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Abstract
We describe a method that combines several theoretical and
experimental results to numerically approximate the algorithmic
(Kolmogorov-Chaitin) complexity of all Zi:l 2™ bit strings up
to 8 bits, and some bit strings between 9 and 16 bits. This is done
by an exhaustive execution of all deterministic 2-symbol Turing
machines with up to 4 states for which the halting times are known
thanks to the busy beaver problem, that is 11019 960 576 machines.
An output frequency distribution is then computed, from which
the algorithmic probability is calculated and the algorithmic com-
plexity evaluated by way of the (Levin-Chaitin) coding theorem.

Keywords: algorithmic probability, program-size complexity,
Chaitin’s halting probability Omega, Levin’s Universal Distrib-
ution, coding theorem, Busy Beaver problem, Kolmogorov-Chaitin
complexity.
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1 Overview

The algorithmic complexity of a bit string is defined as the length of the
shortest binary computer program that prints out the string (hence also
called program-size complexity). However, no general, finite and determin-
istic procedure exists to calculate algorithmic complexity. For a given string
there are infinite many programs producing it. The most common approach
to calculate the algorithmic complexity of a string is the use of compression
algorithms exploiting the regularities of the string and producing shorter
compressed versions. Compression algorithms have been used over the years,
with the Lempel-Ziv algorithm[lempel] being one of the most prominent
examples. The result of a compressed version of a string is an upper bound
of the algorithmic complexity (denoted by C(s)) of the string s.
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In practice, it is a known problem that one cannot compress short strings,
shorter, for example, than the length in bits of the compression program
which is added to the compressed version of s, making the result (the pro-
gram producing s) sensitive to the compressor choice and the parameters
involved. However, short strings are quite often the kind of data encountered
in many practical settings. While compressors’ asymptotic behavior guar-
antees the eventual convergence to C(s) thanks to the invariance theorem
(to be enunciated later), measurements differ considerably in the domain of
short strings. A few attempts to deal with this problem have been reported
before[speidel]. The conclusion is that estimators are always challenged by
short strings.

Attempts to compute the uncomputable are always challenging, see for
example [rado, brady, marxen| and more recently [caludeomegal] and [hertel].
This often requires combining theoretical and experimental results. In this
paper we describe a method to compute the algorithmic complexity (here-
after denoted by C(s)) of (short) bit strings by running a set of (relatively)
large number of Turing machines for which the halting runtimes are known
thanks to the busy beaver problem|rado]. The method describes a way to
find the shortest program given a standard formalism of Turing machines,
executing all machines from the shortest (in number of states) to a certain
(small) size one by one recording how many of them produce a string and
then using a theoretical result linking this string frequency with the algo-
rithmic complexity of a string that we use to approximate C(s).

The approach we adopt here is different and independent of the machine
size (small machines are used only because they allow us to calculate all
of them up to a small size) and relies only on the concept of algorithmic
probability. The exhaustive approach is in the lines of Wolfram’s para-
digm|[wolfram] consisting of exploring the space of simple programs by way
of computer experiments. The result is a novel approach that we put forward
for numerically calculate the complexity of short strings as an alternative to
the indirect method using compression algorithms. The procedure makes use
of a combination of results from related areas of computation, such as the
concept of halting probability[chaitin], the busy beaver problem[rado], algo-
rithmic probability[solomonoff], Levin’s semi-measure and Levin-Chaitin’s
coding theorem|levin].

This approach, never attempted before to the authors’ knowledge, con-
sists in the thorough execution of all 4-state, 2-symbol Turing machines (the
exact model is described in 3) which, upon halting, generate a set of output
strings from which a frequency distribution is calculated to obtain the algo-
rithmic probability of a string to be the result of a halting machine. The
algorithmic complexity of a string is then evaluated from the algorithmic
probability using the Levin-Chaitin’s coding theorem.

The paper is structured as follows. In section 2 it is introduced the var-
ious theoretical concepts and experimental results utilized in the experiment,
providing essential definitions and referring the reader to the relevant papers
and textbooks. Section 3 introduces the definition of our empirical proba-
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bility distribution D. In 4 we present the methodology for calculating D. In
5 we calculate D and provide numerical values of the algorithmic complexity
for short strings (the probability distribution produced by all 4-state 2-
symbol Turing machines) by way of the theory presented in 2, particularly
the so-called coding theorem. Finally, in 7 we summarize, discuss possible
applications, and suggest potential directions for further research.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 The Halting problem and Chaitin’s (2

The Halting problem for Turing machines is the problem of deciding whether
an arbitrary Turing machine T eventually halts on an arbitrary input s. One
can ask whether there is a Turing machine U which, given code(T) and the
input s, eventually stops and produces 1 if T'(s) halts, and 0 if T'(s) does
not halt. Turing’s result[turing] proves that there is no such U. A Cantor
diagonalization argument[turing] shows that the set of all such functions
is not enumerable, whereas the set of all Turing machines is enumerable.
Therefore, there are functions that are noncomputable.

Halting computations can be recognized by simply running them for the
time they take to halt. The problem is to detect non-halting programs, about
which one cannot know if the program will run forever or will eventually halt.

An elegant and concise representation of the halting problem is Chaitin’s
irrational number Q[chaitin], defined as the halting probability of a universal
computer programmed by coin tossing. Formally,

DEFINITION 1. 0<Q=}" 27IPl < 1with |p| the size of p in bits.

phalts

Q is the halting probability of a universal (prefix-free?) Turing machine
running a random program?. From now on only plain complexity will be
used in this paper, unless explicitly stated otherwise.

In contrast with the mathematical constant m, for which, given enough
time, one can in principle compute any number of digits of its binary expan-
sion, for an 2 number one cannot compute more than a finite number of
digits. The numerical value of Q =Qy depends on the choice of universal
Turing machine U. There are, for example, {2 numbers for which no digit can
be computed|chaitin|. For a  number it matters only whether a program
halts or not; the time at which a halting program stops and the output upon
halting is irrelevant.

3. A set of programs A is prefix-free if there are no two programs p; and p2 such that
p2 is a proper extension of pj. Kraft’s inequality[calude| guarantees that for any prefix-
free set A, erA27m <l1.

4. The differences and compatibilities between plain and prefix-free complexity are
studied in detail in basic texts such as [calude, li].
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A program that halts will eventually halt and its contribution to {2 can
be recorded. Knowing the first n bits of Q allows to determine whether a
program of length < n bits halts by simply running all programs in parallel
until the sum exceeds €),. All programs with length < n not halting yet
will not halt. Using these results, Calude and Stay[calude2] have shown
that most programs either stop “quickly” or never halt because the halting
runtime (and therefore the length of the output upon halting) is ultimately
bounded by its program-size complexity. The results herein connect theory
with experiments by providing empirical values of halting times and string
length frequencies.

2.2 Algorithmic (program-size) complexity

The algorithmic complexity Cy(s) of a string s with respect to a universal
Turing machine U, measured in bits, is defined as the length in bits of the
shortest Turing machine U that produces the string s and halts[solomonoff,
kolmogorov, levin, chaitin]. Formally,

DEFINITION 2. Cy(s)=min{|p|,U(p) = s}where |p| is the length of p mea-
sured in bits.

This complexity measure clearly seems to depend on U, and one may
ask whether there exists a Turing machine which yields different values of
C(s). The answer is that there is no such Turing machine which can be used
to decide whether a short description of a string is the shortest (for formal
proofs see [calude, li]).

The ability of universal machines to efficiently simulate each other implies
a corresponding degree of robustness. The invariance theorem|[solomonoff]
states that if Cy(s) and Cy(s) are the shortest programs generating s
using the universal Turing machines U and U’ respectively, their differ-
ence will be bounded by an additive constant independent of s. Formally:

THEOREM (INVARIANCE[SOLOMONOFF]) 1. |Cy(s) — Cu(s)| <cu,u’

It is easy to see that the underlying concept is that, since both U and U’
are universal Turing machines, one can always write a general translator (a
compiler) between U and U’ such that one can run either Turing machine
and get one or another complexity value, simply adding the constant length
of the translator to the result.

Algorithmic complexity formalizes the concept of simplicity versus com-
plexity. It opposes what is simple to what is complex or random. Chaitin
proves, for example, that his {2 numbers are algorithmically random. Unlike
a simple string, a random one is hard to describe and only long programs,
of about the original string length, can produce it.
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A major drawback of C as a function taking s to the length of the shortest
program producing s, is its non-computability proven by reduction to the
halting problem. In other words, there is no program which takes a string
s as input and produces the integer C(s) as output.

2.3 Algorithmic probability

Deeply connected to Chaitin’s halting probability €2, is Solomonofl’s concept
of algorithmic probability, independently proposed and further formalized
by Levin’s[levin| semi-measure usually denoted by m(s).

Unlike Chaitin’s €2, it is not only whether a program halts or not that
matters for the concept of algorithmic probability; the output and halting
time of a halting Turing machine are also relevant in this case.

Levin’s semi-measure m(s) is the probability of producing a string s with
arandom program p when running on a universal prefix-free Turing machine
U. Formally,

DEFINITION 3. m(s) :ZP;U(,,):ﬂ*lpl =pr(U(p)=s)

i.e. the sum over all the programs for which the (prefix-free) universal Turing
machine U outputs the string s and halts, or the probability that U with
when provided with a sequence of fair coin flip inputs as a program p pro-
duces s. m is related to the algorithmic complexity in that m(s) is at least
the maximum term in the summation of programs, which is 2-¢(). So by
approximating or calculating m(s), one can obtain C(s).

DEFINITION 4. (CODING THEOREM[LEVIN3, CHAITIN|) —logm(s)=C(s)+
o)

The coding theorem states that the shortest description of a given binary
string is the negative logarithm of its algorithmic probability up to an addi-
tive constant. Roughly speaking, if there are many long descriptions of a
certain string, then there is also a short description. Here, 'description’ is
understood as defined for algorithmic complexity: a program for a universal
Turing machine that outputs the string upon halting. m(s) as a function of
s is, like C(s) and Chaitin’s 2, noncomputable due to the halting problem®.

Levin’s semi-measure formalizes the concept of Occam’s razor, that is,
the principle that favors selecting the competing hypothesis that makes the
fewest assumptions when the hypotheses are equal in all other respects (e.g.
size). The program that has the greater chance of being the origin of the
produced output is likely to be the one actually producing it. Since shorter
programs are more probable, simpler strings are more likely to be printed
out than complicated ones.

5. An important property of m as semi-measure is that it dominates any other

effective semi-measure p because there is a constant ¢, such that, for all s m(s) > ¢, u(s).
For this reason m(s) is often called a universal distribution|kirchherr].



6 SECTION 3

2.4 The busy beaver problem

NoTaTION: We denote by (n,2) the class (or space) of all n-state 2-symbol
Turing machines (with the halting state not included among the n states).

DEFINITION 6.[rado] If or is the number of 1s on the tape of a Turing
machine T upon halting, then: Y~ (n) =max{or: T € (n,2)T'(n) halts}.

DEFINITION 7.[rado| If ¢p is the number of steps that a machine T takes
upon halting, then S(n) =max {t;:T € (n,2)T(n) halts}.

>~ (n) and S(n) as defined in 7 and 8 are noncomputable by reduction to
the halting problem. Yet values are known for (n,2) with n <4. The solution
for (n,2) with n < 3 is trivial, the process leading to the solution in (3,2) is
discussed by Lin and Radollin], and the process leading to the solution in
(4,2) is discussed in [brady].

A program showing the evolution of all known busy beaver machines
developed by one of this paper’s authors is available online[busyhz|. The
formalism followed in this paper is exactly the same as the one origi-
nally described and followed for the busy beaver problem as introduced
by Rado[rado] .

2.4.1 Solving the halting problem for small machines

The halting problem and the halting probability problem are closely related
to the busy beaver problem in that a solution to any one of them would yield
a solution to each of the others.

It is easy to see that Y (1)=1 and > (2) =4. Lin and Radollin| proved
> (3) =6. The exact known values so far are > (n)={1,4,6, 13} and
> (n)={1,6,21,107} for n={1,2,3,4}.

3 The empirical distribution D

DEFINITION 8. Consider a Turing machine with the binary alphabet ¥= {0,
1} and n states {1,2,...n} and an additional Halt state denoted by 0 (just
as defined in Rado’s original busy beaver paper|rado]).

The machine runs on a 2-way unbounded tape. At each step:

the machine’s current “state” (instruction); and

the tape symbol the machine’s head is scanning(setlength)
define each of the following:

a unique symbol to write (the machine can overwrite a 1 on a0, a0 on a 1,
alonal,and a0 on a0);

a direction to move in: —1 (left), 1 (right) or 0 (none, when halting); and

a state to transition into (may be the same as the one it was in).(setlength)
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The machine halts if and when it reaches the special halt state O.

Since the domain of the program has size 2n and the target space has
size 4 (n+ 1), we can easily count the number of Turing machines. There
are 4 (n+ 1)2" Turing machines with n states and 2 symbols according to
the formalism described above.

No transition starting from the halting state exists, and the blank symbol
is one of the 2 symbols (0 or 1) in the first run, while the other is used in the
second run (in order to avoid any asymmetries due to the choice of a single
blank symbol). In other words, we run each machine twice, one with 0 as
the blank symbol (the symbol with which the tape starts out and is filled
with), and an additional run with 1 as the blank symbol®.

DEFINITION 9. D(n) = the function that assigns to every finite bit string s
the quotient (number of times that a machine (n,2) produces s) / (number
of machines in (n,2)).

The output string is taken from the number of contiguous cells on the
tape the head of the halting n-state machine has gone through upon halting.

Examples of D(n) forn=1,n=2:
D(1)=0—0.51-0.5
D(2)=0—0.328;1—0.328;00 — . 0834 ...

D(n) is the probability distribution of the strings produced by all 2-
symbol halting Turing machines with n states. Tables 1, 2 and 3 in 5 show
the full results for D(1), D(2) and D(3), and Table 4 the top ranking of D(4).

THEOREM 2. D(n) is not computable.

PROOF (BY CONTRADICTION) Suppose that n— D(n) is computable. Let
n be a given integer. Let D(n) be computed. Once this finished the busy
beaver functions S(n) and ¥ (n) can be known for any n. This means this is a
method to calculate Rado’s busy beaver functions. Which is a contradiction
with the non-computability of Rado’s busy beaver functions.

Exact values can be calculated for small (n,2) Turing machines up to
n =4 states because the maximum halting runtime is known thanks to the
busy beaver values S(n) for n < 5. Turing machines that run more than S(n)
steps will therefore never halt. For example, for n=4, S(4) =107, so 107 is
the maximum runtime we have to run each machine in (4,2) in order to get
the all the outputs.

6. Due to the symmetry of the computation, there is no real need to run each machine
twice; one can complete the string frequencies assuming that each string produced its
reversed and complemented version with the same frequency, and then group and divide
by symmetric groups. A more detailed explanation of how this is done is in [delahayezenil].
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For each busy beaver candidate with n >4 states, a sample of Turing
machines running up to the candidate S(n) is possible. As for Rado’s busy
beaver functions > (n) and S(n), D is also approachable from above. For
larger n sampling methods asymptotically converging to D(n) can be used
to approximate D(n). In 5 we provide exact values of D(n) for n <5 for
which the busy beaver functions are known.

Another common property between D(n) and Rado’s busy beaver func-
tions is that D(4) is well-defined in the sense that the calculation of the digits
of D(n) are fully determined as is in the decimal expansion of the mathe-
matical constant 7, but the calculation of D(n) rapidly becomes impractical
to determine for even a slightly larger number of states.

4 Methodology

The approach for evaluating the complexity C(s) of a string s presented
herein is limited by (1) the halting problem and (2) computing time con-
straints. Restriction (1) was overcome because the values of the busy beaver
problem provided the halting times for all (4,2) Turing machines that started
with a blank tape. Restriction (2) represented a challenge in terms of com-
puting time and programming skills. It is also the same restriction that has
kept others from attempting to solve the busy beaver problem for a greater
number of states. Constraint (2) and the knowledge of the values of the
busy beaver function permitted us to systematically study machines up to
4 states. We were able to compute up to about 1.3775 x 10° machines per
day or 15943 per second, taking us about 9 days” to run all (4,2) Turing
machines each up to the number of steps bounded by the busy beaver values.

Our quest is similar in several respects to the busy beaver problem or
the calculation of the digits of Chaitin’s 2 number. The main underlying
difficulty in analyzing thoroughly a given class of machines is their uncom-
putability. Just as it is done for solving small values of the busy beaver
problem, we rely on the experimental approach to analyze and describe a
computable fraction of the uncomputable. A similar quest for the calcu-
lation of the digits of a Chaitin’s 2 number was undertaken by Calude et
al.[caludeomega], but unlike Chaitin’s €2, the calculation of D(n) does not
depend on the enumeration of Turing machines. In D(n), however, one
obtains different probabilities for the same string for each n, but the relative
order seems to be preserved. In fact, every (2,n) machine contributing to
D(n) is included in D (n+ 1) simply because every machine rule in (2,n) is
in (2,n+1).

7. Running on a single computer on a MacBook Intel Core Duo at 1.83Ghz, 2Gb.
of memory and a solid state hard drive, using the TuringMachine[| function available in
Mathematica 8 for n <4 and a C++ program for n =4. Since for n =4 there were
2.56 x 108 machines involved, running on both 0 and 1 as blank, further optimizations
were required. The use of a bignum library and an actual enumeration of the machines
rather than producing the rules beforehand (which would have meant overloading the
memory even before the actual calculation) was necessary.
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4.1 Numerical evaluation of D

We consider the space (n,2) of Turing machines with 0 <n <5. The halting
“history” and output probability followed by their respective runtimes, pre-
sented in Tables 1, 2 and 3, show the times at which the programs in the
domain of M halt, the frequency of the strings produced, and the time at
which they halted after writing down the output string on their tape.

We provide exact values for n={2, 3,4} in the Results 5. We derive
D(n) for n <5 from counting the number of n-strings produced by all (n,2)
Turing machines upon halting. We define D to be an empirical universal
distribution in Levin’s sense, and calculate the algorithmic complexity C' of
a string s in terms of D using the coding theorem.

We calculated the 72, 20 000, 15059 072 and 22 039 921 152 two-way tape
Turing machines started with a tape filled with 0s and 1s for D(2), D(3)
and D(4)3. The number of Turing machines to calculate grows exponentially
with the number of states. For D(5) there are 53 119 845 582 848 machines
to calculate, which makes the task as difficult as finding the busy beaver
values for Y (5) and S(5), busy beaver values which are currently unknown
but for which the best candidate may be S(5) =47 176 870 which makes the
exploration of (5,2) quite a challenge.

Although several ideas exploiting symmetries to reduce the total number
of Turing machines have been proposed and used for finding busy beaver can-
didates[brady, machlin, holkner]| in large spaces such as n > 5, to preserve the
structure of the data we couldn’t apply all of them. This is because, unlike
the busy beaver challenge, in which only the maximum values are important,
the construction of a probability distribution requires every output to be
equally considered. Some reduction techniques were, however, utilized, such
as running only one-direction rules with a tape only filled with Os and then
completing the strings by reversion and complementation to avoid running
every machine a second time with a tape filled with 1s. For an explanation
of how we counted the number of symmetries to recuperate the outputs of
the machines that were skipped see [delahayezenil].

5 Results

5.1 Algorithmic complexity tables

D(1) is trivial. (1,2) Turing machines produce only two strings, with the
same number of machines producing each. The busy beaver values for n=1
are »_ (1)=1and S(1)=1. That is, all machines that halt do so after 1 step,
and print at most one symbol.

8. We ran the experiment on several computers and cores in parallel, which allowed us
to shorten the time by about a fourth of that calculated in a single processor. The space
occupied by the machine outputs was 77.06 GB (of which only 38.53 GB was actually
necessary by taking advantage of machine rule symmetries that could be later compensed
without having to run them).
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0— 0.5
1—-0.5

Table 1. Complete D(1) from 24 (1,2)-Turing machines that halt out of a total
of 64.

The busy beaver values for n=2 are }  (1)=4 and S(1) =6. D(2) is quite
simple but starts to display some basic structure, such as a clear correlation
between string length and occurrence, following what may be an exponential
decrease:

P(|s|=1)=0.657

P(|s|=2)=0.333

P (|s| =3)=0.0065

P (|s| =4)=0.0026
0 — .328 010 — .00065
1 — 328 101 — .00065
00 — .0834 |111 — .00065
01 — .0834 | 0000 — .00032
10 — .0834 | 0010 — .00032
11 — 0834 {0100 — .00032
001 — .00098 | 0110 — .00032
011 — .00098 | 1001 — .00032
100 — .00098 | 1011 — .00032
110 — .00098 | 1101 — .00032
000 — .00065 | 1111 — .00032

Table 2. Complete D(2) (22 bit-strings) from 6088 (2,2)-Turing machines that
halt out of 20000. Each string is followed by its probability (from the number of
times produced), sorted from highest to lowest.

Among the various facts one can draw from D(2), there are:

The relative string order in D(1) is preserved in D(2).

A fraction of 1/3 of the total machines halt while the remaining 2/3 do not.
That is, 24 among 72 (running each machine twice with tape filled with 1
and 0 as explained before).

The longest string produced by D(2) is of length 4.

D(2) does not produce all Z;L 2" =30 strings shorter than 5, only 22. The
missing strings are 0001, 0101 and 0011 never produced, hence neither were
their complements and reversions: 0111, 1000, 1110, 1010 and 1100.(setlength)
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0 — 0.250

1 — 0.250

00 — 0.101

01 — 0.101

10 — 0.101

11 — 0.101

000 — 0.0112

111 — 0.0112

001 — 0.0108

011 — 0.0108

100 — 0.0108

110 — 0.0108

010 — 0.00997

101 — 0.00997
0000 — 0.000968
1111 — 0.000968
0010 — 0.000699
0100 — 0.000699
1011 — 0.000699
1101 — 0.000699
0101 — 0.000651
1010 — 0.000651
0001 — 0.000527
0111 — 0.000527
1000 — 0.000527
1110 — 0.000527
0110 — 0.000510
1001 — 0.000510
0011 — 0.000321
1100 — 0.000321
00000 — 0.0000969
11111 — 0.0000969
00110 — 0.0000512
01100 — 0.0000512
10011 — 0.0000512
11001 — 0.0000512
00010 — 0.0000489
01000 — 0.0000489
10111 — 0.0000489
11101 — 0.0000489
00001 — 0.0000470
01111 — 0.0000470
10000 — 0.0000470

11110 — 0.0000470
00100 — 0.0000456
11011 — 0.0000456
01010 — 0.0000419
10101 — 0.0000419
01001 — 0.0000391
01101 — 0.0000391
10010 — 0.0000391
10110 — 0.0000391
01110 — 0.0000289
10001 — 0.0000289
00101 — 0.0000233
01011 — 0.0000233
10100 — 0.0000233
11010 — 0.0000233
00011 — 0.0000219
00111 — 0.0000219
11000 — 0.0000219
11100 — 0.0000219
000000 — 3.733x10~6
111111 — 3.733x10°6
000001 — 2.793x10~6
011111 — 2.793x106
100000 — 2.793x 106
111110 — 2.793x10~6
000100 — 2.333x10~6
001000 — 2.333x10°6
110111 — 2.333x10°6
111011 — 2.333x10°6
000010 — 1.863x10~6
001001 — 1.863x10~6
001010 — 1.863x106
010000 — 1.863x10~6
010100 — 1.863x106
011011 — 1.863x10~6
100100 — 1.863x106
101011 — 1.863x10°6
101111 — 1.863x10°6
110101 — 1.863x10°6
110110 — 1.863x10°6
111101 — 1.863x10°6
010110 — 1.43x10~6
011010 — 1.43x10~6

100101 — 1.43x10-6
101001 — 1.43x10-6
000011 — 9.313x10~7
000110 — 9.313x107
001100 — 9.313x10~7
001101 — 9.313x10°7
001111 — 9.313x10~7
010001 — 9.313x10~7
010010 — 9.313x10~7
010011 — 9.313x10°7
011000 — 9.313x10~7
011101 — 9.313x10°7
011110 — 9.313x10~7
100001 — 9.313x10~"
100010 — 9.313x10~7
100111 — 9.313x10~"
101100 — 9.313x10~7
101101 — 9.313x10~"
101110 — 9.313%x10~7
110000 — 9.313x10~"
110010 — 9.313x10~7
110011 — 9.313x10~"
111001 — 9.313x10~7
111100 — 9.313x10~7
0101010 — 9.313x10~7
1010101 — 9.313x10~7
001110 — 4.663x10~7
011100 — 4.663x10~7
100011 — 4.663x10~7
110001 — 4.663x10~7
0000010 — 4.663x10~7
0000110 — 4.663x10~7
0100000 — 4.663x10~7
0101110 — 4.663x10~7
0110000 — 4.663x10~7
0111010 — 4.663x10~7
1000101 — 4.663x10~7
1001111 — 4.663x10~7
1010001 — 4.663x10~7
1011111 — 4.663x10~7
1111001 — 4.663x10~7
1111101 — 4.663x10~7

Table 3. Complete D(3) (128 bit-strings) produced by all the 15059 072 (3,2)-
halting Turing machines.

11
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Given the number of machines to run, D(3) constitutes the first non
trivial probability distribution to calculate. The busy beaver values for n=3
are »_(3)=6 and S(3) =14.

Among the various facts for D(3):

There are 4294 368 machines that halt among the 15059072 in (3,2). That
is a fraction of 0.2851.

The longest string produced in (3,2) is of length 7.

D(3) has not all Z;l 2™ =254 strings shorter than 7 but 128 only, half of all
the possible strings up to that length.

D(3) preserves the string order of D(2).(setlength)

D(3) ratifies the tendency of classifying strings by length with expo-
nentially decreasing values. The distribution comes sorted by length blocks
from which one cannot easily say whether those at the bottom are more
random-looking than those in the middle, but one can definitely say that
the ones at the top, both for the entire distribution and by length block,
are intuitively the simplest. Both 0* and its reversed 1* for n <8 are always
at the top of each block, with 0 and 1 at the top of them all. There is a
single exception in which strings were not sorted by length, this is the string
group 0101010 and 1010101 that are found four places further away from
their length block, which we take as a second indication of a complexity
classification becoming more visible since these 2 strings correspond to what
one would intuitively consider less random-looking because they are easily
described as the repetition of two bits.

D(4) with 22039921 152 machines to run was the first true challenge,
both in terms of programming specification and computational resources.
The busy beaver values for n=4 are > (3) =13 and S(n)=107. Evidently
every machine in (n,2) for n <4 is in (4,2) because a rule in (n,2) with
n <4 is a rule in (4,2) in which a part of it is never used and halts, which
is guaranteed to exist because the computation is exhaustive over (4,2).



REsuLTs

0 — 0.205

1 — 0.205

00 — 0.102

01 — 0.102

10 — 0.102

11 — 0.102

000 — 0.0188

111 — 0.0188

001 — 0.0180

011 — 0.0180

100 — 0.0180

110 — 0.0180

010 — 0.0171

101 — 0.0171
0000 — 0.00250
1111 — 0.00250
0001 — 0.00193
0111 — 0.00193
1000 — 0.00193
1110 — 0.00193
0101 — 0.00191
1010 — 0.00191
0010 — 0.00190
0100 — 0.00190
1011 — 0.00190
1101 — 0.00190
0110 — 0.00163
1001 — 0.00163
0011 — 0.00161
1100 — 0.00161
00000 — 0.000282
11111 — 0.000282
00001 — 0.000171
01111 — 0.000171
10000 — 0.000171
11110 — 0.000171
00010 — 0.000166
01000 — 0.000166
10111 — 0.000166
11101 — 0.000166
00100 — 0.000151
11011 — 0.000151
01001 — 0.000145

01101 — 0.000145
10010 — 0.000145
10110 — 0.000145
01010 — 0.000137
10101 — 0.000137
00110 — 0.000127
01100 — 0.000127
10011 — 0.000127
11001 — 0.000127
00101 — 0.000124
01011 — 0.000124
10100 — 0.000124
11010 — 0.000124
00011 — 0.000108
00111 — 0.000108
11000 — 0.000108
11100 — 0.000108
01110 — 0.0000928
10001 — 0.0000928
000000 — 0.0000351
111111 — 0.0000351
000001 — 0.0000195
011111 — 0.0000195
100000 — 0.0000195
111110 — 0.0000195
000010 — 0.0000184
010000 — 0.0000184
101111 — 0.0000184
111101 — 0.0000184
010010 — 0.0000160
101101 — 0.0000160
010101 — 0.0000150
101010 — 0.0000150
010110 — 0.0000142
011010 — 0.0000142
100101 — 0.0000142
101001 — 0.0000142
001010 — 0.0000141
010100 — 0.0000141
101011 — 0.0000141
110101 — 0.0000141
000100 — 0.0000138
001000 — 0.0000138

110111 — 0.0000138
111011 — 0.0000138
001001 — 0.0000117
011011 — 0.0000117
100100 — 0.0000117
110110 — 0.0000117
010001 — 0.0000109
011101 — 0.0000109
100010 — 0.0000109
101110 — 0.0000109
000011 — 0.0000108
001111 — 0.0000108
110000 — 0.0000108
111100 — 0.0000108
000110 — 0.0000107
011000 — 0.0000107
100111 — 0.0000107
111001 — 0.0000107
001101 — 0.0000101
010011 — 0.0000101
101100 — 0.0000101
110010 — 0.0000101
001100 — 9.943x10~6
110011 — 9.943x10~6
011110 — 9.633x10~¢
100001 — 9.633x 106
011001 — 9.3x10°¢
100110 — 9.3x10~6
000101 — 8.753x10~96
010111 — 8.753x10~¢
101000 — 8.753x 106
111010 — 8.753x10°6
001110 — 7.863x10~6
011100 — 7.863x10¢
100011 — 7.863x 106
110001 — 7.863x10~6
001011 — 6.523x10~96
110100 — 6.523x10~6
000111 — 6.243x10~9
111000 — 6.243x10~6
0000000 — 3.723x10~6
1111111 — 3.723x10°6
0101010 — 2.393x 106

Table 4. The top 129 strings from D(4) with highest probability from a total of

1832 different produced strings.
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Among the various facts from these results:

There are 5970 768 960 machines that halt among the 22039921 152 in (4,2).
That is a fraction of 0.27.

A total number of 1824 strings were produced in (4,2).

The longest string produced is of length 14 (only 8 among all the 24 possible
were generated).

The busy beaver machines (writing more 1s than any other and halting) found
in (4,2) had very low probability among all the halting machines: pr(1111\
1111111101) =2.01 x 10~°. Because of the reverted string (10111111111111),
the total probability of finding a busy beaver in (4,2) is therefore 4.02 x
102 only (or twice that number if the complemented string with the max-
imum number of Os is taken).

The longest strings in (4,2) were in the string group formed by: 1101010
101010101, 1101010100010101, 1010101010101011 and 1010100010101011,
each with 5.4447x10710 probability, i.e. an even smaller probability than
for the busy beavers, and therefore the most random in the classification.

(4,2) produces all strings up to length 8, then the number of strings larger
than 8 decreases. The following are the number of strings by length |{s:
|s| =1}| generated and represented in D(4) from a total of 1824 different
strings. From ¢=1,...,15 the values | of |{s:|s|=n}| are 2, 4, 8, 16, 32, 64,
128, 256, 486, 410, 252, 112, 46, 8, and 0, which indicated all 2 strings where
generated for n <8.

While the probability of producing a string with an odd number of 1s is the
same than the probability of producing a string with an even number of 1s
(and therefore the same for 0s), the probability of producing a string of odd
length is .559 and .441 for even length.

As in D(3), where we report that one string group (0101010 and its rever-
sion), in D(4) 399 strings climbed to the top and were not sorted among
their length groups.

In D(4) string length was no longer a determinant for string positions. For
example, between positions 780 and 790, string lengths are: 11, 10, 10, 11,
9,10, 9,9, 9, 10 and 9 bits.

D(4) preserves the string order of D(3) except in 17 places out of 128 strings
in D(3) ordered from highest to lowest string frequency. The maximum rank
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distance among the farthest two differing elements in D(3) and D(4) was
20, with an average of 11.23 among the 17 misplaced cases and a standard
deviation of about 5 places. The Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient
between the two rankings had a critical value of 0.98, meaning that the
order of the 128 elements in D(3) compared to their order in D(4) were in
an interval confidence of high significance with almost null probability to
have produced by chance.(setlength)

number
n of 1s pr(n)
0.472
0.167
0.0279
0.00352
0.000407
0.0000508
6.5%x10~6
1.31x107¢
2.25%x10~7
3.62x1078
1.61x10~8
1.00x10~8
13]4.02x1079

© 00 3 O UL i W N -

—_ = =
N = O

Table 5. Probabilities of finding n 1s (or 0s) in (4, 2).
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string group

occurrences

0, 1

01, 10

00, 11

001, 011, 100, 110

000, 111

010, 101

0001, 0111, 1000, 1110

0010, 0100, 1011, 1101

0000, 1111

0101, 1010

0110, 1001

0011, 1100

00001, 01111, 10000, 11110
00010, 01000, 10111, 11101
01001, 01101, 10010, 10110
00000, 11111

00110, 01100, 10011, 11001
00101, 01011, 10100, 11010
00011, 00111, 11000, 11100
00100, 11011

01010, 10101

01110, 10001

000001, 011111, 100000, 111110
000010, 010000, 101111, 111101
000000, 111111

010110, 011010, 100101, 101001
001010, 010100, 101011, 110101
000100, 001000, 110111, 111011
001001, 011011, 100100, 110110
010001, 011101, 100010, 101110

1224440064
611436144
611436144
215534184
112069020
102247932

23008080
22675896
14917104
11425392
9712752
9628728
2042268
1984536
1726704
1683888
1512888
1478244
1288908
900768
819924
554304
233064
219552
209436
169896
167964
164520
140280
129972

SECTION 5

Table 6. String groups formed by reversion and complementation followed by

the total machines producing them.

These are the top 10 string groups (i.e. with their reverted and com-
plemented counterparts) appearing sooner than expected and getting away
from their length blocks. That is, their lengths were greater than the next
string in the classification order): 11111111, 11110111, 000000000, 111111111,
000010000, 111101111, 111111110, 010101010, 101010101, 000101010. This
means these string groups had greater algorithmic probability and there-
fore less algorithmic complexity than shorter strings.
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5.1.1 Same length string distribution

length n pr(n)
0.410
0.410
0.144
0.0306
0.00469
0.000818
0.000110
0.0000226
4.69x106
1.42x10~6
4.9%10~7
1.69%x10°7

© 00 J O UL Wi

— =
—_ O

—_
[\

Table 7. The probability of producing a string of length n exponentially decreases
as n linearly increases. The slowdown in the rate of decrease for string length
1> 8 is due to the few longer strings produced in (4,2).

probability
04
0.3
0.2
[ ]
0.1
[ ]
string
il ° o o o
. 2 3 4 5 6 7 length
(scalebox|. )

Figure 1. (4,2) frequency distribution by string length.
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1.0 =
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Figure 2. Probability density function of bit strings of length =8 from (4,2). The histogram (left) shows the probabilities to fall within e
version (right) shows how well the distribution fits a Pareto distribution (dashed) with location parameter k= 10. The reader may see
the lines overlap. D(4) (and the sub-distributions it contains) is therefore log-normal.

Table 8 displays some statistical information of the distribution. The
distribution is skewed to the right, the mass of the distribution is therefore
concentrated on the left with a long right tail, as shown in Figure 2.

value
mean 0.00391
median | 0.00280
variance | 0.0000136
kurtosis 23
skewness 3.6

Table 8. Statistical values of the empirical distribution function D(4) for strings
of length [ =8.

5.2 Algorithmic complexity tables

Program-size (C) complexity values from the output probability distribution
D(4) by application of the coding theorem.

Columns in table 9 show the strings after the evaluation of their algo-
rithmic complexity, the program-size length (the algorithmic complexity)
through the application of the coding theorem to the algorithmic probabil-
ities values obtained from D(4).
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0—2.29
1—2.29
00—3.29
01—3.29
10—3.29
11—-3.29
000—5.74
111—5.74
001—5.79
011—5.79
100—5.79
110—5.79
010—5.87
101—5.87
0000—8.64
1111—8.64
0001—9.02
0111—-9.02
1000—9.02
1110—9.02
0101—9.03
1010—9.03
0010—9.04
0100—9.04
1011—9.04
1101—9.04
0110—9.26
1001—9.26
0011—9.28
1100—9.28
00000—11.79
11111—11.79
00001—12.51
01111—12.51
10000—12.51
11110—12.51
00010—12.55
01000—12.55
10111—12.55
11101—12.55
00100—12.69
11011—12.69
01001—12.76
01101—12.76
10010—12.76

10110—12.76
01010—12.83
10101—12.83
00110—12.95
01100—12.95
10011—12.95
11001—12.95
00101—12.98
01011—12.98
10100—12.98
11010—12.98
00011—13.18
00111—13.18
11000—13.18
11100—13.18
01110—13.39
10001—13.39
000000—14.80
111111—14.80
000001—15.64
011111—15.64
100000—15.64
111110—15.64
000010—15.73
010000—15.73
101111—15.73
111101—15.73
010010—15.93
101101—15.93
010101—16.02
101010—16.02
010110—16.10
011010—16.10
100101—16.10
101001—16.10
001010—16.12
010100—16.12
101011—16.12
110101—16.12
000100—16.15
001000—16.15
110111—16.15
111011—16.15
001001—16.38
011011—16.38

100100—16.38
110110—16.38
010001—16.49
011101—16.49
100010—16.49
101110—16.49
000011—16.49
001111—16.49
110000—16.49
111100—16.49
000110—16.52
011000—16.52
100111—16.52
111001—16.52
001101—16.59
010011—16.59
101100—16.59
110010—16.59
001100—16.62
110011—16.62
011110—16.66
100001—16.66
011001—16.76
100110—16.76
000101—16.80
010111—16.80
101000—16.80
111010—16.80
001110—16.96
011100—16.96
100011—16.96
110001—16.96
001011—17.23
110100—17.23
000111—17.29
111000—17.29
0000000—18.03
1111111—18.03
0101010—18.68
1010101—18.68
0000001—18.92
0111111—18.92
1000000—18.92
1111110—18.92
0000010—19.10

0100000—19.10
1011111—19.10
1111101—19.10
0000100—19.38
0010000—19.38
1101111—19.38
1111011—19.38
0001000—19.45
1110111—19.45
0000110—19.64
0110000—19.64
1001111—19.64
1111001—19.64
0101110—19.68
0111010—19.68
1000101—19.68
1010001—19.68
0010001—20.04
0111011—20.04
1000100—20.04
1101110—20.04
0001001—20.09
0110111—20.09
1001000—20.09
1110110—20.09
0010010—20.11
0100100—20.11
1011011—20.11
1101101—20.11
0010101—20.15
0101011—20.15
1010100—20.15
1101010—20.15
0100101—20.16
0101101—20.16
1010010—20.16
1011010—20.16
0001010—20.22
0101000—20.22
1010111—20.22
1110101—20.22
0100001—20.26
0111101—20.26
1000010—20.26
1011110—20.26

Table 9. Top 180 strings sorted from lowest to highest algorithmic complexity

calculated from D(4) by applying the coding theorem.
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The largest complexity value max {C(s): s € D(4)} =29 bits. The output
strings (11111111111101 and 10111111111111) produced by the busy beavers
in (4,2) were close to the maximal complexity in this space for the number
of printed 1s among all the produced strings, with a program-size com-
plexity of 28 bits.

log
frequency

106 \
10°
10*

1000

100

200 400 600 800 1000 1200

string

)

Figure 3. (4,2) output log-frequency plot, ordered from most to less frequent
string, the slope is clearly exponential.

{scalebox|.8

5.2.1 Same length string complexity

The classification table 10 allows to make a comparison of the structure of
the strings related to their calculated complexity among all the strings of
the same length extracted from D(4).
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0000000—18.03
1111111—18.03
0101010—18.68
1010101—18.68
0000001—18.92
0111111—18.92
1000000—18.92
1111110—18.92
0000010—19.10
0100000—19.10
1011111—19.10
1111101—19.10
0000100—19.38
0010000—19.38
1101111—19.38
1111011—19.38
0001000—19.45
1110111—19.45
0000110—19.64
0110000—19.64
1001111—19.64
1111001—19.64
0101110—19.68
0111010—19.68
1000101—19.68
1010001—19.68
0010001—20.04
0111011—20.04
1000100—20.04
1101110—20.04
0001001—20.09
0110111—20.09

1001000—20.09
1110110—20.09
0010010—20.11
0100100—20.11
1011011—20.11
1101101—20.11
0010101—20.15
0101011—20.15
1010100—20.15
1101010—20.15
0100101—20.16
0101101—20.16
1010010—20.16
1011010—20.16
0001010—20.22
0101000—20.22
1010111—20.22
1110101—20.22
0100001—20.26
0111101—20.26
1000010—20.26
1011110—20.26
0000101—20.29
0101111—20.29
1010000—20.29
1111010—20.29
0000011—20.38
0011111—20.38
1100000—20.38
1111100—20.38
0010100—20.39
1101011—20.39

0101001—20.42
0110101—20.42
1001010—20.42
1010110—20.42
0001100—20.48
0011000—20.48
1100111—20.48
1110011—20.48
0110110—20.55
1001001—20.55
0011010—20.63
0101100—20.63
1010011—20.63
1100101—20.63
0100010—20.68
1011101—20.68
0100110—20.77
0110010—20.77
1001101—20.77
1011001—20.77
0010110—20.81
0110100—20.81
1001011—20.81
1101001—20.81
0001101—20.87
0100111—20.87
1011000—20.87
1110010—20.87
0011101—20.93
0100011—20.93
1011100—20.93
1100010—20.93

0000111—20.99
0001111—20.99
1110000—20.99
1111000—20.99
0011110—21.00
0111100—21.00
1000011—21.00
1100001—21.00
0111110—21.03
1000001—21.03
0011001—21.06
0110011—21.06
1001100—21.06
1100110—21.06
0001110—21.08
0111000—21.08
1000111—21.08
1110001—21.08
0010011—21.10
0011011—21.10
1100100—21.10
1101100—21.10
0110001—21.13
0111001—21.13
1000110—21.13
1001110—21.13
0011100—21.19
1100011—21.19
0001011—21.57
0010111—21.57
1101000—21.57
1110100—21.57

Table 10. Classification—from less to more random—for 7-bit strings extracted

from D(4).
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5.2.2 Halting summary

halting
probability

0.33

0.32

0.31

0.30

0.29

0.28

- ®  states
0 1 2 3

{scalebox|.55| ) (scalebox|.5|

halting
4,2
T 3.2)
increasing
number
of
states
(252)
2,1
T 11Tl 1Trrrrror0.Trr 1 | L —
0.60 0.20 0 0.

Figure 4. Graphs showing the halting probabilities among (n,2), n <5. The list plot on the left shows the decreasing probability of th
machines while the paired bar chart on the right allows a visual comparison between both halting and non-halting machines side by side

In summary, among the (running over a tape filled with 0 only): 12, 3 044,
2147184 and 2985384480 Turing machines in (n,2), n <5, there were 36,
10000, 7529536 and 11019960576 that halted, that is slightly decreasing
fractions of 0.333...; 0.3044, 0.2851 and 0.2709 respectively.

Full results can be found online at http://www.mathrix.org/
experimentalAIT/

5.3 Runtimes investigation

Runtimes much longer than the lengths of their respective halting programs
are rare and the empirical distribution approaches the a priori computable
probability distribution on all possible runtimes predicted in [calude]|. As
reported in [calude| “long” runtimes are effectively rare. The longer it takes


http://www.mathrix.org/experimentalAIT/
http://www.mathrix.org/experimentalAIT/
http://www.mathrix.org/experimentalAIT/
http://www.mathrix.org/experimentalAIT/
http://www.mathrix.org/experimentalAIT/
http://www.mathrix.org/experimentalAIT/
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to halt, the less likely it is to stop.
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Figure 5. Runtimes distribution in (4,2).

t=1t=2 t=3 t=4 t=5 t=6 t=7

n=1 | 1.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
n=2| 0 1.0 0.60 0.45 0.21 0.11 0.052 0.025
n=3| 0 0 040 046 0.64 0.57 0.50 0.36
n=4 | 0 0 0 0.092 0.15 0.29 039 045
n=5| 0 0 0 0 0 0.034 0.055 0.16
n=6| 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0098
n=71| 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
n=8 | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
n=9 | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
n=10| 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total | 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Table 11. Probability that a n-bit string among all n < 10 bit strings is produced

at times t < 8.
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t=1t=2 t=3 t=4 t=5 t=6 t="7 Total
n=1]020 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.20
n=2| 0 0.14 0.046 0.016 0.0045 0.0012 0.00029| 0.20
n=3 | 0 0 0.030 0.017 0.014 0.0063 0.0028 | 0.070
n=4| 0 0 0 0.0034 0.0032 0.0031 0.0022 | 0.012
n=>5| 0 0 0 0 0 0.00037 0.00031 | 0.00069
n=6 | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
n=71| 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
n=8 | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
n=9 | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
n=10| 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total | 0.21 0.14 0.076 0.037 0.021 0.011 0.0057

Table 12. Probability that a n-bit string with n < 10 is produced at time t < 7.

Among the various miscellaneous facts from these results:

All 1-bit strings were produced at t=1.
2-bit strings were produced at all 2 <t < 14 times.

t =3 was the time at which the first 2 bit strings of different lengths were
produced (n=2 and n=3).

Strings produced before 8 steps account for 49% of the strings produced by
all (4,2) halting machines.

There were 496 string groups produced by (4,2), that is strings that are not
symmetric under reversion or complementation.

There is a relation between t and n; no n-bit string is produced before ¢t <n.
This is obvious because a machine needs at least t steps to print t symbols.

At every time t there was at least one string of length n for 1 <n <t.(setlength)

6 Discussion

Intuitively, one may be persuaded to assign a lower or higher algorithmic
complexity to some strings when looking at tables 9 and 10, because they
may seem simpler or more random than others of the same length. We think
that very short strings may appear to be more or less random but may be
as hard to produce as others of the same length, because Turing machines
producing them may require the same quantity of resources to print them
out and halt as they would with others of the same (very short) length.
For example, is 0101 more or less complex than 00117 Is 001 more or less
complex than 0107 The string 010 may seem simpler than 001 to us because
we may picture it as part of a larger sequence of alternating bits, forgetting



Discussion 25

that such is not the case and that 010 actually was the result of a machine
that produced it when entering into the halting state, using this extra state
to somehow delimit the length of the string. No satisfactory argument may
exist to say whether 010 is really more or less random than 001, other
than actually running the machines and looking at their objective ranking
according to the formalism and method described herein. The situation
changes for larger strings, when an alternating string may in effect strongly
suggest that it should be less random than other strings because a short
description is possible in terms of the simple alternation of bits. Some strings
may also assume their correct rank when the calculation is taken further,
for example if we were able to compute D(5).

On the other hand, it may seem odd that the program size complexity of
a string of length [ is systematically larger than [ when [ can be produced by
a print function of length 1+{the length of the print program}, and indeed
one can interpret the results exactly in this way. The surplus can be inter-
preted as a constant product of a print phenomenon which is particularly
significant for short strings. But since it is a constant, one can subtract
it from all the strings. For example, subtracting 1 from all values brings
the complexity results for the shortest strings to exactly their size, which
is what one would expect from the values for algorithmic complexity. On
the other hand, subtracting the constant preserves the relative order, even
if larger strings continue having algorithmic complexity values larger than
their lengths. What we provide herein, besides the numerical values, is a
hierarchical structure from which one can tell whether a string is of greater,
lesser or equal algorithmic complexity.

The print program assumes the implicit programming of the halting
configuration. In C language, for example, this is delimited by the semicolon.
The fact then that a single bit string requires a 2 bit “program” may be inter-
preted as the additional information represented by the length of the string;
the fact that a string is of length n is not the result of an arbitrary decision
but it is encoded in the producing machine. In other words, the string not
only carries the information of its n bits, but also of the delimitation of
its length. This is different to, for example, approaching the algorithmic
complexity by means of cellular automata—there being no encoded halting
state, one has to manually stop the computation upon producing a string
of a certain arbitrary length according to an arbitrary stopping time. This
is a research program that we have explored before[zenildelahaye] and that
we may analyze in further detail somewhere else.

It is important to point out that after the application of the coding
theorem one often gets a non-integer value when calculating C(s) from m(s).
Even though when interpreted as the size in bits of the program produced
by a Turing machine should be taken to its closest integer value (or the
ceiling value) because the size of a program can only be given in an integer
number of bits. The non-integer values are, however, useful to provide a finer
structure providing information on the exact places in which strings have
been ranked.
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An open question is how much of the relative string order (hence the
relative algorithmic probability and the relative algorithmic complexity)
of D(n) will be preserved when calculating D(¢) for larger Turing machine
spaces such that 0 <n <i. As reported here, D(n) preserves most of the
string orders of D (n —1) for 1 <n < 5. While each space (n,2) contains
all (n-1,2) machines, the exponential increase in number of machines when
adding states may easily produce strings such that the order of the previous
distribution is changed. What the results presented here show, however, is
that each new space of larger machines contributes in the same proportion
to the number of strings produced in the smaller spaces, in such a way that
they preserve much of the previous string order of the distributions of smaller
spaces, as shown by calculating the Spearman coefficient indicating a very
strong ranking correlation. In fact, some of the ranking variability between
the distributions of spaces of machines with different numbers of states
occurred later in the classification, likely due to the fact that the smaller
spaces missed the production of some strings. For example, the first rank
difference between D(3) and D(4) occurred in place 20, meaning that the
string order in D(3) was strictly preserved in D(4) up to the top 20 strings
sorted from higher to lower frequency. Moreover, one may ask whether the
actual frequency values of the strings converge.

7 Concluding remarks

We have provided numerical tables with values of the algorithmic complexity
for short strings. The experimental approach for calculating D(n) gives us
valuable insights into the structure of a real calculated algorithmic com-
plexity structure giving rise to theoretical questions and potential practical
applications. On the one hand, the calculation of D(n) provides an empirical
and natural distribution that does not depend on an additive constant and
may be used in Bayesian contexts as a prior distribution. On the other
hand, it might turn out to have valuable applications, especially because of
the known issues explained in 1 related to the problem of approaching the
complexity of short strings by means of compression algorithms often failing
for short strings.

The presented approach provides numerical evaluations of C' using the
same formalism of Turing machines as defined by Rado in his busy beaver
problem[rado] and described in 2.4. This direct approach by way of algo-
rithmic probability reduces the impact of the additive constant involved in
the choice of computing model (or programming language), shedding light
on the behavior of small Turing machines and tangibly grasping the concept
of the algorithmic complexity of a string by exposing its structure on the
basis of a complexity ranking.
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To our knowledge this is the first time that numerical values of algo-
rithmic complexity are provided and tabulated. We wanted to provide a
table of values useful for several purposes, both to make conjectures about
the continuation of the distribution—perhaps providing a statistical frame-
work for a statistical calculation of the algorithmic complexity for longer
strings—as well as to shed light on both the behavior of small Turing machines
and the use of empirical approaches for practical applications of algorithmic
complexity to the real-world.? The full results and complete tables are avail-
able online available at http://www.mathrix.org/experimentalAIT/
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