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Abstract

Algorithmic information theory studies description comxity and ran-
domness and is now a well known field of theoretical computemge and
mathematical logic. There are several textbooks and mapbgrdevoted
to this theory[[4/ 1, 5,12,17] where one can find the detailedositipn of
many difficult results as well as historical references. esv, it seems that
a short survey of its basic notions and main results reldtiege notions to
each other, is missing. This report attempts to fill this gag eovers the
basic notions of algorithmic information theory: Kolmogercomplexity
(plain, conditional, prefix), Solomonoff universal a prigrobability, no-
tions of randomness (Martin-Lof randomness, Mises—Ohuandomness),
effective Hausdorff dimension. We prove their basic prtpsr(symmetry
of information, connection between a priori probabilitydgsrefix complex-
ity, criterion of randomness in terms of complexity, conxitiecharacteriza-
tion for effective dimension) and show some applicationsgmpressibility
method in computational complexity theory, incompletsnggorems). It
is based on the lecture notes of a course at Uppsala Univergén by the
author [6].
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1 Compressing information

Everybody is familiar with compressing/decompressinggprans such asip,
gzip, compress, arj, etc. A compressing program can be applied to an arbitrary
file and produces a “compressed version” of that file. If welacky, the com-
pressed version is much shorter than the original one. Hervew information is
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lost: the decompression program can be applied to the casgulerersion to get
the original file

How is it possible? A compression program tries to find songeleities in
a file which allow it to give a description of the file than is steo than the file
itself; the decompression program then reconstructs #hasihg this description.

2 Kolmogorov complexity

The Kolmogorov complexity may be roughly described as “thipressed size”.
However, there are some differences. Instead of files (l®gaences) we consider
bit strings (sequences of zeros and ones). The princip@reifce is that in the
framework of Kolmogorov complexity we have remmpressioralgorithm and
deal only withdecompressioalgorithms.

Here is the definition. Lety be an algorithm whose inputs and outputs are
binary strings. Using) as a decompression algorithm, we define the complexity
Cu (x) of a binary stringc with respect tdJ as follows:

Cu (x) = min{ly|: U(y) =X}

(here]y| denotes the length of a binary strigy In other words, the complexity
of xis defined as the length of the shortest descriptionibéach binary stringy
is considered as a descriptionldfy)

Let us stress th&t (y) may be defined not for &), and there are no restrictions
on the time necessary to computéy). Let us mention also that for sorbkand
X the set of descriptions in the definition 6f, may be empty; we assume that
min(0) = +oo in this case.

3 Optimal decompression algorithm

The definition of Cy depends oiJ. For the trivial decompression algorithm
U(y) =y we haveCy (x) = |x|. One can try to find better decompression algo-
rithms, where “better” means “giving smaller complexitiesdowever, the num-
ber of short descriptions is limited: There is less tharsings of length less
thann. Therefore, for every fixed decompression algorithm the lmemof strings

limagine that a software company advertises a compressiggagm and claims that this pro-
gram can compresaerysufficiently long file to at most 90% of its original size. Whyuldn't
you buy this program?



whose complexity is less thandoes not exceed'2- 1. One may conclude that
there is no “optimal” decompression algorithm because weassign short de-
scriptions to some string only taking them away from othengs. However,
Kolmogorov made a simple but crucial observation: themsigmptotically opti-
mal decompression algorithm.

Definition An algorithmU is asymptotically not worse than an algorithmf
Cu (X) < Cy(x) +C for come constarT and for allx.

Theorem 1. There exists an decompression algorithm U which is asymcptiyt
not worse than any other algorithm V.

Such an algorithm is callegisymptotically optimalThe complexityCy with
respect to an asymptotically optimdl is called Kolmogorov complexity The
Kolmogorov complexity of a string is denoted byC(x). (We assume that some
asymptotically optimal decompression algorithm is fixedf course, Kolmogorov
complexity is defined only up t®(1) additive term.

The complexityC(x) can be interpreted as the amount of informationx or
the “compressed size” of

4 The construction of optimal
decompression algorithm

The idea of the construction is used in the so-called “sdifagting archives”.
Assume that we want to send a compressed version of some dile fdend, but
we are not sure he has the decompression program. What to floGufde, we
can send the program together with the compressed file. Oraweappend the
compressed file to the end of the program and get an execltigbbehich will
be applied to its own contents during the execution (assgithiat the operating
system allows to append arbitrary data to the end of an exkladtile).

The same simple trick is used to construct an universal dpoesgsion algo-
rithm U. Having an input string, the algorithmU starts scanning from left
to right until it founds some program written in a fixed programming language
(say, Pascal) where programs are self-delimiting, so tldeoéthe program can
be determined uniquely. Then the restxaé used as an input fgs, andU (x) is
defined as the output gf.

Why U is (asymptotically) optimal? Consider another decompoasalgo-



rithmV. Letv be a (Pascal) program which implemeYitsThen
Cu(¥) <Cv(x)+1v

for arbitrary stringx. Indeed, ify is aV-compressed version af(i.e.,V(y) = X),
thenvy is U-compressed version af(i.e.,U (vy) = x) and is only|v| bits longer.

5 Basic properties of Kolmogorov complexity

Theorem 2.

(@) C(x) < x| +O(1).

(b) The number of x such that(&) < nis equal to2" up to a bounded factor
separated from zero.

(c) For every computable function f there exists a constant b Huet

C(f(x)) <C(x)+c

(for every x such that (k) is defineq.

(d) Assume that for each natural n a finite sgtddntaining no more thag"
elements is given. Assume that the relatian, is enumerable, i.e., there is an
algorithm which produces the (possibly infinite) list of pdirs (x,n) such that
X € V. Then there is a constant ¢ such that all elements,dfave complexity at
most 4+ ¢ (for every n).

(e) The “typical” binary string of length n has complexity close n: there
exists a constant ¢ such that for every n more tB8#o of all strings of length n
have complexity in-betweenHt and n4-c.

Proof. (a) The asymptotically optimal decompression algorittins not worse
that the trivial decompression algorithity) ='y.

(b) The number of suck does not exceed the number of their compressed
versions, which is limited by the number of all binary stsngf length not ex-
ceedingn, which is bounded by®?. On the other hand, the numberxs such
thatK(x) < nis not less than2¢ (herec is the constant from (a)), because all
strings of lengtm — ¢ have complexity not exceeding

(c) LetU be the optimal decompression algorithm used in the defmaicC.
CompardJ with decompression algorithi: y— f(U(y)):

Cu(f(x)) < Cv(f(x) +0O(1) < Cuy(x) +0O(1)



(eachU-compressed version @fis aV-compressed version dfx)).

(d) We allocate strings of lengtinto be compressed versions of stringd/in
(when a new element &, appears during the enumeration, the first unused string
of lengthn is allocated). This procedure provides a decompressiarigigh W
such thaCy (x) < nfor everyx € V.

(e) According to (a), all strings of length have complexity not exceeding
n+ c for somec. It remains to mention that the number of strings whose com-
plexity is less tham — c does not exceed the number of all their descriptions, i.e.,
strings of length less tham— c. Therefore, foic = 7 the fraction of strings having
complexity less than — c among all the strings of lengtihdoes not exceed 1%.
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Problems

1. A decompression algorithiD is chosen in such a way th@p(X) is even
for every stringk. CouldD be optimal?

2. The same question@p(X) is a power of 2 for every.

3. Let D be the optimal decompression algorithm. Does it guararitee t
D(D(x)) is also an optimal decompression algorithm?

4. LetD4,Do,... be a computable sequence of decompression algorithms.
Prove thaC(x) < Cp, (X) +2logi + O(1) for all i andx (the constant i©(1) does
not depend om andi).

5 Is it true thatC(xy) < C(X) + C(y) + O(1) for all x andy?

6 Algorithmic properties of C

Theorem 3. The complexity function C is not computable; moreover,yegem-
putable lower bound for C is bounded from above.

Proof. Assume that some patrtial functignis a computable lower bound f@2,
andgis not bounded from above. Then for evenyve can effectively find a string
x such thatC(x) > m (indeed, we should compute in paraligk) for all stringsx
until we find a string« such thag(x) > m). Now consider the function

f(m) = the first stringx such thag(x) > m

Here “first” means “first discovered” and is a natural number written in binary
notation; by our assumption, suchalways exists, sd is a total computable
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function. By constructionC(f(m)) > m; on the other handZ(f(m)) < C(m) +
O(1). But K(m) < |m|+O(1), so we conclude than < |m| 4+ O(1) which is
impossible (the left-hand side is a natural number, theiigimd side—the length
of its binary representation). O

This proof is a formal version of the well-known Berry paradabout “the
smallest natural number which cannot be defined by twelvdiging/ords” (the
guoted sentence defines this number and contains exactiyetwerds).

The non-computability of implies that any optimal decompression algorithm
U is not everywhere defined (otherwi€g would be computable). It sounds like
a paradox: U (x) is undefined for somewe can extentll onx and letU (x) =y
for somey of large complexity; after thafy (y) becomes smaller (and all other
values ofC do not change). However, it can be done for &me for finite number
of X's but we cannot make defined everywhere and kebpoptimal at the same
time.

7 Complexity and incompleteness

The argument used in the proof of the last theorem may be wsetithin an
interesting version of Godel first incompleteness theorérhis application of
complexity theory was invented and advertised by G. Chaitin

Consider a formal theory (like formal arithmetic or format gheory). It may
be represented as a (non-terminating) algorithm which rgéee statements of
some fixed formal language; generated statements are thdedems Assume
that the language is rich enough to contain statements galyat “complexity
of 010100010 is bigger than 765" (for every bit string andrgueatural num-
ber). The language of the formal arithmetic satisfies thrslden as well as the
language of the formal set theory. Let us assume also théhedrems of the
considered theory are true.

Theorem 4. There exists a constant ¢ such that all the theorems of tyge)‘S
n” have n< c.

Proof. Indeed, assume that it is not true. Consider the followirggp@ihm a:

For a given integek, generate all the theorems and look for a theorem of type
C(x) > sfor somex and somes greater thark. When such a theorem is found,
becomes the output(s) of the algorithm. By our assumptioas) is defined for

all s.



All theorems are supposed to be true, therefo(s) is a bit string whose
complexity is bigger thas. As we have seen, this is impossible, sikde (s)) <
K(s)+0O(1) < ||+ O(1) where|s| is the length of the binary representation of
S. U

(We may also use the statement of the preceding theorenatheteepeating
the proof.)

This result implies the classical Godel theorem (it sags there are true un-
provable statements), since there exist strings of arlyjtt@igh complexity.

A constant (in the theorem) can be found explicitly if we fix a formal tingo
and the optimal decompression algorithm and for most nbatti@ices does not
exceed — to give a rough estimate — 1000. It leads to a paradoxical situation:
Toss a coin 1®times and write down the bit string of lengthQD0,000. Then
with overwhelming probability its complexity will be biggehan 100000 but
this claim will be unprovable in formal arithmetic or set ting

8 Algorithmic properties of C (continued)

Theorem 5. The function €x) is upper semicomputable, i.e.(XJ can be rep-
resented asrl]i_r>n k(x,n) where Kx,n) is a total computable function with integer

values and
k(x,0) > k(x,1) > k(x,2) > ...

Note that all values are integers, so for evethere exists soml such that
k(x,n) = C(x) for all n > N.
Sometimes upper semicomputable functions are catetherable from above

Proof. Letk(x,n) be the complexity ok if we restrict byn the computation time
used for decompression. In other words, Uetbe the optimal decompression
algorithm used in the definition &. Thenk(x, n) is the minimally| for all y such
thatU (y) = x and the computation time fd&t (y) does not exceed O

(Technical correction: it can happen (for smajlthat our definition gives
k(x,n) = co. In this case we let(x,n) = |x| + ¢ wherec is chosen in such a way
thatC(x) < |x| +c for all x.)



9 An encodings-free definition of complexity

The following theorem provides an “encodings-free” defamtof Kolmogorov
complexity as a minimal functioK such thatk is upper semicomputable and
[{x| K(x) <n}|=0(2").

Theorem 6. Let K(x) be an upper semicomputable function such that K(x) <
n}| < M-2" for some constant M and for all n. Then there exists a constanth
that C(x) < K(x) +c for all x.

Proof. This theorem is a reformulation of one of the statements ebbetV,, be
the set of all strings such th&t(x) < n. The binary relatiorx € V,, (betweenx
andn) is enumerable. Indeed(x) = limk(x,m) wherek is a total computable
function that is decreasing as a functionrmof Computek(x,m) for all x and
m in parallel. If it happens that(x,m) < n for somex andm, addx into the
enumeration o¥},. (The monotonicity ok guarantees that in this cakéx) < n.)
Since limk(x,m) = K(x), every element o¥, will ultimately appear.

By our assumptioiiv,| < M - 2". Therefore we can allocate strings of length
n+ c (wherec = [log,M1]) as descriptions of elements ¥ and will not run
out of descriptions. In this way we get a decompression dlgarD such that
Cb(X) < n+4cfor x € V. SinceK(x) < nimpliesCp(X) < n+c for all x andn,
we haveCp(x) < K(X)+1+candC(x) < K(x) +c for some othecand allx. O

10 Axioms of complexity

It would be nice to have a list of “axioms” for Kolmogorov cotapity that deter-
mine it uniquely (up to a bounded additive term). The folloglist shows one of
the possibilities.

e Al (Conservation of information) For every computable {jady function
f there exists a constantsuch thatk (f(x)) < K(x) + ¢ for all x such that
f(x) is defined.

e A2 (Enumerability from above) Functidd is enumerable from above.

e A3 (Calibration) There are constartandC such that the cardinality of set
{x| K(x) < n} is betweerc- 2" andC- 2".

Theorem 7. Every function K that satisfies A1-A3 differs from C only )0
additive term.



Proof. Axioms A2 and A3 guarantee th&{(x) < K(x)+O(1). We need to prove
thatK (x) < C(x) +0O(1).

First, we prove thakK (x) < [x| +O(1).

SinceK is enumerable from above, we can generate stoirsyeh tha(x) <
n. Axiom A3 guarantees that we have at least®strings with this property for
somed (which we assume to be an integer). Let us stop generatingwiesn we
have already'? 9 stringsx such thaK (x) < n; let S, be the set of strings generated
in this way. The list of all elements i8, can be obtained by an algorithm that has
nas input;|Sy| = 2" 9 andK (x) < n for eachx € S,.

We may assume th& C S C S3 C ... (if not, replace some elements §f
by elements 0§ _1 etc.). LetT; be equal td5;1\ §. ThenT; has 2-d elements
and allT; are disjoint.

Now consider a computable functidnthat maps elements @f, onto strings
of lengthn—d. Axiom Al guarantees then thKtx) < n+ O(1) for every string
of lengthn—d. ThereforeK(x) < |x| +O(1) for all x.

Let D be the optimal decompression algorithm from the definitib@o We
apply Al to the functiorD. If pis a shortest description fog thenD(x) = p,
thereforeK (x) = K(D(p)) <K(p)+0O(1) < |p|+0(1) = C(x) +O(1).

0]

Problems

1. If f: N— Nis a computable bijection, the®(f(x)) = C(x) +O(1). Is it
true if f is a (computable) injection (i.ef(x) # f(y) for x #y)? Isittrue if f is
a surjection (for every there is somea such thatf (x) = y)?

2. Prove thaC(x) is “continuous” in the following senseC(x0) = C(x) +
O(1) andC(x1) = C(x) + O(1).

3. Is it true thatC(x) changes at most by a constant if we change the first bit
in x? last bit inx? some bit irx?

4. Prove thatC(x01bin(C(x))) (a stringx with doubled bits is concatenated
with 01 and the binary representation of its comple&itx)) equalsC(x) + O(1).

11 Complexity of pairs

Let
X,y = [XY]



be a computable function that maps pairs of strings intagsrand is an injection
(i.e., [xy] # [X,Y] if x# X ory=#Y). We define complexityC(x,y) of pair of
strings aC([x,y]).

Note thatC(x,y) changes only byO(1)-term if we consider another com-
putable “pairing function™: If[x,y]; and[X,y]» are two pairing functions, then
[X,y]1 can be obtained fronx,y|, by an algorithm, saC([x,y]1) < C([X,y]2) +
O(1).

Note that

C(xy)=C(x) and C(xy)=C(y)

(indeed, there are computable functions that produsoedy from [X,y]).

For similar reasonsz(x,y) = C(y,x) andC(x,x) = C(X).

We can defin€(x,y, z), C(X,y,zt) etc. in a similarwayC(x,y,z) = C([x, [y, Z]])
(or C(x,y,2) = C([[x,Y],2), the difference i©(1)).

Theorem 8.
C(x,y) < C(X) +2logC(x) + C(y) + O(1).

Proof. By X we denote binary stringwith all bits doubled. LeD be the optimal
decompression algorithm. Consider the following decomsgion algorithnD-:

bin([p)01pg— [D(p), D(q)].

Note thatD, is well defined, because the input stribigi(| p|)01pg can be disas-
sembled into parts uniquely: we know where 01 is, so we can|fihdnd then
separatg andg.

If pis the shortest description farandq is the shortest description fgy then
D(p) = x, D(q) =y andD»(bin(p)01pq) = [X,y]. Therefore

Cp,([x,y]) < |p|+2log|p| + |a] +O(1);

here|p| = C(x) and|qg| = C(y) by our assumption.
U

Of course,p andq can be exchanged: we can replaceddg) by logC(q).

12 Conditional complexity

We now want to define conditional complexity vfwheny is known. Imagine
that you want to send stringto your friend using as few bits as possible. If she
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already knows some stringwhich is similar tox, this can be used to make the
message shorter.

Here is the definition. Letp,y) — D(p,y) be a computable function of two
arguments. We define the conditional complexdty(x|y) of x wheny is known
as

Co(xly) = min{[p| | D(p,y) =X}

As usual, mifg) = 4. The functionD is called “conditional decompressor”
or “conditional description mode’p is the description (compressed versionxof
wheny is known. (To gek from p the decompressing algorithBhneedsy.)

Theorem 9. There exists an optimal conditional decompressing fundilsuch
that for every other conditional decompressing functidritigre exists a constant
c such that

Cpo(Xly) < Cp(Xly) +c

for all strings x and y.

Proof. As for the non-conditional version, consider some programyrfanguage
where programs allow two input strings and are self-deingitThen let

D(uv,y) = the output of program applied tov,y.

Algorithm D finds a (self-delimiting) program as a prefix of its first argument
and then applies to the rest of the first argument and the second argument.

Let D’ be some other conditional decompressing function. Beimgpeaable,
it has some program. Then

Co(X]y) < Cor(xly) +ul.

Indeed, lep be the shortest string such ti{ p,y) = x (therefore|p| = Cp/ (X]y)).
ThenD(up,y) = X, thereforeCp(x|y) < |up| = |p|+ |u| = Cpr (X]y) + |u]. O

We fix some optimal conditional decompressing funcioand omit the index
D in Cp(x|y). Beware thaC(x|y) is defined only “up taD(1)-term”.

Theorem 10.
(@) C(xly) < C(x) +0O(2).
(b) For every y there exists some constant ¢ such that

|C(¥) —C(Xly)[ < e

11



This theorem says that conditional complexity is smallentlthe uncondi-
tional one but for every fixed condition the difference is bded by a constant
(depending on the condition).

Proof. (a) If Dg is an (unconditional) decompressing algorithm, we canicens
a conditional decompressing algorithm

D(p,y) = Do(p)

that ignores conditions. Thedp (x]y) = Cp,(X).

(b) On the other hand, B is a conditional decompressing algorithm, for every
fixedy we may consider an (unconditional) decompressing alguridy defined
as

Dy(p) =D(p,y).

Then Cp,(x) = Cp(X|y) for giveny and for allx. And C(x) < Cp,(x) + O(1)
(whereO(1)-constant depends o). O

13 Pair complexity and conditional complexity
Theorem 11.

C(x,y) = C(xy) +C(y) + O(logC(x) +log C(y)).
Proof. Let us prove first that

C(x,y) < C(xy) +C(y) + O(logC(x) +log C(y)).

We do it as before: 1D is an optimal decompressing function (for unconditional
complexity) andD- is an optimal conditional decompressing function, let

D’ (bin(p)01pq) = [D2(p,D(q)),D(q)].

In other terms, to get the description of paiy we concatenate the shortest de-
scription ofy (denoted byg) with the shortest description afwheny is known
(denoted byp). (Special precautions are used to guarantee the uniquengec
sition.) Indeed, in this cad®(q) =y andD»(p,D(q)) = D2(p,y) = X, therefore

Cor([x,¥]) <|p|+2log|p| +[g[+O(1) <
< C(Xly) + C(y) + O(logC(x) +logC(y)).
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The reverse inequality is much more interesting. Let usarhe idea of the
proof. This inequality is a translation of a simple combaratl statement. LeA
be a finite set of pairs of strings. Bj\| we denote the cardinality &. For each
stringy we consider the sé&t, defined as

Ay={X{xy) € A}.

The cardinality|/Ay| depends oty (and is equal to O for aly outside some finite
set). Evidently,

S A=Al

y

Therefore, the number gfsuch thatAy| is big, is limited:

YAy > e} < |A/c

for eachc.

Now we return to complexities. Let andy be two strings. The inequal-
ity C(xly) + C(y) < C(x,y) + O(logC(x) +logC(y)) can be informally read as
follows: if C(x,y) < m+n, then eitherC(x|y) < mor C(y) < n up to logarith-
mic terms. Why is it the case? Consider a Aetdf all pairs (x,y) such that
C(x,y) < m+n. There are at most™ " pairs inA. The given pairx,y) belongs
to A. Consider the sedy. It is either “small” (contains at most™2elements) or
“big” (=not small). If Ay is small (Ay| < 2™), thenx can be described (whenis
known) by its ordinal number iy, which requiresn bits, andC(x|y) does not
exceedm (plus some administrative overhead).Af is big, theny belongs to a
(rather small) seY of all stringsy such thatAy is big. The number of stringg
such thafAy| > 2™ does not exceeff| /2™ = 2". Thereforey can be (uncondi-
tionally) described by its ordinal numberYrmwhich requires bits (plus overhead
of logarithmic size).

Let us repeat this more formally. L€X(x,y) = a. Consider the seh of all
pairs (x,y) that have complexity at most Letb = |log,|Ay||. To describex
wheny is known we need to specify, b and the ordinal number ofin Ay (this
set can be enumerated effectivelyaifand b are known sinceC is enumerable
from above). This ordinal number h&st O(1) bits and, thereforeC(xy) <
b+ O(loga+logb).

On the other hand, the set of gl such that|A,| > 2° consists of at most
|A|/2° = O(22P) elements and can be enumerated waendb are known. Our
y belongs to this set, thereforngcan be described by, b andy’s ordinal number,
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andC(y) < a— b+ O(loga+ logb). Therefore,C(y) + C(x]y) < a+ O(loga+
logh).
U

Problems

1. DefineC(x,y,z) asC([[x,Y],[X,2]]). Is this definition equivalent to a stan-
dard one (up t@®(1)-term)?

2. Prove thaC(x,y) < C(x) +logK(x) 4+ 2loglogC(x) + C(y) + O(1). (Hint:
repeat the trick with encoded length.)

3. Let f be a computable function of two arguments. Prove@{dtx,y)|y) <
C(xly) +O(1) whereO(1)-constant depends dnbut not onx andy.

4*. Prove thaC(x| C(x)) = C(x) + O(1).

14 Applications of conditional complexity

Theorem 12.If X,y,z are strings of length at most n, then
2C(x,Y,2) < C(xY) +C(x,2) +C(y,2) + O(logn)

Proof. The statement does not mention conditional complexity;éwes, the proof
uses it. Recall that (up t©(logn)-terms) we have

C<X7y7 Z) - C(X7y) = C(Z‘X7y)

and
C(X7 V2 Z) - C(X7 Z) = C(y|X, Z)

Therefore, our inequality can be rewritten as
C(Zx,y) +C(ylx,2) < C(y,2),

and the right-hand side is (up ©(logn)) equal toC(z]y) + C(y). It remains to
note thatC(z|x,y) < C(z]y) (the more we know, the smaller is the complexity) and
C(ylx,2) < C(y).

U
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15 Incompressible strings

A string x of lengthn is calledincompressibléf C(x|n) > n. A more liberal
definition: x is c-incompressible, iC(x|n) > n—c.

Note that this definition depends on the choice of the optiealbompressor
(but the difference can be covered by@fi)-change irc).

Theorem 13. For each n there exist incompressible strings of length m.efeeh
n and each c the fraction of c-incompressible strings amdhgtiangs of length
n is greater tharl — 27¢.

Proof. The number of descriptions of length less theAacis 1+2+4+... +
2n—¢-1 < 2"=¢ Therefore, the fraction oé-compressible strings is less than
2nc/on =2-¢,

0]

16 Computability and complexity of initial segments

Theorem 14. An infinite sequence=¢ X1X»X3. .. of zeros and ones is computable
if and only if C(x3 ...X,|n) = O(1).

Proof. If x is computable, then the initial segmenqt ..x, is a computable
function ofn, andC( f(n)|n) = O(1) for every computable functiof.

The other direction is more complicated. We provide thisopsince it uses
some methods that are typical for the general theory of coatipn (recursion
theory).

Assume thaC(x; ...Xxn|n) < c for somec and alln. We have to prove that the
sequencesXy. .. is computable. Let us say that a string of lengtis “simple”
if C(x|n) < c. There are at most“Zimple strings of each length. The set of all
simple strings is enumerable (we can generate them trylrghatt descriptions
in parallel for alln).

We call a string “good” if all its prefixes (including the stg itself) are simple.
The set of all good strings is also enumerable. (Enumeraiimgle strings, we
can select strings whose prefixes are found to be simple.)

Good strings form a subtree in full binary tree. (Full bin&nge is a set of all
binary strings. A subsél of full binary tree is a subtree if all prefixes of every
stringt € T are elements of .)
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The sequence;Xy. .. is an infinite branch of the subtree of good strings. Note
that this subtree has at mosti@finite branches because each level has at nfost 2
vertices.

Imagine for a while that subtree of good strings is decidalfle fact, it is
not the case, and we will need additional construction.)nllwe can apply the
following statement:

Lemma 1. If a decidable subtree has only finite number of infinite breas;
all these branches are computable

Proof. If two branches in a tree are different then they divergeoates point
and never meet again. Consider a leMelvhere all infinite branches diverge.
It is enough to show that for each branch there is an algortttahchooses the
direction of branch (left or right, i.e., O or 1) above ledl Since we are above
level N, the direction is determined uniquely: if we choose a wroirgdtion,
no infinite branches are possible. By compactness (or Ki@mgna), we know
that in this case a subtree rooted in the “wrong” vertex wallflmite. This fact
can be discovered at some point (recall that subtree is a&sbtorbe decidable).
Therefore, at each level we can wait until one of two possibiections is closed,
and choose another one. This algorithm works only above Mybut the initial
segment can be a compiled-in constant. Lemma 1 is proven.

Application of Lemma 1 is made possible by the following staént:

Lemma 2. Let G be a subtree of good strings. Then there exists a ddeidab
subtree GC G that contains all infinite branches of.G

Proof. For eachn let g(n) be the number of good strings of lengthConsider
an integelg = limsupg(n). In other words, there exist infinitely mamsuch that
g(n) = g but only finitely manyn such thag(n) > g. We choose somid such that
g(n) < gforalln> N and consider only levelN,N+1,...

A level n > N is calledcompleteif g(n) = g. By our assumption there are
infinitely many complete levels. On the other hand, the sallafomplete levels
is enumerable. Therefore, we can construct a computabfedsing sequence
Ny < np < ... of complete levels. (To findi_.1, we enumerate complete levels
until we findnj 1 > n;.)

There is an algorithm that for eaclinds the list of all good strings of length
n;. (It waits untilg goods strings of length; appear.) Let us call all those strings
(for all i) “selected”. The set of all selected strings is decidabfea $tring of
lengthnj is selected, then its prefix of length (for i < j) is selected. It is easy
to see now that selected strings and their prefixes form adele subtre&’ that
includes all infinite branches @&.

Lemma 2 (and Theorem114) are proven.

16



For a computable sequenggx; ... we haveC(x; ... X,|n) = O(1) and there-
fore C(xy...X,) < logn+O(1). One can prove that this last (seemingly weaker)
inequality also implies computability of the sequence. ldegr, the inequality
C(X1...X) = O(logn) does not imply computability of;x,. .., as the following
result shows.

Theorem 15. Let A be an enumerable set of natural numbers. Then for its cha
acteristic sequencega1ay... (g = 1ifi € A and a = 0 otherwis@ we have

C(apay - ..an) = O(logn).

Proof. To specifyag...a, it is enough to specify two numbers. The firshiand
the second is the number of 1'sag. . . a,, i.e., the cardinality of the sétN [0, n].
Indeed, for a givem, we can enumerate this set, and since we know its cardinality
we know when to stop the enumeration. Both of them@gegn) bits. O

This theorem shows that initial segments of characterssgquences of enu-
merable sets are far from being incompressible.

As we know that for each there exists an incompressible sequence of length
n, it is natural to ask whether there is an infinite sequeneg... such that its
initial segment of arbitrary lengthis incompressible (or at leasincompressible
for somec that does not depend amn. The following theorem shows that it is not
the case.

Theorem 16. There exists ¢ such that for every sequencgxs ... there are in-
finitely many n such that

C(x1X2...%) < n—logn+c

Proof. The main reason why it is the case is that the se¥igls/n) diverges. It
makes possible to select the saisA,, ... with following properties:

(1) eachA; consists of strings of length

(2)|A] < 2/i;

(3) for every infinite sequencax, ... there are infinitely manysuch that
X1...% €EA.

(4) the setA = UjA is decidable.

Indeed, starting with som&, we cover aboutl/i)-fraction of the entire space
Q of all infinite sequences. Then we can choBsg to cover other part o2, and
so on until we cover alf (it happens becaus¢/it+1/(i+1)+...+1/] goes to
infinity). Then we can start again, providing a second layeowering, etc.
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It is easy to see thd®y| + |As| + ...+ |A| = O(2'/i): Each term is almost
twice as big as the preceding one, therefore, the sudilest term). Therefore,
if we write down in lexicographic ordering all the elemenfsAq, Ay, ..., every
elementx of A; will have ordinal numbeO(2'/i). This number determines
uniquely and therefore for everye A; we have

C(x) < log(O(2) /i) =i —logi+O(1).

Problems

1. True or false: for every computable functibmhere exists a constaasuch
thatC(x|y) < C(x|f(y)) +c for all x,y such thatf (y) is defined.

2. Prove thaC(xz ...xn|n) < logn+ O(1) for every characteristic sequence of
an enumerable set.

3*. Prove that there exists a sequemng® ... such thatC(x;...x,) > n—
2logn — c for somec and for alln.

4*, Prove that ifC(X; ... Xy) < logn+-c for somec and alln, then the sequence
X1Xo... IS computable.

17 Incompressibility and lower bounds

In this section we show how to apply Kolmogorov complexityotatain a lower
bound for the following problem. Lé#l be a Turing machine (with one tape) that
duplicates its input: for every stringon the tape (with blanks on the right xf

it producesxx. We prove thaM requires timeQ(n?) if x is an incompressible
string of lengthn. The idea is simple: the head of TM can carry finite number of
bits with limited speed, therefore the speed of informatiamsfer (measured in
bitx cell/step) is bounded and to moweits byn cells we need(n?) steps.

Theorem 17.Let M be a Turing machine. Then there exists some constarhc wi
the following property: for every k, everys k and every t, if cellsjowith i > k
are initially empty, then the complexity of the string ;. »... after t steps is
bounded by ct(l — k) + O(logl +logt).

Roughly speaking, if we have to move information at least b¥ cells, then
we can bring at mostt/(l — k) bits into the area where there was no information
at the beginning.
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One technical detail: string .1¢.»... denotes the visited part of the tape
(and is finite).

This theorem can be used to get a lower bound for duplicati@i.x be an
incompressible string of length We apply duplicating machine to the strintx0
(with n zeros before). After the machine terminatesirsteps, the tape iS'®0"x.
Let k= 2n andl = 3n. We can apply our theorem and gek C(x) < ct/n+
O(logn+ logt). Thereforet = Q(n?) (note that log < 2logn unlesg > n?).

Proof. Let u be an arbitrary point on the tape betwdeandl. A custom officer
records what TM carries is its head while crossing paifrom left to right (but
not the time of crossing). The recorded sequehcef TM-states is calledrace
(at pointu). Each state occupig3(1) bits since the set of states is finite. This
trace together with, k, | and the number of steps after the last crossing (at most
t) is enough to reconstruct the contentcofic (2. .. at the moment. (Indeed,
we can simulate the behavior gfon the right ofu.) ThereforeC(c¢,1¢12...) <
cNy+O(logl) +O(logt) whereN, is the length offy, i.e., the number of crossings
atu.

Now we add these inequalities for all= k,k+ 1,...,1. The sum ofNy is
bounded by (since only one crossing is possible at a given time). So

(I —K)K(c11C42...) <t+ (I —k)[O(logl) + O(logt)]

and our theorem is proven.
0]

The original result (one of the first lower bounds for time @bexity) was not
for duplication but for palindrome recognition: every TMatlthecks whether its
input is a palindrome (likabadaba) usesQ(n?) steps for some inputs of length
n. This statement can also be proven by the incompressimigtghod.

Proof sketch: Consider a palindrome? of length . Letu be an arbitrary
position in the first half ofo®: x = yzand length ofy is u. Then the tracd
determines uniquely if we record states of TM while crossing checkpairit
both directions. Indeed, if strings with differepthave the same trace, we can
mix the left part of one computation with the right part of #mer one and get a
contradiction. Taking alll betweenx|/4 and|x|/2, we get the required bound.
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18 Incompressibility and prime numbers

Let us prove that there are infinitely many prime numbers.gimathat there are
only n prime numbergs, ..., pn. Then each integéM can be factored as

N=pltps... pk.

where allk; do not exceed loy. Therefore, eacN can be described hyintegers
ki,...,kn, andk; < logN for everyi, so the total number of bits needed to describe
N is O(nloglogN). But N corresponds to a string of length INg so we get a
contradiction if this string is incompressible.

19 Incompressible matrices

Consider an incompressible Boolean matrix of gizen. Let us prove that its
rank (over the field, = {0,1}) is greater tham/2.

Indeed, imagine that its rank is at meg®2. Then we can seleat/2 columns
of the matrix such that all other columns are linear comloomet of the selected
ones. Leky, ..., K, > be the numbers of these columns.

Then, instead of specifying all bits of the matrix we can $yec

(1) the numberg;, ...,k (O(nlogn) bits)

(2) bits in the selected columns?(/2 bits)

(3) n?/4 bits that are coefficients in linear combinations of seléaolumns
needed to get non-selected columng2(bits for each of/2 non-selected columns).

Therefore, we get.@5n? + O(nlogn) bits instead of? needed for incom-
pressible matrix.

Of course, it is trivial to find an x n Boolean matrix of full rank, but this
construction is interesting as an illustration of the inpoessibility technique.

20 Incompressible graphs

An undirected graph witlm vertices can be represented by a bit string of length
n(n—1)/2 (its adjacency matrix is symmetric). We call a graptompressibléf
this string is incompressible.

Let us show that an incompressible graph is necessarilyeted. Indeed,
imagine that it can be divided into two connected componeartd one of them
(the smaller one) hdsvertices k < n/2). Then the graph can be described by
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(1) the list of numbers ok vertices in this componenkl{ogn bits), and

(2) k(k—1)/2 and(n—k)(n—k—1)/2 bits needed to describe both compo-
nents.

In (2) (compared to the full description of the graph) we dae- k) bits for
edges that go from one component to another onekéame k) > O(klogn) for
big enougm (recall thatk < n/2).

21 Incompressible tournaments

Let M be a tournament, i.e., a complete directed graph witkrtices (for every
two different vertices and j there exists either edge— j or j — i but not both).

A tournament igransitiveif its vertices are linearly ordered by the relation
i— .

Lemma Each tournament of siz& — 1 has a transitive sub-tournament of
size k.

Proof. (Induction byn.) Let x be a vertex. Thenk2— 2 remaining vertices are
divided into two groups: “smaller” thar and “greater” tharx. At least one of

the groups has¥2® — 1 elements and contains a transitive sub-tournament of size
k—1. Addingx to it, we get a transitive sub-tournament of skze O

This lemma gives a lower bound on the size of graph that doesolude
transitivek-tournament.

The incompressibility method provides an upper bound: aorimpressible
tournament with vertices may have transitive sub-tournament®©g@bgn) size
only.

A tournament withn vertices is represented loyn— 1)/2 bits. If a tourna-
mentR with n vertices has a transitive sub-tournamehof sizek, thenR can be
described by:

(1) the numbers of vertices R listed according to linedR-ordering klogn
bits), and

(2) remaining bits in the description Bf(except for bits that describe relations
insideR)

In (2) we savek(k— 1)/2 bits, and in (1) we usklogn additional bits. Since
we have to lose more than we win= O(logn).
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22 Discussion

All these results can be considered as direct reformulatfarounting (or prob-
abilistic arguments). Moreover, counting gives us betwuras withoutO()-
notation.

But complexity arguments provide an important heuristite: want to prove
that random object has some property and note thaxifloes not have it, thex
has some regularities that can be used to give a short diesoripr x.

Problems

1. Letx be an incompressible string of lengtland lety be a longest substring
of x that contains only zeros. Prove thgt= O(logn)

2*. Prove thaty| = Q(logn).

3. Letw(n) be the largest integer such that for each tournariean N =
{1,...,n} there exist disjoint setd and B, each of cardinalityv(n), such that
AxBCT. Prove thatv(n) < 2[logn]. (Hint: add 2v(n)[logn]| bit to describe
nodes, and sawe(n)? bits on edges. Sekl[4] ard [3].)

23 k- and k+ 1-head automata

A k-head finite automaton h&gnumbered) heads that scan from left to right the
input string (which is the same for all heads). Automatondésite number of
states. Transition table specifies an action for each stateachk-tuple of input
symbols. Action is a pair: the new state, and the subset afdteebe moved. (We
may assume that at least one head should be moved; otherevssavprecompute
the next transition. We assume also that the input stringllsvied by blank
symbols, so the automaton knows which heads have seen treeiaptit string.)

One of the states is called amtial state. Some states a@eceptingstates.
An automatonA accepts string if A comes to an accepting state after reading
X, starting from the initial state and all heads placed at #fierhost character.
Readingx is finished when all heads leaxe We require that this happens for
arbitrary stringx.

Fork = 1 we get the standard notion of finite automaton.

Example A 2-head automaton can recognize strings of fo#tx (wherex is
a binary string). The first head moves to #-symbol and theh beads move and
check whether they see the same symbols.
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It is well known that this language cannot be recognized Inedsd finite au-
tomaton, so 2-head automata are more powerful that 1-hezsl on

Our goal is to prove the same separation betwebrads automata arfél+
1)-heads automata for arbitraky

Theorem 18. For every k> 1 there exists a language that can be recognized by a
(k+1)-head automaton but not by a k-head one.

Proof. The language is similar to the language considered aboveexample,
for k =2 we consider a language consisting of strings

XHYHZHZHYHX

Using three heads, we can easily recognize this languageeth the first head
moves from left to right and ignores the left part of the inptring, while the
second and the third one are moved to the left copiesapidy. These copies are
checked when the first head crosses the right copigsanidx. Then only one
unchecked stringremains, and there are two heads at the left of it, so thisean b
done.

The same approach shows that an automaton kulisads can recognize lan-
guagely that consists of strings

X1 HXoH . . . HXNEXNTE. . . XX

forN=(k—1)+(k—2)+...+1=k(k—1)/2 (and for all smalleN).

Let us prove now that-head automatoA cannot recognizéy if N is bigger
thank(k—1)/2. (In particular, no automaton with 2 heads can recoghizend
evenLy.)

Let us fix a string

X = Xy#Xo# . . . HXNEXNEE. . HXoX

where allx; have the same lengthand the stringixo ... XN IS an incompressible
string (of lengthNI). Stringx is accepted byA. In our argument the following
notion is crucial: We say that an (unordered) pair of headsécs”x, if at some
point one head is inside the left copy>af while the other head (from this pair) is
inside the right copy.

After that the right head can visit only stringg 1, ...,X; and left head cannot
visit the left counterparts of those strings (they are onléifieof it). Therefore,
only onexy, can be covered by a given pair of heads.
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In our example we had three heads (and, therefore, threg @idireads) and
each stringy, X0, X3 was covered by one pair.

The number of pairs i&(k —1)/2 for k heads. Therefore (sindé > k(k —
1)/2) there exists somey, that was not covered at all during the computation.
We show that conditional complexity @, when all otherx; are known does not
exceedO(logl). (The constant here dependsMrandA, but not onl.) This con-
tradicts to the incompressibility of . .. xn (we can replacey, by self-delimiting
description ofx,, when otherx; are known and get a shorter description of an
incompressible string).

The bound for the conditional complexity xf, can be obtained in the follow-
ing way. During the accepting computation we take specied o the periods
when one of the heads is insigdg (on the left or on the right). We call these pe-
riods “critical sections”. Note that each critical sectisreither L-critical (some
heads are inside the left copy xf) or R-critical but not both (no pair of heads
coversxny). Critical section starts when one of the heads moves ingidether
heads can also move in during the section) and ends when adsHeavexy,.
Therefore, the number of critical sections during the cotaon is at most R

Let us record the positions of all heads and the state of aattwmat the be-
ginning and at the end of each critical section. This regu@fdogl) bits (note
that we do not record time).

We claim that this information (callelacein the sequel) determines, if all
otherx; are known. To see why, let us consider two computations witardnt
Xm andx, but the same; for i # mand the same traces.

Equal traces allow us to “cut and paste” these two computaim the bound-
aries of critical sections. (Outside the critical sectioomputations are the same,
because the strings are identical exceptfgrand state and positions after each
critical section are included in a trace.) Now we take Licaitsections from one
computation and R-critical sections from another one. Weagaixed computa-
tion that is an accepting run éfon a string that hasy, on the left andk;,, on the
right. ThereforeA accepts a string that it should not accept. O

24 Heap sort: time analysis

Let us assume that we sort number2,1...N. We haveN! possible permuta-
tions. Therefore, to specify a permutation we need aboytNbgbits. Stirling’s
formula says thaN! ~ (N/e)N, therefore the number of bits needed to specify
one permutation idNlogN + O(N). As usual, most of the permutations are in-
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compressible in the sense that they have complexity at IlagtN — O(N). We
estimate the number of operations for heap sort in the caaa ofcompressible
permutation.

Heap sort (we assume in this section that the reader knowsitigaconsists
of two phases. First phase creates a heap out of the inpyt diifae indexes in
arraya[l..N] form a tree whereizand 2+ 1 are sons of. The heap property says
that ancestor has bigger value that its descendants.)

Transforming the array into a heap goes as follows: foreacN,N—1,...,1
we make the heap out of subtree rootedagsuming thaj-subtrees foi > i are
heaps. Doing this for the node we needO(k) steps where is the distance
between nodeand the leaves of the tree. Hdee- 0 for about half of the nodes,

k =1 for about 74 of the nodes etc., and the average number of steps per node is
O(y k27%) = O(1); the total number of operations@N).

Important observation: after the heap is created, the cexitplof arraya(1..N|
is still NlogN + O(N), if the initial permutation was incompressible. Indeed,
“heapifying” means composing the initial permutation wiébme other permu-
tation (which is determined by results of comparisons betwarray elements).
Since the total time for heapifying I3(N), there are at mo$D(N) comparisons
and their results form a bit string of leng®(N) that determines the heapify-
ing permutation. The initial (incompressible) permutatis a composition of
the heap an®(N)-permutation, therefore heap has complexity at |IBHegN —
O(N).

The second phase transforms the heap into a sorted arrayveAt stage
the array is divided into two partsa[1..n| is still a heap, bug[n+ 1..N] is the
end of the sorted array. One step of transformation (it deseran by 1) goes as
follows: the maximal heap elemeatfl] is taken out of the heap and exchanged
with a[n]. Thereforea[n..N] is now sorted, and the heap property is almost true:
ascendant has bigger value that descendant unless ascenalan (that is now
in root position). To restore heap property, we may down the heap. The
guestion is how many steps do we need. If the final positial isvels above the
leaves level, we need ldg— d exchanges, and the total number of exchanges is
NlogN — 5 dp.

We claim thaty d, = O(N) for incompressible permutations, and, therefore,
the total number of exchangesNdogN + O(N).

So why S d, is O(N)? Let us record the direction of movements while ele-
ments fall down through the heap (using 0 and 1 for left ankityig/NVe don’t use
delimiters to separate strings that correspond to diftaremd useN logN — ¥ d|
bits altogether. Separately we write down@lin self-delimiting way. This re-
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quiresy (2logd; + O(1)) bits. All this information allows us to reconstruct the
exchanges during the second phase, and therefore to regrrtbie initial state
of the heap before the second phase. Therefore, the coryptéxieap before
the second phase (which $logN — O(N)) does not exceetlllogN — 5 dn +

S (2logdn) + O(N), therefore,y (dy — 2logdy) = O(N). Since 2logl, < 0.5d,
for d, > 16 (and all smalled, have sunO(N) anyway), we conclude thgtd, =
O(N).

Problems

1*. Prove that for most pairs of binary strings/ of lengthn every common
subsequence ofandy has length at most99n (for large enougm).

25 Infinite random sequences

There is some intuitive feeling saying that a fair coin tngstannot produce se-
quence
000000000000000000000Q0

or
01010101010101010101010,

so infinite sequences of zeros and ones can be divided in ttegarées. Ran-
domsequences are sequences that are plausible outcomes abssimg;non-
randomsequences (including the two sequences above) are noilpaus is
more difficult to provide an example of a random sequencefitehow becomes
non-random after the example is provided), so our intuiteonot very reliable
here.

26 Classical probability theory

Let Q be the set of all infinite sequences of zeros and ones. We dbé&neaiform
Bernoulli measuren Q as follows. For each binary stringlet Qy be the set of
all sequences that have prefixa subtree rooted ).

Consider a measui such thatP(Qy) = 2-X. Measure theory allows us to
extend this measure to all Borel sets (and even further).

AsetX C Qis called anull set if P(X) is defined andP(X) = 0. Let us give a
direct equivalent definition that is useful for construetixersion:
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A setX C Q is a null set if for everye > 0 there exists a sequence of binary
stringsxop, X1, . .. such that

(1) X CQUQ U..;

(2 y2 Ml <e.

I

Note that 2! is P(Qy ) according to our definition. In wordsX is a null
set if it can be covered by a sequence of inteng@jlsof arbitrarily small total
measure.

ExamplesEach singleton is a null set. A countable union of null sets inull
set. A subset of a null setis a null set. The@as not a null set (by compactness).
The set of all sequences that have zeros at positions with mweabers is a null
set.

27 Strong Law of Large Numbers

Informally, the strong law of large numbers (SLLN) says tteatdom sequences
XoX1 ... have limit frequency 12, i.e.,
Xo+Xi+.. %1 1

lim —.
N—oo n 2

However, the word “random” here is used only as a shortcetfulk meaning is
that the set of all sequences that do not satisfy SLLN (do ae¢ limit frequency
or have it different from 12) is a null set.
In general, when people say thB{tw) is true for randonmw € Q”, it usually
means that the set
{w]| P(w) is false

is a null set.

Proof sketch for SLLNit is enough to show that for every> 0 the sefNs of
sequences that have frequency greater th@n+1d for infinitely many prefixes,
has measure 0. (After that we use that a countable union b$eitslis a null set.)
For eachn consider the probability(n, 8) of the event “random string of length
n has more thafil/2+ &)n ones”. The crucial observation is that

Z p(n,d) < o

for eachd > 0. (Actually, p(n,d) is exponentially decreasing as— oo; proof
uses Stirling’s approximation for factorials.) If the ssriabove has a finite sum,
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for everye > 0 one can find an integ& such that

Zw p(n,d) < €.

n>

Consider all stringg of length greater thaN that have frequency of ones greater
than /24 6. The sum ofP(Q,) is equal toy ,.\ P(N,d) < €, andN; is covered
by family Q.

28 Effectively null sets

The following notion was introduced by Per Martin-Lof. AtseC Q is aneffec-
tively null set if there is an algorithm that gets a rational number0 as input
and enumerates a set of stringg, x1, X2, ... } such that

(1) X C QyUQy, UQy, U..;

(2 y2 Ml <e.

TheI notion of effectively null set remains the same if wewaltnly € of form
1/2X, or if we replace ¥” by “<” in (2).

Every subset of an effectively null set is also an effectivalll set (evident
observation).

For a computable infinite sequenaeof zeros and ones the singlet¢w} is
a null set. (The same happens for all non-randonsee below.)

An union of two effectively null sets is an effectively nuéits (Indeed, we can
find enumerable coverings of siz¢2 for both and combine them.)

More general statement requires preliminary definition. “&yering algo-
rithm” for an effectively null set we mean an algorithm mentd in the definition
(that gets and generates a covering sequence of strings with sum otmesdess
thang).

Lemma. Let Xy, X1, Xo, ... be a sequence of effectively null sets such that there
exists an algorithm that given an integer i produ¢esmé@ covering algorithm for
Xi. ThenuX; is an effectively null set

Proof. To get ane-covering forUX;, we put together(e/2)-covering for Xo,
(e/4)-covering forX;, etc. To generate this combined covering, we use the al-
gorithm that produces covering f&f fromi. O
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29 Maximal effectively null set

Up to now the theory of effectively null sets just repeatsdiassical theory of null
sets. The crucial difference is in the following theorenofgd by Martin-Lof):

Theorem 19. There exists a maximal effectively null set, i.e., an effelgt null
set N such that X_ N for every effectively null set X.

(Trivial) reformulation: the union of all effectively nufiets is an effectively
null set.

Proof. We cannot prove this theorem by applying the above lemmal teffakt-
tively null sets (there are uncountably many of them, singeryesubset of an
effectively null set is an effectively null set).

But we don’t need to consider all effectively null sets; ieisough to consider
all covering algorithms. For a given algorithm (that getsipee rational number
as input and generates binary strings) we cannot say (e#ggtwhether it is
a covering algorithm or not. But we may artificially enforcanse restrictions:
if algorithm (for givene > 0) generates stringg, X1, . .., we can check whether
2-Pol 4 427 < ¢ or not; if not, we delete from the generated sequence.
Let us denote by’ the modified algorithm (ifA was an original one). It is easy to
see that

(1) if A was a covering algorithm for some effectively null set, th€nis
equivalent toA (the condition that we enforce is never violated).

(2) For everyAthe algorithmA’ is (almost) a covering algorithm for some null
set; the only difference is that the infinite sgh2 ! can be equal te even if all
finite sums are strictly less than

But this is not important: we can apply the same arguments (tlere used
to prove Lemma) to all algorithm&g, A, ... whereAg, Ay, ... is a sequence of
all algorithms (that get positive rational numbers as is@rd enumerate sets of
binary strings).

0]

Definition. A sequenceaw of zeros and ones is called (Martin-LaBndom
with respect to the uniform Bernoulli measuredidoes not belong to the maximal
effectively null set.

(Reformulation: “...ifw does not belong to any effectively null set.”)

Therefore, to prove that some sequence is hon-random wemsldw that it
belongs to some effectively null set.
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Note also that a sef is an effectively null set if and only if all elements ¥f
are non-random.

This sounds like a paradox for people familiar with clasisiceasure theory.
Indeed, we know that measure somehow reflects the “size'toEseh point is a
null set, but if we have too many points, we get a non-nullldete (in Martin-Lof
theory) the situation is different: if each element of somefarms an effectively
null singleton (i.e., is non-random), then the entire seni€ffectively null one.

Problems

1. Prove that if sequenc@xix, ... of zeros and ones is (Martin-Lof) random
with respect to uniform Bernoulli measure, then the seqe@@tx;x,. .. is also
random. Moreover, adding arbitrary finite prefix to a randaquence, we get
a random sequence, and adding arbitrary finite prefix to arandem sequence,
we get a non-random sequence.

2. Prove that every (finite) binary string appears infinitalgny times in every
random sequence.

3. Prove that every computable sequence is non-random.a@iegample of
a non-computable non-random sequence.

4. Prove that the set of all computable infinite sequencegmiszand ones is
an effectively null set.

5*. Prove that if a sequencgx; ... is not random, them — C(Xg...Xy—1|n)
tends to infinity ag — oo.

30 Gambling and selection rules

Richard von Mises suggested (around 1910) the followingonodf a random
sequence (he uses German w#allektiv) as a basis for probability theory. A
sequencepXiXy . .. is called (Mises) random, if
(1) it satisfies the strong law of large numbers, i.e., thetlfiraquency of 1's
initis 1/2:
fim Yot Xt X 1
n—oo n 2
(2) the same is true for every infinite subsequence selegtat Badmissible
selection rule”.
Examples of admissible selection rules: (a) select terntls ewen indices;
(b) select terms that follow zeros. The first rule gives 010Qvhen applied
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to 00100100... (selected terms are underlined). The second rule gives.0110
when applied to 0001100...

Mises gave no exact definition of admissible selection ratelfat time the
theory of algorithms did not exist yet). Later Church suggéghe following
formal definition of admissible selection rule.

An admissible selection rule is a total computable funcBatefined on finite
strings that has values 1 (“select”) and O (“do not seled®)applySto a sequence
XoX1X2 ... we select allx, such thatS(xox;...Xn—1) = 1. Selected terms form
a subsequence (finite or infinite). Therefore, each selectite S determines a
mappingos: Q — 2, whereZ is the set of all finite and infinite sequences of zeros
and ones.

For example, ifS(x) = 1 for every stringx, thenos is an identity mapping.
Therefore, the first requirement in Mises approach follosesifthe second one,
and we come to the following definition:

A sequencex = XgX1X2... is Mises—Church randoyif for every admissible
selection ruléSthe sequences(x) is either finite or has limit frequency/2.

Church’s definition of admissible selection rules has tiiefang motivation.
Imagine you come to a casino and watch the outcomes of camgpsThen you
decide whether to participate in the next game or not, apgIgito the sequence
of observed outcomes.

31 Selection rules and Martin-Lof randomness

Theorem 20. Applying an admissible selection ruf{according to Church def-
inition) to a Martin-Lof random sequence, we get either a finite sequence or a
Martin-Lof random sequence.

Proof. Let Sbe a function that determines selection rate

Let 24 be the set of all finite of infinite sequences that have prefhxerex is
a finite binary string).

Consider the sety, = as‘l(zx) of all (infinite) sequence& such that selected
subsequence starts withIf x = A (empty string), thed\y = Q.

Lemma. The set Ahas measure at mo2t X.

Proof. What isAp? In other terms, what is the set of all sequenwesich that the
selected subsequence (according to selectionag)lstarts with 0? Consider the
setB of all stringsz such thatS(z) = 1 butS(Z) = 0 for each prefix2 of z. These
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strings mark the places where the first bet is made. Therefore
Ao =U{Qn|z€ B}

and
A= U{QZL ‘ Zc B}.

In particular, the set8y andA; have the same measure and are disjoint, therefore

P(Ao) = P(AY) < 5.

From the probability theory viewpoinB(Ag) [resp.,P(A1)] is the probability of
the event “the first selected term will be 0 [resp. 1], andhbetents have the
same probability (that does not excee@)for evident reasons.

We can prove in the same way thRgjp andAp1 have the same measure. (See
below the details.) Since they are disjoint subset8gfoth of them have mea-
sure at most 14. The set#\1p andAs1 also have equal measure and are subsets of
A4, therefore both have measure at mo&t,letc.

If this does not sound convincing, let us give an explicitaliggion of Ago.

Let By be the set of all stringgssuch that

(1)S2) =1;

(2) there exists exactly one proper prefixf zsuch thalS(Z) = 1;

(3) Z0 is a prefix ofz

In other termsBg corresponds to the positions where we are making our sec-
ond bet while our first bet produced 0. Then

Aoo=U{Qx | z€ Bo}

and
Ao1 =U{Qn | z€ Bo}.

ThereforeAqg andAg; indeed have equal measures.
Lemma is proven.
O

It is also clear tha#y is the union of interval&y that can be effectively gen-
erated ifx is known. (Here we use the computability®j

Proving Theorer 20, assume thmj( w) is an infinite non-random sequence.
Then{w} is effectively null singleton. Therefore, for eaclone can effectively
generate intervalQy,, Qy,, ... whose union covergs(w). The preimages

054(Z). 05 (%),
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coverw. Each of these preimages is an enumerable union of intevadsif we
combine all these intervals we get a coveringdothat has measure less than
Thus,w is non-random, so Theordml|20 is proven. O

Theorem 21. Every Martin-Lof random sequence has limit frequerigy.

Proof. By definition this means that the seSLLN of all sequences that do not
satisfy SLLN is an effectively null set. As we have mentiojtds is a null set and
the proof relies on an upper bound for binomial coefficierithis upper bound
is explicit, and the argument showing that the s&LLN is a null set can be
extended to show thatSLLNis an effectively null set. O

Combining these two results, we get the following

Theorem 22. Every Martin-Lof random sequence is also Mises—Church random.

Problems

1. The following selection rule isotadmissible according to Mises definition:
choose all termzy, such thakon 1 = 0. Show that (nevertheless) it gives (Martin-
Lof) random sequence if applied to a Martin-Lof randomusatte.

2. LetxoxiX... be a Mises—Church random sequence. d&et= [{n < N |
Xn =0, Xpt+1 = 1}|. Prove thaty /N — 1/4 asN — co.

32 Probabilistic machines

Consider a Turing machine that has access to a source ofmmabi®. Imagine,
for example, that it has some special stads c with the following properties:
when the machine reaches statét jumps at the next step to one of the stdbes
andc with probability 1/2 for each.
Another approach: consider a program in some language ltbatsaassign-
ments
a .= random,;

whererandom is a keyword and is a Boolean variable that gets value 0 or 1
when this statement is executed (with probabili)2;1each new random bit is
independent of the previous ones).

For a deterministic machine output is a function of its ingNibw it is not the
case: for a given input machine can produce different ostutd each output has
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some probability. So for each input the output is a randonaiée. What can be
said about this variable? We will consider machines withigoits; each machine
of this type determines a random variable (its output).

Let M be a machine without input. (For examplé,can be a Turing machine
that is put to work on an empty tape, or a Pascal program thest dot haveread
statements.) Now consider probability of the evavtterminates”. What can be
said about this number?

More formally, for each sequenae € Q we consider the behavior ofl if
random bits are taken from. For a givenw the machine either terminates or not.
Then p is the measure of the s&tof all w such thatM terminates usingo. It
is easy to see that is measurable. Indeed, is a union ofT,, whereT, is the
set of allw such thatM stops after at most steps usingo. EachT, is a union
of intervalsQ; for some string$ of length at mosh (machine can use at mast
random bits if it runs in tima) and therefore is measurable; the union ofTglis
an open (and therefore measurable) set.

A real numbeip is calledenumerable from belowar lower semicomputablié
p is a limit of increasing computable sequence of rational pewrs: p = lim p;,
wherepg < p1 < p2 < ... and there is an algorithm that compuggiveni.

Lemma. A real number p is lower semicomputable if and only if the setX
{reQ|r < p} is (computably enumerable

Proof. (1) Let p be the limit of a computable increasing sequepgceFor every
rational number we have

r<p<difr<pl.

Letrg,r1,... be a computable sequence of rational numbers such that every
tional number appears infinitely often in this sequence. fbHewing algorithm
enumerateX,: atith step, comparg andp;; if rj < pj, outputr;.

(2) If Xp is computably enumerable, Ief,rq1,ro,... be its enumeration. Then
pn=maxro,r1,...,rn) iSanon-decreasing computable sequence of rational num-
bers that converges o O

Theorem 23. (a)Let M be a probabilistic machine without input. Then M’s prob
ability of termination is lower semicomputable.

(b) Let p be a lower semicomputable number{@l]. Then there exists a
probabilistic machine that terminates with probability p.
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Proof. (a) LetM be a probabilistic machine. L1, be the probability thai
terminates after at moststeps. The numbay, is a rational number with denom-
inator 2' that can be effectively computed for a given (Indeed, the machine
M can use at most random bits duringn steps. For each of"2binary strings
we simulate behavior df1 and see for how many of theM terminates.) The
sequence, pP1, P2... IS an increasing computable sequence of rational numbers
that converges t.

(b) Let p be a real number if0, 1] that is lower semicomputable. Lep <
p1 < p2 < ... be anincreasing computable sequence that converge<tonsider
the following probabilistic machine. It treats random Higsb1,b,... as binary
digits of a real number

B = 0.bgb1bs...

Wheni random bits are generated, we have lower and upper bounds tfoat
differ by 2. If the upper boung; turns out to be less tham, machine terminates.
It is easy to see that machine terminates for gies 0.bgb; ... if and only if
B < p. Indeed, if an upper bound fg# is less than a lower bound fqr, then
B < p. On the other hand, iB < p, then; < p; for somei (sincef — B and
pi — p asi — o).

O

Now we consider probabilities of different outputs. Hereneed the follow-
ing definition: A sequencpg, p1, p2. .. of real numbers iBower semicomputable
if there is a computable total functigmof two variables (that range over natural
numbers) with rational values (with special value added) such that

p(i,0) < p(i,1) < p(i,2) < ...

and
p(i,0), p(i,1),p(i,2),... = pi
for everyi.

Lemma. A sequence dp1, p2,... of reals is lower semicomputable if and
only if the set of pairs
{(,n[r<pi}

is enumerable

Proof. Let po, p1,... be lower semicomputable amgl= limp p(i,n). Then

r<pi<3anfr<p(,n)]
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and we can check < p(i,n) for all pairs(i,r) and for alln. If r < p(i,n), pair
(i,r) is included in the enumeration.

On the other hand, if the set of pairs is enumerable, for eawh letp(i, n) be
the maximum value of for all pairs(i,r) (with giveni) that appear during steps
of the enumeration process. (If there are no pgfg,n) = —«.) The lemma is
proven.

0]

Theorem 24.(a) Let M be a probabilistic machine without input that can produ
natural numbers as outputs. Let Ipe the probability of the event “M terminates
with output i”. Then sequenceypp, . .. is lower semicomputable arlg p; < 1.

(b) Let p, p1, p2- .. be a sequence of non-negative real numbers that is lower
semicomputable, angl; p; < 1. Then there exists a probabilistic machine M that
outputs i with probabilityexactly p;.

Proof. Part (a) is similar to the previous argument: fgt, n) be the probability
thatM terminates with outputafter at mosh steps. Tharp(i,0), p(i,1),... isa
computable sequence of increasing rational numbers tingeoges tqp;.

(b) is more complicated. Recall the proof of the previoustee. There we
had a “random real3 and “termination region’]0, p) where p was the desired
termination probability. (If8 is in termination region, machine terminates.)

Now termination region is divided into parts. For each otiyaluei there is
a part of termination region that corresponds tmd has measung. Machines
terminates with outputif and only if 8 is insideith part.

Let us consider first a special case when sequenisea computable sequence
of rational numbers, Theith part is a segment of length. These segments are
allocated from left to right according to “requestg. One can say that each
numberi comes with requeg; for space allocation, and this request is granted.
Since we can compute the endpoints of all segments, and basee and upper
bound forf, we are able to detect the moment wh#is guaranteed to be inside
i-th part.

In the general case the construction should be modified. Namliiecomes
to space allocator many times with increasing requpgt®), p(i, 1), p(i, 2), ..
each time the request is granted by allocating additiotahmal of lengthp(i, n) —
p(i,n—1). Note that nowth part is not contiguous: it consists of infinitely many
segments separated by other parts. But this is not impoméenthine terminates
with outputi when current lower and upper bounds foguarantee thad is inside
ith part. The interior ofth part is a countable union of intervals, angifs inside
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this open set, machine will terminate with outputTherefore, the termination
probability is the measure of this set, i.e., equals, i, n). O

Problems

1. A probabilistic machine without input terminates for@dissible coin tosses
(there is no sequence of coin tosses that leads to infinitgpatation). Prove that
the computation time is bounded by some constant (and machimproduce only
finite number of outputs).

2. Letpj be the probability of termination with outpufor some probabilistic
machine and p; = 1. Prove that alp; are computable, i.e., for every giveand
for every rationak > 0 we can find (algorithmically) an approximationgpwith
absolute error at most

33 A priori probability

A sequence of real numbemy, p1, p2,... is called anlower semicomputable
semimeasuri there exists a probabilistic machine (without input)ttheoduces
with probability p;. (As we know,pg, ps, ... is a lower semicomputable semimea-
sure if and only ifp; is lower semicomputable aritlp; < 1.)

Theorem 25. There exists a maximal lower semicomputable semimeasiimar
imality means that for every lower semicomputable semioread there exists a
constant ¢ such that'ti) < cm(i) for all i).

Proof. Let Mg, M1,... be a sequence of all probabilistic machines without input.
Let M be a machine that starts by choosing a natural numla¢mrandom (so
that each outcome has positive probability) and then emsiMt. If p; is the
probability thati is chosenmis the distribution on the outputs & andnt is the
distribution on the outputs dfl;, thenm(x) > pinT(x) for all x. O

The maximal lower semicomputable semimeasure is calledori probabil-
ity. This name can be explained as follows. Imagine that we hélack box that
can be turned on and prints a natural number. We have no iatamabout what
is inside. Nevertheless we have an “a priori” upper boundofobability of the
event i appears” (up to a constant factor that depends on the boxoboim).

The same definition can be used for real-valued functionsrorgs instead of
natural numbers (probabilistic machines produce stritftgssumy p(x) is taken
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over all stringsx, etc.) — in this way we may defingiscrete a priori probability
on binary strings. (There is another notion of a priori piwbty for strings, called
continuous a priori probabilitybut we do not consider it is this survey.)

34 Prefix decompression

The a priori probability is related to a special complexitgasure callegrefix
complexity The idea is that description is self-delimited; the decmagion pro-
gram had to decide for itself where to stop reading input. rélae different
versions of machines with self-delimiting input; we choose that is technically
convenient though may be not the most natural one.

A computable function whose inputs are binary strings ikedahprefixfunc-
tion, if for every stringk and its prefixy at least one of the valudgx) and f (y) is
undefined. (So a prefix function cannot be defined both on ragsémd its prefix
or continuation.)

Theorem 26. There exists a prefix decompressor D that is optimal amoniyxpre
decompressors: for each computable prefix functibthBre exists some constant
c such that

Cp(X) < Cp(X)+c¢

for all x.

Proof. To prove a similar result for plain Kolmogorov complexity weed

D(p0ly) = p(y)

wherepis a progranp with doubled bits ang(y) stands for the output of program
p with inputy. ThisD is a prefix function if and only if all programs compute
prefix functions. We cannot algorithmically distinguishiween prefix and non-
prefix programs (this is an undecidable problem). Howevenmay convert each
program into a prefix one in such a way that prefix programs menrachanged.
Let us explain how this can be done.

Let

D(p0ly) = [pi(y)

where[p](y) is computed as follows. We apply in paralfeto all inputs and get
a sequence of pairy;, z) such thatp(y;) = z. Select a “prefix” subsequence by
deleting all(y;, z) such thay; is a prefix ofy; oryj is a prefix ofy; for somej < i.
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This process does not dependyTo computep](y), wait untily appears in the
selected subsequence, iye= y; for a selected paity;,z), and then outpud;.

The functiony — [p](y) is a prefix function for everyp, and if programp
computes a prefix function, thep|(y) = p(y).

ThereforeD is an optimal prefix decompression algorithm. O

Complexity with respect to an optimal prefix decompressigorthm is called
prefix complexityand denoted bic(x).

35 Prefix complexity and length

As we know,C(x) < |x| +O(1) (consider identity mapping as decompression al-
gorithm). But identity mapping is not a prefix one, so we camuse this argument
to show thak (x) < |x| +0O(1), and in fact this is not true, as the following theorem
shows.

Theorem 27.
Zz“®<1

X

Proof. For everyx let px be the shortest description far(with respect to given
prefix decompression algorithm). Thepy| = K(x) and all stringgpy are incom-
patible. (We say thap andq are compatible ifp is a prefix ofq or vice versa.)
Therefore, the interval®,, are disjoint; they have measure/® = 2-KX so
the sum does not exceed 1. O

If K(x) < |x| +O(1) were true, thery, 2~ would be finite, but it is not the
case (for each natural numhethe sum over strings of lengthequals 1).
However, we can prove weaker lower bounds:

Theorem 28.

K(¥) < 2x/+0O(1);
K(x) < |x| +2log|x| + O(1);
K(x) < |x| +log|x| 4 2loglog|x| + O(1)
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Proof. The first bound is obtained if we u§gx01) = x. (It is easy to check that
D is prefix function.) The second one uses

D (bin([x])01x) = x

where birf|x|) is the binary representation of the length of striadterating this
trick, we let
D(bin(| bin(|x|)])01 bin(|x|)x) = x

and get the third bound etc. O

Let us note that prefix complexity does not increase when vpéyaggorith-
mic transformationK (A(x)) < K(x) +O(1) for every algorithmA (the constant
in O(1) depends o). Let us take optimal decompressor (for plain complexity)
asA. We conclude thaK(x) does not excee(p) if p is a description ok.
Combining this with theorem above, we conclude é&t) < 2C(x) +O(1), that
K(x) < C(x) +2logC(x) +O(1), etc.

In particular, the difference between plain and prefix caxpy for n-bit
strings isO(logn).

36 A priori probability and prefix complexity

We have now two measures for a string (or natural nuntherhe a priori prob-
ability m(x) measures how probable is to seas an output of a probabilistic ma-
chine. Prefix complexity measures how difficult is to spegiily a self-delimiting
way. It turns out that these two measures are closely related

Theorem 29.
K(x) = —logm(x) + O(1)

(Herem(x) is a priori probability; log stands for binary logarithm.)

Proof. The functionK is enumerable from above; therefore;> 2~ KX is lower
semicomputable. Also we know thgt 2~ XX < 1, therefore 2K is a lower
semicomputable semimeasure. Thereforé(® < cm(x) andK (x) > —logm(x) +
O(1). To prove thatK(x) < —logm(x) + O(1), we need the following lemma
about memory allocation.

Let the memory space be represented®y]|. Each memory request asks for
segment of length,11/2,1/4,1/8, etc. that is properly aligned. Alignment means
that for segment of length/2% only 2¢ positions are allowed[@,27¥],[27K 2.
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2*"], etc.). Allocated segments should be disjoint (common eimdp are al-
lowed). Memory is never freed.

Lemma. For each computable sequence of requ@sts such thaty 27" < 1
there is a computable sequence of allocations that graneagliests.

Proof. We keep a list of free space divided into segments of size tvariant
relation: all segments are properly aligned and have diffesize. Initially there
is one free segment of length 1. When a new request of lemgthmes, we pick
up the smallest segment of length at leastThis strategy is sometimes called
“best fit” strategy. (Note that if the free list contains ordggments of length
w/2,w/4, ..., then the total free space is less tharso it cannot happen by our
assumption.) If the smallest free segment of length at hedsas lengthw, we
simple allocate it (and delete from the free list). If it haadgthw > w, then
we splitw into parts of sizenw,w, 2w, 4w, ..., W /4,w /2 and allocate the lefiv-
segment putting all others in the free list, so the invariambaintained. O

Reformulation of the lemma: .. .there is a computable secpiehincompat-
ible stringsx; such thatx;| = n;. (Indeed, an aligned segment of sizé'2s I for
some string for lengthn.)

Corollary . For each computable sequence of requésts such thaty 27" <
1 we have Ki) < n.

(Indeed, consider a decompressor that maps i. Since allx; are pairwise
incompatible, it is a prefix function.)

Now we return to the proof. Sincm is lower semicomputable, there ex-
ists a non-negative functiol : (x,k) — M(x,k) of two arguments with ratio-
nal values that is non-decreasing with respect to the seagndnent such that
limgM(x, k) = m(x).

Let M’(x, k) be the smallest number in the sequenck/2,1/4,1/8,...,0 that
is greater than or equal #d(x,k). It is easy to see thadl’(x,k) < 2M(x,k) and
thatM’ is monotone.

We call pair(x, k) “essential” ifk = 0 or M’(x,k) > M’(x,k—1). The sum of
M’(x, k) for all essential pairs with givexis at most twice bigger than its biggest
term (because each term is at least twice bigger than thedirgcone), and its
biggest term is at most twice bigger thisliix, k) for somek. SinceM (x, k) < m(x)
andy m(x) < 1, we conclude that the sum bF (x, k) for all essential pairgx, k)
does not exceed 4.

Let (x;, ki) be a computable sequence of all essential pairs. (We entevadra
pairs and select essential ones.) hdbe an integer such that2 = M’(x;, ki) /4.

41



Theny 27" < 1.

ThereforeK(i) < n;. Sincex; is obtained from by an algorithm, we conclude
thatK(x;) < nj+0O(1) for all i. For a giverx one can find such that; = x and
27N >m /4, son; < —logm(x) 4+ 2 andK (x) < —logm(x) + O(1). O

37 Prefix complexity of a pair

We can defin&K(x,y) as prefix complexity of some code,y| of pair (x,y). As
usual, different computable encodings give complexitied tiffer at most by
O(1).

Theorem 30.
K(x,y) < K(x)+K(y)+0O(1).

Note that now we do not ned€d(logn) term that was necessary for plain com-
plexity.

Proof. Let us give two proofs of this theorem using prefix functiond a priori
probability.

(1) LetD be the optimal prefix decompressor used in the definitidf.aZon-
sider a functiorD’ such that

D'(pg) = [D(p),D(q)]

for all stringsp andq such thaD(p) andD(q) are defined. Let us prove that this
definition makes sense, i.e., that it does not lead to cosfliconflict happens if
pg= p'q andD(p),D(q),D(p’),D(d) are defined. But thep andp’ are prefixes
of the same string and are compatible @) andD(p’) cannot be defined at the
same time unlesp = p’ (which impliesq = ).

Let us check thaD'’ is a prefix function. Indeed, if it is defined fqq and
p'd, and at the same timgq is a prefix ofp'd, then (as we have seep)and p’
are compatible and (sind®(p) andD(p’) are definedp = p’. Thenq s a prefix
of ¢, soD(qg) andD(q) cannot be defined at the same time.

The functionD’ is computable (for givem we try all decompositiong = pq
in parallel). So we have a prefix algorithPi such thatCp([x,y]) < K(X) +K(y)
and therefor& (x,y) < K(x) + K(y) +O(1). (End of the first proof.)

(2) In terms of a priori probability we have to prove that

m([x,y]) = em(x)m(y)
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for some positivee and allx andy. Consider the functiom’ determined by the
equation

m'([x,y]) = m(x)m(y)
(' is zero for inputs that do not encode pairs of strings). Weshav

Y@ =3 m(xy) =y mxmy) =y mx)ymy <i1=1
Z Xy Xy X y
Functionn is lower semicomputable, sof is a semimeasure. Therefore, it is

bounded by maximal semimeasure (up to a constant factor). O

A similar (but a bit more complicated) argument shows theaéityu

K(x,y) = K(x) + K(y|x,K(x)) +O(1).

38 Prefix complexity and randomness

Theorem 31. A sequencegxiXy... IS Martin-Lof random if and only if there
exists some constant ¢ such that

K(XoX1...Xn—1) = n—c¢C
for all n.

Proof. We have to prove that the sequengg;X,... is notrandom if and only if
for everyc there exists1 such that

K(XoX1...X—1) < h—CcC.

(If-part) A stringu is called (for this proofe-defective ifK(u) < |u| —c. We
have to prove that the set of all sequences that balefective prefix for alk, is
an effectively null set. It is enough to prove that the setllodequences that have
c-defective prefix for a given can be covered by intervals with total measuré.2

Note that the set of ati-defective strings is enumerable (sikCé& enumerable
from above). It remains to show that the sgr2~ Y over all c-defectiveu does
not exceed 2. Indeed, ifu is c-defective, then by definition 2! < 2-¢2-KP(),
On the other hand, the sum of Y over allu (and therefore over defectiug
does not exceed 1.
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(Only-if-part) LetN be the set of all non-random sequendéss an effectively
null set. For each integerconsider a sequence of intervals

Qu(c,0)> Qu(c,1), Quic,2)s - - -

that coverN and have total measure at most2 Definition of effectively null
sets guarantees that such a sequence exists (and its ederaanbe effectively
generated wheais given).

For eachc,i consider the integen(c,i) = |u(c,i)| —c. For a givenc the
sumy;2 "¢ does not exceed 2 (because the suip;, 2~ Ul does not exceed
272%), Therefore the SUr ¢ 2-"(¢) gver allc andi does not exceed 1.

We would like to consider a semimeasiMesuch thatM(u(c,i)) = 2-"(¢D:
however, it may happen thatc, i) coincide for different pairs,i. In this case we
add the corresponding values, so the precise definition is

M) =3 {270 Ju(c,i) = x}.

Note thatM is lower semicomputable, sineaeandn are computable functions.
Therefore, ifmis the universal semimeasure, we hayg) > eM(x), SOK(X) <
—logM(x) +0(1), andK (u(c,i)) < n(c,i) + O(1) = |u(c,i)| — c+ O(1).

If some sequenciyxixz... belongs to the sdtl of non-random sequences,
then it has prefixes of the foroc, i) for all ¢, and for these prefixes the difference
between length anl is not bounded. O

39 Strong law of large numbers revisited

Let p,q be positive rational numbers such thpat g = 1. Consider the following
semimeasure: a stringof lengthn with k ones and zeros has probability

C kg
HOX) = 5P

where constarttis chosen in such a way thgi,c/n? < 1. Itis indeed a semimea-
sure (the sum over all stringss at most 1, because the sumugk) over all strings
x of given lengthn is 1/n?; pXq is a probability to get string for a biased coin
whose sides have probabilitipsandq).

Therefore, we conclude that(x) is bounded by a priori probability (up to a
constant) and we get an upper bound

K(x) < 2logn+k(—logp) +1(—logq) +O(1)
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for fixed p andq and for arbitrary string of lengthn that hask ones and zeros.
If p=q=1/2, we get the bounl (x) < n+2logn+ O(1) that we already know.
The new bound is biased: if> 1/2 andg < 1/2, then—logp < 1 and—logq > 1,
SO we count ones with less weight than zeros, and new bounteetter for
strings that have many ones and few zeros.

Assume thap > 1/2 and the fraction of ones iis greater thap. Then our
bound implies

K(x) < 2logn+np(—logp) +ng(—logq) + O(1)
(more ones make our bound only tighter). It can be rewritgen a
K(x) < nH(p,q) +2logn+ O(1)

whereH (p,q) is Shannon entropy for two-valued distribution with prottitibs
p andg:
H(p,q) = —plogp—qlogg.

Sincep+q =1, we have function of one variable:

H(p) =H(p,1—p) = —plogp— (1—p)log(1—p).

This function has a maximum at/2; it is easy to check using derivatives that
H(p) =1whenp=1/2 andH(p) < 1whenp#1/2.

Corollary . For every p> 1/2 there exist a constarit < 1 and a constant ¢
such that
K(X) < an+2logn+c

for each string x where frequency i is at least p

Therefore, for every > 1/2, an infinite sequence of zeros and ones that has
infinitely many prefixes with frequency of ones at lepsts not Martin-Lof ran-
dom. This gives us a proof of a constructive version of Strbag of Large
Numbers:

Theorem 32. Every Martin-Lof random sequencex X, ... of zeros and ones is

balanced:
fim 0T Xat X 1
N—co n 2
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Problems

1. LetD be a prefix decompression algorithm. Give a direct constmadf a
probabilistic machine that outpLitsvith probability at least 2¥0 (),
2.* Prove thaK (x) < C(x) + K(C(x))
3. Prove that there exists an infinite sequergpe ... and a constant such
that
C(XoX1...X-1) = n—2logn+c

for all n.

40 Hausdorff dimension

Let a be a positive real number. A sEtC Q of infinite bit sequences is called
a-null if for every € > 0 there exists a set of strings, uy, U, ... such that

(1) X CQuuUQy UQy,U...;

() 5279l < ¢,

In other terms, we modify the definition of a null set: instezdthe uni-
form measur®(Q,) = 2~ Y of an intervalQ, we consider itsr-size(P(Qy))* =
279U, Fora > 1 we get a trivial notion: all sets ae-null (one can cover the
entireQ by 2V intervals of size 2N, and . 2-9N = 1/2(@=DN js smalll for large
N). Fora = 1 we get the usual notion of null sets, and ok 1 we get a smaller
class of sets (the smalleris, the stronger condition we get).

For a given seX C Q consider the infimum ot such thaiX is ana-null set.
This infimum is called thédausdorff dimensiof X. As we have seen, for the
subsets of the Hausdorff dimension is at most 1.

This is a classical notion but it can be constructivized ia #ame way as
for null sets. A seiX C Q of infinite bit sequences is calleifectivelya-null if
there is an algorithm that, given a ratiosal 0, enumerates a sequence of strings
Up, Uz, U2, ... satisfying (1) and (2). The following result extends TheoiES:

Theorem 33. Let a > 0 be a rational number. Then there exists an effectively
a-null set N that contains every effectivelynull set.

Proof. We can use the same argument as for Thedrdm 19: sinseational, we
can compute ther-sizes of intervals with arbitrary precision, and this i®egh
to ensure that the sum of-sizes of a finite set of intervals is less than(The
same argument works for every computadl@ 0J
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Now we defineeffective Hausdorff dimensiaf a setX C Q as the infimum
of a such thak is an effectivelya-null set. It is easy to see that we may consider
only rationala in this definition. The effective Hausdorff dimension cahhe
smaller than the (classical) Hausdorff dimension, but mabigger (see below).

We define the effective Hausdorff dimension of a pgint Q as the effec-
tive Hausdorff dimension of the singletdix}. Note that there is no classical
counterpart of this notion, since every singleton has Haxdsdimension 0.

For effectively null sets we have seen that this propertynefdet was essen-
tially the property of its elements (all elements should be-random); a similar
result is true for effective Hausdorff dimension.

Theorem 34. For every set X its effective Hausdorff dimension equalstipee-
mum of effective Hausdorff dimensions of its elements.

Proof. Evidently, the dimension of an elementXfcannot exceed the dimension
of the setX itself. On the other hand, if for some ratiorml> 0 all elements of
X have effective dimension less thanthey all belong to the maximal effectively
a-null set, soX is a subset of this maximal set, ¥as effectivelya-null set, and
the effective dimension of does not exceed. O

The criterion of Martin-Lof randomness in terms of comitgXTheoreni 31)
also has its counterpart for effective dimension. The pevresult (Theorein 84)
shows that it is enough to characterize the effective dimensf singletons, and
this can be done:

Theorem 35. The effective Hausdorff dimension of a sequencexgxiXs... is
equal to
fiminf OO Xa-1)

n—oo n

In this statement we use prefix complexity, but one may useldie com-
plexity instead (since the difference is at m@gtogn) for n-bit strings).

Proof. If the liminf is smaller tharo, thenK(u) < a|u| for infinitely many pre-
fixes of x. For the stringsi with this property we have

279 < m(u)

wheremis a priori probability, and the sum af(u) over alluis bounded by 1. So
we get a family of intervals that covgrinfinitely many times and have the sum of
a-sizes bounded by 1. If we (1) increasea bit and consider som& > a, and
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(2) consider only strings of length greater than some larlye we get a family of
intervals that covex and have small sum af’-sizes (bounded by(2—9N to be
exact). This argument shows that the Hausdorff dimensign @bes not exceed
the liminf.

It remains to prove the reverse inequality. Assume jhhas effective Haus-
dorff dimension less than some (rational) Then we can effectively covey
by a family of intervals with arbitrarily small sum af-sizes. Combining the
covers with sum bounded by/2,1/4,1/8, ..., we get a computable sequence
Ug, U1, Uy, ... such that

(1) intervalsQy,, Qu,, Qu,, . .. covery infinitely many times;

(2)y2-alul 1.

The second inequality implies thi{i) < a|uij| +O(1), and thereford (u;) <
K(i) +0O(1) < a|ui| +O(1). Sincey has infinitely many prefixes among, we
conclude that our liminf is bounded loy. O

This theorem implies that Martin-Lof random sequencesltimnension 1 (it
is also a direct consequence of the definition); it also alaowto construct easily
a sequence of dimensian for arbitrary a € (0,1) (by adding incompressible
strings to increase the complexity of the prefix and strinfggeoos to decrease it
when needed).

41 Problems

1. Letk, be average complexity of binary strings of length
Kn = [ Z K(x)] /2",
[X|=n

Prove thak, = n+0O(1) (i.e., |kn — n| < c for somec and alln).

2. Prove that for a Martin-Lof random sequersg@iazas. .. the set of alli
such that; = 1 is not enumerable (there is no program that generates etsioie
this set).

3. (Continued) Prove the same result for Mises—Church narskuences.

4. Stringx = yz of length 2 is incompressibleC(x) > 2n; stringsy andz
have lengtin. Prove thaC(y),C(z) > n— O(logn). Can you improve this bound
and show tha€(y),C(z) > n—0O(1)?

5. (Continued) Is the reverse statementy(éind z are incompressible, then
C(yz) = 2n+ O(logn)) true?
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6. Prove that ifC(y|z) > nandC(z]y) > n for stringsy andz of lengthn, then
C(yz) = 2n—O(logn).

7. Prove that ifk andy are strings of length andC(xy) > 2n, then the length
of every common subsequengef x andy does not exceed @9n. (A stringuis a
subsequence of a stringf u can be obtained fromby deleting some terms. For
example, 111 is a subsequence of 010101, but 1110 and 11hdtare

8. Letagpayay... andbgbsbsy ... be Martin-Lof random sequences and:C,. ..
be a computable sequence. Can the sequémgce bp)(ag ©b1)(az® by)... be
non-random? (Hera® b denotesa+b mod 2.) The same question f¢ay ®
Co)(ar®Cy) (a2 Cy). ..

9. True or falseC(x,y) < K(x) + C(y) + O(1)?

10. Prove that for everg there existx such thak (x) — C(x) > c.

11. Letm(x) be a priori probability of string.. Prove that the binary represen-
tation of real numbef , m(x) is a Martin-Lof random sequence.

12. Prove tha€(x) + C(x,Y,z) < C(X,y) + C(x,z) +O(logn) for stringsx, y, z
of length at mosh.

13. (Continued) Prove a similar result for prefix complexiiyh O(1) instead
of O(logn).
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