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We study the complexity of the computational task “Given a colouring ¢ : Q — k, find a
monochromatic S C Q such that (S, <) = (Q, <)”. The framework is Weihrauch reducibility.
Our results answer some open questions recently raised by Gill, and by Dzhafarov, Solomon
and Valenti.

1 Introduction

We call a structure M over N indivisible, if for every colouring of N with finitely many colours
there is a monochromatic isomorphic copy of M. A typical example of an indivisible structure
is (Q, <). For a fixed indivisible structure M we can then study the computational task IndM,
which receives as input a k-colouring of N and which has to output a monochromatic copy of M.
This programme was recently formulated by Kenneth Gill [0, [7], who obtained results about the
Weihrauch degree of IndQQ and some other structures. In a largely independent development,
Dzhafarov, Solomon and Valenti [4] studied the Weihrauch degree of the tree pigeon hole prin-
ciple TT}F, which can be seen as indivisibility of the full binary tree with relations for “is in the
left subtree below” and “is in the right subtree below”. It is easy to see that IndQ =w TT3r
(and for any fixed number of colours, the corresponding restrictions are equivalent, too).

2 Background

For more context on divisibility and computability we refer to [6l [7], for context on the tree
pigeon principle to [4]. The required background on Weihrauch reducibility is provided in [1].

Of particular relevance for our investigation are the pigeon hole principles RT,IC, which take
as input some ¢ : N — k and return some i € k such that ¢~!(i) is infinite. We can view these
principles as Ind(N, <);. The notation stems from viewing them as the 1-dimensional case of
Ramsey’s theorem. We write RT3r for the principle where £ is not fixed, but provided as part
of the input.

We also refer to the principle TCy from [11], which takes as input an enumeration of the
complement of some A C N as input, and returns some n € A if A is non-empty, and some
n € N otherwise.

The first-order part of a Weihrauch degree f. denoted by !(f), is the maximal Weihrauch
degree reducible to f having a representative with codomain N. The notion was proposed in
[5], and studied further in [T4} B, [I3]. The investigation of '(TT}) was a key goal in [4]. In
particular, they prove that 1(TT}F) <w RT}k * Cy.
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3 Locating TT;

We begin our investigation of TT,l€ by locating it in the Weihrauch lattice relative to some
benchmark principles. The results are depicted in Figure [Il which exhibits a grid-structure with
several families of Weihrauch degrees parameterized by a natural number. There are Weihrauch
reductions if we increase the parameter, or if we move to a more complicated family; but never
from a principle with higher parameter to one with lower parameter, even if this is accompanied
by changing the family. Figure [Il expands upon a similar figure from Gill’s dissertation [6] by
adding the top row referring to (RT})" (also known as D2?), and by completing the proof of
absence of any additional reductions.

(RT5) (RT3)’ (RT}.,) (RTL, ) — -+
TCn TC . TCE TCkH

TT TT} oy TThi1 TTh.s

RT RT3 RT} 4 RT} .,

Figure 1: All Weihrauch reductions (up to transitivity) between the principles RT}Q, TT;, TCIJ\;]
and (RT})'.

That RT} <w TT}, is immediate, as observed in both [7] and [4]. That TT},; <w TCf is a
corollary of results from [12], but we include a direct proof here for the sake of self-containedness.
As observed by Dzhafarov, Solomon and Valenti [4], one way to prove TT} is to ask for a vertex
below which the colouring is constant, if there is one. If we have such a vertex, we can built a
monochromatic subtree by just greedily searching for vertices of the right colour. This yields
the reduction TT3 <w TCy.

Proposition 1. TT} ; <w TCE

Proof. For the first TCy, we consider an o9 € 2<% and Iy C {0,1,...,k — 1} with [[j] =k —1
and enumerate all such pairs except for the currently first one where all vertices below oy have
colours in Iy. For the second instance, we consider o1 € 2<% and I; C {0,1,...,k — 1} with
|I] = k—2m and enumerate all such pairs except the currently first one where o7 is an extension
of oy, I1 C Iy, and all vertices below o1 have a colours in I;. The pattern is repeated to produce
the remaining inputs to TCy.

From TCF, we then obtain some ((og, Ip), (o1, 11), - - -, (ok—1,Tx_1)). Let j < k be maximal
such that for all 7 < j we find 0,41 to be an extension of o; and I;11 C I;. We claim that picking
any colour b € I; and trying the greedy construction to built a b-monochromatic subtree below
o; will succeed.
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To see this, first consider the information we obtain from the first TCy-instance. If some
colour is not dense everywhere, we will eventually encounter a combination o9 and Iy which
remains stable (because the colour in k \ Iy does not occur below og). If all colours are dense
everywhere, our greedy construction will succeed for sure. If the first instance for TCy settles
on a specific input, then either all remaining & — 1-many colours are dense below oy (and by
searching below oy we already succeed), or the second input will eventually encounter a o1 below
oo and some I; C Iy where the removed colour does not appear below o1. We choose o; and I;
such that they definitely reflect all of the defined information, which is why we know that all
colours in I; will be dense below o;. O

The jump of RT}, is often denoted by D% in the literature on Weihrauch degrees or reverse
mathematics of Ramsey-like theorems. We can think of (RT}) as receiving a AY-colouring
¢ : N = k and having to return an infinite monochromatic subset. Knowing a suitable colour is
insufficient to compute an infinite set of that colour, as we do not actually know the colour of
a given number. In [, it is shown that TT} <w (RTL)", which we shall improve to TCE <w
(RT},.,)" as follows:

Proposition 2. TCE <w (RT},,)’

Proof. We are given k TCy-instances A1, ..., A, and we may assume without loss of generality
that each A; is either empty or cofinite. We define ¢ : N — (k+ 1) by letting ¢(n) = [{i <
k| n € A;}|. We have co-enumerations of the sets A; available, which suffices to compute c as
a AY-colouring. If there are ¢ empty sets amongst the A;, then the colours greater than k — ¢
never occur, and all but finitely many n will receive the colour & — £. Moreover, any n with
c(n) = k — £ is included in all non-empty A;, and thus is a correct to all the TCy-instances at
the same time. Thus, we can answer all TCy-instances by returning the first element of the
infinite c-homogeneous set we obtain from (RT}, ;). O

That RT},, <w TT}; <w TCE <w (RT},,)’ follows from known results, in particular
ones from [7, @]. Other than (RT} ) Zw TCE (which holds because TCE can only give
computable answers, while (RT,lC +1)’ has a computable instance with no computable solution),
the separations also follow from results in this article. That TT} £w RT,l€ is Corollary [[9], that
TCy £w TT} is Corollary B0 both below.

To prove that in Figure[Il there are no additional reductions between the depicted principles,
it is sufficient and necessary to show that RT} ; £w (RT}) for all k¥ € N. This follows from
the jump inversion theorem for Weihrauch reducibility:

Proposition 3. RT},; €% (RT}) for all k € N.
Proof. The jump inversion theorem for Weihrauch reducibility (by Brattka, Holzl and Kuyper
[2]) states that if f' <w ¢ relative to oracle p, then f <w g relative to p’. Since RT,1€+1 = (Ci11),

we find that RT}.; <%, (RT}) would imply Ciy1 <y RT}, which is false due to reasons of
cardinality alone. O

4 Finite guessability

We will formalize the idea that for some problems we may not be able to compute a solution,
however, we are able to compute finitely many guesses with the guarantee that at least one
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of them is correct. This comes in three variations: In one the number of guesses is fixed in
advanced, in one the number of guesses is fixed at some point of the computation, and in the
final the computation is always allowed to make one more guess, it only needs to stop doing so
eventually (but never confirm that this is happening).

Definition 4. 1. Wecall f: X =Y k-guessable, if the map fi: X = Y with (Yo, ---,Yp—1) €
fr(z) iff 30 < k y; € f(z) is computable.
2. We call f:X =Y finitely guessable, if the map f, : X = Y with (yo,...,y) € fi(z) iff
Ji <l y; € f(x) is computable.

3. We call f : X =Y eventually-finitely guessable, if the map f<w : X = Y™ with
(Y0, --»Ye) € few(z) iff i < L y; € f(x) is computable.

Proposition 5. Being k-guessable, being finitely guessable and being eventually-finitely guess-
able are all closed downwards under Weihrauch reducibility.

Proof. A Weihrauch reduction f <y g lifts to Weihrauch reductions fk <w Gk, f* <w g« and
f<w <w <. For this, the inner reduction witness is kept as it is. The outer reduction witness is
applied component-wise. For this, it is important that we use the completions of the codomain,
as this allows us to extend the outer reduction witness to a total computable map. O

Clearly being k-guessable for some k implies being finitely guessable, which in turn implies
being eventually-finitely guessable. The problem Cy is eventually-finitely guessable, but not
finitely guessable. The problem LPO* is finitely guessable, but for no & € N it is k-finitely
guessable. We will see in Section [ that these notions can also be separated by '(TT3) and
L(TTL). The following will establish a convenient example of a problem which is not k-guessable:

Proposition 6. ACC§ is not k-guessable.

Proof. Assume that ACC{{I were k-guessable, i.e. that there was a computable function F' produc-
_\k
ing an element of ((Nk)) given an ACCR-instance such that some component (ng, . .., ng41) €

N* constitutes a correct answer to this instance. We can begin building a neutral ACCy-instance
and always extend in a way that excludes no solutions while monitoring how F' acts on it. If
we find that the i-th output of F belongs to N*, with n; being the i-th number in this tuple,
we make n; the wrong answer to the i-th ACCy-instance we are building. This way, we can
diagonalize against any guess that F' can make. O

Proposition 7. The following are equivalent for f: X =3 Y:

1. f is k-guessable.

2. There exists some g :C NN — k with f <w g.
Proof. To prove 1 = 2, fix a computable realizer F' of fk Now let ¢ :C N — k return on input
p € dom(dx) the least ¢ such that the i-th component of F'(p) is a valid solution to f(dx(p)). It
is clear that f <w g¢.

To prove 2 = 1, we observe that g :C N — k is trivially k-guessable, which is then inherited
by f via Proposition [l O

Proposition 8. The following are equivalent for f: X = Y:
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1. f is finitely guessable.

2. There exists some g with f <w Fin(g)

Proof. To prove the implication 1 = 2, fix a computable realizer F' of fk Now consider the map
g:C NN — Llinn k which maps p € dom(F) to i € k for some ¢ such that F' makes k guesses
on p, and the ith guess is correct. It is clear that f <w ¢, and that Fin(g) =w ¢. For the
implication 2 = 1, it suffices to observe that Fin(g) is finitely-guessable almost by construction,
and the claim then follows via Proposition [bl O

Interaction with the algebraic operations It is easy to see that if f and g are k-guessable,
finitely guessable or eventually-finitely guessable then so are flLlg and fg. We have that f x g
will be (eventually-)finitely guessable if f and g are, but of course being k-guessable is not
preserved by products. It follows that being (eventually-)finitely guessable is preserved by *
On the other hand LPO’ is 2-guessable, but (LPO')"* =y (LPO’)° =w MYCy is not even
eventually-finitely guessable as observed by Gill [7].

Proposition 9. 1. If f is k-guessable and g is f-guessable, then f x g is kf-guessable.
2. If f is k-guessable for some k € N and g is finitely guessable, then fxg is finitely guessable.
3. There is a finitely guessable f and 2-guessable g such that f x g is not finitely guessable.

4. If f is finitely guessable and g is eventually-finitely guessable, then f*g is eventually-finitely
guessable.

5. [7] There is an eventually-finitely guessable f and a 2-guessable g such that f * ¢ is not
eventually-finitely guessable.

Proof. For all positive claims, we point out that computing the guesses themselves is straight-
forward. As the guesses are elements of the completion of the original codomain, there are no
obstacles pertaining to definedness. The issue is to obtain the required information about how
many guesses are needed. For 1 this is straight-forward. For 2, we can run g, on the provided
input until we see the number of guesses made, and then multiply that number by k to obtain
how many guesses we want to use for f x g. For 4, we run g<W which keeps making guesses.
For each guess, we start running f* on it and see whether f* ever specifies how many guesses
it is going to make. If this never happens, the guess was wrong anyway, and can be ignored. If
f* specifies a number of guesses, we use those to compute some guesses for f x g. Overall, this
yields a finite number of guesses, which is good enough.

It remains to provide a counter-example for 3. For that, consider the map Tmin : O(N) = N
which returns the minimal element given an enumeration of a non-empty set, and any natural
number given an enumeration of the empty set. We find that Tmin is not finitely-guessable (as
specifying the number of guesses before we have seen any number enumerated into the input is
not safe, essentially preempting the argument of Proposition below). However, we do have
Tmin <w LPO* % LPO — we use the single LPO instance to determine whether the set is empty
or not, and then if the set is non-empty, use an LPO instance each to determine whether the
finitely many numbers below the first encountered one will appear or not. O

Proposition 10. The following are equivalent for f: X = Y:
1. f is eventually-finitely guessable.
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2. There is some finitely guessable g such that f <w g *x Cn

Proof. To prove 1 = 2, let F' be a computable realizer of f<w. Let C :C NN — N be the map
that returns how many guesses F' makes on a given name for an input for f. We have that
C <w Cn. If we let g :C NN x N = Y be defined by g(p, C(p)) = f(0x(p)), then g is easily
seen to be finitely guessable — we can use F' for guessing, and have the number of guesses made
available as part of the input. We then have f <w g *x C <w ¢ *x Cx.

The implication 2 = 1 follows from Proposition [ (4) together with the observation that Cy
is eventually finitely guessable. O

Interaction with fractals
Proposition 11. For a fractal f, the following are equivalent:
1. There exists some k € N such that f is k-guessable.

2. f is finitely-guessable.

Proof. We only need to prove the implication 2 = 1. Let F :C NN = NN witness that f =w F
is a fractal and let p € dom(F). Then a realizer of F}, will output k& € N such that Fy(p) € (NN)¥
based on same prefix w of p. It follows that F |[w} is k-guessable. By assumption we have
Fl =w F =w f, so f is k-guessable. O

Essentially the same idea as the preceding proposition also yields the following;:
Proposition 12. The following are equivalent for a problem f:

1. There exists some k € N such that 7f is k-guessable.

2. ?7f is finitely-guessable.

Proof. We only need to prove the implication 2 = 1. If 7 f is finitely guessable, the corresponding
computation will have to specify how many guesses it needs to take on the unspecified input to
?f. However, the unspecified input can then be specified to any input for f, which means that
the same number of guesses always works. O

Proposition 13. For a closed fractal f, the following are equivalent:

1. There exists some k € N such that f is k-guessable.

2. f is finitely-guessable.

3. f is eventually finitely-guessable.
Proof. In light of Proposition [IIl, we only need to prove the implication (3) = (2). By Propo-
sition M0, if f is eventually-finitely guessable, then there is some finitely-guessable g with

f <w g+ Cn. As f is a closed fractal, this implies f <w ¢ by [10, Theorem 2.4]. Thus, f
inherits being finitely guessable from g. O
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5 Guessability and TT

In this section we will show that '(TT3) <w RTZ, which gives a positive answer to [4, Question
6.1]. Tt follows that !(TT}) is finitely guessable, but we proceed to prove that it is not k-
guessable for any k € N. As a corollary, we can conclude that TT% is not eventually-finitely
guessable (which is already known due to Gill [7]). This furthermore has the corollary that
YTTL) <w TT) (which was already known due to Dzhafarov, Solomon and Valenti [4]), and
that !(TT3) is not a fractal (and thus that fractality is not preserved by taking first-order parts).
We also show that !(TT3) is not finitely guessable, but it is eventually-finitely guessable by [4,
Theorem 5.7]. Our results improve upon [4, Theorems 4.4 & 4.6], and use similar ideas in the
proofs.

Proposition 14. 1(TT}) <w RT..

Proof. We are given a 2-colouring of the full binary tree together with a functional that returns
some n € N upon reading sufficiently long prefixes of monochromatic full subtrees. Upon finding
the first subtree such that the functional returns some ng, we can prepare the input to RT}F.
Let vq,v,...,v be the leaves of the monochromatic subtree, and let b € {0,1} be its colour.
We note that if the trees below the v; each have a monochromatic subtree coloured b, then ng
is a correct output.

We create an instance p; of RT3 for each i < k. We write only Os to p; until we find a
(1 — b)-monochromatic subtree below v; which is sufficiently large to cause the functional to
provide some answer n; on it. Let the leaves of this subtree u; for j < ¢;. Now we run two
processes in parallel, one for writing Os to p;, and one for writing 1s to p;. If no process writes
a digit, we just copy the last digit written. The process for 1s goes through all vertices below
v;. Whenever it found a (1 — b)-coloured vertex below the current one, it writes a 1 and moves
on to the next vertex. Thus, it will write infinitely many 1s iff there is no vertex below v; below
which all vertices are coloured b. The process for writing Os goes through /;-tuples of vertices,
one below each ué for j < ¢;. If it finds a b-coloured vertex below one of the vertices in the
tuple, it writes a 0 and replaces that vertex with the new one below the appropriate u; Thus, it
will write infinitely many Os iff it is not the case that below each u; there exists a vertex below
which the colouring is constant b.

Now let us assume that one of the k-many RTi-instances answers 1, say the i-th one. This
means that below v; we can find a (1 — b)-coloured tree T; causing the functional to answer
n; (and in particular, we can find n;). Furthermore, either the process writing 1s has acted
infinitely often, or both the 1-process and the O-process acted only finitely many times. In the
former case, we know that the colour 1 — b appears densely below v;, thus 7; is extendible to a
full monochromatic subtree, and n; is a correct answer to '(TT2). In the latter case, we know
that below every leaf of T; there is a vertex below which the colouring is constant 1 — b, thus
again T} is extendible to a full monochromatic subtree, and n; is a correct answer to '(TT}).

The remaining case is the one where all & RT3-instances return 0. We argue that the fact
that the i-th RT}-instance returned 0 means that there is a full b-monochromatic subtree below
v;, so overall, the first prefix we found is extendible, and thus ng is a correct answer to 1(TT%).
If we never started writing 1s to p;, then there is no (1 — b)-monochromatic full subtree below
v; at all, thus there has to be a b-coloured one by the truth of TT%. If the process to write 1s
started, but we wrote infinitely many Os afterwards, we know that below some ué the colour
b appears densely, which means that there will be a b-monochromatic full subtree below that
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u; (and hence below v;). If the process to write 1s started, and we write only finitely many 1s
afterwards, there is a vertex below v; below which b is the only colour to appear at all. Again,
the claim follows. O

Corollary 15. '(TT3) is finitely-guessable.

We want to show that '(TT3) is not k-guessable for any k € N. We will do this by providing
a suitable lower bound for (T'T}), namely a kind of cofinite choice principle:

Definition 16. Let eCFCy be the problem whose input are pairs £k € N, A € A(N) with
IN'\ A| <k, and whose solutions are any n € A.

We can easily see that ACCY; <w eCFCly, as given k instances of ACCy there are at most
k numbers that do not answer all of them correctly at once. Thus, we obtain a single eCFCy
instance whose answer we can return to all & ACCy instances.

Proposition 17. eCFCy <w TT%.

Proof. We are given k € N and some A € A(N) with [N\ A| < k. For the outer reduction witness,
we pick an injective enumeration (s;)nen of the k4 1-element antichains in 2<%. If we find that
Sp appears in a monochromatic subtree, we return n as solution for eCFCy. This means that
we may have to prevent up to k antichains of size k + 1 each to be part of a monochromatic
copy of 2<%,

Our colouring ¢ : 2<% — {0,1} initially is constant 0. If ng gets enumerated outside of
A, we pick an element of s,, and make every future descendent of it coloured 1, elsewhere the
colouring remains constant 0. If another number n; gets enumerated outside of A, we reevaluate
the colouring choices. We pick an element ¢y of s,, and an element ¢; of s,, such that ¢y is
incomparable with some element of s,, other than ¢;, and ¢; is incomparable with an element
of sp, other than ¢y. For future colours, every descendent of ¢y or t; gets coloured 1, every other
vertex gets coloured 0. We proceed in this way for any future element that gets removed from A.
As this can happen at most k times, we can always find elements of the antichains incomparable
with an unchosen vertex in each other antichain.

After every element that is going to be removed from A has been removed, the colouring
is locally constant. Moreover, any antichain corresponding to a wrong answer has at least one
vertex below which the colouring is eventually constant 1 and another below which the colouring
is eventually constant 1. This prevents any such antichain from appearing in a monochromatic
copy of 2<%, i.e. the reduction works correctly. O

Corollary 18. For no k € N does it hold that '(TT3}) is k-guessable.

Proof. Proposition [I7in particular shows that ACC§ <w '(TT) for all £ € N. By Proposition
Bl this shows that '(TT3) is not k-guessable. O

Corollary 19. TT} £w RT}. for all k € N.
Corollary 20. TT% is not eventually-finitely guessable.

Proof. As TT3 is a closed fractal, if it were eventually-finitely guessable, it would already be
k-guessable for some k € N by Proposition [3l This would then be inherited by '(TT3) by
Proposition B contradicting Corollary [I8l O

Corollary 21. (TT}) is not o-join-irreducible (and in particular, not a fractal).
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The following lemma makes precise an argument by Dzhafarov, Solomon and Valenti [4]:

Lemma 22. ?(}(TT})) <w Y(TTY)

Proof. As long as the ?(*(TT3)) is unspecified, we let the input to '(TT3) be a tree which is
2-monochromatic, together with the functional that returns 0 upon seeing a single 2-coloured
vertex. If the input to ?(*(TT})) ever gets specified, we make the remainder of the colouring fed
to (TT4) agree with the colouring for *(TT4) — which means that there cannot be a 2-coloured
full subtree anymore — and let the functional return n 4+ 1 on any 0 or 1 monochromatic subtree
whenever the functional received as input would return n. We then know that if we receive 0 as
answer from '(TT3), the input to ?(*(TT})) was never specified, and if we receive n + 1 from
Y(TT}), we should answer n to ?(*(TT3)). O

Corollary 23. !(TT3) is not finitely-guessable.

Proof. By Lemma@32] if ! (TT3) were finitely-guessable, then the same would hold for ?(*(TT3)).
By Proposition [Z, then there has to be some k such that ?(*(TT})) and thus '(TT3) is k-
guessable. This contradicts Corollary [I8l O

6 The finitary part of TT!

The k-finitary part of a principle, denoted by Fing(f), is the greatest Weihrauch degree below f
having a representative with codomain k [3]. We abbreviate Fin(f) = | |, Fing(f). This means
that Fin(f) characterizes which problems with finite codomain can be solved by f. In [3], this
notion was introduced in order to prove separations between Weihrauch degrees by reasoning in
a simpler, more restrictive setting. However, the finitary part of a problem can also be used to
show similarities between problems. For example, in [9] it is shown that the problem of finding a
descending sequence in an ill-founded linear order and the problem of finding a bad sequence in
a non-wellorder have the same finitary part, although their first-order parts differ. Gill already
proposed to study the finitary part of TT}C, which we characterize in this section. On the one
hand, our result lets us answer a question by Dzhafarov, Solomon and Valenti in the negative
by proving C3 £w TT%; on the other hand we will see that TT/%C and RT,lC have the same finitary
part; and thus the additional strength of TT,l€ over RT,IC only materializes when we consider
problems with a more complicated codomain.

Proposition 24. Fing(TC}) =w RT},

Proof. Since RT}_; <w (RT3)* <w TCE, the right-to-left reduction is clear. For the left-to-
right reduction, assume that f :C NN = k satisfies f <w TC}. We want to prove that already
f<w RT}C.

We construct the input to RT} by observing how the reduction f <w TC}; works on some
input z € dom(f). We can first determine the number j of copies of TCy which is used. Starting
with v = (0,0,...,0) € N/, we simultaneously search for whether the outer reduction witness
produces some i € k on input (x,v), in which case we write i to the RT,lg—instance, and whether
v; gets removed from the j-th TCy-instance produced by the inner reduction witness, in which
case we increment v; by 1. While waiting for additional numbers to print to the RT,lﬁ-instance,
we repeat the latest one.
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It remains to argue that any number ¢ < k which we print infinitely often is a correct
solution to f(z). We observe that for any TCy-input produced from x which is not enumerating
all numbers we will eventually reach a value v; which remains a correct output. All other TCy-
instances can return any number anyway. Thus, once we have reached a correct v; value for all

specified positions, all future values v can take are indeed correct solutions for the TCI{]-instance
queried for x, hence the value i < k returned by the outer reduction witness are correct solutions

to f(x). O
Corollary 25. Fin(TTL) =w RT}

Proof. By combining Proposition 24 and Proposition [l O
Corollary 26. The problem “Given a colouring ¢ : 2<% — k, find some i € k such that there

exists a copy of 2<% coloured ¢” is equivalent to RT,1€.
The following is the main result of this section, it fully characterizes the j-finitary part of
1
any TT,.
Theorem 27. Fin;(TT}) = RTrlnin{j yy for all j, k e N.
Before we prove the theorem, we state the following consequences:
Corollary 28. Fin(TT}) =w RT},

The preceding corollary together with Corollary 26 states that for computing multi-valued
functions with finite codomain we cannot do anything stronger with TT,l€ than coding the into
for what colours there are monochromatic copies of 2<“. By Proposition[I7, this does not extend
to multi-valued functions with discrete codomain.

Corollary 29. C3 w TT}

Proof. By Corollary 28 as Cs has finite codomain, if C3 <w TT} then C3 <w RT3. The latter
is easily seen to be false. O

The following recovers a result already established by Gill:
Corollary 30. Cy £w TT}, for all k € N.

Proof. For all k € N it holds that Cx1+1 <w Cn, but Ciy1 <w TT,l€ would imply Ci11 <w RT,Ig
by Corollary 28], which is easily seen to be false. O

To prove Theorem 27 we use the notion of a commit tree which describes how a putative
reduction is acting on a prefix:

Definition 31. We are given a colouring ¢ : 2<% — k and a continuous partial function H from
c-monochromatic finite subtrees of 2<“ to j.

1. A unitary commit tree for i € k, x € j is a finite tree T of uniform height where each
vertex v € T is labeled by a set of vertices S, C 2<“ all having colour ¢ under ¢ isomorphic
to some 25 such that H returns z on reading a prefix of S,. The degree of a non-leaf
v € T is equal to the number of leaves in S,. If u € T is the i-th child of v € T', then all
of S, is below the i-th leaf in S,,.
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2. A (ng,n1,...,nm)-layered commit tree is a finite tree of uniform height ). n; where
each vertex v is labeled by a c-monochromatic set of vertices S, C 2<% such that the
colour of S, only depends on L(v) := min{i < m | >, ., ny > height(v)}, and moreover,
if L(v) # L(u), then S, and S, have different colour. If v has height >_. .. ny for some
i < m, then the degree of v is 1, and if u is the unique successor of v, then every vertex
in S, is below the root of S,,. Otherwise the degree of a non-leaf v is equal to the number
of leaves of S,. Finally, for every vertex v we have that H will output some x € j upon
reading a prefix of S, where = only depends on L(v).

3. A commit tree T is a condensation of a commit tree Ty if it is obtained by repeatedly
taking a vertex v € Ty and a successor v’ of v, and then replacing the subtree rooted at v
with the subtree rooted at v'.

A unitary commit tree describes “plenty” of opportunities for a Weihrauch reduction to i
from a problem with codomain j to give a particular answer. A layered commit tree is comprised
of several layers of uniform commit trees, and if we have enough layers of sufficient height, one
of these opportunities for the reduction actually has to be valid. This idea will be formalized
and proven in the following.

Lemma 32. Let Tj be a unitary commit tree of height 2¢*!, and let d be a 2-colouring of the
leaves of Ty. Then there exists a condensation 77 of Ty having height 2¢ such that d restricted
to the leaves of T3 is monochromatic.

Proof. We construct T3 layer by layer, starting with the leaves. In each stage, we chose which
vertices from the next two layers of Ty to keep. (If a vertex is kept, but no suitable ancestors
are, it can be lost at a later stage.)

In the first stage, we consider the two layers of vertices in Tj closest to the leaves. Let
vg, V1, - .., Um be the vertices on the penultimate layer. For each wv;, either it has a child all of
whose leaves have the same colour; or all of its children have leaves with both colours. In the
former case, we replace v; with such a child. In the latter case, we replace each child of v; with
a leaf below it coloured 0. The result is a condensation of T with its height reduced by 1 such
that every vertex in the bottom layer has only leaves of a single colour.

We then consider the next two layers, using the vertices previously chosen as leaves, with
the colour being the one all their leaves share. Repeating this process for 2¢ times total yields
the desired result. O

Corollary 33. Let Tj be a unitary commit tree of height 2675, and let d be a 2*-colouring of the
leaves of Ty. Then there exists a condensation T} of Ty having height 2¢ such that d restricted
to the leaves of T3 is monochromatic.

Corollary 34. Let Ty be a (2fo+s 20+ 26m+s) Jayered commit tree, and let d be a 25-
colouring of the leaves of T7. Then there exists a (250, 2 . 2tm )-layered commit tree 77 such
that T3 is a condensation of Tj, and d restricted to the leaves of T} is monochromatic.

Lemma 35. Given a colouring ¢ : 2<% — k and a (2", ..., 2"-1)-layered commit tree 7" such
that n; > [log k], there exists some v € T such that S, is extendible to a c-monochromatic copy
of 2<%; and moreover we can compute such a v given a labelling d of the leaves of T such that
there exists a c-monochromatic copy of 2<“ of colour d(u) below the root of S,,.
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Proof. By Corollary [34], there is a condensation 77 of T' such that d is constant on the leaves of
Ty, and Ty is a (ng,nj,...,n}_;)-layered commit tree with n; > 2. Let ¢ € k be constant value
returned by d. Then any non-leaf u € T7 such that S, has colour £ has the property that below
any leaf of S, there exists a monochromatic copy of 2<% of colour £, which means that we can
extend S, to a monochromatic copy of 2<%. O

Proof of Theorem [27. In the case that j < k, the claim already follows from Propositions 241 [I]
together with the fact that RT} <w TT/%C for 5 < k. Thus, we can focus our attention to the
case that j > k.

Assume that f :C NN = j satisfies f <w TT,1€, with H as the outer reduction witness
and K as the inner. We are given an input p for f, and consider the colouring ¢ = K(p) and
view H as a continuous partial function producing elements of j given sufficiently long prefixes
of monochromatic subtrees of 2<¢“. We will enumerate a sequence of up to k commit trees
such that the i-th tree we produce has i layers, and such that the functions mapping L(v),
the layer of a vertex v, to which ¢ € j we get from applying H to S,, agree on their common
domains for all the trees we built. We will then show that using KL, we can compute some
i such that one of the commit trees we built has a vertex v with L(v) = i such that S, is
extendible to a c-monochromatic copy of 2<¥. Since this is a problem with codomain k, and
since Fing (KL) =w RT,l€ [12, Theorem 13], actually RT,l€ suffices to identify ¢. Moreover, given
i we can compute some £ € j such that there exists a c-monochromatic copy of 2<% on a prefix
of which H would return £. This establishes Fin;(TT};) < RT}, as we set out to do.

By appealing to the tree theorem itself, we see that there are unitary commit trees of arbitrary
height. Let h > [log(kj)]. We can thus search for some iy € k and ) € j and a unitary commit
tree Ty of height 2'7*" We can view T, equivalently as a (2'7#")-layered commit tree.

We then search below each root of some S, for a leaf v of Ty for a unitary commit tree of
height 217"(=1) for a colour other than 4y. If this search never succeeds, Tj is the only layered
commit tree we construct. Otherwise, we can label the leaves of T by the pair (i,¢) such that
we found a commit tree for i,¢ below it. By Corollary B3] we can condense Ty to some T{ of
height 2171 gych that the same choice i1, ¢; works for all remaining leaves. We then built a
(21+h(k—1), 21+h(k—1))—layered commit tree 17 by appending the unitary commit trees we found
to the leaves of Tj).

The process continues, with us now searching for unitary commit trees of height
below each leaf v of T7 with a colour other than iy or i1, and so on. As there are only k colours,
we built at most k layered commit trees. Moreover, being on the b-th layer of any of the layered
commit trees we built means that the answer is £, € j, as intended.

As KL =w RT}, by Corollary 26 we can use KL to obtain from ¢ : 2<% — k some d : 2<“ — k
such that d(v) = i means that there exists a c-monochromatic copy of 2<% below v with colour
1. As Tj is always defined, we can compute it and inspect the colour d assigns to the leaves of
the S, where u ranges over the leaves of Ty. If there is a leaf u such that all leaves of S, get
assigned ig by d, then S, extends to a monochromatic copy of 2<%, and thus 0 is a valid answer
to “Which layer contains an extendible finite subtree”, which is what we are trying to solve. If
there is no such leaf, the search leading to the construction of 77 will be successful. We then
inspect d on the leaves of the S,, where u ranges over the leaves of T7; and will be able to either
identify some S,, which is extendible (either on the first or second layer), or we are assured that
T, is going to be well-defined. By Lemma B8] we will find something extendible at the very least
once we have constructed Tj,_. O

9l4+h(k-2)
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