arXiv:2212.14279v1 [cs.IT] 29 Dec 2022

Betting strategies with bounded splits

Tomislav Petrović

January 2, 2023

Abstract We show that a pair of Kolmogorov-Loveland betting strategies cannot win on every non-Martin-Löf random sequence if either of the two following conditions is true:

(I) There is an unbounded computable function g such that both betting strategies, when betting on an infinite binary sequence, almost surely, for almost all ℓ, bet on at most ℓ − g(ℓ) positions among the first ℓ positions of the sequence.

(II) There is a sublinear function g such that both betting strategies, when betting on an infinite binary sequence, almost surely, for almost all ℓ, bet on at least ℓ − g(ℓ) positions among the first ℓ positions of the sequence.

1 Introduction

Whether Kolmogorov-Loveland randomness is equal to Martin-Löf randomness is a well known open question in the field of algorithmic randomness [9],[10].

A Kolmogorov-Loveland betting strategy, starting with a finite amount of capital, makes bets on the values of bits at positions of an infinite binary sequence. The positions can be chosen adaptively, based on the values of bits at positions that the betting strategy has previously bet on.

Once a new position to bet on is chosen, the Kolmogorov-Loveland betting strategy then guesses the value of the bit of the sequence at the position and uses some fraction of its capital as a wager. If the guess was correct, the wager is doubled, and the capital increases by the wagered amount, and if not, the wager is lost, and the capital decreases by the wagered amount. The betting strategy wins on a sequence if, in the succession of bets, the supremum of capital is unbounded.

A sequence is Kolmogorov-Loveland random (KLR) if no partialy computable Kolmogorov-Loveland betting strategy (KLBS) wins on the sequence. In fact, we can consider only computable KLBS-es, since for every partialy computable KLBS there is a pair of computable KLBS-es that wins on the same sequences [2].

In this paper we’ll look at Martin-Löf randomness only with respect to the uniform Lebesgue measure.

A constructive null cover is a computable sequence f_n of computable sequences of finite binary strings such that for all n, ∑ s∈f_n 2 −|s| ≤ 2−n, and for every string s in the sequence f_{n+1} there is a prefix of s in f_n.

The set of infinite binary sequences that, for all n, have a prefix in f_n is called an effective nullset. A sequence is Martin-Löf random (MLR) if it is not contained in any effective nullset.

There is another characterization of MLR sequences, in terms of turing machines. We’ll use the monotone Turing machine and monotone complexity as defined in the textbook [3]. A monotone turing machine is a Turing machine with an infinite input tape, an infinite output tape and an infinite work tape. In each step, a monotone turing machine either reads the next bit from the input tape, or writes the next bit on the output tape, or does a step of computation on the work tape. The montone complexity of a string s with respect to the monotone Turing machine T is the length of the shortest sequence of bits that need to be read from the input tape, before the string s is written on the output tape. We denote it with Km_T (s).

It can be shown, [7],[8], that there is a (universal) monotone Turing machine U such that for every other monotone Turing machine T and every string s, Km_U (s) lower bounds Km_T (s) up to some additive constant that depends on T . We call Km_U (s) the monotone complexity of the string s. A sequence is MLR if and only if there is an additive constant such that the monotone complexity of any prefix of the sequence is within the constant of the length of the prefix.

It is easy to see that a single partialy computable KLBS cannot win on all non-MLR sequences. Suppose the KLBS is not total computable. Then there is some finite sequence of bets, and after the last bit was reveiled no further bets are made. The supremum of capital in this sequence of bets is bounded, and the set of infinite binary sequences consistent with the outcomes of bets contains non-MLR sequences, for instance, the ones that end in infinitely many zeros.

On the other hand, suppose the KLBS is total computable. We can find an infinite sequence of bets where the betting strategy never increases capital (to wit, the loosing streak). The set of infinite binary sequences, consistent with this sequence of betting outcomes, is an effective null set.

However, it is still not known if there is maybe just a pair of partialy computable KLBS-es such that on every non-MLR sequence at least one of them wins [10].

1.1 Related results

In [1], Kolmogorov-Loveland randomness was defined, however, there it is called unpredictability. They show a pair of KLBS-es that, given an unbounded computable function g, win on any sequence that, for every ℓ, has a prefix of length ℓ whose monotone complexity is upper bounded by ℓ − g(ℓ). (Theorem 9.1 in [1])

In [2] a pair of KL betting strategies is defined, that, given a computable partition of positions into two infinite sets, wins on any sequence whose subsequence on positions in the first set, and sub-sequence on positions in the second set, are both non-MLR. (12 Theorem in [2])

In [10] a more restrictive kind of betting strategy than KLBS is proposed, the betting strategy has to bet on positions non-adaptively, in some computable order. The proofs in [4], [5], [2] on permutation randomness, and methods used in [6] are similar to the ones we’ll use to prove item (II) from the abstract (theorem 3).

1.2 Main result

We’ll prove item (I) from the abstract, for a more general kind of betting strategy than KLBS.

To make a bet, a KLBS chooses a position, and places a wager on the value of the bit at that position. The outcome of the bet reveals the bit value the sequence has at the chosen position, and the capital is updated. Note that choosing a position splits a set of sequences into two clopen sets, the ones that have 0 at the chosen position, and the ones that have 1.

A general betting strategy splits a set of sequences into any two clopen sets v_0, v_1, and places a wager on one of those sets. The outcome of the bet reveals in which of the two sets the sequence is in, and the capital is updated. Unlike for KLBS, the sets v_0, v_1 might have unequal uniform Lebesgue measure (size), and in case the general betting strategy correctly guesses in which set the sequence is in, the wagered amount might be more (or less) than doubled depending on the size of the set on which the wager was placed. Namely, let v be the set of sequences consistent with outcomes of previous bets, and let c be the capital after the last one. We say that v is a part of the betting strategy, and c is its capital.

The betting strategy makes a new bet by splitting v into v_0, v_1 and places a wager w ≤ c on one of them (say v_0). If the sequence is in part v_1, the wager is lost, and its capital is c − w. If the sequence is in v_0, the wager is increased by dividing it with the size of v_0, conditional on v. The capital of part v_0 is then c − w +^1_{λ(v0 |v)} w.

For a sequence of bets, and positions [1, ℓ], we will look at the number of times the bets have split the set of sequences in a way that depends on the first ℓ bits of the sequence. More precisely, for a ”tail” sequence ρ, we will count the number of times a bet was made that splits a part into two parts so that both contain a sequence that, after first ℓ positions, ends with ρ. Let this number be N, and let σ be an infinite binary sequence that is consistent with the sequence of betting outcomes, and, after first ℓ positions ends with the tail ρ. We’ll say that σ was N times [1, ℓ]-split on by the betting strategy. Clearly, N ≤ 2^ℓ.

We’ll say that a betting strategy has splits upper bounded by function f if, almost surely, a sequence was [1, ℓ]-split on at most f(ℓ) many times, for almost all ℓ.

We show that if a pair of general betting strategies has splits upper bounded by ℓ − log ℓ − g(ℓ), where g is computable and unbounded, then there is a non- MLR sequence on which neither betting strategy wins (theorem 1).

Note that a KLBS has the following property: for a finite set of positions I, and a sequence of binary values ρ, if a part v is split into two parts v_0, v_1 so that both contain sequences that on positions outside I have values ρ, then the number of such sequences in v_0 and in v_1 is the same. We’ll say that betting strategies with this property are half-splitting. Clearly, a sequence can be [1, ℓ]- split on at most ℓ many times by a half-splitting betting strategy.

We show that if a pair of half-splitting betting strategies has splits upper bounded by ℓ − g(ℓ), where g is computable and unbounded, then there is a non-MLR sequence on which neither betting strategy wins (theorem 2).

2 Notation

We denote the set of (finite binary) strings with {0, 1}^∗, the empty string with Λ, the strings of length ℓ with {0, 1}^ℓ, the set of infinite binary sequences with {0, 1}^∞. When there is no confusion, we abbreviate infinite binary sequence to sequence. We denote that s is a prefix of a string (or a sequence) s^′ with s ≺ s^′. The length of a string s is denoted with |s|. The set of all sequences prefixed by a string s is denoted with [s], such sets are called basic sets. A union of possibly infinitely many basic sets is called an open set. The complement of an open set is called a closed set. A union of finitely many basic sets is called a clopen set.

We’ll use size as a shorthand for the uniform Lebesgue measure. We’ll denote with λ the size of a set of sequences (e.g. λ([s]) = 2^{−|s|}).

The set of natural numbers is denoted with N, N^k denotes the set of sequences of natural numbers of length k, and N^∗ the set of finite sequences of natural numbers. The empty sequence of natural numbers is denoted with .

To stress that we’re taking a union of disjoint sets, we use ⊔ instead of ∪.

Definition 2.1. A map from a subset of N to binary values is called a restriction. For a restriction with domain I ⊆ N, we’ll say that the restriction restricts I, and that I are positions restricted by the restriction. A restriction with an empty domain is called the empty restriction. A restriction with a finite domain is a finite restriction. We denote the set of all restrictions that restrict I with {0, 1}^I .

We’ll say that a sequence is consistent with the restriction r ∈ {0, 1}^I when the sequence has the same binary values at positions in I as the restriction r. We denote with [r] the set of sequences consistent with r.

If two restrictions map the same position to different binary values, we’ll say they are inconsistent.

Let r_1, r_2 be two restrictions that restrict two disjoint sets of positions I_1, I_2. We denote with r_1r̂_2 the restriction r that restricts positions I_1 ⊔ I_2 such that r restricts the positions in I_1 to the same values as r_1, and positions in I_2 to the same values as r_2. We say that r is the concatenation of r_1 and r_2.

Let r_1, r_2 be two restrictions that restrict two nested sets of positions I_1 ⊆ I_2. If r_2 has the same values as r_1 on positions in I_1, we say that r_2 is an extension of r_1, and we write r_1 ≺ r_2. ⌟

Note that every sequence is consistent with the empty restriction, and that the set of sequences consistent with a finite restriction is clopen.

If two restrictions are inconsistent, then the sets of sequences consistent with the restrictions are disjoint.

A set of sequences consistent with concatenation of two restrictions is the intersection of sequences consistent with one restriction with sequences consistent with the other restriction.

If restriction r^′ is an extension of r, then the set of sequences consistent with r^′ is a subset of sequences consistent with r.

3 Definitions

Definition 3.1. A partition refinement of a set Ω is a partial function S that maps t, x ∈ N × {0, 1}^∗ to nonempty subsets of Ω. Instead of writing S(t, x) we’ll write S^t(x). When defined, we call the set S^t(x) a part of the partition refinement S at time t, with the coordinate x. It has the following properties:

• The empty string is mapped to the whole set Ω, that is, S^0(Λ) = Ω

• If S is defined on t, x, then for all t^′ > t it’s value remains the same, that is, S^{t′} (x) = S^t(x).

• If S is defined on t, x0, then it is also defined on t − 1, x and on t, x1. Furthermore, {S^t(x0), S^t(x1)} is a partition of S^t(x).

If for some t, x, S^t(x) is defined and S^t(x0), S^t(x1) are undefined, we’ll call both the coordinate x, and the part S^t(x) terminal at t (w.r.t. the partition refinement S). If S^t(x) is a terminal part at t − 1, but not at t, we say that this part is split at t into two parts, S^t(x0), S^t(x1) .

For a part S^t(x), we say that the part was split |x| many times.

Let S, S^′ be partition refinements of the same set Ω, such that for all coordinates for which S is still undefined at time t, S^′ remains undefined at all times, and for all the remaining coordinates S^′ is the same as S. We’ll say that S^′ is S up to time t. ⌟ Definition 3.2. A mass function μ is a map from strings to non-negative reals with the property that for any string x, μ(x) = μ(x0) + μ(x1). ⌟

Definition 3.3 (Betting Strategy). Let S be a partition refinement of the set of infinite binary sequences whose range are clopen subsets of {0, 1}^∞. Let μ be a mass function. A pair BS = (S, μ) is called a betting strategy. A betting strategy is computable, if S is computable and, for any coordinate x, if there is some t such that S^t(x) is defined, then μ(x) halts.

For the betting strategy BS and a coordinate x if there is some t such that the part S^t(x) is defined, the capital of the coordinate x is defined as the value c(x) =^{μ(x)}_{λ(St (x))} .

The maximum capital, ĉ, of a coordinate x is the maximum of capital over all coordinates that prefix x, that is, ĉ(x) = max_x′_{⪯x} c(x^′).

For a sequence σ and a coordinate x such that x is terminal at t and σ ∈ S^t(x), we’ll say that the betting strategy up to time t achieved capital ĉ(x) (when betting) on σ.

The limit of achieved capital up to time t on a sequence σ, when t goes to infinity, is called the achieved capital of the betting strategy on σ. If the achieved capital is unlimited, the betting strategy wins on σ. ⌟

Definition 3.4. A Kolmogorov-Loveland (KL) partition refinement is a partition refinement of sequences whose range are sets of sequences that are consistent with some restriction. ⌟

Definition 3.5. A Kolmogorov-Loveland betting strategy (KLBS) is a betting strategy that has a KL partition refinement. A sequence is Kolmogorov-Loveland random (KLR) if no computable KLBS wins on it. ⌟

Remark 3.6. This definition of KLBS is equivalent to the more standard one, given in the introduction.

For a partition refinement of sequences S and the coordinate Λ, S^0(Λ) is the set consistent with the empty restriction. Suppose at some t > 0, the part v = S^0(Λ) is split into parts v_0 = S^t(0), v_1 = S^t(1). If S is a KL partition refinement, then there are two restrictions r_0, r_1 such that v_0 = [r_0] and v_1 = [r_1].

Both r_0 and r_1 can restrict only one position, as otherwise λ(v_0) + λ(v_1) < λ(v), and {v_0, v_1} would not be a partition of v, and for the same reason r_0, r_1 must restrict the same position to different values, as otherwise the sets v_0, v_1 intersect.

Thus, from the KL partition refinement we can obtain the function that chooses the next position to bet on, and vice-versa. ⌟

Definition 3.7. Let f be a computable function from N × N to basic sets. Let n ∈ N and let f_n be the union over all k of basic sets f(n, k).

If for all n, the size of the (open) set f_n is less than 2^{−n}, and f_{n+1} ⊆ f_n, we call f_n the n-th level of the ML test. If a sequence is in the n-th level of the ML test, we say it fails the test at the n-th level, and if it fails at all levels we say it fails the test. The intersection ⋂ n f_n is called an effective nullset, this is precisely the set of sequences that fail the ML-test.

A sequence is non-Martin-Löf random (MLR) if it it fails some Martin-Löf test (equivalently, the sequence is in some effective nullset). ⌟

4 Finite game

In section 5, from a pair of betting strategies, we construct an open set that has small size and contains a sequence on which neither betting strategy wins, if the betting strategies have splits bounded in a certain way.

The basic sets that get chosen into this open set depend on the bets of the strategy pair. We can view this as a game between a player that constructs an open set by choosing a small amount of basic sets against a player that constructs a pair of betting strategies that must observe the bound on splits. We’ll show that the first player has a way of winning in this game, that is, some of the chosen basic sets will contain sequences on which neither betting strategy achieves capital larger than some fixed treshold.

For the purpose of the analisys of this construction we will look at the projection of this game on the set of sequences consistent with a restriction that leaves only finitely many positions unrestricted.

Definition 4.1. Let S be a partition refinement of sequences. We say that a restriction r is elementary at t w.r.t. S if there is terminal part v (at t w.r.t. S) that contains [r]. ⌟

Remark 4.2. A restriction that restricts all positions is elementary w.r.t. any partition refinement of sequences at all times because the set of sequences consistent with such restriction contains a single sequence. ⌟

Definition 4.3. Let S be a partition refinement of sequences, and let I, J be two disjoint finite subsets of positions.

We’ll say that a restriction r ∈ {0, 1}^J is I-granular at t w.r.t. S if for all s ∈ {0, 1}^I the restriction ŝr is elementary (at t w.r.t. S). ⌟

Definition 4.4. Let r be an I-granular restriction at t w.r.t. S and let v be a part of a partition refinement S that is split at t into parts v_0, v_1. We’ll say that v is split on r at t w.r.t. S when both v_0 and v_1 intersect [r].

Let x be a coordinate of a part v that is defined at t and N the number of coordinates x^′ ≺ x such that the part with the coordinate x^′ is split on r (at some t^′ < t). We say that the part v was split on r N times. ⌟ Definition 4.5. Let I be a finite subset of N. We denote with R_I the set of restrictions that restrict all of the positions except the ones in I, that is R_I = {0, 1}^{N\I}. ⌟ Remark 4.6. For any subset of positions I a restriction that restricts all positions except the ones in I is I-granular at all times w.r.t. any partition refinement of sequences. ⌟

Definition 4.7. Let I be some finite set of positions, s a restriction that restricts I, and ρ a restriction that restricts all positions except the ones in I. Denote the (only) string consistent with the restriction ŝρ with σ. Let N be the maximum, over parts in a partition refinement of a betting strategy that contain σ, of the number of times a part was split on ρ.

We’ll say that σ was I-split on N many times by the betting strategy. ⌟

Definition 4.8. Suppose that the partition refinement of the betting strategy is such that for every ρ with finitely many unrestricted positions, whenever a part v is split on ρ into parts v_0, v_1, both v_0 and v_1 contain the same number of elements from [ρ]. We’ll call such betting strategies half-splitting. ⌟

Remark 4.9. The Kolmogorov-Loveland betting strategies are half-splitting. Moreover, when part v is split into parts v_0, v_1 if v is split on ρ ∈ R_I , it is also split on every ρ^′ ∈ R_I that has non-empty intersection [ρ^′] ∩ v. Furthermore, there is a position p ∈ I such that v_0 contains the sequences in v that have 0 at position p and v_1 the sequences that have 1 at position p. ⌟

Definition 4.10. Let S be a partition refinement of sequences with clopen parts, I a finite set of positions, and r a restriction that is I-granular w.r.t. S at all times.

We’ll recursively define a partition refinement T of restrictions in {0, 1}^I from the partition refinement S.

Set T^0(Λ) = {0, 1}^I . Let u, v be terminal parts at t − 1 w.r.t. T, S such that ⨆ s∈u[ŝr] = v ∩ [r] (corresponding parts). If v does not split at t, both v and u remain terminal parts at t w.r.t. S and T .

If v does split at t (into parts v_0, v_1), but does not split on r, part u remains terminal at t w.r.t. T and corresponds to the part in {v_0, v_1} that contains v ∩ [r]. If v splits on r at t (w.r.t. S), then u splits at t (w.r.t. T ) into parts u_0, u_1 such that u_0 corresponds to v_0 and u_1 to v_1.

We’ll say that T is S projected on r ⌟

Definition 4.11. An evaluation function is a function ν^t(x) that maps t, x ∈ N, {0, 1}^∗ to non-negative reals. It is non-decreasing both in t and continuations of x. That is, for any t ≤ t^′, x ⪯ x^′, ν^t(x) ≤ ν^{t′} (x^′). ⌟

Definition 4.12. A partition evaluation is a pair of a partition refinement of a finite set and an evaluation function. ⌟

Definition 4.13. Let BS = (S, μ) be a betting strategy, I a finite set of positions and r a restriction that that is I-granular w.r.t. S at all times. Let T be S projected on r. Let x be a terminal coordinate at t w.r.t. T and x^′ a terminal coordinate at t w.r.t. S such that parts T^t(x) and S^t(x^′) correspond. Let ν^t(x) = ĉ(x^′). We’ll say that the pair (T, ν) is BS projected on r. ⌟

Lemma 4.14. Let I be a finite subset of N, ρ a restriction in R_I . A betting strategy projected on ρ is a partition evaluation.

Proof. Let (T, ν) be some betting strategy projected on ρ. Partition refinement T is a partition refinement of the set {0, 1}^I . This set is finite since it contains 2^{|I|} restrictions. The evaluation function ν is non-decreasing both in t and continuations of x because the maximal capital of the betting strategy also has those properties.

In section 5, from a pair of betting strategies BS_A, BS_B , and additional parameters: a finite set of positions I, an upper bound on the number of splits N, and a lower bound on the number of elements ϕ, we will construct a sequence of finite restrictions, C. (And with it the open set of (infinite binary) sequences consistent with those restrictions.)

For a ρ ∈ R_I , C will have a subsequence of the form C^′ = s_1r̂_1, . . . , s_zr̂_z , where s_i restricts I, and r_1 ⪯ . . . ⪯ r_z ≺ ρ. Let partition refinements P_A = (T_A, ν_A), P_B = (T_B , ν_B ) be the betting strategies BS_A, BS_B projected on ρ. The sequence C^′ will have the property that there are times t_0 = 0, t_1, . . . , t_z such that:

• At t_{i−1}, the restriction s_i is contained in a pair of terminal parts a, b (w.r.t.

T_A, T_B ) such that both parts have split less than N many times, have more than ϕ many elements, and their evaluations are less than 2. We say that s_i is (N, ϕ)-good at t_{i−1} w.r.t. P_A, P_B .

• Let t_i be the smallest t > t_{i−1} such that either part a or part b split at t, or the evaluation of either parts becomes large (larger than 2) at t. If there is such t, we say that s_i becomes stale at t_i w.r.t. P_A, P_B . If there is no such t, t_i remains undefined and we say that s_i is forever-fresh after t_{i−1}, and in this case, s_ir̂_i is the last restriction in C^′.

• If s_i becomes stale at t_i, and there are still some (N, ϕ)-good restrictions in {0, 1}^I at t_i w.r.t. P_A, P_B , one of them is the sequence s_{i+1}. If there are no (N, ϕ)-good restrictions, then s_ir̂_i is the last restriction in C^′.

C^′ cannot have too many elements since the restrictions s_i are chosen to be in the intersection of two terminal parts of T_A, T_B that are large (have more than ϕ many elements).

Because of this, when s_i becomes stale because an evaluation of a part becomes large, then also ϕ other restrictions are contained in this part with large evaluation. This can happen at most 2^{|I|}/ϕ many times per partition evaluation, because then, at some t, all of the terminal parts have large evaluation, and every restriction in {0, 1}^I is (N, ϕ)-bad.

Similarly, when s_i becomes stale because a part was split, then also ϕ other sequences are contained in parts whose number of splits was incremented by 1. This can happen at most N2^{|I|}/ϕ many times per partition evaluation. Therefore, for a pair of general betting strategies, C^′ can have at most 2(N + 1)2^{|I|}/ϕ elements.

For the half-splitting betting strategies, we can improve the upper bound on the number of elements in C^′. The size of a part in the projection of a halfsplitting betting strategy on ρ ∈ R_I , and the number of times the part was split are related, namely, if a part was split n many times, its size is 2^{|I|−n}. Let M be the smaller of N, |I|−log ϕ. Then M is the upper bound on the number of times the part was split, before all of the restrictions in the part become (N, ϕ)-bad. The number of parts that were split less than M times is at most 2^{M+1}, so at most 2^{|I|−log ϕ+1} = 2·2^{|I|}/ϕ restrictions in C^′ become stale because a part in the projection of the half-splitting betting strategy was split. Therefore, for a pair of half-splitting betting strategies, C^′ can have at most 2(2 + 1)2^{|I|}/ϕ elements.

Definition 4.15. Let S be a partition refinement of a finite set Ω. Let P = (S, ν) be a partition evaluation.

We’ll say that an element of Ω is (N, ϕ)-good at t if a part that is terminal at t w.r.t. S that contains the element was split less than N times, and has more than ϕ many elements, and the evaluation of the part’s coordinate is less than 2. If the part is not (N, ϕ)-good at t it is (N, ϕ)-bad at t. ⌟

Definition 4.16. Let S be a partition refinement of a finite set Ω. Let P = (S, ν) be a partition evaluation.

An element of Ω becomes stale after t at t^′ w.r.t. P if t^′ is the smallest number larger than t such that a part of S that contains the element is split at t^′, or, the evaluation of a part that contains the element becomes larger than 2 at t^′. ⌟

Definition 4.17. Let S_A, S_B be partition refinements of a finite set Ω, and P_A = (S_A, v_A), P_B = (S_B , v_B ) a pair of partition evaluations.

An element of Ω is (N, ϕ)-good at t w.r.t. P_A, P_B if it is (N, ϕ)-good at t w.r.t. both P_A and P_B . It is (N, ϕ)-bad w.r.t. P_A, P_B if it is (N, ϕ)-bad w.r.t. P_A or w.r.t. P_B .

An element of Ω becomes stale after t at t^′ w.r.t. P_A, P_B if it stale after t at t^′ w.r.t. P_A or w.r.t. P_B . If the element never becomes stale after t, we’ll say that the element is forever-fresh after t.

Let C = {s_1, . . . , s_k} be a sequence of elements from Ω.

Let t_0 = 0 and for every i ∈ [1, k] let t_i be such that s_i becomes stale after t_{i−1} at t_i (w.r.t. P_A,P_B ) (if s_i is forever-fresh after t_{i−1}, t_j is undefined for all j ≥ i ). We say that C is an (N, ϕ)-sequence w.r.t. P_A, P_B if for all i ∈ [1, k], t_{i−1} is defined, and s_i is (N, ϕ)-good at t_{i−1}. ⌟

Proposition 4.18. Let S_A, S_B be partition refinements of a set Ω with 2^ℓ many elements, and P_A = (S_A, ν_A), P_B = (S_B , ν_B ) a pair of partition evaluations. Let C be an (N, ϕ)-sequence w.r.t. P_A, P_B . The sequence C has less than 2^{2ℓ}_ϕ (N +1) elements.

Furthermore, if S_A, S_B are such that whenever a part is split, it is split into two parts with equal number of elements, then |C| ≤ 6^{2ℓ}_ϕ

Proof. Let a_i, b_i be the parts with coordinates x_i, y_i that are terminal at t_{i−1} w.r.t. S_A, S_B and contain s_i, the i-th element of C.

If s_i becomes stale at t_i then

(a) (1) the evaluation ν_A of x_i becomes larger than 2, or

(2) a_i is split at t_i, or

(b) (1) the evaluation ν_B of y_i becomes larger than 2, or

(2) b_i is split at t_i.

Since s_i is (N, ϕ)-good at t_{i−1}, both a_i and b_i contain more than ϕ many elements and both of them have split less than N times.

In case (a)(1), at least ϕ many elements will be in a part with evaluation larger than 2. Since evaluation function is nondecreasing both in t and in further splits, for all t ≥ t_i these elements remain (N, ϕ)-bad and therefore cannot show up later in the sequence C. Thus (a)(1) can happen for at most^{2ℓ}_ϕ many elements in C before all of the elements in Ω become (N, ϕ)-bad and s_i is the last element in C.

In case (a)(2), for at least ϕ many elements the number of times the partition S_A has split increases by 1. Once a part has split more than N times, the elements in that part become (N, ϕ)-bad and cannot show up later in the sequence C. Therefore (a)(2) can happen for at most^{2ℓ}_ϕ N many elements in C, in which case s_i is the last element in C.

Summing (a)(1) and (a)(2) we have that (a) happens for at most^{2ℓ}_ϕ (N + 1) elements in C, and, by the same reasoning, this is also true for (b). Then, in total, C has less than 2^{2ℓ}_ϕ (N + 1) many elements.

When S_A, S_B are half-splitting, the analisys of the case (a)(1) remains the same, however, we can improve the bound on the size of the sequence C in the case (a)(2).

If S_A is such that whenever a part is split, it is split into two parts of equal size, then |a_i| = 2^{ℓ−|xi|}. Since the element s_i ∈ a_i is (N, ϕ)-good at t_{i−1} (w.r.t. P_A), we have that x_i is shorter than N (otherwise the part a_i has split more than N times), but also it must be shorter than ℓ − log ϕ as otherwise the part a_i has size smaller than ϕ.

Let M = min(N, ℓ − log ϕ). If s_i is (N, ϕ)-good at t_{i−1} then the length of x_i is at most M. If |x_i| = M and a_i is split at t_i, it is split into two parts a^′, a^{′′} with coordinates x_i1, x_i0, and since |x_i1|, |x_i0| are both equal to M + 1, the elements in both parts a^′, a^{′′} are (N, ϕ)-bad at all t ≥ t_i. But the number of coordinates shorter than M is less than 2^{M+1}, and therefore the case (a)(2) can happen at most 2^{M+1} times before all of the elements in Ω become (N, ϕ)-bad and s_i is the last element in the sequence C.

Since M ≤ ℓ − log ϕ, the case (a)(2) happens for at most 2^{ℓ−log ϕ+1} = 2^{2ℓ}_ϕ

many elements in C, and the case (a)(1) for at most^{2ℓ}_ϕ . Together, (a) happens for at most 3^{2ℓ}_ϕ elements, and the same is true for (b), which brings us to a total of at most 6^{2ℓ}_ϕ elements in C.

We show that, for projections of betting strategies on ρ ∈ R_I , if the bound N on the number of splits is smaller than |I| − log ϕ by h, only a small (2^{−h}) fraction of sequences in [ρ] can be contained in parts that are smaller than ϕ but have split less than N many times. Of course, for half-splitting betting strategies, this fraction is 0.

Lemma 4.19. For any partition refinement of a finite set Ω with 2^ℓ many elements, and any t, the total number of strings that are contained in terminal parts that have strictly less than ϕ many elements and have split at most ℓ − log ϕ − h times is less than 2^{ℓ−h}.

Proof. Let k = ℓ − log ϕ − h The number of terminal coordinates for a partition S^t that are shorter than k is at most 2^k. Even if all of these coordinates are mapped by S^t to parts with (strictly) less than ϕ many elements, the total number of elements in such parts is less than 2^kϕ = 2^{ℓ−h}.

Lemma 4.20. Let N = ℓ − log ϕ − h The number of (N, ϕ)-bad elements at t w.r.t. P_A, P_B that are contained in terminal parts with evaluation below 2 and have split less than N times, is at most 2^{ℓ−h}.

Proof. By lemma 4.19.

5 Basic game

For a given pair of betting strategies, an interval of positions I, and a finite restriction z that restricts positions not in I , we will construct a set of finite restrictions C, the chosen restrictions. The chosen restrictions will be extensions of z, and the open set ⋃ c∈C [c] will have a fraction of the size of [z].

If [z] has a large (> 0) subset of sequences on which the betting strategies achieve only small (≤ 2) capital, and under a certain condition on the splits of the betting strategies, some of the chosen restrictions will also have a large subset of sequences on which the betting strategies achieve small capital.

In section 6 we’ll iteratively use sets of chosen restrictions to construct levels of a ML-test that contains a sequence on which the betting strategy pair achieves only small capital, showing that there is a non-MLR sequence on which the betting strategy pair doesn’t win.

The restrictions are chosen in such a way that for any ρ ∈ R_I that extends z, the subset of C consistent with ρ will be of the form {s_1r̂_1, . . . , s_zr̂_z } where ρ is an extension of all r_1, . . . , r_z, and s_1, . . . , s_z is an (N, ϕ)-sequence w.r.t. the pair of betting strategies projected on ρ.

Lemma 5.1. Let BS = (S, μ) be a betting strategy and r an I-granular restriction at t w.r.t. S. Any r^′ that extends r and leaves positions in I unrestricted is also I-granular at t w.r.t. S. Furthermore, BS up to time t projected on r is equal to BS up to time t projected on r^′.

Proof. Since r is I-granular (at t w.r.t. the partition refinement of BS), for all s ∈ {0, 1}^I , ŝr is elementary, and if ŝr is elementary so is ŝr^′. Therefore, r^′ is also I-granular.

Furthermore, for any part v, defined by the partition refinement of the BS up to time t, if the intersection v ∩ [r] is non-empty, then, by definition 4.10, v has corresponding parts u, u^′ in projections of the partition refinement on r, r^′, both having the same coordinate and defined at the same time as part v. By definition 4.13, the evaluation functions of projections of the BS up to time t on r, r^′ are the same as well, for all coordinates and times. But then, the projections of BS up to time t on r, r^′ are the same.

Definition 5.2. Let I be some finite set of positions and let BS_A = (S_A, μ_A), BS_B = (S_B , μ_B ) be a pair of betting strategies. Let s be a restriction that restricts I and r an I-granular restriction at t w.r.t. S_A, S_B .

The restriction ŝr is (I, (N, ϕ))-good at t w.r.t. BS_A, BS_B iff s is (N, ϕ)-good at t w.r.t. both projections on r of BS_A and BS_B up to time t. The restriction ŝr is (I, (N, ϕ))-bad (at t w.r.t. BS_A, BS_B ) if it is not (I, (N, ϕ))-good.

We’ll say that ŝr becomes I-stale after t at t^′ w.r.t. BS_A, BS_B iff s becomes stale after t at t^′ w.r.t. both projections on r of BS_A and BS_B up to time t^′. ⌟

To make the construction of the set of chosen sequences exact, for a given betting strategy pair, at time t, we use a uniquely defined set of I-granular restrictions, called the common set of I-granular restrictions at time t.

Lemma 5.3. Let S be a partition refinement whose parts are clopen. For every t there is a set of positions K such that all of the restrictions in {0, 1}^K are elementary at t w.r.t. S.

Proof. A basic set is a set of sequences that extend some string. A clopen set consists of finitely many basic sets. There are finitely many parts terminal at t w.r.t. S. These are clopen sets and therefore there is a minimal length of a string ℓ such that each terminal part can be represented as a union of basic sets that extend strings of length ℓ.

Let K = [1, ℓ], and r a restriction in {0, 1}^K. The set [r] is a set of sequences that extend a string of length ℓ, and is therefore a subset of some terminal part (at t w.r.t. S). That is, r is an elementary restriction (at t w.r.t. S).

Lemma 5.4. Let S be a partition refinement of sequences whose parts are clopen. For every t there is a finite set of positions K such that all of the restrictions in {0, 1}^K are elementary at t w.r.t. S, and for every other set of positions L, if {0, 1}^L is a set of elementary restrictions, then K ⊆ L.

Proof. By lemma 5.3 for all S, t there is a finite set of positions such that the restrictions that restrict positions in that set are elementary at t. To prove the lemma, it is enough to show that for two finite sets of positions K, L if both {0, 1}^K and {0, 1}^L are sets of restrictions elementary (at t, w.r.t. S) then {0, 1}^{K∩L} is also a set of elementary restrictions.

Let o ∈ {0, 1}^{K∩L}, p ∈ {0, 1}^{K\L} and r ∈ {0, 1}^{L\K}. The restrictions ôp and ôr are both elementary since they are elements of {0, 1}^K and {0, 1}^L, respectively. The restriction ôp̂r is also elementary, since it extends the elementary restrictions ôp and ôr. For any p ∈ {0, 1}^{K\L}, [ôp̂r] is a subset of the terminal part that contains [ôr], and for any r ∈ {0, 1}^{L\K}, [ôp̂r] is a subset of the terminal part that contains [ôp]. We conclude that there is a terminal part that contains [ôp̂r], for all p, r ∈ {0, 1}^{K\L}, {0, 1}^{L\K}. But then, [o] is a subset of that terminal part, that is, o is an elementary restriction.

Definition 5.5. Let S be a partition refinement of sequences whose parts are clopen. Let K(S, t) denote the finite set of positions such that all of the restrictions in {0, 1}^{K(S,t)} are elementary at t w.r.t. S, and for every other set of positions L, if {0, 1}^L is a set of elementary restrictions, then K(S, t) ⊆ L. By lemma 5.4 K(S, t) is defined for any S, t. We’ll call K(S, t) the positions inspected by S up to time t. ⌟

Definition 5.6. Let A, B be a pair of partition refinements of sequences whose parts are clopen.

Let K(A, B, t) denote the union of positions inspected by A and by B up to time t. We’ll call K(A, B, t) the set of positions inspected by A, B up to time t.

We’ll say that a restriction r ∈ {0, 1}^J is I-granular at t w.r.t. A, B if it is I-granular at t w.r.t. both A and B.

Let K be the set of positions inspected by A, B up to time t. We’ll call the set of restrictions {0, 1}^{K\I} the common set of I-granular restrictions at t w.r.t. A, B. ⌟ We’ll now construct a choice function C that, as time progresses, chooses finite restrictions into the chosen set. We index the chosen restrictions with finite sequences of numbers, and for m ∈ N, when C(m) is defined, we’ll say that C(m) is the m-th chosen restriction. We denote the time when the m-th restriction was chosen with T (m).

The parameters for our construction are: a pair of betting strategies BS_A, BS_B , a finite set of positions I, a restriction z that doesn’t restrict positions in I, a lower bound on the number of splits N, and an upper bound on the number of elements of a part in the finite game ϕ.

Recall that denotes the empty sequence of numbers. The first chosen restriction C( ) = sr̂ , is the concatenation of the restriction s that restricts all positions in I to 0 and the restriction r = z. The restriction C( ) is chosen at time T ( ) = 0, when partition refinements of both betting strategies have only one part defined that is the entire set of sequences. It has the following property, that all of the chosen restrictions will have:

• the restriction C( ) is a concatenation of two restrictions, s that restricts I, called the head of the chosen restriction and r called the tail.

• The tail is I-granular w.r.t. BS_A, BS_B at time when the restriction was chosen.

• The head is (N, ϕ)-good w.r.t. BS_A, BS_B projected on the tail at the time when the restriction was chosen.

• For the tail, the head is uniquely defined, it is the lexicographically least (N, ϕ)-good restriction w.r.t. BS_A, BS_B projected on the tail at the time when the restriction was chosen.

In other words, the chosen restriction C(m) = s_mr̂_m is (I, (N, ϕ))-good w.r.t. BS_A, BS_B at the time when it was chosen, and the choice of head s_m is uniquely defined for the tail r_m.

If at some t > T (m), for some common I-granular restriction r^′ that extends the tail r_m, the restriction s_mr̂^′ becomes I-stale w.r.t. BS_A, BS_B , and there are still some (N, ϕ)-good heads w.r.t. BS_A, BS_B projected on r^′, then another restriction is chosen, with lexicographically least head s^′ such that s^′r̂^′ is (I, (N, ϕ))-good w.r.t. BS_A, BS_B at time t. Suppose that r^′ is the n-th such extension of r_m so far. Let m^′ = m, n and set C(m^′) = s^′r̂^′ and T (m^′) = t.

Definition 5.7. Let BS_A = (S_A, μ_A), BS_B = (S_B , μ_B ) be a pair of betting strategies. Let I be a finite subset of positions and z a finite restriction such that none of the restricted positions are in I. Let N, ϕ be natural numbers.

We’ll recursively define a partial map C from finite sequences of natural numbers to restrictions together with an auxilliary partial map T from N^∗ to N. For m ∈ N^∗ , we’ll say that C(m) is the m-th chosen restriction which was chosen at T (m) in the basic game on I, z against BS_A, BS_B with parameters N, ϕ. C( ) is the extension of restriction z that restricts positions in I to zero and T ( ) = 0.

Suppose that for some argument m ∈ N^∗ the maps C and T are already defined and C(m) = ŝr, where s restricts positions in I, and r is I-granular at T (m) w.r.t. S_A, S_B . For t ≥ T (m), let F^t(m) denote the subset of the common set of I-granular restrictions at t w.r.t. S_A, S_B, such that r^′ ∈ F^t(m) extends r and ŝr^′ becomes I-stale after T (m) at t. We’ll say that the restrictions F^t(m) fail at t in the basic game on I, z against BS_A, BS_B .

We’ll say that, at t, an I-granular restriction r is viable if there is a restriction s ∈ {0, 1}^I such that ŝr is (I, (N, ϕ))-good, and otherwise we say that r is choiceless. Let G^t(m) be the restrictions in F^t(m) that are viable, and H^t(m) the restrictions in F^t(m) that are choiceless.

For the failed restrictions that are still viable, we choose another extension on positions in I that is (I, (N, ϕ))-good. Let i = ∑ T (m)<t^′ <t |G t^′ |. For n ≤ |Gt| we define C(m, (i + n)) to be the restriction ŝr_n where r_n is the n-th element of G^t(m) and s is the lexicographically least restriction in {0, 1}^I such that ŝr_n is (I, (N, ϕ))-good at t w.r.t. BS_A, BS_B . We define T (m, (i + n)) = t.

We’ll call the mapping C the choice function on z, I against the pair of betting strategies BS_A, BS_B . The set of restrictions {C(m) : m ∈ dom C} is called the set of restrictions chosen by the choice function C. The (open) set of sequences ⋃ m∈dom C [C(m)] is called the set of sequences chosen by the choice

function C. ⌟

We have that for every n_1, . . . , n_k ∈ N^k for which the choice function is defined, the restrictions C( ) = s_0r̂_0, . . . , C(n_1, . . . , n_k) = s_kr̂_k are such that the tails extend each other, r_0 ⪯ . . . ⪯ r_k, and the heads are an (N, ϕ)-sequence w.r.t. the projections of betting strategies on any ρ that extends r_k and restricts all of the positions except the ones in I. By proposition 4.18, there is a bound on the number of elements in an (N, ϕ)-sequence, Q. So the choice function is defined only on sequences of numbers of length at most Q.

Note that for any m ∈ N^∗ , n, n^′ ∈ N, n ≠ n^′ such that both C(m, n) and C(m, n^′) are defined, the tails of C(m, n), C(m, n^′) are inconsistent restrictions that extend the tail of C(m). Therefore the sets of sequences consistent with the tails of the chosen restrictions with indices of length k are mutually disjoint subsets of the set of sequences consistent with z. That is, denoting the tail of the m-th chosen restriction with C_r (m), ⨆ m∈N^k∩dom C [Cr (m)] ⊆ [z]. Since

for every chosen restriction the set of sequences consistent with the restriction has size, conditional on the tail, 2^{−|I|}, we have that ∑ m∈N^k∩dom C λ([C(m)]) ≤ 2^{−|I|}λ([z]). But then, the sum of sizes of the sets of sequences consistent with the chosen restrictions is less than Q2^{−|I|}λ([z]).

Lemma 5.8. The choice function on z, I with parameters N, ϕ against the pair of betting strategies is undefined on all sequences of numbers longer than the maximal number of elements in the (N, ϕ)-good sequence against a pair of partition evaluations of a set with 2^{|I|} elements.

Proof. Let m = n_1, . . . , n_z such that C(m) is defined. Then C( ) = s_0r̂_0, C(n_1) = s_1r̂_1, . . . , C(n_1, . . . , n_z) = s_zr̂_z are restrictions such that r_z is a restriction that extends all of the restrictions r_0, . . . , r_{z−1}, and s_ir̂_z is (I, (N, ϕ))-good at t_i = T (n_1, . . . , n_i), and for all i < z, s_ir̂_z becomes I-stale after t_i at t_{i+1} = T (n_1, . . . , n_i, n_{i+1}), w.r.t. BS_A, BS_B . By lemma 5.1, for every ρ ∈ R_I that extends r_z , we’ll have that s_0, . . . , s_z is an (N, ϕ)-sequence w.r.t. to the pair of betting strategies projected on ρ. By proposition 4.18 it cannot have more than Q elements, where Q = 2^{|I| 6}_ϕ if the betting strategies are half-splitting, and Q = 2^{|I| 2(N+1)}_ϕ otherwise.

Lemma 5.9. Let C denote the choice function on z, I with parameters N, ϕ against a pair of betting strategies. Let m ∈ N^∗ be such that C(m) is defined and C(m) = ŝr, where s restricts positions in I.

Let F be the union over t of the granular restrictions containing sequences from the m-th chosen restriction that fail at t in the basic game on I, z against the pair of betting strategies.

The restrictions in F are mutually inconsistent extensions of r.

Proof. Let J^t be the common set of I-granular restrictions at t w.r.t. the pair of partition refinements of the betting strategies. We have that F = ⋃ t≥T (m) F t(m). By definition, F^t(m) is a subset of J^t, and the restrictions in J^t are mutually inconsistent, since they restrict the same set of positions.

All that is left to prove is that for any t < t^′ and r, r^′ ∈ F^t(m), F^{t′} (m) the restrictions r, r^′ are inconsistent. By definition, r ∈ F^t(m) implies that ŝr becomes I-stale after T (m) at t (w.r.t. the pair of betting strategies) . Suppose r, r^′ are consistent. Since the set of inspected positions grows with t, r restricts a subset of positions restricted by r^′ and therefore, if r, r^′ are consistent, r^′ is an extension of r. If sr̂ becomes I-stale after T (m) at t then also sr̂^′ becomes I-stale after T (m) at t. On the other hand, r^′ ∈ F^{t′} (m) implies that ŝr^′ becomes I-stale after T (m) at t^′ > t, a contradiction. Therefore r, r^′ are inconsistent.

Proposition 5.10. For any pair of betting strategies BS_A, BS_B , a set of positions I and a restriction z that restricts a finite set of positions disjoint from

I, the sum of sizes of sets of sequences consistent with restrictions chosen by the choice function on z, I with parameters N, ϕ against BS_A, BS_B is less than Q2^{−|I|}λ([z]), where Q is the bound on the size of an (N, ϕ)-sequence against a pair of partition evaluations of a set with 2^{|I|} elements.

Proof. Let C denote the choice function on z, I with parameters N, ϕ against BS_A, BS_B . Let C_r(m) be the restriction that leaves the positions in I unrestricted and is the same as restriction C(m) on positions outside I.

By definition C_r( ) = z, and by lemma 5.9, for any m ∈ N, ∑ n∈N∧m,n∈dom C λ([Cr(m, n)]) ≤ λ([Cr (m)]). Therefore, for any k, ∑ m∈N^k∩dom C λ([Cr (m)]) ≤ λ(z) implying ∑ m∈N^k∩dom C λ([C(m)]) ≤ 2 −|I|λ(z). By lemma 5.8 C is defined only on sequences of natural numbers shorter than Q. We have: ∑ m∈dom C λ([C(m)]) = ∑ k∈N ∑ m∈N^k∩dom C λ([C(m)]) = ∑ k≤Q ∑ m∈N^k∩dom C λ([C(m)]) ≤ Q2^{−|I|}λ(z) For every ρ that extends z and restricts all of the positions except the ones in I, since (N, ϕ)-sequences are finite, there is the last chosen restriction ŝr, whose tail r is consistent with ρ. The last restriction is such that either the head s is forever-fresh after the time it was chosen (w.r.t. BS_A, BS_B projected on ρ), or, at some t, for some tail r^′, r ⪯ r^′ ≺ ρ, the restriction ŝr^′ becomes I-stale w.r.t. BS_A, BS_B and there are no more (I, (N, ϕ))-good restrictions with the tail r^′ that can be chosen (choiceless r^′). We can divide the restrictions in R_I that extend z into two subsets, H, the set of restrictions extending a choiceless restriction, and M, the set of restrictions that extend the tail of some chosen restriction whose head remains forever-fresh.

Note that the set of sequences consistent with H is open, and with M closed. The set of sequences consistent with some ρ ∈ H consists of:

• the set of sequences on which either betting strategy achieves high (larger than 2) capital, denoted with W

• the set of sequences contained in a part of one of the partition refinements of BS_A, BS_B that was split more than N times on ρ, denoted with L

• the set of sequences contained in a part v of one of the partition refinements of BS_A, BS_B , such that |v ∩ [ρ]| < ϕ, denoted with U

The size of the set of sequences consistent with restrictions in M is then larger than λ([z]) − λ(W ) − λ(L) − λ(U \ (L ∪ W )). Assume that there is some θ, ϵ such that λ(W |[z]) ≤ 1 − θ and λ(L) ≤ ϵλ([z]). Suppose N ≤ |I| − log ϕ − h, then by lemma 4.20 λ(U \ (L ∪ W )|[z]) ≤ 2^{−h}. Then the size of the set of sequences consistent with restrictions in M is larger than λ([z])(θ − ϵ − 2^{−h}).

Let M(m) denote the restrictions in M consistent with the tail of the m-th chosen restriction and M̃(m) the set of sequences consistent with restrictions in M(m). For at least one k smaller than the maximum length of an (N, ϕ)- sequence, Q, we have λ( ⨆ m∈N^k∩dom C M̃(m)) ≥ λ([z]) θ−ϵ−2^{−h} Q .

But then for at least one m ∈ N^k we’ll have that the size of M̃(m) conditional on the tail of the m-th chosen restriction is θ^′ ≥^{θ−ϵ−2−h}_Q .

This implies that for this m, the set of sequences consistent with C(m) and some ρ ∈ M(m) has size, conditional on [C(m)], at least θ^′. The betting strategies don’t achieve high capital on any sequence in this set, and if θ^′ > 0 we have that there is a large subset of sequences that have low capital consistent with the m-th chosen restriction.

Recall the definition 4.7.

Proposition 5.11. Let BS_A, BS_B be a pair of betting strategies, I a finite set of positions, and z a restriction that restricts a finite set of positions disjoint from I. Let N, ϕ, h be such that N ≤ |I| − log ϕ − h. Let θ be the size, conditional on [z], of the set of sequences on which the betting strategies achieve capital less than 2. Let ϵ be the size, conditional on [z], of the set of sequences on which either betting strategy I-splits more then N many times. There is a restriction c chosen by the choice function C on z, I with parameters N, ϕ against BS_A, BS_B such that the size, conditional on [c], of the set of sequences on which the betting strategies achieve capital less than 2 is at least^{θ−ϵ−2−h}_Q where Q = 2^{2|I|}_ϕ (N +1).

Proof. Let C_s(m) denote the restriction that restricts positions in I, and C_r (m) the restriction that restricts positions outside I such that C(m) = C_s(m)Ĉ_r(m).

Let F (m) denote the union over t of the granular restrictions containing sequences from the m-th chosen restriction that fail at t in the basic game on I, z against BS_A, BS_B . That is, F (m) = ⋃ t F^t(m). Let F̃ (m) be the set of sequences consistent with restrictions in F (m). That is, F̃ (m) = ⨆ r∈F (m)[r]. Let H(m) denote the choiceless restrictions in F (m), and H̃(m) the sequences consistent with them. That is, H(m) = ⋃ t H^t(m), H̃(m) = ⨆ r∈H(m)[r]. Let G(m) denote the viable restrictions in F (m), and G̃(m) the sequences consistent with them. That is, G(m) = ⋃ t G^t(m), G̃(m) = ⨆ r∈G(m)[r]. Let M(m) = [C_r (m)] \ F̃ (m). That is, M(m) is the set of sequences consistent with restrictions in R_I that extend the tail of the m-th chosen restriction, C_r(m), such that for every ρ ∈ M(m) the head of the m-th chosen restriction, C_s(m), is forever-fresh after T (m) w.r.t. BS_A, BS_B projected on ρ.

By lemma 5.9, the restrictions in F (m) are mutually inconsistent, and extend C_r(m). By definition, F^t(m) = G^t(m) ⊔ H^t(m) and therefore F (m) = G(m) ⊔ H(m). We have that for all m for which C is defined, [C_r(m)] = M(m)⊔G̃(m)⊔ H̃(m). We have that ⋃ n∈N,(m,n)∈dom C Cr(m, n) = G(m), and we can write [Cr(m)] = M(m) ⊔ H̃(m) ⨆ n∈N,(m,n)∈dom C [Cr(m, n)]. But then, [C_r( )] = ( ⨆ 0≤k<Q ⨆ m∈N^k∩dom C M(m) ⊔ H̃(m)) ⊔ ( ⨆ m∈N^Q∩dom C [C_r(m)])

. By lemma 5.8, for large enough Q and any m ∈ N^Q , C(m) is not defined. By definition, C_r( ) = z, and we have

[z] = ⨆ m∈dom C M(m) ⊔ H̃(m) (1)

Let X^t be the subset of sequences consistent with a restriction that is (I, (N, ϕ))-bad at t w.r.t. BS_A, BS_B , such that a sequence is in X^t only if it was I-split on less than N many times by BS_A, BS_B up to time t, and only if BS_A, BS_B , up to time t, achieve capital of less than 2 on the sequence.

Note that this implies that, for some s ∈ {0, 1}^I , ρ ∈ R_I , the sequence consistent with the restriction ŝρ is in X^t, only if it is contained in a part of a partition refinement of one of the betting strategies up to time t, whose corresponding part in the projection on ρ has less than ϕ many elements.

Let r ∈ H^t(m) and let ρ be a restriction in R_I that extends r. By lemma 5.1 all of the sequences in [ρ] are consistent with some (I, (N, ϕ))-bad restriction w.r.t. BS_A, BS_B up to time t.

By lemma 4.20, there is at most 2^{|I|−h} sequences in [ρ] that are contained in intersections of parts u, v that split less than N many times w.r.t. BS_A, BS_B up to time t projected on ρ, and have evaluations ν_A(u), ν_B (v) less than 2.

Summing (integrating) over ρ ∈ R_I that extend r, we have that the size of X^t, conditional on [r], is at most 2^{−h}. This implies that the size, conditional on [r], of the set of sequences contained in parts of the partitions refinements of the betting strategies that were split on r more than N many times or have maximal capital larger than 2 is more than 1 − 2^{−h}.

For distinct m, m^′ ∈ N^∗ , if C(m), C(m^′) are defined, the sets H̃(m), H̃(m^′) are disjoint subsets of [z]. The size, conditional on [z], of the set of sequences on which the betting strategies achieve capital larger than 2 is at most 1 − θ, and we have ∑ m∈dom C λ(H̃(m))(1 − 2

−h) ≤ (1 − θ)λ([z]) + ϵλ[z]. This implies ∑ m∈dom C λ(H̃(m)) ≤ ((1 − θ) + ϵ + 2^{−h})λ[z]

Then from (1), ∑ m∈dom C λ(M(m)) ≥ (θ − ϵ − 2 −h)λ([z]). Let Q be the maximal length of an (N, ϕ)-sequence against a pair of partition evaluations of a set with 2^{|I|} elements. By lemma 5.8, for any k ≥ Q, C is not defined on any m ∈ N^k . But then for at least one k < Q, ∑ m∈N^k∩dom C λ(M(m)) ≥ (^{θ−ϵ−2−h}_Q )λ(z). Since M(m) ⊆ [C_r(m)] and ∑ m∈N^k∩dom C λ([Cr (m)]) ≤ λ([z]), for at least one k, m ∈ N^k we have λ(M(m)|[C_r (m)]) ≥^{θ−ϵ−2−h}_Q . On the other hand, λ( ⨆ ρ∈M(m)[Cs(m)ρ̂]|[C(m)]) = λ(M(m)|[Cr (m)]), and since the Cs(m) is

forever-fresh after T (m) w.r.t. BS_A, BS_B projected on ρ, the betting strategies achieve capital less than 2 on the sequence consistent with C_s(m)ρ̂, and the result follows.

6 Constructing the Martin-Löf-test

We’ll now construct a ML-test for a given pair of computable betting strategies BS_A, BS_B .

We play the basic games on a sequence of disjoint sets of positions I_1, I_2, . . . paired up with parameters (N_1, ϕ_1), (N_2, ϕ_2), . . . , called game zones. We’ll call the pair (I_i, (N_i, ϕ_i)) the i-th zone.

The basic game on I_i, z against BS_A, BS_B with parameters N_i, ϕ_i we call the basic game for z on the i-th zone.

The n-th level of the ML-test will be the set of sequences consistent with restrictions in the n-th level of the chosen restrictions (to be defined). The 0-th level of the chosen restrictions has only the empty restriction. For n ∈ N, the n-th level consists of restrictions chosen in the basic games for restriction c on the i-th zone, for all c in the (n − 1)-th level of the chosen restrictions, and all i such that c does not restrict any positions in I_i.

Let Q_i be the upper bound on the length of an (N_i, ϕ_i)-sequence for basic game on the I_i-th zone (propositions 4.18,5.8). Suppose the zones are picked in such a way that Q_i ≤ 2^{|Ii|−i−1} (2) Then by proposition 5.10, the sum of sizes of the sets of sequences chosen in the basic game for c on the i-th zone is at most 2^{−i−1}λ([c]), and summing the sizes over all zones, 1/2λ([c]). This implies that the size of the set of sequences consistent with the n-th level of chosen restrictions is less than 2^{−n}, as it should be for the n-th level of a ML-test.

We’ll say that the bound on the number of splits in the i-th zone was violated for a sequence σ if the restriction, that restricts all of the positions to the same bits as σ, was I_i-split on more than N_i times.

Suppose the zones are picked in such a way that

N_i ≤ |I_i| − log ϕ_i − i (3)

Let’s call a sequence on which the betting strategies achieve only low (≤ 2) capital a sequence with low capital. By proposition 5.11, for large enough i, if a restriction z has a large (> 0) subset of sequences with low capital, and the size, of the set of sequences for which the bound on the number of splits in the i-th zone was violated, is small enough, then one of the chosen restrictions in the basic game for z on the i-th zone, z^′, has a large subset of sequences with low capital.

Let ϵ_i denote the size of the set of sequences for which the bound on the number of splits in the i-th zone was violated. If

lim_i ϵ_i = 0 (4)

then for every restriction z, if [z] has a large subset of sequences with low capital, there is some i and a restriction z^′, chosen in the basic game for z on the i-th zone, such that [z^′] has a large subset of sequences with low capital.

Note that the set of sequences with low capital is large and consistent with the empty restriction. By induction, there is some sequence of restrictions z_1 ≺ z_2 ≺ . . . such that z_n is in the n-th level of chosen restrictions, and [z_n] has a (large) subset of sequences with low capital. By compactness, the set of sequences consistent with all of the restrictions z_1, z_2, . . . contains a sequence with low capital.

We have shown that if the zones satisfy conditions 2 and 3, and BS_A, BS_B satisfy condition 4 then the set of sequences consistent with the n-th level of chosen restrictions is an n-th level of a ML-test, and there is a sequence which fails every level of this ML-test on which neither betting strategy wins.

Definition 6.1. Let I be a finite set of positions, and (N, ϕ) a pair of natural numbers. We will call the pair (I, (N, ϕ)) a zone. A sequence of zones (I_1, N_1, ϕ_1), (I_2, N_2, ϕ_2), . . . with disjoint sets of positions is called game zones. ⌟ Definition 6.2. Let Z = (I_1, N_1, ϕ_1), (I_2, N_2, ϕ_2), . . . be some game zones. If a betting strategy I_i-splits on a sequence more than N_i times, we’ll say that the bound on the number of splits in the i-th zone was violated by the betting strategy for this sequence.

Let BS_A, BS_B be a pair of betting strategies. When BS_A, BS_B are known, we’ll say that a sequence has low capital if both BS_A, BS_B achieve capital on the sequence that is less than or equal to the treshold 2.

Let z be a restriction that restricts a finite set of positions P . If z does not restrict positions in I_i, let C_i be the choice function on I_i, z against BS_A, BS_B with parameters N_i, ϕ_i. If z does restrict positions in I_i, let C_i be undefined on all inputs m ∈ N^∗ , that is, the set of restrictions chosen by C_i is empty.

We’ll call the union over i of restrictions chosen by C_i the restrictions chosen against BS_A, BS_B on zones Z for restriction z. We’ll call the set of sequences consistent with those restrictions the sequences chosen against BS_A, BS_B on zones Z for restriction z. ⌟

Lemma 6.3. Let BS_A, BS_B be a pair of betting strategies and Z = (I_1, (N_1, ϕ_1)), (I_2, (N_2, ϕ_2)), . . . be some game zones. Let Q_i be the upper bound on the length of an (N_i, ϕ_i)- sequence against a pair of partition evaluations of a set with 2^{|Ii|} elements. Let z be a restriction that restricts a finite set of positions.

If Q_i ≤ 2^{|Ii|−i−1} then the sum of sizes of the sets of sequences consistent with restrictions chosen against BS_A, BS_B on zones Z for restriction z is less than^1_2 λ([z]).

Proof. By proposition 5.10, on the i-th zone, the size of the set of chosen sequences is at most Q_i2^{−|Ii|}λ([z]) ≤ 2^{−i−1}λ([z]). Summing over all i we get the result.

Lemma 6.4. Let BS_A, BS_B be a pair of betting strategies. Let Z = (I_1, (N_1, ϕ_1)), (I_2, (N_2, ϕ_2)), . . . be some game zones and z some restriction that restricts a finite set of positions.

Denote with ϵ_i the size of the set of sequences for which the bound on the number of splits in the i-th zone was violated by BS_A or BS_B .

If the size of the set of sequences with low capital consistent with z is larger than 0, and

(i) ϵ_i goes to zero as i goes to infinity, and

(ii) N_i ≤ |I_i| − log ϕ_i − i

then there is a restriction z^′ chosen against BS_A, BS_B on zones Z for restriction z such that the size of the set of sequences with low capital consistent with z^′ is larger than 0.

Proof. Let θ be the size, conditional on [z], of the set of sequences with low capital. We have that θ > 0. For large enough i, the value ϵ_i/λ([z]) + 2^{−i} becomes arbitrarily small and by proposition 5.11 if for some i, θ−ϵ_i/λ([z])−2^{−i} is larger than 0, then the the choice function on I_i, z against BS_A, BS_B with parameters N_i, ϕ_i chooses a restriction [z^′] such that the size, conditional on [z^′], of the set of sequences with low capital is larger than 0. Equivalently, the set of sequences with low capital consistent with z^′ is larger than 0.

Definition 6.5. Let BS_A, BS_B be a pair of betting strategies and let Z = (I_1, (N_1, ϕ_1)), (I_2, (N_2, ϕ_2)), . . . be some game zones. For n ∈ N, we recursively define sets of restrictions L_n. Let L_1 be the set of restrictions chosen against BS_A, BS_B on zones Z for the empty restriction. Let L_{n+1} be the union over restrictions z ∈ L_n of the set of restrictions chosen against BS_A, BS_B on zones Z for restriction z.

We’ll call the set of sequences that are, for all n, consistent with some restriction in L_n the chosen sequences against BS_A, BS_B on zones Z. We’ll call L_n the n-th level of chosen restrictions against BS_A, BS_B on zones Z. ⌟

Proposition 6.6. Let BS_A = (S_A, μ_A), BS_B = (S_B , μ_B ) be a pair of computable betting strategies with μ_A(Ω) + μ_B (Ω) = 1, where Ω = {0, 1}^∞ . Let Z = (I_1, (N_1, ϕ_1)), (I_2, (N_2, ϕ_2)), . . . be some game zones .

Denote with Q_i the upper bound on the length of an (N_i, ϕ_i)-sequence against a pair of partition evaluations of a set with 2^{|Ii|} elements.

Denote with ϵ_i the size of the set of sequences for which the bound on the number of splits in the i-th zone was violated. If (I) Q_i ≤ 2^{|Ii|−i−1}, and

(II) ϵ_i goes to zero as i goes to infinity, and

(III) N_i ≤ |I_i| − log ϕ_i − i

then there is a non-MLR sequence on which neither of BS_A, BS_B wins.

Proof. By lemma 6.3, the sum of sizes of sets of sequences consistent with restrictions in the first level of chosen restrictions (against BS_A, BS_B on zones Z) has size at most 1/2. Suppose that the sum of sizes of sets of sequences consistent with restrictions in n-th level of the chosen restrictions has size at most

2^{−n}. Again, by lemma 6.3 the sum of sizes of sets of sequences consistent with restrictions chosen in (n + 1)-th level has size at most 2^{−n−1}. By induction, for all n, the (open) set of sequences consistent with restrictions in the n-th level of chosen restrictions has size at most 2^{−n}. Let this set be the n-th level of a ML-test. The chosen sequences fail every level of this ML-test, and are therefore non-MLR.

Denote the set of sequences on which the betting strategies achieve capital less than 2 (sequences with low capital) with D. From μ_A(Ω) + μ_B (Ω) = 1 the size of D is at least 1/2. Since every sequence is consistent with the empty restriction, the size of the set of sequences with low capital consistent with the empty restriction is therefore larger than 0. By lemma 6.4 there is a restriction in the first level of chosen restrictions, z_1, such that the subset of sequences with low capital consistent with z_1 is larger than 0. Suppose there are some restrictions z_1 ⪯ . . . ⪯ z_n such that z_i is in the i-th level of chosen restrictions and [z_n] has a subset of sequences with low capital larger than 0. Again by lemma 6.4, there is an extension of z_n in the n + 1-th level of the chosen restrictions, z_{n+1} with a subset of sequences with low capital larger than 0. By induction, there is a sequence of restrictions z_1 ⪯ z_2 ⪯ . . . such that all of the sequences in ⋂ n[z_n] are chosen sequences, and for every n, λ([z_n] ∩ D) > 0.

Since D is a closed set, the set [z_n] ∩ D is closed, and (by compactness) the intersection of nonempty closed sets ⋂ n[z_n] ∩ D is non empty and therefore ⋂ n[z_n] contains sequences with low capital.

Suppose that for a betting strategy there is a computable sequence of positions π = p_1, p_2, . . . and an unbounded computable function f, such that, for an infinite binary sequence σ it is almost surely true (w.r.t. λ) that for all but finitely many ℓ, the betting strategy {p_1, . . . , p_ℓ}-split on σ at most f(ℓ) times. We’ll say that the betting strategy on π has splits upper bounded by f.

Definition 6.7. Let BS = (S, μ) be a betting strategy. Let π = p_1, p_2, . . . be a computable sequence of distinct positions and f some computable function. Denote with ρ^σ_ℓ a restriction consistent with a sequence σ that restricts all except the first ℓ positions in π.

Let X be the set of sequences such that for any sequence σ ∈ X for all but finitely many ℓ, for any part of the partition refinement S that contains the sequence, the part was split on ρ^σ_ℓ at most f(ℓ) times. If X has size 1, we’ll say that BS on π has splits upper bounded by f.

Let X be the set of sequences such that for any sequence σ ∈ X for all but finitely many ℓ, for any part of the partition refinement S that contains the sequence, the part was split on ρ^σ_ℓ at least f(ℓ) times. If X has size 1, we’ll say that BS on π has splits lower bounded by f. ⌟

6.1 Game zones for bounded splits

We show that if both betting strategies, on some computable sequence of positions π, have splits upper bounded by f(ℓ) = ℓ − log ℓ − g(ℓ), where g, called the gap function, is unbounded and computable, then we can construct game zones, called the zones on positions π with gap g, that have the properties required by proposition 6.6. This implies there is a non-MLR sequence on which neither betting strategy wins.

Definition 6.8. Let π be a computable sequence of distinct positions, and g some unbounded computable function. We partition the positions π into smallest consecutive intervals I_1, I_2, . . . such that g( ∑_k i=1 |I_i|) ≥ 2k + 2 + ∑_{k−1} i=1 |I_i|. For all k, let ϕ_k = 2^{k+2}|I_k| and N_k = |I_k| − ⌊log ϕ_k ⌋ − k. We call the sequence of zones (I_1, N_1, ϕ_1), (I_2, N_2, ϕ_2), . . . the zones on positions π with gap g. ⌟

Lemma 6.9. Let (I_i, N_i, ϕ_i) be the i-th zone on positions π with gap g. The upper bound on the length of an (N_i, ϕ_i)-sequence against a pair of partition evaluations of a set with 2^{|Ii|} elements is less than 2^{|Ii|−i−1}.

Proof. By proposition 4.18, The upper bound on the length of an (N_i, ϕ_i)- sequence against a pair of partition evaluations of a set with 2^{|Ii|} elements is

N_i+1 ϕ_i 2 |I_i|+1 = |Ii|−⌊log ϕi⌋−i+1 ϕ_i 2 |I_i|+1 ≤ |Ii| ϕ_i 2 |I_i|+1 = |Ii | 2^{i+2}|I_i | 2 |I_i|+1 = 2|I_i|−i−1

Lemma 6.10. Let π be a computable sequence of positions, and BS_A, BS_B be a pair of betting strategies that have splits on π upper bounded by some f.

Let (I_1, N_1, ϕ_1), (I_2, N_2, ϕ_2), . . . be some game zones where I_1, I_2, . . . are consecutive intervals of π.

If f( ∑_k i=1 |I_i|) ≤ N_k then the size of the set of sequences for which the bound on the number of splits in the i-th zone was violated goes to 0 when i goes to infinity.

Proof. Let P_k the union of the intervals of positions of the first k zones and let ℓ_k be the size of P_k, that is, ℓ_k = ∑_k i=1 |I_i|. If a betting strategy P_k-splits on a sequence n many times, then it I_k-splits on a sequence at most n many times, since I_n ⊆ P_k. Then from definition 6.7, the size of the set of sequences on which either of the betting strategies P_k-split more than f(ℓ_k) times goes to zero as k goes to infinity. But then also, the size of the set of sequences on which either of the betting strategies I_k -split more than N_k times goes to zero as k goes to infinity. In other words, the size of the set of sequences for which the bound on the number of splits in the k-th zone was violated goes to 0 when k goes to infinity.

Lemma 6.11. Let (I_1, N_1, ϕ_1), (I_2, N_2, ϕ_2), . . . be the zones on positions π with gap g. Let BS_A, BS_B be a pair of betting strategies that have splits on π upper bounded by f(ℓ) = ℓ − log ℓ − g(ℓ).

The size of the set of sequences for which the bound on the number of splits in the i-th zone was violated goes to 0 when i goes to infinity.

Proof. Let ℓ_k be the length of the initial segment of positions in π contained in the intervals of positions of the first k zones, that is, ℓ_k = ∑_k i=1 |I_i|. ℓ_k − log ℓ_k − g(ℓ_k) ≤ ∑_k i=1 |I_i| − log( ∑_k i=1 |I_i|) − ∑_{k−1} i=1 |I_i| − 2k − 2 ≤ |I_k | − log |I_k| − 2k − 2 = |I_k| − (k + 2 + log |I_k |) − k = |I_k | − log ϕ_k − k ≤ N_k .

By definition 6.8, I_1, I_2, . . . are consecutive intervals of π and the result follows from lemma 6.10.

Theorem 1. Let BS_A = (S_A, μ_A), BS_B = (S_B , μ_B ) be a pair of computable betting strategies with μ_A(Ω) + μ_B (Ω) = 1 . Let π be a computable sequence of distinct positions, g an unbounded computable function and let Z be the zones on positions π with gap g.

If both BS_A, BS_B on π have splits upper bounded by ℓ − log ℓ − g(ℓ), there is a non-Martin-Löf random sequence on which neither strategy wins.

Proof. By lemmas 6.9, 6.11, and definition 6.8 the conditions (I), (II), (III) of proposition 6.6 are fullfilled and the result follows.

6.2 Half-splitting game zones for upper bounded splits

For a pair of half-splitting betting strategies, the length of an (N, ϕ)-sequence against a pair of partition evaluations of a set with 2^{|I|} elements depends only on ϕ (proposition 4.18). This allows us to get a better bound on the number of splits. Suppose that the betting strategies, on some computable sequence of positions π, have splits upper bounded by f(ℓ) = ℓ−g(ℓ), where g is unbounded and computable, then we can construct game zones, called the half-splitting zones on positions π with gap g, that have the properties required by proposition 6.6. This implies there is a non-MLR sequence on which neither betting strategy wins.

Definition 6.12. Let π be a computable sequence of distinct positions, and g some unbounded computable function. We partition the positions π into smallest consecutive intervals I_1, I_2, . . . such that g( ∑_k i=1 |I_i|) ≥ 2k + 4 + ∑_{k−1} i=1 |I_i|. For all k, let ϕ_k = 6 · 2^{k+1} and N_k = |I_k | − 2k − 4. We call the sequence of zones (I_1, N_1, ϕ_1), (I_2, N_2, ϕ_2), . . . the half-splitting zones on positions π with gap g. ⌟

Lemma 6.13. Let (I_i, N_i, ϕ_i) be the i-th half-betting zone on positions π with gap g. The upper bound on the length of an (N_i, ϕ_i)-sequence against a pair of partition evaluations of a set with 2^{|Ii|} elements is less than 2^{|Ii|−i−1}.

Proof. By definition 6.12, ϕ_i = 6 · 2^{i+1} and the result follows from proposition 4.18.

Lemma 6.14. Let (I_k , N_k, ϕ_k ) be the k-th half-splitting zone on positions π with gap g. We have N_k ≤ |I_k| − log ϕ_k − k.

Proof. |I_k| − log ϕ_k − k = |I_k | − log 6 · 2^{k+1} − k = |I_k | − log 6 − 2k − 1 ≥ |I_k| − 2k − 4 = N_k Lemma 6.15. Let (I_1, N_1, ϕ_1), (I_2, N_2, ϕ_2), . . . be the half-splitting zones on positions π with gap g. Let BS_A, BS_B be a pair of half-splitting betting strategies that have splits on π upper bounded by f(ℓ) = ℓ − g(ℓ).

The size of the set of sequences for which the bound on the number of splits in the i-th zone was violated goes to 0 when i goes to infinity.

Proof. Let ℓ_k be the length of the initial segment of positions in π contained in the intervals of positions of the first k zones, that is, ℓ_k = ∑_k i=1 |I_i|. ℓ_k − g(ℓ_k) ≤ ∑_k i=1 |I_k| − ∑_{k−1} i=1 |I_i| − 2k − 4 = |I_k| − 2k − 4 = N_k By definition 6.12, I_1, I_2, . . . are consecutive intervals of π and the result follows from lemma 6.10.

Theorem 2. Let BS_A, BS_B be a pair of betting strategies that are half-splitting. Let π be a computable sequence of distinct positions, g an unbounded computable function and let Z be the half-splitting zones on positions π with gap g.

If both BS_A, BS_B on π have splits upper bounded by ℓ − g(ℓ), there is a non-Martin-Löf random sequence on which neither strategy wins.

Proof. By lemmas 6.13, 6.15, 6.14 the conditions (I), (II), (III) of proposition 6.6 are fullfilled and the result follows.

7 ML-test for a pair of KLBS-es with lower bounded splits

For a pair of Kolmogorov-Loveland betting strategies that have splits lower bounded by ℓ − g(ℓ), where g is sublinear, we have that for any two constants c, ϵ and large enough ℓ, t, the set of sequences that were [1, ℓ]-split on at least ℓ(1 − c) many times by both KLBS-es up to time t, has size at least 1 − ϵ. This implies that among first ℓ positions, there is a position p such that the set of sequences that were {p}-split on (once) by both KLBS-es up to time t, has size at least (1 − ϵ)(1 − c) ≥ 1 − ϵ − c. Furthermore, for any sequence of bounds ξ_1, ξ_2, . . . , we can find positions π = p_1, p_2, . . . and times t_1, t_2, . . . such that the set of sequences that were {p_i}-split on by both KLBS-es up to time t_i, has size at least 1 − ξ_i.

We can pick small enough bounds ξ_1, ξ_2, . . . so that for any n and any restriction r that restricts first n positions in π, there is some t_n, such that the size, conditional on [r], of the set of sequences that were {p_i}-split on by both KLBS-es up to time t_i, for all i ≤ n is larger than 1/2.

We construct an infinite restriction ζ that restricts the positions in π and contains a sequence on which neither KLBS wins. The proof is somewhat similar to the proofs that permutation random sequences are the same as computably random sequences [5], [2], [4], which use tools introduced in [6]. The difference is that, instead of always betting on all positions in some prescribed order (as in the definition of permutation randomness in [10]), here we’ll have that a KLBS bets on almost all positions in π almost surely, and can do so adaptively.

Suppose a finite restriction z_{n−1} that restricts the first n − 1 positions in π is already defined. Denote with q_{n−1} the sum of masses over a subset of parts contained in [z_{n−1}], that have split on position p_i by the time t_i, for all i ≤ n−1.

The restriction z_n extends z_{n−1} by restricting the position p_n to a value that minimizes q_n, the sum of masses over a subset of parts contained in [z_n], that have split on position p_i by the time t_i, for all i ≤ n. This implies that q_n is less than q_{n−1}/2, and by induction is for all n less than 2^{−n}, that is, the size of [z_n].

On the other hand, for all n, the size, conditional on [z_n], of the set of sequences that were, for all i ≤ n, {p_i}-split on by both KLBS-es up to time t_i, is larger than 1/2. This implies the set [z_n] at all times t contains a sequence on which the capital of terminal parts that contain the sequence is below 2, as otherwise q_n would be larger than λ([z_n]).

This is still not enough to prove the claim that the restriction z_0 ⪯ z_1 ⪯ . . . ζ contains a sequence on which neither KLBS wins, since we need to look at the maximum over all t of capital of a terminal part that contains the sequence. To remedy this, we use the ”savings trick”,

Proposition 7.1 (”slow-but-sure winnings” lemma in [6]). For any given betting strategy BS = (S, μ), we can construct BS^′ = (S, μ^′) that wins on every sequence on which BS wins, and the difference between the capital and the maximal capital of a part is bounded.

If the difference between the capital and the maximal capital of a part is bounded, then the set [z_n], at all times t, contains a sequence on which the betting strategies achieve bounded capital. That is, the KLBS pair doesn’t win on some sequence in [z_n], for all n. But then [ζ] also contains a sequence on which the KLBS-es do not win. Since [ζ] is an effective nullset, all of the sequences in it are non-MLR.

Theorem 3. If a pair of computable KLBS-es has splits, on some sequence of positions π, lower bounded by ℓ − o(ℓ), then there is a non-MLR sequence on which neither strategy wins.

Proof.

Claim 7.2. There must be a sequence of position p_1, p_2, . . . and times t_1, t_2, . . . such that the size of the set of sequences that were {p_i}-split on by both KLBS-es up to time t_i is at least 1 − 2^{−2i}

Proof. Suppose the claim is not true: there is some bound d such that for every position p, at all times t, the size of the set of sequences that were {p}-split on by both KLBS-es, up to time t, is at most 1 − d.

Let x denote the sum, over the first ℓ positions p in π, of the sizes of sets of sequences on which at least one KLBS from the pair did not {p}-split on. The sum x is at least dℓ.

On the other hand, let ϵ, c be such that the size of the set of sequences on which either of the betting strategies has split less than ℓ − cℓ many times up to time t is less than ϵ. The size of the set of sequences on which the betting strategies do not {p}-split on, for every p among the first ℓ positions in π is at most ϵ, and for the remaining sequences there are at most 2cℓ positions p such that one of the two strategies did not {p}-split on the sequence. Therefore, the sum x is at most ϵℓ + (1 − ϵ)(2cℓ).

We have that dℓ ≤ ϵℓ + (1 − ϵ)(2cℓ) ≤ (ϵ + 2c)ℓ.

This is in contradiction with the assumption of the lemma, that on positions π, for every pair of constants ϵ, c for large enough ℓ, t, the size of the set of sequences on which either of the betting strategies has split less than ℓ − cℓ many times up to time t is less than ϵ.

Note that the sequence of positions p_1, p_2, . . . , and times t_1, t_2, . . . in the claim 7.2 can be found effectively. But then, we can also effectively find a subsequence p^′_1, p^′_2, . . . and t^′_1, t^′_2, . . . such that t^′_1 < t^′_2 < . . . and the size of the set of sequences that were {p^′_i}-split on by both KLBS-es up to time t^′_i is at least 1 − 2^{−2i}.

By proposition 7.1, it is enough to consider only betting strategy with the savings property: the difference between capital and maximum capital of a part is bounded. Let BS_A = (S_A, μ_A), BS_B = (S_B , μ_B ) denote the pair of KLBSes with the savings property, and μ_A({0, 1}^∞) + μ_B ({0, 1}^∞) = 1. We will construct a sequence of restrictions z_0, z_1, z_2 . . . such that z_n extends z_{n−1} by restricting the position p^′_n, and for each n, [z_n] contains a sequence on which both strategies achieve capital below some treshold.

Let z_0 be the empty restriction, and let V^0_A, V^0_B be the subset of parts, terminal at t_0 = 0 w.r.t. S_A, S_B , that are contained in [z_0] (namely, both V^0_A , V^0_B contain the only part that is terminal at 0, that is, the set of all sequences). When sets V^n_A , V^n_B are defined, denote with W^n the union of sequences contained in intersections of parts in V^n_A , V^n_B , that is, W^n = ( ⋃ v∈V^n_A v) ∩ ( ⋃ v∈V^n_A v). Suppose z_{n−1}, V^{n−1}_A , V^{n−1}_B are already defined, and λ(W^{n−1}) ≥^1_2 (1+2^{−(n−1)})λ([z_{n−1}]).

The restriction z_n restricts position p^′_n to the value that minimizes the sum of masses of both strategies assigned to the parts, terminal at t^′_n w.r.t. S_A, S_B , that are contained in [z_n] and are a subset of part in V^{n−1}_A , V^{n−1}_B . Denote these subsets of parts with V^n_A , V^n_B .

Since the value assigned to p^′_n by z_n minimizes the sum, we have that μ_A(V^n_A ) + μ_B (V^n_B ) ≤^1_2 (μ_A(V^{n−1}_A ) + μ_B (V^{n−1}_B )).

The size of the set of sequences that were {p^′_n}-split on by both KLBS-es up to time t^′_n is at least 1 − 2^{−2n}, implying that the size of the set of sequences on which at least one strategy, up to time t^′_n, did not {p^′_n}-split on is at most 2^{−2n}. But then, λ(W^n) ≥^1_2 (λ(W^{n−1}) − 2^{−2n}) ≥^1_2 (^1_2 (1 + 2^{−(n−1)})2^{−(n−1)} − 2^{−2n}) = 1 2 (2^{−n} + 2^{−2n+1} − 2^{−2n}) =^1_2 (1 + 2^{−n})λ([z_n]).

By induction, for all n, the size of W^n is more than half the size of [z_n], and the sum of masses of parts that contain sequences from W^n is at most 2^{−n}(μ_A({0, 1}^∞) + μ_B ({0, 1}^∞)) = 2^{−n}. Then, for every t there must be a sequence in W^n contained in intersection of parts a, b, terminal at t, with capital less than 2. Since the betting strategies have the savings property, this implies that for all n, [z_n] contains a sequence on which the betting strategies achieve capital below some treshold. The set of sequences on which the betting strategies achieve capital below the treshold is closed, and by compactness, the set ⋂ n[z_n] contains a sequence on which the betting strategies achieve capital below the treshold (they do not win on the sequence). The set ⋂ n[z_n] is an effective nullset and all of the sequences in it are non-MLR.

References

[1] Andrei A. Muchnik, Alexei L. Semenov, Vladimir A. Uspensky: Mathematical Metaphysics of Randomness. Theor. Comput. Sci. 207(2): 263-317 (1998)

[2] Wolfgang Merkle, Joseph S. Miller, André Nies, Jan Reimann, Frank Stephan: Kolmogorov-Loveland randomness and stochasticity. Ann. Pure Appl. Logic 138(1-3): 183-210 (2006)

[3] Ming Li, Paul M. B. Vitányi: An Introduction to Kolmogorov Complexity and Its Applications, Third Edition. Texts in Computer Science, Springer 2008, ISBN 978-0-387-33998-6, pp. i-xxiii, 1-790

[4] Laurent Bienvenu, Rupert Hölzl, Thorsten Kräling, Wolfgang Merkle: Separations of non-monotonic randomness notions. J. Log. Comput. 22(4): 701-715 (2012)

[5] Bart Kastermans, Steffen Lempp: Comparing notions of randomness.

Theor. Comput. Sci. 411(3): 602-616 (2010)

[6] Harry Buhrman, Dieter van Melkebeek, Kenneth W. Regan, D. Sivakumar, Martin Strauss: A generalization of resource-bounded measure, with application to the BPP vs. EXP problem. SIAM J. Comput. 30(2): 576–601 (2000)

[7] L.A. Levin: On the notion of a random sequence. Soviet Math. Dokl 14 (5), 1413-1416 (1973)

[8] C.P. Schnorr: Process Complexity and Effective Random Tests. J. Comput.

Syst. Sci. 7(4): 376-388 (1973)

[9] K. Ambos-Spies and A. Kučera. Randomness in computability theory. In P. Cholak, S. Lempp, M. Lerman, and R.A. Shore, editors, Computability Theory and Its Applications: Current Trends and Open Problems, vol- ume 257 of Contemporary Mathematics, pages 1–14. American Math. Society, 2000.

[10] Joseph S. Miller, André Nies: Randomness and Computability: Open Questions. Bulletin of Symbolic Logic 12(3): 390-410 (2006)