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Abstract

We reconsider some classical natural semantics of integers (namely
iterators of functions, cardinals of sets, index of equivalence relations)
in the perspective of Kolmogorov complexity. To each such semantics
one can attach a simple representation of integers that we suitably ef-
fectivize in order to develop an associated Kolmogorov theory. Such
effectivizations are particular instances of a general notion of “self-
enumerated system” that we introduce in this paper. Our main result
asserts that, with such effectivizations, Kolmogorov theory allows to
quantitatively distinguish the underlying semantics. We characterize
the families obtained by such effectivizations and prove that the asso-
ciated Kolmogorov complexities constitute a hierarchy which coincides
with that of Kolmogorov complexities defined via jump oracles and/or

18

20
20
21
22

25
25
26
27
27
28

29
29
29
30
32

32
32
33
36
42



infinite computations (cf. [f]). This contrasts with the well-known fact
that usual Kolmogorov complexity does not depend (up to a constant)
on the chosen arithmetic representation of integers, let it be in any
base n > 2 or in unary. Also, in a conceptual point of view, our result
can be seen as a mean to measure the degree of abstraction of these
diverse semantics.

1 Introduction

Notation 1.1. Equality, inequality and strict inequality up to a constant
between total functions D — N, where D is any set, are denoted as follows:

f <& g & FeceNVreD f(z) <gx)+c

f:ctg A fgctg/\ggctf
& JeeNVzeD |f(x)—g(x)] <c

f <ct § = fgctg/\_'(ggctf)
& f<ig NVeeN3TzeDgx)> flx)+c

As we shall consider N-valued partial functions with domain N, Z, 2*,
N2...., the following definition is convenient.

Definition 1.2. A basic set X is any non empty finite product of sets among
N, Z or the set 2* of finite binary words or the set >* of finite words in some
finite or countable alphabet X.

Let’s also introduce some notations for partial recursive functions.

Notation 1.3. Let X, Y be basic sets. We denote PRX*™Y (resp. PRAX—Y)
the family of partial recursive (resp.partial A-recursive) functions X — Y.
In case X = Y = N,we simply write PR and PR*.

1.1 Kolmogorov complexity and representations of N, Z

Kolmogorov complexity K : N — N maps an integer n onto the length of any
shortest binary program p € 2* which outputs n. The invariance theorem
asserts that, up to an additive constant, K does not depend on the program
semantics p — n , provided it is a universal partial recursive function.

As a straightforward corollary of the invariance theorem, K does not de-
pend (again up to a constant) on the representation of integers, i.e. whether
the program output n is really in N or is a word in some alphabet {1} or
{0, ..., k—1}, for some k > 2, which gives the unary or base k representation
of n. A result which is easily extended to all partial recursive representations
of integers, cf. Thm.[.§.

In this paper, we show that this is no more the case when (suitably effec-
tivized) classical set theoretical representations are considered. We particu-
larly consider representations of integers via



e Church iterators (Church [J], 1933),
e cardinal equivalence classes (Russell [[] §IX, 1908, cf. [R] p.178),
e index equivalence classes.

Following the usual way to define Z from N, we also consider representa-
tions of a relative integer z € Z as pairs of representations of non negative
integers z,y satisfying z = z — y. In the particular case of Church iterators,
restricting to injective functions and considering negative iterations, leads
to another direct way of representing relative integers.

Programs are at the core of Kolmogorov theory. They do not work on ab-
stract entities but require formal representations of objects. Thus, we have
to define effectivizations of the above abstract set theoretical notions in or-
der to allow their elements to be computed by programs. To do so, we use
computable functions and functionals and recursively enumerable sets.

Effectivized representations of integers constitute particular instances of self-
enumerated representation systems (cf. Defp.1]). This is a notion of family
F of partial functions from 2* to some fixed set D for which an invari-
ance theorem can be proved using straightforward adaptation of original
Kolmogorov’s proof. Which leads to a notion of Kolmogorov complexity
KJQ : D — N, cf. DefP.16. The ones considered in this paper are

N Z YA N 7 N 7
KChurch ) KC’hurch ) KAC’hurch ) Kcard ) KAcard ) Kindex ’ KAindez

associated to the systems obtained by effectivization of the Church, cardinal
and index representations of N and the passage to Z representations as
outlined above.

The main result of this paper states that the above Kolmogorov complexities
coincide (up to an additive constant) with those obtained via oracles and
infinite computations as introduced in [, 2001, and our paper [[], 2004.

Theorem 1.4 (Main result).

N _ Z _ Z _
KChurch —ct KChurch IN = KAC’hurch IN = K

N _ YA _ !
Kcard —ct Kmax KAcard fN —ct KQ)
N _ g 7 - 0
Kindez —ct Kmax KA index IN =4 K

Thm.[[.4 gathers the contents of Thms.B.5, B.6, 0.5, P-4, [0.24, and
§L0.10.

A preliminary “light” version of this result was presented in [{], 2002.

The strict ordering result K > Ky >t K9 (cf. Notations [[1]) proved
in [fl, f] and its obvious relativization (cf. PropJ6.1]) yield the following
hierarchy theorem.



Theorem 1.5.

N
K Church
=ct

Z N 7 N 7
log >et KC’hurch rN >et Kcard >t KAcard rN >ct Kmdez >ct KAindez rN

=ct

Z
K A Church r N

This hierarchy result for set theoretical representations somewhat reflects
their degrees of abstraction.

Though Church representation via iteration functionals can be considered
as somewhat complex, we see that, surprisingly, the associated Kolmogorov
complexities collapse to the simplest possible one.

Also, it turns out that, for cardinal and index representations, the passage
from N to Z, i.e. from K}ird to K%card and from Kﬂdw to Kgindez does
add complexity. However, for Church iterators, the passage to Z does not
modify Kolmogorov complexity, let it be via the A operation (for K g Church)

or restricting iterators to injective functions (for K %’hurch)‘

The results about the Acard and Aindexr classes are corollaries of those
about the card and index classes and of the following result (Thm.p.19)
which gives a simple normal form to functions computable relative to a
jump oracle, and is interesting on its own.

Theorem 1.6. Let A C N. A function G : 2* — Z is partial A'-recursive
if and only if there exist total A-recursive functions f,qg: 2* x N — N such
that, for all p,

G(p) = max{f(p,t) : t € N} — max{g(p,t) : t € N}

(in particular, G(p) is defined if and only if both max’s are finite).

1.2 Kolmogorov complexities and families of functions

The equalities in Thm.[[.4 are, in fact, corollaries of equalities between fam-
ilies of functions 2* — N (namely, the associated self-enumerated represen-
tation systems, cf. §R.2) which are interesting on their own. For instance

(cf. Thms.B.3, B4, p.5, P4, [0.24, and §[0.10),

Theorem 1.7. Denote X — Y the class of partial functions from X to Y.
1. A function f : 2* — N is the restriction to a 113 set of a partial recursive
function if and only if it is of the form f = Church o ® where

-® 2% — (N = N)YN=N) s o computable functional,

- Church : (N — NYN=N) N s the functional such that

' ' ' (n)
Church(¥) = { n if U is the iterator f — f

undefined otherwise



2. A function f : 2* — N is the max of a total recursive (resp. total
0 -recursive) sequence of functions (cf. Defl6.d) if and only if it is of the
form

o))

p — card(W (resp. p +— index(WE(i)), up to 1)

for some total recursive ¢ : 2* — 2%, where

- Wé\] (resp. ngp) is the r.e. subset of N (resp. N?) with code q,

- card : P(N) — N is the cardinal function (defined on the sole finite sets),
- index : P(N?) — N is defined on equivalence relations with finitely many
classes and gives the index (i.e. the number of equivalence classes).

3. A function f:2* — N is partial / -recursive (resp. 0" -recursive) if and
only if it is of the form

p— card(Wq)N

. 2 . 2
l(p))—card(WEQ(p)) (resp. p — index(W" (p))—mde:c(WN )/

1 02

for some total recursive o1, @9 : 2F — 2%,

1.3 Road map of the paper

§f introduces the notion of self-enumerated representation system with its
associated Kolmogorov complexity.

§f introduce simple operations on self-enumerated systems.

& sets up some connections between self-enumerated representation systems
for N and Z.

§f considers a self-enumerated representation system for the set of recur-
sively enumerable subsets of N.

§f] recalls material from Becher & Chaitin & Daicz, 2001 [[] and our paper
[H], 2004, about some extensions of Kolmogorov complexity involving infi-
nite computations. This is to make the paper self-contained.

8] introduces abstract representations and their effectivizations.

88, B, [[J develop the set-theoretical representations mentioned in 8.1 and
prove all the mentioned theorems and some more results related to the as-
sociated self-enumerated systems, in particular the syntactical complexity
of universal functions for such systems.

2 An abstract setting for Kolmogorov complexity:
self-enumerated representation systems
2.1 Classical Kolmogorov complexity

Classical Kolmogorov complexity of elements of a basic set X is defined as
follows (cf. Kolmogorov, 1965 [fi]):

1. To every ¢ : 2" — X is associated K?’f : X — N such that
K (x) = min{lp| : ¢(p) = x}

6



ie. Ki,i(x) is the shortest length of a “program” p € 2* which is
mapped onto x by .

2. Kolmogorov Invariance Theorem asserts that, letting ¢ vary in PR2" —%

(cf. Notation [L.3), there is a least K. if, up to an additive constant:

Jp € PR¥ ™ Wi e PR¥ % KX <, KX
Kolmogorov complexity Kx :N — N is such a least K ff, so that it is
defined up to an additive constant.

Let A C N. The above construction relativizes to oracle A : replace PR —%
by PR42" =X to get the oracular Kolmogorov complexity Ksé-

2.2 Self-enumerated representation systems

We introduce an abstract setting for the definition of Kolmogorov complex-
ity: self-enumerated representation systems. As a variety of Kolmogorov
complexities is considered, this allows to unify the multiple variations of the
invariance theorem, the proofs of which repeat, mutatis mutandis, the same
classical proof due to Kolmogorov (cf. Li & Vitanyi’s textbook [f] p.97).
This abstract setting also leads to a study of operations on self-enumerated
systems, some of which are presented in §f|j and some more are developed
in the continuation of this paper.

Some intuition for the next definition is given in Note .3 and Rk.p.4.

Definition 2.1 (Self-enumerated representation systems).

1. A self-enumerated representation system (in short “self-enumerated sys-
tem”) is a pair (D, F) where D is a set — the domain of the system — and
F is a family of partial functions 2* — D satisfying the following conditions:

i. D= U Range(F), i.e. every element of D appears in the range of
FeF
some function F' € F.

ii. If p : 2" — 2* is a recursive total function and F' € F then Fop € F.

iii. There exists U € F (called a universal function for F) and a total
recursive function compy : 2* x 2* — 2* such that

VE € F Je€ 2" VYVpe2® F(p)=U(compy(e,p))

In other words, letting Ue(p) = U(compy(e,p)), the sequence of func-
tions (Usg)een is an enumeration of F.

2. (Full systems) In case condition ii holds for all partial recursive func-
tions ¢, the system (D,F) is called a self-enumerated representation full
system.



3. (Good universal functions) A universal function U for F is good if
its associated comp function satisfies the condition

Ve Jce Vp |compy(e,p)]) < |p[ + ce

i.e. for all e, we have (p — |compy(e,p)|) <ct |p| (cf. Notation [L.IJ).

Note 2.2 (Intuition).

1. The set 2* is seen as a family of programs to get elements of D. The
choice of binary programs is a fairness condition in view of the definition
of Kolmogorov complexity (cf. DefP.1q) based on the length of programs:
larger the alphabet, shorter the programs.

2. Each F € F is seen as a programming language with programs in 2*.
Special restrictions: no input, outputs are elements of D.

3. Denomination comp stands for “compiler” since it maps a program p
from “language” F' (with code p) to its U-compiled form compy (e, p) in the
“language” U.

4. “Compilation” with a good universal function does not increase the
length of programs but for some additive constant which depends only on
the language, namely on the sole code e.

Example 2.3. If X is a basic set then (X, PR?27%) is obviously a self-
enumerated representation system.

Remark 2.4. In view of the enumerability condition ¢t and since there is no
recursive enumeration of total recursive functions, one would a priori rather
require condition i to be true for all partial recursive functions ¢ : 2% — 2%,
i.e. consider the sole full systems.

However, there are interesting self-enumerated representation systems which
are not full systems. The simplest one is Mazp,,., cf. Prop.p.d. Other ex-
amples we shall deal with involve higher order domains consisting of infinite
objects, for instance the domain RFE(N) of all recursively enumerable sub-
sets of N, cf. §6.9. The partial character of computability is already inherent
to the objects in the domain or to the particular notion of computability and
an enumeration theorem does hold for a family F of total functions.

From conditions i and iii of DefP.1], we immediately see that

Proposition 2.5. Let (D, F) be a self-enumerated system. Then D and F
are countable and any universal function for F is surjective.

Another consequence of condition iii of Def.1] is as follows.

Proposition 2.6. Let (N, F) be a self-enumerated system. Then all univer-
sal functions for F are many-one equivalent.



2.3 Good universal functions always exist
Let’s recall a classical way to code pairs of words.

Definition 2.7 (Coding pairs of words).

Let p : 2* — 2* be the morphism (relative to the monoid structure of
concatenation product on words) such that p(0) = 00 and p(1) = 01.

The function ¢ : 2* x 2* — 2* such that c(e,p) = p(e)lp is a recursive
injection which satisfies equation

|e(e,p) = [p| + 2le[ +1 (1)
Denoting A the empty word, we define 7y, 79 : 2* — 2* as follows:
mi(c(e;p)) = e, m(c(e,p)) =p, m(w) = m(w) = A if w ¢ Range(c)
Remark 2.8. If we redefine ¢ as c¢(e,p) = u(Bin(|e|))lep where Bin(k)

is the binary representation of the integer k& € N then equation ([[) can be
sharpened to

|c(e,p)| = [p| + le[ + 2[log([e[)] + 3
For an optimal sharpening with a coding of pairs involving the function
log(z) + loglog(x) + logloglog(z) + ...
see Li & Vitanyi’s book [g], Example 1.11.13, p.79.

Proposition 2.9 (Existence of good universal functions).
Every self-enumerated system contains a good universal function with c as
associated comp function.

Proof. The usual proof works. Let U and compy be as in Def.p.1 and set
Uopt = U o compy o (771, 7T2)

Then compy o (1, m2) : 2* — 2* is total recursive and condition ii of DefP.]]
insures that U,y € F. Now, we have

Uopt(c(e;p)) = U(compy ((m1, m2)(c(e,p)))) = U(compy (e, p))

so that U,y is universal with c as associated comp function. O

2.4 Relativization of self-enumerated representation systems

DefP.1 can be obviously relativized to any oracle A. However, contrary to
what can be a priori expected, this is no generalization but particularization.
The main reason is Prop.2.g: there always exists a universal function with
¢ as associated comp function.

Definition 2.10. Let A C N. A self-enumerated representation A-system
is a pair (D, F) where F is a family of partial functions 2* — D satisfying
condition i of Def.1] and the following variants of conditions ii and iii :



W If ¢ : 2* — 2% is an A-recursive total function and F' € F then
FopelF.

113°. There exists U € F and a total A-recursive function compy : 2* x2* —
2* such that

VEF € F Je € 2" Vp € 2* F(p) = U(compy (e, p))

Example 2.11. If X is a basic set then (X, PR42"~%) is obviously a self-
enumerated representation A-system.

Proposition 2.12. FEvery self-enumerated representation A-system con-
tains a universal function with ¢ as associated comp function.

In particular, every such system is also a self-enumerated representation
system. Thus, (X, PRA?"7%) is a self-enumerated representation system.

Proof. We repeat the same easy argument used for Prop.p.9 Let U and
compy be as in condition iii? of Def. and set Uyp = Uocompyo(my, m2).
Then compyro(my,ma) : 2% — 2* is total A-recursive and condition ii? insures
that U,y € F and we have

UOPt(C(ev P)) - U(compU((Trlv 772)(0(67 P)))) = U(compU(e, P))

so that U,y is universal with ¢ as associated comp function. O

2.5 The Invariance Theorem

Definition 2.13. Let F': 2* — D be any partial function. The Kolmogorov
complexity KR : D — NU {+00} associated to F is the function defined as
follows:

KF () = min{[p| : F(p) = x}

(Convention: min () = +00)

Remark 2.14.
1. KB(z) is finite if and only if z € Range(F). Hence K has values in N
(rather than N U {+o0}) if and only if F' is surjective.

2. If F:2* — D is a restriction of G : 2* — D then Kg < KI]:?.

Thanks to Prop. R.g, the usual Invariance Theorem can be extended
to any self-enumerated representation system, which allows to define Kol-
mogorov complexity for such a system.

Theorem 2.15 (Invariance Theorem, Kolmogorov, 1965 [f]).
Let (D, F) be a self-enumerated representation system.

1. When F wvaries in the family F, there is a least Kg, up to an additive
constant (cf. Notation [1.1):

AFeF VGeF KR <4 K&

10



Such F’s are said to optimal in F.

2. FRvery good universal function for F is optimal.

Proof. 1t suffices to prove 2. The usual proof works. Consider a good
universal enumeration U of F. Let F' € F and let e be such that

U(compy(e,p)) = F(p) for all p € 2%

First, since U is surjective (Prop.@), all values of K[l]) are finite. Thus,
KE(z) < KR(x) for ¢ Range(F) (since then K2 (z) = +00).

For every x € Range(F), let p; be a smallest program such that F(p,) = =,
ie. KP(x) = |ps|. Then,

z = F(pz) = U(compy (e, pz))
and since U is good,
K(?(x) < |compuy (€, pz)| < [pa| + ce = KIQ(:U) + Ce

and therefore K [l]) <4 K g . O

As usual, Theorem P.19 allows for an intrinsic definition of the Kol-
mogorov complexity associated to the self-enumerated system (D, F).

Definition 2.16 (Kolmogorov complexity of a self-enumerated rep-
resentation system).

Let (D, F) be a self-enumerated representation system.

The Kolmogorov complexity K ]1_2 : D — N is the function K 5 where U is
some fixed good universal enumeration in F.

Up to an additive constant, this definition is independent of the particular
choice of U.

The following straightforward result, based on Examples and R.11],
insures that DefP.1q is compatible with the usual Kolmogorov complexity
and its relativizations.

Proposition 2.17. Let A C N be an oracle and let D = X be a basic
set (cf. Def[[.3). The Kolmogorov complexities KﬁRz*ﬁX and K%RAQ**X
defined above are exactly the usual Kolmogorov complexity Kx : X — N and
its relativization K4 (cf. §21).

3 Some operations on self-enumerated systems

3.1 The composition lemma

The following easy fact is a convenient tool to effectivize representations (cf.
§f.d, [.4). We shall also use it in § to go from systems with domain N to
ones with domain Z.

11



Lemma 3.1 (The composition lemma).
Let (D, F) be a self-enumerated representation system and ¢ : D — E be a
surjective partial function. Set po F ={po F: F € F}.

1. (E,poF) is also a self-enumerated representation system. Moreover, if
U is universal or good universal for F then so is po U for ¢ o F.

2. For everyx € F,
Kjp(x) =« min{KZ(y) : ¢(y) =z}

In particular, Kfof op <t K}) and if o : D — E is a total bijection from
D to E then Kfofoap =t KJQ.

Proof. Point 1 is straightforward. As for point 2, let U : 2* — D be some
universal function for F and observe that, for z € F,

KE#(r) = min{jp|:p such that o(U(p)) = 7}
= min{min{|p| : ps.t. U(p) =y} :ys.t. o(y) ==z}
= min{K2(y) 1y st. o(y) =z}
In particular, taking x = ¢(z), we get Kfoj_-(go(z)) <« KE(2).

Finally, observe that if ¢ is bijective then z is the unique y such that ¢(y) =
z, so that the above min reduces to K2 (z). O

3.2 Product of self~-enumerated representation systems

We shall need a notion of product of self-enumerated representation systems.

Theorem 3.2. Let (D1, F1) and (D2, F2) be self-enumerated representation
systems
We identify a pair (Fy, Fy) € Fy1 x Fo with the function 2 — Dy X Dy which

maps p to (F1(p), F2(p))-
Then (D1 x Do, F1 X F3) is also a self-enumerated representation system.

If (D1, F1) and (Da,F2) are full systems then so is (D1 x Da, F1 x F3).
If Uy, Us are universal for Fi,Fo then

Uip = (Uy omy,Up o)

1s universal for F1 x Fo.

Proof. Condition ii in Def.p.] is obvious.

Condition i. Let (dy,d) € D1 x Do. Applying condition i to (Dy,F;) and
to (Dg, F2), we get Fy € Fi, Fy € Fo and p1,p2 € 2* such that dy = Fy(p1)
and dy = Fy(p2). Therefore (di,ds) = (Fy o 71, F o m3)(c(p1,p2)). Observe
finally that (F1 omy, Fy O7T2) e Fi1xFs (Condition ii for (Dl,fl), (DQ,]:Q)).
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Condition i7i. Let compy, compsy : 2* — 2* be the comp functions associated
to the universal functions Uy, Us and set

compy (e, p) = c(compy(mi(e), p), compa(m2(e),p))
For every (Fy,Fy) € F; x Fy there exist a,b € 2* such that Fi(p) =
Ui(compi(a,p)) and Fy(p) = Us(compa(b,p)). Therefore

(F1, F2)(p) = (Ui(compi(a,p)), Uz(comps(b,p)))
= (Ur oy, Uz o m3)(c(compi(a, p), comps(b,p)))
= Upz2(compi2(c(a,b),p))
which proves that U 5 is universal for the product system F; x Fa. O

Remark 3.3. Observe that, even if Uy, U, are good, the above universal
function Uj 2 is not good since
|compy2(e,p)| = 2|compi(mi(e),p)| + |compa(ma(e), p)| +1

which is > 3|p| in general.
To get a good function Uj 2, argue as in the proof of Prop.p.9:

Ur2(p) = Uiz ocompyyo (m1,m)(p)
= Ui2(compi 2(m1(p), m2(p)))
= Upa(c(compi(mim1(p), m2(p)), compa(mami(p), 72(p))))
= (Uiom,Usomy)
(c(compr (mim1(p), m2(p)), compa(mami(p), m2(p))))
= (Ui(compi(mim1(p), m2(p))), U2(compa(mami(p), m2(p))))

4 From domain N to domain 7Z

4.1 The A operation

Relative integers are classically introduced as equivalence classes of pairs of
natural integers of which they are the differences. This give a simple way
to go from a self-enumerated representation system with domain N to some
with domain Z.

Definition 4.1 (The A operation).

Let diff : N2 — Z be the function (m,n) — m — n.

If (N, F) is a self-enumerated representation system with domain N, using
notations from Lemma B.1 and Thm .9, we let (Z, AF) be the system

(Z, diff o (F x F))
As a direct corollary of Lemma B.1] and Thm[B.3, we have

Proposition 4.2. If (N, F) is a self-enumerated representation system (resp.
full system) with domain N then so is (Z,AF).

13



4.2 7 systems and N systems

The following propositions collect some easy facts about self-enumerated
systems with domain Z and their associated Kolmogorov complexities.

Proposition 4.3. Let (Z,G) be a self-enumerated system.

1. Let F = {G |G YN) : G € G}. Then (N,F) is also a self-enumerated
system and K;\I_- = Kg IN.

2. Denote opp : Z — 7Z the function n — —n. If Goopp = G then
K& =c K o opp.

Proof. 1. Conditions i-ii of Def.p.1] are obvious. As for iii, observe that if
U € G is universal for G then U [U~1(N) is in F and is universal for F with
the same associated comp function. Now, Kyp-1yy = Ky [ N. Whence
Ky = KZIN.

2. Observe that if o, FF € G and K, < Kr then Kgoopp <ct Kroopp-
Since G o opp = G, we see that if ¢ is optimal then so is ¢ o opp. Whence
K, =¢t Kpoopp, and therefore KgZ =t Kg o opp. O

Proposition 4.4. Let A C N.

1. PRAY?=>N=pPRA? =2 0 (N—N)={G|G7'(N): G € PRY?" 7},
In particular, KA4Z N =, K4N,

2. PRA72*—>Z — PRA72*—>Z o opp = APRAJ*—»N‘
In particular, K47 =, K4 o opp.

5 Self-enumerated representation systems for r.e.
sets

We now come to examples of self-enumerated systems of a somewhat differ-
ent kind, which will be used in the effectivization of set theoretical repre-
sentations of integers.

5.1 Acceptable enumerations

Let’s recall the notion of acceptable enumeration of partial recursive func-
tions (cf. Rogers [[[§] Ex. 2.10 p.41, or Odifrreddi [[[3], p.215)

Definition 5.1. Let X,Y be some basic sets and A C N.

1. An enumeration (¢2)eco+ of partial A-recursive functions X — Y is
acceptable if

i. it is partial A-recursive as a function 2* x X — Y

14



ii. and it satisfies the parametrization (also called s-m-n) property: for
every basic set Z, there exists a total A-recursive function S;Zg 12" X7 —
2* such that, for all e € 2%, z € Z, x € X,

¢£(<Z7 X)) = (bizg(ez) (%)

where (z, x) is the image of the pair (z,x) by some fixed total recursive
bijection Z x X — X.

3. An enumeration (W&)eca+ of A-recursively enumerable subsets of X
is acceptable if, for all e € 2*, WA = domain(¢2) for some acceptable

enumeration (¢2)eco- of partial A-recursive functions.
We shall need Rogers’ theorem (cf. Odifreddi [[J] p.219).

Theorem 5.2 (Rogers’ theorem). If (¢2)ec2+ and (2)ec2+ are two ac-
ceptable enumerations of partial A-recursive functions X — Y, then there
exists some A-recursive bijection 0 : 2* — 2% such that 2 = gbg‘(e) for all
e € 2%,

Corollary 5.3. Let (W/4)ecor and (W/'4)ecax be two acceptable enumer-
ations of A-r.e. subsets of X. Then there exists an A-recursive bijection

0 : 2" — 2* such that W/'4 = We’é) for all e € 2*.

Proof. Apply Roger’s theorem to acceptable enumerations (¢2)ee2+, (V2 ecar
of partial A-recursive functions such that W4 = domain(¢Z) and W4 =
domain(y2). O

5.2 Self-enumerated representation systems for r.e. sets

Corp.d allows to get a natural intrinsic notion of “partial A-computable”
map 2* — REA(X).

Proposition 5.4. Let REA(X) be the family of A-recursively enumerable
subsets of X and let (W/A)ecos and (W!4)eca+ be two acceptable enumera-

e e

tions of A-r.e. subsets of X. Let G : 2* — REA(X).

1. The following conditions are equivalent:

i. There exists a total A-recursive function f : 2* — 2* such that G(p) =
W}’(“p) for all p € 2

it. There exists a total A-recursive function f : 2* — 2* such that G(p) =
W}’é) for allp € 2*

2. The following conditions are equivalent:

i. There exists a partial A-recursive function f : 2" — 2* such that, for

1A . .
allp € 2*, G(p) = { Wite) if f(p) is defined

undefined otherwise
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1. There exists a partial A-recursive function f : 2* — 2* such that, for

A ; ;
alp €2, Glp) = { Wi if f(p) is defined

undefined otherwise

Proof. Applying Corf.d, we get WJt) = Wyl )\ and Wi, = Wel, ;).

To conclude, observe that fo f and §~'o f are both total (point 1) or partial
(point 2) A-recursive as is f. O

We can now come to the notion of self-enumerated systems for r.e. sets.

Definition 5.5 (Self-enumerated systems for r.e. sets).
Let REA(X) be the class of A-r.e. subsets of the basic set X.

Let (WA)ee2+ be some fixed acceptable enumeration of A-r.e. subsets of

X. Corf.J insures that the families defined hereafter do not depend on the
chosen acceptable enumeration.

1. We let FRE(X) pe the family of all total functions 2* — REA(X) of the
form p — Wﬁp) where f :2* — 2% varies over total A-recursive functions.
2. We let PFRE'®) be the family of all partial functions 2* — REA(X) of
the form A . .
- Wi if f(p) is defined
undefined otherwise

where f : 2* — 2* varies over partial A-recursive functions.

The following proposition shows that, in the definition of F REA(X), one

can either relax the total “A-recursive” condition on f to “partial A-recursive’
with a special convention (different from that considered in the definition

)

of PFRE! (X)) or restrict it to some particular A-recursive sequence of total
functions.

Meca+ of A-r.e. sub-
sets of X there exists a total A-recursive function o : 2* x 2% — 2* such that,
for any total function G : 2* — REA(X), the following conditions are equiv-
alent:

Proposition 5.6. For any acceptable enumeration (WA

a. G is of the form p— W;‘e ») for some e € 2*

b. G € FREARX)

A . .
¢ For all p, G(p) = { ;/Vg(p) if g(p) is defined .

otherwise

Proof. Since a = b = c is trivial whatever be the total recursive function
o, it remains to define ¢ such that ¢ = a holds.
Let (¢2)ec2+ be an acceptable enumeration of partial A-recursive functions

X — N such that WA = domain(¢2).

16



Let (1)2)ee2+ be an enumeration of partial A-recursive functions 2* — 2*
and let a be such that ¢$é4(p)(x) = ¢2(((e,p),x)) for all e,p € 2*, x € X.
The parameter theorem insures that there exists a total A-recursive function
s:2% x (2% x 2*) — 2* such that

gbﬁé(p) (X) = ¢f(<(e’ p)? X>) = ¢AsA(a,e7p) (X) = gb?(e,p) (X)
where o(e,p) = s(a, e,p). Whence the equality

A _ A
Wiaw = Waten)
which is also valid when ¢ (p) is undefined, in the sense that both sets are
empty.

Let GG, g be as in c. Since g : 2* — 2* is A-recursive, there exists e such that
9(p) = ¥¢'(p) for any p € 2*. Thus,
A A _ A
W) = Wiam) = Wotep)

an equality valid also if g(p) is undefined, in the sense that all sets are empty.
This proves ¢ = a. ]

Theorem 5.7. (REA(X), FRE* X)) and (REA(X), PfREA(X)) are self-enumerated
representation systems.

Proof. Conditions i, 74 of Def.p.1, are obvious for both systems.
If U satisfies 73i” for PRA2 7% then

{ W{}(p) if U(p) is defined
p —

undefined otherwise

satisfies 4774 for PFEEX) with the same associated comyp function.

Prop.p.g proves that the function p — WA satisfies condition iii4 with o
as comp function. Thus, (REA(X), FRE*(X)) and (REA(X),P]:REA(X)) are
self-enumerated A-systems. We conclude using Prop .13 U

Remark 5.8. It is possible to improve Prop.p.q so as to get o total recursive
(rather than A-recursive) in condition a. This will hold for particular accept-
able enumerations of A-r.e. sets, with the same total recursive ¢ whatever
be A. We sketch how this can be obtained (for more details about this type
of argument, cf. our paper [§ §2.3, 2.4.).

Using partial computable functionals X x P(N) — N, we can view partial
A-recursive functions as functions obtained by freezing the second order ar-
gument in such functionals. We can also also consider A-r.e. subsets of X
as obtained from domains of such functionals by freezing the second order
argument.
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When freezing the second order argument to A C N, acceptable enumer-
ations of partial computable functionals give acceptable enumerations of
partial A-recursive functions.

In this way, consider an acceptable enumeration (®g)eco+ of partial com-
putable functionals X x P(N) — N and let W2 = {x : (x, A) € domain(®,)}.
Arguing as in the proof of Prop.p.6 (with an acceptable enumeration (¥, )ec2+
of partial computable functionals 2* x P(N) — 2*) we get

q)\Ile(p,A) (Xa A) = ‘I>a(<(e, P), X>a A) = (I)s(a,e,p) (Xa A) = q)a(e,p) (Xa A)

where s is the total recursive function involved in the parameter property
for the acceptable enumeration (®¢)ec2+ and o(e,p) = s(a, e, p).
Now, let G € FREAX) and let g : 2% — 2* be total A-recursive such that

G(p) = W;(p). Let e € 2" be such that g = U(e, A). Then

A A
Dyp) (%, 4) = Cupa) (%, A) = Pp(ep)(x,4) and  G(p) =Wy = Woep)

6 Infinite computations

Chaitin, 1976 [B], and Solovay, 1977 0], considered infinite computations
producing infinite objects (namely recursively enumerable sets) so as to de-
fine Kolmogorov complexity of such infinite objects.

Following the idea of possibly infinite computations leading to finite output
(i.e. remove the sole halting condition), Becher & Chaitin & Daicz, 2001 [fl]
introduced a variant K of Kolmogorov complexity.

In our paper [f], 2004, we introduced two variants K.y, K, of Kol-
mogorov complexity and proved that K = K,,... These variants are

based on two self-enumerated representation systems, namely the classes of
max and min of partial recursive sequences of partial recursive functions.

6.1 Self-enumerated systems of max of partial recursive func-
tions

Notation 6.1. Let A C N.
1. Let X be a basic set. Extending Notation [[.3, we denote Rech2 —% the
family of total functions 2* — X which are recursive in A.

2. Let XbeNor Z If f:2"xN — X, we denote max f the function
(max f)(p) = max{f(p,t) : t € N} (with the convention that max X is
undefined if X is empty or infinite).

We define the families of functions

Maz% 3% = {maxf:fe PR >N}
Maz% i = {maxf:f€ Rect? M=%}

: : : 2*—X 2*—X
In case Ais (0, we simply write Maz% ;™" and Max$, ..
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Proposition 6.2. Let A CN. Then

(N, Maz% 7YY |, (Z,Maz% ;%) , (N, Max? )

are self-enumerated representation systems.

Proof. First consider the no oracle case (ie. A = (). Conditions i-ii in
DefP.1 are trivial. The classical enumeration theorem easily extends to
Maz%Z 7% (cf. [{f], Thm.4.1), proving condition iii for (X, MazrZ ;%) where
Xis Nor Z.

It remains to show condition iii for M ax%{e?N. We use the following straight-
forward fact (cf. [f], Thm.3.6):

Fact 6.3. If f € PR *N=N gnq
g(p,t) =max({0} U{f(p,i) :i <t A f(p,i)converges in at most t steps})

then g € Rec® *N=N and max g is an extension of max f with value 0 on
domain(max g) \ domain(max f) (which is the set of n’s such that f(n,t) is
defined for no t).

Let U € Max%;R_’N be good universal for Max%;R_’N and let V' be an ex-
tension of U in Ma:v%;e;’N given by the above fact. If F' € Rec? N then it is
in PR? ~N and there exists e such that F(p) = U(compy (e, p)) for all p €
2*. Since V extends U and F' is total, we also have F(p) = V(compy (e, p)).
Thus, V is good universal for M ax%{e?N with the same associated comp
function.

Relativization to oracle A proves conditions ii4,iii?t, (cf. Defp.10) for

(X,Maa:%;’;x) and (N, Maz?% ). We conclude using Prop.2.13- O
Remark 6.4.
1. Fact .3 implies that M a:r:?R_’X and M a:v%;e;’N contain the same total

functions. However, considering partial functions, the inclusion M ax%e(fx C

Maz% 7N is strict (cf. [f] Thm.3.6, point 1).

2. Let X be N or Z and let M in%}jx, M inlz%;;,x be defined with min instead
of max as in Point 2 of the above definition (with the same convention that
min () is undefined). Then (X, M inlz;RjX) is also a self-enumerated represen-
tation system.

We shall not use any min based system in this paper because they have no

simple set theoretical counterparts.

3. None of the systems (Z,Maa:?;e;}z), (N, Min2%_N) and (Z,Min%;ez’z) is
self-enumerated (cf. [ff], Thm.4.3).
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6.2 Kolmogorov complexities K K"

max?’ max’ °*°

We apply DefR.1q to the self-enumerated representation systems considered
in 451

Definition 6.5 (Kolmogorov complexities). Let X be N or Z. We de-
note Kf?lgi : X — N the Kolmogorov complexity of the self-enumerated

representation system (X, M ax%*};lx).

In case X = N, we omit the superscript N.

In case X =N and Ais () we simply write K,

max-

Using Remark P.14, point 2, and Fact .3, it is not hard to prove the
following result (cf. [ff], Prop.6.3).

Proposition 6.6. Let A C N. Then KA. is also the Kolmogorov complez-

ity of the self-enumerated system (N, Maa:g;?AN). Le.

KN = K"
* = *

Max? _AN Maax? _AN

Rec PR

2* 7

Remark 6.7. The above proposition has no analog with Z since Max¥, i

is not self-enumerated (cf. Remark .4, point 3).

6.3 Maz?% N and Max%; " and infinite computations

The following simple result gives a machine characterization of functions in

Ma:r:g;;;N (resp. Maxlz;I;lN) which will be used in the proof of Thm.p.j.

Definition 6.8. Let M be an oracle Turing machine such that

1. the alphabet of the input tape is {0, 1}, plus an end-marker to delim-
itate the input,

2. the output tape is write-only and has unary alphabet {1},
3. there is no halting state (resp. but there are some distinguished states).

The partial function F4 : 2* — N computed by M with oracle A through
infinite computation (resp. with distinguished states) is defined as follows:
FA(p) is defined with value n if and only if the infinite computation (i.e.
which lasts forever) of M on input p outputs exactly n letters 1 (resp. and
at some step the current state is a distinguished one).

Proposition 6.9. Let A C N be an oracle. A function F : 2* — N is
m M axlz%;ci,N (resp. M ax%;N if and only if there exists an oracle Turing
machine M which, with oracle A, computes F' through infinite computation

(resp. with distinguished states) in the sense of Def.p.§.
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Proof. <=. The function associated to an oracle Turing machine through
infinite computation (resp. with distinguished states) is clearly max f where
f(p,t) is the current output at step ¢ (resp. and is undefined while the
machine has not been in some distinguished state).

=. Suppose f:2* x N — N is total (resp. partial) A-recursive and set
X(p,t) = {f(p,t) :# <t A f(p,t') converges in < ¢ steps})

Observe that X (p,0) = 0, so that the following is indeed an A-recursive
definition:

B 0 (resp. undefined) if X(p,t) =0
f(p’t) = fv(pat_l)_i'l le(p’ )75@ (p,t—1)<maXX(p, )
flp,t —1) otherwise

Then max f = max f. Also, the unary representation of f(p, t) can be simply
interpreted as the current output at step ¢ of the infinite computation (resp.
with distinguished states) of an oracle Turing machine with input p. So that
maxf is the function associated to that machine. U

6.4 Maz3z" and the jump
The following proposition is easy.

Proposition 6.10. Let A C N and let X be N or Z. Then

* / *
Ma:v%l,;‘x c PRAZ X

Proof. 1. Let f : 2* — X be partial A-recursive. A partial A’-recursive
definition of (max f)(p) is as follows:

i. First, check whether there exists ¢ such that f(p,t) is defined.
If the check is negative then (max f)(p) is undefined.

ii. If check i is positive then start successive steps of the following process.
- At step ¢, check whether f(p,t) is defined,
- if defined, compute its value,
- and check whether there exists u > ¢ such that f(p,u) is greater than
the maximum value computed up to that step.

iii. If at some step the last check in ii is negative then halt and output the
maximum value computed up to now.

Clearly, oracle A’ allows for the checks in i and ii. Also, the above process
halts if and only if f(p,t) is defined for some ¢ and {f(p,t) : t € N} is
bounded, i.e. if and only if (max f)(p) is defined. In that case it outputs
exactly (max f)(p).
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2. To see that the inclusion is strict, observe that the graph of any function
in Max%}j?x is E?’A A H(I]’A since

y=maxf)(p) & (3t f(p,t)=y) A ~(FuIz>y f(p,u) = 2))
Whereas the graph of functions in PRA2"=X can be E(I]’A/ and not A?’Al,
ie. 2(2),,4 and not Ag’A. O

In the vein of Prop.6.1(, let’s mention the following result, cf. [fl] (where
the proof is for K>, cf. start of §f above) and [{] Prop.7.2-3 & Cor.7.7.

Proposition 6.11. Let A C N.
1. K4 and Kj . are recursive in A’.

2. KA >y K >a KA.

6.5 The A operation on Maz%;N and the jump

The following variant of PropJ6.1( is a normal form for partial A’-recursive
Z-valued functions. We shall use it in §§-f.

Theorem 6.12. Let A C N. Then

PRYZ =L = A(Maz% 22N) = A(Maz?, 2N

Thus, every partial A'-recursive function is the difference of two functions
in Max, 4 (cf. Notation [6.1).

Before entering the proof of Thm.f.13, let’s recall two well-known facts
about oracular computation and approximation of the jump.

Lemma 6.13. Let (By)ien be a sequence of subsets of N which converges
pointwise to B C N, 1i.e.

VYn 3t, Vt>t, B:n{0,1,..,n} =BN{0,1,..,n}

Let X,Y be basic sets and let ¢ : X — Y be a partial B-recursive function
computed by some oracle Turing machine M with oracle B. Let x € X.
Then, 1(x) is defined if and only if there exists ty such that

i. the computation of M on input x with oracle By, halts in at most ty
steps,

it. for all t > ty the computation of M on input x with oracle By is step
by step exactly the same as that with oracle By, (in particular, it asks
the same questions to the oracle, gets the same answers and halts at
the same computation step < ty).
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Lemma 6.14. Let A C N and let A* C N be the jump of A. There ex-
ists a total A-recursive sequence (Approx(A’,t))en of subsets of N which is
monotone increasing with respect to set inclusion and which has union A’.
In particular, this sequence converges pointwise to A’.

We can now prove Thm.p.13.

Proof of Thm.p.13.
Using Prop.p.1( and Propf£4, we get

A(Maz% 7Ny € A(Maz2 ;7Y) € A(PRY2 —N) = pRpA"2'—2

Since Maa:f{e;\N is closed by sums, we have A(A(Maxf{e;;N) = A(Ma:vi;;;N).

Thus, to get the wanted equality, it suffices to prove inclusion

PRY? =N C A(Maz? M)

RecA

Let M be an oracle Turing machine with inputs in 2*, which, with oracle
A, computes the partial A’-recursive function ¢4’ : 2* — N.

To prove that p?' is in A(M axg;ch), we define total A-recursive functions
fyg : 2 x N — N which are (non strictly) monotone increasing and such
that ¢4 = max f — maxg.

The idea to get f, g is as follows. We consider A-recursive approximations of
oracle A’ (as given by Lemma p.14) and use them as fake oracles. Function
f is obtained by letting M run with the fake oracles and restart its compu-
tation each time some better approximation of A’ shows the previous fake
oracle has given an incorrect answer. Function g collects all the outputs of
the computations which have been recognized as incorrect in the computing
process for f.

We now formally define f, g.

First, since we do not care about computation time and space, we can sup-
pose without loss of generality, that, at any step t, M asks to the oracle
about the integer ¢ and writes down the oracle answer on the ¢-th cell of
some dedicated tape.

Consider t + 1 steps of the computation of M on input p with oracle
Approz(A’,t) (cf. Lemma p.14). We denote Cpt41 this limited computa-
tion. We say that Cp 41 halts if M (with that fake oracle) halts in at most
t + 1 steps.

We denote output(Cp) the current value (which is in Z) of the output tape
after step t. The A-recursive definition of f, g is as follows.

i. f(p,0) =g(p,t) =0

ii. Suppose Approx(A’,t+1)N{0,...,t} = Approx(A’,t)N{0,...,t}. Then,
up to the halting step of Cp; or up to step ¢ in case Cp; does not halt,
both computations Cp ¢, Cp 41 are stepwise identical.
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(a) If Cp; halts then so does Cp;41 at the same step. And both
computations have the same output.
In that case, we set f(p,t+1) = f(p,t), g(p,t+1) = g(p,1).

(b) If Cp ¢ does not halt then let 0,11 = output(Cp41) — output(Cpy),
and set

Fptt1) = fp6)+1+max(0,dis1)
g(p’t + 1) = g(p’ t) +1+ maX(O’ _5t+1)

i.e. we add |d¢41| to f or g according to the sign of 0.

iii. Suppose Approx(A’,t+1)N{0,...,t} # Approx(A’,t)N{0,...,t}. Since
these approximations are monotone increasing, we necessarily have
Approx(A’,t) N {0, ...t} # A N{0,....,t + 1}.

Thus, the fake oracle in Cp, ; has given answers which are not compatible
with A’. In that case, we set

flpt+1) = f(@,t) +9(p,t) + 1+ max(0, output(Cp 1))
glp,t+1) = [fp,t) +9(p,t) + 1+ max(0, —output(Cp r11))

i.e. we uprise f, g to a common value (namely f(p,?)+g(p,t)) and then
add |output(Cpi11)| to f or g according to the sign of output(Cpi11).

From the above inductive definition, we see that, for each ¢ > 0,

f(p,t) — g(p,t) = output(Cpy)

Suppose ¢ (p) is defined.

Applying Lemmas [6.13], 614, we see that there exist sp < tp such that
- M, on input p, with oracle A’, halts in s; steps,

- Approxz(A’ ty) N {0, ..., tp} = A'N{0, ...t }.

Thus, for all t > 5, fo: = fp,tp and gp; = Jptp and fp; — gpt = SDA/(

p)-
Suppose o' (p) is not defined.

Observe that, each time the “fake” computation Cp; with oracle Approxz(A’,t)
does not halt or appears not to be the “right” one with oracle A’ (because
Approz (A’ t+1)N{0, ..., t} differs from Approz(A’,t)N{0,...,t}), we strictly
increase both f, g (this is why we put +1 in the equations of iib and iii).
Applying Lemmas .13, f.14, we see that, if o*’ (p) is not defined then Cp,
does not halt for infinitely many ¢’s, so that f(p,t) and g(p,t) increase in-
finitely often. Therefore, (max f)(p) and (max ¢)(p) are both undefined, and
so is their difference.

This proves that 4" = max f—max g. Since the sequence (Approx(A’,t))ien
is A-recursive, so are f,g. Thus, max f,maxg are in M a:vg;;}N and their
RecA /*

difference ¢4’ is in A(Mazx
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7 Abstract representations and effectivizations

7.1 Some arithmetical representations of N

As pointed in §L1], abstract entities such as numbers can be represented in
many different ways. In fact, each representation illuminates some partic-
ular role and/or property, i.e. some possible semantics chosen in order to
efficiently access special operations or stress special properties of integers.

Usual arithmetical representations of N using words on a digit alphabet
can be looked at as a (total) surjective (non necessarily injective) function
R : C — N where C is some simple free algebra or a quotient of some free
algebra.

Such representations are the “degree zero” of abstraction for representations
and, as expected, their associated Kolmogorov complexities all coincide (cf.
Thm.[.§ below).

Example 7.1 (Base k representations).

1. Integers in unary representation correspond to elements of the free alge-
bra built up from one generator and one unary function, namely 0 and the
successor function z +— x 4 1. The associated function R : 1* — N is simply
the length function.

2. The various base k (with k£ > 2) representations of integers also involve
term algebras, not necessarily free. They differ by the set A C N of digits
they use but all are based on the usual interpretation R : A* — N such that
R(an...a1a0) =30, a;k!. Which, written & la Horner,

E(k(...k(kap + apn—1) + apn—2)...) +a1) + ag

is a composition of applications Sg, 0S5, 0...085,, (0) where S, : x — kx+a.
If a representation uses digits a € A then it corresponds to the algebra
generated by 0 and the S,’s where a € A.

i. The k-adic representation uses digits 1,2,...,k and corresponds to a
free algebra built up from one generator and k unary functions.

ii. The usual k-ary representation uses digits 0,1,...,k — 1 and corre-
sponds to the quotient of a free algebra built up from one generator
and k unary functions, namely 0 and the S,’s where a = 0,2,... ,k—1,

by the relation Sy(0) = 0.

iii. Avizienis base k representation uses digits —k+1,...,—1,0,1,..., k—1
(it is a much redundant representation used in computers to perform
additions without carry propagation) and corresponds to the quotient
of the free algebra built up from one generator and 2k — 1 unary
functions, namely 0 and the S,’s wherea = —k+1,...,—1,0,1,... k—
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1, by the relations Va (S_g4;0Sj41(x) = S;oS;(x)) where —k < j <
k—1and 0 <i<k.

Somewhat exotic representations of integers can also be associated to deep
results in number theory.

Example 7.2.
1. R:N* — N such that R(z,y, z,t) = 22 + y? + 22 + 2 is a representation
based on Lagrange’s four squares theorem.

2. R: (PrimeU {0})7 — N such that R(z1,...,7;) = 21+ ... +2; is a
representation based on Schnirelman’s theorem (1931) in its last improved
version obtained by Ramaré, 1995 [[J], which insures that every even number
is the sum of at most 6 prime numbers (hence every number is the sum of
at most 7 primes).

Such representations appear in the study of the expressional power of some
weak arithmetics. For instance, the representation as sums of 7 primes allows
for a very simple proof of the definability of multiplication with addition and
the divisibility predicate (a result valid in fact with successor and divisibility,
(Julia Robinson, 1948 [i4])).

7.2 Abstract representations

Foundational questions, going back to Russell, [[d] 1908, and Church, [{]
1933, lead to quite different representations of N : set theoretical represen-
tations involving abstract sets and functionals much more complex than the
integers they represent.

We shall consider the following simple and general notion.

Definition 7.3 (Abstract representations).
A representation of an infinite set F is a pair (C, R) where C is some (nec-
essarily infinite) set and R : C — E is a surjective partial function.

Remark 7.4.

1. Though R really operates on the sole subset domain(R), the underlying
set C' is quite significant in the effectivization process which is necessary to
get a self-enumerated systen and then an associated Kolmogorov complexity.

2. We shall consider representations with arbitrarily complex domains in
the Post hierarchy (cf. Prop.g.4, P.3, [[0.23, and coming papers). In fact, the
sole cases in this paper where R is a total function are the usual recursive
representations.

3. Representations can also involve a proper class C' (cf. Rk. ) However,
we shall stick to the case C is a set.
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7.3 Effectivizing representations: why?

Turning to a computer science (or recursion theoretic) point of view, there
are some objections to the consideration of abstract sets, functions and
functionals as we did in §[.1] and [.3:

e We cannot apprehend abstract sets, functions and functionals but
solely programs to compute them (if they are computable in some
sense).

e Moreover, programs dealing with sets, functions and functionals have
to go through some intensional representation of these objects in order
to be able to compute with such objects.

To get effectiveness, we turn from set theory to computability theory. We
shall do that in a somewhat abstract way using self-enumerated representa-
tion systems (cf. DefR.1)).

We shall consider higher order representations and shall “effectivize” ab-
stract sets, functions and functionals via recursively enumerable sets, partial
recursive functions or max of total or partial recursive functions, and partial
computable functionals.

7.4 Effectivizations of representations and associated Kol-
mogorov complexities

A formal representation of an integer n is a finite object (in general a word)
which describes some characteristic property of n or of some abstract object
which characterizes n. To effectivize a representation R :C — E , we shall
process as follows:

1. Restrict the set C' to a subfamily D of elements which, in some sense,
are computable or partial computable. Of course, we want the restric-
tion of R to D to be still surjective.

2. Consider a self-enumerated representation system for D.
This leads to the following definition.

Definition 7.5.
1. A set D is adapted to the representation R:C — E if D C C and the
partial function R[D : D — E is still surjective.

2. [Effectivization] An effectivization of the representation R:C — E of
the set F is any self-enumerated representation system (D, F) for a domain
D adapted to the representation R:C — E .

Using the Composition Lemma B.1], we immediately get
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Proposition 7.6. Let R : C — E be a representation of E and (D,F)
be some effectivization of R. Then (E,(R | D) o F) is a self-enumerated
representation system and the associated Kolmogorov complexity K(ER[D)O]-'

(cf. Def[p.18) satisfies
K(%H))Of(m) =min{K2(y): R(y) =} foralzcE

Remark 7.7. Whereas abstract representations are quite natural and con-
ceptually simple, the functions (R[D)oF , for F' € F, in the self-enumerated
representation families of their effectivized versions may be quite complex.
In the examples we shall consider, their domains involve levels 2 or 3 of the
arithmetical hierarchy. In particular, such representations are not Turing
reducible one to the other.

7.5 Partial recursive representations

We already mentioned in §f7.1] that all usual arithmetic representations lead
to the same Kolmogorov complexity (up to an additive constant). The
following result extends this assertion to all partial recursive representations.

Theorem 7.8. We keep the notations of Notations and DefP.14.
Let A C N be an oracle. If C,E are basic sets and R : C — FE is partial
recursive (resp. partial A-recursive) then

RoPR¥*~C¢ = PR¥F (resp. RoPRA?~C = pRrAZ—F )

E E A
K ppar—c Kg (resp. Ky ppaz—c Kg )

Thus, all Kolmogorov complexities associated to partial recursive (resp. par-
tial A-recursive) representations of E coincide with the usual (resp. A-
oracular) Kolmogorov complexity on E.

Proof. 1t suffices to prove that
Ro PRY*~C = pRA* ¥

Inclusion R o PRA2"=C¢ C PRA2"~F is trivial. For the other inclusion, we
use the fact that R : C' — F is surjective partial A-recursive.

First, define a partial A-recursive S : E — C such that, for z € E, S(x)
is the element y € C satisfying R(y) = x which appears first in an A-
recursive enumeration of the graph of R. Clearly, S is a right inverse of R,
i.e. RoS = Idg where Idg is the identity on E.

Using the trivial inclusion S o PRAZ ~E C PRAZ —C we get

PRA?7E — RoSo PRY? ~F C Ro PRY?Z—C
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8 Cardinal representations of N

8.1 Basic cardinal representation and its effectivizations

Among the conceptual representations of integers, the most basic one goes
back to Russell, [[[q] 1908 (cf. [BJ] p.178), and considers non negative integers
as equivalence classes of sets relative to cardinal comparison.

Definition 8.1 (Cardinal representation of N). Let card(Y) denote the
cardinal of Y, i.e. the number of its elements.

The cardinal representation of N relative to an infinite set X is the partial
function

cardx : P(X) — N
with domain P<¥(X), such that

card(Y) if Y is finite

cardx(Y) = { undefined otherwise

Definition 8.2 (Effectivizations of the cardinal representation of
N). We effectivize the cardinal representation by replacing P(X) by RE(X)
or REA(X) where X is some basic set and A C N is some oracle.

Two kinds of self-enumerated representation systems can be naturally asso-
ciated to these domains (cf. §5.3 and the Composition Lemma B.1)):

(RE(X), CCLTd o fRE(X)) or (REA (X), CCLTd [e) ]:REA(X))
(RE(X), card o PfRE(X)) or (REA(X)7 card o ’PfREA(X))

Remark 8.3.

1. Historically, the cardinal representation of N considered the whole class
of sets rather than some P(X). However, the above effectivization makes
such an extension unsignificant for our study.

2. One can also consider the total representation obtained by restriction
to the set P, (X) of all finite subsets of X. But this amounts to a partial
recursive representation and is relevant to §f.5.

8.2 Syntactical complexity of cardinal representations

The following proposition gives the syntactical complexity of the above ef-
fectivizations of the cardinal representations.

Proposition 8.4 (Syntactical complexity). The family

{domain(p) : ¢ € card o fREA(X)}

is exactly the family of Eg’A subsets of 2*. Idem with card o PFREAX),

(X j_—REA (X)

In particular, any universal function for cardoF?E %) o for cardoP

18 Eg’A—complete.
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Proof. Let (W2)ee2+ be an acceptable enumeration of RE4(X).

1. If g : 2* — 2* is partial A-recursive then
domain(p — card(W g(p )) = {p: W, is finite}

is clearly Eg’A.
2. Let X C2*bea Eg’A set of the form X = {p: Ju Vv R(p,u,v)} where
R C 2* x N2 is A-recursive. Set

B {v': v <wu} if wis least such that Vv R(p, u,v)
% = N if there is no u such that Vv R(p,u,v)

It is easy to check that o, C N is an A-r.e. set which can be defined by the
following enumeration process described in Pascal-like instructions:
{Initialization} w:=0; v:=0;
{Loop} DO FOREVER BEGIN
WHILE R(p,u,v) DO v:=v+1;
output u in op;
u:=u-+1; v:=0;
END;
Clearly, card(op) is finite if and only if p € X.

Now, the set {(p,n) : n € op} is also A-r.e., hence of the form W2 <N
for some a. The parameter property yields a total A-recursive function
g : 2% — 2% such that op = Wy(ap). Finally, the function p +— card(Wy(ap))

is in card o F REA(X) and has domain X. O

8.3 Characterization of the card self~-enumerated systems

Theorem 8.5. For any basic set X and any oracle A C N,

. A

1i. card o FREZ(X) = Max%,/ —N
ec
. A -
ii. card o PFRECX) = Max IszAN
N _ N _ A
2. KcardofREA(X) o KcardoP]—'REA(X) T Kmax
N

We shall simply write Kcm,d i place ofK rdo FREAM) "

When A = 0 we simply write K~

card "

Proof. Point 2 is a direct corollary of Point 1 and Propf.§. Let’s prove
point 1.

1i. Inclusion C.
Let g : 2* — 2* be total A-recursive. We define a total A-recursive function
u: 2" x N — N such that

ont if
(%) {u(p,t):tEN}:{I{\IO’ ) 1f£(

o) contains exactly n points
() is infinite
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The definition is as follows. First, set u(p,0) = 0 for all p. Consider an A-
recursive enumeration of WgA . If at step t, some new point is enumerated
then set u(p,t+ 1) = u(p,t) + 1, else set u(p,t + 1) = u(p, t).

From (%) we get card(W;) = (max f)(p), so that p — card(W;ép)) is in
Mam?;e?AN.

1ii. Inclusion C.
Now g : 2* — 2* is partial A-recursive and we define u : 2* x N — N as a
partial A-recursive function such that

0 if g(p) is undefined
{u(p,t) :t e N} =< {0,...,n} if W;EP) contains exactly n points
N if W;%p) is infinite

The definition of u is as above except that, for any t, we require that u(p,t)
is defined if and only if g(p) is.

1i. Inclusion D.

Any function in Maxlz%lcj‘N is of the form max f : 2* — N where f : 2* XN —
N is total A-recursive.

The idea to prove that max f is in card o F REA(X) i quite simple. For every
p, we define an A-r.e. subset of X which collects some new elements each
time f(p,t) gets greater than max{f(p,t):t < t}.

Formally, let ¢ : 2* x N — N be the partial A-recursive function such that

0 if Ju f(p,u) >t
undefined otherwise

¥(p,t) = {

Clearly,

domain(is,) = { I{\It :0<t< (maxf)(p)} i)fﬂ(:;zz;(iéfe)(p) is defined

We define ¢ : 2* x X — N such that ¢(p,x) = 9(p,0(x)) where § : X — N
is some fixed total recursive bijection. Let’s denote 1), and ¢, the func-
tions t — (p,t) and x +— ¢(p,x). Let e be such that W2 = {(p,x) :
(p,x) € domain(p)} (where (, ) is a bijection 2* x X — X). The param-
eter property yields an A-recursive function s : 2* x 2* — 2* such that
w4 = domain(yp) for all p. Thus, letting g : 2* — 2* be the A-recursive

s(e,p)
function such that g(p) = s(e, p), we have

card(W;Ep)) = card(domain(pp)) = card(domain(vp)) = (max f)(p)

Which proves that max f is in card o F REA(X),

1ii. Inclusion D.
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We argue as in the above proof of i. D. However, f : 2* x N — N is now
partial A-recursive and there are two reasons for which (max f)(p) may be
undefined: first, if t — f(p,t) is unbounded, second if it has empty domain.
Keeping ¢ and ¢ as defined as above, we now have,

{v:0<v < (max f)(p)} if (max f)(p) is defined
domain(yp) = ¢ N if range(t — f(p,t)) is infinite
0 if f(p,t) is defined for no ¢

We let e, s, g be as above and define A : 2" — 2* such that

h(p) = g(p) if f(p,t) is defined for some ¢
P/~ undefined otherwise

Observe that
- if t — f(p,t) has empty domain then h(p) is undefined,
- if t — f(p,t) is unbounded then card(W}ﬁp)) = card(Wg‘%p)) is infinite,

- otherwise card(W,ﬁp)) = card(W;ép)) = (max f)(p).

Which proves that max f is in card o PFRE X, O

8.4 Characterization of the Acard representation system

We now look at the self-delimited system with domain Z obtained from
card o FREA(X) by the operation Aintroduced in §{.1].

Theorem 8.6. Let A C N and let A’ be the jump of A. Let X be a basic
set. Then

A(CCLTd o fREA(X)) = A(card o PfREA(X)) — PRA/72*—>Z

/
Hence K~ = KAL.

A(cardoFREA(X))

. . A
We shall simply write Ki’cmd in place of Ki( IN.

cardoFREA )

When A = 0 we simply write K%card‘

Proof. The equalities about the self-enumerated systems is a direct corollary
of Thm.B.§ and Thm5.1J. The equalities about Kolmogorov complexities
are trivial corollaries of those about self-enumerated systems. O

9 Index representations of N

9.1 Basic index representation and its effectivizations

A variant of the cardinal representation considers indexes of equivalence
relations. More precisely, it views an integer as an equivalence class of
equivalence relations relative to index comparison.
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Definition 9.1 (Index representation).
The index representation of N relative to an infinite set X is the partial
function

indexﬁ(xg) : P(X?) - N

with domain the family of equivalence relations on subsets of X which have
finite index, such that

index(R) if R is an equivalence relation
indexﬁ(Xg)(R) = with finite index
undefined otherwise

(where index(R) denotes the number of equivalence classes of R).

9.2 Syntactical complexity of index representations

Definition 9.2 (Effectivization of the index representation of N).
We effectivize the index representation by replacing P(X?) by RE(X?) or
REA(X?) where X is some basic set and A C N is some oracle.

Two kinds of self-enumerated representation systems can be naturally asso-
ciated (cf. §6.9 and the Composition Lemma B.1)):

(RE(X?),index o FPE) or (REA(X?), index o FHE )
(RE(X?), index o PfRE(XQ)) or (REA(X?),index o PfREA(XQ))

The following proposition gives the syntactical complexity of the above
effectivizations of the index representations.

Proposition 9.3 (Syntactical complexity). The family
{domain(p) : ¢ € index o fREA(X)}

is exactly the family of Eg’A subsets of 2*.
Idem with index o PFREAX)

. . . . A .
In particular, any universal function for index o FRE®X) or for index o

PFREARX) o Zg’A-complete.

Proof. We trivially reduce to the case X = N and only consider the case
A = (), relativization being straightforward.

1. Let (WN")eea be an acceptable enumeration of RE(N?) and g : 2* —

e

2* be a partial recursive function and ¢ : 2* — N be such that ¢ (p) =
. N2

index (Wg(p) ).

To see that domain (1) is X3, observe that p € domain (i) if and only if

i. g(p) is defined. Which is a 3{ condition.
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.. N2
11.
Wg(p

Vx Yy ((x,y) € Wﬁi) = ((x,x) € WQRE;) A (y,x%) € Wi;))

A Vx Vy Vz (((x,y) € Wé\gi) A (v.2) € Wﬁ;)) = (x,2) € Wé\gi))

) is an equivalence relation on its domain, i.e.

Which is a T3 formula (since (u,v) € Wﬁ;) is 129).
iii. Wﬁ;) has finitely many classes, i.e. In Yk Im < n (k,m) € Wé\é;).

Which is a Eg formula.
2. Let X C 2* be Eg. We construct a total recursive function g : 2* — 2*

such that X = {p: indem(Wﬂ;) is finite}.

A. Suppose X = {p: Ju Vv Jw R(p,u,v,w)} where R C 2* x N3 is recursive.
Let 0 : 2* x N2 — N be the total recursive function such that

0(p,u,t) = largest v <t such that Vo' <v Jw <t R(p,u,v',w)}
Observe that 6 is monotone increasing with respect to ¢. Also,
(%) if p ¢ X then, for all u, maxsen 0(p,u,t) is finite,
(%) if p € X and u is least such that Vv Jw R(p, u,v,w) then

maXteN e(pa u, t) = +o0
maxen 0(p, v, t) is finite for all v/ < u

Following this observation, given p € 2*, we define a monotone increasing
sequence of equivalence relations pf, on finite initial intervals of N such that
pé has t 4+ 1 equivalence classes

t t t
Lo o1 s Ipg
which are successive finite intervals
t t t t t t t
[07 np,O] ’ [np,O + 17 np,l] ) [np,l + 17 np,2] LA [np,tfl + 17 np,t]

t t t t
where ng 1 <ngo <...<ngyq <ng,.
The intuition is as follows:

i. the class If,’u is related to 0(p,u,t), i.e. to the best we can say at step
t about the truth value of Yo Jw R(p,u, v, w).

ii. if and when 6(p,u,t) increases, i.e. 6(p,u,t+ 1) > 0(p,u,t) for some
u, then we increase the class If,,u for the least such u.

Of course, an equivalence class which grows and remains an interval either is
the rightmost one or has to aggregate some of its neighbor class(es). Whence
the following inductive definition of the pé’s and n;u’s, u <t
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i. (Base case). pj is the equivalence relation with one class {0}, i.e
9,0=0
np, 0 = 0.

ii. (Inductive case. Subcase 1). Suppose 0(p,u,t + 1) = 6(p, u,t) for all
u < t. Then pf)“ is obtained from pf) by adding a new singleton class
on the right:

(a) For all u <t we let nif! =nl , hence It =1t ,
(b) n ;Jgil = np,t + 1, hence Itt}rl = {npt +1}.

ii. (Inductive case. Subcase 2). Suppose 0(p,u,t+1) > 0(p,u,t) for some
u < t. Let u be least such. Then,

(a) for v/ < wu, classes I;u, are left unchanged: n;t}, = n;’u/ and
1 gt

=1,
(b) class Iéf} aggregates all classes I;u,, foru <u” <t,
(¢) t + 1 — u singleton classes are added: I;ZI—H = {ng, + i} where

i=1,..,t+1—u. lLe.

t+1 t /
npiu, = Npy for all v’ < u
n;ﬁﬁi n;t—i—i for all s € {4,...,t +1—u}

B. Let pp = Usen Pp.t-

. Let u be least such that Vo Jw R(p, u, v, w). For v’ < u, let

Vi = max{v:Vv <o Jw R(p,v,v,w)}
t = min{t':Vu' <u (Vi <t/ AV <V Jw <t R(p,u, v, w)}
Then

o Vu' <u Vv (Vo' <vJw R(p,u,v,w) =
(v<t AW <vIuw <t R(p,u,v,uw)))

onpu,—np,andft,—l , for all v/ < wandt >t

., tends to +oo with ¢’ and It, = [ngu_l + 1an§7u] tends to the

Coﬁnlte interval [nf , ;41 +oo[

o for u” > u, classes I}f » are intervals the left endpoints of which tend
to +o0o with ¢/, hence they vanish at infinity.

Thus, pp, which is the limit of the pf,’s, has u 4+ 1 classes, hence has finite
index.

Case p ¢ X | For every u € N, the class I; ., Stabilizes as t tends to 4o0.
Thus, pp, has infinite index.
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C. Clearly, the sequence ([);)pez*ﬂfeN is recursive. Thus,
p={(p,m,n) : 3t (m,n) € py}

is r.e. Let a € 2* be such that p = W?XNQ. Applying the parametrization
property, let s: 2" x 2* — 2* be a total recursive function such that

* 2 2
Pp = {(m7n) eN?: (p7m7n) € I/Va2 N } = Wsl\(la,p)

Let g : 2 — 2* be total recursive such that g(p) = s(a,p). Using point B,
we see that p € X if and only if mdex(W;\g;)) is finite. O

9.3 Characterization of the inder self-enumerated systems

We now come to the characterization of the index self-enumerated fami-

lies. It turns out that these families are almost equal to M aa:i;;j}], almost

meaning here “up to 1”.

Notation 9.4. If G is a family of functions 2* — N, we let
G+1={f+1:f€eG}

Theorem 9.5.
1. For any basic set X and any oracle A C N, the following strict inclusions

hold:

* . A(x2 . A(x2 *_,
Maz?® N +1 cindex o FRE" D) c index o PFRETED) Mauvikcff,N

L RecA’
N _ N _ Al
Kindezo]:REA(XQ) et Kindexorp}-REA(X?) =ct Kinax-
: , NA N
We shall simply write K, mNplace of Kindezo]—'REA(N)'
When A =0 we simply write K;, ;...

Proof. Observe that if F is a self-enumerated system with domain D and
with U as a good universal function, then F + 1 is also a self-enumerated
system with U + 1 as a good universal function. In particular K2 = K ]Q 1
Point 2 is a direct corollary of Point 1 and Prop.p.f and the previous obser-
vation.

Let’s prove point 1. B
. .. A . 2y . L. .
The central inclusion index o FRE'®?) « index o PFRE X ig trivial.

. . . . A 2 *
A. Non strict inclusion index o PFRE"(X%) C Max;e;f}].

Let G € index o PFREYX) and let g :2* — 2* be partial A-recursive such
that
index(Wg’?g)gQ) if g(p) is defined and W;és)g is an
G(p) = equivalence relation with finite index
undefined otherwise
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We define a total A’-recursive function u : 2* x N — N such that

. [ {0,...,n} if G(p) is defined and G(p) =n
(x) A{ulp,t):t € N} = { N if G(p) is undefined

The definition is as follows. Since g is partial A-recursive and we look for
an A’-recursive definition of u(p,t), we can use oracle A’ to check if g(p) is
defined.

If g(p) is undefined then we let u(p,t) =t for all t. Which insures (x).
Suppose now that g(p) is defined. First, set u(p,0) = 0.

Consider an A-recursive enumeration of WgAi)XQ. Let R; be the set of pairs
enumerated at steps < t and D; be the set of x € X which appear in pairs in
R, (so that Ry and Dy are empty). Since at most one new pair is enumerated
at each step, the set R; contains at most ¢ pairs and D; contains at most 2¢
points.

At step t + 1, use oracle A’ to check the following properties:

2
ay. For every x € Dyy1 the pair (x,x) is in I/V;ég)g :

B¢. For every pair (x,y) € Ryy1 the pair (y,x) is in Wg’?gﬁQ.

vt. For every pairs (x,y), (y,2z) € Ri41 the pair (x,z) is in W;ég)@.

;. For every x € Dy there exists y € Dy such that the pair (x,y) is in

AX?
Wg(p) ’

Since Ryy1, Dyyq are finite, all these properties a4-d; are finite boolean com-
binations of E?’A statements. Hence oracle A’ can decide them all.

2
Observe that if W;é}’f)i is an equivalence relation then answers to a;-v; are

positive for all £. And if A
9(p)

m € {a, B,7}, answers to m; are negative for all ¢ large enough .

is not an equivalence relation then, for some

. AX2 . . . . .
Also, if W7/ is an equivalence relation then a new equivalence class is
revealed each time d; is false. And every equivalence class is so revealed.

Thus, in case g(p) is defined, we insure (x) by letting

[ u(p,t) if all answers to a;-d; are positive
ulp,t+1) = { u(p,t) +1 otherwise

From (x), we get G = maxwu. Since u is total A’-recursive, this proves that
G isin Maxi;zf/g.

B. Non strict inclusion Ma:vg;;’y + 1 C index o TREA(XQ).

We reduce to the case X = N.

Let FF e M aﬂ:?;};ﬁ. Using Prop.d, let M be an oracle Turing machine
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which on input p and oracle A’ computes F(p) through an infinite compu-
tation.

The idea to prove that F'is in index o F REA(N?) i5 as follows. We consider
A-recursive approximations of oracle A’ and use them as fake oracles. For
each p we build an A-r.e. equivalence relation p, € N 2 with domain N which
consists of one big class containing 0 and some singleton classes. Each time
the computation with the fake oracle outputs a new digit 1, we put some
new singleton class in pp. When, with a better approximation of A’, we see
that the fake oracle has given an incorrect answer, all singleton classes which
were put in p, because of the oracle incorrect answer are annihilated: they
are aggregated to the class of 0. Since we are going to consider index(pp),
this process will lead to the correct value F'(p) + 1.

Formally, we consider an A-recursive monotone increasing sequence (Approx(A’,t))ien
such that A" = J,cy Approxz(A’,t) (cf. Lemma [.14). Though all oracles
Approx(A’,t) are false approximations of oracle A’, they are nevertheless

“less and less false” as t increases.

Without loss of generality, we can suppose that at each computation step of
M there is a question to the oracle (possibly the same one many times).

Let Cp; be the computation of M on input p with oracle Approxz(A’,t),
reduced to the sole t first steps.

Increasing parts of oracle Approx(A’,t) are questioned during Cp;. Let
Qpe = {1,..,t} — Ppin(N) (where Py, (N) is the set of finite subsets of
N) be such that Qp(t') is the set of k such that the oracle has been ques-
tioned about k during the ¢’ first steps, 1 < ¢’ < t. Clearly, Q¢ is (non
strictly) monotone increasing with respect to set inclusion.

Let 1™t be the output of Cy; (recall that M outputs a finite or infinite
sequence of digits 1’s).

The successive digits of this output are written down at increasing times
(all <t). Let OTpy : {0,...,nps} — {0,...,t} be such that OT,(n) is the
least step at which the current output is 1" (OT stands for output time).
Clearly, OT;(0) = 0.

We construct A-recursive sequences (pp ¢)pe2+,ten and (wpt)pe2+ ten (Where
w stands for witness) such that

it. pps is an equivalence relation on {0, ;2 — 1} with index equal to
1+ np, (there is nothing essential with 2, it is merely a large enough
bound convenient for the construction),

¢ all equivalence classes of pp; are singleton sets except possibly the
equivalence class of 0.

it3¢. if t > 0 then pp; contains pp; 1.
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ivg. wpy is a bijection between {1, ..., np 1} and the set of point s € {1, ...,2!—
1} such that {s} is a singleton class of py¢ (in case ny; = 0 then wp
is the empty map).

First, wp is the empty map and pp o = {(0,0)}, i.e. the trivial equivalence
relation on {0}.

The inductive construction of the p,;’s uses the above conditions is-ivy as
an induction hypothesis.

Case Approx(A',t+1) N Q4 (t) = Approxz(A’,t) N Qp ().

Then the computation Cp; is totally compatible with Cp;41. Now, that last
computation may possibly output one more digit 1, i.e. np;y1 = npy or
Np+1 = Np¢ + 1. Hence the two following subcases.

Subcase np 141 = npy. Then pp 41 is obtained from pp,; by putting 2°, 2" +
1,....2%1 — 1 as new points in the class of 0. In particular, Pp,t+1 and pp
have the same index. We also set wp 411 = wp .

Subcase np 41 = npt + 1. Then pp ;41 is obtained from pg; as follows:
e Add a new singleton class {2!}.
e Put 2/ +1,...,271 — 1 as new points in the class of 0.

We also set wp 11 = wp ¢ U {(npe+1,2")}.
In both subcases, conditions #;11-iv;11 are clearly satisfied.

Case Approx(A',t+ 1) N Q4 (t) # Approx(A’,t) N Qp ().

Let 7 < t be least such that Approz(A’,t+ 1) N Qp+(7) # Approz(A’,t) N
Qp(7). Though the computation Cp; is not entirely compatible with Cp 41,
it is compatible up to step 7 — 1.

Let n < np; be greatest such that OT,;(n) < 7. Then the n first digits
output by Cp; are also output by Cp+41 at the same computation steps. In
particular, np ;1 > n.

Then pp 41, wp t+1 are obtained from pp ¢, wy ¢ as follows:

e Put all wp,(m), where n < m < npy, as new points in the class of
0. This annihilates the singleton classes of pp; corresponding (via
wp.¢(m)) to the part of the output which was created by answers of
oracle Approx(A’,t) which are known to be false at step ¢ + 1.

e Add a new singleton class {2¢ — 1+ i} for each i > 0 such that n+i <
npt+1. Together with the singleton classes of p,; which have not
been aggragated by the above point, this allows to get exactly np ;41
singleton classes in pp 411
Accordingly, set

Wy 41 = (Wi [{1,.;n}) U {(n+14,2" —1+14):0<i<np1 —n}
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e Put the 2! — 1 + j’s, where j > max(1,np44+1 — 1), as new points in
the class of 0.

Again, conditions is,1-iv4 11 are clearly satisfied.

Let pp = Uen Ppt- Condition dii; insures that pp is also an equivalence
relation. Condition #i; goes through the limit when t — +o00, so that all
classes of pp are singleton sets except the class of 0.

The computation we are really interesting in is that which gives F(p), i.e.
the infinite computation of M on input p with oracle A’. Let denote it Cp.
When ¢ increases, the common part of Cp with computation Cp; gets larger
and larger (though not monotonously).

We now prove the equality

1+ F(p) if F(p) is defined
400 otherwise

() indea(py) = {

Case F(p) is defined and F(p) = z.

Let 7 be the computation time at which C, has output z. Let 2, be the set
of k such that oracle A’ has been questioned about during the first 7 steps
of Cp. For t large enough, say t > t., we have Approxz(A’,t)NQp = A' N Q.
In particular, the 7 first steps of Cp; and C, will be exactly the same and
both computations output z. The same with the 7 first steps of Cp; and
Cp¢+1-

Thus, wp ¢41 [{1,..., 2} = wp [{1,...,2}.

Let wp = wp ¢41 [ {1, ..., z}. Then all singleton sets {wp (i)}, where 1 < i < z,
are equivalence classes for the py;’s, hence for pg.

Now, if np; > z then oracle Approxz(A’,t) has been questioned on Qp 4 (np ;)
and differs from A’ on that set. Let u > ¢ be first such that Approxz(A’, u)
agrees with A" on Qp (2 + 1). Then the singleton class {wp(z + 1)} of pp;
is aggregated at step u to the class of 0 in py 41, hence also in py.

Thus, the {wp(i)}’s, where 1 < i < z, are the sole singleton equivalence
classes of pp. And the class of 0 contains all other points in N.
In particular, index(pp) = 1 + F(p).

Case F(p) is undefined because the output of M on input p with oracle A’
1s infinite.

As in the above case, we see that there are more and more singleton set
classes of pp; which are never annihilated. Thus, the index of py, is infinite.

This proves (7).
Observing that all the construction of the pp;’s is A-recursive, we see that

p="1J re

pe2*
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* 2
is A-r.e. Thus, p = Wf 2N for some a. The parameter property gives a

total A-recursive function s : 2* x 2* — 2* such that

A,N2
Pp=Wiap)

Thus, p — index(pp) is indeed in index o FRE (") Thanks to (1), the same
is true of 14 F.

C. Inclusion Maﬂ:f;e;ﬁ + 1 C index o FREAX®) s strict.
The constant 0 function is an obvious counterexample to equality.

. . A 2 * . .
D. Inclusion index o PFRET(X) - Maﬂ:éezﬁ 1s strict.

We exhibit a function kx in PRA" \ index o PFRENE?) # 0.

Let X C 2* be A’-recursive, i.e. Ag’A, but not a boolean combination of
E(I]’A sets. Let kx : 2* — N be the {0, 1}-valued characteristic function of
X. Then kx is A’-recursive (hence in Ma:v?;e;f}]) and £ (0) = X is a Ag’A

set which is not a boolean combination of E?’A sets.

Now, suppose G is in index o PFREAE®) and G = indem(W;é}’f)gQ) where
g:2* — 2" isin PRA. Then

G(p) =0 < (g(p) is defined A W;ég)@ = ()
< (g(p) is defined

A Vit Ve (g(p) converges to e in ¢ steps = W:"XQ =0)
so that G71(0) is E(I]’A A H?’A.

This shows that no G € index o PFREX*) can be equal to the above kx.
Therefore, the considered inclusion cannot be an equality. O

Let’s finally observe a simple fact contrasting inclusions in Thm.p.j.
Proposition 9.6. 1+ PRA"2"=2" (q fortiori 1+Max;*I;’A,N) is not included
in index o PFREAX?)

Proof. The proof is analog to that of point D in the proof of Thm.p.5.

1. We show that G~1(1) is Hg’A for every G € index o PFRE(X?),
Suppose G = indem(W;é}’f)gQ) where g : 2* — 2* is partial A-recursive.

2 2
Let’s denote W:} t’X the finite part of WeA %% obtained after t steps of its
enumeration. Let’s also denote CVy(p, e, t) the A-recursive relation stating
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that ¢g(p) converges to e in <t steps. Then

Gp)=1 < (g(p) is defined A W;é}’f)g #0

2
A Wg’?}’f)g is an equivalence relation with index 1)

< (g(p) is defined A W;ég)@ # 0
AVt Ve (CVy(p,e,t) =

2, . . -
I/VeA’X is an equivalence relation with index 1)

The first two conjuncts are clearly E?’A. As for the last one, observe that

2
WeA %% s an equivalence relation if and only if

Vx,y € X ((x,y) € W:"XQ = (x,x) € I/VeA’X2 A (y,x%) € W:"XQ)
AVx,y,z € X ((x,y) € W:"SQ A (y,2) € WS’XQ) = (x,2) € WS’XQ)

Which is Hg’A since W:D@ is Z?’A.
Also, if Wf X is a non empty equivalence relation then it has index 1 if and
only if

vx,y, %,y € X ((x,%') € W:"SQ A (y,7) € W:"W,) = (x,y) € WS’XQ)
Which is again Hg’A.
This proves that G~1(1) is indeed Hg’A.
2. Now, let X C X be E?’A/ and not A’-recursive. Thus, X is Eg’A and not

Hg’A. Let mx : 2* — N be such that

1 ifpe X
undefined otherwise

7x (p) :{

Then 7x € 1+ PRA2"=N,

Since my'(1) = X is not Hg’A, mx cannot be in index o PFRE ), O

9.4 Characterization of the Ainder self-enumerated systems

Theorem 9.7.
Let A CN and let A” be the second jump of A. Let X be a basic set.

1. A(index o }‘REA(X>)) = A(index o p;cREA(X))) — PRA".2"—L

2. KZ =ot KA
A(indea}ofREA ) ct

We shall simply write Ki’iﬁ dex 0 place of K Z IN.

A(indezofREA(N))
When A =0 we simply write K%indez'
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Proof. Point 2 is a direct corollary of Point 1. Let’s prove point 1. Using
Thm.p.5, and applying the A operator, we get
*_, . A2
A(Maxéecﬁ + 1) C A(index o FREZ (X)) o
C A(index o PFRETXY)) C A(Maxée;ﬁ)
But, for any family G of functions 2* — N, we trivially have A(G+1) = A(G).
This proves that the above inclusions are, in fact, equalities. We conclude

with Thm.p.13. O

10 Functional representations of N

Notation 10.1 (Functions sets). We denote
- Y¥ the set of total functions from X into Y.
- X — Y the set of partial functions from X into Y.

- X 5! X the set of injective partial functions from X into X.
- Idx the identity function over X.

10.1 Basic Church representation of N

First, let’s introduce some simple notations related to function iteration.

Definition 10.2 (Iteration).
1) If f: X — X is a partial function, we inductively define for n € N the
n-th iterate f : X — X of f as the partial function such that:

fO =1dy, fFOHD = s o f
2) Itg?) 1 (X — X) — (X — X) is the total functional f — f(.
It 0N — (X — X)X =% is the total functional n + It%.
The following Proposition is easy.

Proposition 10.3. The total functional Ity : N — (X — X)X=X) s
injective (hence admits a left inverse) if and only if X is an infinite set.

We can now come to the functional representation of integers introduced

by Church, 1933 [{].

Definition 10.4 (Church representation of N).
If X is an infinite set, the Church representation of N relative to X is the
function
Church : (X — X)) =% 5 N
which is the unique left inverse of It} with domain Range(It}) = {It% :

n € N}, ie.
Churchy o Ity = Idy
N [ m if F = It%
Churchx (F) = { undefined if Vn € N F # It%
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For future use in Def 0.1, let’s introduce the following variant of Church'y.

Definition 10.5. We denote churchi’A . (PRAX=X)P R the functional
which is the unique left inverse of the restriction of It} to (PRAX—X)P RA’XHX,

i.e.

. _ 14n A X—X\PRAX-X
churchAI?(’A(F) = " %f =11y (PR ) A,X—X)PRAX—X
undefined if Vn € N F # It [ (PR**7%)

10.2 Computable and effectively continuous functionals

We recall the two classical notions of partial computability for functionals,

cf. Odifreddi’s book [[J] p.178, 188, 197.

Definition 10.6 (Kleene partial computable functionals).

1. Let X,Y,S, T be some basic space and fix some suitable representations
of their elements by words. An (X — Y)-oracle Turing machine with inputs
and outputs respectively in S, T is a Turing machine M which has a special
oracle tape and is allowed at certain states to ask an oracle f € (X — X)
what are the successive digits of the value of f(q) where q is the element of
X currently written on the oracle tape.

The functional @ : (X — Y) x S) — T associated to M maps the pair
(f,s) on the output (when defined) computed by M when f is given as the
partial function oracle and s as the input.

If on input x and oracle f the computation asks the oracle its value on an
element on which f is undefined then M gets stuck, so that ®(f,x) is
undefined.

2. A functional ® : (X — Y) x §) — T is partial computable (also called
partial recursive) if ® = ® 4 for some M.

A functional obtained via curryfications from such a functional is also called
partial computable.

We denote PC7 the family of partial computable functionals with type 7.
If A CN, we denote A-PC7 the analog family with the extra oracle A.

Definition 10.7 (Uspenskii (effectively) continuous functionals).
Denote Fin(X — Y) the class of partial functions X — Y with finite do-
mains. Observe that, for o, 5 € Fin(X — Y) are compatible if and only if
aUupeFin(X—-Y).

1. Let’s say that the relation R C Fin(X — Y) x S x T is functional if
aUpBeFinX—=Y) A (o,s,t) ER A (B,5,t)ER = t=1t
To such a functional relation R can be associated a functional

Pr: (X—=Y)xS)—T
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such that, for every f,s,t,

) 8(f,s)=t & uCf Rus,t)
2. (Uspenskii [R1)], Nerode [[[1]) A functional ®: (X — Y) xS) — T is
continuous if it is of the form ® g for some functional relation R.

® is effectively continuous (resp. (A-effectively continuous) if R
is r.e. (resp. A-r.e.). Effectively continuous functionals are also called
recursive operators (cf. Rogers [[F], Odifreddi [[J]).

A functional obtained via curryfications from such a functional is also called
effectively continuous.

We denote EffCont™ the family of effectively continuous functionals with

type 7.
If A C N, we denote A-EffCont™ the analog family with the extra oracle A.

Effective continuity is more general than partial computability (cf. [IJ]
p.188).

Theorem 10.8. Let A C N.
1. (Uspenskii [RT], Nerode [[T]]) Partial A-computable functionals are
A-effectively continuous.

2. (Sasso [[I7, [[§]) There are A-effectively continuous functionals which
are not partial A-computable.

However, restricted to total functions, both notions coincide.

Proposition 10.9. A functional ® : (Y*) x S — T is the restriction of a
partial A-computable functional (X — Y) x S) — T if and only if it is the
restriction of an A-effectively continuous functional.

10.3 Effectiveness of the Apply functional

The following result will be used in §[L0.7H10.5,

Proposition 10.10. Let ¢ : 2* — PRAYX=X be partial A-recursive (as
a function 2* x X — X) and ® : 2* — A-EffCont? —((E=X)=E=X) pe
effectively continuous. There exists a partial A-recursive function g : 2% x
2* x X such that, for all e,p € 2" and x € X,

(%) 9(p,e,%) = (®(e)(0(p)))(x)

Proof. Let R C 2* x Fin(X — X) x X x X be an A-r.e. set such that, for
all e, R©®) = {(a,%,y) : (e,,%,y) € R} is functional and ®(e) = Pp(). We
define g(p, e, x) as follows:

i. A-effectively enumerate R(®) and the graph of ¢(p) up to the moment
we get (o, x,y) € R(®) and a finite part v of ¢(p) such that a C ~.

ii. If and when i halts then output y.

It is clear that g is partial A-recursive and satisfies (x). O

45



10.4 Functionals over PR*~Y and computability

Using indexes, one can also consider computability for functionals operating
on the sole partial recursive or A-recursive functions.

Definition 10.11. Let A C N and let (Lpig_’Y’A)e@* denote some acceptable

enumeration of PRA*=Y (cf. Deff.1).

1. A functional ® : PRA*>Y xS — T is an A-effective functional on
partial A-recursive functions if there exists some partial A-recursive function
f 2% — 2% such that, for all s € S, e € 2%,

(o) = fle)

We denote A-EffF RAETIXSST e family of such functionals.

2. We denote A-Eff ¥ RAEExS1—- PRS2 family of functionals obtained
by curryfication of the above class with S =S; x Ss.
An easy application of the parameter property shows that these functionals
are exactly those for which there exists some partial A-recursive function
g:2" xS — 2* such that, for all s; € S1,e € 2%,

X—Y,A Se—T,A

(o 81) = 000

Note 10.12.
1. Thanks to Rogers’ theorem (cf. Thm.p.2), the above definition does not
depend on the chosen acceptable enumerations.

2. The above functions f, g should have the following properties:

— X—)Y,A
s =g = fle;s) = f(es)

e e
X—-Y,A _  X->YA So—T,A _  So—T,A

Pe = Por = Pyles1) — Pgle’,s1)

As shown by the following remarkable result, such functionals essentially

reduce to those of Def[[0.7 (cf. Odifreddi’s book [[[J] p.206-208).

Theorem 10.13 (Uspenskii [R1]], Myhill & Shepherdson [{L0]).

Let A C N. The A-effective functionals PRY*=Y — PRAS=T ure exactly
the restrictions to PRYX=Y of A-effectively continuous functionals (X —
Y)— (S—T).

10.5 Effectivizations of Church representation of N

Observe the following trivial fact (which uses notations from Def.[L0.6,[L0.7).

Proposition 10.14. Let A C N and 7 be any 2d order type.
Functionals in A-PC?* =7 (resp. A-EffCont®> —7) are total maps 2* —
A-PCT7 (resp. 2 — A-EffCont™).
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Theorem 10.15. Let 7 be any 2d order type. The systems
(A-PCT,A-PC%*=7) | (A-EffCont™, A-EffCont* —7)
are self-enumerated representation A-systems.

Proof. Points i-ii of Def.p.1] are trivial. As for point iii, we use the classical
enumeration theorem for partial computable (resp. effectively continuous)
functionals: consider a function V € A-PC? ~(2"=7) which enumerates
A-PC% 7 and set U(c(e,p)) = V(e)(p). Idem with A-EffCont. O

As an easy corollary of Thms[L10.15 and [10.13, we get the following result.

Theorem 10.16. Let A C I}I}.g {;et A—Eﬁz*H(PRA’XHYXSHT) be obtained by
curryfication from A-EffFPESTTxSX20=T - ppe gystems

(A_EﬁPRA’X—'YXSHT : A_Eﬁ2*H(PRA’X—'Y><SHT))

(A_Eﬁ,PRA,XHY_)PRA,XﬁY : A_Eﬁ2*_)(PRA,X~>Y_)PRA,S~>T))

are self-enumerated representation A-systems.

Definition 10.17 (Effectivizations of Church representation of N).
We effectivize the Church representation by replacing (X — X) — (X — X)
by one of the following classes:

RA,X*)Y*)PRA,XHY

A_PC(XHX)H(XHX) 7 A_Eﬁ'cont(X*?X)*?(X*)X) 7 A—EﬁP

where X is some basic set. and A C N is some oracle. Using Def[l0.5, this
leads to three self-enumerated systems with domain N :

Fi = (N, Churchy o A-pC? ~((X=X)=X=X)))
Fo = (N, Churchy o A_Eﬁ00nt2*ﬂ((xﬂx)ﬁ(xﬂx)))
F3 = (N, churchg’A o A-Eﬁa*_’(PRA’X"Y_)PRA,XﬁY))
The following result greatly simplifies the landscape.
Theorem 10.18. The three systems F1, Fa, Fs of Def|10.17 coincide.

Before proving the theorem (cf. the end of this subsection), we state
some convenient tools in the next three propositions, the first of which will

also be used in §[0.7.

Proposition 10.19. Suppose R C Fin(X — X) x X x X is functional (cf.
Def[10.7). The following conditions are equivalent

i, dp =1t

ii. ®p | Fin(X — X) = It{" | Fin(X - X)
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ii. Yo € Fin(X — X) ¥x (o™ (x) is defined =
(a]{aP(x):0 <i < n},x,a™(x)) € R)
and
Va € Fin(X — X) Vx Vy

((a,x,y) € R = (a(")(x) is defined N\ y = a(")(x)))

Proof. iii = i and i = 47 are trivial.

i = 4ii. Assume 4i. Suppose (o, x,y) € R then ®r(a)(x) = y. Since
o € Fin(X — X), ii insures that o™ (x) is defined and a(™(x) = y. This
proves the second part of 7ii.

Suppose o™ (x) is defined and let a(™ (x) = y. Then

pal{aD(x):0<i<n})(x) = It (al{aD(x):0<i<n})(x)
187 (0) (x)
=73
So that there exists a restriction 3 of a | {a?(x) : 0 < i < n} such that
(8,x,y) € R. Thus, ®z(3)(x) = y. Applying 74, this yields that 3" (x) is
defined and 5™ (x) = y. Since f3 is a restriction of a [{a®(x): 0 < i < n},
this insures that 8 = a [ {a?(x) : 0 < i < n}. This proves the first part of
111. O

Proposition 10.20. Let n € N. If ®r(f) is a restriction of ™ for every
f: X — X then either dp = Itggn) or ®r is not an iterator.

Proof. We reduce to the case X = N. Let Succ : N — N be the successor
function. Since ®x(Succ) is a restriction of Succ™, either ®z(Succ)(0) is
undefined or ®g(Suce)(0) = n. In both cases it is different from Succ® (0)
for any p # n. Which proves that ®p # [ tl(\]p ) for every p # n. Hence the
proposition. O

Proposition 10.21.

1. Let (We)ec2+ be an acceptable enumeration of r.e. subsets of Fin(X —
X) x X x X. There exists a total recursive function £ : 2* — 2% such that,
for all e,

a. Wee) ©€ We and We(e) is functional (cf. Def[10.7, point 1),
b. Wee) = We whenever We is functional.

2. There exists a partial recursive function A : 2* — N such that if Re is
functional and ®r, is an iterator then \(e) is defined and ®r, = Itég\(e)).
(However, A(e) may be defined even if Re is not functional or ®g,_ is not an

iterator).

3. There exists a total recursive function 0 : 2* — 2% such that, for all
e € 2%,
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a. if ®r, is an iterator then the (X — X)-oracle Turing machine M)
with code O(e) (cf. Def[l0.§) computes the functional g,

b. if ®r, is not an iterator then neither is the functional computed by the
(X — X)-oracle Turing machine Mgy with code 6(e).

In other words, Church(®r,) = Church(® )

4. The above points relativize to any oracle A C N.

Proof. 1. This is the classical fact underlying the enumeration theorem for
effectively continuous functionals. To get We(e), enumerate We and retain
a triple if and only if, together with the already retained ones, it does not
contradict functionality (cf. Odifreddi’s book [[2] p.197).

2. We reduce to the case X = N. Let «,, : N — N be such that
domain(ay) ={0,..,n} , aup(i)=i+1fori=0,...,n

Suppose R is functional and ®r = Itl(\]"). Prop[10.19 insures (a,,0,n) € R.
Also, for m # n, since a;, and «, are compatible and R is functional, R

)

cannot contain (ayy,,0,m). Thus, if g = Itl(\]n then n is the unique integer

such that R contains (o, 0,n).

This leads to the following definition of the wanted partial recursive function
A2 =N

- enumerate Re,

- if and when some triple («,,0,n) appears, halt and output A(e) = n.

3. Given a code e of a functional relation R, we let # be the total recursive
function which gives a code for the oracle Turing machine M which acts as
follows:

i. First, it computes A(e).

ii. If A\(e) is defined then, on input x and oracle f, M tries to compute

Itég‘(e))(f)(x) in the obvious way: ask the oracle the values of f()(x)

for i < A(e).

iii. Finally, in case i and ii halt, M enumerates Re and halts and accepts
(with the output computed at phase ii) if and only if (f | {f®(x) :
i < Me)},x, fA@)(x)) appears in Re. Le. if and only if f*®)(x) =
Pr(f)(x)
Clearly, the functional ®, computed by M is such that ®¢(f) is equal to
or is a restriction of Itg(e))(f).

If ®p, is an iterator then point 2 insures that ®p, = Itéé\(e)) and Prop.[[0.19
insures that phase iii is no problem, so that M computes exactly ®p,.
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Suppose g, is not an iterator.

If A(e) is undefined then M computes the constant functional with value
the nowhere defined function. Thus, M does not compute an iterator.

If A(e) is defined then, on input x, M computes f(*®)(x) and halt and
accepts if and only f(A\®)(x) = ®r(f)(x). Since ®p is not an iterator, there
exists f and x such that f(®)(x) is defined and ®x(f)(x) # fAE)(x).
Hence ®pq(f) is a strict restriction of Itg(e))(f), so that ®pq # Itg(e)).
Finally, Prop[10.20 insures that ® R, cannot be an iterator. U

Proof of Theorem [10.1§.

1. Since Fin(X — X) ¢ PRA*~Y  condition ii of Prop [I0.19 and Thm.[[0.13
prove equality Fo = F3.

2. Inclusion F; C Fy is a corollary of Thm[[0.§, point 1. Let’s prove
the converse inclusion. Suppose @ : (2* x (X — X)) — (X — X) is ef-
fectively continuous and let R C 2* x Fin(X — X) x X x X be a func-
tional r.e. set such that ® = ®p. Using the parameter property, let
h : 2* — 2* be a total recursive function such that h(e) is an r.e. code
for R®) = {(a,x,y) : (e,a,%x,y) € R}. Prop[l0.2], point 3, gives a total
recursive 6 : 2* — 2% such that Church(®pe)) = Church(®am,,, ). Thus,
e +— Church(®pe)) is partial computable with a (X — X)-oracle Turing
machine having inputs in 2* x X. a

10.6 Some examples of effectively continuous functionals

For future use in sections §0.7{10.§, let’s get the following examples of
effectively continuous functionals.

Proposition 10.22. If ¢ : 2* — N is partial A-recursive and S C 2* is
Hg’A then there exists an A-effectively continuous functional

¢:2" > (X— X)XHX

such that, for all p,

() p € SNdomain(p) = &(p) = Hgg’(P))
() p ¢ SNdomain(p) = @(p) is not an iterator

Proof. We consider the sole case A = (), relativization being straightforward.
Let S = {e: VYu Jv (e,u,v) € o} where o is a recursive subset of 2* x N x N.
We construct a total recursive function g : 2* — 2* such that, for all p,

W,

9(p) is functional and

p € SNdomain(p) = Ow, = [tg’(l’))

p & SNdomain(p) = ®Pw,, isnot an iterator
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S, = {(a,x,y):ae Fin(X = X) A a™(x) is defined A y= o™
A domain(a) = {a® : i <n}}

Let v:N?2 — Unen Sn be a total recursive function such that, for all n,
u+— y(n,u) is a bijection N — S,,. Set

pe = {7(p(e),u) : p(e) is defined A Fv (e,u,v) € o}

Clearly, pe is functional. Also, the construction of the p.’s is effective and
the parametrization property yields a total recursive function g : 2* — 2*

such that pe = W ().

If p(e) is not defined then pe = () so that ®,, is the constant functional
which maps any function to the nowhere defined function. In particular,
®,, is not an iterator.

Suppose @(e) is defined. Condition #4i of Prop[l0.19 and the definition of
pe show that

®,, is an iterator < @, = ]tgg’(”))
& pe 2 range(u — y(p(n),u))
< Yu Jv (e,u,v) €0
& ee S

Since pe = Wy(e), the functional ® : e — @, is effectively continuous.
Clearly, it satisfies (*) and (). O

10.7 Syntactical complexity of Church representation

Proposition 10.23 (Syntactical complexity). The family
{domain(p) : p € Church’ o A—EﬁContTH((XHX)H(XHX))}

1s exactly the family of Hg’A subsets of 2*.

Thus, any universal function for Church§ oA—EﬁContTH((XHX)H(XHX)) has
HS’A—complete domain.

Proof. To simplify notations, we only consider the case A = (). Relativiza-
tion being straightforward.

1. Prop[l0.23 insures that every II9 set is the domain of Churchy o ® for
some effectively continuous functional ®.

2. Conversely, we prove that every function in Churchl)\é oEﬁContTH((XHX)H(XHX))
has 119 domain.
Suppose @ : (2* x (X — X)) — (X — X) is effectively continuous and let
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R C 2* x Fin(X — X) x X x X be a functional r.e. set such that & = ®p.
For e € 2%, let R® = {(o,x,y) : (e,,x%,y) € R}. Then

domain(Churchy o ®) = {e : ®po is an iterator}

Now, an r.e. code for the functional relation R® is given by a total recursive

function h : 2* — 2*. Applying Prop.[L0.2(0, point 2, the partial recursive

function A o b is such that if ®ge is an iterator then ®r. = Itg(h(e))).

Thus, ®pg. is an iterator if and only if

a. A(h(e)) is convergent,

b. condition 4ii of Prop.[0.19 with n = A(h(e)) holds.
Condition a is X9 and condition b is I13. Thus, domain(Churchy o ®) is
9. O
10.8 Characterization of the Church representation system

Theorem 10.24. Let’s denote PRA2 =N [Hg’A the family of restrictions

to Hg’A subsets of partial A-recursive functions 2% — N,
Let X be some basic set and A C N be some oracle.

1.  Church o A-EffCont? —((¥=X)—(=X)) — ppA2"=N 0.4

N — . KA
2. KChurchoA—Ejj’C’ontz* = ((X=X)—(x-X)) —ct K

We shall simply write Klz{;;imh, or Klé]vhwch when A = (.

Proof. 1A. First, we prove that, for any A-effectively continuous functional
® :2* - (X — X)*~% the function Church o ® : 2* — N has a partial
A-recursive extension. We reduce to the case X = N.

Let Succ : N — N be the successor function. Observe that, for all n € N,

(Itl(\]n) (Suce))(0) =n

Thus, if Church(®(e) is defined then Church(®(e)) = (®(e)(Succ))(0). Ap-
plying Prop [l0.10, we see that e — (®(e)(Succ))(0) is a partial A-recursive
extension of Church o ® :2* — N.

1B. Prop |10.23 insures that Churcho® : 2* — N has Hg’A domain. Together
with point 1A, this insures that Church o ® : 2* — N is the restriction of a
partial A-recursive function to a Hg’A set. This proves the inclusion

Church o A-EffCont® ~((=%=(=%) ¢ ppA2™=N 34
1C. The converse inclusion is Prop|L0.23.

2. Inclusion PRA2" =N C Church o A-EffCont? ~(E=X)=E=X)) viclds the
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inequality KC’hurchoA—Ejj‘Contz*ﬁ“XHX)ﬁ(XHX)) Set K

Consider a function ¢ € Church o A-EffCont? —((X=X)=E=X)) et $ be a

partial A-recursive extension of ¢. Then K4 > K P This proves inequality
N A

K Charcho A~ BfCong?* — (=0 — 0y Zet K .

10.9 Characterization of the AChurch self-enumerated sys-
tems

Theorem 10.25. Let X be some basic set and A C N be some oracle.
1. A(Church o A-EffCont* —((¥=¥)—(=X)y — ppA2 2 0.4

Z _ A
2. KA(ChurchoA—EﬁContz*ﬁ“XHX)ﬁ(XHX))) et KZ

We shall simply write Kighurch’ or K%Church when A = ().

Proof. 1. Observe that A(PRA2 =N [Hg’A) = PRAZ T [Hg’A and apply
Thm [[0:24,
2. Argue as in point 2 of the proof of Thm.[[0.24. O

10.10 Functional representations of Z

Specific to Church representation, there is another approach for an exten-
sion to Z : positive and negative iterations of injective functions over some
infinite set X. Formally, L.e., letting X = X denote the family of injective
functions, consider the Z-iterator functional

B 1-1
It%( Y/ (X 1—>1 X)XHX

such that, for n € N, It% (n)(f) = f and It% (—n)(f) = It% (n)(f ).
Effectivization can be done as in §[[0.5. Thm.[[0.1§, Prop[10.23 and Thm.[[0.24
go through the Z context.

11 Conclusion

We have characterized Kolmogorov complexities associated to some set the-
oretical representations of N in terms of the Kolmogorov complexities asso-
ciated to oracular and/or infinite computations (Thm.[[.4). As a corollary,
we got a hierarchy result (Thm.[[.H).

These results can be improved in two directions.

First, one can consider higher order (higher than type 2) effectivizations of
set theoretical representations of N. This is the contents of a forthcoming
continuation of this paper.

Second, using the results of our paper [f], the hierarchy result Thm.[.§ can
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be improved with finer orderings than <. These orderings <<§E’D are such

that f <<€E’D g if and only if

1. fgctg

2. For every infinite set X € C and every total monotone increasing func-
tion ¢ € F there exists an infinite set Y € D such that

Y C{z€X:f(2) < ¢(g(x))}

3. The above property is effective: relative to standard enumerations of
C,D,F, a code for Y can be recursively computed from codes for X

and ¢.
Thm.[.L5 can be restated in the following improved form.

Theorem 11.1. Denote Minpp (resp. Minpgra) the family of functions
N — N which are infima of partial recursive (resp.partial A-recursive) se-
quences of functions N — N (cf. RkJ6.4). Then

N
KChurch
=ct
205 gz DUIPAY N G T9ES Lz
log >>PR KC’hurch N >>MinPR Kcard >>pr’ KAcard N
=ct
Z
KAChurch rN o 0 Ao 0 <0
D {BINE AN N 23,53 Z
>>MinPR@/ Kindem >>pR<B” KAindez N
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