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FINITE FINAL SEGMENTS OF THE D.C.E. TURING DEGREES

STEFFEN LEMPP, YIQUN LIU, YONG LIU, KENG MENG NG, GUOHUA WU,
AND CHENG PENG

ABSTRACT. We prove that every finite distributive lattice is isomorphic to a
final segment of the d.c.e. Turing degrees (i.e., the degrees of differences of
computably enumerable sets). As a corollary, we are able to infer the unde-
cidability of the 3IV3-theory of the d.c.e. degrees in the language of partial
ordering.

1. INTRODUCTION

A set A is w-c.e. if there are computable functions f and g such that for each x,
we have A(z) = lim; f(x,s), f(z,0) =0, and [{s | f(z,s+1) # f(z,s)}| < g(z). A
is c.e. if we can choose g(z) = 1; A is d.c.e. if we can choose g(z) = 2. A Turing
degree is d.c.e. if it contains a d.c.e. set.

The study of the d.c.e. Turing degrees goes back more than half a century, to the
work of Ershov [Er68al [Er70] in his development of what is now called the
Ershov hierarchy. Cooper [CoT1] first established that there is a properly d.c.e. de-
gree, i.e., a Turing degree containing a d.c.e. set but no c.e. set. A breakthrough in
the study of the d.c.e. degrees was achieved in the Nondensity Theorem [CHLLS91]
quoted below, which established the existence of a maximal incomplete d.c.e. de-
gree, or, equivalently, that the two-element linear order can be embedded into the
d.c.e. degrees as a finite final segment. This naturally leads to the question of the
isomorphism types of all finite final segments of the d.c.e. degrees. If we restrict
our attention to final segments which have a least element, then these must be
finite lattices. In this paper, we will show that all finite distributive lattices can be
realized as final segments of the d.c.e. degrees, leading also to a new and sharper
proof of the undecidability of the theory of the d.c.e. degrees (in the language of
partial ordering); in particular, we are able to show that the V3V-theory of the d.c.e.
degrees is undecidable.

Our presentation will assume that the reader is familiar with priority argu-
ments on a tree of strategies, in particular 0”’-constructions, as presented in, e.g.,
Soare [So87]. Familiarity with the proof of the D.C.E. Nondensity Theorem would
be helpful to understand the present construction, which builds on this.
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We begin by reviewing some definitions and some notation.

Definition 1.1. Let £ be a finite distributive lattice, and denote the upper semi-
lattice of the d.c.e. degrees by Dy. We say j : L — Do embeds L into Dy as a final
segment if the following holds:

(i) j(1) = 0%
(i) @ < b implies j(a) < j(b);
(iii) a £ b implies j(a) £ j(b); and
(iv) for any d.c.e. degree u, there is some a € L such that j(0) Uu = j(a).

The D.C.E. Nondensity Theorem can now be stated as follows:

Theorem 1.2 (D.C.E. Nondensity Theorem (Cooper, Harrington, Lachlan, Lempp,
Soare [CHLLS91))). There is a mazimal incomplete d.c.e. Turing degree d; in par-
ticular, the d.c.e. Turing degree are not densely ordered.

In other words, the 2-element lattice £ = {0,1} can be embedded into the d.c.e.
degrees as a final segment (see Definition . The case when L is a Boolean
algebra was covered by Lempp, Yiqun Liu, Yong Liu, Ng, Peng, and Wu in [Lil7].
This suggests that Theorem can be generalized to more general finite lattices.
To this end, we prove the following theorem in this paper:

Theorem 1.3. If L is a finite distributive lattice, then L can be embedded into
d.c.e. degrees as a final segment.

We conjecture that this theorem can be extended to a much wider class of fi-
nite lattices, in particular to the join-semidistributive or even the so-called inter-
val dismantlable lattices introduced by Adaricheva, Hyndman, Lempp, and Na-
tion [AHLN1S8]|; at this point, extending it to all finite lattices appears out of reach
but not impossible.

We note an immediate important consequence of Theorem [1.3] a sharper un-
decidability result for the first-order theory of the d.c.e. degrees in the language
of partial ordering; this theory had previously been proven to be undecidable by
Cai/Shore/Slaman [CSS12]; a closer analysis of their proof yields the undecidability
of the V3avV3-theory. Our result strengthens this:

Theorem 1.4. The 3V3-theory of the d.c.e. degrees in the language of partial
ordering s undecidable.

Proof. The proof is almost exactly the same as the proof for the Turing degrees
by Lachlan [La68, Section 3| (see Lerman [Le83, Theorem VI.4.6] for a textbook
exposition): Let S be the set of the <-sentences true of all distributive lattices,
and F the set of the <-sentences true of all finite distributive lattices; then by
Ershov/Taitslin [ET63|, there is no computable set R with FF C R C S. Let 6(x)
be a <-formula stating that the interval [z, 1] is a distributive lattice; then by
Theorem the set H of <-sentences of the form Vz (6(z) — ¢(x)) is a set of
Jv3-sentences and satisfies ' C H C S. O

We now recall the definitions of Boolean algebras and distributive lattices in
Section [2] where we also discuss other useful properties.
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2. BaAsics ON LATTICE THEORY

In this section, we define and cover the relevant basic notions and properties of
lattices. We follow [Grll] for the basic definitions. We restrict ourselves to finite
lattices with least element 0 and greatest element 1.

A lattice £ can be thought of as a poset (L, <), where any finite subset has an
infimum and a supremum, or as an algebraic structure (L,V,A), where z < y iff
zANy=czifzVy=y.

A lattice L is finite if |L| is finite. A lattice £ is distributive if it satisfies the
following for all a,b,c € L:

aAN(®BVe)=(aAb)V(aAec),
aV(bAc)=(aVb)A(aVec).

For a < b, we call the set [a,b] = {z € L | a <z < b} an interval. In particular,
an interval is always a sublattice of £ (note that we do not require 0,1 € [a, D], i.e.,
the least and greatest element of [a,b] and of £ need not be the same, respectively).

We write a < b if a < b and there is no element ¢ such that a < ¢ < b. We
call a an atom if 0 < a. We call a € L join-irreducible in £ if a # 0 and a =bV ¢
implies a = b or a = ¢. If a is join-irreducible, then we let a, denote the unique
element such that a, < a. Let Ji(£) be the set of all join-irreducibles of £. Let
spec(a) = {b € Ji(L) | b < a}.

Let DownJi(£) be the collection of sets A C Ji(£) such that if z,y € Ji(£) with
x < yandy € A, then x € A. Observe that (DownJi(£),N,U) is a distributive
lattice with least element @ and greatest element Ji(£). The following theorem is
worth mentioning.

Theorem 2.1 (see [Grll]). Let L be a finite distributive lattice. Then the map
spec : a — spec(a)
is an isomorphism between L and DownJi(L).

In particular, a useful fact to keep in mind is that spec(aVb) = spec(a)Uspec(b).
As one of the equivalent definitions of finite Boolean algebras, we say that a finite
lattice £ is a Boolean algebra if L is a finite distributive lattice such that for any
ceJi(L),0=<c

We continue with definitions. An element a is a complement of bif a Vb =1 and
a Ab=0. (The complement of a need not always exist, even in finite distributive
lattices.) An element a* is a pseudocomplement of a if for all z, aANx = 0 iff x < a™.
Unlike the complement of a, if a* exists, it is unique; but in general, a** # a. If for
all a € L, a* exists, we call L pseudocomplemented.

The pseudocomplement of a relative to b is the (unique) element a * b such that
forall z, aNx < biff xt <axb. If for all a,b € L, a x b exists, we call L relatively
pseudocomplemented.

Observe that if £ is a finite distributive lattice, then L is relatively pseudo-
complemented. To see this, let S = {& € L | a Az < b}; this set is nonempty
since b € S, and by distributivity, S is closed under join and thus has a greatest
element, namely, a * b. Note that a* = a * 0, and hence a finite distributive lat-
tice is also pseudocomplemented. It is not difficult to show that if £ is relatively
pseudocomplemented, then £ is distributive.

A subset C = {ag, a1,...,a,} C Lisa chain of lengthn+1ifag < a1 < -+ < ay.
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Theorem 2.2 (see [Grlll). Let L be finite distributive lattice. Then every mazimal
chain in L is of length | Ji(L)| + 1.

Thus, every chain from 0 to 1 is of the same length. For a non-example, any
maximal chain in the five-element modular nondistributive lattice M3 is of length 3,
but | Ji(M3)| + 1 = 4. (Here, M3 = {0,a1,a2,a3,1} with 0 < a; < 1 and a; £ a;
for distinct 4,5 € {1,2,3}.)

Moreover, we can define the rank of a € L by setting rank(a) = n if some chain
from 0 to a has length n+1 but no chain has length n+2. In particular, if £ is finite
distributive, then rank(a) = |spec(a)|. An element a is an atom iff rank(a) = 1.

We list some useful facts.

Lemma 2.3. Let L be a finite distributive lattice and a,b,c € L.
(1) a <bxa.
(2) a =\/spec(a).
(8) If a <b<c, then (b*)[a’c] = (bxa) /\c
(4) If c < a, then a A (a*c) = c.
(5) If a,b € Ji(L) and a < b, then a* a, <bx*b, and b £ a * a,.

Proof. (1) Since b A a < a, we have a < b x a by definition.

(2) Clearly, \/spec(a) < a. Suppose that b = \/spec(a) < a and consider
A={z<alz£b},soaec A Any x € A is join-reducible, hence z = y V z for
some ¥, z < x, where at least one of them must be in A. Therefore, inductively, we
see that A is infinite, a contradiction.

(3) Since (b a) A ¢ € [a,c], we work in [a,c] and see that for any = € [a, (],
bAzx =aiff x < (bxa)A e, which follows directly from the definition of b % a and
the fact that = € [a, ¢].

(4) Since c < a A (ax*c) < c.

(5) Observe that bA(a*a,) < b. Suppose that bA(a*a,) = b, then b < a*a,, which
implies a = aAb < a,, a contradiction. Hence bA (a*a,) < b, and so a*a, < bxb,.
Suppose that b < a * ay, then a = a A b < a, again a contradiction. ([

3. THE REQUIREMENTS AND CONFLICTS

We introduce a preliminary version of our requirements and show that they
suffice for our theorem in Section [3.2l Then we rephrase the S-requirements in
Section[3.3)and simplify the R-requirements in Section[3.4] After achieving this final
(more useful) version of our requirements, we give three examples in Section
Finally, we discuss the conflicts between requirements in Section [3.6)

3.1. The setup. Recall Definition[I.I} Given a finite distributive lattice £, our job
is to exhibit an embedding j : £ — Dy onto a final segment of the d.c.e. degrees.
We will define a map j : £ — Dy (into the set Dy of d.c.e. sets) and then let

J(a) = degr(j(a)).
For each element a € L, we will construct a d.c.e. set A and map a to j(a) = A.
The set assigned to 0 will be called E. Now our j will be the following map:

jrar Ee (ED{B|b e spec(a)})

Here, (b*)[a’C] is the pseudocomplement of b computed in [a, ].
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Of course, whether j embeds £ into D5 as a final segment depends on our choice
of the set E and of the sets A for each a € Ji(£). We will construct our sets meeting
certain requirements.

We start with a global requirement

G:K=0'0
where O is a functional we build. This ensures Definition that j(1) =r K.

Definition is automatic, because if a < b, then spec(a) C spec(b), and
so by the definition of j, j(a) <r j(b). It is worth noting that spec(a V b) =
spec(a) U spec(b), so we have j(a Vb) =r j(a) @ j(b). Therefore, im(j) is a finite
upper semilattice with least and greatest element. (Since L is finite and has a least
element, and since j will be onto a final segment of Ds, im(j) will also automatically
be a lattice.)

Next, we explain how to ensure Definition and

3.2. Initial version of our requirements. In order to facilitate notation, we will
agree on the following: For an interval S = [a,b] C L, we define

i8] =AU € Dy | j(a) <r U <7 j(b)}.
j[S] is the degree version of j[S]. In particular, if S = {a} is a singleton, then
3] = {degr(j(a)} = j(a).

For all d.c.e. sets U, we have a set of requirements S, (U), indexed by a finite
set of nodes o € 2<¥. For each partial computable functional ¥, we also have a set
of requirements R,(¥), indexed by the same finite set of nodes o € 2<“. For now,
our requirements are defined recursively as follows.

Let Ly = L = [0,1]. Suppose that we have defined L, = [ps,qs]. If po = qo,
then we stop. Otherwise, we choose pyo such that p, < pyo0 < ¢,. We now let

4do0 = 4o, Po1 = Pos and do1 = (p;O)LU‘ Set Loo = [paO»QJO] and L, = [polafkrﬂ
and continue.

Definition 3.1. Welet Ty = {0 | L, is defined} and T = {o | o not a leaf of T, }.

We then state our local requirements for now in preliminary form as follows, for
each o € T}, d.c.e. set U and partial computable functional W:

So(U) : j(pe) ® U € §[Lg] = j(po) = DLPIV v T = AZl1)

Ro(V) : j(poo) # W00
This finishes the definition of our requirements. Thus we have, for each d.c.e.
set U and each o € T}, a requirement S, (U). For each partial computable func-
tional ¥ and each o € T}, we have a requirement R,(¥). When the oracle U is

clear from the context, we say that T, is total and correct if j(pyo) = Ff,(p")@U

and that A, is total and correct if U = Af;(qal).
In the rest of the section, we prove the following lemma.

)

Lemma 3.2. If all requirements are met, then j: L — Dy embeds L into D5 as a
final segment.

We assume that all requirements are met throughout the rest of the section in a
sequence of lemmas.
We call S, (U) active if j(p,) ®U € j[L,]. Otherwise S, (U) is satisfied trivially.

Lemma 3.3. Let S,(U) be active.
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(1) If T, is total, then j(py) DU =1 j(poo) ®U € j[Loo]. So if |Lyo| > 1, then
Seo(U) is active.
(2) If A, is total, thenj(pa)@U =T j(pcrl)@U € j[Lal]' So Z‘f|Lal| > 1, then
Se1(U) is active.
P’l"OOf. (1) We have j(pUO) <r j(pUO) ®U <r j(pa) eU <r j(QU) = j(q00)7
where the second reducibility follows from the fact that ', is total, and the third
reducibility follows from the fact that S,(U) is active. But p, < pyo implies
J(ps) ® U <71 j(pso) @ U, so the second reduction is in fact an equivalence.

(2) A, states that U <7 j(gr1). Since py1 = po < ¢o1, we have j(ps1) <r
J(Pe1) @ U <7 j(qo1)- U
Lemma 3.4. For o € T}, we have L, = LyoU Ly1 and j[Lo] = j[Loo] U j[Lo1]-
Proof. For the first equation, L, U L,1 C L, is obvious.

Given a € L, if pyo < a, then a € L,o. Otherwise, p,o Aa = p,, 50 a < ¢,1 and
thus a € L,1. Hence L, = Log U Lyy.

Now suppose that b € L,o N Ly1. Then psg < b < ¢o1, contradicting ¢,1 =
(pj;O)L”. Hence L, = LyoU Ly1.

For the second equation, j[Lyo] U j[Ls1] C j[Lo] is trivial.

Given deg,(E @ U) € j[L,], we have that the degree of E® U =1 j(ps) ® U is
in j[Ls]. So S, (U) is active. If T, is total, then
EaU=rjps) & U =1 j(poo) ®U € j[Lgol-
If A, is total, then
EoU=r jps) ®U =r j(por) ® U € j[Lo].
Therefore j[L,] = j[Loo] U j[Lo1]-
Now suppose that degp(E @ U) € j[Loo] Nj[Lo1].- Then we would have
j(Poo) <7 E®U <1 j(g01),
contradicting the R, (¥)-requirements. O

Lemma 3.5. j is injective.

Proof. Suppose that a # b. Let o be the longest such that a,b € L,. So |L,| > 2,
and thus L, = L,o U Ly1. Without loss of generality, we assume a € L,q and
b € Ly1. Hence j(a) € j[Loo] and j(b) € j[Ly1] and so j(a) Zr j5(b). O

Lemma 3.6. Ifa,b € L, then a £ b implies j(a) %7 j(b).

Proof. We suppose towards a contradiction that j(a) <7 j(b). Now let ¢ = bV a.
Note that b < ¢ since otherwise we would have a < b. So j(b) <r j(c) since j is
injective and order-preserving. But then

j(e) =r jbVva) =7 jb) @ j(a) =1 jb) <r j(c),
a contradiction. (]
Thus we have Definition
Definition 3.7. Call L, U-active if j(0) ® U € j[L,].
Lemma 3.8.

(1) If L, is U-active, then j(0) ®U =1 j(p,) ®U. So if |L,| > 2, then Sy (U)
s active.
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(2) Suppose that Sy (U) is active. If Ty is total, then Lyo is U-active. If Ay is
total, then Ly is U-active.

Proof. (1) We have j(ps) <7 j(0) @ U <7 j(ps) ® U, where the first reducibility
follows from the fact that L, is U-active.
(2) Apply Lemma inductively. d

It is easy to see C(U) = {o € T} | S, (U) is active} is a maximal chain in T7.
We also have that Cp(U) = {0 € T, | L, is U-active} is a maximal chain in Tp.
Clearly, C(U) is C(U) without its longest node.

Lemma 3.9. For each d.c.e. set U, there exists a € L such that j(0) ®U = j(a).

Proof. Let o be the longest string in Cr(U), then L, = {a,} and j(0) @ U =¢

Jjlaq). O
So we have Definition [[.I[iv)] and hence Lemma [3.2 has been proved.

3.3. The S-requirements rephrased. We need to rephrase our requirements to
better fit our construction. Our initial rephrasing of the S-requirements is summa-
rized in the following
Remark 3.10.
(1) If S, (U) is active, then j(0) ® U =7 j(p,) @ U.
Since j(0) = E, we can replace the disjunct j(pyo) = TVP)®V in the
conclusion of the S, (U)-requirement by

J(Po0) = reey,

(2) Since p, < poo, there is a unique ¢, € Ji(£) such that

spec(pyo) = spec(py) U {cy}
and
Do0 = Do V Co-
Hence
j(pUO) =T j(pa) &) Co~
So if S, (U) is active, we can rephrase the S, (U)-requirement as
Sy(U): Cp =TEV v U = AZ271)
(3) Since j(pUO) =T j(po) 2] CO' and j(pa) ST j(qo'l)a we have
j(po'O) ﬁT j(QUl) ift Co fT j(q:ﬂ)-

Hence we can rewrite the requirement R, (V) as
R, () : C, # Wilan1),

Definition 3.11. For ¢ € T}, we define F,,(U) recursively as follows,

(1) Fa(U) = @,

(2) FaollU) = F»(U) U{T,},

(3) FJI(U) = FJ(U) U {A0}7
where I', stands for the requirement C, = FE@U, and A, stands for the require-
ment U = Af;(q”l).
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We say F,(U) is satisfied if all functionals in F,(U) are total and correct. Given
two functionals A, and A; in F,(U), we say A, is higher than A, (and A; is lower
than Ay) if o C 7. (So T is “growing downward”.)

Lemma 3.12. L, is U-active iff F,(U) is satisfied.

Proof. We proceed by induction on o € Tz. Ly is obviously U-active and F)\(U) =
.

(1) Lyo is U-active iff L, is U-active and T, is total iff F,,(U) is satisfied and T',,
is total iff F,o(U) is satisfied.

(2) Ly is U-active iff L, is U-active and A, is total iff F,(U) is satisfied and A,
is total iff F,1(U) is satisfied. O

Definition 3.13. Let [Tz] be the set of all leaves of the finite tree T (Defini-
tion . We lexicographically order [T,], denoted by <.

Now we can write our S(U)-requirements succinctly as follows:
SU) = (Fn € [Tc]) F,(U)

Note that we stated the S(U)-requirement above in a more compact form; it is
equivalent to the previous list of requirements for various o € T} by induction
on |o|.

j(go1), as it appeared in A,, will be simplified in Section and Section

3.4. The R-requirements rephrased. We now want to identify ¢,; more care-
fully for each o € T7.

Lemma 3.14. Ifa<p and a < c and ¢ £ p, then (cVp)*xc=pxa

Proof. Let & = (¢ V p) * ¢ and y = p * a. Note right away, by Lemma [2.3|(), that
x> cand y > a.

(1) To show that x < y, it suffices to show that p Az < a. Since p Az # ¢ (since
otherwise ¢ < p), it suffices to show p A z < ¢ (since then a < ¢). Now

c=(evp)hz=(cAx)V(pAz)=cV(pAx),

where the first equality follows from Lemma [2.3|(4)).
Hence p A x < ¢ as desired.
(2) To show that y < z, we need to show that (¢V p) Ay < c. But

(VP Ay =AYV (pAY) = (cAy)Va=(cVa)A(yVa)=cAy <o
where the second equality follows from Lemma . ([
Lemma 3.15. If a < p, a < ¢, p < pVe¢, and c is a join-irreducible, then
(pVec)xp=cx*a.

Proof. Picka=ag <a; <---<a, =p. Let b; = a; Vc. Then we claim:

(1) c=byg<by <---<b, =pVe,

(2) a; < bi,

(3) bl =a; V bi,1 for ¢ 2 1.

By an easy induction argument, observe that spec(b;) = spec(a;)U{c} for all i < n.
This immediately gives (1), (2) and (3).
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Now, applying the Lemma [3.14] repeatedly, we obtain
(pVe)xp=hbyxay
= (an Vbp_1) *an

=b, 1%0p_1="'-+=C*a.

Now we can compute ¢q,1 explicitly.
Now we have

x \Lo
401 = (P5o)

= (o0 * Do) N Qo
= ((po V o) #Po) N o
= (Co * Co5) N o
Here, the last equality uses Lemma and the fact that ¢, .« < po,.
Definition 3.16. For o € Ty, o is special if L, = [ps,1] (ie., if g, = 1).
Obviously, o is special iff o0 is special (since being special is just another way of
saying that o is a string where every bit is 0).

Note that if o is special, then g,1 = ¢4 * ¢5 «, Which is immediate from ¢, = 1
for special o, and which implies the following

Lemma 3.17. If ¢; = ¢, where o is special, then ¢-1 < ¢o1- O
We next show the following
Lemma 3.18. Ji(£) = {c, | 0 € T} is special}.
Proof. For o € Ty, if o is special, then o0 is special, and inductively we have
Po0 =Pos VCo =C\V - -V Cqy.
Let o be the longest special o in T}, then
Poo=1=cxV---Vc,.
Therefore Ji(L) = spec(1) = {c, | o € T} is special}. O
Now consider the requirement R, (¥) : C, # Wi(4r1), By Lemma there

exists a special o such that ¢, = ¢,. Also note that ¢;1 < ¢,1; therefore we only
need to keep the requirements

R (0) : Cp # Wiler)

for the special nodes o € T;. But if o is special, then we have ¢,1 = ¢ * o x, SO
we can rewrite our R-requirements as follows:

R (0) : C # wileres)

where ¢ € Ji(£). (Note here that we are switching from the notation R, to the
notation R, for brevity.)
The final version of our requirements is thus the following;:

G:K=0e/W
SWU) = (Fn € [Tt]) F,(U)
R.(W) : C # W) (for each ¢ € Ji(L))
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where U ranges over all d.c.e. sets and ¥ ranges over all Turing functionals, and
where F, (U) was defined in Section

3.5. Three examples. We give three examples (see Figure |1)) and their require-
ments in this section. In each lattice £, join-irreducible elements are marked by e
and also labeled according to T, the other elements are marked by o with the
least element labeled by 0. The S-requirements for each lattice are generated as in

Figure [2|

co
€00
A Y co
Co C)
0 0

0

(a) 3-element chain (b) diamond lattice (c) 6-element lattice
FIGURE 1. Pictures of lattices

We remark that in Figuresand we write Cy = FFGBU instead of C; = 1"{3®U
because ¢; = ¢g. In the same manner, in Figures [lc/ and we replace C7 and Cpq
by Cy and Cy, respectively.

Using Figure [2| we give the requirements for each lattice in Figure

(a) The requirements for the three-element chain (Figure [Ta)):
G: K = QPO
S(U) : FOO(U) V Fol(U) vV F1(U),
RCA (\II) : C>\ # \IjEv
Rey (W) : Cp # WO,
(b) The requirements for the diamond (Figure [LD)):
G K= @E@CA@CO’
S(U) : Foo(U) vV F()l(U) vV Flo(U) vV Fll(U),
R, (W) : Cy # wF®Co,
Re, (0) : Cy # WEEON,
(¢) The requirements for the six-element lattice (Figure [Id):
G K= @E@CA@CO@COO’
(U) : Fooo(U) V F001(U) VeV FM(U),
Re, (0) : Cy # WP,
(W) : Gy # WEECASCon,
(V)

: COO 75 \I/E@CA@CO.
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Sx\(U)
Cr=17%7 U=AF
So(U) F((U)
Co =T5%Y U= Ao

Foo(U) Fo1(U)

(a) S-requirements for the 3-element chain

Sy (U)
SO U) 51 U)
Co=1b® U=AP® ¢, =1F¢ U=AF
FOO(U) FOl(U) F1()(U) F11(U)

(b) S-requirements for the diamond

S1(U)

Co =T U=AFoOeCo ¢y =TV \ U =AF

Soo(U) So1(U) Fio(U) Fu(U)
Coo =THPY \ U = AJFPTC oo =TEF] \ U = AFFA
Fooo(U)  Foor(U) Foro(U)  Fo11(U)

(c) S-requirements for the 6-element lattice

FIGURE 2. S-requirements for each lattice

3.6. A first discussion of the potential conflicts. Considering the three ex-
amples in Figure [I] and their S-requirements in Figure [2] we observe the following
properties:

(1) Ife, < ¢, then C, appears above C,.. For example, in Figure [2¢|we have C)
appears above Cpp but not necessarily above Cy. (See Lemma )

(2) The oracle of each A, is the join of the set E and the sets C; with 70 C o
or 01 C 7. (See Lemmas [3.21} [3.22] and [3.23])

These properties are crucial, so we will formally prove them now.

Lemma 3.19. For o € Ty, spec(ps) = {¢; | T0 C o}.

Proof. The lemma holds for A since py = 0 and so spec(py) = .
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Suppose that it holds for o; then it holds for 0 and o1 because

spec(py0) = spec(py) U{co} = {cr | 70 C 00}, and
spec(ps1) = spec(py) = {cr | 70 C o} = {c; | 70 C o1}. O

Lemma 3.20. If ¢ is join-irreducible in L and ¢ < c¢,, then there is some T such
that 70 C o and ¢ = c,.

Proof. Recall that spec(py,0) = spec(ps) U {cs}. If ¢ < ¢, then ¢ € spec(pso) \

{cs} = spec(ps), s0 ¢ < p,. Now apply Lemma O
Lemma 3.21. Let o,7 € T¢. If 70 C o, then ¢ < go1-
Proof. By Lemma [3.19] we have ¢, < p, < ¢y1. O

Lemma 3.22. Let 0,7 € Ty. If o1 C 7, then ¢ < qo1-
Proof. Since L, is a sublattice of L,1, we have ¢ < p,o < ¢r < go1- ([l
Lemma 3.23. Let o € Ty and n=010---0 € [T]. Then
spec(qo1) ={cr |70 Cn} ={c; |70 C o} U{c, | 01 C 7}.
Proof. Observe that
{er |70} S{er [70 S o} U{er [0l © 7} C spec(gor),

where the second inclusion follows from Lemmas and So we only need to
show spec(gs1) C {cr | 70 C n}. Let Loy = [po1,qo1]. Then L, = [¢51, go1]. Hence,

Pn = qo1, and so spec(qy1) = spec(p,) = {¢; | 70 C n} by Lemma:3.19 O
From Lemma we have the following
Lemma 3.24. Let o,7 € Ty. If o1 C 7, then spec(gr1) C spec(gy1). O

Next, we consider R-requirements and analyze what happens when an R-re-
quirement tries to diagonalize. In order to give some intuition, we will have to talk
about killing or correcting a functional, the use of a computation, and a witness of
a requirement in the usual sense, but the formal definitions of these are postponed
until Section @

We will first illustrate these using the example of the six-element lattice in Fig-
ure [Id, the S-requirements shown in Figure [2d and a particular R-requirement.

Suppose that R, has a witness  and a computation with use ().

Case 0: Fooo(U) = {T'x,I'9,T00}. Then R, has no conflicts with I'y or I'g
since R.,, wants to preserve C) and Cjy, so R.,, will not trigger any I'x- or I'p-cor-
rection. But R.,, has a conflict with I'gg since when R.,, enumerates = into Cyo,
then 1"(1)30@U(:1c)7 intending to compute Cyo, may require correction by a small number
entering F, possibly injuring the computation of R.,,.

Case 1: Fpo1(U) = {T'x,T9,Ago}. Then, as in Case 0, R.,, has no conflicts
with I'y or T'g. But R, has a conflict with Agg since goo1 < oo *coo,« (i-€., the sets
appearing in the oracle of Agg appear also in the oracle of R, ), and any correction
made by Agg via a number < ¢(z) will injure R, .

Case 2: Fp10(U) = {T'r,A0,T01}. Then, as in Case 0, R, has no conflict
with I'y. Also, R.,, has no conflict with A since Cyp can be used to correct Ay,
and R.,, itself wants to change Cpp as well. Finally, R.,, has a conflict with I'p;
because cg1 = cqg.
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Case 3: Fp11(U) = {T'x, Ap, Ap1}. Then, as in Cases 0 and 2, respectively, R,
has no conflict with T'y or Ag. Analogously to Case 1 (with Agg), R, has a conflict
with Ag; since co1 = coo and go11 < €o1 * Co1,+ = Coo * Coo,, Where the < follows
from the calculation above Definition [3.16

Case 4: F1o(U) = {A),T1}. Then R.,, has a conflict with Ay since the oracle
of Ay also appears in the oracle of R.,,. (To be a little more general, we can show
that ¢y < cgo implies that ¢; < coo * cgo,« by Lemma with a = ¢, and the
calculation above Definition 3.16{) But R.,, has no conflict with I'; since R,
wants to preserve C; = Cp, so R.,, will not trigger any I'y-correction.

Case 5: F11(U) = {Ax,A1}. As in Case 4, R.,, has a conflict with Ay; note
that R, also has a conflict with Ay since Ay is lower than Ay and by Lemma[3:24]
But in this case, R.,, only takes care of Ay since if R.,, cannot ensure the correct-
ness of Ay, then A; won’t matter.

In summary,

o R, has a conflict with I', iff ¢, = cgp iff 0 = 00 or o = 01.

e In Case 2, since R,,, has a conflict with I'g; € Fy10(U), it has no conflict
with Ag; this is because coo = co1 < go1 and Ay has oracle j(go1)-

e In Cases 1, 3, 4, and 5, R.,, has no conflict with any I', but R.,, has
conflicts with Agg, Ag1, and both Ay and Aj, respectively. Note here also
that C00, Co1,5 C) < Co0-

€00

€00

We now want to show how to generalize these properties to arbitrary finite
distributive lattices. We first formulate the first and third property as a definition.

Definition 3.25 (conflicts).
(1) R has a conflict with T, iff ¢, = c.
(2) R has a conflict with A, iff ¢;1 < ¢*cs.

By Lemma for any join-irreducible element ¢ in £, if there is some I'; €
F,(U) such that ¢ < ¢, (and so R.’s diagonalization might be destroyed by I'.-cor-
rection), then there is some I', € F,(U) with ¢, = ¢. Therefore, if for any I' € F;,(U)
computing a set C; with ¢ < ¢, then R, has a conflict with some I', € F,(U) with
o C 7; so it suffices to consider this I', in the definition of conflict.

Given F,(U), suppose that R, has a conflict with A, € F,(U); then for all
A; € F,(U) which are lower than A,, R. also has a conflict with A, because
spec(gr1) C spec(gy1) by Lemma Therefore, if R, has a conflict with any
A € F,(U), we need to only consider the highest such A,.

The following lemma is crucial to our argument.

Lemma 3.26. For c € Ji(£) and n € [T1], we have:

(1) If R. has a conflict with some (necessarily unique) I'z € F,(U), then for all
Ay € Fy(U), ¢ < qo1. (Therefore, such A, can be corrected via the set C'.)

(2) Otherwise, there is some A, € Fy(U) with which R. has a conflict. For
the highest A, € F,(U) with which R. has a conflict, ¢, < c. For all
A, € F(U) with which R. has no conflict, we have ¢ < gr1.

Proof. (1) Recall the definition of F;(U), we have 70 C n and o1 C 7). There-
fore, we either have 01 C 70 or 70 C 0. In either case, by Lemma [3.23] we
have ¢ = ¢; < ¢o1.

(2) We will proceed by induction on o C n and show:
(a) If 01 C n and g,1 < ¢ * ¢y, then ¢, < c. We stop the induction.
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(b) If 01 C n and o1 % ¢ * ¢4, then ¢ < gp1 and continue with o1.
(¢) If 00 C m, then ¢, # ¢, ¢ < ¢y and continue with 0.
Case (a). Suppose towards a contradiction that ¢, £ ¢, s0 ¢, A ¢ < ¢px.
Therefore ¢ < ¢, * ¢4« Because of the induction hypothesis in Cases (b)
and (c), we have ¢ < ¢,. Together we have

c< (CU*CU,*)/\QU:(JUI < c* ey,

where the second equality uses the calculation above Definition and
the last inequality is the assumption of Case (a). Therefore, we obtain
¢ < ¢ * ¢y, contradicting Lemma .

Case (b). Since g,1 £ ¢* ¢, we have ¢ A gy1 £ ¢x. But ¢ Agr1 < ¢, so
the only possibility is that ¢ A go1 = ¢, and hence ¢ < go1.

Case (¢). ¢ < ¢, = gy0 where the first inequality is the induction hy-
pothesis in Cases (b) and (c) and the last equality is by the definition of
ds0- C; # c is our assumption for (2) that R, has no conflicts with any
I' e F,(U).

Now suppose that we never reach Case (a), and so we have ¢ < g, = p,.
By Lemma [3.19] we have ¢ = ¢, for some 70 C 7, so R. would have a
conflict with T'; € F,(U), a contradiction. Thus the induction will end
with Case (a), and thus (2) is proved. O

Suppose that R. has a witness x, a computation with use ¥(z), and a conflict
with I' € F,,(U). The strategy that R, takes would be the following. It will actively
kill T' by enumerating v(x) (possibly y(z) < ¢(x)) into E and request that y(z) be
redefined as fresh (so the new y(z) > the current ¢(x) next time). What R, hopes
for is a point z < y(z) such that U(z) changes, and in this case, we are allowed
to take the old 7(z) out so that the computation of R, is restored and I" can be
corrected using the latest v(z), not injuring 1 (z). Note that after R, kills T',, we
will attempt to make F,19p...0(U) satisfied.

Suppose that R, finds no conflict with any I' € F,(U). Then let A, be the
highest one with which R, has a conflict. R, would like to know who is responsible
for building this A,. By the preceding paragraph, R.  must be responsible for this,
where we also have ¢, < c.

This motivates the following definition.

Definition 3.27. Recall that for each ¢ € Ji(£), we have R.-requirements. For each
R -requirement, based on the conflicts explained above, we define the nondecreasing

map R, : [Tz] — [T;] (Definition 3.1)) by

Ru(n) = 010...0 if R. has a conflict with T', € F,,(U),
A= n otherwise.

Examples are given in Table [1] In this table, we list [T7] lexicographically as
no <m < --- < g We have, for example, (Re, 0 Re, 0 Reyy © Rey © Regy ) (10) = 15
for the six-element lattice.

This completes the discussion of the lattice-theoretic aspects of our construction.
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o ™M M2 N3 N4 15

ca e mn2 72
m o moon2

2 N2 N2 73
mom N3 N3

Na M4 N4 N4 Na 75
M2 N2 N2 N3 N5 s
coo T M N3 N3 M4 15

3-element chain

o)
=}

o
>

diamond

O
>

6-clement lattice

)
=}

ST D I

TABLE 1. The R-maps for our three examples

4. A SINGLE U-SET

4.1. Introduction. Let £ be the finite distributive lattice with least element 0 and
greatest element 1. Recall that our requirements take the following form:

G:K=0/W
S(U) =3 € [Te], 7 (U)
R(W.): C # Wileres)

where U ranges over all d.c.e. sets, ¥, is the e-th Turing functional and e ranges
over w, ¢ ranges over Ji(£), and G is a single global requirement.

The goal of this section is to present the conflicts of the G-requirement, one single
S(U)-requirement (for an arbitrary fixed d.c.e. set U), and all R-requirements. We
note one unusual feature of our construction: Unlike in other constructions, we
will have to try to meet the same requirement repeatedly without any apparent
gain until we succeed, simply to have a sufficient number of strategies in the right
arrangement.

We will denote the number of potential tries by m for now. Note that the optimal
value of m depends on the lattice £ only. A careful analysis into the lattice structure
of £ may give us the optimal value. m = 1 is optimal for Boolean algebras, m = 2
is optimal for the 3-element chain (Figure [Ib]), but setting m = |£| + 1 is always
sufficient for our construction.

This section will introduce the computability-theoretic aspects of our construc-
tion (using a general finite distributive lattice instead of examples) in the simplest
combinatorial setting, preparing us for the more challenging full setup with all
sets U;.

4.2. The priority tree. For each ¢ € Ji(£), recall the map R, : [Tz] — [If]
from Definition [3.27} for now, the only property of R, that we need is that it is a
nondecreasing map. We also fix a computable list {R¢}.¢c,, of all R-requirements
{Re(¥;)}jew,cetie)-

The functionals in F¢(U) for each § € [Tz] will be referred to as U-functionals.
A node « on the tree will be called an R-node if it is assigned to an R-requirement;
and an S-node if it is assigned to an S-requirement with pair (a,&) € {0,...,m —
1} x [Tz]. We view an S-node as the a-th copy of one of the Sy-strategies. We
order {0,...,m — 1} x [T] lexicographically. The intuition behind the notation
(a,§) is that we work our way through all the necessary S(U)-strategies until there
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is no longer a I'-functional to attack (with a = 0, i.e., the first time). Then we start
this whole process again with a = 1, with a = 2, etc., until we reach a = m — 1. At
this point, we will be sure that we have a sufficient number of Sy-strategies so that
we can deal with any possible U-changes back and forth, as we will have to prove
in the end.

An S-node assigned to (a, £) has only one outcome, 0. An R-node « has a w-out-
come, a d-outcome, possibly one of two types of U-outcomes, and finally a ctr-out-
come. The intuition (which will become clear later) for the outcomes is the follow-
ing: Initially, o keeps visiting its w-outcome while « is looking for some computation
to converge. Next, having found a computation, « is now ready to visit the next
outcome, the U-outcome, if any, meaning that « is dealing with Sy-functionals.
In case that no U-outcome is available for «, the next outcome that a visits is
the ctr-outcome, meaning that a has gathered enough information and becomes a
controller. If « is successful in its diagonalization, then the d-outcome is said to
be active, and « visits the d-outcome. If the d-outcome is inactive, then a will
visit its outcomes in sequence: It always starts with the w-outcome, then possibly
a U-outcome (if any), and then the ctr-outcome, at which point the ctr-outcome
becomes active.

Definition 4.1. We define the priority tree 7 by recursion: We assign the root
node A to (0,¢) (¢ is the string 00--- 0 of proper length) and call it an S-node.

Suppose that « is an S-node assigned to (a,&). We determine the least e such
that there is no R°-node f C a with 7w C a or 87d C «a, and we assign a0
to R,.

Suppose that « is an R.-node for some ¢ € Ji(£). Let 8 C a be the longest
S-node, which is assigned to (a,§), say. We add outcomes to « in the following
sequence:

(1) We add a U-outcome as its first outcome.

(a) If £ < R.(£), then we say the U-outcome is a Type I outcome, and we
assign a"U to (a, R.(£)). The next outcome is placed just to the left
of this U-outcome.

(b) If £ = R.(£), then we say the U-outcome is a Type II outcome. If a <
m—1, then we say that this U-outcome is GREEN, and we assign o~ U
to (a+1,¢). If a = m—1, then we say that this U-outcome is RED, and
we do not assign o U to any requirement (so it is a terminal node on
the tree). In either case, the next outcome is placed just to the right
of this U-outcome. (We caution the reader here that the definition
of GREEN and RED is not static. A GREEN outcome can become
RED and vice versa. The information below the RED outcome will
be frozen for a while, waiting for another piece of information to wake
up, at which time the RED turns GREEN again. We will never visit
a RED outcome directly.)

(2) We add a ctr-outcome as the second outcome. We do not assign o™ ctr to
any requirement (so it is a terminal node on the tree).

(3) Finally, we add w- and d-outcomes to the right of all existing outcomes
and assign both a«™w and a™d to (a,£). (Note that this will introduce
“dummy” Sy-strategies that are not strictly needed; however, this will no
longer be possible when we have infinitely many sets U).
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The order of the outcomes is ctr < U < w < d if the U-outcome is Type I, and
U < ctr < w < d if the U-outcome is Type II. For «, 8 € T, « has higher priority
than S (denoted by o <p f3) if « is to the left of 8 or « is a proper initial segment

of B.

This finishes the definition of the priority tree 7.

We need some additional auxiliary notions:

e The ctr- and d-outcomes can be active or inactive.
e « is a controller iff a™ ctr is active.
e Only the Type II outcome can be GREEN or RED. A GREEN outcome

can become RED and vice versa.

e o~ is the longest node such that o= C a.
e For an S-node « assigned to (a,§), we set seq(a) = (a,&), seqq(a) = a,

and seq; () = £. (Note that if « is an R-node, then a~ will always be an
S-node in our priority tree.)

For an R-node o with seqq(a™) = a, we say « is dealing with the a-th copy
of the U-functionals. (The b-th copy of the U-functionals is irrelevant to «
if b # a.)

For an R-node, the next outcome of a particular outcome is well-defined
(except for ctr-, w- and d-outcomes): It is the next outcome added to this
R-node after the particular outcome is added.

For each R-node 3, we have a threshold point threshold(/3) associated to 3,
and the diagonalizing witness associated to the w-outcome of 3, denoted
by witness(/3).

An example of the priority tree for the three-element lattice (see Figures
and can be found in Figure |3| with m = 2. [T,] is listed lexicographically as
no < M < 12. In Figure (3] the S-node assigned to (a,n;) is denoted by aj for short.

Some of the w- and d-outcomes are hidden, and so are the labels of U-outcomes.
A Type II U-outcome is denoted by a thick line. The U-outcomes of R3, R*, and R”
are RED. A terminal node is denoted by a e. A ctr-outcome is denoted by a slim
line and a e.

Remark 4.2. (1) One may not want to add ctr-outcomes in the first place as we

(4)

do not even assign o™ ctr to any requirements. However, adding ctr-out-
comes reveals its priority clearly. Suppose that a™ ctr becomes active. If
ctr < U, then nodes below o~ U will be initialized. If U < ctr, nodes below
a™U must not be initialized. If a and 8 are two controllers, then « has
higher priority than g if o™ ctr <p 57 ctr.

The reason why we add a RED U-outcome to « even though we do not even
assign a™ U to any requirement is to make the construction more uniform.
For example, in Figure [3| when the U-outcome of R' becomes RED, the
strategy of R! will be the same as R>.

For those who are familiar with the proof of D.C.E. Nondensity Theo-
rem [CHLLS91], our notion of controller is dynamic and generalizes theirs.
The letter U in U-outcome really has the same meaning as the letter U in
the Sy-node just above «. In Section [5| when we have indexed sets Uj, we
will have Uj-outcomes, or simply j-outcomes.

The following lemma states that all requirements are represented by some node
along any infinite path through 7.



18 LEMPP, YIQUN LIU, YONG LIU, NG, WU, AND PENG

O|O
R
— 1
02
n
~—u
10 Rio
L I
RCA 10
A !
12 Cx
[ A
RZ w 12
I\R 4 R|7

FIGURE 3. The priority tree for 3-element chain

Lemma 4.3. Let p be an infinite path through T . Then

(1) there is an S-node o such that for each S-node 8 with o C 8 C p, we have

sea(a) = seq(8), and
(2) for each e, there is an R°-node o such that either o~d C p or o~ w C p.

Proof. (1) Consider seq(«) for all S-nodes o C p, which is nondecreasing for « C p;
now note that m x [T,] is finite.

(2) We proceed by induction on e. Suppose that « is assigned to R°. Suppose
that for all R®-nodes 8 with o C 8 C p, we have 37U C p, then the value of seq(7)
for all S-nodes v with @ C v C p would be strictly increasing. But m x [T,] is
finite. O

4.2.1. Functionals manipulated at S-nodes and at R-nodes. An S-node [ assigned
to (b, &) intends to ensure that the b-th copies of all functionals in F¢(U) are correct
and total. However, not all functionals in F¢(U) are maintained at 8. 3 only builds
and maintains each I-functional in Maintain(3,U), defined as follows.

Definition 4.4. Let § be an S-node with seq(5) = (b,€) and « = (87)7, if it
exists, with seq(a) = (a,n).
o If o does not exist, then Maintain(3,U) = F¢(U). (In fact, { =00---0 and
b=0.)
e If a =b and n = ¢, then Maintain(8,U) = &.
e If a = b and n < &, then for some o we have 00 C g and ¢100---0 = ¢, and
we let Maintain(8,U) = {I'; | 01 C 7 C &}.
o If a + 1 = b, then Maintain(3,U) = F¢(U). (In fact, £ =00---0.)

An R-node 8 with seq(87) = (a,n) ensures that some of the functionals in F,(U)
are properly killed (see Section for details), and that possibly one A-functional
is correct and total, depending on which outcome § is visiting.
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Definition 4.5. Let 8 be an R-node with seq(8~) = (a,7n), and suppose, if 37U
is not a terminal node, that seq(8~U) = (b, §).
o If a = b, then Kill(8,U) = F,,(U) \ F¢(U) and Maintain(8,U) = {A} for
the unique A € F¢(U) \ F,(U).
e If a < b, then Kill(5,U) = F,,(U) and Maintain(8,U) = @.

If 87U is a terminal node, then Kill(8,U) = Maintain(8,U) = @. We also define
Kill(8, d) = Maintain(8, d) = Kill(8, w) = Maintain(8, w) = &.

In summary, an R-node 3 visiting its U-outcome has to kill each functional in
Kill(3,U), and build and maintain the A-functional, if any, in Maintain(3,U).

4.2.2. B* and B*. Now we are ready to formulate the crucial definition for our
construction. Consider an R.-node 8. Suppose that seq(8~) = (a,n) and that
n = Re(n). By Lemma [3.26|[2), we know that there is a highest A, € F;,(U) with
which R, has a conflict. Let o be the R._-node such that a™U C 8~ and « builds
(the a-th copy of) this A, (along this U-outcome). We then define

8" = a.
Two properties will be used throughout the paper: The first one is that ¢, < ¢;
The second one is that the set C' does not appear in the oracle of R, (Lemma.
Suppose that seq(87) = (a,n) with a # 0. Let o be the Rj-node with a C

a™U C B, where the U-outcome is a Type II outcome and where seq(a™U) =
(a,0) €m x [Tz] (1t =00---0). We define

ﬂﬁ = .
If @ = 0 then we do not define /3.
Remark 4.6.

(1) In fact, we should have written 3*V instead of 8* because we are discussing
U-functionals. Once we consider several sets U;, we will write 3*/ instead.
If the index is clear from the context, we simply write 5*. We proceed
analogously for 3.

(2) If B is defined, then so is (5%)".

(3) The intuition is the following: Let 3, an R.-node, be a controller without a
Type I U-outcome. Then 8%, an Rg-node, is defined and g* C 5. Suppose
that g and §* are R.-strategies for the same c. Informally, if there is a
U-change, we make $* " d active; otherwise, 37d is active. Suppose that
they are R-strategies with different ¢; then we will wait for the stage such
that o = (ﬂ*)ﬁ becomes a controller and check if o and o* are R.-strategies
for the same ¢. When (B*)ﬁ is not defined and the process cannot be
continued, then some R-node with a Type I U-outcome is ready to become
a controller (and this will be discussed later).

(4) As an illustration, in Figure we have (R‘Clx)* = (Rgo)* — sz (ng)ﬁ _
R, (Rio)* =R, and (R0 )" is not defined.

X

4.3. Preliminaries. We cover some standard notions and shorthand notations in
this section. Given a set X of natural numbers, we usually think of it as an infinite
binary string. X [l = o if the length of o is [ and for each n < I, X(n) = o(n). As
usual, Xo @ -+ ® Xj_1(kn+1i) = X;(n) for each i < k. However, by a slight abuse
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of notation, we let (Xo @ -+ ® Xg—1) [l = Xo [l ® - - ® Xy [, and the length of
(Xo® - @ Xg_1) [l is defined to be I.

For a d.c.e. set U = W; \ W; for some c.e. sets W, and W;, we write U, for
Wis \ Wjis.

We will use I'; A, ®, ¥ to denote Turing functionals. A Turing functional ® is
a c.e. set consisting of “axioms” of the form (x,i,0), where x € w is the input,
i € {0,1} the output, and o € 2<% the oracle use; so (z,7,0) € ® denotes that
&7 (z) = i. Furthermore, if (z,14,0), (z,j,7) € ® for comparable o and 7, we require
i=jand 7 = 0. For X C w, we write ®*(z) |= i if (2,4, X [1) € ® for some [
(the use function o(z) is defined to be the least such 1); ®X(z) 1 if for each i
and | we have (z,i, X [1) ¢ ®. x is a divergent point of ®X if ®X(z) 1. If @, is
a c.e. enumeration of ®, where each @ is a finite subset of ®, these notions apply
accordingly to ®,.

For a Turing functional ® that is constructed by us stage by stage, suppose
that our intention is ensure ®Xo® ®Xk-1 — ¥ where X; or Y could be either a
set with given fixed enumeration or a set that is to be constructed by us. At
stage s, we say that ®4(n) (omitting the oracles and the set Y) is correct if
LT IR () | = Y, (n); incorrect if ®o0°TTE () | £ Y, (n); and un-
defined if @fo""@"'eaxk’l’s(n) 1. Suppose that @fO’S@"'@X’“’I’S(n) is undefined;
then defining ®(n) with use u means that we enumerate (n,Ys(n),(Xos ® -+ @
Xk—15) [u) € @, so that B0 ® X101y hecomes correct. Note that whether
®,(n) is correct, incorrect, or undefined depends on a particular substage of stage s,
but this is usually clear from the context.

4.4. Use blocks. Use blocks are the main source of both verbal and mathematical
complexity of our construction.

Consider a I'-functional that belongs to Maintain(a, U) for some S-node a (Defi-
nition and intends to ensure I'¥®Y = C for some ¢ € Ji(£). Suppose « is being
visited at stage s, we define I'(n) with use block B = [u—1,u) means that we define
I'(n) with use u and reserve the use block B for future use. We also say that B is
defined for T'(n) by « at stage s; B belongs to T'; B is for T'(n); B is maintained by «.
If the use block B is a fresh use block, we define B4/ (,n) = B and Created(B) = s.

Remark 4.7. Tt will be seen (Section visit(a) for S-node) that B (v,n) is
well defined because we will not define I'(n) twice at a single stage.

The use block B = [u — [, u) is viewed as a potential subset of E. Enumerating
(or extracting) a point k with u—1 < k < u in B means letting E(k) =1 (E(k) =0,
respectively). Similar to the use function, the use block function Bs(y,n) is defined
to be the use block B with vs(n) = maxB + 1 if v4(n) J; undefined if ~,(n) 1.
Different from the notion B (v,n), the notion B;(vy,n) depends on a particular
substage of stage s; conventionally, it is usually evaluated when « is being visited
and will be clear from the context.

A use block B defined at stage t < s (B = By(y,n) for some n) is available
for correcting n at stage s if B = Bg(v,n). The general idea is the following: If
IE8U(n) = j # Cs(n) and B is the use block that is available for correcting n, then
we enumerate an unused point into B and so immediately TZ®Y (n) 1, then we can
redefine I'¥®Y (n) = 1 — j with the same use block B.

A use block B for I'(n) can be killed (Section[d.7) by some node j at stage s, and
we define Killed(B) = s and write B = B‘% (v,m). A killed use block can still be
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available for correcting n in the future in which case we have to show certain bad
things will not happen to it. A use block which cannot be available for correcting n
is good in the sense that it will not add any complexity to our construction and
such use block will be called permanently killed. Since a permanently killed use
block will never concern us, we are not using additional notation. For convenience,
a permanently killed use block is also said to be killed.

Let Bo = By, ((7,7) and By = By, |(7,n) be two use blocks with sq < s; such
that at stage s1, Bg is killed and a point « is in the use block. Suppose that = is
extracted at so > s1, then By will never be available for correcting n in the future
as z will never be enumerated back into By. In such case, By is called permanently
killed. This phenomenon to B; will be handled tacitly. The other situation when
we permanently kill a use block is in in Section

Remark 4.8. To call a use block killed or permanently killed is to request a certain
functional, say, T, to (re)define I'(n) with a fresh use block when necessary.

B;(7,n) is an interval and 74(n) is a natural number. However, they are closely
related. In a slight abuse of notation, if Bs(v,n) = [u — l,u) and u = v5(n), we
write y < 7s(n) < zify <u—1and u < z. A fresh use block B = [u — [,u) is
one with u — [ fresh and [ sufficiently large. As we are either defining a functional
with the same use block or a fresh one, it turns out that all these use blocks are
pairwise disjoint and we can also leave sufficiently large spaces between adjacent
use blocks for diagonalizing witnesses picked by R -nodes or points enumerated by
G-requirements.

Remark 4.9. We need the size of B to be sufficiently large so that there is always
an unused element whenever we need one. This phenomenon occurs also in the
construction of a maximal incomplete d.c.e. degree. See Lemma [4:27]

Next, consider a A-functional that belongs to Maintain(3, U) for some R-node 3
and intends to ensure AF®Co®Ci—1 = [J possibly without any ¢; € Ji(£). It is
defined in essentially the same way except that A has additional oracle sets built by
us besides F. The use block B is therefore a potential subset of E® Co P -+ - Cr_1.
We say that B crosses over E and C; for each ¢ < k. To enumerate (or extract) a
point k into (or from) B via X € {E,Cy,...,Ci_1}istolet X (k) =1 (or X (k) =0,
respectively); by default, X = FE if it is not explicitly mentioned. Likewise, we have
B,(4,n), B(y(d,n), and B‘T’S)(d, n) defined.

Suppose that B crosses over X. The use block B is X-restrained if X [ B is
restrained, in which case we are not allowed to enumerate a point into or extract
a point from B via X. B is restrained if B is X-restrained for some X. B is X-free
if B is not X-restrained. As we will see, if B is E-restrained, then there will be a
set C for some ¢ € Ji(£) such that B is C-free.

If it is not available for correcting n at stage s, the use block does not come into
play at stage s and we therefore do not worry about it. However, if it is available
for correcting n at stage s, the use block can be killed or F-restrained in which case
we have to be cautious.

As a summary of the notations and also as a preview of what can happen to a
use block in the construction, let us consider a use block B.

(1) If B is permanently killed, it will never be available for correcting.
(2) If B is available for correcting, and not restrained, we can do whatever we
want to the use block B to make the correction.
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(3) If B is available for correcting I'(n) and E-restrained, we will show that
I'(n) is in fact correct and needs no additional correction.

(4) If B is available for correcting AF®C19©C-1(n) and E-restrained, we will
show that there will be some ¢ < k such that B is C;-free so that we can
use C; to correct A(n).

We remark that the set C for each ¢ € Ji(£) will be built as a c.e. set. Therefore
if we enumerate a point into a use block via C', we will not extract it. In fact, (2b)
in Section [4.6] takes advantage of this.

4.5. The S-strategy. Let 8 be an S-node with seq(f) = (b,£). The idea of the
S-strategy is straightforward: It builds and keeps each I'-functional that belongs to
Maintain(3, U) (Definition correct and total. At stage s, for each TF®V = C
that belong to Maintain(3,U) and for each 2 < s, 8 keeps ['?®Y(z) defined and
correct according to the following

Correcting Strategy:

(1) Suppose I'E®V () |= Cs(x). B does nothing.

(2) Suppose I'P9U () |+ C,(x) with use block B = B,(v, z).

(a) If B is killed and not E-restrained, then 8 enumerates an unused point,
referred to as a killing point, into B via E. Then we go to (3) imme-
diately.

(b) If B is not killed and not E-restrained, 8 enumerates an unused point,
referred to as a correcting point, into B via E. Then we redefine
&9V (z) = Oy(x) with the same use block B.

(3) Suppose I'Z®Y(z) 1. If each By (7, x) with ¢ < s has been killed (see Sec-
tion [4.7| below), then 3 will pick a fresh use block B’ and define I'*®V (z) =
Cs(x) with use block B’ (hence B = By, (v,2)); if otherwise, we define
IE®U(3) = Cys(x) with the use block that is not killed (there will be at
most one such use block).

Remark 4.10. e We will show that if B is F-restrained, then we will not have
Case (2) in the correcting strategy.
e A correcting strategy never extracts a point from a use block.

4.6. The R-strategy and the A-functional. Let 8 be an R-node. If 5 decides
to visit its U-outcome, it needs to build and keep the A-functional, if any, that
belongs to Maintain(3, U) correct in essentially the same way as an S-node.

Let A, if any, belong to Maintain(8, U). Without loss of generality, we assume
that the A-functional is AP®Co®&Ck—1 — [J for some ¢; € Ji(L). For each x < s,
keeps AF®Co&SCk-1 () defined and correct according to the following
Correcting Strategy:

(1) Suppose that AF®P Oy | = U (2). B does nothing.
(2) Suppose that AFPTECk1 4y |4 7 () with use block B = B,(6, z).
(a) If B is killed and not E-restrained, then § enumerates an unused point,
referred to as a killing point, into B via E. Then we go to (3) imme-
diately.
(b) If B is killed and E-restrained, we let C; for some i < k be a set such
that B is C;-free (we will show that such C; exists) and then 5 enu-
merates an unused point, referred to as a killing point, into B via C;. B
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is then permanently killed (as C; will be a c.e. set). Then we go to (3)
immediately.

(c) If B is not killed and not restrained, then § enumerates an unused
point, referred to as a correcting point, into B via E. Then we define
AEGBCO@W@C’“’I(:E) = U,(x) with the same use block B.

(d) If B is not killed but E-restrained, we let C; for some i < k be a
set such that B is Cj-free (we will show such C; exists), and then
enumerates an unused point, referred to as a correcting point, into B
via C;. Then we define AFP®C0®®Ck (3) = U, (z) with the same use
block B.

(3) Suppose that AP®Co®®Ck(z) 4. If for each ¢t < s, By (6, ) is killed,
then B will choose a fresh use block B’ and define AF®Co®&Ck (3) =
Us(z) with use block B’ (hence B" = B,(d,n)); otherwise, we will define
AE®CoD0Ck (1) = U, (z) with the use block that is not killed (there will
be at most one such use block).

At stage s, if the U-outcome is visited, then § will follow the above instructions
for each # < s and we have AF®Co®©C%k (1) defined and correct.

Note that 8 only enumerates correcting points into the use block whenever a
correction is needed. Thus, if U(z) changes twice in a row, we will have two
correcting points in the use block.

4.7. The R-strategy and the killing-strategy. Let 5 be an R-node. 8 will first
pick a threshold point denoted by threshold(53). If 8 decides to visit its U-outcome,
it needs to kill each functional that belongs to Kill(5,U), if any. The intention is
that the use of each of these functionals at the point threshold(5) should go to oo
as s goes to co. To be precise:

Let TP®U = ' (a A-functional is dealt with similarly) belong to Kill(3,U) and
v = threshold(8). We suppose that seq(8~) = (b,€) and note that at stage s,
when 3 is visited, (the b-th copy of) each functional in F¢(U) is defined and correct
by the correcting strategies. Hence Bs(7y,x) | for each x < s after 5~ finishes its
job. Then B executes the following
Killing strategy: For each x with v < z < s, let B, = Bg(v,x) be the use block.
We enumerate an unused point, referred to as a killing point, into B, and declare
that B, is killed (hence B, = B‘ﬁS> (v, 2)).

One easily sees that if B, contains a killing point, then B, will never be available
for correcting x (Section [4.4).

4.8. The R-strategy and its computation with slowdown condition. Let 3
be an R.-node, where ¢ € Ji(£) and spec(c * ¢x) = {c1,...,cr}. Suppose that f is
assigned to the requirement R.(¥) : C # WESC186Ck 6t ¢ = threshold(8) and
x > v be a diagonalizing witness.

Suppose that at stage s, we have

WEECEC () =

with use ¥s(x). Let 0 = (E @ C1 @ --- @ Ci)[s] [ ¥s(z). (Again, we will tacitly
actually define o = (E[s] [1s(z)) & (Cis] [s(2)) & - -+ & (Cr[s] [ ¢s(2)).) Now,
abusing notation, we will let y = 15(2z) — 1 refer not only to the number v, (z) — 1,
but also to the string 0. We say y is the computation for 8 at stage s, while the
diagonalizing witness z is understood from context. At stage t > s, y is restored if
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(EaCi® - Cylt] ly + 1 = o; injured if otherwise. Usually, we will focus on
part of the whole computation. Given a use block B, y | B is restored if for each
x€B (E®Cy®---&Cy)[t] | B =o|B; injured if otherwise. If y is restored
eventually and C(z) = 1, then UF®1€-Cr () |= 0 # C(x) and the requirement
R () is satisfied.

For a technical reason, we introduce a slowdown condition when finding a compu-
tation. This delay feature is also used in the proof of the original D.C.E. Nondensity
Theorem.

Definition 4.11. For any node «, a set X is relevant to « if X is either K, F,
or C for some ¢ € Ji(£), or X = U if an S(U)-requirement is assigned to some node
v C a. (Of course, in the current section, we have only one set U.)

Clearly, there are only finitely many sets that are relevant to a fixed node.

Definition 4.12. Let X be a set, y be a number, and ¢t < s be two stages. We
define

e same(X,y,t,8) iff Xy [(y+1)=X(y+1).

o diff (X, y,t,s) iff —same(X,y,t,s).

e SAME(X,y,t,s) iff for all s’ with t < s’ <'s, we have same(X,y, ', s).

SAMEY() checks if a set is stable, same() and diff () will tell us which computations
will be restored (as will be seen later).

Definition 4.13 (computation with slowdown condition). Let 5 be an R-node, s
the current stage, and s* < s be the last S-stage. Let y be the computation for 3 at
stage s. y is the computation with slowdown conditions if the following is satisfied:

(1) For each X that is relevant to /3, we have
SAME(X,y, s*, s).

(If s* is not defined, then SAME(X, y, s*, s) is defined to be false.)
(2) If nis a point enumerated into some use block B = [u—I,u) by anode a C
at the same stage, then the computation y should also satisfy y < u —[.
(3) y < s*.

If 8 does not find a computation with slowdown condition, then 8 simply visits
its w-outcome. Clearly, imposing the slowdown condition only delays /3 for finitely
many stages if the computation actually converges.

In the rest of the paper, a computation always refers to a computation with
slowdown condition.

4.9. The R-strategy and the @-data. Let § be an R-node. If a computation is
not found by 3, we should visit the w-outcome of 8. If a computation y is found,
then we might be ready to visit the U-outcome and make some progress. As we
will recursively collect a bunch of computations found at various R-nodes as our
data, we put the single computation y into the same package as our base step.

Definition 4.14 (@-data). Let 8 be an R-node. Suppose that a computation y is
found at stage s. Let the @-data of 8, denoted by £2(3), consist of the following:

(1) a set of nodes £2(3) = {3} (slightly abusing notation),
(2) the computation y for £.

If there is no confusion, we might drop the subscript s of £2(3).
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Before we have a long discussion on the U-outcome, let us have a quick overview
of the strategy of an R-node 3. If the d-outcome is activated, then [ visits this d-out-
come, claiming that the R-requirement is satisfied by doing nothing. In all other
cases, after threshold(B) is defined and a diagonalizing witness « > threshold(3) is
picked, B tries to obtain the @-data. If it fails to obtain the @-data, then [ visits
the w-outcome, claiming (eventually) that a disagreement has been found and the
R-requirement is therefore satisfied. If it obtains the @-data, then S encounters
each of the other outcomes in order (Definition and decides what to do next
and which one of the outcomes to visit. In the current section {4} the first outcome
is a U-outcome, and the second outcome is a ctr-outcome.

4.10. The R-strategy and the U-outcome. Suppose that the current stage is s
and 8 is an R-node with @-data £Z(8). Now we encounter the first outcome
of B, which is always a U-outcome. The action we take depends on whether this
U-outcome is Type I, GREEN, or RED. Let us assume that seq(87) = (a,n) €
m x [Tgz] and seq(87U) = (b, &), if the latter is defined. Let v = threshold (/).

If the U-outcome is Type I, then we visit it. By visiting this outcome, we kill
each functional that belongs to Kill(5,U) (see Section [4.7| for the killing strategy),
and we define and keep the A-functional that belongs to Maintain(3,U) correct
(see Section for the correcting strategy). £2(3) is not discarded.

If the U-outcome is GREEN, then we visit it. We also kill each functional that
belongs to Kill(8, U) by the killing strategy. In this case, there is no A-functional
to define, and £2() is discarded.

If the U-outcome is RED, then we do not visit it. Recall from Section |4.2.2
that g* is defined. Note also that s is a 8*-stage visiting the U-outcome of 5* with
its @-data £2(5*). We now combine £Z(5*) and £2(3) and add some information
as follows.

Definition 4.15 (U-data). At stage s, suppose that £2() is obtained. If the first
U-outcome for S is RED, we let 5* be defined as in Section Let yg- and yz
be the computations for 3* and 3, respectively. Let the U-data EY(B) consist of
the following:
(1) aset of nodes EY(B) = £2(B) UEZ(B),
(2) a U-reference stage s for each & € EY (),
(3) for each & € E2(B), a U-condition same(U, ye, s,t) with U-reference length
y¢ and variable ¢, and
(4) for each & € E2(B*), a U-condition diff (U, yg, s,t) with U-reference length
yp and variable ?.
We denote the U-condition for each & € EY(B) by Cond" (£, t) where t is a variable.
If there is no confusion, we might drop the subscript s of £V ().

The reference stages for £Y(8), £2(3), and £2(*) happen to be the same for
now. We are very careful about the reference length in the above definition to
reflect the dependence of each parameter: the reference length in will follow
the same idea when we discuss multiple S(U)-requirements in Section |5, while the
reference length in still needs to be modified.

To demonstrate this situation, let us look at an example and see how £Y(3) can
be helpful. This example reminds the reader of the essential idea in the proof of the
original D.C.E. Nondensity Theorem, where we embed the 2-element chain, but in
a more general setting.
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Example 4.16. Let us consider the case in Figure [3] Recall from Figure [2a] that
Foo(U) consists of Cy = T¥*Y and Cy = T§®Y, Fy (U) consists of Cy = I'%Y and
U = AF®O and Fy (U) consists of U = A¥. For the easy case, let us ignore R3 and
consider 3 = R? and 8* = R2 . Let y; and y4 denote the computation for RZ
and R} , respectively, and EY(RZ ) be the U-data currently obtained when Rj
encounters the RED U-outcome at stage s. As we can assume that y, is larger
than it actually is as long as our construction allows restoring those extra digits,
we assume that y4 < y. Note that yo is injured at the end of stage s by the killing
strategy of R(QA. It is also natural for us to enumerate the diagonalizing witnesses x4
and xo with x4 < z for R. and RZ , respectively, into C. Then the S-node
assigned 10 potentially has to make corrections to I‘f@U(m) and I‘f@](mg) in the
future, which potentially injures y2. Let s* < s be the last stage when R‘cﬂ is visited.
With slowdown condition, we have SAME(U, y4, s*,s). Let w = threshold(R2, ).

With the U-data and the above observations, we now discuss under which con-
ditions we can restore ys or yq.

Suppose that ¢ > s is a stage when we have diff (U, y4, s, s9) and are visiting the
S-node assigned 10. We intend to explain why y» can be restored while this S-node
can keep I'y and I'y correct. We consider a use block B < yo that looks different
before and after the moment when ¥ is found. The goal is to show that B is either
not available for correcting, or does not need any correction. There are three kinds
of such use blocks, Bﬁj (va,n) for some n > w, Bﬁ? (70, n) for some n > w, and
B (,/|(6x,n) for some n and some s’ < s, where the first two are similar.

For a use block B = Bﬁf (ya,n) for some n > w, we note that Created(B) > s*
because otherwise it would have been killed at s*. By SAME(U, y4, s*,s) and
diff (U, y4, s,t), we realize that even if we restore yo | B at stage ¢, B is not available
for correcting n. Therefore restoring yo and keeping I'y (n) correct at the S-node 10
creates no conflicts. The same argument applies to a use block Bﬁ; (70, n) for each
n > w. For the use block B" = By/(dx,n) for some n and some s’ < s, we simply
restore y [ B’ because if we have restored y», we are going to claim satisfaction
of R?A, and we are not going to visit the U-outcome of REA anymore and hence we
do not have to keep Ay correct. By the way, if we have diff(U, yq, s,t), each use
block < yo will be E-restrained at stage t.

Suppose that at stage ¢t > s, we have same(U, y4, s,t) and are visiting REAAU.
We intend to explain why y4 can be restored. We will only consider the use block
B < y4 that looks different before and after the moment when g, is found. First
of all, since y4 < Bﬁ; (7a,w) and yq < Bﬁ; (70, w) by the Slowdown Condition
(Definition ), we will only consider a use block B = By(6,n) < y4 for
some s’ < s* and some n < y4. Ax(n) is correct at stage s* as otherwise we would
enumerate a correcting point into B and hence y4 < B by the Slowdown Condition.
As we have SAME(U, y4, s*, s), no point will be enumerated into B during each
stage s” with s* < s” < s. For each ¢’ > s, if we have diff (U, y4, s,t’), we restore yo
and do not maintain this use block B; if same(U, yq4, s, '), then Ay (n) is correct as it
was at stage s*. In other words, we will never enumerate a point into B and gy, will
never be injured. Therefore, it is safe for us to restore y4 and activate the d-outcome
of R‘CLA, claiming that Rg is satisfied. By the way, if we have same(U, y4, s, 1), this
use block B will be E-restrained at stage ¢.
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For each ¢ > s, we have either diff (U, y4, s,t) or same(U, ya4, s,t). This gives us a
decision map Dy(Ry, ) = £ when CondY (¢,t) (Definition ) holds. According to
the decision map, we decide which computation is to be restored at each stage.

From this Example we see that EY (R?, ) contains all information to decide
whether y» or y4 will be restored at each stage t > s, and they can really be restored
while functionals that belong to Maintain(01,U) or Maintain(RZ ,U) can be kept
correct depending on which computation is restored. This motivates that we should
stop collecting more data and get ready to make some progress. This is exactly
what the ctr-outcome suggests: After encountering a RED outcome and obtaining
EY (), we encounter the second outcome of 3, which is a ctr-outcome. 3 is ready
to become a controller.

4.11. The R-strategy and the controller, part 1. As a ctr-outcome is never the
first outcome, it will be clear from our construction that whenever an R-node g en-
counters the ctr-outcome, it must have obtained the U-data £V (3) (Definition|4.15)).

Definition 4.17 (controller). At stage s, suppose that § is an R-node encountering
the ctr-outcome with U-data £Y(3) = £2(8) UE?(a) for some a (it will be shown
that 8 and « are related in a certain way). Let £7(3) = £Y() (a modification
will be needed in Section . Suppose seq(S7) = (b,€). We say that 8 becomes a
U®-controller (or controller for simplicity). The controller 3 inherits the priority
from the terminal node 57 ctr on the priority tree 7. Suppose that 8 and « are R.-
and Rg-nodes, respectively, for some ¢,d € Ji(£) with d < ¢ (we will not need to
consider the case when d > c).

(1) If d = ¢, then we say that the 8 has no U’-problem.
(2) If d < ¢ (see Section {4.2.2)), then we say that a is the U’-problem (or
U-problem for short) for 8. (See Example below.)

In both cases, we let Condg(f, t) be Cond? (€,t) for each & € EY(B). Let sf;“ denote
current stage s. .
While 3 is not initialized, C'[ s§" is restrained for each ¢ € Ji(£) with ¢ # c.

Definition 4.18 (decision map). Let § become a controller with £°*(3). For

ctr

each s > sg*, the decision map is defined by setting Ds(3) = & for the longest

¢ € £(B) with Condg (&,t). The controller 8 changes its decision (at stage s) if
Ds(B) # Ds—1(B). When s is clear from context, we write D(8) = ¢ for short.

If Ds(8) = &, we would like to show that ye can be restored, and we also put a
restraint on F' [ y¢ at stage s.

Definition 4.19 (noise). Let 8 be a controller with £*(3). At the beginning of
stage s > sg“, if there is some set X that is relevant to 8 (Definition [4.11)) such
that

diff (X, s%tr, s—1,s),

then B sees some noise at stage s.

While it is not initialized, a controller 8 can see at most finitely much noise and
hence changes its decision at most finitely many times. Therefore, if 5 sees some
noise, we can safely initialize all nodes to the right of S~ ctr. In this Section [4]
“longest” in Definition [£.1§ does not matter as there will be a unique choice; it will
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matter in Section From Cond" (8, t) and Cond" (5*,t) defined in Definition m
and from £ (B) = EV(B), we see that at each s > s§*, D,(f) is always defined.

If 8 becomes a controller at stage s, we stop the current stage. Example is
Case (1)) in Definition We now discuss Case (2) in the next example.

Example 4.20. Different than in Example we now consider Rﬁo instead
of R! . Suppose that R3 is encountering its ctr-outcome with data £Y(8) =
EP(R3) U E?(R2)) (we drop the subscript s if there is no confusion). We let
Er(B) = EY(B) but realizing that R2 is a U'-problem for R3 (Definition [4.17).
Let s, = S%éo'

Why is REA called a problem? Because its diagonalizing witness xo should be
enumerated into C'y while C'y also belongs to the oracle of Ri’o. This is the potential
conflict. (A plausible attempt is to assume y3 < x2 by patiently waiting so that
enumerating xo does not injure y3. However, this does not work if we have multiple
S-requirements.) The solution we take here is that we enumerate only x3 into Cy
and keep x5 out of C). Note that enumerating x3 into Cy does not injure ys
because Cj does not belong to the oracle of Rfk (this is not a coincidence — see
Section {4.2.2)).

To emphasize the fact to keep zo out of C), the controller REO puts a restraint
on Cy [ s, (also for the sake of the G-requirement discussed later). The restraint is
not canceled unless the controller R3 is initialized.

Suppose same(U, y3, s, 5), then we have D(R? ) = R3 and E | y3 is restrained.
Similar to Example we can restore y3 and activate the d-outcome of Rfo in
this situation.

Suppose diff (U, y3, s«, s), we now have a different situation than in Example
First of all, x5 is not enumerated, so we are not attempting to activate the d-outcome
of Rzk. However, we still want to restore yo. In fact, this can still be done and it
is done in a very crude way: we simply restore y2 and ignore the impact on each
use block B < 2. Then we turn the GREEN U-outcome of R}, (= (R2)*) into a
RED outcome. By doing so, we will not visit the S-node assigned 10 and hence we
do not need to keep those functionals correct and ignoring each use block B < ys is
legitimate. In this case, we also declare that E [ ys is restrained although it is not
necessary. If R‘;‘O never changes its decision, then our construction will run until Réo

becomes a controller at s., = s‘;}g{ .
co

At each stage s > s.., we will encounter the following cases. If R? sees some
noise (Definition , Rio is initialized (Ri&0 has lower priority than Rgo as the
node (R},)~ ctr is to the right of (R2 )™ ctr). If D(R} ) = R}, we can have R}
restored and activate the d-outcome of R} . However, if D(R] ) = R , we cannot
mimic what R3 did because (R? )? is not defined this time. We will discuss this
situation in the next example.

Before leaving this section, we give some definitions that will be used throughout
the rest of the paper. Recall from Sectionthat a computation y is restored at (a
substage of) stage t if (E®C1 @ ---C)[t] [ y+ 1 = y; and is injured otherwise. By
U-restoring yg at the beginning of stage s, we mean that we set (E; ®C1s® - &
Ck,s) | B =yg | B (viewing ys as a string) for each use block B < yg that belongs to
a U-functional. In this section, each use block belongs to some U-functional, and
therefore U-restoring y3 is the same as restoring yz.
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Definition 4.21 (U-restorable). Let S be given and yg be its computation. We
say that yg is (U, C)-restorable at stage s if, after we U-restore yg and set E [ yg
to be restrained at the beginning of stage s, for each o C 8 and for each use block
B < ys (hence B is E-restrained) maintained by «, we have the following:

(1) If B is a use block for I*®V(n) = D, where n > threshold(8), ' €
Maintain(a, U) (so « is an S-node), and D is not necessarily different
from C, then either
(a) B is available for correcting n and I'*®Y(n) = D,(n) (i.e., I'(n) is

correct and hence needs no correction), or
(b) B is not available for correcting n.

(2) If B is a use block for AE®(n) = U(n) for some n > threshold(3) and
A € Maintain(a, U) (so « is an R-node), then either
(a) B is available for correcting n and AF®(n) = Ug(n) (i.e., A(n) is

correct and hence needs no correction), or
(b) B crosses over C.
Suppose that yg is (U, C)-restorable and § is an R.-node. Then yg is weakly
U -restorable if either
e the witness xg is not enumerated into C, or
e for some use block B that fails (hence holds), we have that B is
C-restrained.

(In fact, as we will see later, if x4 is allowed to be enumerated into C, then B should
be C-free and vice versa.) yg is U-restorable in other cases.

If B is an R.-node and U-restorable at stage s, then enumerating a point into C'
will not injure yz. Therefore we can enumerate its diagonalizing witness xg into C
and the use block in Case in Deﬁnitioncan help correcting A(n). Hence, yg
can be restored at the beginning of s and will not be injured by the end of stage s.

In Example we showed that if diff (U, y4, s,t), then ys is U-restorable at ¢; if
same(U, y4, 5,t), then y, is U-restorable at ¢. In Example if same (U, y3, 5+, 5),
then y3 is U-restorable at s; if diff (U, ys, s«, s), then yo is (U, Cy)-restorable (in fact,
no use block B < y, satisfies in Definition and weakly U-restorable at s
as the witness x9 is not enumerated.

4.12. The R-strategy and the controller, part 2. In Example it was
shown that each controller 3 has some action to take unless it is a U°-controller
and D(B) is a U%-problem (Definition [4.17[2)). In this section, we discuss this

situation.

Example 4.22. We continue with Example At stage S, R}:O becomes a
UY-controller and RSA is a U%problem (Definition . Suppose that at s > s,
we have Dy(R},) = RY . Notice that we also have Ds(R3 ) = R2 , a U'-problem
for the U-controller R . We have two U-problems, and they are both R.,-nodes.
This is not a coincidence.

Recall that this example is about embedding the 3-element chain (Figure [1b)),
and if « is a U-problem, then « must be an R, -node. By setting m = 2 (Figur,
if we run into a U%-problem, we must also have a U'-problem, both of which are
R.,-nodes. Note that y» and yo are both weakly U-restorable, meaning that if the
restraint on C is dropped then their witnesses can be enumerated and therefore
they should become U-restorable under certain conditions. This is our plan.
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At stage s, when D(R} ) = RY, ,
(1) We obtain the U-data EY(R2 ) = €2 (R2)UEZ (R?,). We add the new

Sxx

U-conditions for both RZ, and RY, as follows:
e CondY (RO ,t) is diff (U, ys, 5,t), and

x>
. CondU(REA,t) is same(U, ya, 5, 1).
We also add the U-reference stage s for each ¢ € EV(RZ2, ). (As the notation
suggests, this will be the data that R%A needs in order to encounter the
second outcome of RZ .)
(2) We establish a link, connecting the root of the tree and the ctr-outcome
of REA. That is, whenever the root is visited, we directly encounter the

ctr-outcome of ng (and REA will become a controller as we will see).

we do the following two things and stop stage s:

At the beginning of stage s+ 1, the next stage, if one of the controllers Rg’o and Rio
sees some noise, we discard the U-data £ U(ng) obtained at stage s and we also
destroy the link, and then we wait for another stage when D(R! ) = R, ; otherwise,
we immediately travel the link, and REA encounters the ctr-outcome with the data
EY(RZ)). Before we let R2 obtain £ (R2 ), let us first analyze the data EY(R2))
and see why REA is ready to become a controller.

Firstly, recall that Cond%% (R2_,t) is diff (U, ys3, s, t) and that Cond%éo (R ,t)is
diff (U, y1, S4x, t), where s, denotes the U-reference stage for REA stored in ngr(Rz’o),
and s, is the U-reference stage for R(C)A stored in £ (Rio). Let sop > s, be the last
stage when RZ’O sees some noise (Definition , then we have SAME(U, s., so, ).
Note that we can assume, without loss of generality (by assuming that each y; is
as large as possible), that

Y3 < Y2 < Sy < 80 <Y1 < Yo < Sy < S.

Notice that we also have D, (R2 ) = R2_, or equivalently, diff (U, ys, s« s0)-
For a stage t > s, from SAME(U, s., so, $) and diff (U, y3, $«, o) and y3 < ya < S,
we deduce that
same(U, yo, s,t) = diff (U, y3, $«, 1),

which implies that ys is weakly U-restorable at stage t; from SAME(U, sy, so, $)
(particularly from same(U, ya, S«x, $)) and y2 < y1, we deduce that

diff (U, ya, s,t) = diff (U, y1, Sux, t),

which implies that yg is weakly U-restorable at stage t.

Now, as we are encountering and then visiting the ctr-outcome, which is to the
left of both of the controllers R3 and R} , we are safe to initialize both of them.
More importantly, the restraint on C) is dropped. Therefore when Ré becomes a

controller at 3%5 = s+ 1, we are allowed to enumerate x5 and xg, the diagonalizing

DY
witnesses for ys and yg, respectively, into C). Being weakly U-restorable is now

being U-restorable. By the way, we also put a restraint on Cj [SR%.

We remark that in the above example, visiting the second outcome of REA re-
quires a lot of work — we have to obtain & U(R?)) in a very time-consuming way.
In this example, the next outcome is a ctr-outcome, and we are lucky that RzA can
immediately become a controller and the U-data £V (ng) is not wasted. However,
this will not generally be true in Section |5| The U-data can be wasted (in the same
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manner that @-data can be wasted) and both of the previous controllers are initial-
ized. It seems that we have gained nothing, but encountering the second outcome
one more time is a bit of progress.

Now we make the procedure of obtaining £Y(R2 ) as in Example formal.
We set m = |Ji(L)| + 1 to keep the argument simple.

Definition 4.23 (strong U-data). Suppose m = |[Ji(£)|+ 1. Suppose that each «;,
i < m,is a U’-problem for the controller 8;, where ag C - -+ C ayn_1. For each oy, its
computation is y,,, and Condgb_ (v, 8) is diff (U, zq,, 8i, ), where z,, is the U-refer-
ence length (in fact, z,, = yg, in this section) and s; is the U-reference stage (in fact,
8 = S%tir in this section). Let s be the current stage when Dy (5o) = ap # Ds—1(5o)-
By the Pigeonhole Principle, we have for some 0 < ¢ < j < m and some ¢ € Ji(£)
such that both o; and o; are R.-nodes.

The U-data EY (a;) consists of the following:

(1) aset of nodes EY () = £2(a;) UE? (vi), where £2 (;) belongs to £ (5;)
and €7 (a;) belongs to £ (3;) (the subscripts of £7(«;) and £7 (a;) can be
deduced from £°(3;) and £ (3;), respectively, and hence can be omitted),

(2) for each ¢ € £7(q;), a U-condition Cond" (&,t) = same(U, ye, s,t) with
reference length ye, reference stage s, and variable t,

(3) for each ¢ € £9(ay), a U-condition Cond" (¢,t) = diff(U, Yo, 5,1) with
reference length ya,, reference stage s, and variable ¢,

This U-data is strong U-data. U-data that is not strong U-data (Definition
is called weak U-data.

The U-link connects the root of the priority tree and the ctr-outcome of «;, in
the sense that whenever the root is visited, we skip the actions to U-functionals
and directly travel the link and let o; encounter the ctr-outcome with the U-data
£ ().

Encountering the ctr-outcome will make «; a controller following Deﬁnitionm
Note that in Deﬁnition it does not matter whether the U-data £V (f3) is strong
or not. However, if it is a strong U-data, it will not have a U-problem.

As in Example we of course hope that CondU(aj,s) implies that o; is
restorable at stage s and that Cond? (a4, s) implies that «; is restorable at stage s.
This will be proved in the verification section.

The following example continues Example and demonstrates the situation
after R2 becomes a controller with the strong U-data EY(R2 ) = {R? , R0 }.

Example 4.24. Suppose RgA becomes a controller with strong U-data SU(REA) =
{R2 ,R? } and that D(R2 ) = RZ . In this case, we are not going to skip any nodes
below RY and directly visit (R? )~d. For example, we might have R/} visiting
its w-outcome for a very long time. Meanwhile, RZO becomes a controller with
EN(RY) = {RI , RS } in the same sense as RS . Then D(R]) = R . We will
turn the GREEN U-outcome of Rgn RED. Later REO becomes a controller with
EN(RE) = {R},,RY }. Note that this RY has a new computation and a new
diagonalizing witness, which is different from the data stored in £“"(R3 ). Then
D(R},) = R, and we obtain strong U-data EY(RS ) = {RS , RY }, and then RS
becomes a controller. It can be the case that ’D(fo) = REA and D(RSA) = RBA.
Whenever REA sees some noise, all nodes to the right of (ng)“ctr are initialized,

including the controller ng
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One last remark is that in Definition can actually happen. However,
we have to consider a more complicated lattice, for example, the diamond lattice
in Figure or the 6-element lattice in Figure . For this reason, we let the
readers sort out the details, and we will see in the verification that if fails,
then must hold.

4.13. The G-strategy. Recall that we have a global requirement
G:K=0'0

where we assume j(1) = E®Co @ C1 @ - - - Cjyi(gy|—1 where {co,c1, ..., Cgicc)-1} =
Ji(£). ©(x) is always defined with fresh large use 6(z) 4+ 1 the first time, which
never changes. (In order to prevent coding by this requirement to interfere with
witnesses and killing points, we agree that no use block for a U-functional will be
allowed to contain any ©-uses.)

Now, when « is enumerated into K at stage s, we choose Cy for some k and
simply enumerate a = 6(z) into it. The correct set Cy will be denoted by xs(a),
and the following describes how we decide it:

List all controllers in decreasing order of priority as

BOaﬁla' .- aﬁn—l-
(Recall that §8; has higher priority than 38; if 5, ctr <p B ctr.) We assume that

each f3; is an R, -node for some cg, € Ji(£), so it is restraining the set C [ s+ for

each ¢ # cg,. If i < j, then ; becomes a controller after 3;, so s§* <r - Now,

B < 5B
we let B; be the controller of highest priority, if any, such that a < s%tir. IfJ such 3;
exists, we let xs(a) = Cpg,; otherwise, we let x5(a) = E.

We remark that if xs(6(z)) = E, then enumerating 6(x) into E does not affect
any controller. If x,(0(x)) = Cpg,, then enumerating 6(z) into Cjs, does not affect
Bo, B1, - -, B; since O(x) is relatively large for B, ..., B;—1 and B; has no restraint
on Cg,. The controllers B;;1,...,Bn—1 will be simply initialized. In fact, as = <
O(z) < s%tir, this controller j3; sees some noise at stage s (Definition @ and hence
all nodes, including 3; with j > 7, to the right of 3; ctr are initialized in the first
place.

4.14. The threshold point and diagonalizing witness. Let § be an R.-node
for some ¢ € Ji(£). The threshold point is denoted by threshold(8), and the
diagonalizing witness is denoted by witness(3) (see Section [1.2). As usual, we
should define witness(8) > threshold(5). Note that threshold(8) is associated
to § and is undefined only when f is initialized. witness(f) is associated with the
w-outcome of 4 and will become undefined whenever a node/outcome (for example,
the U-outcome of /3) to the left of it is visited. Of course, the next time we visit /3
and witness(8) becomes undefined, we define it to be a fresh number. That being
said, each time (3 visits its U-outcome, it has a different computation with a different
witness. Suppose the w-outcome is the true outcome (the leftmost outcome of g
that is visited infinitely often); then witness(3) will become stable.

Let 8 be a controller with 8* as its U%problem (where a > 0). Note that the
w-outcome of an R-node  C 3 is to the right of 57 ctr and therefore witness(«)

becomes undefined at 5%“. In particular, such o will pick their diagonalizing wit-

nesses larger than s§* next time, and so they are free to enumerate them without

worrying about the restraint set by .
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Consider Figurewith the w-outcome of REO changed to the d-outcome. Suppose
that R3 becomes a controller at s, but at each s > s., we have Dy(R2 ) = R3 .
The previous diagonalizing witness x5 = witnesss, (REA) is not enumerated yet but
it is prepared by R%A to become a controller (as in Example. We should avoid
using xo in other places. By our convention, REA should pick a new diagonalizing
witness 5, = witness, (ng) > s, next time, and perhaps Rf:lA becomes a controller
at s. In this situation, we have both £Z (R2 ) C £ (R ) and 2 (R2 ) C £°(RY,),
each of which has a distinct diagonalizing witness with a corresponding computa-
tion.

We have the usual conflicts between a threshold point and a computation. In our
construction, all @-data will be discarded by the end of each stage unless there is a
controller 3 collecting them. Suppose that § is a controller with £ (3) = {8, o}
with computations y, and yg. Let k = threshold(8) > threshold(«) (we can assume
threshold(a) < threshold(5) if & € 8). Whenever there is a set X relevant to S
such that diff (X, k,s — 1, s), we initialize 87 ctr, that is, we discard £"(3) and S
is no longer a controller. Note that we do not directly initialize an R-node, so
threshold(3) and threshold(«) remain defined. Therefore such an initialization to
the ctr-outcome happens only finitely often to a fixed controller.

4.15. The construction. We can initialize not only a node but also an outcome.
As we will always have that the o-outcome of « is initialized iff the node a0 is
initialized, we simply write oo for both events.

Definition 4.25 (initialization). An S-node « is initialized by canceling all func-
tionals are defined by «. An R-node « is initialized by canceling threshold(«), all
parameters stored at each outcome of «, and all functionals (if any) that are defined
by a. a”w is initialized by canceling witness(a). a™d is initialized by making it
inactive. a™U is initialized by canceling the A-functional (if any) that belongs to
Maintain(c, U). o ctr is initialized by discarding £ (o) and making « no longer
a controller.

If « is initialized, then we also tacitly initialize all outcomes and nodes to the
right of a.

The following is a special case of Definition

Definition 4.26 (threats). Let 3 be a controller with £°"(5). At stage s > s3*

(the stage at which S becomes a controller), if there is some X that is relevant
(Definition {4.11)) to S such that

diff (X, threshold(8), s — 1, s),

then S sees some threats. (We are assuming that o C § implies threshold(a) <
threshold(/3).)

Construction. At stage s, we first run the controller strategy (see below) and then
the G-strategy (see below). Then we perform visit(A) (see below), where A is the
root of the priority tree 7. We stop the current stage whenever we perform visit(«)
for some « with |a| = s.

visit(«) for an S-node: Suppose that there is some U-link connecting « and ™0
for some o-outcome of 3, then we perform encounter(g,0).

Suppose that there is no link. For each I'¥?®V = C (for some ¢ € Ji(£)) that
belongs to Maintain(a, U) and for each = < s,
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(1) Suppose I'¥®UV () |= C,(x). B does nothing else.

(2) Suppose I'E®UV () |+ C,(x) with use block B = B,(v, x).

(a) If B is killed and not E-restrained, then § enumerates an unused point,
referred to as a killing point, into B via E. Then we go to (3) imme-
diately.

(b) If B is not killed and not E-restrained, then 8 enumerates an unused
point, referred to as a correcting point, into B via E. Then we redefine
IE8U(z) = C4(x) with the same use block B.

(3) Suppose I'¥®V () 1. If each By (y,#) with ¢t < s has been killed (see
Section, then 3 picks a fresh use block B’ and defines TE®V (z) = C,(x)
with use block B’ (hence B’ = By(7, x)); otherwise, we define I'F®V (z) =
Cs(x) with the use block that is not killed (there will be at most one such
use block).

Then we stop the current substage and perform visit(a™0) for the R-node a™0.

visit(a) for an R-node: If threshold(«) is not defined, we define it with a fresh
number. Then we perform encounter(c, d).

Without loss of generality, we assume that « is assigned an R.(®)-requirement
for some ¢ € Ji(£) and ®.

encounter(a,d): If d is active, then we perform visit(a™d). If d is inactive, we
perform encounter(c, w).

encounter (o, w): If witness(«) is not defined, then we pick a fresh number z >
threshold(«) and define witness(«) = x.

(1) If a computation y is found by a with slowdown condition (Definition [4.13)),
we obtain @-data £2(a) (Definition and perform encounter(a, U),
where U is the first outcome (recall from Definition that we add out-
comes in order).

(2) If no computation is found, then we perform visit(aw ~ w).

encounter(a, U): Notice that we must have obtained £ («).

(1) If the U-outcome is Type I, then let v = threshold(«). For each functional T
(A is dealt with similarly) that belongs to Kill(a, U) and for each = with
v <z <s, let B, = Bg(v,z) be the use block. We enumerate an unused
point (killing point) into B, and say B, is killed.

Let A belong to Maintain(a, U). Without loss of generality, we assume
that this functional is to ensure AF®C0®©Ck—1 — [J (allowing for k = 0,
i.e., that there are no C;). For each z < s, we do the following;:

(a) Suppose that AFECoEEC (z) J= Ug(x). Then S does nothing else.
(b) Suppose we have ASE@C(’@”'@C’“”(JU) 1# Us(z) with use block B =
B, (4, ).

(i) If B is killed and E-free, then [ enumerates an unused point,
referred to as a killing point, into B via E. Then we go to (3)
immediately.

(ii) If B is killed and E-restrained, we let C; (i < k) be the set
such that B is Cj-free (we will show such a C; exists); then S
enumerates an unused point, referred to as a killing point, into B
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via C;. B is then permanently killed (as C; will be a c.e. set).
Then we go to (3) immediately.

(iii) If B is not killed and E-free, then 3 enumerates an unused point,
referred to as a correcting point, into B via E. Then we define
ASE@CO@”@C’“’I(:U) = U,(x) with the same use block B.

(iv) If B is not killed and E-restrained, we let C; for some i < k be
the set such that B is Cj-free (we will show such a C; exists);
then 8 enumerates an unused point, referred to as a correcting
point, into B via C;. Then we define AL ®C0®&Ck—1 () = Us(x)

with the same use block B.
(¢) Suppose that ASE®C°®"'@0k‘1(z) t. If for each t < s, Byy(d,2) is
killed, 3 chooses a fresh use block B’ and defines AZ®C0® " ®Ck—1 (z) =
Us(z) with use block B’ (hence B = B, (4,n)); otherwise, we will

define AFPC0E Ok (x) = Us(x) with the use block that is not killed
(there will be at most one such use block).
Then we stop the current substage and perform visit(a™U) for the
S-node a™U.

(2) If the U-outcome is GREEN, then let v = threshold(«). For each func-
tional I' (A is dealt with similarly) that belongs to Kill(«, U) and for each «
with v <z < s, let B, = Bs(7,x) be the use block. We enumerate an un-
used point (killing point) into B, and say B, is killed. Then we stop the
current substage and perform visit(a™U) for the S-node a™U.

(3) If the U-outcome is RED, then we obtain the weak U-data £Y () (Defini-
tion and perform encounter(q, ctr).

encounter(c, ctr): Notice that we must have obtained £Y (). Suppose that « is an
R.node for some ¢ € Ji(L).

(1) Let £ (a) = EY(a) (Definition [4.17)), and let o become a controller.
(2) We enumerate the diagonalizing witness for each £ € £ () into the set C
if £ is not a U-problem (see Definition 4.17]).

(3) While « is a controller, we put a restraint on C | sctr

o for each ¢ # c.

We then stop the current stage.

controller-strategy: Let S (if any) be a controller of highest priority such that /3 sees
some noise (Definition [4.19). We initialize all nodes to the right of 37 ctr. Suppose
that 3 is an R.-node, seqq(3) = b, and £ (3) = EY ().
(1) If B sees also some threats (Definition [£.26)), then we also initialize 37 ctr.
(2) If B does not changes its decision (Definition [4.18)), then we do nothing.
(3) If § changes its decision and Ds(5) = &, then we set E | y¢ to be restrained
(so each use block B < yg is E-restrained) until the next time 8 changes its
decision. Furthermore:
(a) If £ is not a U -problem of 3, then we restore ye and let £ d be active.
(b) If £ is a Ub-problem of 8 and b > 0, we restore y¢ and turn the GREEN
U-outcome of ¢* into a RED U-outcome (once 3 changes its decision
or is initialized, it turns back to GREEN).
(c) If € is a U -problem, then we restore y¢ and pick (as per Lemma
o; C o  such that they are U-problems and are both Rs-nodes for

=

some d € Ji(£). We obtain the strong U-data £V («;) (Definition 4.23)



36 LEMPP, YIQUN LIU, YONG LIU, NG, WU, AND PENG

and establish a U-link connecting the root of the priority tree and the
ctr-outcome of a; (the U-link will be destroyed once traveled or
changes its decision).

G-strategy: Suppose K = ©7(1) = @FP®C0®®C 211 where Ji(L) = {co, ..., ¢|z|-1}-
For each = < s,

(1) if (M) (z) has never been defined (so z = s), we define @g(l)(ac) = K;(z)
with a fresh use 6(z) + 1 (which never changes).
(2) If M (x) |# K,(z), we enumerate f(z) into the set x.(0(z)) (see Sec-
tion [.13). Then we go to (3) immediately.
(3) If @M () 1, we define @Z(l)(x) = K,(z) with the same use 0(x) + 1.
We remark that we did not explicitly mention yet how big a use block should be
to avoid being distracted by this technical issue (see Lemma [4.27)).

4.16. The verification. First of all, one has to show that the use block is suffi-
ciently large and also justify the controller strategy so that the construction
will not terminate unexpectedly.

Lemma 4.27 (Block size). Each use block can be chosen sufficiently large.

Proof. Let B = [a,b) be a use block. Such B can interact with a controller 8 with
EM(B) = {B,a} in the following way: If D(B) = a with y, > B, we will possibly
extract a point from B. In this case, we say that B is injured. If D(8) = 8 with
yg < B, we will possibly enumerate a point into B when the node which maintains B
is visited. In this case, we say that B is restored. We only have to consider each use
block B with yg < B (and B < y,) as otherwise restoring either yg or y, makes no
changes to B. Therefore, we need to count how many times B can potentially be
injured and then restored.

According to Definition m D,(B) = € for the longest & such that CondY (€, s)
and this is determined by Us [ys (where yg < a). Therefore the number of times
that B = [a, b) can be injured and then restored depends on the number of changes
that U | a can have, i.e., the size of

S ={s|diff(U,a,s —1,s)}.

It is clear that the number of S can be bounded by a computable function p(a)
since U is a d.c.e. set.

Therefore, when we define I'(z) with a fresh use block, we pick a fresh number a
and let the use block be [a,a+ p(a)). Defined in this way, a use block is sufficiently
large.

It remains to show that a use block cannot interact with two controllers: Suppose
that B interacts with 8 with £ (8) = {8, a}. Then a controller 3’ of lower priority
believes that B never changes again (if it changes it, then 3 sees some noise and 3’ is
initialized). For a controller 3 of higher priority, we can assume that S%t,f < yg < B,
so B does not interact with 3”. O

Lemma 4.28. Let 3 be a controller such that Ds(8) = & where € is a U°-problem,
then there exists a; C o both of which are Rg-nodes for some d € Ji(L).

=

Proof. Let By = B. This £Y(B) must be weak U-data as strong U-data has no
U-problem. Therefore the U-outcome of 8 must be turned RED by another (unique)
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controller 8; with oy = D(1) as a U-problem of ;. Continuing this fashion, we
find

=S a1 & Cam
where each «; is a U’-problem of some controller 5;. Note that we assume m =
|Ji(£)] 4+ 1. By the Pigeonhole Principle, there are ¢, o, and some d € Ji(£) such
that o; and o; are both Rg-nodes. [l

Considering weak U-data, we are going to put each use block into one of several
categories.

Definition 4.29. Let £Y(3) = {3, 8*} be weak U-data (Definition [4.15| obtained
at stage s. Let A1 ={n|n C B}, Aa={n[p " CnC B} and A3 ={n|BC
n}. For a use block B that is maintained by a node in A; and killed by a node
in A; at stage s, we define QgU(B)(B) = (4,4) (for ¢ < j); if B is not killed, then

QY 5)(B) = (i, 00).

We write Q for QgU ®) if there is no confusion.

To tell whether a computation y is restorable or not, we only care about those
blocks B with B < y. The slowdown conditions (Deﬁnition allow us to exclude
some of the blocks from consideration:

Lemma 4.30. Let EY(B) = {B,8*} be weak U-data (Deﬁm'tion obtained at
stage s. Suppose that B is an R.-node and * is an Rgy-node for some d < ¢ €
Ji(L). Given a use block B, if Q(B) = (1,1), then B > yg«; if Q(B) = (4,5) with
i <je{1,2}, then B > yg. O

Therefore, to tell whether yg- is (U, D)-restorable, we consider only those blocks
B with Q(B) = (1,7),7 € {2,3,00} (and B < yg+); to tell whether yg is (U, C)-
restorable, we consider only those blocks B with Q(B) = (4,4),¢ € {1,2},j € {3,00}
(and B < yg).

Lemma 4.31. Let EY(B) = {B,8*} be weak U-data obtained at stage s. Suppose
that B is an R.-node and 3* is an Rq-node for some d < ¢ € Ji(L). Suppose that B
belongs to a T'-functional.
(1) If Q(B) = (1,7) with j € {3,00}, then this -functional computes a set C
with ¢ ? d (hence ¢ # ¢ since d < c).
(2) If Q(B) = (2,]) with j € {3,00}, then this D-functional computes a set C
with ¢ # c.
Suppose that B belongs to a A-functional.
(3) If Q(B) = (1,7) with j € {2,3,00}, then B crosses over D.
(4) If Q(B) = (1, ) with j € {3,000}, then B crosses over C.

Proof. (1) Suppose ¢ > d, seq((8*)”) = (b,€) and that TFOU = C and so
also TE®Y = D belongs to F¢(U). Recall Definition and Lemma
Setting ¢, = ¢, there is some 7 such that 70 C ¢0 and ¢, = d. Since
9V = D belongs to Kill(3*,U), we have by Deﬁnitionthat resv = ¢
also belongs to Kill(8*,U), but this implies Q(B) = (1, 2), a contradiction.

(2) Suppose ¢ > ¢ and seq((8)”) = (b,€). Note that TF®U = (' belongs
to F¢(U), so IZ®Y = C also belongs to F¢(U) by Lemma[3.20f Hence the
U-outcome should be Type I. But weak U-data £V () can only be obtained
when the U-outcome is RED, a contradiction.
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(3) By Lemma [3.26| (|1).
(4) By Lemma [3.26] (2)).

O

Lemma 4.32. Let EV(B) = {B,8*} be weak U-data obtained at stage s. Suppose
that B is an R.-node and 5* is an Rg-node for some d < ¢ € Ji(L). At each stage
t > s (independent of whether EY(B) is discarded or not),

(1) if diff(U, ys, s,t) and SAME(D, yg-, s,t) for each d # d, then yg- is (U, D)-
restorable (Deﬁnition at stage t;

(2) if same(U, yga, s,t) and SAME(C’,yg,s,t) for each é # ¢, then yg is (U, C)-
restorable at stage t.

Proof. Let t > s. We assume that we U-restore yg- or yg at the beginning of the
stage t.

(1) For yg~, we consider each B with Q(B) = (1,5) where j € {2,3,00} by
Lemma [4:330] If B belongs to a A-functional, then B crosses over D by
Lemma . Hence Definition holds for this use block B.

If B belongs to a I-functional and Q(B) = (1, j) with j € {3, 00}, then by
Lemma we have that TP®U = D for some d # d. At stage s when
B* found its computation ys-, we have TF®U(z) = D, (x) if the former is
defined. Then SAME(D, yg-, s, t) tells us that in particular D,(z) = D, (x).
If B is available for correcting z at stage t (Section [4.4)), as I'(z) is correct,
we conclude that Definition holds for this use block B.

If B belongs to a I-functional and Q(B) = (1,2), we let s* be the last
stage when we visit 5. Therefore, by the slowdown condition of 3, we
have SAME(U, yg3, s*,s). Note that we also have s* < Created(B) < s.
Therefore, if we have diff (U, yg, s,t), then B is not available for correcting
even if we restore I/ [ B to yg- | B at the beginning of stage ¢. We conclude
that Definition holds for this use block B.

Hence yg- is (U, D)-restorable.

(2) For yg, we consider each B with Q(B) = (i,7) where i € {1,2},5 € {3,00}
by Lemma

If B belongs to a I'-functional, we have by Lemma and by
SAME(C, ys, s,t) for each & # ¢ that TF®V is correct and therefore Defini-
tion holds for this use block B.

If B belongs to a A-functional and Q(B) = (1,5) with j € {3,00}, by
Lemma , B crosses over C. Hence Definition holds for this
use block.

If B belongs to a A-functional and Q(B) = (2,7) with j € {3, 00}, then
same(U, yg, s,t) says Ay(z) = Us(xz) = Uy(x), that is, A(x) is correct at
stage t. Therefore Definition holds for this use block.

Hence yg is (U, C)-restorable.

O

If 3 becomes a controller at stage s§" with £ (3) = EY(B) = {B,B*} and B is an
R.-node for some ¢ € Ji(£) then for each C with ¢ # ¢, we have SAME(U, sG, s5", )

at each t > s3" (while § is not initialized) since we have a restraint on C. B is
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U-restorable while g* might be weakly U-restorable if it is an Rg4-node for some
d<c.

Lemma 4.33. Let EY (o) = EZ (aj) UEZ (av;) be strong U-data (Definition ,

Sk

where a; C o are U-problems of controller B; and f3;, respectively. Suppose that ;
and B; are Rcﬁj - and R% -nodes and «; and o; are both Rgq-nodes with d < cg,
and d < cg;. We let s, = s%tjﬁ E— s%ti'g 50 > s« be the stage when Dy, (B;) = ¢
(or equivalently, diff(U,yg;,s«,s0)) and SAME(U, s, so,5), and soo be the stage
when Dgy, (8i) = a; (or equivalently, diff (U, yg,, S«x, So0)) and SAME(U, S, S00, S)-
Without loss of generality, we may assume

Y8, < Yay; < Sx <80 <Y, < Ya,; < Sxx < S0 < 8.
Recall that CondY (y;,t) is same(U, Yo, 5,1) and Cond (ay, t) is diff (U, Ya,1551).
(1) If same(U,ya,,s,t) and SAME(ﬁ,yaj,s,t) for each d 7 d, then yq, is
(U, D)-restorable at stage t.
(2) If diff (U, ya,, s,t) and SAME(D, yq,, s, t) for each d # d, then yq, is (U, D)-
restorable at stage t.
Proof. (1) From diff (U, yg,, 5+, s0) and SAME(U, s, so, s), we deduce
same(U, Yo, , 5,t) = diff (U, yg, , 54, 1).

Notice that from s, the set D | s, for each d # cp, is restrained by the
controller ;. Since d < cg;, D [ 4 is restrained for each d # d. Therefore

we have SAME(ﬁ, Yo, » S« t) for each d # d. By Lemma 1} we conclude
that y,, is (U, D)-restorable.
(2) From diff (U, yg,, S«x, Soo) and SAME(U, s+, S00, s), we deduce

diff (U, ya,, 5,t) = diff (U, yg,, S4x, 1).

A similar argument as above shows that SAME(lA)7 Y, , S« t) holds for each

d # d. By Lemma [4.32[1) we conclude that y,, is (U, D)-restorable.
g

As the sets are properly restrained by the controllers, we have the following

Lemma 4.34. Let 3 be a controller with £ (B) = EY(B) = {B,a} where EY ()
is either strong or weak. Suppose that 3 is an R.-node and a is an Rgy-node with
d < c. At each stage s > s3*, if Ds(B) = B, then yg is U-restorable; if Ds(8) = a,
then y,, is U-restorable if d = ¢ and weakly U-restorable if d < c. O

Recall that if EY() is strong U-data, then d = c. We summarize what we have
proved in the following

Lemma 4.35. Let 3 be a controller with £ (3) = EV(B). If Ds(B) = & and &
is U-restorable, then we can restore ye¢ at the beginning of stage s and activate the
d-outcome of ; ye remains restored at all substages of stage s. O

Lemma 4.36 (decision). Let 3 be a controller with E*(8) = {8, a} (with o C 3).
Then for each s > s4*, Ds(B) is defined.

Proof. Either via Definition or Definition we have that Cond” (3, s) iff
- CondY (e, s). Thus D,(B) is always defined. O
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Given the construction, we define the true path p € [T] by induction: We first
specify A\ C p for the root A of 7. Suppose o C p is specified; then we say that the
o-outcome of o is the true outcome of o if it is the leftmost outcome, if any, that
is visited infinitely often, and we specify 0o C p. This completes the definition
of p. That p is infinite follows from the next

Lemma 4.37 (Finite Initialization Lemma). Let p be the true path. Fach node
«a € p is initialized finitely often, and p is infinite.

Proof. The root of the priority is never initialized. Using induction, we consider
a C p and suppose that for each 5 C «, 3 is initialized finitely often. We first show
that o has a true outcome, say o-outcome, then we show that oo is initialized
finitely often.

Suppose that « is an S-node. Note that if some U-link, established by a con-
troller S, is traveled at some a-stage s, the U-link is destroyed and the controller
is also initialized (since [ is to the right of the U-link). Establishing another U-link
at the beginning of the next a-stage requires a controller to the left of 5. However,
there are potentially only finitely many of them by slowdown condition (an R-node
which is visited for the first time cannot become a controller at the same stage).
Therefore, there will be infinitely many stages when 0-outcome of « is visited.

Suppose that a is an R-node and s is the stage after which « is not initialized. If
there exists some stage s1 > sg when a becomes a controller, then for each a-stage
s > s1, we must have Ds(«) = o and o™ d is visited. That is, the d-outcome is the
true outcome. If such s; does not exist, then « will visit either the d-, the w-, or
the U-outcome of a.. The true outcome of « is therefore well-defined for a.

Let o-outcome be the true outcome of a and sy be the stage after which we
do not visit any node to the left of the o-outcome. There are at most finitely
many controllers to the left of ™o, each of which sees at most finitely much noise.
Therefore, there is some s; > sg after which a0 is not initialized.

Hence, p is infinite and each o C p is initialized finitely often. ([l

The following lemmas argue along the true path.
Lemma 4.38. Fach R¢-requirement is satisfied for each e € w.

Proof. Let p be the true path. By Lemma let « C p be the longest R-node
assigned an R°f-requirement, say, it is an R.(¥)-requirement. Suppose the w-out-
come is the true outcome. By Lemma there are sy and x such that for each
s > 80, the only outcome of a that we visit is the w-outcome and witness(a) = x.
Then we claim that WE®U(z) # C(x): Otherwise, we will find a computation y
and hence obtain £% (), and so we will perform encounter(c, U) and then visit an
outcome to the left of w-outcome, contradicting the choice of sq.

Suppose the d-outcome is the true outcome. Then there is sy such that for

each s > sp, the only outcome of a that will be visited is the d-outcome. By
Lemma Yo is restored for each s. Thus, UE®Y(z) =0 # C(z) = 1. O

Lemma 4.39. The S(U)-requirement is satisfied.

Proof. By Lemma [4.3] let « be the S(U)-node such that for each 8 with o C 8 C p
we have seq(@) = seq(8) = (b,€). Note that for such 3, we have Maintain(8,U) = @
(Definition . Therefore, each b-th copy of any functional in F¢(U) is not killed
by an R-node below «a. Let sg be the stage such that for each s > sp, « is not
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initialized. Since we never stop an S-node from correcting its functional, (the b-th
copy of) the functional in F¢(U) is correct and total. Hence, the S(U)-requirement
is satisfied. O

Lemma 4.40. The G-requirement is satisfied.

Proof. By the G-strategy and , ©7/M(z) is eventually defined for each .
Since the G-strategy can always act, ©7 (1)(33) is correct. O

This completes the proof if we only have a single S(U)-requirement to satisfy.
One can think of this construction as a sub-construction dealing with a single U-set.
When we have S(U;)-requirements for ¢ < k, we have multiple sub-constructions
organized in a nested way, each giving a U;-condition that tells us whether a compu-
tation y is U;-restorable. Now we can simply take the conjunction of U;-conditions
for each ¢ < k to have a condition implying that y is restorable. Organizing multiple
sub-constructions now only requires (a lot of) patience.

5. THE FULL CONSTRUCTION

We will make general definitions for the priority tree, some of the basic strategies,
etc., and give examples to demonstrate some of the combinatorics. The three-
element chain in Figure |la] will be used for all examples in this section, and we will
often restrict ourselves to considering only Sy,- and Sy, -requirements (Figure [4)).
Lemma and Lemma are essential to the validity of our construction,
and will be tacitly applied in all examples in this section. The complexity of the
construction increases with the number of join-irreducible elements and therefore
the three-element chain will allow us to illustrate concretely the combinatorial ideas
used in the general case.

In sections [5.9|and we present the general construction and verification. In
the verification section we try to strike a delicate balance between readability and
being formal. Our formal proofs in the example sections are representative enough
so that in these final sections, we will appeal to those examples when there is no
loss in generality.

5.1. The priority tree. Recall from Section that we are considering a space

{0,1,...,m — 1} x [Tz] = m x [Tz] and nondecreasing maps R.. : [Tz] — [T¢] for
each ¢ € Ji(£), where m = |Ji(£)| + 1. An S-node « working for Sy,,...,Su,_,
is assigned to an element (fo, ..., fr_1) € (m x [Tz])¥, where each f; = (a;,&) €

m x [Tg]. We let seq(a)(i) = f;, seqp(@)(?) = a;, and seq; () (i) = &;.

Definition 5.1. We define the priority tree 7 by recursion: We assign ((0,¢)) €
(m x [Tz])" to the root node A and call it an S-node (; is the finite string 00-- -0
of the proper length depending on [T]).

Suppose that « is an S-node. We determine the least e such that there is no
R¢-node B C a with 7w C aor 7d C «, and assign a0 to R®.

Suppose « is an R.-node for some ¢ € Ji(£) and o~ is assigned to (fo, - .., fr—1) €
(m x [Tr])" where each f; = (a;,&;). We sequentially add U-outcomes from i =
k —1 to i = 0, where each U;-outcome could be of Type I or Type II (and in
that case GREEN or RED). Then we add a single ctr-outcome, and finally we add
the w- and the d-outcome. The priority order of each outcome, however, varies and
is described as follows.

Proceeding from ¢ = k — 1 down to ¢ = 0, we add the U;-outcomes:
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(1) If & < R.(&;), then this U;-outcome is a Type I outcome, and we assign
a~U; to

(fo, -+ fie1, (as, Re(€:)),(0,0),...,(0,0)) € (m x [Tg])k.

The nezt outcome to be added is placed just to the left of this outcome.
(2) If & = R.(&;), then this U;-outcome is a Type II outcome. If a; < m — 1,
then this outcome is GREEN and we assign o™ U; to

(for - fic1, (ai +1,0),(0,0), ..., (0,0)) € (m x [Tz])".

If a; = m — 1, then this outcome is RED, and we do not assign a™U; to
any requirement; it is a terminal node. In either case, the next outcome to
be added is placed just to the right of this outcome.

After the Up-outcome has been added, the next outcome we add is the ctr-outcome.
We add it immediately to the left or right of the Uy-outcome depending on whether
the Up-outcome is a Type I outcome or a Type IT outcome. We do not assign the
node o ctr to any requirement; it is a terminal node.

Finally, we add the w- and d-outcomes to the right of all existing outcomes with
d the rightmost outcome and assign both o™ w and a™d to

(fos-- s fre1, (0,0)) € (m x [T

By the same argument as in Lemma [4.3] it is clear that along any infinite path
through T, all requirements are represented by some node.

Lemma 5.2. Let p be an infinite path through T .

(1) For each Sy,-requirement, there is an S-node o such that for all 5 with
a C B C p, we have seq(a)(i) = seq(B)(i).

(2) For each e, there is an R®-node « such that either a~d C p or o~ w C
p. O

Suppose that we consider only two U-sets. Then we assign both o™ w and a™d
to (fo, f1) € (m x [T¢])* (where (fo, f1) = seq(a™)) instead of assigning them to
an element in (m x [Tz])® as in Definition An example for the three element-
lattice (see Figure and Figure is given in Figure We hide some of the
R-nodes with w- or d-outcomes from the tree. A U;-outcome has label 7 for short.
A Type IT outcome is denoted by a thick line. A terminal node is represented by a e.
Therefore, we also hide the label of the ctr-outcome (i.e., any outcome not labeled
but shown in Figure [4] is a ctr-outcome). An S-node assigned to ((1,1),(0,2)),
for example, is abbreviated as 11,02. The only outcome of an S-node is also
hidden. Sometimes, to avoid having repeated scenarios and monstrous priority, we
replace fi1 by * so that no U;-functionals will be built, i.e., we do not attempt to
satisfy an Sp,-requirement at this node. Depending on whether R is an R, - or
an R, -strategy, the priority tree grows in different ways, both of which are worth
mentioning and shown in Figure [d] at the left and right bottom, respectively.

Before we delve into Figure [4] and discuss the combinatorics, we still have to
explain the basic strategy for each node in order to have some basic idea of how the
construction works. (With a little extra effort, we could discuss the strategies in
general instead of the special case of considering only Sp,- and Sy, -requirements,
but we hope the reader will be able to extrapolate from the case of two U-sets in
his/her mind.)
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FIGURE 4. The priority tree for the 3-element chain

5.2. Functionals manipulated at S-nodes and R-nodes. An S-node (8 builds
and maintains each I'-functional in Maintain(/) defined as follow.
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Definition 5.3. Let 8 be an S-node with seq(8) = (fo,..., fe_1) € (m x [T¢])*
and ¢ be the string 00 - - 0 of the proper length depending on [T].

(1) Suppose 3 is the root of the priority tree, then in fact seq(8) = ((0,¢)) and
we define Maintain(8) = F,(Up).

(2) Suppose otherwise, we let « = (87)~. If seq(a) = (g0,---,9k—2) € (m X
[Tz])*=1, then in fact we have g; = f; for i < k — 1 and fr_1 = (0,2). We
define Maintain(8) = F,(Ug—1).

If seq(a) = (go,--->9x—1) € (m x [Tz])*, we let i be the least such that

g; # fi. Then for j > i we have f; = (0,¢). Suppose g; = (a,n) and

fi = (b,€). Recall from Definition the definitions of Maintain(8, U;).

Then we define Maintain(5) = Maintain(8, U;) U F,(U;j11) U+ - - U F,(Ug—1).

Let Maintain(8, U<;) be the subset of Maintain(3) consisting of all U;-functionals
for 5 < i.

An R.-node 8 will have to kill some functionals and build and maintain at most
one A-functional along each U;-outcome.

Definition 5.4. Let 8 be an R.-node for some ¢ € Ji(£). Suppose seq(8~) =
(fo,---s fr_1) € (mx[T¢])* and f; = (as,n;) for each i < k. Applying Deﬁnition
to each f;, we have Kill(8, U;) and Maintain (g, U;) defined properly. For each i < k,
we define Kill(3, Us;) be the union of Kill(3,U;) and F,,(U;) for each j > i.

By visiting the U;-outcome, the R.-node 3 kills each functional in Kill(5, Us;)
and builds and maintains the A-functional (if any) in Maintain(83, U;).

5.3. f* and B¥. Let $ an R.-node for some ¢ € Ji(£). Suppose seq(f~) =
(fo,---s fr_1) € (m x [T¢]))F with each f; = (az,m;). If U; (i < k) is a Type II
outcome of 3, we define 3*! by adapting the definition in Section Similarly
for each i < k with a; # 0, we define 8% by adapting the definition in Section m

5.4. Basic strategies. An S-node § builds and maintains each I'-functional that
belongs to Maintain(8) using exactly the same correcting strategy described in
Section An R-node § visiting its U;-outcome Kkills each functional that belongs
to Kill(8,Us;) using exactly the same killing strategy described in Section
and builds and maintains the A-functional (if any) that belongs to Maintain(g3, U;)
using exactly the same correcting strategy described in Section Collecting
@-data when performing encounter(S,w) is the same as in Section After the
@-data is obtained, we begin by performing encounter(8, Ux_1), where Uj_1 is the
first outcome added to 3. Analogously, performing encounter(8,U;) for i < k — 1
now requires U;; 1-data £Yi+1(3), and performing encounter (3, ctr) requires Up-data
EY(B). We remark that a more suggestive notation for £Y(3) would be £Vz: (),
but we choose to keep the notation short.

5.5. Weak U,-data. As we are dealing with multiple S(U)-requirements, it will be
convenient for us to reformulate @-data and U-data that were used in Section M] to
a more general format. For each £Y:(3), we will also define a U;-data tree SUi(3)
to reveal the combinatorics.

For the rest of the paper, we adopt the following:

Convention 1: EY:(B) is abbreviated as E(f3).
Convention 2: SUi(B) is abbreviated as S*(j3).
Convention 3: If k = |seq(B87)|, then E¥(B) = £?

(8)-
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Definition 5.5 (data). £ = (Z,y,C) is data if

(1) Z is a finite set of R-nodes,

(2) y: &> ye for each £ € Z such that ye is the computation for £, and

(3) C is a finite set of functions of the form Cond’(8) : w — {0,1} where 8 € Z
and ¢ € w.

The symbol y, now viewed as a function defined on Z, is a bit overused but
it should cause no confusion. We also confuse £ with Z. We will write £ =

{B1y.- -, Pk} for Z ={p1,...,0x} and £ € € for € € Z.

Definition 5.6 (data tree). S = (S, f,g,h) is a data tree if

(1) S is a finite binary tree,

(2) f:8— Ji(L),

(3) g: S5 —{0,1} such that g(o) = 1 implies f(c0) = f(ol) and that g(o) =0

implies f(00) < f(o1), and

(4) h:S—T.
For o € S, we say o has type c if f(o) = ¢, o is strong if g(o) = 1, o is weak if
g(o) =0, A denotes the empty string as usual.

If So = (S0, fo, 90, ho) and S; = (51, f1, 91, h1) are two data trees, and | € {0, 1},

then So ®; S1 = (S, f, g, h) where S(io) = S;(0), f(io) = fi(o), g(io) = gi(o), and
hlio) = hi(o) for i € (0,1}, F0) = f1(N), g() = L, A(A) = hy ().

Here, f(0) = ¢ denotes that h(c) is an R.-node.

Definition 5.7 (@-data). Let S be an R.-node for some ¢ € Ji(£). Suppose that
the current stage is s. The @-data is £2(8) = (Z,y,C) consisting of

(1) z={p},
(2) a computation yg for 3, and
3) C=o.

We also define the @-data tree S2(3) = (S, f,g,h) where S = {A}, f(\) = ¢,
g(A) =1, and h(A) = 5. As usual, the subscript s is often omitted.

We adopt the same notation £2(3) as in Definition even though the defini-
tion here is slightly reformulated.

Definition 5.8 (operation on data). For an R.-node S such that seq(8~) =
(fos- -, fr—1) € (m x [Tz])¥, we let the Uj-data of B simply be £2(3).

Given two U;;1-data (defined inductively from @-data) £ (a) = (Zo,yo,Co)
and £7Y(B) = (Z1,y1,C1) (where Zy N Z; = @) and a stage s, we define

ENB) = €T a) @, EH(B) = (Z,4,C)
as follows:
(1) Z=2yU 2,
(2) y=yo Uy (so for £ € Z;, we have ye = y;¢), and
(3) C counsists of
(a) Cp and Cq, ‘
(b) for each ¢ € Zy, Cond'(§)(t) = same(U;, ye, s,t), (In this case, ye is
the U;-reference length and s the Uj-reference stage. Cond®(€) has
type same.)
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(c) for each ¢ € Zy, Cond’ (€)(t) = diff(U;, y,, 5, 1), where 7 is the shortest
node in Z; (By our conventions y, > y, for other v/ € Z;). (In
this case, y, is the Uj-reference length and s the U;-reference stage.
Cond"(¢) has type diff.)

(Here we are identifying the predicate same(Us;, e, s, t) with its characteristic func-
tion, and we will keep doing so for other predicates.) We say that £/(3) extends
EML(a) and EFL(B), and that £ (a) and EFL(B) belongs to E4(B).

In the above definition, y, is simply the least z such that if —same(U, ye, s,t)
for each & € E£7Y(B), then we have diff(U;, z,s,t). Therefore, for a fixed ¢, if
Cond‘(€)(t) = 0 for each & € £71(B), then Cond’(€)(t) = 1 for each & € £ (a).
For a stage t (usually clear from context), Cond’(£) holds if Cond’(£)(t) = 1.

The following is analogous to Definition

Definition 5.9 (weak U;-data). Let 8 be an R.-node for some ¢ € Ji(£). Sup-
pose seq(87) = (fo,..., fe—1) with f; = (b;,&). At stage s, when we perform
encounter(3, U;) and U; is a RED outcome, 3*¢ is well defined (which is an Rz-node
for some d < ¢) and $** is visiting its U;-outcome with (weak or strong) U;i-data
EFY(B*) = (Zo,90,Co) and a U,y i-data tree STT(B*). 3 itself also has (weak or
strong) U, y1-data £771(8) = (Z1,y1,C1) and a U;-data tree STT1(3). We define

E(B) =£H(B) @ £71(B)
Si(B) = SH(B) @0 ST(B)
If there is no confusion, we might drop the subscript s of ££(3) and S!(8).

Note that S¢(83) defined as above satisfies Definition and therefore is a
valid data tree. It is inductively clear from Lemma (and Lemma [4.33] for later
discussion) that for each & € £771(5*)), that Cond"(£)(t) = 1 holds implies that £ is
(U;, D)-restorable (Deﬁnition; and for each £ € £71(3), that Cond’(£)(t) = 1
holds implies that ¢ is (U;, C)-restorable. £%(3) focuses on the recursive aspects
of the data and S*(3) focuses on the combinatorial aspects of the data. They are
closed related.

As there will be many stages for the examples, we have the following

Convention: s} denotes the stage when we perform encounter(f3, 0) or visit(83, o)
for an o-outcome.

Note that 3%“ defined in Definition conforms with this convention.
The next example is for £°(R2?) in Figure

Example 5.10 (Up-data and Up-data tree). In the case of R};f (the other case Rif
can be handled similarly), we will implement the basic strategies on the priority
tree in Figure [d] We may assume that each node collects its @-data without delay.
At stage s, the first node along R2? that is encountering a RED outcome is R
encountering its U;-outcome (s = s). We let

EN(Ry,) = E7(R,) @: E7(R])) = { R, Ri, },

and RZO immediately visits its Up-outcome, which is GREEN. So the U;-data
& 1(RZO) is discarded. The next node that is encountering a RED outcome is Réf
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(s15 = 5). We let
ENR) = E7(Re) ®s €2 (R:) = {Rel, Re b,

c)\?

SU(Re)) = S7(R.3) ®0 S?(R)),
with
COHdl(Rii)(t) = Same(Ula Yis, 5%53 t)a
COHdl(Rif)(t) = dlﬁ(Ulv Yis, 8%57 t)

Then Rii’ visits its Up-outcome (sY5 = s). At the same stage, we will have Rgg

encounter its RED Uj-outcome (s3, = 5). Again, we let
EN(RZ) = £7(RY)) ®s £°(RZ) = (R, RZ},
SH(RE) = S?(RE) @0 87(RZ),
with
Cond* (Rf?)(t) = same (U7, Y22, S35, 1),
Cond" (R20)(t) = diff (U1, y22, 8o, 1).

Then R2? encounters its RED Up-outcome (s3, = s). Note that (Rgf)*o = R, so
we now let

£ (RE) = £1(RE) @, £(R2) = {RE, RIS, B2

R22
cy? c)? cy? co J?
SURE) = S'(R.]) @0 S (RE),

with
Cond’(R2%)(t) = same(Up, Y22, 552, )
Cond”(R2%)(t) = same(Uy, Y20, 595, t)
CondO(RiE)(t) = diff (Uy, Y20, S32, 1)
CondO(R}:f)(t) = diff (Uy, Y20, S99, t)-

(Recall that the choice of 4 in Definition [5.8|is R2? here.)

As in Section 4l we can introduce temporarily (a formal definition will be given
later) a decision map Dy(R?2) = ¢ € E9(R?2) for the longest & with Cond’(¢)(t) =
Cond' (¢)(t) = 1. For the decision map we temporarily define here, we note that

e Dy(R2?) is defined for all t > s,

e if Dy(R2%) = R22, then R?? is (Up, Cp)-restorable and (Uy, Cp)-restorable,

o if Dy(RZ?) = R2?, then RZ is (Up, Cy)-restorable and (Uy, C))-restorable,

e if D;(R22) = R}?, then R.® is (Up, Cy)-restorable and (Uy, Cy)-restorable,
and

o if Dy(R2?) = R2, then R}? is (Up, C)-restorable and (Uy, Cy)-restorable.

Here we are applying Lemma independently to Uy and U;. To be precise, we
have to state the SAME() condition as in Lemma and (2); we choose to
keep it tacit in all remaining examples in this section.

We note that f(00) < f(ol) = f(0) for each o € S°(R2?). This follows induc-

tively from the properties of 8** and .
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Lemma 5.11. Let 3 be an R.-node with £°(B) and S°(B) = (S, f,g,h). For each
o € S, we have f(00) < f(ol) = f(o); for two leaves of S, if 0 <iex T, then
h(o) S h(7).

Proof. An easy induction on S (using Definition [5.6{(3)). O

5.6. Controllers. In Example is RE? ready to be a controller based on
E°(R2%)? Recall from Definition that we have the notion of a U’-problem.
Looking at SO(RE(?), we see that R;? is an R.,-node and the others are R, -nodes.
This will surely cause problems.

Definition 5.12 (UP-problem). Let 8 be an R.-node with £°(3) and S°(8) =
(S, f,9,h). For a o € S, if f(60) < ¢, then we let a = h(c0) € E°(B), i = |o|, and
b = seqq(a™)(i) (defined in the first paragraph of Section . We say that o is
a UP-problem of 3, or simply a U;-problem. If in addition f(o) = ¢, then « is the
critical UP-problem, or simply a critical U;-problem.

If o = h(7) is a critical Uj-problem for some j, then there exists some o such
that 7 = 00 and in fact j = |o].

Example 5.13 (critical problems). Continuing Example we have, in the case
of R = R!?, that R? is a critical U{-problem, R}> is a critical Uj-problem,
and R}? is a (noncritical) U}-problem.

On the other hand, in the case of R'™ = R[>, we see that RZ20 is a critical

Ui-problem, R}:E is a critical U{-problem, and Rig is not a Uy-problem.
The next lemma follows from Definition [5.6{(3]).

Lemma 5.14. Let 3 be an R.-node with £E°(3) and S°(B) = (S, f,g,h). Suppose
that a = h(00) is a critical U?-problem (i = |o| and b = seqy(a™)(i)), then g(o) =
0. O

If @ = h(00) is a critical UP-problem, then g(c) = 0 allows us to consider the
node & = h(o) with the weak U;-data £%(&) = £ (a) @ €T (&) where a = &*' (as
we will see later, we have g(o) = 0 if and only if £*(h(0)) is weak U;-data defined
in Definition [5.9). If a = h(00) is a noncritical U?-problem, we might have that
g(o) =1 (see Example [5.21).

In Example having identified the critical problems for Rgoz, we would like to
group Rif and R;{ together and ignore the U-condition for now and only check if
CondO(Rii’) (= CondO(Rif)) holds or not. In case it holds (and both Cond” (R%2)
and CondO(Rzg) fail), we can turn the GREEN Up-outcome of R” RED and proceed
as usual. For this purpose we have to make some modifications based on &£° (sz)
and S°(R22) to get £ (R22) and S°"(R22).

Definition 5.15 (modified data and decision map). Let 8 be an R.-node with
E%B) = (Z,y,C) and S°(B) = (S, f,g,h). When we perform encounter(3, ctr) at s,
we do the following:

(1) Let S(B) = (5, f",¢',1') be a data tree defined recursively as follows:
we enumerate A into S’. Suppose that we have enumerated o into S’,
if h(o) is a critical Uj,|—1-problem, we stop; otherwise we enumerate o0
and o1 into S” and continue. Then for each o € S, we define f'(0) = f(0),
¢(0) = g(0), and () = h(o)
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(2) Let E(B) = (Z',y,C’) consist of the following:
(a) 7' = {h(o) | o € S (8)}.
(b) If & = h(c0) € Z' is a critical U}, j-problem, we let y/, = max{y () |
00 C T} = Yn(o00.-0) (the last equality follows from our assumption
that if ag € a1, then yo, > Yo, ). If @ € Z’ is not a critical problem,
we let ¥, = ya.
(¢) To obtain C’, for each o € Z’, we do the following:
(i) If a is not a critical problem, then we enumerate Cond’(«) € C
into C’.
(ii) If « is a critical U;-problem, then for each j < i such that
Cond’ (@) € C has type diff, we enumerate Cond” () into C'.
(iii) If o is a critical U;-problem, then for each j < ¢ such that
Cond’ (a)(t) = same(Uj, Yo, 5+,t) € C where s, is the Uj-ref-
erence stage, we enumerate Cond’()(t) = same(U;, yl, 5+, 1)
into C’. ‘
For each £ € Z’, we sometimes write Condg(g) for Cond’(£) to em-
phasize which node is the controller.
Based on £°(3) and S (), the decision map Ds(8) is defined to be the longest
¢ € £(B) such that Condj(£)(s) = 1 for each i.
Note that £9(3) and S°(8) are not discarded yet.

Example 5.16. Continuing Example E(R22) = {R, R2

® CA,RQQ} with
Cond9,(RE5)(t) = diff (U, Y20, 92, 1),

Cond) (Rzo)( )= Same(Uo,ym,ng,t)
Cond), (R22)( ) = same(Uy, Y22, 899, ),
Condy, (R2)(t) = diff (U1, ya2, 539, 1), and

Cond%Q(sz)( ) = same (U7, Y22, 322,1&).

Here si, = 59, as in Example Note that DS(Rg(?) is defined at each stage
t > s55. EY(RLY), which belongs to £Y(R?2?), is not discarded; it will be used later.

Let us summarize what we have now. For an R.-node 8 (where ¢ € Ji(£)), en-
countering its ctr—outcome with £9(3) and 8°(3), we first obtain £ (3) and S ()
as in Definition [5.15] and 8 becomes a controller. While 3 is a controller, as in Sec-
tion I we will put a restraint on C [ 5 T for each é # c. For a stage t > s%“(ﬂ) if
D:(B) = £ is not a problem, then we sunply restore y¢ and activate the d-outcome
of & if Dy(B) = € is a critical UP-problem where b > 0, we restore ye (this is the yé
in Definition and turn the GREEN Uj-outcome of £¥ into a RED outcome;
if Dy(B) = € is a critical UP-problem where b = 0, we restore y¢ and search for two
critical U;-problems that are both Rg4-nodes for the same d € Ji(£) in the history
and obtain strong U;-data as in Section We will elaborate on this in the next
section.

5.7. Strong U;-data and U;-link. We begin with an example that requires strong
U;-data.

Example 5.17 (strong U;-data and Us-link). Continuing Example [5.16] we sup-
pose that at stage s, we have D(ng) = Rzg, the critical U{-problem for RE?
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Then we restore yzo and turn the GREEN Uj-outcome of RL? = (R2%)* RED.
We also assume that for each t > s, Rgg does not see any noise. Hence we have
SAME(U;, s§¥, s4,t) for i = 0,1 and

. ctr
ba’me(UOa Y205 S99 5 3*)a
: ctr
le(Ula Y22, S99 5 8*)
ctr

Let us suppose that at s§§ > s, R} becomes a controller with £ (R}?) =

(RIS, R, R2) with
Condy(RE%)(t) = di (U07 Y17, 559 5 t)
Cond{y(RL)(t) = e(Uo, y17, 556 1)
CondY, (RE))(t) = same(Uy, y19, 554 , )
Cond}y(RL)(t) = diff (U1, Y19, 59 1)
Cond}o(RL)(t) = same(U1, y19, 54 1)

Suppose that at s, > 5, we have D; (Rif) R!T, acritical U{-problem for R}?,

Cc)?
so we are in the same situation as in Example [£.22] We restore y;7 and collect

ENRZ) = E7(Re) ®s.. £°(RZ)),
where £7(R2) belongs to £ (R22) and £?(R}T) from £“(R}?). From Defini-
tion the U;-Conditions are
Condl(Rzg)(t) = same(U1, Y20, Sxx, t),
Condl(RiZ)(t) = diff (U1, Y20, Six, t)-
Then we establish a U;-link starting from the S-node 12,00 and ending with the
Up-outcome of RZ.

From Lemma we know that Condl(Rig)(t) = same(Uq, Y20, Ssx, t) im-
plies that diff(Uy,y22,s5Y,¢) and hence ysq is (U, Cy)-restorable at stage ¢, and
Condl(Riz)(t) = diff (U1, Y20, S4x, t) implies that diff (Uy, y19, 555 ,¢) and hence y;7
is (U, Cy)-restorable at stage t.

We now give the formal definitions of U;-link and strong U;-data.

Definition 5.18 (environment). Let o be an R-node. Define env<%(a) to be the
shortest S-node 1 such that for each j < 4, seq(n)(j) = seq(a™)(j) (if ¢ = 0, then n
is defined to be the root of 7). (This node 7 will be the starting point of the U;-link
in the next definition.)

We say that « and 8 have the same < i-environment if env<*(a) = env<%(8).

A useful observation is the following: If 3** = a or 8% = a, then env<‘(a) =

env<"(3).
The following is analogous to Definition [£.23]

Definition 5.19 (strong U;-data). Suppose m = |£]| + 1. Suppose that for each
k <m, aq is a Ul-problem for the controller 3, with ag C -+ C ayy,—1 having the
same strongﬂ < i-environment. For each a < m, let £ (a,) belong to £ (3,).
Let s be the stage when Dy(5y) = ap. By the Pigeonhole Principle, we have for

2This is a subtle point and can be ignored for now. We refer the reader to Definition and
to Example for the intuition. The existence of such a sequence is proved in Lemma
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some 0 < a < b < m and some ¢ € Ji(£) such that both «, and «; are R.-nodes.
We then define

Si(ab) = Si—H(aa) &1 Si—H(Oéb),
Ellap) = EM N ag) ®s £ (ay)

We also establish a U;-link starting from env<%(a,) and ending with (a3) " Uj.
It will be destroyed immediately after it is traveled.

We will tacitly assume without further proof that Lemma applies to the
strong data in the remaining examples in this section.

When we visit an S-node « with a U;-link, we only maintain functionals that be-
long to Maintain(3, U<;) (Deﬁnition and travel immediately along the U;-link.
Note that in S%(«y) defined in the above definition, we have g(A) = 1 and also
f(0) = f(1) = f(\). Therefore S%(ay) still satisfies Definition .

The key ingredients of the construction have been covered. Controllers follow
the same strategies as in Section [d] Continuing Example in the next example
we quickly have a controller without problems.

Example 5.20 (Controller Rzg). In Example we obtained at stage s.. our
first strong Up-data £'(R2%) and established a Uj-link starting from the S-node
12,00 and ending with (R2?)™Up, where the Up-outcome is a RED outcome.
Suppose that at stage s > sy, the U;-link is traveled and we are encountering
the RED Uy-outcome of RES. We are then obtain
0/p20y _ cl/pl5 1/p20y _ rpl2 pls pl7 p20
g (RC)\) - 5 (RC)\) ®S g (RC)\) - {RckchAaRc)\aRcA ’
SURZ) = S(R:) @0 S (RZY).
Then we should encounter the next outcome, the ctr-outcome of ng. As Rif,
R, RIT and R are all R, -nodes, we have ST (R%’) = §%(R%Y) and £°"(RY) =
EY(R%) (Definition [5.15). (Note that since S (R2?) = SY(RZY), we also have
E(R2) = E°(R2%).) Then RZ? becomes a controller at this stage s = 553, , s0 we
enumerate each diagonalizing witness into C and put a restraint on Cp [ s. As in
Section {4} if Dy(R2Y) = &, then y¢ is both Up- and Uy-restorable. Therefore we can
safely restore ye if ’Dt(RgS) = ¢ and activate the d-outcome of .

5.8. A monstrous example. The next example is a monstrous example in which
we see how the combinatorics grows complicated.

Example 5.21. Suppose that we have R}> in Figure |4, The first Up-data would
be

EO(RZ) = EY(RY) @, EY(R2)
= (E2(R}?) ®s E7(RY)) ®, (E7(RY) @, £7(R22)),

obtained at some stage s. Then we encounter the ctr-outcome of REOZ and have
S (R22) = S%(R?) and hence £ (R2?) = E°(R22). R2? becomes a controller at

S92 = s55. = 5. Let shy > s2 be the stage when Dy, (R2%) = R!? and RZ sees
<o
no more noise from then on. Since y;2, the computation for Rig, is only weakly

restorable, we restore it and turn the GREEN U;-outcome of Ri; RED.
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Next we might reach R} at some stage s > shy > s29 (we recycle the symbol s)
through RigAw and have

EU(Re) = EN(Rey) @5 €7 (Rey)
= (£7(Ry)) @5 €7(Ryy)) @5 €7 (Rey),
Again since S (R}S) = SU(RL?), we have £ (RLY) = E9(RL}) and RL® becomes

a controller at s15 = s‘j%g = 5. Let sig be the stage when Dy (R!S) = R, we

restore R} and notice that R} and R]?, both of which are R.,-nodes and have the
same < l-environment (Definition |5.18)), are a critical U{-problem and a critical
Ui-problem for the controller RE? and the controller R}:g, respectively. Thus we
obtain the following strong U;-data and U;-data tree
1/ pl2 10 12

ENR:) = E7(R.)) ®s, £7(RL),

SR = S7(R) @1 S7(R.3),
and establish a U;-link starting from the S-node 10,00 and ending at the Up-out-
come of R}2.

Let s > sig > s15 > shy > S22 (we recycle the symbol s again) be the stage
when we travel the Uy-link and visit R} If we fail to obtain £2(RL}) (which is
always the case by the slowdown condition if this is the first time we visit Réé),
we have to initialize the controllers Rzg and R}:E anyway. Wasting a lot of work
does not matter as long as we make progress towards some nodes to the left of the

controllers R?? and R!®. If we obtain £7(RL}), then we encounter(RL:, Up) and
obtain

0(pldy _ ol pl2 14
g (Rco) =¢ (RC)\) ®s gg(RCO)a
S (Ryy) = S'(R:}) @0 S7(Ry,),
where R}? = (R}3)** and E'(R}}) is strong Up-data. Another important observa-
tion is the following:

(1) If s* is the last stage when we visit R}, then we have

§* < S99 < 8hy < 818 < S1g < S,
and by slowdown condition
SAME(U(), Y14, 5*, S)

Then we perform encounter(R}, ctr). Notice that we have S (RL}) # SY(R}2)
(Definition and hence E°"(RLY) = {R!2, Rl'}. From this, we can see the
necessity to introduce the notion of a critical problem: If we allow D(RY) = RL?,
we have that R0 is a U{-problem for R!* but (RL?)* is not defined. We cannot
obtain any new strong U;-data at this point. In this case, we should instead look
at the critical Up-problem R}?.

Let s14 = sjgg be the stage when R}:f becomes a controller and s, > s14

be the stage when Dy (R.) = R2. We will verify first that Rl? and R}) are
(Up, Cy)-restorable under Cond%ég (RI)(t) = diff(Uy, y14, 514, t). In fact, this fol-

lows directly from Lemma However, a cautious reader might be worried about
the use block that was killed by the end of s95. Therefore we will show that

Cond%}:g (Rif)(t) = Cond%gg (Rif)(t) AN Cond%lg (R}:S)(t)
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That is,
diff (Uy, y14, $14,t) = diff (Up, Y20, S22, t) A diff (Uy, Y15, S18,1)-
This follows clearly from
Y14 < Y22 < Y20 < Y18,
and
SAME(Uy, y14, $*, $14)-

Let us continue. At stage s}, we have Dy (RLY) = R}? and therefore we turn

the GREEN Ug-outcome of RY = (R!?)* RED.
Let s7 > s{, be the stage when RZO becomes a controller with

E(RE,) = E°(RL)
= 5Q(Rg,\) ®57 51(RZ())
=E9(RY,) @, (E7(R:,) @5, E7(RL))

We now distinguish the two cases: If Dy (R ) = Rl for some s > s7, then we

continue in Example if Dy (RY,) = Rg, for some s > s7, then we continue in
Example

Example 5.22 (D(R! ) = R, ). Continuing Example we suppose Dy (R]) =
R? . RY is a critical Ug-problem for R , and R}? is a critical Ug-problem for R},
both have the same < 0-environment. We will now obtain the following strong
Up-data and Up-data tree:

EO(R:) = E7(Re,) @4, E1(RLY),
SU(R:)) = S7(RL,) @1 S (Re3),
where £'(R(2) is the strong Us-data belonging to £°"(R}}). Thus for each o €
S%(R!?), we have g(o) = 1 and hence f(o) = ¢y by Definition . We also
establish a Up-link starting from the root of the tree and ending at the ctr-outcome
of R12.
(SN
At s15 > sh, the Up-link is traveled and R(lzf becomes a controller with data
E(R}?) = E°(R}2), which has no more problems.

Example 5.23 (D(R] ) = R? ). Continuing Example we suppose Dy, (RY) =
RZ . We will turn the GREEN U;-outcome of RS RED. Note that the Up-outcome
of REO is still GREEN. Let sg > s. be the stage when Rgg becomes a controller
with data

EN(Re,) = E°(RE,) = E7(RY,) @y E7(RE,)-
Let sg > sg be the stage when D, (RS ) = R2 . We will turn the GREEN Up-out-
come of R3 RED.
Let s3 > s§ be the stage when R? becomes a controller with data
ctr 3 _ 0 3
8 ‘ (RCO) - g (RCO)
=E9(Ry,) ®s, £ (RE,)
=E9(RY,) @, (E7(Re,) @5, E7(RE))
Depending on the decision of REO, we again have to split cases and consider the
following two examples separately.
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Example 5.24 (D(R} ) = R}, ). Continuing Example we let s} be the stage
when we have D, (R3 ) = R, . Then we will obtain strong U;-data

Sl(chl)\) = Sg (Rgl)\) ®1 SQ(RAC{\)’

where £7(R?, ) belongs to £ (R ). We also establish a Us-link starting from the
S-node 02,00 and ending at the Up-outcome of R‘Clk.

Since the Up-outcome of Rg is GREEN, our strong U;-data is discarded when
we visit this outcome at stage s. (Here, discarding the data is acceptable as now
we are able to visit the nodes below the Up-outcome, which is a progress.) Let us
assume that RY becomes a controller at sy = s with data £ (R ) = {RS , R) }.
Suppose D(R? ) = RS at sy > sg and therefore the Up-outcome of R}, becomes
RED. Then, we go over the procedures once again starting from Example
and Example to the point when we obtain the strong U-data E'(RZ ) and
establish the U;-link starting from the S-node 02,00 and ending at the Uy-outcome
of R} .

Leé s > s be the stage when we travel the link. This time, as the Up-outcome
of R is RED, we obtain

gO(RLCLX) = EQ(RSA) ®$ gl(RACLA)
SU(Re,) = S7(Re,) ®0 S'(Re,)

and then we perform encounter(Ry, ,ctr). Ry, is then a controller without any more
problems. If RSO never sees any noise again, then the Uy-outcome of R‘clA remains
RED forever and we never go back to RSA and Rgo; if R?O sees some noise, then
(RZ)" ctr is initialized.

Example 5.25 (D(R2 ) = R, ). Continuing Example we let s} be the stage
when we have Dy, (R3)) = R? and RY is a critical U§-problem for RS .

Recall that for each ¢ > s}, we assume that Dy(R}) = R12, which is a critical
Ug-problem for R}:g", and also that for each t > s§ we assume Dt(Rgo) = ng which
is also a critical Ug-problem for RS . Now we have a choice: which Uj-problem do
we combine with RgA to get a strong Uyp-data? We refer the reader to Example
in which we do obtain the strong Uj-data by combining RgA and Rg However,
after a moment of thought, we may prefer R?k over Rif in the current situation; we
say that REA and RgA has the same strong < 0O-environment (see Definition .
(To have a better intuition for our choice, we should imagine that the Uy-outcome
of R is a Type I outcome. Then R} itself could be a critical Ug-problem for
some controller below the (RE?O)“UO. We will naturally search for a Ug-problem
also below the (Rg’o)“Uo instead of searching for one below the RED Uj-outcome
of R? .) Therefore, we obtain

EO(RE,\) = gg(R(C])\> ®3 gl(RE,\>
SU(R,) = S?(Ry,) @1 SH(RY))

and establish a Uy-link starting from the root of the tree and ending at the ctr-out-
come of RY. .

At s5, the Up-link is traveled and R2, becomes a controller with data £ (R] ) =
EY(RE,), which has no more problems.
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This finishes our monstrous example.

Our final remark is the following: Our priority tree is defined in a uniform way
and the examples above strictly follow this definition even though we might have
used a shortcut in certain cases; but optimizing the priority tree is not our concern.

Definition 5.26. Let @ C 8 be two nodes. We say that a and 5 have the same
strong < i-environment at stage s if

(1) env<i(a) = env<%(B) = 7 for some S-node n. (This depends only on the
priority tree.)

(2) For each & with o € £7U; C S for some j > i, if U; is Type II, then Uj is
GREEN.

If D(B) = a where « is a critical UP-problem, then we should have o = ag &
oy € -+ © a1 where each aj is a Ug—problem and has the same strong <
i-environment. Then we obtain strong U;-data according to Definition See
Lemma [5.29] for a proof.

5.9. The construction. At stage s, we first run the controller strategy (see below)
and then the G-strategy (see Section [4.15). Then we perform visit(\) (see below),
where X is the root of the priority tree 7. We stop the current stage whenever we
perform visit(«) for some a with |a| = s.

visit(a) for an S-node: Suppose that there is some U;-link connecting o and 70
for some o-outcome of § (in fact, 0o = U;—1 if i > 0; 0 = ctr if ¢ = 0). Then
we maintain each I'-functional in Maintain(a, U<;) (Definition and perform
encounter(f3, o).

Suppose that there is no link. Then we maintain each I'-functional in Maintain(«)
(Definition and stop the current substage and perform visit(a™0) for the
R-node a™0.

To build and maintain a TF®Y = C (for some ¢ € Ji(£)) that belongs to
Maintain(e, Uc;) or Maintain(«), depending on which case we have, we do the
following: For each x < s:

(1) Suppose '€V () |= C,(x). Then B does nothing else.

(2) Suppose I'E®U () |+ C,(x) with use block B = B, (v, z).

(a) If B is killed and not E-restrained, then 8 enumerates an unused point,
referred to as a killing point, into B via E. Then we go to (3) imme-
diately.

(b) If B is not killed and not E-restrained, then /5 enumerates an unused
point, referred to as a correcting point, into B via E. Then we redefine
&9V (x) = Oy(x) with the same use block B.

(3) Suppose I'F®Y () 1. If each By (v,2) with ¢ < s has been killed, then j3
will pick a fresh use block B’ and define I'¥®Y (z) = C4(z) with use block B’
(hence B’ = By, (7,x)); otherwise, we define I'F®Y (2) = Cy(x) with the
use block that is not killed (there will be at most one such use block).

visit(a) for an R-node: If threshold(«) is not defined, then we define it to be a
fresh number. Then we perform encounter(a, d).

Without loss of generality, we assume that « is assigned an R.(®)-requirement
for some ¢ € Ji(£) and ®; let [seq(a™)| = k.
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encounter(a,d): If d is active, then we perform visit(a™d). If d is inactive, we
perform encounter(a, w).

encounter(o,w): If witness(cr) is not defined, then we pick a fresh number z >
threshold(«) and define witness(a)) = z. If a computation y is found by «, then we
obtain £2(a) and SZ(«a) (Definition [5.7). Then we perform encounter(a, Ug_1),
where Uj_1 is the first outcome (recall from Definition that we add outcomes
in order).

encounter(a, U;): Inductively we must have obtained £ (a) (or £9 (o) if i = k—1).

(1) If the U;-outcome is Type I, then let v = threshold(«). For each func-
tional I' (where A is dealt with similarly) that belongs to Kill(a, Us;) (Def-
inition and for each z with v <z <'s, let B, = B4(v,z) be the use
block. We enumerate an unused point (killing point) into B, and declare
that B, is killed.

Let A belong to Maintain(a, U;). Without loss of generality, we assume
this functional is to ensure AF®Co®&Cr—1 — [ for some cy,...,cr_1 €
Ji(L).

(a) Suppose that AZ®CP P =12y | — 7 (z). Then B does nothing else.
(b) Suppose we have ASEGBCO@"'@C””(JC) 1# Us(x) with use block B =
B, (0, x).

(i) If B is killed and E-free, then 8 enumerates an unused point,
referred to as a killing point, into B via E. Then we go to (3)
immediately.

(ii) If B is killed and E-restrained, we let C; (i < k) be a set such
that B is C;-free (we will show such C; exists); then 8 enumerates
an unused point, referred to as a killing point, into B via C;. B
is then permanently killed (as C; will be a c.e. set). Then we go
to (3) immediately.

(iii) If B is not killed and E-free, then 5 enumerates an unused point,
referred to as a correcting point, into B via E. Then we define
AFOCoDOC () = Ug(x) with the same use block B.

(iv) If B is not killed and E-restrained, we let C; for some i < k be a
set such that B is Cj-free (we will show such C; exists); then S
enumerates an unused point, referred to as a correcting point,
into B via C;. Then we define AEEBCO@M@CT’I(:U) = U,(x) with
the same use block B.

(¢) Suppose that AE@CO@'"@C'“I(QU) 1. If for each t < s, By (d,z) is
killed, then /8 will choose a fresh use block B’ and define

APECESCr1 (1) = U (1)

with use block B’ (hence B’ = B, (d,n)); otherwise, we will define

AFECE 80 (x) = Ug(x) with the use block that is not killed (there
will be at most one such use block).
Then we stop the current substage and perform visit(a™U;) for the S-node
Oé/—\Ui.
(2) If the U;-outcome is GREEN, then let v = threshold(«). For each func-
tional I' (where A is dealt with similarly) that belongs to Kill(c, Us;) and
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for each x with v < x < s, let B, = Bs(, ) be the use block. We enumer-
ate an unused point (killing point) into B, and say B, is killed. Then we
stop the current substage and perform visit(a™U;) for the S-node a™U;.
(3) If the U;-outcome is RED, then we obtain £¢(«) and Si(«) by Deﬁnition
Then we perform encounter(c,U;—1) if ¢ > 0; or encounter(a, ctr) if i = 0.

encounter(a, ctr): Notice that we must have obtained £°(a) and S°(a). Suppose
that « is an R.-node for some ¢ € Ji(L).

(1) Let £ () and S°*(a) be obtained by Definition [5.15]

(2) Let o become a controller.

(3) We enumerate, for each £ € £%(a) and each i, the diagonalizing witness
into the set C'if € is not a (critical) U;-problem (i.e., £ is also an R.-node).

(4) While « is a controller, we put a restraint on C [ s< for each ¢ # c, where

[0
sS is the current stage s.

Then we stop the current stage.

controller-strategy: Let B (if any) be a controller of highest priority such that g
sees some noise (Definition [4.19). We initialize all nodes to the right of 57 ctr.
Suppose [ is an R.-node.

(1) If 8 sees also some threats (Definition , then we also initialize 87 ctr
(i.e., we discard £ (8) and S (3)).

(2) If B does not change its decision, then we do nothing.

(3) If B changes its decision and (by Lemma Ds(5) = &, then we restore ye
and set a restraint on E [y (each use block B < y¢ becomes E-restrained)
until the next time 8 changes its decision. Furthermore,

(a) Suppose that £ € £7(B) is not a critical Us-problem for 8. Then we
activate the d-outcome of &.

(b) Suppose that ¢ is a critical UP-problem for 3 and b > 0. Then we turn
the GREEN U;-outcome of ¢¥ RED (once 3 changes its decision or is
initialized, it turns back to GREEN).

(c) Suppose that ¢ is a critical U?-problem for 3. Let € = ap € -+ S a1
be a sequence of nodes where each «; is a critical Uij -problem for some
controller and all nodes have the same strong < i-environment (see
Lemma. We pick two nodes a; C aj, which are both Rg4-nodes for
some d € Ji(£). We obtain the strong U;-data £*(ay,) and S¢(ay,) (Defi-
nition and establish a U;-link starting from the S-node env<%(ay,)
and ending at the U;_i-outcome of «y if i > 0; or the ctr-outcome if
1 = 0. The U;-link will be destroyed once traveled or 8 changes deci-
sion.

We remark that we did not explicitly mention how big a use block should be just
to avoid getting distracted by this technical issue. See Lemma [5.2

5.10. The verification. We have to show that the size of each use block can
actually be chosen sufficiently large so that this construction does not terminate
unexpectedly.

Lemma 5.27 (Block size). Each use block can be chosen sufficiently large.

Proof. We refer the reader to Lemma[£:27] Consider a use block B interacting with
a controller § with yg < B. Recall that the number of times that B = [a,b) is
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injured and then restored depends on the number of changes that U [ a can have.
Since we have multiple U-sets now, we need to be more careful. Suppose that B is
interacting with a controller 8 such that Uy, ...,Ui_;1 are relevant to 8. According
to the decision function, the number of times that B = [a,b) is injured and then
restored is bounded by the size of the following set

S ={s| diff(U;, a,s — 1, s)for some i < k},

which can be bounded by a computable function p(a, k).

We caution the reader that when we define the use block B at «, we do not know
where the controller S is located and which U-sets are relevant to 8. In particular,
the number k = |seq(87)| is unknown to a. Therefore, we have to prepare ahead of
time. We simply define B to be [a, a+p(a, a)) for some fresh number a and B will be
sufficiently large. More precisely, we assume that yg > k by taking max{k + 1,yg}
as the value yg. Therefore k < yg < a < b and B is sufficiently large. O

The following lemma justifies the first line of the controller strategy , which
requires that D,(f) is always defined.

Lemma 5.28 (decision). Let 8 be a controller. For each s > s3*(83), Ds(B) is
defined.

Proof. We refer the reader to Definition for £°7(B3). Our goal is to show that
for each s > s§*(8),

{€ € £(B) | Cond(€)(s) = 1 for each i} # @,

which then implies that D4(8) is defined.

The proof proceeds by a straightforward induction with the following claim:

Claim. Given o € 8 (B) with |o| = i. Let y. = max{y, | 01 C 7 € SU(8)}
and s. be the stage when E'(h(c)) = EF(h(00)) ®,, £ (h(o1)) is obtained.
If same (U, yx, 54, 8) holds, then for each T with o1 C 7, Cond'(h(7))(s) = 1; if
diff (U;, Y, 54, 5) holds, then for each T with 00 C 7, Cond’(h(7))(s) = 1.

Proof of the claim. The proof follows directly from Definition [5.8] and Defini-
tion O

The following lemma with v = 0 justifies the controller strategy .

Lemma 5.29. Suppose that at stage s we have Dy(8) = & for a controller strategy
and that & is a critical UY-problem for 8 (where v < m). Then there ezists a
sequence of nodes

é-:a'u gav+1 g _,Cl_amfly

where each oy is a critical Uf-problem for some controller By, with Ds(Br) = o,
and each pair of them has the same strong < i-environment (Definition .

Proof. For v = m — 1, the lemma holds vacuously. So assume v < m — 1 and
suppose that the lemma holds for v + 1, we will show that it holds for v.

Let 3 be the controller as in the hypothesis of the lemma, and S (3) be the data
tree of it. Since £ = q, is a critical UY-problem of 3, there exists some o € S°(f3)
such that o, = h(c0) (by the remark after Definition [5.12)). Let n = h(cl) = h(o),
then n*! = a,,. Moreover, the data £'(n) = £ (n) @ £71(a,) belongs to £ (B).
As a consequence, we have that

(1) a,™U; Cn C B;
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(2) the U;-outcome of n is a RED outcome; and

(3) nU; is to the left of S ctr (allowing n = ).
From Item (), there exists some controller 3,41 with D(B,41) = 41 such that
O‘E;ZH =n and a,41 is a critical Ui”“—problem for B,4+1. By induction hypothesis,
we can find a sequence of nodes

Qy41 Q Oy42 g. et ,C,_ Om—1

such that the lemma holds. By the remark below Definition [5.18] we have that
env<t(a,) = env<*(a,41). It remains to show that a, and a1 satisfy Item (2) in
Definition [5.26

Suppose towards a contradiction that there exists some p such that o U; C
p~U; C ouq1, where j > ¢ and the Uj-outcome is RED. Let x be the con-
troller which is responsible for turning this U;-outcome RED; i.e., D(x) is a critical
Uj-problem and (D(x))¥ = p.

By Items and , either ay;;U; Cp~U; CnC Born~U; CpU; C ot
In the first case, if x ™ ctr is to the left of 87 ctr, then the moment x turns the
Uj-outcome of p RED, we will not visit any node below p™Uj, and so in particular
not 8. This contradicts that £ is a working controller at the current stage; if x ™ ctr
is to the right of 87 ctr, then as soon as D(S) = «,, x~ ctr is initialized and the
Uj-outcome of p is reset to GREEN, a contradiction. In the second case, we have
both the U;- and the Uj-outcomes RED. If x™ ctr is to the left of 8,41 ctr, the
moment x ™ ctr turns the U; -outcome of p RED, §,4; is initialized and we will
never visit nodes below p™Uj, in particular never 3,4, contradicting that 3,41
is a working controller; if x ™ ctr is to the right of B,4+1 ctr, then as soon as
D(By+1) = w1, we have that x is initialized and the Uj-outcome of p is reset to
GREEN, a contradiction.

This completes the proof. (I

The following three lemmas justify the restoration part of the controller strat-
egy :

Lemma 5.30. Suppose £(B) = £+ (a) ®, EFL(B) (Definition [5.8), where o C B

and o, B are Ry, R.-nodes for some d < ¢ € Ji(L), respectively.
(1) For each¢ € £ (a), Cond’(€)(t) = diff(Us,y,, 5,t) (wherey., is the U;-ref-
erence length for ) and SAME(ﬁ, Yp=, s, t) for each d # d implies that £ is

(U, D)-restorable (Definition[{.21) at t > s.
(2) For each & € EFY(B), if we have Cond'(¢)(t) = same(U;,ye,s,t) and
SAME(C’,yg, s,t) for each é # ¢, then & is (U, C)-restorable.

Proof. If £(B) is weak U;-data (Definition , then the lemma follows as in
Lemma If £(p) is strong U;-data (Definition [5.19)), then the lemma follows
as in Lemma (433 O

Lemma 5.31. Let 3, an R.-node for some ¢ € Ji(L), be a controller with £ ()
and 8 (B). Suppose Ds(B) = & where £ = h(o) for some leaf o € S (B). If € is
an R.-node, then & is (U;, C)-restorable for each i < |o| (in this case, we say that &
is restorable). If € is an Rg-node for some d < ¢, then £ is (U;, D)-restorable for
each i < |o| (in this case, we say that & is weakly restorable).

Proof. Induction on §¢*(3), using Lemmam O
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Stated another way, we have the following

Lemma 5.32. Let 8 be a controller where 8 is an R.-node for some ¢ € Ji(L). Let
g c (‘:Ctr(ﬂ),

(1) Suppose that £ is an R.-node. If Ds(5) = &, then we can restore ye at the
beginning of stage s and activate the d-outcome of £ and ye remains restored
at each substage of stage s.

(2) Suppose that & is an Rg-node with d < c. So & is a critical Uib-problem
for some i and some b > 0. If Dy(B) = &, then we can restore ye at
the beginning of stage s and turn the GREEN Uj-outcome of &% RED.
Furthermore, ye remains restored at each substage of stage s. O

With Lemma 5.2} Lemmal[5.27} Lemma [5.28 and Lemma[5.32] the following four
lemmas have essentially the same proofs as Lemma, Lemma|4.38] Lemma|4.39]
and Lemma [£.40] respectively.

Lemma 5.33 (Finite Initialization Lemma). Let p be the true path. Fach node
a € p is initialized finitely often and p is infinite. O

Lemma 5.34. The R¢-requirement is satisfied for each e € w. (]
Lemma 5.35. The S(U;)-requirement is satisfied for each i € w. O
O

Lemma 5.36. The G-requirement is satisfied.

6. FINAL REMARKS

Lemma remains true when our U-sets are w-c.e. sets. In fact, we can list
all w-c.e. sets (up to Turing degree) as a subsequence of the sets {U,}ec,, where
Ue(x) = limy 00 Pe(x,y). U is avalid w -c.e. set if [{y | e(z,y—1) # Pe(z,y)}| <
x; and invalid otherwise. Our construction is almost unaffected — whenever we
detect for some z that |{y | ®e(z,y — 1) # Pc(x,y)}| > 2, then S(U,) wins by a
finite outcome (we add this additional outcome to an S-node), claiming that it is
an invalid requirement and does not need to be satisfied. This yields

Theorem 6.1. If L is a finite distributive lattice, then L can be embedded into
w-c.e. degrees as a final segment. ([l
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