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Abstract

The lefthanded Lovász local lemma (LLLL) is a generalization of the
Lovász local lemma (LLL), a powerful technique from the probabilistic
method. We prove a computable version of the LLLL and use it to ef-
fectivize a collection of results on the existence of certain types of non-
repetitive sequences via the LLL and LLLL. This represents the first con-
structive proof of these results.

1 Introduction

The Lovász local lemma (LLL) [12] is a theorem from combinatorics that gener-
alizes the fact that if A is a finite set of mutually independent events such that
each A ∈ A has positive probability, then the probability of their intersection
is non-zero. In exchange for stricter requirements on the probabilities of the
events, the LLL allows us to draw the same conclusion when A is not a mutu-
ally independent set of events. For a directed graph G and vertex v ∈ G, let
Γ(v) = {w ∈ G : v → w} be the set of out-neighbors of v. Let Γ+(v) = Γ(v)∪{v}
be the inclusive out neighbors of v. Most applications of the LLL are framed in
terms of avoiding “bad” events, hence we change the conclusion to say that the
intersection of the complements of the events is non-zero.

Theorem 1.1 (Lovász Local Lemma, General Form). Let A be a finite set of
events in some probability space. Suppose there exists a directed graph G on A
and a real-valued function z : A → (0, 1) such that, for each A ∈ A,

1. A is mutually independent from A \ Γ+(A) and

2.
Pr(A) ≤ z(A)

∏

B∈Γ(A)

(1 − z(B)).

Then,

Pr

( ⋂

A∈A

Ā

)
≥
∏

A∈A

(1 − z(A)) > 0.
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The original formulation of the LLL by Erdős and Lovász [12] applies only
when A is finite. However, when used in combinatorics, the non-emptiness of⋂

A∈A Ā is the main point of interest. In this context the LLL can be made to
generalize to infinite sets A of events if Ω is compact and each A ∈ A is open
(so that Ā is closed).

However, in many cases of interest, this use of compactness is non-constructive.
In fact, the original proof of the LLL is non-constructive for finite objects as
well. In cases where Ω is finite, Erdős and Lovász’s proof of the LLL gives no
hint as to how to find an element of

⋂
A∈A Ā in a way faster than a brute force

search. This problem has been of great interest in combinatorics and computer
science [3, 5, 10, 26, 35]. In a seminal result, Moser and Tardos [27] give a simple
and efficient constructive version of the LLL. Their constructive version applies
to events in a variable context, a collection X of mutually independent random
variables such that each event A ∈ A is determined by the values of a finite
subset VBL(A) ⊂ X of variables. They use a probabilistic algorithm known
as the resample algorithm: start with a random sample of the variables in X .
Then, pick an A ∈ A which is true and then resample the variables in VBL(A).
Repeat the latter step until each A ∈ A is false. Moser and Tardos’ analysis of
this algorithm proceeds by constructing trees, known as witness trees or Moser
trees which record the resamplings leading up to a specific resampling.

The algorithm of Moser and Tardos has been used as a foundation for many
generalizations and improvements [1, 16, 17, 18, 21, 22, 28], including a com-
putable version by Rumyantsev and Shen [34]. This effective version has been
applied to multiple problems in computability theory and reverse math [9, 19,
23].

However, this computable version of the LLL does not readily apply to all ap-
plications of the infinite LLL. One such case is a previously non-constructive the-
orem of Beck on the existence of nonrepetitive sequences. To describe intervals of
indexed variables, we adopt the notation of [15], in which x[i, j) = xi, . . . , xj−1,
and similarly for other combinations of inclusive and non-inclusive endpoints.

Theorem 5.1 (Beck[6]). For every ǫ > 0 there is an Nǫ such that Player 1 has
a strategy in the binary sequence game ensuring that any two identical blocks
x[i, i + n) = xixi+1xi+2 . . . xi+n−1 and x[j, j + n) = xjxj+1xj+2 . . . xj+n−1 of
length n > Nǫ have distance at least f(n) = (2 − ǫ)n/2. That is, if xi+s = xj+s

for all 0 ≤ s < n and n > Nǫ, then |i− j| < (2 − ǫ)n/2.

The reason it is unclear whether Rumyantsev and Shen’s computable LLL
can be used to effectivise Theorem 5.1 is because the computable LLL requires
that each event has finitely many neighbors. In the proof of Theorem 5.1, we
define bad event Ak,ℓ,n for (ℓ − k) < (2 − ǫ)n to be the event that the blocks
[k, k+n) and [ℓ, ℓ+n) are identical. Then, VBL(Ak,ℓ,n) = x[k, k+n)∪x[ℓ, ℓ+n).
However, we then have that Ak,ℓ,n is a neighbor of Ak,ℓ+m,n+m for all m ≥ 0.

In this paper, we modify the Moser–Tardos algorithm by resampling only a
subset of the variables in VBL(A) to obtain computable versions of theorems
such as Theorem 5.1. At the same time, we extend the reach of Moser and
Tardos’ analysis of the algorithm by introducing an order ≺ in which events are
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prioritized. In our analysis, we leverage this priority to extract more information
about the order of resamplings from Moser trees. The introduction of a priority
for resampling is inspired by a generalization of the LLL called the lefthanded
Lovász local lemma (LLLL). This modified algorithm provides both constructive
and computable versions of the LLL and LLLL.

We use the modified algorithm to effectivize previously non-constructive
applications of the LLL, one already mentioned due to Beck [6] (Theorem 5.1)
and another due to Alon, Spencer, and Erdős [4] (Theorem 5.3) on the existence
of certain types of highly non-repetitive sequences. We also effectivise Pegden’s
[29] application of LLLL to game versions of Theorems 5.1 and 5.3. Additionally,
we effectivize applications of the LLLL due to Grytczuk, Przyby lo, and Zhu [15]
(Theorem 5.14 ; and Peres and Schlag [30] (Theorem 5.12 ).

The LLLL allows for stronger interdependence between the events in ex-
change for the existence of a partial order on the events with certain properties.

Theorem 1.2 (LLLL [29]). Let A be a finite set of events. Let G be a directed
graph on A endowed with a partial quasi-order ≺ such that

if B ∈ Γ+(A) and C 6∈ Γ(A), then

C ≻ B implies C ≻ A.
(1)

Let P ∗ : A → (0, 1) be a function such that for each A ∈ A and each set of
events B ⊂ A \ Γ+(A) satisfying B 6≻ A for all B ∈ B, we have

Pr

(
A

∣∣∣∣
⋂

B∈B

B̄

)
≤ P ∗(A).

Further suppose that there is a function z : A → (0, 1) such that, for each
A ∈ A,

P ∗(A) ≤ z(A)
∏

B∈Γ(A)

(1 − z(B)) .

Then,

Pr

( ⋂

A∈A

Ā

)
> 0.

Theorem 2.4 makes a similar improvement to the results of Moser and Tar-
dos; and Rumyantsev and Shen, allowing stronger interdependence in exchange
for the existence of a linear order (a computable linear order in the computable
version) with certain properties. In Theorem 2.4, we interpret the linear order
as determining the priority of the events, and Condition 1 as a requirement that,
before “moving on” to non-neighbors of A of higher priority than neighbors of
A, we must first process A.

1.1 A Similar Resample Algorithm

The modified resample algorithm is a special case of the partial resample al-
gorithm (although the analysis and results are incomparable) of Harris and
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Srinivasan [16], in which a subset of VBL(A) is chosen at random according
to a chosen probability distribution QA and resampled. To obtain our modi-
fied resample algorithm, one may set the support of QA to be {RSP(A)}. The
partial resample algorithm also split events into atomic events B = {xi1 =
ℓj1 ∧ xi2 = ℓj2 . . . xim = ℓjm}. In the case of Beck’s Theorem, the natural way
to run the partial resample algorithm would be to split Ak,ℓ,n into the atomic
events Aσ

k,ℓ,n = {x[k, k + n) = x[ℓ, ℓ + n) = σ} for each σ ∈ 2n. Furthermore,
their analogue to Condition 2 uses Pr(RSP(Aσ

k,ℓ,n) = σ) instead of Pr(Aσ
k,ℓ,n).

This results in events having 2n many more neighbors without decreasing
their probabilities, making it unclear how choose appropriate zi to fulfill the
condition analogous to Condition 2. Our analysis avoids this problem by re-
maining at the level of events. For the sake of clarifying the relationship between
these results, we note that there is a possibility that the methods of [16] and
the present paper may be combined. In the example of Beck’s Theorem, this
may look like having the probabilistic bound be based on Pr(Aσ

k,ℓ,n) instead of
Pr(RSP(Aσ

k,ℓ,n) = σ). We leave this to future work.

2 Constructive and Computable Versions of the

Lefthanded Local Lemma

Recall that an event A being in the sigma-algebra σ(X ) generated by a set X
of random variables is equivalent to the truth or falsity of A being completely
determined by the outcomes of the variables in X .

Let X be a mutually independent set of countably many random variables
with finite ranges. Let A be a finite set of events in the sigma-algebra σ(X )
generated by X such that each A ∈ A has a finite set VBL(A) ⊂ X such that
A ∈ σ(VBL(A)). For each A ∈ A, let RSP(A) ⊂ VBL(A) be a set of variables
that we will resample when A is bad. Let STC(A) = VBL(A) \ RSP(A) be the
static variables of A. For the computable version of the lemma, we will require
for each x ∈ X that {A : x ∈ RSP(A)} is finite.

For each A ∈ A, let

Γ(A) = {B ∈ A : RSP(A) ∩ RSP(B) 6= ∅ and A 6= B}

be the neighborhood of A. Let Γ+(A) = Γ(A) ∪ A.
Let ≺ be a linear order on A with type ω such that, for all A,B,C ∈ A,

if A ∈ Γ+(B) and A 6∈ Γ(C), then

C ≻ B implies C ≻ A.
(2)

We can think of Condition 2 as a requirement that, prior to addressing any
event C ≻ B, we first make sure that all shared neighbors of B and C have
been taken care of.

If A ≺ B and A 6∈ Γ(B), then we write A ≪ B. We also require that if
A ≫ B and A 6∈ Γ(B), then RSP(A) ∩ VBL(B) = ∅. We can think of this
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condition as requiring that we pick the RSP sets and order ≺ in such a way so
that the variables in STC(A) have lower priority than the variables in RSP(A).

All currently known applications of the LLLL which are not also an applica-
tion of a less general form the of LLL admit a variable context in which VBL(A)
is an interval in the variable set X = {x1, x2, . . . } and use the same partial order.
Recall the notation x[i, j) = xi, . . . , xj−1, and similarly for other combinations
of inclusive and non-inclusive endpoints. Such applications typically use the
same linear order ≺.

Lemma 2.1. Suppose that each A ∈ A is such that VBL(A) = x[iA, rA] and
RSP(A) = x[jA, rA] for some iA ≤ jA ≤ rA. Let ≺∗ be the quasi order defined
by A ≺∗ B if and only if rA ≤ rB. Let ≺ be any linearization of ≺∗. Then, ≺
is a linear order of type ω satisfying Condition 2 and we also have that A ≫ B
implies that RSP(A) ∩ VBL(B) = ∅.

We derive some important properties of ≪, ≺, and Γ.

Proposition 2.2. The following are true.

1. For each A,B ∈ A, exactly one of the following hold.

(a) A ≫ B

(b) A ∈ Γ+(B)

(c) B ≫ A

2. If B ∈ Γ+(A) and C ≪ A, then C ≺ B.

3. The relation ≪ is transitive

Proof. Suppose ≪, ≺, and Γ are as above.

1. If A 6∈ Γ+(B), then A 6= B, so either A ≺ B or B ≺ A.

2. We have that A ∈ Γ(B) and A 6∈ Γ(C). Then, by Condition 2, we have
that C ≻ B implies that C ≻ A. Since C ≺ A, we conclude that C ≺ B.

3. Suppose that A ≫ C and C ≫ B. Suppose that A ∈ Γ(B). Then, by
part 2 of this Proposition, we obtain that C ≺ B, which contradicts that
C ≫ B.

Now we define the modified resample algorithm. The modified resample
algorithm operates in stages. At stage s, the modified resample algorithm pro-
duces a valuation Rs of the variables in X . We also keep track of the events
resampled, forming a log E1, E2, . . . of events in A.

Stage 0: For each x ∈ X , let R0(x) be a random sample of x in a way such
that the set of random variables {R0(x) : x ∈ X} is mutually independent.

Stage n + 1: Let A ∈ A be the ≺-least event in A which is false under the
valuation Rn. If there is no such event A, then halt. Otherwise, let En+1 = A.
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For each x ∈ RSP(A), let Rn+1(x) be a random sample of x which is mutually
independent of all the samplings taken so far. For each x ∈ X \ RSP(A), let
Rn+1(x) = Rn(x).

Theorem 2.3 gives conditions which imply that the modified resample algo-
rithm reliably makes progress finding a valuation of X which makes each A ∈ A
false.

For a valuation µ of some subset S ⊂ X of variables, let Eµ be the event
that, for all x ∈ S, we have µ(x) = x. Here, when we write µ(x) = x, we abuse
notation by having x play the role of a variable on the left hand side of the
equation and having x play the role of a random variable on the right hand side
of the equation.

For A ∈ A, let EA be the set of valuations of STC(A).

Theorem 2.3. Suppose there is a P ∗ : A → (0, 1) and a z : A → (0, 1) such
that, for each A ∈ A and µ ∈ EA,

P ∗(A) ≥ sup
µ∈EA

((Pr(A|Eµ)) (3)

and
P ∗(A) ≤ z(A)

∏

B∈Γ(A)

(1 − z(B)) .

Then, for any finite set of events B ⊂ A, the stopping time tB = “the first
stage of the modified resample algorithm at which all B ∈ B are false” has finite
expectation.

For the computable version of Theorem 2.3, we introduce some computability
conditions. We say that a countable set of finite sets X1, X2, . . . is computably
presented if the Gödel code of Xi is uniformly computable with respect to i.

Theorem 2.4. Suppose that a set of variables X = {x1, x2, . . . } and events
A = {A1, A2, . . . } satisfy the conditions of Theorem 2.3. Assume the following
conditions.

• The sets RSP(Ai), VBL(Ai), and the finite set of assignments of the vari-
ables in VBL(Ai) that make Ai true are all computably presented.

• Each xi has a rational-valued probability distribution that is uniformly
computable with respect to i. Also, the set {j : xi ∈ RSP(Aj)} of indices
of events which can resample xi is both finite and computably presented.

• The order ≺ is computable.

Additionally, require that there is a rational constant α ∈ (0, 1) such that for all
A ∈ A,

P ∗(A) ≤ αz(A)
∏

B∈Γ(A)

(1 − z(B)) . (4)

Then, there is a computable valuation of X which makes each A ∈ A true.
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Note that, while the LLLL (Theorem 1.2) allows its neighborhood graph to
be directed, the graph induced by Γ in Theorem 2.4 is always undirected. As a
result, applications of Theorem 2.4 typically involve neighborhood sets twice as
large as those in applications of Theorem 1.2. In extremal applications, this is
not significant. However, when optimization is desired, we end up with a gap
between constructive and non-constructive versions of the same theorem (see
Theorem 5.15). Additionally, note that Condition 3 is somewhat stronger than
the corresponding condition in the LLLL, although this difference has not yet
been relevant in any applications.

The constant α in Condition 4 is technically important but also is not an
obstacle in any known applications.

3 Analysis of the Modified Resample Algorithm

3.1 The Log of the Resample Algorithm and Moser Trees

We begin the proof of Theorem 2.3 with analysis of the sequence of events
resampled by the modified resample algorithm, henceforth referred to as the
resample algorithm.

Definition 3.1. A sequence E1, E2, . . . of events from A is a legal log if, for
each 1 ≤ i < n, we have that Ei 6≫ Ei+1.

Legal logs characterize the logs of the resample algorithm.

Claim 3.2. Every sequence of events resampled by the resample algorithm is a
legal log.

Proof. Let E1, . . . , En be an initial segment of the log of a run of the resample
algorithm. Suppose that Ei ≫ Ei+1. Then RSP(Ei) ∩ VBL(Ei+1) = ∅. Also,
since Ei ≺ Ei+1, it must be that Ei+1 is false at stage i. But then, Ei+1

went from false to true after resampling Ei, which contradicts that RSP(Ei) ∩
VBL(Ei+1) = ∅.

We will use the following fact.

Proposition 3.3. Let E1, E2, . . . , En be a legal log. Suppose that Ei ≻ Ej for
some i < j. Then, there is k with i ≤ k < j such that Ek ∈ Γ+(Ej).

Proof. If Ei ∈ Γ+(Ej) then we are done. Otherwise, Ei ≫ Ej . Since E1, . . . , En

is a legal log, there is some k (in particular, k = j − 1) such that i < k < j and
Ek 6≫ Ej . If Ek ∈ Γ+(Ej), we are done. Otherwise, Ek ≪ Ej . Then, we can fix
the least s > i such that Es ≪ Ej . Consider Es−1. By minimality of S and the
fact that Ei ≫ Ej , we have that Es−1 6≪ Ej . Suppose that Es−1 ≫ Ej . Since
Ej ≫ Es, we have that Es−1 ≫ Es, contradicting that E1, . . . , En is a legal log.
So, Es−1 ∈ Γ+(Ej).
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If we think of resampling ≺-greater events as “progress” in the resample
algorithm then Proposition 3.3 tells us that, if we somehow lose progress, it
must be due to resampling a neighbor. Keeping track of how we have lost
progress is the core of the present argument. We record lost progress using
labeled trees.

Definition 3.4. Let E1, . . . En be a legal log. The Moser tree generated by
E1, . . . , En is a finite tree T with labels in A constructed as follows.

We start at stage n and count backwards until stage 1, defining Ti at stage
i, with T = T1 =

⋃
i≤n Ti. For a node x, let [x] ∈ A denote the label of x and

let d(x) denote depth of x, meaning the distance of x to the root
Stage n: Tn has one vertex labeled En.
Stage k − 1: Check if there is some x ∈ Tk with Ek−1 ∈ Γ([x]). If not, then

Tk−1 = Tk. If there is, then pick an element y ∈ {x ∈ Tk : [x] ∈ Γ(Ek−1)} of
maximal depth. Let Tk−1 be Tk together with a new child of y labeled Ek−1.

When we refer to the collection of Moser trees, we mean the set of labeled
trees which are generated by some finite legal log.

For x ∈ T , let q(x) be the stage at which x was added to T , that is,(
Tq(x) \ Tq(x)−1

)
= {x}. We also abuse notation to let r = |T | and also to

let r be the root node of T , e.g., q(vr) = q(r). We state some basic properties
of Moser trees.

Proposition 3.5. Let E1, . . . , En be a legal log. Then, the Moser tree T gen-
erated by E1, . . . , En has the following properties.

1. Suppose that x, y ∈ T , [x] ∈ Γ+([y]) and x 6= y. Then d(x) 6= d(y).
Furthermore, d(x) > d(y) if and only if q(x) < q(y).

2. T is not the Moser tree generated by E1, . . . , Em for any m 6= n.

3. Let m < n and R be the Moser tree generated by Er, Er+1, . . . , En. Then,
R is a subset of T as a labeled tree.

Proof. 1. Suppose that x 6= y, [x] ∈ Γ+([y]) and q(x) < q(y). Then, y ∈
Tq(x)+1, so x is added as a child of a node at least as deep as y. Hence
d(x) > d(y). By a symmetric argument, we obtain that q(y) < q(x)
implies d(x) > d(y). Since x 6= y implies that q(x) 6= q(y), we obtain that
d(x) 6= d(y).

2. Recall that r ∈ T is the root vertex of T . If T were also the Moser tree
associated with E1, E2, . . . , Em, then Em = En = [r]. We also have that
[r] ∈ Γ+([r]), so there is a one to one correspondence between each instance
of [r] in E1, . . . , En and each node in T labeled [r]. The same holds for
E1, . . . , Em. Hence, E1, . . . , Em has the same number of occurrences of [r]
as E1, . . . , En. Since En = [r], this implies that n = m.

3. R ⊂ T because R = Tm ⊂ T .
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Requiring that the resample algorithm resamples the ≺-least bad event fixes
the order in which vertices are added to Moser trees; the most recently added
vertex to a Moser tree T is the ≺-least vertex which is of maximal depth among
its neighbors. To be precise, let M(T ) = {v ∈ T : d(v) = max({d(w) :
[w] ∈ Γ+([v])})} be the set of vertices which are of maximal depth among
their neighbors. By Proposition 3.5, we have that for each v, w ∈ M(T ), if
v 6= w then [v] 6= [w]. Therefore, it is well defined to let G(T ) = v such that
[v] = min≺([w] : w ∈ M(T )).

Let v1, v2, . . . , vr be defined recursively by v1 = G(T ) and vi+1 = G(T \
{v1, . . . , vi}).

Claim 3.6. Suppose T is the Moser tree generated by E1, . . . , En. Then, for
each 0 ≤ i < r, we have that

q(vi+1) = min({q(vj) : j > i}).

Thus, we conclude that

q(v1) < q(v2) < · · · < q(r).

Proof. We proceed by strong induction on i. Suppose the claim is true for
each j < i. Denote K = T \ {v1, . . . , vi}. Let v ∈ K be such that q(v) =
min({q(w) : w ∈ K}). We show that v = G(K). Since q(v) is minimal, d(v)
is maximal among the nodes whose labels are neighbors of [v] by Proposition
3.5, so v ∈ M(K). It remains to show that [v] is ≺-minimal in {A : (∃w ∈
M(K))([w] = A)}.

Suppose w ∈ M(K), v 6= w and [v] 6≺ [w]. Since both v, w ∈ M(K), we have
that [v] 6= [w]. Hence, [w] ≻ [v]. Since q(v) < q(w), Proposition 3.3 says there
is k with q(v) ≤ k < q(v) such that Ek ∈ Γ+[v]. Then, a node x is added to K
at stage k of the Moser tree construction with d(x) > d(w) and [x] = Ek. This
contradicts that w ∈ M(K).

The next lemma can be interpreted as saying that the Moser tree indeed
records every instance of losing progress on the way to resampling En.

Proposition 3.7. Suppose legal log E1, . . . , En produces Moser tree T . Fix i
and k such that 0 ≤ i < r and q(vi) < k < q(vi+1) (let q(v0) = 0). Then,
Ek ≪ [vj ] for all r ≥ j > i.

Proof. Suppose that Ek 6≪ [vj ] for some j > i. There are two cases.
Case 1: Suppose Ek ∈ Γ+([vj ]). Then, there is a new node added at stage

k of constructing the Moser tree. Since, q(vi) < k < q(vi+1) this contradicts
Claim 3.6.

Case 2: Suppose that Ek ≫ [vi]. Then, by Proposition 3.3, there is ℓ with
k < ℓ < q(vi+1) such that Eℓ ∈ Γ+([vj ]). Since q(vi) < ℓ < q(vi+1) this also
contradicts Claim 3.6.
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3.2 The T-check

We now describe a random process which we will use in a coupling argument
with the resample algorithm.

Definition 3.8. Let T be a Moser tree. Like the resample algorithm, at each
stage s, the T -check produces a valuation R̂s of the variables in X . The T -check
also records a log Ê1, Ê2, . . . of events resampled by the T -check. For each
x ∈ X , let {R̂0(x) : x ∈ X} be a set of mutually independent random samplings
of the variables in X . The T -check proceeds in a series of T \ {v1, . . . , vi}-
subchecks for each 0 ≤ i ≤ r, beginning with the T -subcheck and stage number
0. The subchecks are defined as follows.

For i 6= r, let P = T \ {v1, . . . , vi} and let A≪P = {A ∈ A : (∀v ∈ P )(A ≪
[v])}. Suppose the P -subcheck starts at stage s. Then the P -subcheck runs

the resample algorithm starting with the valuation R̂s until each A ∈ A≪P is
good. Whenever a stage of the resample algorithm is completed at stage t of the
T -check, the P -subcheck updates the log by setting Êt equal to the event which
was resampled and then increments the stage number by 1. If R̂s makes each
A ∈ A≪P good, then the P -subcheck resamples [G(P )], sets Es = [G(P )] and
then increments s by one. Then, the T -check begins the P \ {G(P )}-subcheck.

The ∅-subcheck halts.
For each vi ∈ T , let q̂(vi) be the stage in which the T -check begins the

T \ {v1, . . . , vi}-subcheck. If this never happens, then q̂(vi) = ∞. We say that
the T -check passes if and only if, for each vi ∈ T , we have that q̂(vi) < ∞
and the valuation R̂q̂(vi) makes the event [vi] bad. In other words, the T -check

passes when each ˆq(vi) is finite and [vi] is bad before it is resampled at stage
q̂(vi).

Each log of the T -check is a legal log.

Claim 3.9. Let l̂og = Ê1, Ê2, . . . be the log of a T -check. Then, Ê1, Ê2, . . . is
a legal log.

Proof. Suppose Êi+1 ≪ Êi. Since all logs of the resample algorithm are legal
logs, i+ 1 must be one of the stages equal to q̂(vj) for some vj ∈ T (as opposed
to a non q̂-stage in which the T -check mimics the resample algorithm). There
are two cases:

Case 1: i = q̂(vj−1). Then, [vj−1] ≫ [vj ]. Let K = T \ {v1, . . . , vj−2}. If

vj ∈ M(K), then Êi+1 = [vj ] � [G(K)] = [vj−1] = Êi, a contradiction. If

vj 6∈ M(K), then vj−1 is a child of vj , so Êi = vj−1 ∈ Γ+([vj ]) = Γ+(Êi+1),
also a contradiction.

Case 2: i 6= q̂(vj−1). Let K = T \ {v1, . . . , vj−1}. Then, there must be some

A ∈ A≪K which is bad at stage i. However, A ≪ [vj ] = Êi+1 ≪ Êi, so the
resample algorithm should have chosen to resample an event ≺-less than A at
stage i, a contradiction.

We will couple the T -check with the resample algorithm when run on the
same random source. First, we specify our probability spaces. Let X ′ = {xj

i :
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i, j ∈ N} be a mutually independent set of random variables such that each xj
i is

distributed identically to xi. The set X ′ is essentially a collection of countably
many copies of each variable in X . Let (Ω,Pr) be the probability space of all
valuations of the variables in X and let (Ω′,Pr) be the probability space of all
valuations of the variables in X ′.

Consider S ∈ Ω′. We think of S as a source for the randomness in either the
T -check or the resample algorithm as follows. For a given run of the resample
algorithm, let Vs(i) be the number of times xi has been resampled at the begin-

ning of stage s. Similarly, let V̂s(i) be the number of times a given run of the
T -check has been resampled at the beginning of stage i. Recall that, at stage s,
the resample algorithm produces a valuation Rs of the variables in X and the
T -check produces a valuation R̂s.

We say that the resample algorithm is run with random source S if, for each
stage s and variable xi ∈ X , we have that

Rs(xi) = S
(
x
Vs(xi)
i

)
.

Similarly, we say that the resample algorithm is run with random source S
if, for each stage s and variable xi ∈ X , we have that

R̂s(xi) = S
(
x
V̂s(xi)
i

)
.

Let log : Ω′ → A≤ω be such that log(S) = E1, E2, . . . is the log of the

resample algorithm when run with random source S. Let l̂og : Ω′ → A≤ω be

such that l̂og(S) = Ê1, Ê2, . . . is the log of the T -check when run with random

source S. We also treat q, q̂, Vs, Ei, Êi and V̂s as random variables.

Proposition 3.10. Fix a Moser tree T . Suppose that the resample algorithm
and the T -check are run using the same random source S ∈ Ω′. Then, the T -
check passes whenever an initial segment of the log of the resample algorithm
produces T .

Proof. Suppose E1, . . . , En is an initial segment of log(S) and that T is the

Moser tree generated by E1, . . . , En. Let l̂og(S) = Ê1, Ê2, . . . be the log of the
T -check. We show that the T -check passes.

First we show that log(S) = l̂og(S). Since the T -check and the resample
algorithm do the same thing except possibly at stages q̂(S)(vi) for some vi ∈ T ,
it suffices to show that for each vi ∈ T that q̂(S)(vi) = q(S)(vi). We proceed by
strong induction on i.

Let the expression q(v0) equal 0 by definition. Suppose that q̂(S)(vj) =

q(S)(vj) for each j < i. Then, Ek = Êk for each k ≤ q(vi−1). By Proposition
3.7, for each k with q(S)(vi−1) < k < q(S)(vi), we have that Ek ≪ [vi]. One

may show by induction on k that this implies Ek = Êk for k < q(S)(vi). Since

Êk ≪ [vi] for each k < q(S)(vi), we have that q̂(S)(vi) ≥ q(S)(vi).
Let K = T \ {v1, . . . , vi}. Since Eq(S)(vi) = [vi] 6∈ A≪K , it must be the case

Rq(S)(vi) makes each A ∈ A≪K good, so q̂(S)(vi) = q(S)(vi).

11



The T -check passes because, for each i, we have that Eq̂(S)(vi) = [vi], which

means that Rq̂(S)(vi) = R̂q̂(S)(vi) makes [vi] bad.

Thus, we conclude that

Pr(T is generated by an initial segment of the resample algorithm)

≤ Pr(The T -check passes).

3.3 Bounding the Probability the T -check Passes

In this section, we will show that

Pr(The T -check passes) ≤
∏

v∈T

P ∗([v]). (5)

We develop some basic properties of the T -check. First we confirm that some
relevant sets are measurable.

Proposition 3.11. Fix Moser tree T of size r. The following sets are clopen
in (Ω′,Pr), and therefore measurable.

• For any Ê1, . . . , Ên ∈ An, the set

{S ∈ Ω′ : Ê1, . . . , Ên ⊏ l̂og(S)}.

• For each 1 ≤ i ≤ r and k ∈ N, the set

{S ∈ Ω′ : q̂(vi) = k}.

• For all 1 ≤ i ≤ r, k ∈ N, xn ∈ VBL([vi]) and ℓ ∈ ran([xi]), the set

{S ∈ Ω′ : q̂(S)(vi) = k and V̂q̂(S)(vi)(S)(n) = ℓ}.

Proof. Each of these sets are decided true or false by a finite stage of the T -
check, which uses finitely many variables in X ′.

Next, we show that whenever the T -check checks whether [vi] is true at
stage q̂(vi), the variables in RSP([vi]) will always have been resampled the same
number of times.

Proposition 3.12. For each vi ∈ T and each xj ∈ RSP([vi]), the number

V̂q̂(vi)(j) is constant as a random variable on the subspace {q̂(r) < ∞}.

Proof. Let u(i, j) = {s < i : xj ∈ RSP([vs])}. Note that u(k, j) ⊂ u(i, j) for all

k < i. We show that V̂q̂(vi)(j) = |u(i, j)| whenever q̂(vi) < ∞. We proceed by
strong induction on |u(i, j)|.

12



Suppose |u(i, j)| = V̂q̂(vi)(j) whenever |u(i, j)| < n. First we show that

V̂q̂(vi)(j) ≥ n. When n = 0, this is true by definition. Suppose that |u(i, j)| =
n > 0. Then, u(i, j) = {k1, . . . , kn} for some increasing sequence k1, . . . , kn.
Since the sequence is increasing, u(kn, j) = {k1, . . . , kn−1} and |u(kn, j)| = n−1.

Hence, by the induction hypothesis, |u(kn, j)| = V̂q̂(vkn )(j) = n− 1. Since xj is

resampled once more at stage q̂(vkn
), we have that V̂q̂(vi)(j) ≥ n.

Assume by way of contradiction that V̂q̂(vi)(j) > n. Then, xj is resampled
at some stage ℓ such that q̂(vkn

) < ℓ < q̂(vi). Since xj ∈ RSP(Eℓ), we have
that Eℓ ∈ Γ+([vi]). Fix A ≪ [vi]. By Proposition 2.2, we have that Eℓ ≻ A, so

R̂ℓ makes A good. Let K = T \ {v1, . . . , vi−1}. The fact that A ≪ [vi] implies
that A ∈ A≪K , so each A ∈ A≪K is good at stage ℓ. This contradicts that
q̂(vi) > ℓ.

Thus, V̂q̂(vi)(j) = |u(i, j)|, which is constant in Ω′.

For v ∈ T , let

Vv =
{
x
V̂ (q̂(v))(i)
i : xi ∈ RSP([v])

}
⊂ X ′

be the set of variables from X ′ that the T -check uses as resample variables to
determine whether or not [v] is bad at stage q̂(v). Let V =

⋃
v∈T Vv. The next

claim states that the log of the resample algorithm is independent from V

Claim 3.13. Let S1, S2 ∈ Ω′ be such that S1(xj
i ) = S2(xj

i ) for each xj
i ∈ X \V.

Then,

l̂og(S1) = l̂og(S2).

Proof. Since the events in l̂og ↾ (q̂(v1) − 1) are all non-neighbors of the labels
of T , the variables in Vv1 are never used until q̂(v1). Then, the variables in Vv1

are resampled with no bearing on the log. This repeats for v2, v3 and so on.

We need a final bit of notation before we calculate an upper bound for the
probability that the T -check passes.

Let Q = {S′ ∈ Ω′ : q̂r(S′) < ∞}. For each stage s, let τs : Q → Ω send
S′ ∈ Q to S ∈ Ω such that

xi(S) = x
V̂s(i)
i (S′).

Then, for an event A ∈ A, the set τ−1
s (A) is the event that A is true at

stage s of the T -check. For each v ∈ T , let τv = τq̂(v). Proposition 3.12 helps us
bound the T -check passing when we condition starting from the end of the T -
check by ensuring that the resample variables do not depend on what happened
previously. Since the T -check never passes if q̂(r) = ∞, we have
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Pr(The T -check passes) ≤ Pr
q̂(r)≤∞

(∧

v∈T

τ−1
v ([v])

)

≤
∏

r≥i>1

Pr
q̂r<∞


τ−1

vi ([vi])

∣∣∣∣
∧

r≥j>i

τ−1
vj ([vj ])


 . (6)

We will use the P ∗ condition, Condition 3, to bound the expression in Line
6 factor-wise. However, Condition 3 only applies to probabilities over (Ω,Pr).
We pull Condition 3 back to Ω′.

Lemma 3.14. For any event B ⊂ {q̂r < ∞} such that B ∈ σ(X ′ \ Vv),

Pr
q̂(r)<∞

(
τ−1
v ([v])

∣∣∣∣B
)

≤ P ∗([v]).

Proof. Fix v ∈ T . Recall that E[v] is the set of all valuations of STC [v]. For
each µ ∈ E[v], let Gµ be the set of all valuations of RSP([v]) that make [v] true
whenever STC([v]) is valuated by µ. That is, ν ∈ Gµ if and only if [v] is true
when for all x ∈ STC([v]) and all y ∈ RSP([v]), we have that x = µ(x) and

y = ν(y). Then, since V̂q̂(v)(i) is constant for each xi ∈ RSP([v]), we get that,
for each ν ∈ Gµ,

τ−1
v (Eν) =

{
S ∈ Ω′ : q̂(S)(r) < ∞ and R̂q̂(v) ↾ RSP([v]) = ν

}

=
{
S ∈ Ω′ : q̂(S)(r) < ∞ and

(
∀xj

i ∈ Vv

)(
S(xj

i ) = ν(xi)
)}

.

Since Vv is a set of mutually independent random variables, we obtain

Pr
q̂(v)<∞

(
τ−1
v (Eν)

)
= Pr

Ω
(Eν).

The collection of sets {τ−1(Eµ) : µ ∈ E[v]} is an open cover of Ω′, so we get

Pr
q̂(r)<∞

(
τ−1
v ([v])

∣∣∣∣B
)

≤
∑

µ∈E[v]

Pr
q̂(r)<∞

(
τ−1
v ([v])

∣∣∣∣B ∧ τ−1
v (Eµ)

)
Pr

q̂(r)<∞
(τ−1

v (Eµ))

≤
∑

µ∈E[v]

∑

ν∈Gµ

Pr
q̂(r)<∞

(
τ−1
v (Eν)

∣∣∣∣B ∧ τ−1
v (Eµ)

)
Pr

q̂(r)<∞
(τ−1

v (Eµ)).

By Claim 3.13, we have that τ−1
v (Eµ) is independent from Vv. Since B is

also independent from Vv, and τ−1
v (Eν) ∈ σ(Vv), we have that B ∧ τ−1

v (Eµ) is
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independent from τ−1
v (Eν). Thus,

Pr
q̂(r)<∞

(
τ−1
v ([v])

∣∣∣∣B
)

≤
∑

µ∈E[v]

∑

ν∈Gµ

Pr
q̂(r)<∞

(
τ−1
v (Eν)

)
Pr

q̂(r)<∞
(τ−1

v (Eµ))

=
∑

µ∈E[v]

∑

ν∈Gµ

Pr
Ω

(Eν) Pr
q̂(r)<∞

(τ−1
v (Eµ))

=
∑

µ∈E[v]

Pr
Ω

([v]|Eµ) Pr
q̂(r)<∞

(τ−1
v (Eµ))

≤
∑

µ∈E[v]

P ∗([v]) Pr
q̂(r)<∞

(τ−1
v (Eµ))

= P ∗([v]).

Since the variables in Vv are only used to determine whether [v] is true at
stage q̂(v) and then resampled,

∧
r≥j>i τ

−1
vj ([vj ]) is independent of Vvi . Hence,

we can use Lemma 3.14 to bound Line 6, obtaining

Pr(The T -check passes) ≤
∏

v∈T

P ∗([v]).

We will apply the following lemma of Moser and Tardos (we use part 2 of
the lemma for the computable version).

Lemma 3.15.

1. [27] Suppose there is z : A → (0, 1) such that, for each A ∈ A,

P ∗(A) ≤ z(A)
∏

B∈Γ(A)

(1 − z(B)) .

Fix C ∈ A. Let TC be the set of Moser trees whose root’s label is C. Then,

∑

T∈TC

∏

v∈T

P ∗([v]) ≤
z(C)

1 − z(C)
.

2. [34] Furthermore, if there is α ∈ (0, 1) such that, for each A ∈ A,

P ∗(A) ≤ αz(A)
∏

B∈Γ(A)

(1 − z(B)) ,

then, for every m ∈ N

∑

T∈TC ,|T |>m

(∏

v∈T

P ∗([v])

)
≤ αm z(C)

1 − z(C)
.
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We are now ready to complete the proof of Theorem 2.3. Let TB be the set
of Moser trees whose root’s label is a member of B. By Lemma 3.15, we get

∑

T∈TB

Pr(T is generated by an initial segment of the resample algorithm)

≤
∑

B∈B

z(B)

1 − z(B)
.

Recall that tB is the first step of the resample algorithm at which each B ∈ B
is good. Without loss of generality, assume that B is ≺-downwards closed. Then,
each Moser tree produced by a finite initial segment of resample algorithm is a
member of B. Each step of the resample algorithm produces exactly one Moser
tree and each Moser tree can be generated by exactly one initial segment of the
resample algorithm, so

E(tB) = E(# of Moser trees produced by the resample algorithm)

=
∑

T∈TB

E (1T is generated by an initial segment of the resample algorithm)

=
∑

T∈TB

Pr(T is generated by an initial segment of the resample algorithm)

≤
∑

T∈TB

∏

v∈T

P ∗([v])

≤
∑

B∈B

z(B)

1 − z(B)

< ∞.

This completes the proof of Theorem 2.3

4 Effective Witnesses

In this section, we expand upon the proof of Theorem 2.3 in order to prove
Theorem 2.4.

4.1 Rewriting Machines and Layerwise Computable Map-

pings

To model the resample algorithm of Moser and Tardos, Rumyantsev and Shen
introduce a model of probabilistic computation that allows the output tape to
be rewritable — that is, the machine can change the contents of each output
cell arbitrarily often. We think of these machines as random variables from
Cantor space equipped with the Cantor measure to partial functions from ω to
{0, 1}. We can model this behavior with a Turing functional Φ, where ΦB(i, s)
represents the contents of the i’th cell at stage s when run with random source
B.
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Definition 4.1 (Rewriting Probabilistic Turing Machine). A rewriting prob-

abilistic Turing machine is a random variable Φ : 2ω → {partial functions
from ω to {0, 1}} equipped with a total computable Turing functional Φ with
the property that

Φ(B)(i) =

{
lims→∞ ΦB(i, s) if the limit exists

↑ otherwise

for all i.

We will be interested in the output distribution of rewriting probabilis-
tic Turing machines Φ. Suppose that Pr(Φ(i) ↓ for all i) = 1. Then, the
probability distribution Q on the output of Φ is determined by its values
Q(Σx) = µ({B : Φ(B) ∈ Σx}) where Σx is the cone of infinite extensions
of the binary string x. We say that Q is computable if Q(Σx) is uniformly
computable with respect to x. The following proposition states that we can
compute Q if there is a computable function N(i, δ) such that the probability
that the i’th entry changes after step s = N(i, δ) is less than δ.

Proposition 4.2 ([34]). Let Φ be a rewriting probabilistic Turing machine with
Turing functional Φ. Suppose that there is a computable function N(i, δ) such
that the probability that the i’th entry changes after step N(i, δ) is less than δ.
Then,

1. For each i, Pr(Φ(i) ↓) = 1.

2. The output distribution on Φ(i) is uniformly computable w.r.t. i.

We call rewriting probabilistic Turing machines satisfying the conclusions of
Proposition 4.2 layerwise computable mappings.

Proof. It is sufficient to show that, given rational δ > 0 and x ∈ 2<ω, we can
approximate Q(Σx) with error at most δ. Let |x| = length(x). Let

k = max({N(i, δ/|x|) : i < |x|}).

Because Φ is a total Turing functional, there is computable function m :
ω → ω such that Φσ(i, n)↓ for every n, i < n and σ ∈ 2m(n). Therefore, for all
n, i ≤ n and B ∈ 2ω, we have that ΦB|m(n)(i, n)↓. We approximate Q(Σx) by

Q̂(Σx) =
#{y ∈ 2m(k) : Φy(i, k) ↓= x(i) for all i < |x|}

2m(k)

= Pr(ΦB|m(k)(i, k)↓ = x(i) for all i < |x|).

Then,

|Q(Σx) − Q̂(Σx)| ≤ Pr
(
(∃i < |x|)(∃s > k)[ΦI(i, s) 6= ΦI(i, k)]

)

≤
∑

i<|x|

N(i, k)

≤ δ,
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so we have successfully approximated Q(Σx) with error less than or equal to
δ.

Now that we have a computable output distribution for a layerwise com-
putable mapping, we can find a computable element of its output.

Proposition 4.3. Let Φ be a layerwise computable mapping and let F ⊂ 2ω be
a closed set such that Pr(Φ ∈ F ) = 1. Then, F has a computable element.

Proof. Let Q(Σx) = Pr(x ≺ Φ). Part 1 of Proposition 4.2 implies that Q(Σx) =
Q(Σx⌢0)+Q(Σx⌢1), so if Q(Σx) > 0 then either Q(Σx⌢0) > 0 or Q(Σx⌢1) > 0.
Thus, if Q(Σx) > 0, we can computably define a computable A ∈ 2ω such that
x ≺ A and for each τ ≺ A, Q(Στ > 0). If A 6∈ F , then, since F is closed, there is
some τ ≺ A such that τ has no extensions in F . But Q(Στ ) > 0, contradicting
that X ∈ F with probability 1. Thus, A ∈ F .

4.2 Layerwise Computable Resample Algorithm

To prove Theorem 2.4, it remains to show that the resample algorithm is a
layerwise computable mapping. The following proof contains only superficial
changes to the proof in [34] that the resample algorithm for the (non-lefthanded)
LLL is a layerwise computable mapping. Let ΦS(i, s) be the value of xi at stage
s of the resample algorithm with random source B ∈ Ω′. We need to show that
the rewriting probabilistic Turing machine Φ associated with Φ is a layerwise
computable mapping. We also need to show that none of the bad events A ∈ A
are true under the valuation of the x ∈ X given by Φ(S) for almost every S ∈ Ω′.
Then, we can apply Proposition 4.3 to the set F of valuations of the x ∈ X that
make each A ∈ A false to show that F has a computable element.

To show that Φ is layerwise computable, we need to compute N(i, δ) such
that xi changes with probability less than δ after stage N(i, δ). Because each xi

is involved in finitely many events and the set of events is uniformly computable,
it is sufficient to, for each A ∈ A such that xi ∈ RSP(A), find an M(A, δ) such
that the probability that A is resampled after stage M(A, δ) is less than δ. Fix
A, and δ. Let B ⊂ A be a finite, ≺-downward closed set of events such that B
contains all events of distance m or less from A in the graph (A,Γ) for m such
that

αm z(A)

1 − z(A)
≤ δ/2.

Recall that the stopping time τB is the first stage such that each B ∈ B is
good. The event “A is resampled after time t” is covered by the events t < τB
and t ≥ τB. We show that the probability of both of these events effectively
converges to 0.

By Theorem 2.3, we have

E(τB) ≤
∑

B∈B

(1 − z(B)).
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By Markov’s inequality,

Pr(τB ≥ t) ≤
E(τB)

t
,

which we can solve to find s large enough so that

Pr(τB ≥ s) < δ/2. (7)

Note that such an s is uniformly computable from A, i and δ. We set M(A, δ) =
s. Since Pr(τB ≥ s) < δ/2, we also have that

Pr(A is resampled after stage s and τB ≥ s) < δ/2.

Now we bound the probability that τB < s and A is resampled at some stage
t1 > s > τB. Consider the log of resampling E1, E2, . . . . Suppose that A is
resampled at some stage t1 > s > τB. We claim that there must be a sequence
of stages τB < tm < tm−1 · · · < t3 < t2 < t1 such that for each 1 ≤ j < m, we
have that Etj+1 ∈ Γ+(Ej).

We prove the claim by induction on the length of the sequence. For the base
case, we have that A 6= EτB because A is good at stage τB. Let n < m and
suppose there is τB < tn < · · · < t2 < t1 such that for each 1 ≤ j < n we have
that Etj+1 ∈ Γ+(Etj ). Then, the distance between Etn and A is at most n, so
Etn ∈ B. Since B is ≺-downward closed, EτB 6∈ B, we have that EτB ≻ Etn .
Then, by Proposition 3.3, there is k with τB < k < tn such that Ek ∈ Γ+(Etn).
Set tn+1 = k. This completes the proof of the claim.

Let X be the event that an initial segment of the resample algorithm pro-
duces a tree of size at least m with root node labeled A. Consider the Moser
tree T associated with E1, . . . , Et1 = A. The subsequence Etm , Etm−1 , . . . , Et1

is a chain of neighbors, so T has at least m vertices and root node labeled A.
Hence, we have shown if A is resampled after stage τB, then X is true. By the
second part of Lemma 3.15, it follows that

Pr(A is resampled at stage t1 > s and τB < t1) ≤ Pr(X)

≤
∑

T∈TA,|T |≥m

(∏

v∈T

P ∗([v])

)

≤ αm z(Ai)

1 − z(Ai)

≤ δ/2.

Thus, we have that Pr(A is resampled after stage s) ≤ δ. Therefore, the re-
sample algorithm is a layer-wise computable mapping. To apply Proposition 4.3,
we just need to check that the output sequence

lim
t→∞

x
Vt(x1)
1 lim

t→∞
x
Vt(x2)
2 lim

t→∞
x
Vt(x3)
3 . . .

makes each A ∈ A false almost surely, and that making each A ∈ A false is
closed. To see that latter, note that each A being true is open, so the intersection
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of them all being false is closed. To see the former, fix A ∈ A and suppose that
A is true in the output sequence. Then, the resample algorithm resamples some
B with B ≺ A infinitely many times. However, this happens with probability
0, as we have just shown that as t goes to infinity, the probability that B gets
resampled after time t goes to 0. Thus, the probability that any of the countably
many A ∈ A is true in the output sequence is also 0.

Thus, the resample algorithm is a layerwise computable mapping which al-
most surely converges in the closed set F of all valuations of the xi ∈ X that
make each A ∈ A false. By Proposition 4.3, F has a computable element. This
completes the proof of Theorem 2.4.

5 Applications To Non-Repetitive Sequences

The study of non-repetitive sequences is said to have originated with Thue’s
proof that there exists an infinite ternary sequence without any adjacent identi-
cal blocks [36, 37]. Note that this fails spectacularly for binary sequences; when
attempting to construct such a sequence, one will immediately conclude that the
task is impossible upon trying to extend either 010 or 101. Finding sequences
with various degrees and types of non-repetitiveness has since become an active
area of research (see [13] for an overview). In this section, we constructivise and
effectivize several generalizations of Thue’s theorem whose proofs were previ-
ously non-constructive. We begin with our applications to binary sequences.

5.1 Making Long Identical Blocks Far Apart

One direction that Thue’s result can be generalized to binary sequences is by
requiring that long identical intervals be far apart. The following is one of the
first applications of the infinite version of the Lovász local lemma, which we
restate for convenience.

Theorem 5.1 (Beck[6]). Given arbitrary small ǫ > 0, there is some Nǫ and an
infinite {0, 1}-valued sequence a1, a2, a3, . . . such that any two identical intervals
ak, . . . , ak+n−1 and aℓ, . . . , aℓ+n−1 of length n > Nǫ have distance ℓ− k greater
than (2 − ǫ)n.

A game version of Theorem 5.1 is studied in [29], which we can partially
effectivize. We defer discussion of game versions to section 5.3.

As discussed in the introduction, the computable local lemma of Rumyantsev
and Shen does not readily yield a computable version of Theorem 5.1 due to
the events Ak,ℓ,n having infinitely many neighbors. Theorem 2.4 shrinks the
neighborhood sets and avoids this problem.

Theorem 5.2 (Computable Version of Theorem 5.1). There is computable Tur-
ing functional Φ such that, given arbitrary small ǫ > 0, there is some Nǫ such
that Φ(ǫ) is a {0, 1}-valued sequence in which any two identical intervals of
length n > Nǫ have distance greater than f(n) = (2 − ǫ)n.
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Proof. Fix ǫ > 0 and N > 0. We will show that if N is large enough, then
Nǫ = N witnesses the theorem to be proved. We set up the application of
Theorem 2.4. Let X = {x1, x2, ...} be the bits in our binary sequence. Recall
that Ak,ℓ,n is the event that x[k, k + n) = x[ℓ, ℓ + n). Note that Ak,ℓ,n being
false implies that Ak,ℓ,m is false for each m > n. It is therefore enough to only
consider Ak,ℓ,n such that n is minimal for ℓ−k, that is, such that ℓ−k = ⌈f(n)⌉.
Let A = {Ak,ℓ,n : ℓ − k = ⌈f(n)⌉ and n > N}. Let RSP(Ak,ℓ,n) = [ℓ, ℓ + n).
Then, STC(Ak,ℓ,n) = x[k, k + n) \ x[ℓ, ℓ + n). Note that for each xm, we have
that xm ∈ RSP(Ak,ℓ,n for finitely many Ak,ℓ,n ∈ A, since there are only finitely
many k < ℓ.

The computability conditions are immediate and the requirement for a linear
order follows from Lemma 2.1.

We check the probabilistic conditions. Let P ∗(Ak,ℓ,n) = 2−n. We need to
show that for any valuation µ of STC(Ak,ℓ,n),

P ∗(Ak,ℓ,n) ≥ Pr(Ak,ℓ,n|Eµ).

In fact, P ∗(Ak,ℓ,n) = Pr(Ak,ℓ,n|Eµ). This is immediate if RSP(Ak,ℓ,n)∩x[k, k+
n) = ∅. If RSP(Ak,ℓ,n)∩ x[k, k + n) 6= ∅, suppose the entries of x[k, ℓ) are given
by valuation µ and ℓ = k + j. Then for Ak,ℓ,n to be true, xℓ+i must equal
µ(xk+i) for all i ≤ j as in the case where the compared intervals don’t overlap.
Then, when we consider the first non-overlap xℓ+j , still do not have a choice,
because xℓ+j must be equal to xℓ, whose value must be µ(xk). Thus, there is
only one valuation of the variables in RSP(Ak,ℓ,n) under which Ak,ℓ,n is true
when the variables in STC(Ak,ℓ,n) have values given by µ. So, Pr(Ak,ℓ,n|Eµ) =
2−n = P ∗(Ak,ℓ,n).

Finally, we show that the main local lemma condition holds. Let z(Ak,ℓ,n) =
1

f(n)n3 . We need to show that there is α ∈ (0, 1), such that each Ak0,ℓ0,n0 ∈ A,

P ∗(Ak0,ℓ0,n0) = 2−n0 ≤ αz(Ak0,ℓ0,n0)
∏

Ak,ℓ,n∈Γ(Ak0,ℓ0,n0
)

(1 − z(Ak0,ℓ0,n0)).

For each k0, ℓ0, n0 there are at most (n + n0) many intervals of length n
that have non-empty intersection with x[ℓ0, ℓ0 + n0). For any given interval I
and fixed ℓ, we have that I = [ℓ, ℓ + n) for at most f(n) many pairs (k, ℓ) such
that ℓ − k ≤ f(n). Together with the previous observation, we conclude that
{(k, ℓ) : Ak,ℓ,n ∈ Γ(Ak0,ℓ0,n0)} is of size at most (n + n0)f(n) for each n. This,
along with the definition of z(Ak,ℓ,n) and the fact that 0 < 1− z(Ak,ℓ,n) < 1 for
all k, ℓ, n, gives us that

z(Ak0,ℓ0,n0)
∏

Ak,ℓ,n∈Γ(Ak0,ℓ0,n0
)

(1 − z(Ak,ℓ,n)) ≥

1

f(n0)n3
0

∏

n≥N

(
1 −

1

f(n)n3

)(n0+n)(f(n))

.
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Since (1 − a
x)x ≥ (1 − a) for 0 < a < 1 and x ≥ 1, the right hand side is greater

than or equal to

1

f(n0)n3
0

∏

n≥N

(
1 −

1

n3

)n0
(

1 −
1

n2

)4

=
1

f(n0)n3
0


∏

n≥N

(
1 −

1

n3

)


n0 ∏

n≥N

(
1 −

1

n2

)
. (8)

For 0 < an < 1,
∏

n≥N (1 − an) ≥ 1 −
∑

n≥N an. So, Line 8 is greater than or
equal to

1

f(n0)n3
0


1 −

∑

n≥N

1

n3




n0

1 −

∑

n≥N

1

n2


 . (9)

For N ≥ 2, the two sums in Line 9 are bounded above by 1
N−1 , so Line 9 is

greater than or equal to

(2 − ǫ)−n0

n3
0

(
1 −

1

N − 1

)n0+1

.

If N is large enough, this is greater than or equal to 2P ∗(Ak0,ℓ0,n0) = 2−n0+1,
fulfilling the local lemma condition with α = 1

2 .

5.2 Making Adjacent Blocks Very Different

Another way that Thue’s result can be generalized to binary sequences is by
requiring that long adjacent blocks be as different as possible. The following
result appears as an exercise in [4].

Theorem 5.3 ([4]). Given arbitrary small ǫ > 0, there is some Nǫ and an
infinite {0, 1}-valued sequence a1, a2, a3, ... such that any two adjacent intervals
of length n > Nǫ differ in at least (12 − ǫ)n many places. That is, for each k and
n > Nǫ, ak+i 6= ak+n+i for at least (12 − ǫ)n many i with 0 ≤ i < n.

Pegden also studies game versions of Theorem 5.3. We discuss this in Sec-
tion 5.3.

Theorem 2.4 also effectivize Theorem 5.3.

Theorem 5.4 (Computable Version of Theorem 5.3). Given arbitrary small
ǫ > 0 there is some Nǫ and a computable {0, 1}-valued sequence a1, a2, a3, ...
such that any two adjacent intervals of length n > Nǫ differ in at least (12 − ǫ)n
many places; that is, for each k and n > Nǫ, ak+i 6= ak+n+i for at least (12 − ǫ)n
many i with 0 ≤ i < n.

Proof. Fix ǫ > 0 and N > 0. We will show that if N is large enough, then
Nǫ = N witnesses the theorem. We again apply the lefthanded computable
Lovász local lemma. Let X = {x1, x2, ...} be the bits in our binary sequence.
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Let Ak,n be the event that blocks x[k, k + n) and x[k + n, k + 2n) share at least
(12+ǫ)n many entries. Let A = {Ak,n : n > N} and RSP(Ak,n) = x[k+n, k+2n).
Then, STC(Ak,n) = x[k + n, k + 2n).

The computability conditions are immediate and the requirement for a linear
order follows from Lemma 2.1.

We check the probabilistic conditions. The probability that RSP(Ai,n)
shares exactly k entries with STC(Ai,n) is

(
n
k

)
2−k, so we set

P ∗(Ai,n) = Pr(Ai,n) = 2−n
n∑

r=⌈( 1
2+ǫ)n⌉

(
n

r

)
.

We need to show that for any valuation µ of STC(Ai,n),

P ∗(Ak,ℓ,n) ≥ Pr(Ai,n|Eµ).

We have that RSP(Ak,n)∩ x[k, n + k) = ∅ for all k and n, so Pr(Ai,n|Eµ) =
Pr(Ai,n). Since the greatest of the

(
n
r

)
is
(

n
⌈( 1

2+ǫ)n⌉

)
,

Pr(Ai,b) ≤ n2−n

(
n

⌈(12 + ǫ)n⌉

)
.

It is known that there is an α < 1 such that
(

N
⌈( 1

2+ǫ)N⌉

)
< (α2)N for large

enough N , so there is Nǫ such that for n > Nǫ,

Pr(Ai,n) < n2−n(α2)n = nαn,

which has limit 0 as n → ∞.
Finally, it remains to show that the local lemma condition holds. Let zi,n =

bn

n for some α1/2 < b < 1. Fix Ai0,n0 . For each n, the neighborhood Ak0,n0 has
at most n0 +n elements B with |RSP(B)| = n, so it suffices for the Lovasz local
lemma to check that

1

2
bn

∞∏

n=Nǫ

(1 − (b/n)n)n+n0 ≥ n0α
n0 .

for large enough Nǫ, with 1
2 being the α < 1 from the computable lefthanded

Lovász local lemma.
The left-hand side is equal to
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bn0

n0

(
∞∏

n=Nǫ

(
1 −

bn

n

)2n0
)(

∞∏

n=Nǫ

(
1 −

bn

n

)2n
)

≥
bn0

2n0

(
∞∏

n=Nǫ

(1 − bn)
n0

)(
∞∏

n=Nǫ

(1 − bn)

)

≥
bn0

2n0

∞∏

n=Nǫ

(1 − bn)
n0+1

≥
bn0

2n0

(
1 −

∞∑

n=Nǫ

bn

)n0+1

=
bn0

2n0

(
1 −

bNǫ

1 − b

)n0+1

≥
bn0

2n0
(bn0+1)

=
b2n0+1

2n0

≥ n0α
n0 ,

where the last three lines are for n0 large enough (adjust Nǫ accordingly).

5.3 Defeating Strategies in Binary Sequence Games

Although we obtain computable versions of Theorems 5.1 and 5.3 from The-
orem 2.4, their non-constructive versions do not require the lefthanded local
lemma. Instead, Pegden uses the lefthanded local lemma to analyse game ver-
sions of these theorems.

Consider a game called the binary sequence game in which two Players take
turns selecting bits in a binary sequence. Player 1 picks the odd bits and Player
2 picks the even bits. The binary sequence game generates the sequence

a1a2a3a4a5a6 · · · = e1d2e3d4e5d6 . . .

where e2n+1 is chosen by Player 1 with knowledge of all preceding bits in the
sequence (but not future bits) and Player 2 chooses d2n similarly. Pegden found
that Player 1 has a strategy to ensure that binary sequence game produces a
non-repetitive sequence, as stated below.

Theorem 5.5 ([29]). For every ǫ > 0 there is an Nǫ such that Player 1 has
a strategy in the binary sequence game ensuring that any two identical blocks
x[i, i + n) = xixi+1xi+2 . . . xi+n−1 and x[j, j + n) = xjxj+1xj+2 . . . xj+n−1 of
length n > Nǫ have distance at least f(n) = (2 − ǫ)n/2. That is, if xi+s = xj+s

for all 0 ≤ s < n and n > Nǫ, then |i− j| < (2 − ǫ)n/2.

Theorem 5.6 ([29]). For every ǫ > 0 there is an Nǫ such that Player 1 has
a strategy in the binary sequence game ensuring that any two adjacent blocks
x[i, i+n) and x[i+n, i+2n) of length n > Nǫ differ in at least n

(
1
4 − ǫ

)
places.

That is, if n > Nǫ then xi+s 6= xi+n+s for at least n
(
1
4 − ǫ

)
many 0 ≤ s < n.
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Unlike Theorems 5.1 and 5.3, even the finite versions of these theorems
cannot be proven using the classical local lemma. This is because Player two
can change their moves depending on what Player one does. This means that,
when setting up the local lemma to find a strategy for Player 1, each event
depends on every move that came before it. For example in the context of
Theorem 5.5, the event Ak,ℓ,n that the intervals x[i, i + n)] and x[ℓ, ℓ + n) are
identical depends not only on the moves Player 1 makes in those intervals,
but on every move Player 1 has made beforehand. This explodes the size of
the neighborhood relation. To prove Theorems 5.5 and 5.6, Pegden introduces
an extension of the LLL called the lefthanded local lemma. Pegden uses the
lefthanded local lemma to prove the following finite version of Theorem 5.5.

Proposition 5.7. For every ǫ > 0 there is an Nǫ such that, for each M > 0
and Player 2 strategy g in the binary sequence game of length M length, there is
a sequence e1e3e5...eM of Player 1 moves that when played against Φ, any two
identical blocks of length n > Nǫ in the resulting sequence have distance at least
(2 − ǫ)n/2.

The full Theorem 5.5 results from the following compactness argument. The
proof of Theorem 5.6 follows the same pattern.

Proof of Theorem 5.5. By open determinacy, it is sufficient to show that there
is no winning strategy for Player 2. Fix Player 2 strategy g. Fix game length
M > 0. By Proposition 5.7, there is a string of Player 1 moves such that g does
not win within M moves. Let T be the tree of such strings of Player 1 moves.
T is a finitely branching tree, so by König’s lemma, there is an infinite path
through T , so g is not a winning strategy for Player 2. Since Player 2 has no
winning strategy and they are playing an open game, Player 1 has a winning
strategy by open determinacy.

This proof is non-constructive on account of the use of both König’s lemma
and open determinacy. By using Theorem 2.4, we can effectivize this use of
König’s lemma: we will show that T has a g-computable path. However, finding
whether the determinacy argument can be effectivised may require different
methods and is outside the scope of the present investigation.

To set up the local lemma in the proofs of the two following theorems, fix
Player 2 strategy g. Let the probability space be 22N+1 = {e = e1, e3, e5, ...}
with {x = x1, x3, x5, ...} as a random variable x : 22N+1 → {0, 1} such that
x2i+1(e) = e2i+1. Then, we can interpret Player 2’s moves d2, d4, d6, ... as func-
tions 22N+1 → {0, 1} with d2i(e) = g(e1, e3, ..., e2i−1). Likewise, our sequence
a(x) = a1(x), a2(x), a3(x), ... is a sequence of random variables with

ak(e) =

{
xk(e) if k = 2n + 1 for some n ∈ N

dk(e) otherwise
.

Theorem 5.8. For every ǫ > 0 there is an Nǫ such that for each Player 2
strategy g in the binary sequence game, there is a g-computable sequence e1e3e5...
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of Player 1 moves that when played against g, any two identical blocks of length
n > Nǫ in the resulting sequence have distance at least f(n) = (2 − ǫ)n/2.

Proof. Fix ǫ > 0 and N > 0. We will show that if N is large enough, then
Nǫ = N witnesses the theorem. Define Ak,ℓ,n as before. Since all of Player 1s
previous moves can effect the truth of Ak,ℓ,n, VBL(Ak,ℓ,n) = x[0, ℓ + n) ∩ X =
{x2i+1 : 2i + 1 < ℓ + n}. Set RSP(Ak,ℓ,n) = x[ℓ, ℓ + n) ∩ X . Let A = {Ak,ℓ,n :
ℓ − k = ⌈f(n)⌉ and n > N}. For the same reason as in the proof for the non-
game version, avoiding each Ak,ℓ,n ∈ A is sufficient. Although we do not need
to, we will assume that N is large enough so that f(n) > n for all n > N .
Then, ℓ − k > n for each Ak,ℓ,n ∈ A, so x[k, k + n) ∩ x[ℓ, ℓ + n) = ∅ for
each Ak,ℓ,n ∈ A. For each x2i+1, there are fewer than i2 many elements in
{Ak,ℓ,n ∈ A : x2i+1 ∈ RSP(Ak,ℓ,n)} ⊂ {Ak,ℓ,⌈f(ℓ−k)⌉ : k < ℓ ≤ 2i+ 1}, so the set
of events that have x2i+1 in their resample sets is finite. The other computability
conditions are immediate and Lemma 2.1 supplies the linear order.

To check the probabilistic conditions, we start with the P ∗ condition. Fix
Ak,ℓ,n ∈ A. Our guiding principle is to pick P ∗(Ak,ℓ,n) as small as possible
such that, for each valuation µ of STC(Ak,ℓ,n), Pr(Ak,ℓ,n | Eµ) ≤ P ∗(Ak,ℓ,n).
Player 1 has control of half of the bits, and it turns out that P ∗(Ak,ℓ,n) =
2−(n−1)/(2) is satisfactory. To see this, fix µ that is a valuation of STC(Ak,ℓ,n).
Then, since STC(Ak,ℓ,n) is an initial segment of Player 1 moves, µ fixes the
initial segment a1, a2, ..., amin(RSP(Ak,ℓ,n))−1. Thus, for each S, S′ ∈ Eµ and
i ≤ max(STC(Ak,ℓ,n)), we have that ai(S) = ai(S

′). Let µ(ai) be this constant
ai(S). Let Eµ,Ak,ℓ,n

be the event that for each x2i+1 ∈ RSP(Ak,ℓ,n), x2i+1 =
µ(a2i+1−(ℓ−k)). Then (Ak,ℓ,n ∩ Eµ) ⊂ Eµ,Ak,ℓ,n

. Trivially, (Ak,ℓ,n ∩ Eµ) ⊂ Eµ,
so

(Ak,ℓ,n ∩ Eµ) ⊂ (Eµ,Ak,ℓ,n
∩Eµ).

Since Eµ and Eµ,Ak,ℓ,n
are statements about the of values of disjoint sets of

independent random variables, they are independent. Therefore,

Pr(Ak,ℓ,n|Eµ) =
Pr(Ak,ℓ,n ∩ Eµ)

Pr(Eµ)

≤
Pr(Eµ,Ak,ℓ,n

∩Eµ)

Pr(Eµ)

= Pr(Eµ,Ak,ℓ,n
).

|RSP(Ak,ℓ,n)| ≥ (n− 1)/(2), so Pr(Ak,ℓ,n|Eµ) ≤ Pr(Eµ,Ak,ℓ,n
) ≤ 2−(n−1)/(2), as

desired.
Next we are left to show that there is z : A → (0, 1) such that

P ∗(Ak,ℓ,n) ≤ z(Ak,ℓ,n)
∏

B∈Γ(Ak,ℓ,n)

(1 − z(B)). (10)

The proof of Condition 10 is almost identical to the corresponding part of the
proof of Theorem 5.2, with the definition of f(n) updated.
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Theorem 5.9. For every ǫ > 0 there is an Nǫ such that for each Player 2
strategy g in the binary sequence game, there is a g-computable sequence e1e3e5...
of Player 1 moves that when played against g, any two adjacent blocks of length
n > Nǫ in the resulting sequence differ in at least n(14 − ǫ) many entries.

Proof. Fix ǫ > 0 and N > 0. We will show that if N is large enough, then
Nǫ = N witnesses the theorem. For each k, n ∈ N with k < ℓ, let Ak,n be
the event that blocks ak, ak+1, ..., ak+n−1 and ak+n, ak+n+1, ..., ak+2n−1 share
at least (34 + ǫ)n many entries. Then, VBL(Ak,n) = (x[0, k + 2n) ∩ X ) =
{x2i+1 : k ≤ 2i + 1 ≤ k + 2n − 1}. Set RSP(Ak,n) = x[k + n, k + 2n) ∩ X .
Let A = {Ak,n : n > N}. For each x2i+1, there are fewer than (2i + 1)2 many
elements in {Ak,n ∈ A : x2i+1 ∈ RSP(Ak,n)} ⊂ {Ak,n : k+n ≤ 2i+1}, so the set
of events that have x2i+1 in their resample sets is finite. The other computability
conditions are immediate and Lemma 2.1 supplies the linear order.

To check the probabilistic conditions, we start with the P ∗ condition. Fix
Ak,n ∈ A. Our guiding principle is to pick P ∗(Ak,ℓ,n) as small as possible such
that, for each valuation µ of STC(Ak,n), Pr(Ak,n | Eµ) ≤ P ∗(Ak,n). Player 1
has control of half of the bits, and we cannot rely on Player 2 not matching any
bits, so we choose

P ∗(Ak,n) =
1

2⌊n/2⌋

⌊n/2⌋∑

r=⌈( 1
4+ǫ)n⌉

(
⌊n/2⌋

r

)
.

To see this suffices, fix µ that is a valuation STC(Ak,n). Then, since STC(Ak,n)
is an initial segment of Player 1 moves, µ fixes the initial segment a1, a2, ..., ak+n−1.
Thus, for each S, S′ ∈ Eµ and i ≤ (k + n − 1), we have that ai(S) = ai(S

′).
Let µ(ai) be this constant ai(S). Fix S ∈ Eµ. Then, ai(s) = µ(ai) for each
i ≤ k + n − 1. If S ∈ Ak,n, then it is necessary that Player 1s moves in
[k +n, k + 2n) match at least ⌊(14 + ǫ)n⌋ many bits on their turn, even if Player
2 always matches the corresponding bit each of their at most ⌈n/2⌉ moves.
P ∗(Ak,n) is the probability that Player 1 matches at least ⌊(14 + ǫ)n⌋ bits, which
is required for Ak,n to be true.

Next we are left to show that there is z : A → (0, 1) such that

P ∗(Ak,ℓ,n) ≤ z(Ak,ℓ,n)
∏

B∈Γ(Ak,ℓ,n)

(1 − z(B)). (11)

The proof of Condition 11 is almost identical to the corresponding part of the
proof of theorem 5.2.

Theorems 5.8 and 5.9 show that for each Player 2 strategy g, there is a
g-computable Player 1 sequence which defeats it. It is natural to ask whether
there is a Player 1 sequence which defeats all Player 2 strategies. However, this
is not the case.

Proposition 5.10. Let {ek2i+1}i,k∈ω be a {0, 1}-valued matrix. Then, for any
odd N , there is a sequence {d2i}i∈ω ≤T {ek2i+1}i,k∈ω such that, for any k, the
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sequence
a1a2a3... = ek1d2e

k
3d4e

k
5 ...

has at least one pair of identical adjacent intervals of length N .

Proof. We will show that for each k, we can defeat ek2i with finitely many moves.
The full statement follows by concatenating these moves together.
We will compare the interval x[1, N ] with x[N+1, 2N ]. Thus, we need ai = ai+N

for 1 ≤ i ≤ N . For 1 ≤ t ≤ N
2 , let d2t = e2t+N and let d1+N+2t = e2t+1. Then,

for even i = 2t, we have that ai = d2t = e2t+N = ai+N and for odd i = 2t + 1
we have that ai = e2t+1 = d1+N+2t = a2t+1+N .

5.4 Computing Proper Colorings of The Cayley Graphs

of Lacunary Sequences

In this section, we effectivize an application of the Lefthanded local lemma due
to Peres and Schlag [30].

Let ǫ > 0. A sequence S = {ni}i∈N is called a lacunary with parameter
(1 + ǫ) if, for each i ∈ N we have that ni+1/ni > (1 + ǫ). We associate each
lacunary sequence with its Cayley graph G = G(S) = ZS , which by definition is
the graph with vertex set Z such that n and m are connected by an edge if and
only if |n−m| ∈ S.

For a graph G, the chromatic number χ(G) is the least number of colors
one can assign to the vertices of G such that all edges connect vertices of dif-
ferent colors, in what is known as a proper coloring. This is also a notion of
non-repetitiveness sequences in the sense that being “non-repetitiveness” is de-
termined by the edges of G. According to Katznelson [20], Paul Erdős posed
the question of whether χ(G) is finite for every lacunary sequence of any param-
eter greater than 1. Katznelson discovered the following connection to another
question of Erdős [12] asking whether, for each lacunary sequence {ni}i∈N, there
is a θ ∈ (0, 1) such that {θni}i∈N is not dense modulo 1.

Theorem 5.11 ([20]). Let S = {ni}i∈N be an integer valued sequence. Suppose
there exists a δ > 0 and θ ∈ (0, 1) such that infj ‖θni‖ > δ, where ‖·‖ denotes
the distance to the nearest integer. Then, χ(G(S)) ≤ k := ⌈δ−1⌉.

Proof. Partition the circle [0, 1) into k many disjoint intervals I1, I2, . . . , Ik of
length 1/k ≤ δ. Define coloring c : N → k by c(x) = j if and only if θx ∈ Ij(
mod 1). Then, if n − m ∈ S, we have that ‖θ(n−m)‖ > δ ≥ 1/k, so c(n) 6=
c(m).

Our knowledge of lower bounds on infj ‖θnj‖ (and hence, upper bounds
on χ(G)) have been improved over time and are of independent interest (for a
more detailed history and applications, see [11]). The first proofs that there
is a θ such that infj ‖θnj‖ has any lower bound at all are due to de Mathan
[24] and Pollington [31], with a lower bound linear in ǫ4| log ǫ|−1. Katznelson
[20] improved this to being linear in ǫ2| log ǫ|−1, which was further improved to
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being linear in ǫ2 by Akhunzhanov and Moshchevitin [2]. Most recently, Peres
and Schlag improved this to being linear in ǫ| log ǫ|−1.

Theorem 5.12 ([30]). There exists a constant c > 0 such that the following
holds. Let S = {ni}i∈N be a lacunary sequence with parameter (1 + ǫ). Then,
there is a θ ∈ (0, 1)

inf
j≥1

‖θnj‖ > cǫ| log ǫ|−1.

Hence, the Cayley graph G := G(S) satisfies χ(G) < ⌈c−1ǫ−1| log ǫ|⌉.

Note that it is impossible to have a bound χ(G) < cǫ−1, since for each
ǫ < 1, the there is a lacunary sequence with parameter (1 + ǫ) beginning with
1, 2, 3, . . . , ⌊ǫ−1⌋. Thus, Theorem 5.12 is optimal up to the factor of | log ǫ|−1.
The proof of Theorem 5.12 uses a simplified but less general version of the
lefthanded LLL, proven independently from Pegden’s result.

We are interested in, for a given lacunary sequence S = {ni}i∈N with param-
eter (1 + ǫ), computing a proper coloring of G(S) with as few colors as possible.
Note that the coloring in Theorem 5.11 is uniformly computable with θ and δ
as parameters. Thus, in order to compute a proper coloring of G(S), we must
compute θ and a suitable δ.

Theorem 5.13 (Effective version of Theorem 5.12). There is a constant c > 0
and computable Turing functionals Θ and Φ such that the following holds. Let
S = {ni}i∈N be a lacunary sequence with parameter (1 + 1

n ). Then, Θ(S, n) =
θ ∈ (0, 1) such that

inf
j≥1

‖θnj‖ > cǫ| log ǫ|−1.

Furthermore, Φ(Θ(S, n), ǫ) is a coloring c : Z → ⌈c−1ǫ−1| log ǫ|⌉ is a proper
coloring of G(S).

Proof. We effectivize Peres and Schlag’s proof using Theorem 2.4. We show that
the theorem is true with c = 1/360. Let M > 5 be greater than the doubling
time of S, that is, such that nj+M > 2nj for all j. For example, we can chose
M > max(log1+ǫ(2), 5). Let

δ =
c

M log2 M
.

For each nj, let
Ej = {θ ∈ [0, 1) : ‖θnj‖ < δ} .

Let X = {x1, x2, . . . } be a countable collection of mutually independent
identically distributed random variables such that Pr(x = 0) = Pr(x = 1) =
1
2 . As usual, let x[m,n) denote the set {xm, xm+1, . . . , xn1}. We construct a
valuation a1, a2, . . . of X such that 0.a1a2a3, . . . is a binary representation of

θ ∈
⋂

j≥1

Ej .
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Note that each Ej is the union of nj many uniformly spaced intervals (in

the circle topology) Ij1 , I
j
2 , . . . I

j
nj

of length 2δ/nj. Let ℓj be the unique element
of N such that

2−ℓj ≥
2δ

nj
> 2−ℓj+1.

Then, each Iji is covered by at most two dyadic intervals of measure 2−ℓj . For
each nj , let Aj be the set of all dyadic intervals of measure 2−ℓj which have
nonempty intersection with Ej . Then, VBL(Aj) = x[1, ℓj ] and satisfaction of
Aj is sufficiently computable for Theorem 2.4. Let C1 = 6 and let

p = ⌈C1 log2 M⌉,

be the number of variables we will resample from VBL(Aj). Let RSP(Aj) =
x(min{0, ℓj − p}, ℓj]. Then, each xi is in finitely many RSP sets which can
be listed uniformly in i, so the computability conditions of Theorem 2.4 are
satisfied. We set Ai ≺ Aj whenever i < j. Since an+M/an ≥ 2 for all n, we
have that, for each nj there are at most M many ni such that ℓi = ℓj . Hence,
|Γ(Aj)| ≤ 2Mp.

We now compute a suitable P ∗(Aj). Consider a dyadic interval L of measure
2−ℓj+p. Then our valuation θ = 0.a1a2 . . . being in L corresponds to the initial
a1, a2, . . . , aℓj−p of length ℓ − p matching L, so it is sufficient to find P ∗(Aj)
such that

P ∗(Aj) ≥ Pr(Aj |L)

for each dyadic interval L of measure 2−ℓj+p.
There are at most ⌊nj/2ℓj−p⌋ + 1 many Iji that have nonempty intersection

with L. Each of these has nonempty intersection with at most two dyadic
intervals of measure 2−ℓj . Thus,

Pr(Aj |L) ≤
2
(

1 +
nj

2ℓj−p

)
2−ℓj

2−ℓj+p

= 2
(

2−p +
nj

2ℓj

)

≤ 2

(
1

2⌈C1 log2 M⌉
+ 4δ

)

≤ 2M−C1 + 8δ. (12)

By our choice of C1 = 6, c = 1/360 and M ≥ 5, we have that

c0M
C1

M log2 M
≥ 1 (13)

and hence that M−C1 ≤ δ. Applying this bound to Inequality 12 yields

Pr(Aj |L) ≤ 10δ,
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so we may set P ∗(Aj) = 10δ.
We move to establishing the local lemma condition. Assume i < j. Then,

we have that Ai ∈ Γ(Aj) if and only if there is k such that ℓk = ℓi and j−p ≤ k.
Since there are at most M many k such that ℓi = ℓk we have that |Γ(Aj)| ≤ 2pM .

Let h = 2pM and set z(Aj) = h−1. Then,

z(Aj)
∏

B∈Γ(Aj)

(1 − z(Aj)) ≤
1

h

(
1 −

1

h

)h

.

We need to show that

h−1(1 − h−1)h ≥ P ∗(Aj) = 10δ. (14)

Since h > 5, we have that (1 − h−1)h ≥ 1/3. Hence, Condition 14 becomes

h−1 ≥ 30δ. (15)

Since C1 log2 M > 12, we have

hδ =
2c⌈C1 log2 M⌉

log2 M
≤

13C1c

12
,

so Condition 15 becomes

1 ≤
720C1c

13
.

Which, along with Condition 13, is satisfied by C = 6,M ≥ 5, and c = 1/360.

Note that the c in Theorem 5.12 can be chosen to be 240, as opposed to
our choice of c = 360 in Theorem 5.13. This is due to the symmetry of the
neighborhood relation Γ of Theorem 2.4, since it is defined based on sharing
resample variables. On the other hand, the neighborhood relation of Theorem
1.2 is much more flexible and not symmetric. In the present case, the neighbor-
hoods of Theorem 5.13 are twice as large as those in Theorem 5.12. Despite this
discrepancy, the result on the asymptotic behavior of χ(G(S)) is maintained. In
contrast, the gap between Theorems 5.15 and 5.14 is more interesting.

5.5 Effective Thue Choice Number of the Path

In this section, we apply the CLLLL (Theorem 2.4) to an application of the
LLLL (Theorem 1.2) due to Grytczuk, Przyby lo, and Zhu [15].

We say that a string is a square if it is of the form xx for some word x. For
example, hotshots is a square. A string or sequence is square free if none of
its substrings are squares. For example, cabacacba and abcacbba are not sqaure
free. As previously mentioned, Thue’s construction of a square free ternary
sequence is said to be the starting point of a longstanding investigation into
similar phenomena. List colorings are such an example. Consider the path
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graph P isomorphic to N. We say that L : P → P(N) is a list assignment
of N if each L(v) is non-empty. We think of L as assigning each v ∈ P a set
L(v) ⊂ N of colors which we may use to color v. An L-coloring of P is a coloring
c : P → N such that for each v ∈ P we have that c(v) ∈ L(v). The Thue choice
number of the path is the smallest number n such that, whenever |L(v)| = n
for all v ∈ P , there is a square free L-coloring of P . We denote the Thue choice
number of the path by πch(P ). Since there are no square free binary sequences
we have that πch(P ) > 2.

Theorem 5.14 ([14, 15, 32]). πch(P ) ≤ 4.

Grytczuk, Przyby lo, and Zhu use the lefthanded local lemma to give the
chronologically first proof that πch(P ) ≤ 4. Their proof inspired relatively sim-
pler proofs by Grytczuk, Kozik, and Micek [14] and Rosenfeld [32]. Furthermore,
Rosenfeld has more recently showed that, if |

⋃
v∈P L(v)| ≤ 4| and |L(v)| = 3

for all v ∈ P then there is a square free L-coloring of P [33].
It is natural to ask whether one can compute such a coloring from L. Let

πcch(P ) be the least n such that for each |L(v)| = n for each v ∈ P there is a
L-computable L-list coloring of P . It is immediate that πch(P ) ≤ πcch(P ).

Unlike for the other applications of the LLLL, the proof that πch(P ) ≤ 4
requires optimization. However, due to the neighborhoods of events in our
application of Theorem 2.4 being larger than those in Grytczuk, Przyby lo, and
Zhu’s application of Theorem 1.2, we can only show that πcch(P ) ≤ 6.

Theorem 5.15. πcch(P ) ≤ 6.

Proof. Let L : N → P(N) be given such that each |L(i)| = 6.
We describe a random process computable from L to construct a sequence

a1, a2, . . . such that there are no squares of sizes 1 or 2. We will apply Theorem
2.4 to compute a sequence which is square free.

Stage 1: Let a1 be chosen uniformly at random from L(1).
Stage i for i ∈ {2, 3}: Let an+1 be chosen uniformly at random from L(i) \

{ai−1}.
Stage n+3: Suppose that a1, . . . an+2 have already been chosen. If an 6= an+2

then let an+3 be chosen uniformly at random from L(n + 3) \ {an+2}. If an =
an+2 then let an+3 be chosen uniformly at random from L(n+3)\{an+1, an+2}.

As usual, for i < j, we let a[i, j) denote the string

a[i, j) = ai, ai+1, . . . , aj−1.

To apply Theorem 2.4, define Ak,n to be the event that

a[k, k + n) = a[k + n, k + 2n)

and say that n is the size of Ak,n.
We can define variables with finite ranges X = {x1, x2, . . . } such that the

random variable ai is determined by {xj : j ≤ i}. For example, we could
have our xi take values which are ordered triples over the Cartesian product
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6 × 5 × 4, with the value of each coordinate corresponding to which element of
L(i) is chosen in the different cases of stage n+ 3. Note that in this setup, Ak,n

is not in the sigma algebra generated by x[k, k + 2n). However, we can set

RSP(Ak,n) = x[k + n, k + 2n)

and P ∗(Ak,n) = 1
4n to satisfy the P ∗ Condition 3. Furthermore, all of the

computability conditions of Theorem 2.4 are satisfied and the linear order is
supplied by Lemma 2.1.

To verify the LLL Condition, we set z(Ak,n) = 1
n3 . Note that Ak0,n0 has at

most n+n0 many neighbors of size n. Since the random process never produces
squares of sizes 1 or 2, we can can ignore Ak,n with n ∈ {1, 2}. Hence,

z(Ak0,n0)
∏

B∈Γ(Bk0,n0)

(1 − z(B)) ≥
1

n3
0

∏

n≥3

(
1 −

1

n3

)n+n0

≥
1

n3
0


∏

n≥3

(
1 −

1

n3

)n0




∏

n≥3

(
1 −

1

n2

)


≥
1

n3
0


1 −

∑

n≥3

1

n3




n0

1 −

∑

n≥3

1

n2




≥
1

n3
0

(0.9229)n0(0.605)

≥
1

4n0
= P ∗(Ek0,n0).

To check the last inequality for n ≥ 3, let f(x) = 0.605·(0.9229)x

x3 and g(x) =
1
4x . Then,

log(f(x) − g(x)) = −3 log(x) + x(log(0.9229) − log(0.25)) + log(0.605).

The equation log(x) = cx has exactly one solution s for c > 0. Since cx > log(x)
for x > s, it suffices to show that f(3) − g(3) > 0 and that f ′(3) − g′(3) > 0.
Indeed, f(3) − g(3) ≈ 0.0019 > 0 and f ′(3) − g′(3) ≈ 0.0026 > 0, so the local
lemma Condition 4 is satisfied.

6 Conclusion

We conclude with a summary of questions arising from this work.
While we can computably defeat any Player 2 strategy in the binary sequence

games, it is still unknown whether the indeterminacy argument that pastes these
winning moves into a full strategy is computable.

Question 1. Are there computable winning strategies for the binary sequence
games in Theorems 5.8 and 5.9?
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In each of our applications, there is a numerical gap between what can be
shown non-constructively with Theorem 1.2 and what can be shown construc-
tively with Theorem 2.4. This is due to the fact that the graph induced by the
neighborhood relation in Theorem 2.4 is undirected, while Theorem 1.2 allows
directed graphs. As a result, the neighborhoods in Theorem 2.4 are typically
twice as large as those in Theorem 1.2. The most salient consequence of this is
that Theorem 5.15 is unable to get as close to the lower bound of πch(P ) ≥ 3
as Theorem 5.14 does.

Question 2. Is πch(P ) strictly less than πcch(P )?

One way to bring the bound on πcch(P ) down would be to prove a stronger
version of Theorem 2.4 that more closely resembles Theorem 1.2 in allowing
the graph induced by the neighborhood relation to be undirected. However,
this would require a different analysis - there are legal logs in which Ej ≻
Ej+1 and RSP(Ej) ∩ RSP(Ej+1) 6= ∅. One possibility is to analyze logs going
forward in time, as in [17], as opposed to the backward-in-time analysis of Moser
trees. Even if this is possible in the algorithmic case for finite witnesses, a new
argument would be required to obtain a computable version.

Question 3. Is Theorem 1.2 computably true in full generality?

One way to answer Questions 2 and 3 would be to demonstrate that πcch(P ) ≤
4.

Saying that a sequence is square free is equivalent to saying that it avoids
the pattern xx. We can thus generalize Question 2.

Question 4. Does pattern avoidance contain computational content?

Here, we are purposely vague, as pattern avoidance can be generalized to,
for example, list colorings of graphs. In contrast to the situation of pattern
avoidance, the theory of forbidden words is well studied. Cenzer, Dashti, and
King [8] showed that there is a c.e. sequence of binary strings σ1, σ2, . . . such
that the set of sequences c not containing any σi as a substring form a non-empty
Π0

1 class with no computable element. See also [7, 25]. While seemingly related,
it is not clear what link, if any, there is between the theory of non-repetitiveness
(pattern avoidance) and the theory of subshifts (forbidden words).

34



References

[1] Dimitris Achlioptas and Themis Gouleakis. “Algorithmic improvements of
the Lovász Local Lemma via cluster expansion”. In: vol. 18. 2012, pp. 16–
23. isbn: 9783939897477. doi: 10.4230/LIPIcs.FSTTCS.2012.16.

[2] Renat K. Akhunzhanov and Nikolai G. Moshchevitin. “On the chromatic
number of a distance graph associated with a lacunary sequence”. In:
Doklady Akademii Nauk 397 (3 2004), pp. 295–296.

[3] Noga Alon. “A parallel algorithmic version of the local lemma”. In: Ran-
dom Structures & Algorithms 2 (4 Dec. 1991), pp. 367–378. issn: 10429832.
doi: 10.1002/rsa.3240020403.

[4] Noga Alon, Joel Spencer, and Paul Erdős. The Probabilistic Method. John
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[7] Antonin Callard, Léo Paviet Salomon, and Pascal Vanier. “Computability
of extender sets in multidimensional subshifts”. In: arXiv preprint (Jan.
2024).

[8] Douglas Cenzer, S. Ali Dashti, and Jonathan L.F. King. “Effective Sym-
bolic Dynamics”. In: Electronic Notes in Theoretical Computer Science
202 (C Mar. 2008), pp. 89–99. issn: 1571-0661.doi: 10.1016/J.ENTCS.2008.03.010.

[9] Barbara Csima, Damir Dzhafarov, Denis Hirschfeldt, Carl Jockusch, Reed
Solomon, and Linda Westrick. “The reverse mathematics of Hindman’s
Theorem for sums of exactly two elements”. In: Computability 8 (3-4
2019), pp. 253–263. issn: 22113576. doi: 10.3233/COM-180094.

[10] Artur Czumaj and Christian Scheideler. “Coloring Nonuniform Hyper-
graphs: A New Algorithmic Approach to the General Lovász Local Lemma”.
In: Random Structures & Algorithms 17 (3-4 2000), pp. 213–237. doi:
https://dℓ.acm.org/doi/10.5555/360708.360729.

[11] Arturas Dubickas. “On the fractional parts of lacunary sequences”. In:
MATHEMATICA SCANDINAVICA 99 (1 Sept. 2006), p. 136. issn: 1903-
1807. doi: 10.7146/math.scand.a-15004.
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