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1. Introduction and overview

A central object of study in the field of algorithmic randomness are notions of randomness for sequences, i.e., infinite
sequence of zeros and ones. Since early work by von Mises around 1920, several notions of randomness have been developed.
The most satisfactory concept is probably Martin-L6f randomness, which was introduced by Martin-Lo6f in 1966 [6], but
other concepts introduced later have received considerable attention too, for example, computable randomness, Schnorr
randomness, and Kurtz randomness. These concepts are usually defined with respect to the uniform measure on the set of
all sequences, and in this setting the relations between the different notions have been studied intensively. We refer the
reader to Downey and Hirschfeldt [2] for an excellent comprehensive and detailed survey on algorithmic randomness and
the various notions of randomness for sequences.

The mentioned notions of randomness extend canonically to other computable probability measures. This way every
randomness notion induces an equivalence relation on the class of computable measures where two measure are equivalent
if the corresponding sets of random sequences are the same. In what follows, we focus on the question of which implications
hold between these equivalence relations, i.e., we ask for example whether the coincidence of Schnorr randomness for two
given measures implies that also the two corresponding notions of Kurtz randomness are the same.

First, in Section 3, we consider the restricted case of computable strongly positive generalized Bernoulli measures and
we extend a well-known result of Vovk [16] on Martin-L6f randomness and a partial result of Muchnik, Semenov, and
Uspensky [9] to all four mentioned notions of randomness. We also show that, like in the result of Vovk on Martin-Lof
randomness, for both computable randomness and Schnorr randomness, there is a dichotomy in the sense that for any two
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strongly positive generalized Bernoulli measures the respective sets of random sequences either coincide or are disjoint,
whereas for Kurtz randomness only a slightly weaker result is true.

The case of arbitrary computable measures is considered in Section 4, and there we obtain a complete picture of
the implications and nonimplications that hold between the equivalence relations induced by Martin-L6f randomness,
computable randomness, Schnorr randomness, and Kurtz randomness, as well as the notions of equivalence and consistency
from probability theory. This picture is somewhat surprising because it does not reflect at all the implications between the
underlying notions of randomness.

In what follows we deal only with computable measures because there is no completely natural extension of the standard
notions of randomness to noncomputable measures. More precisely, when working with noncomputable measures one faces
the following dilemma. If the computation model used in the definition of the randomness notion may access the measure
as an oracle, then measures that are numerically very close may have vastly different computational power. But otherwise,
when information about the measure is lacking, there may be sequences that are random in the formal sense but from an
intuitive point of view may be considered as being highly nonrandom with respect to the measure under consideration.

2. Notation and concepts

2.1. Probability measures on Cantor space

In the following, the terms word and sequence refer to finite and infinite, respectively, binary sequences, unless explicitly
stated otherwise. The set of all words and the set of all sequences are denoted by 2* and by 2“, where the latter is also referred
to as Cantor space. We write w = w(0) ... w(n—1) for aword w of length n and similarly A = A(0)A(1) . . . for a sequence A.
We write w | nand A | n for the finite word consisting of the first n bits of a word w or a sequence A. The empty word is
denoted by €, e.g., A | 0 = € for any sequence A. The prefix relation on 2“ U 2* is denoted by C. Furthermore, for a subset X
of Cantor space, let X denote the relative complement of X in 2%.

The basic open sets, i.e., the subsets of Cantor space of the form

[ul={Xe€2“: uC X}
where u is a word form a basis for the standard topology on Cantor space, which can be characterized equivalently as the
product topology of the discrete topology on the set {0, 1}. For a set of words U, we write [U] for the open set | ., [ul.

By the following celebrated result due to Caratheodory, a probability measure on Cantor space is already determined by
its restriction to the set of basic open sets.

Theorem 1 (Caratheodory’s Extension Theorem). Let m be a function defined on the basic open sets of Cantor space that takes
real values in the interval [0, 1] such that m([€]) = 1 and for any word u it holds that

m([u]) = m([u0]) + m([u1]).
Then there exists a unique probability measure  on Cantor space that extends m and is defined on the o -algebra induced by the
basic open sets.

For convenience, in what follows the term measure will refer to probability measure on Cantor space, unless explicitly
specified otherwise. By the extension theorem, we can identify a measure p with its restriction to the basic open sets, and
accordingly we write w(u) for w([u]). The canonical measure on 2 is the uniform measure X, also known as Lebesgue
measure, defined by A(u) = 27! for all words .

Caratheodory’s extension theorem allows us to give a simple definition of computable measure. Before, we recall the
notion of a computable real-valued function on words.

Definition 2. A functionf: 2* — Ris computable if there is a computable function ¢ : 2* x N — Q such that for all u and n,
lp(u,n) —f] <27
Definition 3. A measure u is computable if the function u — w(u) is computable.

For further use, recall from classical probability theory the two following fundamental relations between measures .
Definition 4. Let yx and v be two probability measures on the same set.

The measures p and v are equivalent, . ~ v for short, if they have the same null sets. The measures p and v are consistent
if there is no set which has measure 1 with respect to one of the measures and has measure 0 with respect to the other one.

Equivalence of measures is indeed an equivalence relation on the class of all measures on Cantor space, whereas consistency
is reflexive and symmetric but in general not transitive.

2.2. Algorithmic random sequences

With a measure understood, by definition a subset of Cantor space is null if it is contained in open sets of arbitrarily small
nonzero measure. By a result of Ville [15], null sets of Cantor space can be characterized equivalently by the existence of
a betting strategy that succeeds on every sequence in the set. Both characterizations of the notion of null set can be made
effective, and depending on the chosen computation model, this way one obtains various notions of an effective null set.
Unlike for the classical notion, in the effective setting there are singleton sets of the form {A} that are not null, in which case
the sequence A is called random.
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In the remainder of this section, we review some basic notions of algorithmic random sequence. We first review some
standard notions of random sequence and their definitions in terms of betting strategies, more precisely, in terms of the
equivalent notion of martingale; then we state some standard characterizations of these notions in terms of tests, that is,
in terms of sequences of open sets that have measures tending to 0. We refer the reader to the monograph by Downey and
Hirschfeldt [2] for a more detailed account of random sequences and for proofs of the results reviewed in this section.

A betting strategy can be identified with a player who successively bets money on the next bit of an infinite binary
sequence, never betting more than the current capital. The pay-off of this gamble is fair where, of course, the meaning of
fairness depends on the underlying measure. Such betting strategies can be represented by their capital functions, which
are called martingales

Definition 5. Let u be a measure. A p-martingale is a function d from the set of words to the nonnegative reals such that for
all words u it holds that

dwp(u) = duo)u(uo) +dul)u(ul). (1)
A martingale d is said to be normed if d(¢) = 1. A u-martingale d succeeds on a sequence A, if it holds that

limsupd(A | n) = +o0.
n—oo
Definition 6. Let 1 be a measure. We say that u is nowhere vanishing if u(u) > 0 for every word u (otherwise the measure u
is said to be vanishing).

For any given nowhere vanishing measure i and with a suitable formalization of betting strategy understood, there
is a one-to-one correspondence between p-martingales and pairs of a betting strategy and a value of the initial capital.
Furthermore, the following folklore result asserts an exact correspondence between p-martingales and measures.

Lemma 7. For every nowhere vanishing measure 1, the normed j-martingales are exactly the functions of the form & / i, where &
is a measure. For every computable nowhere vanishing measure u, the computable normed yu-martingales are exactly the functions
of the form & /i where & is a computable measure.

Remark 8. Observe that given two vanishing computable measures & and p and with some convention for the value of
fractions with zero denominator understood, in general the quotient £ /i is not a computable function.

For a corresponding counterexample, assume that the value of 0/0 has been set to some not necessarily finite value, and
let ¢ be a natural number that differs from this value by at least 1. Then let measures £ and p be defined as follows. For
allk > 0, let z, = 01, let

§(z) = n(z) = St

and let £ and pu be uniformly distributed on extensions of z;10 and z,11 in the sense that for all words u, it holds
that u(zx1u0) = u(z,1ul), and similarly for &. Furthermore, let £ (z,0) = 1£(240) = 0in case k is not in the halting problem,
and, otherwise, in case k is enumerated first after s steps of some fixed enumeration of the halting problem, let £ (z,0) = c/s
and ©(z,0) = 1/s, fixing &€ (z,1) and w(z,1) accordingly. By construction, the measures & and p are computable, however
the quotient & /u is not. For a proof of the latter, observe that approximating the value of the quotient at place z,0 with error
at most 1/3 suffices to decide whether k is in the halting problem.

The fairness condition (1) implies the following basic result by Ville [15], which we state for further use.

Theorem 9 (Ville). Let . be a measure and let d be a pt-martingale. For all reals k > 0, we have
1
uw {A €2“: supd(A | n) > kd(e)} < T
n

Definition 10. A function f : 2* — R s left-computable if there is a computable function ¢ : 2* x N — @ such that for any
word u the values ¢(u, n) converge nondecreasingly to f (u), i.e., it holds that

lim ¢(u,n) =f(@) and ¢@u,n) <e(@,n+1) foralln.
n—oo

Definition 11. An order is a function g: N — N that is nondecreasing and unbounded.

Definition 12. Let x be a computable probability measure.

A sequence A is u-Martin-Lof random if no left-computable y-martingale succeeds on A.

A sequence A is u-computably random if no computable p-martingale succeeds on A.

A sequence A is u-Schnorr random if there is no computable y-martingale and no computable order h such that for
infinitely many n it holds that h(n) < d(A | n).

A sequence A is p-Kurtz random if there is no computable p-martingale and no computable order h such that for all n it
holds that h(n) < d(A | n).

The subsets of Cantor space of all ;£-Martin-L6f random, all .-computably random, all ;-Schnorr random, and all u-Kurtz
random sequences are denoted by «MLR, «CR, 1SR, and KR, respectively.
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Martin-Lof randomness has been introduced by Martin-Lof [6] and is meant to capture all effective statistical tests.
Schnorr [11,12] introduced computable randomness and Schnorr randomness as weaker, but in some sense more effective
notions of randomness. Kurtz randomness was introduced by Kurtz [4] and is also known as weak randomness; the
characterization in terms of martingales used above to define the concept is due to Wang [17].

Remark 13. For any measure w, the notion of ;.-Martin-L6f randomness and of ;t-computable randomness remain the same
if we require in the definition of success of a martingale d on a sequence A not just lim sup, d(A | n) = +oo but that the
martingale succeeds in the stronger sense that lim, d(A | n) = +o0.

For Martin-Lof randomness, this follows from the standard proof of the first assertion in Theorem 16 where for a given
Jm-Martin-Lof test one constructs a left-computable p-martingale that succeeds in the mentioned stronger sense on all
sequences that are covered by this test. For computable randomness, by the standard technique of putting away one unit of
capital whenever a certain threshold is reached, any computable ©-martingale can be transformed into another computable
j-martingale, which is of a special form known as savings martingale, that succeeds in the stronger sense exactly on the
sequences on which the first martingale succeeds.

The definitions of Schnorr randomness and Kurtz randomness can be equivalently reformulated as according to
Proposition 14, as can be verified by applying the savings technique discussed in Remark 13 (see Downey and Hirschfeldt [2]
for a full proof of this fact).

Proposition 14. A sequence A is w-Schnorr random if and only if there exists no computable p-martingale d and computable
function f: N — N such that d(A | f(n)) > n holds for infinitely many n.

A sequence A is ju-Kurtz random if and only if there exists no computable p-martingale d and computable functionf: N — N
such that d(A | f(n)) > n holds for all n.

Definition 15. A subset V of Cantor space is said to be effectively open, if there exists a computably enumerable set A of
words such that V is equal to ., [u]. A sequence {V,}new Of subsets of Cantor space is said to be uniformly effectively open
if there exists a computable function (n, k) +— u,_ from pairs of natural numbers to words such that for all n, the set V, is
equal to |,y [Unk]-

A p-Martin-Lof test is a uniformly effectively open sequence {V,} ey such that for all n, we have u(v,) < 1/2".

A sequence A passes a jt-Martin-Lof test { Vy }nen if A ¢ (1), V. A u-Martin-Lof test covers a sequence if the sequence does
not pass the test, and the test covers a subset of Cantor space if it covers every sequence in the set.

Theorem 16. A sequence is p-Martin-Lof random if and only if the sequence passes all y-Martin-Lof tests.

A sequence is p-Schnorr random if and only if the sequence passes all p-Martin-Lof tests {Vy}nen such that u(v,) = 1/2"
foralln.

A sequence is -Kurtz random if and only if the sequence passes all pu-Martin-Lof tests {'Vy }nen such that 'V, = [U,] for a
finite set U, where a canonical index of U, can be computed from n.

Remark 17. The concepts of Martin-L6f randomness and Schnorr randomness remain the same if one uses in their
definitions &(n) in place of 27" where e: N — Q is a computable function that tends to 0 as n goes to infinity. More
precisely, the concepts remain the same if we define a Martin-Lof test to be a uniformly effectively open sequence {V; }nen
where w(V;) < e(n) for any such function (n), and likewise, one requires in the definition of Schnorr randomness w(V;) =

e(n).

Another characterization of Martin-Lof randomness can be obtained by a variant of Martin-Lof tests known as Solovay
tests [2]; in a similar fashion, Downey and Griffiths [ 1] gave the following useful characterization of Schnorr randomness.

Proposition 18. Asequence A is ;t-Schnorr random if and only if for any uniformly effectively open sequence of sets { V;, }nen Such
that ", m(Vy) is finite and equal to a computable real number, the sequence A belongs to only finitely many sets V.

It is straightforward to see that a sequence A is covered by a finite u-Martin-Lof test of the type used in Theorem 16
for characterizing Kurtz randomness if and only if it belongs to the complement of an effectively open set of measure 1.
Accordingly, one obtains the following characterization of Kurtz randomness due to Kurtz [4].

Theorem 19. A sequence is w-Kurtz random if and only if it belongs to all effectively open sets U of w-measure 1.

3. Generalized Bernoulli measures

Before we turn to arbitrary computable measures in Section 4, we consider in this section the restricted case of
generalized Bernoulli measures. The latter are measures on Cantor space that are obtained by choosing the bits of a
sequence A by independent tosses of biased coins such that the probability of A(i) to be 1 is p;, that is, the probabilities
for a bit to be 0 or 1 depend on the position i of the bit, and only on i.
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Definition 20. Let {p;};cy be a sequence of real numbers such that p; € [0, 1] for all i. The generalized Bernoulli measure p of
parameter {p;}icn is defined, for all words u by

ph= T[] a-m [] »

i<|ul, u(i)=0 i<|ul, u(i)=1

Furthermore, if there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that for all i the real p; is contained in the closed interval [¢, 1 — €], then
the measure u is said to be strongly positive.

Definition 21. The generalized Bernoulli measure u of parameter {p;}cy is computable if and only if {p;};cy is a computable
sequence of real numbers in the sense that the real-valued function i — p; is computable.

Remark 22. For generalized Bernoulli measure the Kolmogorov 0-1-law holds, and accordingly the concepts of equivalence
and consistency are the same.

Recall that the Kolmogorov 0-1-law holds for some measure if any set that is closed under finite variation has either
measure 0 or measure 1, where a set X is closed under finite variation if it contains for all n and all words u of length n the
set

Xy ={Ye2?:Y=u)...un—DX(MXn+1)... forsomeX € X}.

For generalized Bernoulli measures, one argues as in the proof of the Lebesgue density theorem that given any set X of
nonzero measure and any real number § < 1, there is a basic open set such that the relative measure of X in this basic open
sets exceeds §. Consequently, if the set X is closed under finite variation, then the measure of X exceeds any § < 1, hence
must be equal to 1.

Now, by definition, for any pair of measures equivalence implies consistency. If, on the other hand, two generalized
Bernoulli measures p and v are not equivalent, say, there is a set X such that «£(X) > 0 and v(X) = 0, then if we let X’
be the closure of X under finite variation, we have 1 (X’) = 1 and v(X’) = 0, where the latter follows because X' is a
countable union of sets of the form X, where all such sets have v-measure 0.

Generalized Bernoulli measures are rather simple generalizations of the uniform measure, even so they have interesting
applications in the field of algorithmic randomness [7,13,14]. For example, they have been used by Shen [13] to separate
Martin-L6f randomness and Kolmogorov-Loveland stochasticity (for a definition of the latter, see for example [8]), the
coincidence of which was left as an open question by Kolmogorov.

In 1948, Kakutani [3] characterized equivalence of strongly positive generalized Bernoulli measures in terms of the
differences of corresponding elements in the parameters.

Theorem 23 (Kakutani). Let i and v be two strongly positive generalized Bernoulli measures of parameter {p;}icn and {q;i}ien,
respectively.

(@ If >, (pi — qi)? < 400, then y and v are equivalent.
(b) IfY " (pi — qi)? = +oo, then p and v are inconsistent.

Vovk [16] proved an analogue of Theorem 23 in terms of Martin-L6f randomness.

Theorem 24 (Vovk). Let . and v be computable strongly positive generalized Bernoulli measures of parameter {p;}icy and
{Gi}ien, respectively.

(@) If Y":(pi — qi)* < +o0, then uMLR = vMLR.
(b) If Y_:(pi — q1)* = +00, then uMLR N vMLR = ¢.

Note that implication (b) in Theorem 24 strengthens the corresponding implication in Kakutani’s theorem because if the
sets wuMLR and uMLR are disjoint, then each of the sets witnesses that the measures u and v are inconsistent. In fact,
implication (b) in Theorem 24, hence also the argument just given, remains valid with computably random sequences in
place of the Martin-Lof random ones, as has been demonstrated by Muchnik et al. [9].

Theorem 25 (Muchnik, Semenov, and Uspensky). Let w and v be two computable strongly positive generalized Bernoulli
measures, respectively of parameter {p;}ien and {qi}ien. If Y _;(pi — q)?> = oo, then uCR N vCR = ¢ (and a fortiori,
#MLR N vMLR = ¢).

In view of Theorems 24 and 25, it is suggesting to ask whether Theorem 24 remains true if one replaces MLR by CR, by
SR, or by KR. Theorem 31 answers this question in the affirmative for the cases of computable randomness and Schnorr
randomness, whereas for Kurtz randomness implication (a) in Theorem 24 is true but implication (b) is false in general.
Before we state and demonstrate Theorem 31 and the related Theorem 32, which are the main results of this section, we
introduce some notation and derive a technical lemma.
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Definition 26. Let d be a n-martingale for some measure . For any word u, let

stake(d, u) = d(u) — min(d(u0), d(u1)) and ratio(d, u) = %

where we set ratio(d, u) = 0 in case d(u) = 0. Furthermore, let

0 ifdwo) > d(ul),

guess(d, u) = {1 if dw0) < d(u1).

Suppose a martingale d, which we identify with the corresponding betting strategy, has already scanned a prefix u of an
infinite sequence and now bets on the first bit not in u. In this situation, the martingale bets in favor of guess(d, u), moreover,
the martingale bets an absolute amount of capital of stake(d, u), which is a fraction of ratio(d, u) of its current capital.

Definition 27. Let d be a y-martingale and d’ be a v-martingale for some measures 1 and v. Then d’ is a stake-martingale
of d, if for all words u it holds that

guess(d’, u) = guess(d, u) and stake(d’, u) = ratio(d, u),

except that stake(d’, u) = 0 whenever ratio(d, v) exceeds d’'(v) for some prefix v of u. In the latter situation the stake
martingale d’ is said to be broke at u, and d’ goes broke on a sequence, if d’ is broke at some prefix of the sequence.

Observe that for given measures p and v and a -martingale d, for any given initial capital there is a unique v-martingale d’
that is a stake martingale with respect to d.

Next we observe that A-martingales d and d’ where d’ is a stake martingale of d succeed on the same sequences, except
for the sequences on which d succeeds and d’ goes broke.

Proposition 28. Let d and d’' be A-martingales where d is normed and d’ is a stake martingale of d, and let A be sequence on
which d’ is not going broke. Then for all n, we have Ind(A | n) < d’'(A | n), in particular, if d succeeds on A then d’ succeeds on A.

Proof. By elementary curve sketching, one infers easily that for any real number t > —1 we have

In(1+1¢) <t. (2)
Setting x; equal to either ratio(d, A | k) or —ratio(d, A | k) depending on whether guess(d, A | k) agrees or disagrees with
the correct value A(k), we obtain

n n n
Ind@im=n[[a+x)=) n0+x) <> x=d@An. O
k=0 k=0 k=0

Proposition 28 and its proof essentially extend to p-martingales for strongly positive generalized Bernoulli measures
different from the uniform measure and even to mixed cases of a u-martingale d and a v-martingale d’, provided that u
and v are sufficiently close. The proof of this extension uses a variant of (2) where the difference between In(1 4 t) and t is
quantified by a term c,,,t? for some constant cp,.

Lemma 29. For any natural number m there is a constant c,, such that for all real numbers t in the half-open interval (—1, m] it
holds that

In(141t) <t —cpt. (3)

Proof. If we set ¢, = 1/m’ for any natural number m’ > 2(m + 1), then (3) is true for any t in the interval (—1, m], simply
because the functions

t—~>In(1+¢t) and t+> t—cpt?

attain the same value for t = 0, while the former function grows faster in the interval (—1, 0) and grows more slowly in
the interval (0, m) than the latter function. O

Proposition 30. Let i and v be two computable strongly positive generalized Bernoulli measures of parameter {p;}icy and {q;}iex,
respectively, such that ", (p;i — qi))?> < +oo. Let d be a computable normed p-martingale and let A be a sequence such that
limd(A | n) = 4o00. Then there exists a (not necessarily normed) computable v-martingale d’ such that for all n it holds that

IndA 1 n) <d(A]n)+0(1).
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Proof. The v-martingale d’ will be equal to a stake martingale of d, i.e., we have
guess(d’, u) = guess(d, u) and stake(d’, u) = ratio(d, u).

For the moment, assume that d’ may incur debts, i.e., d’ never goes broke but bets an amount of ratio(d, u) on any word u,
where d’ then may attain negative values. We will argue later that when first multiplying the stakes of d’ with some
appropriate constant and then converting back d’ to a standard stake martingale that stops betting when it is about to
go broke, we obtain a martingale as desired.

For ease of notation, set p,, = ratio(d, A | n). For each n, there are then the three following cases.

dATn+D/dA T | dA T+ —d@An

guess(d,A | n) # Ay 1= pn —Pn
guess(d,A[n)=A, =0 1+ pn22- Pn i
guess(d. A [ n) = Ay = 1 1+ pp ot

By setting x, equal to —p,, or p, %. or Py 1;:" in the three different cases, respectively, the entries in the table above
can be rewritten as follows.

dATn+D/dATn | dA T+ —d@An

guess(d,A | n) # A, 14 x, Xn
guess(d, A [ n) = A, =0 T+ xn xn(1+ Pr?(n‘l_—p‘;n))
guess(d,An)=A, =1 1+ x, Xn(l + qf(n;?n))

By induction it follows for all n, that
n—1
dA1m) =] +x).
k=0

By strong positivity, choose ¢ > 0 such that all p; and g; are contained in the interval [¢, 1 — ¢] and set m = [¢~']. Then by
definition all x,, are in the interval [—1, m], hence by Lemma 29 there is a positive constant c,, such that for all k, we have

n—1 n—1 n—1 n—1
IndA[n) =In 1_[(1 +x0) = Zln(l +x0) < Zxk — Zcmxﬁ. (4)
k=0 k=0 k=0 k=0

Concerning the martingale d’, for all n and for all three cases discussed above, we have
Xn — m2|xn||pn — |l < dAn+1)—d@AIn),

hence, by induction, it follows for all n that

n—1 n—1
D xe= Y mlxdlpe— ql < d'A ). (5)
k=0 k=0

Next setc =,/ ZZO (pi — q;)? and choose a constant ¢’ such that forall t > 0,

m?c/t < et + .

Then we obtain by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

n—1 n—1 n—1

2 2
Z m”|xllpk — gkl < m Z(Pk — qi)? Zxﬁ
k=0 k=0 k=0

Together with (4) and (5), this yields
IndAn)<d@An+c.

Recall that up to now, we have assumed that d’ is a normed v-martingale of a special type that is allowed to incur debts.
Furthermore, by assumption, we have

limd(A | n) = 400, hence limd'(A | n) = 400,
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and thus there is a natural number m such that —(m — 1) < d’(A | n) for all n. Consequently, if we multiply the stakes of d’
by 1/m, we obtain a new v-martingale of special type that never goes broke on A. If we transform this v-martingale back to
a stake martingale, i.e., one that stops betting when being about to go broke, we obtain a v-martingale as desired. O

Theorem 31. Let u and v be computable strongly positive generalized Bernoulli measures of parameter {p;}ien and {q;}ien,
respectively. If >, (pi — qi)> < o0 holds, then uCR = vCR, 1SR = VSR, and KR = vKR.

Proof. Suppose that A ¢ uCR, i.e. by Remark 13 there exists a computable normed p-martingale d such that lim, d(A |
n) = +oo. By Proposition 30 there exists a computable v-martingale d’ such that d'(A | n) > Ind(A | n) for all n. This
implies in particular that lim, d' (A | n) = +o00, i.e. A ¢ vCR. Suppose now that A ¢ uSR. Then d can be chosen such that
in addition d(A | n) > g(n) for some computable order g and infinitely many n, hence d'(A | n) > Ing(n) for infinitely
many n’s. Since In g(n) is an order, this proves A ¢ vSR. A similar proof can be given for Kurtz randomness with “all n" in
place of “infinitely many n’s". We thus have proved vCR C uCR, vSR C uSR, vKR C uKR and the theorem follows by
symmetry. O

Theorem 31 can be strengthened to a full dichotomy in the style of Vovk’s theorem, and this is stated in Theorem 32. In
the latter theorem, the equivalence of the assertions (i) through (iv) in (a) and in (b) hold by the theorems of Kakutani and
of Vovk and by Remark 22, and the implications (v) — (iv) in (a) and (i) — (v) in (b) have been demonstrated by Muchnik,
Semenov, and Uspensky [9].

Theorem 32. Let i and v be computable strongly positive generalized Bernoulli measures of parameter {p;}icn and {q;}icy, re-
spectively.

(a) The following are equivalent. (b) The following are equivalent.
(i) Y —a)* < +00, (i) Y —a)* = +oo,
(ii) w and v are consistent, (ii) w and v are inconsistent,
(iii) w and v are equivalent, (iii) w and v are not equivalent,
(iv) «MLR = vMLR, (iv) uMLR N vMLR = 0,
(v) uCR = vCR, (v) uCRNvCR =,
(vi) uSR = vSR, (vi) uSRN vSR = (.
(vii) KR = vKR. (vii) uSRN vKR = KR N vSR = 0.

Proof. For part (a) and for part (b), assertions (i) through (iv) are pairwise equivalent as an immediate consequence of
Kakutani's and Vovk’s theorem and by Remark 22.
For (a), the fact that assertion (i) implies assertions (iv) through (vii) is just Theorem 31, and by Theorem 38, which will be
shown in the next section, even for arbitrary measures p and v, each of the assertions (iv) through (vii) implies consistency.
For (b), the implications (vii) — (vi), (vi) — (v), and (v) — (iv) are immediate by the way the involved sets are nested,
while even for arbitrary measures w and v, inconsistency implies (vii), as stated in Proposition 40 in the next section. O

Remark 33. There are computable strongly positive generalized Bernoulli measures p and v that are inconsistent but
where uKR and vKR have a nonempty intersection. Accordingly, assertion (vii) in part (b) of Theorem 32 cannot be replaced
by uKRN vKR = (.

For a proof, consider the generalized Bernoulli measures u and v where the probability for a single bit to be 1is 1/2
and 1/3, respectively. Then p and v are inconsistent by Theorem 32, however, one can construct a sequence R that is Kurtz
random with respect to both measures by a noneffective finite-extension construction that diagonalizes against all pairs of a
computable martingale d and computable order h. More precisely, all such pairs (d, h) are considered in some order and for
the pair currently considered one extends the already constructed prefix of R to a word w such that d(w) < h(Jw|). Observe
that by a slight variation of this construction the set R can be chosen to be computable in the halting problem.

As a slight digression from our investigation of effective random sequences, we derive next some results on effective null
sets. Recall that notions of effective null sets can be introduced similarly to the introduction of various notions of random
sequence in terms of martingales in Definition 12. Given a computable measure pu, for example, a set is a w-computably null
set if there is a computable p-martingale that succeeds on every sequence in the set, a set is a y-Schnorr null set if there is a
computable p-martingale d and a computable order h such that for every sequence A in the set there are infinitely many n
such that d(A | n) exceeds h(n), and a set is a u-Kurtz null set if there is a computable p-martingale d and a computable
order h such that for every sequence A in the set d(A | n) exceeds h(n) for all n.

Recall further that similarly to the characterizations of effective random sequences in terms of tests in Theorem 16,
notions of effective p-null sets can be characterized by requiring that there is an appropriate p-test (V;)nen Such that the
set under consideration is contained in the intersection of the sets V,. For example, a set is a -Schnorr null set if and only
if there is a p-Schnorr test (V,),en Such that the set is contained in N;ex V.

For the various notions of effective random sequence, a sequence A is random with respect to a given computable measure
if and only if the singleton set {A} is a null set of the corresponding type. In particular, if for two given computable measures
the notions of effective null set are the same, this implies that also the corresponding notions of random sequence are the
same. In the case of computable strongly positive generalized Bernoulli measures this implication is in fact an equivalence,
as is immediate by Theorem 32 and the following theorem.
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Theorem 34. Let 1« and v be computable strongly positive generalized Bernoulli measures. Then the following assertions are
equivalent.

) The concepts of Martin-Lof null set with respect to p and to v coincide.
) The concepts of computable null set with respect to . and to v coincide.
) The concepts of Schnorr null set with respect to w and to v coincide.

) The concepts of Kurtz null set with respect to y and to v coincide.

)

Proof. First, observe that by the discussion preceding Theorem 34 each of the assertions (a) through (d) implies that the
corresponding notions of random sequence are the same, and hence by Theorem 32 implies assertion (e). So it remains to
show that assertion (e) implies the other four assertions.

In the case of assertion (d), in fact this implication holds for arbitrary computable measures i and v because with respect
to any computable measure a set is Kurtz null if and only if the set is contained in a null set that is the complement of
an effectively open set. Furthermore, the implication from (e) to (a) is immediate by Kakutani’s and Vovk’s theorem, and
because due to the existence of maximum Martin-L6f null classes any two computable measures have the same Martin-Lof
null classes if and only if the two measures have the same Martin-L6f random sequences.

That assertion (e) implies assertions (b) and (c) can be demonstrated by a slight extension of the proof of Theorem 31. We
will give the somewhat more complicated proof for assertion (c) and omit the very similar considerations for assertion (b).

Given a computable normed p-martingale d and a computable order h, we argue that there is a computable v-
martingale d” and a computable order h” such that for all sequences A for which there are infinitely many n such that d(A | n)
exceeds h(n), there are also infinitely many n where d”’(A | n) exceeds h”(n). This then shows that every Schnorr null set
with respect to u is a Schnorr null set with respect to v, and by symmetry assertion (c) follows.

Recall the construction of the martingale d’ in the proof of Theorem 31, where d’ was allowed to incur debts, and the
transformation of d’ into a normed stake martingale that is not allowed to incur debts and where the stakes of d’ are
multiplied with some appropriate factor. Let d;, be equal to a normed stake martingale constructed this way while using
the factor 1/m. Furthermore, let

o0

d’ = Zzlmd;ﬂ.

m=1

Then d” is a normed martingale, which is computable because in order to compute d”(u) up to an error of 1/2¢, by
construction it suffices to evaluate the infinite sum in the definition of d” up to the index k = |u| + e. Furthermore, we
infer similarly to the proof of Theorem 31 that for any sequence A such that d(A | n) exceeds h(n) for infinitely many n, for
any sufficiently large number m, the martingale d;, does not go broke on A and that we have for all n,

Ind(A [ n) <m+md,(A[n),
hence d’(A | n) exceeds h”(n) = InIn h(n) for infinitely many n. O

Remark 35. By Ville’s characterization [15] of null sets as the sets on which some martingale succeeds, the argument in the
proof of Proposition 30 extends to a proof of implication (a) in Kakutani’s theorem in essentially the same way as with the
corresponding implications in Theorem 34. However, implication (a) in Vovk’s theorem does not follow this way because it
is open whether a stake martingale of a left-computable martingale is again left-computable.

We conclude the discussion of generalized Bernoulli measures by arguing that in the theorems of this section the
hypothesis of strong positivity is necessary, where we use a straightforward effective version of the Borel-Cantelli lemma.

Proposition 36. Let {p;}icn be a computable sequence taking its values in (0, 1) and converging to 0. Let u be the generalized
Bernoulli measure of parameter {p;}icx.

(@) If >, pi < +o0, then uMLR = pCR = {0, 1}*0“.
(b) If Y, pi = +o0, then uCR N {0, 1}*0° = @ (which implies a fortiori that uMLR N {0, 1}*0% = @).

Proof. (a) Suppose ), p; < +00. Let A be any sequence in {0, 1}*0%. If we choose m such that for alln > m, A, = 0 and
setu = A | m, we have

o0
w(A) = u(u) l_[ (1—py,
i=m+1
where the first factor w(u) is nonzero because the p; differ from 0 and 1, and the second factor is nonzero, too, since

> pi < +oo.This means that every singleton in {0, 1}*0“ has positive measure, hence is necessarily ;+-Martin-L6f random,
i.e., it holds that {0, 1}*0® C uMLR. The inclusion «MLR C 1«CRbeing immediate, it remains to show that wCR < {0, 1}*0®.
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Let B be an infinite sequence which is not in {0, 1}*0“. Let d be the (computable) u-martingale which at the i-th move bets
the fraction p; of its capital on the value of B(i) to be 1. One has for all n

deim= [] a-m [] @-m.

i<n, B(i)=0 i<n, B(i)=1

Again, the first product converges to some positive number since ) "; p; < 400, whereas the second product tends to infinity,
since B(i) = 1 for infinitely many i’s. This means that B ¢ ©CR.

Conversely, suppose that ), p; = +00. Let A be an element of {0, 1}*0®. Let m be such that for all i > m: A; = 0. Let d
be the (computable) p-martingale which at the i-th move bets nothing if i < m and bets all its capital on the value of A; to
be 0 if i > m. We get:

dainm =[] (1+1p" )z I1 <1+pi),

m<i<n bi m<i<n

which tends to infinity because of ), p; = +oo0. This proves A ¢ uCR. O

Corollary 37. There are computable generalized Bernoulli measures  and v of parameter {p;}icn and {q;}icy, respectively, such
that

> (pi—)® < +oo, but uMIR 7 vMIR and uCR 3 vCR,
i

where indeed tCR N vCR = @, and hence also £ MLR N vMLR = (.

Proof. The corollary is immediate by applying Proposition 36 to the measures with parameters given by p; = ,%1 and q; =

1
(i+1)%° .

4. Computable measures

We now move on to the general case of arbitrary computable measures. The Theorem 38 provides a complete picture
of how the equivalence relations induced on the class of computable measures by the concepts of Martin-Lof randomness,
computable randomness, Schnorr randomness and Kurtz randomness compare to each other. The implication structure
between these relations as stated in Theorem 38 is surprising in so far as it does not reflect the implications that hold
between the underlying notions of randomness.

In connection with Theorem 38, note that the fact that w«CR = vCR implies xMLR = vMLR is due to Muchnik, Semenov,
and Uspensky [9]. The other assertions of Theorem 38 are immediate from the results proven in the remainder of this section.

Theorem 38. For all computable probability measures w and v, the following implications hold. Except for the transitive closure
of the implications shown, no other implication is true in general.

MCR = vCR
\
UMLR = vMLR USR = vSR
N v

W, v equivalent

wKR = VKR
!

W, v consistent
Proposition 39. Let . and v be two computable measures.

(a) If uMLR = vMLR, then u and v are equivalent.
(b) If uSR = VSR, then wu and v are equivalent.

Proof. We prove the assertions (a) and (b) simultaneously. Suppose that i and v are not equivalent, where by symmetry we
may assume that there exists a set X such that £ (X) = 0and v(X) > 0. Let g be a rational number such that v(X) > g > 0.
By definition of measure, u(X) is equal to the infimum of 1 (‘W) over all open sets ‘W that contain X. Hence, for all k € N,
there exists an open set W such that (W) < 27% and where ‘W contains X, hence g < v('W). The basic open sets [u] form
a basis for the topology on Cantor space, thus the open set ‘W can be written as the union of open sets [w;] over a finite or
infinite prefix-free set of words {wq, w,, .. .}. Since measures are monotonic and continuous, there exists a constant N > 0
such that for U = {wq, ..., wy} we have

1
M(U)<? and g<v().
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Hence, for any k, there is a finite prefix-free set of words Uy such that we have p(Uy) < 2% and g < v(Uy), and hence for
all n, if we let

Vo= JIUd, wehave u(vy) <Y p(Ud) <Y 27K <27
k>n k>n k>n

Next observe that the sets Uy can be chosen such that from k one can compute a canonical index for Uy, e.g., by running
through all finite sets of words until one is found that satisfies the required properties. This way, the sequence {V,}en is
uniformly effectively open and the mapping n — w(Vy) is computable. Indeed, for all k, £ (Uy) is bounded by 27, hence, to
compute p (|, ,[Uk]) up to precision 2~* it suffices to compute the u-measure of the effectively given finite set | J,,_, . [Uk].

By the preceding discussion, the sequence {Vy}ney is @ p-Schnorr test, hence the set § = (1), V, contains no u-
Schnorr random sequence. On the other hand, we have v(4) > 0 because the sequence {V,},cy is nested and for all n,
we have v('V,) > qbecause 'V, contains [U,+1]. In summary,  contains some v-Martin-L6f random sequence and a fortiori
some v-Schnorr random sequence but contains no p-Schnorr sequence and a fortiori no p-Martin-L6f random sequence,
hence it follows that «MLR # vMLR and uSR # vSR. O

Proposition 40. Let i and v be two computable measures. If i and v are inconsistent, then we have
HUSRN VKR = uKR N vSR = uSRN vSR = (.

Proof. For any set that has p-measure 1 and v-measure 0, the complement of the set has x-measure 0 and v-measure 1,
hence we can choose a set X of the latter type for any computable measures p and v that are inconsistent. By an argument
similar to the one used in the proof of Proposition 39, we infer that for every k there is a finite set of words Uy, such that

1
M(Uk)<? and 1—1/k <v (Uy)

where a canonical index for Uy can be computed from k. By setting V, as before equal to the union of the open
sets [Upt11, [Uns2], - .., we obtain a u-Schnorr test {V,},en, where every component 'V, is an open set of v-measure 1
and thus contains all v-Kurtz random sequences. Consequently, the set ("), V, does not contain any p-Schnorr random
sequence, but contains all the v-Kurtz random sequences, hence uSRNvKR = (. The remaining assertions of the proposition
are immediate by symmetry and by the inclusion SR C KR. O

From Proposition 40, the following corollary is immediate because for any computable measure u, the ©-Schnorr random
sequences form a nonempty subset of uKR.

Corollary 41. Let i and v be two computable measures. If WKR = vKR, then u and v are consistent.
Proposition 42. Let . and v be two computable measures. If i and v are equivalent, then uKR = vKR.

Proof. The proof is straightforward. Suppose there is a sequence A that is, say, v-Kurtz random and not p-Kurtz random.
This means that there exists an effectively open set U of p-measure 1 such that A ¢ U. Since A is v-Kurtz random, U has
necessarily v-measure less than 1. Hence, U witnesses that u and v are not equivalent. O

We have proven all the implications of Theorem 38. We now turn to the more delicate task of showing that all other
implications between the equivalence relations we study do not hold. When constructing corresponding counter-examples,
the sets introduced in the following definition will play a crucial role.

Definition 43. Let u and v be computable nowhere vanishing measures, and k € R*. We define:

uX 1n)
=1X€2“: su > k} and L% Wiy
ez s o) a2 = ()4

k
°Cu/v

Proposition 44. Let 1« and v be nowhere vanishing computable measures. Then for every k € R™, it holds that

u,(c[fv/ﬂ) <1/k and u(va/M) =0.

Moreover, we have £59 N uwCR = @, and thus a fortiori £55 N uMLR = @.

v/ v/

Proof. Observe that v/u is a yu-martingale according to Lemma 7, and that this martingale is computable and succeeds

exactly on the sequences in £v/ .- The assertions on £°° are then immediate. The inequality 1 (£¥, ) < 1/k holds by

v/
Theorem 9. O

The equivalence relations we study are indeed closely related to the sets of the form £%° v

Proposition 45. For every pair i and v of computable nowhere vanishing measures the following equivalences hold:

(a) u and v are equivalent if and only zf,u(OCM/U) v(oﬁu/u) 0,
(b) uMLR = vMLR if and only UZCM/V N uMLR = GCU/M N vMLR = ,

(c) uCR = vCRifand only if L5 N uCR = L5 N VCR = (.

w/v v/
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Proof. For all three equivalences the “only if" direction is immediate from Proposition 44. Let us now prove the “if"
directions. By symmetry for assertion (a) it suffices to demonstrate that every set that is v-null is also p-null, and similarly
for the two other assertions it suffices to demonstrate wMLR € vMLR and ©CR C vCR, respectively.

Note that from the definition of C,Ci‘l v itis immediate that for every open set U and all nowhere vanishing measures u
and v it holds that

pUN Ly ,) < ko). (6)
(a) Suppose ,u(DCZC/V) = v(DCS‘/’M) = 0, and let X be a set such that v(X) = 0. For given k € N, let U be an open set that
contains X such that v(U) < 1/k%. Then we have
n(X) < pu(U)
< w(UN L)+ pUn Ly ),)
< M(cﬁﬁ/v) + kv(U)
< uLy)) +1/k

This is true for all k, and by assumption /L(OCZOU) = 0, where the latter is equivalent to ,u(DCji/U) tending to 0 when k goes
to infinity, hence u(X) = 0.

(b) Suppose OC@V N uMLR = ocﬁu N vMLR = (. Let A ¢ vMLR. In case A is a member of £Z°/U, by assumption

A ¢ uMLR holds and we are done. Otherwise, there is a nonzero natural number k such that A ¢ GC’fL /v Now fix a v-
Martin-Lof test {Un}neny Where A € (), U, and a computable function (n, i) +— u,; such that for all n, the set U, is the

disjoint union of the basic open sets [up 1], [Un2], . ... Forall n, let

Vo = J(lunil: i € Nand pu(uni) < kv(un)).

Then {V; }.ey is a uniformly effectively sequence of open sets which, by definition, satisfies u(V,) < kv(U,) for all n, hence
{Vn}nen is @ u-Martin-Lof test by Remark 17. But A ¢ OCZ/U, hence for alln, w(A | n) < kv(A | n) henceA € 'V, for all n and
consequently A € (), Vs andA ¢ uMLR.

(c) Suppose DCZ‘?U N uCR = DC"?M NVvCR = (. Let A ¢ VCR, i.e., there is a v-martingale that succeeds on A and thus, by

v
Lemma 7, there exists a computable measure £ such that

. I GYRD)
lim su = 400 7
P AT @)
In case A is a member of OCZO/U, by assumption A ¢ ©CR holds and we are done. Otherwise, the quotients w(A | n)/v(A | n)

are bounded from above and (7) remains valid with v replaced by p, which by Lemma 7 implies A ¢ uCR. O

In what follows, our main tool for the construction of counter-examples will be Proposition 45 and its variant
Proposition 47. The latter is used in constructions of a measure @ where we only define the values of @ (u) for words u
whose length is a power of 3. First notice that if a function u + m(u) is computable when restricted to the words whose
length is a power of 3, and if the condition

m(u) = Z m(w)
{w: |w|=3|u|}

is satisfied for all such words, then m canonically extends to a computable measure u by setting w(u) = m(u0) + m(ul)
inductively in decreasing order of length for all words u such that 3° < |u| < 3**!. Similarly, if a function u > d(u) is
computable when restricted to the words whose length is a power of 3, and if the condition

22l g(u) = Z d(w)

{w: uCw and |w|=3|ul}

is satisfied for all such words, then d canonically extends to a computable A-martingale.

That said, we need to make sure that things still work if we restrict our attention to words whose length is a power of
3. But this is quite naturally the case, as the cylinders [w] generated by such words form a basis for the topology of 2“. For
example, if U is an effectively open set, one can transform any enumeration of U into an enumeration that uses only such
cylinders: instead of enumerating a cylinder [u] where 3° < |u| < 3**!, just enumerate all cylinders [w] such thatu C w
and |w| = 3*T1. Based on this observation, we introduce the following definition.

Definition 46. Let 1 and v be nowhere vanishing computable measures. For every k € R, we set
ok . M(A ! 3n) P00 wk
Ly = {A €2”: s%pm > k} and £, = DOCMV.

keN

Then we get the desired variant of Proposition 45.
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Proposition 47. For every pair i and v of nowhere vanishing computable measures the following equivalences hold,

(a) w and v are equivalent if and only if W(L22,) = v(L,) =0,

w/v v/p
(b) «uMLR = vMLR if and only ifcffﬁu N wMLR = DngM N vMLR = (,
(c) uCR = vCRif and only if L3, N uCR = £, N vCR = ¢,

Similarly, one obtains the following characterizations of Schnorr randomness and Kurtz randomness, which can be
verified by using savings martingales as discussed in Remark 13.

Proposition 48. Let u be a computable measure. A sequence A is ju-Schnorr random if and only if there exists no computable
u-martingale d and computable order g such that d(A | 3") > g(n) for infinitely many n.

A sequence A is u-Kurtz random if and only if there exists no computable pu-martingale d and computable order g such that
dA|3") > g(n) foralln.

As further steps towards the construction of counter-examples, we show the following proposition and state a remark.

Proposition 49. Let A € ASR, and suppose that A is Ag (i.e. computable in the halting problem). There exists a nowhere vanishing
computable measure p such that A ¢ uSR and

Ly =90 and L3, = {A}.

Proof. We will in fact construct a computable A-martingale d such that d(A | 3") tends to 0 as n tends to infinity, in such
a way that d(A | 3") < 1/n for infinitely many n and if B # A, d(B | 3") will be eventually constant. Then, setting
w(u) = A(u)d(u) for all words u, u will be as wanted. By the above discussion, we will only define d(u) for those words u
whose length is a power of 3, which we do inductively.

Since Ais AY, it is the pointwise limit of a sequence of words {w;}sciv. We can moreover assume that lims_, ;.o |ws| = 400,
that |ws| < 3° for all s, and that w; is a prefix of A for infinitely many s.

Let E, = {u1*: y € 2*}. Notice that every A-Schnorr random sequence has only finitely many prefixes in E, and has no
prefix in Ej for all k that are sufficiently large. For the sake of simplicity, we assume that A has no prefix in the set E = E,,
which is indeed true for some finite variant of A, and leave the virtually identical argument for larger values of k to the reader.

The martingale d is defined inductively as follows, where it is immediate from the construction that d is computable.
Initially, we let d(¢) = d(0) = d(1) = 1. Then, supposing that d(u) has already been defined for all u of length 3°, define d
on words of length 3°*1 as follows. Let u be word of length 3°. For each extension u’ of u that has length 3°*!, define d(u’) as
follows:

e if u is not an extension of ws, set d(u') = d(u),

e if u is an extension of wy and v’ is not in E, i.e., u’ # u12M setd(u’) = 4W

s+1°
Finally, set d(u1?"!) in such a way that the average of the values d(u’) over all words 1’ that extend u and have length 35*!
is equal to d(u).

We turn to the verification.

Claim 1. The function n — d(B | 3") is eventually constant for all B # A.

Proof. The words ws converge pointwise to the sequence A, hence for any sequence B # A there exists sy such that for
all s > s, the word wj is not a prefix of B, and thus, by construction of d, for all s > sq, d(B | 3°) = d(B | 3%).

Claim 2. The functionn +— d(A | 3") ttends to 0 and d(A | 3") < 1/n for infinitely many n.

Proof. The claim is a direct consequence of the definition of d. Since A has no prefix in E, by construction of d, one has for
all s either d(A | 3°*') = d(A | 3%) ord(A | 3°*!) = d(A | 3°)/(s + 1). Hence s > d(A | 3°) is non-increasing and is smaller
than 1/s for all s such that w; is a prefix of A, which happens infinitely often.

Let us now consider = A d. By the above discussion, DCZ% =0, °C§7u = {A}. Moreover, if we consider the x-martingale

d = ﬁ we see that for infinitely many s, d’'(A | 3°) > s. Hence, by Proposition 48, A ¢ uSR. O

Remark 50. There are A) sequences in ACR \ AMLR and in ASR \ ACR.

For a proof it suffices to observe that the standard constructions of sequences in the two sets under consideration can
be performed effectively if the halting problem is given as an oracle. Alternatively, one can use the stronger result by Nies,
Stephan, and Terwijn [10] that a Turing degree is high if and only if it contains a sequence in ACR \ AMLR if and only if it
contains a sequence in ASR \ ACR.

Proposition 51. (a) There exists a computable measure w that is equivalent to A and nonetheless satisfies AMLR # uMLR,
ACR # uCR, ASR # uSR.

(b) There exists a computable measure y such that A\MLR = uMLR and ACR # pCR.

(c) There exists a computable measure p such that A\CR = uCR and ASR # uSR.



L. Bienvenu, W. Merkle / Annals of Pure and Applied Logic 160 (2009) 238-254 251

Proof. (a)LetAbea Ag member of AMLR (such as Chaitin’s constant §2). Let  be, by Proposition 49, a (nowhere vanishing)
computable measure such that :C\ff})\ =, fﬁﬂ = {A}and A ¢ uSR. Since L({A}) = 0, by Proposition 47, the measures A
and p are equivalent. Moreover, since A € AMLR C ACR C ASR,and A ¢ uSR, it follows that AMLR # uMLR, ACR # uCR,
ASR # uSR.

(b) Bz/éRemark 50, let Bbe a Ag sequence such that B € ACR \ AMLR. By Proposition 49, there exists a (nowhere vanishing)
computable measure p such that fZOM =0, fj{?u = {B} and B ¢ uSR. By Proposition 47, we have AMLR = MLR (since
B ¢ AMLR) and ACR # uCR (since B € ACR\ uCR).

(c) By Remark 50, let C be a A‘z) sequence such that C € ASR \ ACR. By Proposition 49, there exists a (nowhere vanishing)
computable measure p such that fﬁ% = 0, fﬁjﬂ = {C} and C ¢ uSR. By Proposition 47, we have ACR = uCR (since

C ¢ ACR) and ASR # uSR (since C € ASR\ uSR). O
The following lemma will be used in the proof of Proposition 53.

Lemma 52. Let pu and v be two nowhere vanishing computable measures and A € 2“. IfA € vSR '\ uSR, then there exists a

computable order g such that Z((f/:g:)) > g(n) holds infinitely often.

Proof. Let A € vSR \ uSR. By Lemma 7 and Proposition 48, there exists a computable measure £ and a computable order h

such that i((f‘g?) > h(n) for infinitely many n. Then g = |v/h] is a computable order and since A € vSR, for almost all n it

holds that igg:; < g(n). Hence, for infinitely many n

VAT EATY) AT hm)
HATIY T RAT3NEATS) T gm T

Proposition 53. There exists a computable measure y such that ASR = uSR, ACR # uCR and AMLR # pMLR.

Proof. Let £2 be Chaitin’s constant, which is in AMLR. We will construct, in a very similar way as for Proposition 49, a
computable A-martingale d and a corresponding computable measure @ = Ad such that

£, =0 and L35, = {2},

where now we want £2 to be p-Schnorr random. Again we will construct d such that we have lim, d(§2 | 3") = 0, whereas
for any sequence B # 2, the values d(B | 3") will be eventually equal to a nonzero constant. In addition, we will ensure
that d(£2 | 3") decreases so slowly that the values ﬁ(('ggz)) tend to infinity more slowly than any computable order, hence
§2 will be p-Schnorr random by Lemma 52.

Since £2 is a left-computable sequence, let {ws}scn be a sequence of words such that £2 is the pointwise limit of this
sequence, lims_, ;o |ws| = +00, |lws| < 3° for all s, w; is a prefix of 2 for infinitely many s, and if ws is a prefix of £2,
ws T w, forallt > s. Up to replacing the sequence §2 by one of its finite variants, we can assume that §2 has no prefix in
the set E, as defined in the proof of Proposition 49.

Let F: N — Nbe such that F(0) = 0, and for alls > 0, if ws; CE 2, then F(s + 1) = |ws| and, otherwise, F(s + 1) = F(s).
By definition of the wj, for all s, the initial segment of ws which coincides with §2 has at least length F(s).

Claim. F tends to infinity slower than any computable order.

Proof. Let g be a computable order, and suppose that g(n) < F(n) for infinitely many n. Up to taking g even more slow-
growing, we can assume that g(0) = O and g(n + 1) < g(n) + 1 for all n. In other words, we can suppose that the range
of g is N. Then, for all i € N, let n; be the largest integer such that g(n;) = i. Since g(n) < F(n) for infinitely many n, it
follows thati = g(n;) < F(n;) for infinitely many i. Since w, | F(n) = £2 | F(n) for all n, it follows that for infinitely many i,
£2 € [wy, | i]. And since

D (o 1il) =327 =2,

we can apply Proposition 18, from which we get that §2 is not Schnorr random, a contradiction.

We now construct inductively a A-martingale d such that for all s it holds that d(s2 | 3°) = F(s)~!, whereas for any
sequence B # 2, the values d(B | n) are eventually constant. Initially, we let d(¢) = d(0) = d(1) = 1. Supposing that d(u)
has already been defined for a word u of length 3%, define d(u’) for every extension u’ of u of length 3! as follows:

e if u is not an extension of ws, set d(u') = d(u)
e if u is an extension of ws and ' is not in E, (i.e. u’ # u1?¥)setd(v’) = -~

lws| *
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Finally, set d(u12™) in such a way that the average of the values d(u) over all words v’ that extend u and have length 35!
is equal to d(u).

Set u = A d.Itremains to show that u is as wanted. First, we see that, for the same reason as in the proof of Proposition 49,
s — d(B | 3°) is eventually constant for B # £2. Second, we see that, since §2 has no prefix in E; and by definition of F, for
alls, d(2 1 3t =F(s+ 1)L

To complete the proof, notice that the u-martingale d succeeds on £2 hence we have 2 ¢ ©CR (a fortiori £2 ¢ wMLR). It
follows that AMLR # uMLR and «CR # wCR. However, we have ASR = uSR. Indeed by the previous lemma, uSR\ ASR = ¢

-~

since fff}x = (), and ASR \ uSR = ¢ since °C§7u = {2} and ;AL((?ZEI’:)) = F(n), with F(n) = o(g(n)) for every computable
orderg.

Proposition 54. There exists a computable measure w such that p and A are consistent and AKR # uKR.

Proof. Let § be the measure such that §({0“}) = 1, which is clearly computable, and set u = §/2 4+ A/2. For any X C 2¢,
if 0¢ € X, then u(X) = 1/2 4+ A(X)/2,and if 0® ¢ X, then p(X) = A(X)/2. In both cases, it is impossible that one of the
values A(X) and ©(X) is equal to 1 and the other is equal to 0, hence A and  are consistent. On the other hand, 0“ ¢ AKR
but 0“ € uKR. 0O

The proof of our next and last counter-example uses the notion of A-2-ML randomness, i.e. Martin-L6f randomness
relativized to the halting problem ¢'. The following theorem due to Nies, Stephan and Terwijn [10] gives a nice
characterization of A-2-ML randomness in terms of plain Kolmogorov complexity, which we denote by C. For an extensive
survey of Kolmogorov complexity, we refer to Li and Vitanyi [5].

Theorem 55. A sequence A is A-2-ML random if and only if there exists a constant ¢ such that C(A | n) > n — c for infinitely
many n. Moreover, there exists a computable upper-bound C* of C such that this characterization of A-2-ML randomness remains
valid with C* in place of C.

Proposition 56. There exists a (nowhere vanishing) computable probability measure  such that uKR = AKR and u is not
equivalent to A.

Proof. We will construct a computable measure u such that A and i have the same Kurtz random sequences and yet are
not equivalent. As in the proof of Proposition 53, the construction will be done by constructing a A-martingale d and setting
i = d A. And here again, we will only define d on words the length of which is a power of 3, the values on the other words
being implicitly defined.

Let C* be a computable function that characterizes A-2-ML randomness according to Theorem 55. Here we can assume
that C* has in addition the property that for some constant ¢; and for all words u and v, it holds that

C* 1) < 2Jul + |v| +c1. 8)
In order to see this, let ¢; be a constant such that (8) holds for all u and v with C* replaced by C. For every word w, set
C*(w) = min{C*(w), |w| — iy + ¢1}

where i, is the largest length i such that w has a prefix of the form u1?* with |u| = i. Then C** is computable and satisfies (8),
and since we have C < C* < C*, Theorem 55 remains true with C** in place of C*. In summary, we can assume that C*
satisfies (8) because otherwise we may simply replace C* by C**.
The set of A-2-ML random sequences has A-measure 1 and, by choice of C* according toTheorem 55, this set is equal to
the nested countable union
J@a: 3*nc@rm =n—ch.
ceN

Thus, there exists some ¢y € N such that the set
R={A:3%nC"(AIn) >n-—co}

has nonzero A-measure.
For any sequence X, define the function hy by

hx(s) =#{t <s:3Ine 3,37 CK I n) > n—c}.

Then h, is eventually constant forallA ¢ R, whereas h, is an order for allA € R.Furthermore, in the latter case there is no
computable order g where g < hy, as can be shown by the following line of argument due to Nies, Stephan and Terwijn [10].
Suppose that there were such a computable order g. Then A belongs to the set of all sequences X such that g(s) < hx(s) for
all s, whichisa IT 10 class because the values of hy can be effectively approximated from above given oracle access to X. Thus,
Abelongs toa IT ? class which is a subclass of R and hence contains only A-2-ML random sequences. This is a contradiction
since by the Kreisel Basis Theorem, every nonempty /T f class contains a Ag sequence.

The martingale d is defined inductively, where it is immediate from the construction that d is computable. Initially, set
d(e) = d(0) = d(1) = 1. Supposing that d(u) has already be defined for all u of length 3%, define d on words of length 3°*!

as follows. Let u be a word of length 3%. For each extension w of u that has length 35+ and differs from u12 = y13*'=3),
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e setd(w) = d(u)/2 in case there is n € (3%, 3**!] where C*(w | n) > n — ¢,
e setd(w) = d(u), otherwise.

Finally, set d(u12™) in such a way that the average of the values d(u’) over all words v’ that extend u and have length 35!
isequal tod(u | 3°).

When analyzing the behavior of d on a sequence A, we distinguish the following three cases. In connection with the
discussion of these cases, recall that A € R holds if and only if there are infinitely many n such that C*(A | n) > n — c,.
First, in case A € R, the sequence A is in particular A-2-ML random and thus has only finitely many prefixes of the form
u1?*l hence up to a fixed positive multiplicative constant we have d(A | 3°) = 27™© for all s. Second, if A ¢ R and A has
only finitely many prefixes of the form u1?/“!, then d(A | 3°*") is equal to d(A | 3°) for almost all s. Third, if A ¢ R and A has
infinitely many prefixes of the form u1%“!, then A has prefixes of the form u12"! for arbitrarily long u. But for all sufficiently
long u and all v, we have

C1P™u) < 20ul + |v| + ¢ < ul?My| — ¢,

hence for all sufficiently large s and for u = A | 3°, we have d(w) = d(u) for all extensions w of u of length 3°*! that differ
from u12™, where then also d(u1%") = d(u) follows. Notice that in all the above cases n — d(A | n) is bounded from above
by a constant.

Set 4 = dA. Then u is obviously computable since d is computable. Let us prove that w also has the other required
properties.

Claim 1. The measures p and X are not equivalent.

Proof. We have A(R) > 0 by choice of . On the other hand, d = 1/d = A/u is a u-martingale by Proposition 7, where
for every sequence A € R and for all s, up to a positive multiplicative constant, d'(A | 3°) = 2"©. Since hy is an order for
all A € R, this proves that d’ succeeds on all A € K. Hence, R N uCR = ¢ and thus u(R) = 0.

Claim 2. It holds that KR < AKR.

Proof. Let A ¢ AKR. Then there exists a computable A-martingale dy and a computable order g such thatdy(A | n) > g(n)
for all n. Moreover, the A-martingale d = p/X is bounded from above on any sequence, hence we can fix a constantr > 0
such that d(A | n) < r for all n. Now in order to see that A ¢ uKR, it suffices to observe that for the y-martingale d; = dp ﬁ
it holds for all n that
rMATn) _do@ATm)  g(n)

@A) d@Arn) T o

Claim 3. It holds that AKR C uKR.

di(A [ n) =do(A[n)

Proof. Given any sequence A ¢ uKR, fix a computable p-martingale d, and a computable order f such that d,(A | n) >

f(n) for all n and define a computable A-martingale ds by
1% . dy
d3 =d2 x, thatlS, d3 :d2d= ?

We distinguish two cases. In case A ¢ R, we have already seen that almost all values d(A | 3") are equal to a
constant 1/r’" > 0, hence d3(A | 3") > @ for almost all n and consequently A ¢ AKR according to Proposition 48. In
the second case, i.e.,, A € R, Ais in particular A-2-ML random, hence the A-martingale d3 is bounded on A from above, say
by a constant r” > 0, and we obtain for all n

U
d@Ain _ fm

d(Af”)=d2(Afn)m_ SRR

Recall that d’(A | 3%) = 2"® up to a positive multiplicative constant. It follows for some constant r’ and for all s that
IORS f(3)

r///

and hence

ha(s) = log (ff,s) )

which contradicts the fact that hy cannot be bounded from below by a computable order. Hence, the second case will not
occur, and this finishes the proof of Claim 3. O

The last counter-example we gave showed that two measures which have the same Kurtz random sequences need not
be equivalent. This has consequences for the possible effectivizations of the following classical result.



254 L. Bienvenu, W. Merkle / Annals of Pure and Applied Logic 160 (2009) 238-254

Proposition 57. Let i and v be two probability measures on the Cantor space. Then the following assertions are equivalent.

(i) The measures u and v are equivalent.
(ii) The measures w and v have the same closed null sets.
(iii) The measures p and v have the same Gs null sets.

It is suggesting to ask whether an effectivized version of Proposition 57 is true, where attention is restricted to computable
measures and in place of closed sets and Gs sets one considers H‘l’ sets and 1'[3 sets, respectively. As a corollary to the results
already shown, we obtain that for the effective version the equivalence (i) <> (iii) remains valid whereas (i) <> (ii) is false
in general.

Proposition 58. Two computable probability measures u and v on the Cantor space are equivalent if and only if they have the
same T19 null sets.

There are computable probability measures u and v on the Cantor space that have the same 1'[? null sets but are not equivalent.

Proof. Concerning the first assertion, it suffices to observe that in the proof of Proposition 39 we have shown that if two
computable probability measures i and v are not equivalent, then there exists a 1'[3 set that is a null set with respect to
exactly one of the two measures. Concerning the second assertion, we have shown in the proof of Proposition 55 that there
are two computable probability measures that have the same Kurtz random sequences but are not equivalent. But having
the same Kurtz random sequences and having the same I null sets is the same because if there is a [T} set that is null, say,
for u, but has positive measure for v, then this set cannot contain any Kurtz random sequence with respect to p but has a
nonempty intersection with the class of Kurtz random sequences with respect to v, which has v measure 1. O
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