arXiv:2304.03030v1 [cs.CL] 6 Apr 2023

Compression of enumerations and gain

George Barmpalias, Xiaoyan Zhang, and Bohua Zhan

State Key Lab of Computer Science, Inst. of Software, Chinese Acad. of Sciences, Beijing, China

April 7, 2023

Abstract

We study the compressibility of enumerations, and its role in the relative Kolmogorov complexity of computably enumerable sets, with respect to density. With respect to a strong and a weak form of compression, we examine the gain: the amount of auxiliary information embedded in the compressed enumeration. Strong compression and weak gainless compression is shown for any computably enumerable set, and a positional game is studied toward understanding strong gainless compression.

1 Introduction

Given an effective enumeration of a set A ⊆ N, we are interested in the possibility of obtaining a compression of it, in the form of an effective enumeration of another set D which:

essentially contains the information in A, but in a compact form.

This turns out to be the key to an open problem in Kolmogorov complexity, see §4, but it is probably more interesting in its own right. By ‘essentially’ we mean indifference to finite errors: if D↾_{ℓn} ,ℓ_n ≤ n is supposed to encode A↾_n, we merely require that some computable f maps D ↾_{ℓn} to an n-bit string f (D ↾_{ℓn} ) whose Hamming-distance from A ↾_n is bounded. Since A, D are computably enumerable (c.e.), this can be concisely expressed as

C(A↾_n | D↾_{ℓn} ) = O(1)

where C(σ | τ) denotes the conditional Kolmogorov complexity: the length of the shortest program that can generate σ from input τ. By D being more compact than A we mean that ℓ_n is considerably smaller than n or, at least, | D↾_n | is considerably smaller than | A↾_n |.

Definition 1.1. Given c.e. A, D, we say that D is a

• compression of A if | D↾_n | ≤ | A↾_n |/2 ∧ C(A↾_n | D↾_n) = O(1)

• strong compression of A if C(A↾_n | D↾_{⌊n/2⌋}) = O(1).

Replacing n/2 by ϵn for ϵ ∈ (0,1), in the same way we can define ϵ-compression. If every c.e. set has a compression, by iteration it also has an ϵ-compression; the same is true of strong compression. The simpler form often suffices for our purpose, as it can be iterated. Theorem 1.2. Given any c.e. A we can effectively enumerate a strong compression of it. This process is given in §2, is relatively simple but introduces additional information, which we call the gain, which is not recoverable from the source enumeration. Definition 1.3. We say that a compression is gainless if it has finite gain, where the • gain of a compression D of A is C(D↾_n | A↾_n) • gain of a strong compression D of A is C(D↾_{⌊n/2⌋} | A↾_n).

Obtaining gainless compressions is considerably harder and, as we explain below, useful for resolving problems about the Kolmogorov complexity of c.e. sets. Theorem 1.4. Given any c.e. A we can enumerate a gainless compression D ⊆ A of it. This is our main result. We do not know if every c.e. set has a gainless strong compression. In §3 we study a simple two-player game, toward an answer to this question. Definition 1.5. We say that A is well-compressible if it has a gainless strong compression. In [4, Corollary 2.6] it was shown that the halting problem (and every linearly-complete c.e. set) is well-compressible and has a gainless strong ϵ-compression, for arbitrary ϵ ∈ (0,1). Well-compressibility is essential in combining two enumerations A, B into one, which contains exactly the combined information of A, B in its corresponding prefixes, and no additional information. To be precise, also making the connection to the problem of density, we use the preorders ≤_{rK},≤_K,≤_C introduced by Downey et al. [10] as a means for comparing the descriptive complexity of infinite sequences:

• A ≤_{rK} B ⇐⇒ C(A↾_n | B↾_n) = O(1) • A ≤_K B ⇐⇒ ∀n, K(A↾_n)^+≤ K(B↾_n) where K denotes the Kolmogorov complexity with respect to prefix-free machines and^+≤ denotes inequality up to a constant. The definition of ≤_C is similar to that of ≤_K. The state of the art on the prefix complexity of c.e. sets is reviewed below, along with the open question of density; in §4 we demonstrate that well-compressibility is key in its resolution and prove: Theorem 1.6. If A, B are well-compressible c.e. sets, r ∈ {rK, K,C} and B <_r A, there exists c.e. F such that B <_r F <_r A.

We conclude in §5 with a summary and open questions.

Background and state of the art Compressibility of effective enumerations have been investigated since Barzdins [5], so the topic is nearly as old as the theory of Kolmogorov complexity itself. Several subsequent contributions [14, 15, 11, 4], reveal a rich structure in the descriptive complexity of computably enumerable (c.e.) sets, despite its narrow logarithmic range. Striking examples are:

• a c.e. set A is computable iff C(A↾_n)^+≤ log n. [6] • a c.e. set A is linearly-complete iff C(A↾_n)^+≥ log n. [4].

Basic facts on the logarithmic oscillations of C(A↾_n) for c.e. A are:

• if A is a c.e. set then C(A↾_n | n)^+≤ log n and C(A↾_n)^+≤ 2log n. [5] • there exists c.e. A such that ∀n C(A↾_n)^+≥ log n. [5] • if A is c.e. then ∃^∞n, C(A↾_n)^+≤ log n ∧ ∃^∞n, K(A↾_n)^+≤ 2log n. [14] • there exists a c.e. set A such that ∃^∞n, 2log n^+≤ C(A↾_n). [11] Relations ≤_{rK},≤_K,≤_C introduced above have the following properties:

• the bottom degree in ≤_{rK},≤_C consists of the computable sets. [6]. • the bottom degree in ≤_K includes noncomputable sets. [14, 9]. • ≤_{rK} implies Turing reducibility. [10] • there is a maximum c.e. degree with respect to ≤_{rK},≤_C,≤_K. [4].

Additional facts on the prefix complexity of c.e. sets can be found in [8, §16], [12, 1, 3]. The problem density of ≤_{rK},≤_K,≤_C in the c.e. sets is discussed in §4.

2 Compressing enumerations: proof of Theorem 1.4

We will use [4, Lemma 2.1], in the following form:

Lemma 2.1. Given c and computable f , suppose that A = (A_s), D = (D_s) are c.e. and |(A_t − A_s)↾_n| > c ⇒ |D_t ↾_{f (n)}| > |D_s ↾_{f (n)}|.

for all n, s < t. Then C(A↾_n | D↾_{f (n)}) = O(1). We prove Theorem 1.2:

Lemma 2.2. Given c.e. A we effectively enumerate D with C(A↾_n | D↾_{⌊n/2⌋}) = O(1).

Proof. We may assume that | A_{s+1} − A_s | ≤ 1 and A_s ⊆ [0, s] for each s.

Enumeration. At each stage s > 0, check if there exists n ∈ [3, s] such that 16 � � |A_s ↾_2n | ∧ |A_s ↾_2n | > |A_{s−1} ↾_2n |

and if there is, pick the least one and enumerate min � [2^{n−3},2^{n−2}) − D_{s−1} � into D.

Verification. For each n we have:

| [2^{n−3},2^{n−2}) ∩ D | ≤ |A ∩ [0,2^n)|/16 ≤ 2^{n−4} < 2^{n−3} = | [2^{n−3},2^{n−2}) |.

This shows that (D_s) is well-defined, in the sense that [2^{n−3},2^{n−2}) − D_{s−1} � ∅ for each n ≥ 3 and each s > 0. By the definition of (D_s):

|(A_t − A_s)↾_n| > 16 ⇒ |D_t ↾_{⌊n/2⌋}| > |D_s ↾_{⌊n/2⌋}|.

for all n, s < t. By Lemma 2.1, C(A↾_n | D↾_{⌊n/2⌋}) = O(1), as required. □

2.1 Outline for gainless compression

We prove Theorem 1.4: given (A_s), by Lemma 2.1 it suffices to define (D_s) such that

| (A_s − A_t)↾_n | ≥ 8 ⇒ | (D_s − D_t)↾_n | > 0 (1) | (D_s − D_t)↾_n | > 1 ⇒ | (A_s − A_t)↾_n | > 0. (2)

and | D↾_{2n} | ≤ n. We assume that all enumerated sets are infinite, at most one number is enumerated at any stage, and no number is enumerated at stage 0. The first t stages of (A_s) can be represented by a vector of length t, whose sth coordinate is, a number n, if n ∈ A_s − A_{s−1}, and a dot · if no enumeration occurred at s. For example, consider enumerations

(·,3,·,5,·,·,0,·,·) and (·,·,1,·,·,5,·,·,3) (3)

The first one indicates the enumerations: three at stage 2, five at stage 4, zero at stage 7, and no enumerations occurred in the remaining stages ≤ t = 9. These vectors are depicted by a table in Figure 1, by gray and black respectively. For simplicity, in the case a joint enumeration of two sets A = (A_s), D = (D_s), we assume that at any stage, at most one of the sets performs an enumeration. The columns of the table correspond to the stages of the enumeration, while the rows correspond to the numbers that may be enumerated. When a number n enters A at stage s, we color the the cells with coordinates (i, s),i ≥ n gray; a similar action is done for D, but with the color black.

We call this the (A, D)-table, which will be very handy in visualizing the timing relationships and constraints between the two enumerations in the construction of the required compression D of A. We identify columns and rows in the table by their index numbers, in expressions such as ‘the largest column’ with a given property. Let t_n(s) be the largest column with

←− numbers stages −→ 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ··· 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 . . . Figure 1: Table depicting the enumerations in (3).

a black-bar starting from row ≤ n:

t_s(n) := max { t < s : D_t ↾_{n+1} � D_{t−1} ↾_{n+1} }.

Each row r consists of cells, which we call the r-cells, and may be divided by several blackbars. The r-cells that lie strictly between such black-bars are called r-blocks or blocks in row r. Once an r-block is formed, the number of gray cells in it is the load of the block. Since at stage s a gray or black bar can only appear on column s

the load of an r-block remains constant (4)

in the sense that it does not change from the stage where the block is formed. The tail-block of row r at stage s is the interval of its cells strictly between t_s(n) and s. Formally, the

• r-block, or block (b,b^′) in row r, is the interval of r-cells strictly between columns b,b^′, which are consecutive values of t_s(r), s ∈ N

• tail-block of row r at s is T_s(n) := (t_s(n), s)

• load of a block or tail-block (b,b^′) at row r is (A_b′ − A_b)↾_{r+1}.

Condition (1) requires that the load in the blocks of each row is bounded by 8k. Let

a_n(s) := � �(A_s − A_{tn(s)})↾_{n+1} � � (load of the tail-block on row n at s). (5)

Then a_n(s) is the number of A-enumerations ≤ n since the last D-enumeration ≤ n. If (A_s − A_{s−1})↾_{n+1} � ∅ and the tail-block of row n becomes a block at the next stage, a_n(s) becomes the load of the new n-block. So, to keep the block-loads ≤ 8, it suffices to keep the loads of the tail-blocks similarly bounded:

∀n ≤ s, a_n(s) ≤ 8 ⇒ (1) holds. (6)

The following are straightforward from the above definitions:

• t_n(s) ≤ t_{n+1}(s) ∧ t_n(s) ≤ t_n(s + 1), hence T_{n+1}(s) ⊆ T_n(s) • tail-block T_n(s) at s + 1 becomes either (t_s(n), s + 1) or (s + 1, s + 1) = ∅ • a_n(s) ≤ a_n(s + 1) + 1 • T_n(s) � T_{n+1}(s) ⇐⇒ n + 1 ∈ D_s − D_{tn(s)}.

Definition 2.3. We say that row r is p-loaded at s if a_n(s) ≥ p.

Ensuring that half of the blocks of each row is sufficiently loaded will give | D↾_{2n} | ≤ n. The D-stages are when D-enumerations occur; the remaining are called A-stages. By slowing down the enumeration (A_s) we ensure that A, D get to enumerate all their members at disjoint sets of stages. The enumeration at certain A-stages s prompts a request for a D-enumeration, making s + 1 a D-stage, also making stage s + 2 available for a new A-enumeration. Informal construction. A straightforward definition of D would be to look for stages where a 8-loaded tail-block appears at some row r, and eliminate them by enumerating r in D. Since r may already be in D, we may need to choose a smaller number, and choosing the largest i < r currently outside D is a way to do this, as in the proof of Lemma 2.2. However this greedy strategy introduces gain in D, hence interfering with condition (2): enumeration of small numbers in D may be induced by enumeration of much larger numbers in A. The solution is to occasionally make smaller enumerations than necessary, hence pre-emptying the formation of certain future heavily loaded tail-blocks. 2.2 Gainless compression and verification The idea for the construction is: if a row becomes 8-loaded at stage s:

• s is an A-stage; a target interval [n,m] is determined such that row m is 8-loaded • row n is 4-loaded and row n − 1 is not 4-loaded • n is enumerated into D at s + 1, which becomes a D-stage • at the end of s + 1, all 8-loaded rows have been eliminated.

A D-enumeration will require sufficiently loaded nearby blocks; this feature limits the gain in the compression of A into D, giving (2).

Construction. At s > 0, if there is a least 8-loaded row m:

• let n ≤ m be the least such that for each t ∈ [n,m] the t-row is 4-loaded • make s + 1 a D-stage, say that [n,m] is the target and enumerate n into D.

Otherwise, go to the next stage.

Verification. We show that the construction is well-defined: when n is requested to be enumerated in D at s + 1, we have n � D_s. Lemma 2.4. The following hold:

(a) if row n is the least 4-loaded at A-stage s then n ∈ A_s − A_{ts(n)}. (b) each n is enumerated in D at most once.

In particular, D ⊆ A.

Proof. By the hypothesis, a_s(n − 1) < a_s(n), and by the definition (5) of the tail-load of rows n,n − 1, this can only happen if n ∈ A_s − A_{ts(n)}.

For (b), if n is enumerated into D at s + 1, row n is the least 4-loaded at s so, by (a): n ∈ A_s − A_{ts(n)} ∧ t_{s+1}(n) = s + 1 ∧ n < s + 1.

Hence, n cannot be enumerated into D a second time, at a later stage. □ Lemma 2.5. There is no 8-loaded row in the A-table. Hence, (1) holds. Proof. At any stage s, at the start of which a k-loaded row appears in the A-table, it is removed by the end of s through an enumeration into D. By Lemma 2.4 all requested Denumerations are possible, hence at the end of s there is no 8-loaded row in the A-table. □ Lemma 2.6. Given a row r and stage s, suppose there are m_1 many 4-loaded r-blocks and the remaining m_0 are not 4-loaded. Then m_1 ≥ m_0.

Proof. The first r-block is formed at a stage where the target is [n,m] and r ∈ [n,m]. By the definition of the target interval, the first r-block is 4-loaded. The claim holds for r = 0, since this row does not have any blocks. By induction on r, we label each block as type-1, type-2 or type-3 and show that • type-1 and type-2 blocks are 4-loaded • there are at least as many type-1 blocks as type-3.

Labelling. The blocks of r − 1 are the blocks of r (we preserve their labels) except for one possible interruption: if r is enumerated in D at stage s+1 and r produces a block while r −1 does not. In this case the r-block produced is [t_s(r), s + 1], t_s(r) = t_s(r − 1), and:

• the new r-block is 4-loaded and has the same left-end as the next r − 1 block: we label the new r-block as type-1;

• the next r-block will have the same right-end as one simultaneously produced at r − 1 (but larger left-end): we label this next block as type-2 if the (r − 1)-block is labeled type-1, and type-3 otherwise.

Let B_0,..., B_t be the initial segment of common blocks that were produced simultaneously in rows r,r − 1. By the induction hypothesis:

in row r − 1 there is at least as much type-1 blocks as type-3. (7) If B^′_{t+1} is the last r-block, then the number of type-1 block increases and the number of type-3 block does not change, so by (7) the claim holds for r.

Otherwise, as the following display illustrates, the next r-block B^′_{t+2} is produced at the same time as the next (r − 1)-block B_{t+1}, and B^′_{t+1} ∪ B^′_{t+2} = B_{t+1}. B_0 B_1 ... B_t B_{t+1} B_{t+2} ... B_0 B_1 ... B_t B^′_{t+1} B^′_{t+2} B_{t+2} ...

The remaining blocks B_i,i ≥ t + 2 will be common for rows r,r − 1.

If B_{t+1} is labeled type-1, then B^′_{t+1} is labeled type-1 and B^′_{t+2} is labeled type-2, so the number of type-1 and type-3 blocks does not change.

If B_{t+1} is labeled type-2 or type-3, then B^′_{t+1} is labeled type-1 and B^′_{t+2} is labeled type-3, so the number of type-1 blocks increases by 1 and the number of type-3 blocks increases by at most 1. Then by (7) the claim holds for r.

If B_{t+1} is labeled type-1, by our choice of enumeration in D, there are exactly 4 elements in B^′_{t+1} and 4 elements in B^′_{t+2}. Therefore all type-1 and type-2 blocks are 4-loaded. □ Lemma 2.7. | D↾_{2n} | ≤ n and | (D_s − D_t)↾_n | > 1 ⇒ | (A_s − A_t)↾_n | > 0. Proof. Toward the first clause, note that each D-enumeration ≤ 2n produces a block in row 2n. If | D↾_{2n} | > n there must be > n blocks in row 2n. By Lemma 2.6, more than half of these blocks are 4-loaded, so | A↾_{2n} | > 4n/2 = 2n which is impossible. Hence | D↾_{2n} | ≤ n. Toward the second clause, suppose that there is no enumeration into A ↾_n in the interval of stages (t, s]. If there is no D↾_n-enumeration in (t, s], there is nothing to prove. Otherwise, some n^′ < n is enumerated into D at a stage s^′ ∈ (t, s], causing t_i(s^′) = s^′, i ≥ n^′. Since (A_s − A_t)↾_n = ∅, by Lemma 2.4, any latter D-enumeration < n requires a target interval [d,d^′] with d < n. This is impossible, since:

• if d^′ ≤ n^′, there would be an 8-loaded interval in row n^′ − 1 • if n^′ ∈ [d,n] there must be an A-enumeration in (n^′,n).

which contradicts Lemma 2.5 and the hypothesis. Therefore, during the stages in (t, s] there can be at most one enumeration in D↾_n. □

3 Enumeration game toward compression

The unanswered question, whether every c.e. set A has a gainless strong compression, can be approached in terms of two-person games between a player-1 enumerating A and player-2 attempting to enumerate a compression D of A. It is not clear how to formalize a simple game such that player-2 has a winning strategy iff the above question has an affirmative answer. The even game appears to capture the essence of the compressibility question: k-even game. Assuming that k ≥ 2, in each round:

• player-1 chooses a set R of k numbers that he has not chosen earlier • player-2 chooses an even number n ∈ [min R,maxR], that he has not chosen earlier.

If player 2 is unable to make a move at some round, he loses the game; otherwise he wins. It is not hard to see that player-1 has a winning strategy in the 2-even game. Theorem 3.1. Player-1 has a winning strategy in the 3-even game.

We do not know the winner in the k-even game for k ≥ 4, and the proof for k = 3 does not extend to larger values of k. A winning strategy for player-2 is a step toward obtaining a strong gainless compression of any c.e. set. We reduce the 3-even game to a modified version: Reduced game. In each round s:

• player-1 chooses a set R of three even numbers that he has not chosen earlier • player-2 chooses an even number n ∈ [min R,maxR], that he has not chosen earlier, but has been chosen earlier by player-1.

Player-2 loses the game after choosing two adjacent even numbers. We show that winning the reduced game is sufficient for winning the even game. Lemma 3.2. If player-1 has a winning strategy in the reduced game, he also has a winning strategy in the 3-even game.

Proof. In the 3-even game, player-2 loses if at some stage one of the following holds:

(i) he has chosen n and none of n − 1, n, n + 1 have been chosen by player-1 (ii) he has chosen n, n + 2 and player-1 has chosen n, n + 2 but not n − 1, n + 1, n + 3.

In (i), player-1 can choose R = {n − 1,n,n + 1} at the next stage, thus winning the game. In (ii), player-1 can choose R = {n − 1,n + 1,n + 3} at the next stage, thus winning the game. We transform a winning strategy in the reduced game, into a strategy in the 3-even game.

In the 3-even game, player-1 starts with the strategy he has for the reduced game, and:

• if player-2 chooses an even number not chosen before by player-1, clause (i) applies • if player-2 chooses two adjacent even numbers, clause (ii) applies.

By the assumption about the strategy in the reduced game, one of these cases must occur at some stage. In each case, player-1 can win at the next stage with a single auxiliary move. □ It remains to show that player-1 has a winning strategy in the reduced game. The strategy relies on producing certain configurations, which we express by sequences of X,O:

• X represents a number chosen by both player-1 and player-2 • O represents a number chosen by player-1 but not player-2 • T represents a number currently chosen by player-1, before player-2 has made his move • in XO we assume that no number chosen by player-1 exists between XO and similarly for longer strings of X,O. In each case below, there is an implicit assumption that there is sufficient space around letters in configurations, namely sufficiently many even numbers before and after the numbers corresponding by X,O that are not chosen by the players. The exact space required is easily computed in each case. We also apply subscripts to X,O,T when we need to distinguish them.

Lemma 3.3. Player-1 can force a win after making one of the following:

(a) configuration XX (b) configuration XOX Proof. Toward (a), consider a stage where n, n + k have been previously chosen by both players, and player-1 picks R = {n − 2,n + 2,n + k + 2}. Then player-2 can only pick a number in R, thereby losing by having picked two adjacent even numbers. Toward (b), let X_1 O_1 X_2 be the given configuration and:

• player-1 picks T_1, T_2, T_3 yielding T_1 X_1 O_1 T_2 X_2 T_3 • player-2 can only choose one of T_1,O_1,T_2,T_3.

When player-2 chooses any of T_1,O_1,T_2, or T_3, configuration XX is produced so he loses, by (a). □ Lemma 3.4. Player-1 has a winning strategy in the reduced game.

Proof. Any move by player-1 followed by a response by player-2, yields configuration X. So, by Lemma 3.3, it suffices to show that given X, player-1 can produce one of XX, XOX.

Given configuration X, player-1 picks

• player-1 picks T_1, T_2, T_3 yielding T_1 X T_2 T_3 • player-2 can only choose one of T_1,T_2,T_3.

If player-2 picks T_1 or T_2, configuration X is formed and by Lemma 3.3 (a), player-1 wins. If player-2 picks T_3, configuration XOX is formed and by Lemma 3.3 (c), player-1 wins. □ Theorem 3.1 follows by Lemma 3.2 and Lemma 3.4.

4 Density of enumerations and Kolmogorov complexity

The question of density in the Kolmogorov complexity of c.e. sets has remained open, despite the extensive work cited in §1, as well as:

(i) the c.e. sets are not dense in ≤_{ibT} ,≤_{cl}; [2, 7]. (ii) the c.e. sets are downward dense in ≤_{rK},≤_C,≤_K; [4].

where ≤_{ibT} (identity bounded Turing reducibility) and ≤_{cl} (computably Lipschitz reducibility) are stronger versions of ≤_{rK}, introduced in the same paper by Downey et al. [10]. The non-density of stringent versions of ≤_{rK} and the downward density of it indicates the nontriviality of the problem. The method of Sacks [13] for the interpolation of B between A,C involves simultaneous coding of A and parts of C into B. This double-coding becomes challenging in preorders which map n-bit segments of one set to n-bit segments of another set. We show that the compressibility of enumerations that we introduced and studied is crucial in adapting Sacks’ method to ≤_{rK},≤_C,≤_K. Toward the proof of Theorem 1.6 we need: Lemma 4.1. Given a c.e. set A and k > 0, the following are equivalent:

(i) A is well-compressible (ii) there exists c.e. D such that A ≡_{rK} D ⊕ ∅.

Proof. One direction is trivial since D is a gainless strong compression of D ⊕ ∅. For the other direction, assume that A is well-compressible, so there exists c.e. D such that C(A↾_n | D↾_{⌊n/2⌋}) = O(1) ∧ C(D↾_{⌊n/2⌋} | A↾_n) = O(1).

Since C(D ⊕ ∅↾_n | D↾_{⌊n/2⌋}) = O(1), C(D↾_{⌊n/2⌋} | D ⊕ ∅↾_n) = O(1) we get A ≡_{rK} D ⊕ ∅. □ A similar fact holds for ϵ-compression, as defined in §1. Let A ⊕_k B := { k · i : i ∈ A } ∪ { k · j + t : j ∈ B ∧ t ∈ (0,k) }, so ⊕ = ⊕_2. Given k > 0, by a similar argument, A has a gainless strong 1/k-compression iff A ≡_{rK} D ⊕_k ∅ for some c.e. set D.

4.1 Density for rK: proof of Theorem 1.6 for rK Suppose that A, B are uniformly compressible c.e. sets with B <_{rK} A, and let ≤_{ibT} denote Turing reducibility with oracle-use the identity function. By Lemma 4.1 there exist c.e. B^∗, A^∗ such that B ≡_{rK} B^∗ ⊕ ∅, A ≡_{rK} ∅ ⊕ A^∗. The construction will monitor the numbers entering A^∗ and direct some of them, in real-time, into D. So D ⊆ A^∗, D ≤_{ibT} A and B ≤_{rK} B^∗ ⊕ D ≤_{rK} A. For B <_{rK} B^∗ ⊕ D <_{rK} A we also need: B^∗ ⊕ D ≰_{rK} B ∧ A ≰_{rK} B^∗ ⊕ D.

Definition 4.2. An rK-functional is a c.e. operator Φ on 2^{<ω} such that for each σ ≺ τ:

• Φ(σ) is a c.e. subset of 2^{|σ|}, uniformly in σ • | Φ(σ) | = O(1) and every string in Φ(τ) has a prefix in Φ(σ).

The extension of Φ to 2^ω is defined by: Φ(A) := { X ∈ 2^ω : ∀n, X ↾_n ∈ Φ(A↾_n) }. Let (Φ_i) an effective enumeration of all rK reductions and define the lengths of agreement:

p_s(e) :=max � ℓ : ∃t ≤ s � B^∗ ⊕ D↾_ℓ ∈ Φ_e(B↾_ℓ) � [t] � and p(e) := lim_s p_s(e) q_s(e) :=max � ℓ : ∃t ≤ s � A↾_ℓ ∈ Φ_e(B^∗ ⊕ D↾_ℓ) � [t] � and q(e) := lim_s q_s(e).

Since the Φ_e are rK reducibilities and p_s(e),q_s(e) are nondecreasing in s:

B^∗ ⊕ D � Φ_e(B) ⇐⇒ p(e) < ∞ and A � Φ_e(B^∗ ⊕ D) ⇐⇒ q(e) < ∞. (8) We will satisfy the priority list P_0 > N_0 > P_1 > N_1 > ··· of requirements: P_e : B^∗ ⊕ D � Φ_e(B) and N_e : A � Φ_e(B^∗ ⊕ D) Let (A^∗_s) be a computable enumeration of A^∗ such that | A^∗_{s+1} − A^∗_s | = 1 We define D by filtering the enumerations a ∈ A^∗_{s+1} − A^∗_s under the rules:

(i) if a < p_s(e) then P_e wishes to enumerate a into D at stage s + 1 (ii) if a < q_s(e) then N_e wishes to avoid enumerating a into D at stage s + 1 prioritized according to the priority list of the requirements. At stage s + 1 we say that P_e requires attention if (i) holds, and say that N_e requires attention if (ii) holds. Enumeration of D. At stage s + 1, if a ∈ A^∗_{s+1} − A^∗_s let e be the least such that P_e or N_e requires attention, if such exists, and:

if P_e requires attention and a > max_{i<e} q_s(i), enumerate a into D.

Otherwise. go to the next stage.

Verification. Clearly, D ⊆ A^∗, so as we explained above, B ≤_{rK} B^∗ ⊕ D ≤_{rK} A. Assuming A ≰_{rK} B, by (8) it remains to show: ∀i, � p(i) < ∞ ∧ q(i) < ∞ � . We use induction on i: suppose that the claim holds for all i < e, so p(i),q(i),i < e exist and there exists k_e be such that k_e > p(i),q(i),i < e. For a contradiction, assume that p(e) = ∞. By (8) we have B^∗ ⊕ D ≤_{rK} B. Since p_s(e) is non-decreasing in s and D ⊆ A^∗, we also have ∅ ⊕ A^∗ ≤_{rK} B^∗ ⊕ D, so A ≤_{rK} B. This contradicts the hypothesis.

It remains to show q(e) < ∞. For a contradiction, assume that q(e) = ∞ so by (8) we get A ≤_{rK} B^∗ ⊕ D. Since q_s(e) is non-decreasing in s, we get that D is computable, so B^∗ ⊕ D ≤_{rK} B^∗ ⊕ ∅ ≤_{rK} B, and then A ≤_{rK} B. This contradicts the hypothesis, concluding the proof of q(e) < ∞, the induction step and the proof of the clause of Theorem 1.6 for rK.

4.2 Density for K,C: proof of Theorem 1.6 for K,C We adapt the above argument to K,C, establishing the remaining parts of Theorem 1.6.

Lemma 4.3. If r ∈ {C, K}, A, D, E are c.e. and D ⊕ ∅ ≤_r A,∅ ⊕ E ≤_r A. Then D ⊕ E ≤_r A.

Proof. Let (D_s),(E_s) be computable enumerations of D, E, and without loss assume that 0 ∈ D. We state the argument for r = C, as the other case is similar. Let m_n be the the number that is the last enumeration in (D ⊕ E)↾_n. Then for each n,

C(A↾_n)^+≥ max � C((D ⊕ ∅)↾_n),C((∅ ⊕ E)↾_n) � + = C(m_n)^+= C((D ⊕ E)↾_n) so D ⊕ E ≤_C A. □

We write the proof for ≤_K, as the case for ≤_C is similar. Let A, B are c.e. with B <_K A. Following §4.1, let B^∗, A^∗ be c.e. such that B ≡_{rK} B^∗ ⊕ ∅ ∧ A ≡_{rK} ∅ ⊕ A^∗ which exist by Lemma 4.1. Again, we direct some of the A^∗-enumerations into D, in real time, so D ≤_{ibT} A and by Lemma 4.3, B^∗ ⊕ D ≤_K A. Also, B ≤_{rK} B^∗ ⊕ D, hence B ≤_K B^∗ ⊕ D. We also need A ≰_K B^∗ ⊕ D ∧ B^∗ ⊕ D ≰_K B^∗, so we diagonalize against the indexed relations: X ≤^e_K Y^{def}⇐⇒ ∀n K(X ↾_n) ≤ K(Y ↾_n) + e.

We ensure that the following prioritized requirements are met: P_e : B^∗ ⊕ D ≰^e_K B and N_e : A ≰^e_K B^∗ ⊕ D.

We redefine parameters p_s(e),q_s(e) of §4.1 with respect ≤_K:

p_s(e) :=max � ℓ : ∃t ≤ s K_t(B^∗_t ⊕ D_t ↾_ℓ) ≤ K_t(B_t ↾_ℓ) + e � and p(e) := lim_s p_s(e) q_s(e) :=max � ℓ : ∃t ≤ s K_t(A_t ↾_ℓ) ≤ K_t(B^∗_t ⊕ D_t ↾_ℓ) + e � and q(e) := lim_s q_s(e).

which are nondecreasing in s. Since K_t(A_t ↾_ℓ), K_t(B_t ↾_ℓ), K_t(B^∗_t ⊕ D_t ↾_ℓ) reach a limit as t → ∞, we get an analogue of (8):

B^∗ ⊕ D ≤^e_K B ⇐⇒ p(e) = ∞ and A ≤^e_K B^∗ ⊕ D ⇐⇒ q(e) = ∞. (9)

The enumeration of D is identical to the construction of §4.1, but with respect to the modified definitions of p_s(e),q_s(e). The verification is also similar.

Verification. Clearly, D ⊆ A^∗, D ≤_{ibT} A^∗, so as explained above, B ≤_{rK} B^∗ ⊕ D ≤_K A.

Assuming A ≰_K B, by (9) it remains to show: ∀i, � p(i) < ∞ ∧ q(i) < ∞ � . We use induction on i: suppose that the claim holds for all i < e, so p(i),q(i),i < e exist and there exists k_e be such that k_e > p(i),q(i),i < e.

Toward p(e) < ∞, assume for a contradiction that p(e) = ∞. By (9) we have B^∗ ⊕ D ≤_K B. Since p_s(e) is non-decreasing in s and D ⊆ A^∗, we also have ∅ ⊕ A^∗ ≤_{rK} B^∗ ⊕ D^∗, so A ≤_K B. This contradicts the hypothesis. Toward q(e) < ∞, assume for a contradiction that q(e) = ∞, so by (9) we get A ≤_K B^∗⊕D. Since q_s(e) is non-decreasing in s, we get that D is computable, so B^∗ ⊕ D ≤_{rK} B^∗ ⊕ ∅ ≤_{rK} B, and then A ≤_{rK} B. This contradicts the hypothesis, concluding the induction step and the proof of the clause of Theorem 1.6 for K.

5 Conclusion and open problems

We studied a natural notion of compression of enumerations, and the gain which represents any extra information introduced as a result of such compressions. We showed that every c.e. set is compressible certain ways, while also demonstrating the importance of gainless compression in the study of the descriptive complexity of enumerations.

The following questions remain open:

(i) is every c.e. set well-compressible?

(ii) does every c.e. A have a c.e. D with A ≡_K D ⊕ ∅ ?

(iii) are the c.e. sets dense in the ≤_K, ≤_C, ≤_{rK} degrees?

A positive answer to (i) gives a positive answer to (iii). By §4, a positive answer to (ii) suffices for the density of ≤_K in the c.e. sets.

We also introduced the k-even game in §3, and argued that its solution is likely to gain insight to the above questions. For k = 3 (so, also for k = 2) we showed that player-1 has a winning strategy. Our argument does not give any information for k ≥ 4, and a winning strategy of player-2 for any k would be a step toward an affirmative answer to (i).

References

[1] G. Barmpalias. Universal computably enumerable sets and initial segment prefix-free complexity. Inf. Comput., 233:41–59, 2013.

[2] G. Barmpalias and A. E. M. Lewis. The ibT degrees of computably enumerable sets are not dense. Ann. Pure Appl. Logic, 141(1-2):51–60, 2006.

[3] G. Barmpalias and A. Li. Kolmogorov complexity and computably enumerable sets.

Ann. Pure Appl. Logic, 164(12):1187–1200, 2013.

[4] G. Barmpalias, R. Hölzl, A. E. M. Lewis, and W. Merkle. Analogues of Chaitin’s Omega in the computably enumerable sets. Inf. Process. Lett., 113(5-6):171–178, 2013.

[5] J. Barzdins. Complexity of programs to determine whether natural numbers not greater than n belong to a recursively enumerable set. Soviet Mathematics Doklady, 9:1251– 1254, 1968.

[6] G. Chaitin. Information-theoretical characterizations of recursive infinite strings. Theoret. Comput. Sci., 2:45–48, 1976.

[7] A. R. Day. The computable Lipschitz degrees of computably enumerable sets are not dense. Ann. Pure Appl. Logic, 161(12):1588–1602, 2010.

[8] R. G. Downey and D. Hirschfeldt. Algorithmic Randomness and Complexity. Springer, 2010.

[9] R. G. Downey, D. R. Hirschfeldt, A. Nies, and F. Stephan. Trivial reals. In Proceedings of the 7th and 8th Asian Logic Conferences, pages 103–131, Singapore, 2003. Singapore Univ. Press.

[10] R. G. Downey, D. R. Hirschfeldt, and G. LaForte. Randomness and reducibility. J.

Comput. System Sci., 68(1):96–114, 2004.

[11] M. Kummer. Kolmogorov complexity and instance complexity of recursively enumerable sets. SIAM J. Comput., 25(6):1123–1143, 1996.

[12] A. A. Muchnik and S. Y. Positselsky. Kolmogorov entropy in the context of computability theory. Theoret. Comput. Sci., 271(1-2):15–35, 2002.

[13] G. E. Sacks. The recursively enumerable degrees are dense. Ann. of Math., 80:300–312, 1964.

[14] R. Solovay. Handwritten manuscript related to Chaitin’s work. IBM Thomas J. Watson Research Center, Yorktown Heights, NY, 215 pages, 1975.

[15] R. M. Solovay. On random r.e. sets. In A. I. Arruda, N. C. A. da Costa, and R. Chuaqui, editors, Non-Classical Logics, Model Theory and Computability. Proceedings of the Third Latin-American Symposium on Mathematical Logic, Campinas, July 11-17, 1976, volume 89 of Studies in Logic and the Foundations of Mathematics, pages 283–307, Amsterdam, 1977. North Holland.