via a suitable monotone sequence of bounds (i.e. that X
as a constant is majorized by 7). It is clear that Theorem B9l extends to this system, which
we denote by %, as all constants are majorizable and since the new axioms are purely universal.

In this extended language, we can the provide a formula that represents the property P if
suitably lifted to the sequence of random variables represented by X:
Definition 10.1. We say that X satisfies P almost uniformly, and write P(X) a.u., if
vp%, k°, a®30Vc° (IP’ (P(a, b, C,Q)c) <R 2"“) .
Similarly, we define Q(X) a.u.

If we consider the previous example for Py given in (x+), then by formulating P(X) a.u. in
this case we recover the notion of almost uniform convergence with respect to finite unions as
given in Definition (i.e. the variant of almost uniform convergence implicitly considered in

21).
We now turn to our main result that provides a relationship between statements of the form

vpZ, 'O (P(z,p) — Q(x,p))

211t we assume that X is weakly Borel-measurable in the context of the above example (#x), the corresponding
point sets P, Q) as above indeed are measurable.
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and statements of the form
P(X) au — Q(X) a.u.

and which thereby not only establishes an upgrade-type theorem from relations between modes
of convergence for sequences of reals to sequences of random variables but also allows for a
transfer of the computational information obtainable for the implication in the premise to the
implication in the conclusion.

Theorem 10.2. Provably in U*, given functionals V, A, C'" such that
Va,p,x*, B, u,w (:c* 2 x A Py(Aw, B(Aw), Cw, Z, p) — Qo(u, Vpx* Bu,w, fv\,p)) ,
r r L r

we can construct V', A’, C" such that

Vp, B, k,u,w (P(P(A'a, Bk(A'a),C'a, p)°) < 27" — P(Q(u, V'pBku,w,p)°) <27%).
p p p p

a

Proof. Given such V, A, C and a = (p, B, k,u,w), we define
Ao := ApT(Bk)uw,
C'o := Cp7(Bk)uw,

V'pBku := Vp7(Bk)u.

for 7 = An.(7(n)(0) + 1). Let z be arbitrary with z € Q(u, V'pBku,w, p)°. By the axioms of
U* and the definition of V', we have
z € Q(u,V'pBku,w,p) « z € Q(u, Vp7(Bk)u,w, p)°

< =Qo(u, VpT(BE)u,w, \n.X (n)(2),p)

and the latter implies

— Py (ApT(BE)uw, Bk(ApT(Bk)uw), Cp7(Bk)uw, An.X (n)(z),p)

using the assumptions on V; A, C' and that 7(n) = | X (n)(z)| and so Ai.(7(n)(0
for any z. This in turn is by definition of A’, V', C" equivalent to

+
=
N
Jad
S
O

L —

—Py(A'a, BE(A'ar), C"r, An. X (n)(2), p)
and thus to
z€ P(A'a, BEk(A'a),C'a, p)°.
Thus, we have
Q(u, V'pBku,w,p)° < P(A'a, Bk(A'a), C'cx, p)*
as z above was arbitrary and therefore, we get
P(Q(u, V'pBku,w, p)) < P(P(A'a, Bk(A'ar), C'cx, p)°)
by the monotonicity of P. This yields the claim. O

This result, while on a first look rather technical and abstract, has a very concrete use
recently observed in applications by the first author [39] and to illustrate this, we will now
shortly discuss the extend of the above result and its use in mathematics:
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(1) Observe that the conclusion of Theorem [[0.2]is just a witnessed version of the Dialectica
interpretation of

(+) P(X) au. — Q(X) a.u.

and therefore, under AC, this witnessed Dialectica interpretation in particular implies
(+). In that way, whenever the premise of Theorem is established in U“, one
immediately obtains the truth of (4) and so the above result allows for a lift from a
(quantitative) result on real numbers to a true result for random variables. Furthermore,
another main benefit of the conclusion of Theorem [10.2]is that it allows for the extraction
of quantitative information in the sense that the functional V' provides a transformation
of a rate for the premise P(X) a.u. into a rate for the conclusion Q(X) a.u. Even further,
as V' can be constructed from V', this transformation of rates can be directly inferred
from the transformation of rates V' of the presumed result for real numbers.

(2) The premise of Theorem is essentially the Dialectica interpretation of the statement

(++) vp?, 'O (P(z,p) — Q(z,p))

in the sense that the functionals V, A, C' represent realizers for this interpretation with
the additional assumption that these realizers are suitably uniform, depending only on
a majorant of the sequence z'®. Although one can construct examples where such
a uniformity of the realizers is not the case, in practice, for many theorems of the
form (++) that have a semi-constructive proof, such uniform realizers can be given.
In particular, this is true for the forthcoming work by the first author on Kronecker’s
Lemma [39] and an upcoming work by Oliva and Arthan on quantitative stochastic
optimisation [40]. In both these cases, one uses reasoning about sequences of real
numbers to obtain the analogous result about sequences of random variables and a
computational interpretation can be given to this line of reasoning. Theorem then
in particular provides an abstract generalization of this procedure and explains how this
reasoning is substantiated by logical results.

Lastly, in the following remark we discuss a counterexample illustrating the necessity of the
majorizability of the sequence of random variables in Theorem [10.2]

Remark 10.3. For the above transfer principle to hold, the assumption of the boundedness of
the sequence of random variables is necessary as the following example shows: Take 2 := N
and let S be the collection of all finite and co-finite subsets of N i.e.

S :={A < N: Ais finite or A° is finite}.
Furthermore, define the measure P by P(A) = 0 if A is finite and P(A) = 1 if A° is finite, for
all Ae S. Now, we consider the two properties
P(z) = Py(Z) =0 =0 and Q(x) = InVmQoy(n, m,z) = InVm(n =q [Zo](m))

for a sequence z = (z,) of real numbers. Clearly, both P and @ are II3-formulas and are
trivially true for all sequences x. Therefore also P(z) — Q(z) is trivially true. Further, we can
easily give V, A, C' that satisfy the assumptions of Theorem [10.2l Now, consider

X,:No>N, kek

for each n. Then the set Q(n, m) corresponding to Q) is just

L —

Qn,m) = {k e N | Qo(n,m, \LX()(k)} = {k € N | n =g [X(0)(k)](m)} = {k e N|n > k}

which belongs to S as it is finite. Fj is just represented by the full set N. Therefore, X satisfies
P almost uniformly and does not satisfy ) almost uniformly as any Q(n, m)¢ has measure 1.
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