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Abstract

We study pseudorandomness properties of permutations on {0, 1}n computed by random
circuits made from reversible 3-bit gates (permutations on {0, 1}3). Our main result is that

a random circuit of depth n · Õ(k2), with each layer consisting of ≈ n/3 random gates in a
fixed nearest-neighbor architecture, yields almost k-wise independent permutations. The main
technical component is showing that the Markov chain on k-tuples of n-bit strings induced by
a single random 3-bit nearest-neighbor gate has spectral gap at least 1/n · Õ(k). This improves
on the original work of Gowers [Gow96], who showed a gap of 1/poly(n, k) for one random gate
(with non-neighboring inputs); and, on subsequent work [HMMR05, BH08] improving the gap
to Ω(1/n2k) in the same setting.

From the perspective of cryptography, our result can be seen as a particularly simple/practical
block cipher construction that gives provable statistical security against attackers with access
to k input-output pairs within few rounds. We also show that the Luby–Rackoff construction of
pseudorandom permutations from pseudorandom functions can be implemented with reversible
circuits. From this, we make progress on the complexity of the Minimum Reversible Circuit Size
Problem (MRCSP), showing that block ciphers of fixed polynomial size are computationally se-
cure against arbitrary polynomial-time adversaries, assuming the existence of one-way functions
(OWFs).

∗Computer Science Department, Carnegie Mellon University. {wrhe,odonnell}@cs.cmu.edu. Supported in part
by ARO grant W911NF2110001.
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1 Introduction

Motivated by questions in the analysis of practical cryptosystems (block ciphers), derandomization,
and spectral graph theory, we study pseudorandomness properties of random reversible circuits.1

That is, we study the indistinguishability of truly random permutations on {0, 1}n versus permu-
tations computed by small, randomly chosen reversible circuits.

Our main results concern the extent to which small random reversible circuits compute almost
k-wise independent permutations. This corresponds to statistical security against adversaries that
get k input-output pairs from the permutation. We also study computational security, showing that
it can hold (assuming OWFs exist) even for adversaries running in time significantly exceeding the
size of the reversible circuit.

1.1 Basic definitions

We start by defining reversible computation, which was initially studied with a motivation from
physics [Lan, Lec63, Ben73, Tof80, FT82], and subsequently played an important role in the foun-
dations of quantum computing.

Definition 1. A Boolean circuit is called reversible if it has n wires (hence n inputs and outputs),
and each gate operates on some c ≪ n wires, computing a permutation on {0, 1}c. We say such a
gate is of type2 DES[c− 1] if (up to ordering the c bits) it is of the form (x, b) 7→ (x, b⊕ f(x)) for
some f : {0, 1}c−1 → {0, 1}. The size of the circuit is the number of gates, and the depth is the
maximum number of gates through which any wire passes.

We focus on DES[2] gates, as they are universal for reversible computation:

Theorem 2. ([CG75], cf. [EG83].) Any permutation in A{0,1}n is computable by a reversible circuit
with DES[2] gates. (Here AN denotes the alternating group of even permutations on N elements,
and SN is the full permutation group.3)

Of course, by a simple counting argument, almost all even permutations require reversible circuits
of size Ω̃(2n)

An important focus of attention in cryptography is on having super-efficient pseudorandom per-
mutations (block ciphers) that are implementable in hardware. We introduce here some particularly
simple kinds of circuits:

Definition 3. A reversible circuit has (1D) nearest-neighbor gates if each gate operates on c con-
secutive wires from [n]. The circuit is called (3-bit) brickwork if it has the following architecture:
There are ℓ layers of gates, each layer having depth 3 and size (slightly less than) n. Within each
layer with probability 1/2 there are ⌊n/3⌋ gates on wires {1, 2, 3}, {4, 5, 6}, . . . ; with probability
1/2 there are ⌊(n− 1)/3⌋ gates on wires {2, 3, 4}, {5, 6, 7}, . . . (See Figure 1.)

Remark 4. We emphasize that a DES[2]-brickwork circuit is determined only by the parameters
ℓ, n, the DES[2]-permutations used at each gate, and the “parity” of the layers.

1These have even been studied as toy models for black holes [HP07, Section 2].
2This concept has many names: Feistel, Toffoli, “width-(c − 1)”, “standard quantum oracle for f”. . . The termi-

nology DES[c − 1] refers to the use of such permutations in the DES/AES block ciphers; we are following [Cle90]’s
notation.

3The reader is advised that the technical distinction between A{0,1}n and S{0,1}n never plays an important role
in this work.
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Figure 1: The first circuit is an example of a circuit with generic 3-bit gates. The second is an
example of a circuit with 1D nearest-neighbor 3-bit gates. The third is an example of a brickwork
circuit with 3 layers.

Brickwork circuits would be very desirable for block ciphers, as they potentially have small
depth and their nearest-neighbor gates are much easier to implement. These design considerations
have motivated substitution-permutation networks (SPNs) used in practice, such as AES.

We now define a notion of statistical indistinguishability for permutations:

Definition 5. Let 1 ≤ k ≤ N − 2, and let P be a probability distribution on SN . We say that P
is an ε-approximate k-design for SN

4 if∥∥∥∥∥ E
g∼P

[
g⊗k

]
− E

g∼Unif(SN )

[
g⊗k

]∥∥∥∥∥
op

≤ ε.

Here g⊗k denotes the k-fold Kronecker product of g when viewed as a permutation matrix.

Remark 6. The above definition is a rather minimal way to say that a P-random permutation
looks random when restricted to its action on size-k subsets of [N ]. For applications, one may wish
for a stricter matrix norm than operator norm; e.g., the 1-norm. As all Nk-dimensional norms
are equivalent up to factors of NO(k), one can pass to different norms by targeting designs with
ε ≪ N−O(k), which is 2−O(nk) in our setting of S{0,1}n .

A slight variant of this definition is popular in the pseudorandomness literature:

Definition 7. P is said to be δ-approximate k-wise independent if for all distinct x1, . . . , xk ∈ [N ],
the distribution of (g(x1), . . . , g(xk)) for g ∼ P has total variation distance at most δ from the
uniform distribution on distinct k-tuples from [N ].

Remark 8. As there are Nk distinct k-tuples on [N ], the above definition is not especially strong
unless δ ≪ N−k. Also, per Remark 6, if P is a δN−O(k)-approximate k-design, then it is δ-
approximate k-wise independent. Thus the two notions are not very different in the typical error
parameter setting of N−O(k) = 2−O(nk).

Approximate k-wise independent permutation distributions P have many applications outside
of cryptography; derandomization, for example [MOP20]. In such applications, another important
parameter is the number of truly random “seed” bits needed to generate a draw from P. By using
techniques such as derandomized squaring, one can generally reduce the seed length to O(nk) for
any construction; see [KNR09]. This is true for the results in our paper, and we don’t discuss this
angle further. We are generally focused on the circuit complexity of our permutations.

4One may check that k ≤ N − 2 implies that it doesn’t matter if we write AN here.
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1.2 Our results on k-wise independence

Our main work is to demonstrate that random reversible circuits with not too many gates are
ε-approximate k-designs. Perhaps our main result is the following, which shows that with the very
simple/practical architecture of DES[2]-brickwork circuits, one can achieve good pseudorandomness
even after just O(n) random layers. Note that Ω(n) layers is obviously minimal, as otherwise the
1st and nth bits in the circuit do not interact.

Theorem 9. For 1 ≤ k ≤ 2n − 2, fix the architecture of n-bit DES[2]-brickwork reversible circuits
of depth n · Õ(k2) (and hence size n2 · Õ(k2)). Then if the DES[2]-gates are chosen uniformly at
random, the resulting permutations on {0, 1}n are 2−O(nk)-approximate k-wise independent. More
generally, they are ε-approximate k-wise independent for depth (nk + log(1/ε)) · Õ(k).

We are not aware of any such prior work on brickwork or nearest-neighbor gates for implementing
permutations, although this has been studied in the quantum setting of random unitary circuits.
The best prior result was the following theorem of Brodsky and Hoory for general (non-nearest-
neighbor) reversible architecture:

Theorem 10. ([BH08].) Consider the permutation on {0, 1}n computed by a reversible circuit of
O(n3k2) randomly chosen DES[2]-gates (meaning in particular that each gate’s 3 fan-in wires are
randomly chosen). This is 2−O(nk)-approximate k-wise independent. More generally, such circuits
of size O(n2k) · (nk + log(1/ε)) suffices for ε-approximate k-wise independence.

There is a simple reduction from general gates to nearest-neighbor gates that incurs factor-Ω(n)
size blowup. Plugging this into Theorem 10 would yield 2−O(nk)-approximate k-wise independent
permutations formed from nearest-neighbor reversible circuits of size O(n4k2). Besides being non-
brickwork, this is worse than our Theorem 9 by a factor of about n2. We should note that Brodsky
and Hoory also prove the following:

Theorem 11. ([BH08].) If k ≤ 2n/50, then Theorem 10 also holds for random reversible circuits
of size Õ(n2k2 log(1/ε)).

The improved dependence on n in this theorem, namely Õ(n2), is good, but one should caution that
the dependence on log(1/ε) is multiplicative. Thus except in the rather weak case when ε ≫ 2−nk,
this term introduces a factor of at least nk back into the bound, making it worse than Theorem 10.

All of the difficulty in our main result Theorem 9 comes from analyzing the spectral gap of the
natural random walk on k-tuples of strings arising from picking one random nearest-neighbor gate.
We prove:

Theorem 12. Let P be the distribution on S{0,1}n given by choosing one random nearest-neighbor

DES[2] gate. Then P is a (1 − δ)-approximate k-design for δ ≥ 1/(n · Õ(k)).

Given this result, Theorem 9 follows almost directly by using the detectability lemma from
Hamiltonian complexity theory [AALV09], as in analogous results for unitary designs due to [BHH16].
The intermediate step is again proving the one-step spectral gap lower bound.

Theorem 13. Let P be the distribution on S{0,1}n given by choosing one layer of brickwork gates.

Then P is a (1 − η)-approximate k-design for η ≥ 1/Õ(k).

We also prove an analogous result to Theorem 12 in the case of non-nearest-neighbor gates:
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Theorem 14. Let P be the distribution on S{0,1}n given by choosing one random DES[2] gate.
Then P is a (1 − η)-approximate k-design for η ≥ Ω(1/(nk · log k)).

Although it may look like this result is conceptually dominated by Theorem 12, we include it
as it has improved log k factors, and its proof reveals some of the ideas we use in our proof of
Theorem 12.

1.3 Techniques and comparison with previous work

Prior work in this area also proceeded by bounding the spectral gap of the random walk on k-tuples
induced by a single random DES[2] gate. The first such result was due to Gowers [Gow96], who
established a version of our Theorem 14 with spectral gap 1/poly(n, k). This was later improved by
Hoory, Magen, Myers, and Rackoff [HMMR05] to 1/Õ(n2k2), and by Brodsky and Hoory [BH08]
to 1/O(n2k). A result with gap η immediately translates into ε-approximate k-wise independence
of random reversible circuits with O(1/η) · (nk + log(1/ε)) gates; e.g., the Brodsky–Hoory gap
immediately gives their Theorem 10.

These earlier works bounded the spectral gap using the canonical paths method ([Gow96,
HMMR05]) or multicommodity flows and the comparison method ([BH08]). We depart from these
methods and use techniques from the physics literature concerned with the extent to which ran-
dom quantum circuits are unitary k-designs. Specifically, for Theorem 14 we use the induction-on-n
technique developed in [HHJ21], and for our main Theorem 12 we employ the more sophisticated
Nachtergaele method [Nac96] as in the work of Brandão, Harrow, and Horodecki [BHH16]. These
analyses use Fourier and spectral graph theory methods. In both cases, the inductive technique
only begins to work for n ≥ Θ(log k), and for smaller n we need to base our argument on [BH08];
in the case of nearest-neighbor gates, this requires a further comparison-method based argument.

One can also interpret our result as the construction of a Cayley graph on A2n with spectral
gap Ω

(
1/n2n

)
and degree O(n). Previous work on this by Kassabov [Kas07] constructed constant-

degree expanders out of Cayley graphs on A2n , but it is not clear if this random walk can be
implemented by short circuits. Especially for the cryptographic applications of this work, it is
important that our random walks have low circuit complexity.

1.4 Cryptographic results

Besides applications to derandomization, a lot of the motivation for studying ε-approximate k-wise
independent permutation distributions P has come from cryptography. (See, e.g., recent analysis
of the security properties of SPNs due to Liu, Pelecanos, Tessaro, and Vaikuntanathan [LTV21,
LPTV23].) By definition, such distributions are statistically secure (up to advantage ε) against
an adversary that gets access to any k input-output pairs, chosen nonadaptively. We also note
that Maurer and Pietrzak [MP04] have shown that this can easily be upgraded to security against
adaptively queries by composing two draws from the pseudorandom permutation (the second in-
verted). The focus in cryptography is on distributions P computable by size-S circuits, S a fixed
polynomial in n, which are computationally indistinguishable from random. By this it is meant
that an adversary running in time T (possibly much larger than S), having black-box query access
to the permutation, cannot distinguish the pseudorandom permutation from a truly random one
except with negligible advantage.

In cryptography, significant attention is paid to the designing simple and efficient block ciphers,
and this motivates the question of whether reversible circuits of the type studied in this paper could
be cryptographically secure pseudorandom permutations. This question was an original motiva-
tion for Gowers’s work on random reversible circuits [Gow96]. Indeed, Gowers additionally asked
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(cf. [Gow]) if the following general problem was hard: Suppose one is given all (2n) input-output
pairs (the “truth table”) of a permutation on {0, 1}n. Is it computationally hard to determine if
these pairs are consistent with some reversible circuit (with DES[2] gates) of size at most S = n5

(say)? This is precisely the permutation analogue of the Minimum Circuit Size Problem (MCSP)
(see [KC00]), and we refer to it as the Minimum Reversible Circuit Size Problem (MRCSP).

Towards resolving the complexity of MRCSP, we establish it is hard (under a minimal crypto-
graphic assumption) if the adversary can see any polynomial number of input-output pairs:

Theorem 15. Fix any constant d ≥ 3. If one-way functions exist, then there is no deterministic
poly(n)-time algorithm that — given black-box access to a permutation π on {0, 1}n — decides
whether π is computable by a reversible circuit of size at most nd. (If subexponentially secure
OWFs exist, then we can also rule out subexponential-time algorithms.)

We prove Theorem 15 as Corollary 76 in Section 7 by following the technique of Kabanets and
Cai [KC00], who showed hardness of MCSP under OWFs. The key new thing we need to prove is a
“reversibilized” version of the Luby–Rackoff [LR88] construction of (cryptographic) pseudorandom
permutations from pseudorandom function generators. This was done much earlier by Cleve [Cle90]
under the assumption that the pseudorandom function generator is computable in NC1. We extend
this to the case of any any poly-size circuit.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 The Main Characters: Some Linear Operators

We switch from {0, 1} notation to {±1} notation to facilitate later Fourier analysis. We will regard
elements of {±1}nk as tuples (X1, . . . , Xk), where each Xi ∈ {±1}n. If Xi ∈ {±1}n, let Xi

S denote
the vector Xi restricted to indices in S, so that if S = {a1, . . . , a|S|} with a1 < · · · < a|S| then
Xi

S = (Xi
a1 , . . . , X

i
a|S|

). For two vectors x, y ∈ {±1}n, define ∆(x, y) = {a ∈ [n] : xa ̸= ya}. Unless

otherwise specified, log is log2. For positive integers a ≤ b denote [a, b] = {a, a + 1, · · · , b − 1, b}
and let [a] = [1, a]. Let 1 be the all 1s vector, with length determined by context. When L is a self-
adjoint operator let λ2(L) be its second-smallest distinct eigenvalue. If g ∈ S{0,1}γ is a permutation

and S ⊆ [n] has |S| = γ then define gS ∈ S{0,1}n by setting (gSx)S = g(xS), where coordinates are

interpreted to be in lexicographic order, and (gSx)[n]\S = x[n]\S .

When U is a set, we let RU denote the vector space of all functions U → R. We equip this space
with the inner product ⟨·, ·⟩ given by

⟨f, g⟩ = E
x∈U

[
f(x)g(x)

]
for f, g : U → R. Also define the norm by ∥f∥2 =

√
⟨f, f⟩.

Definition 16. Let n, k be positive integers and let S ⊆ [n].

• For every X ∈ {±1}nk define the following distribution Dn,S,k
X on {±1}nk. To sample Y ∼

Dn,S,k
X , let σ ∈ A{±1}|S| be drawn uniformly at random and set Yi = σSXi for all i ∈ [k].

Define the operator Rn,S,k on R{±1}nk
by defining for f : {±1}nk → R the new function

Rn,m,kf by

(Rn,S,kf)(X) =E
Y∼Dn,S,k

X

[
f(Y)

]
.
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• For an integer m ≤ n define Dn,m,k
X as follows. To sample Y from Dn,m,k

X sample S ∈
(
[n]
m

)
uniformly at random and drawn Y ∼ Dn,S,k

X . Define the operator Rn,m,k on R{±1}nk
by

defining for f : {±1}nk → R the new function Rn,m,kf by

(Rn,m,kf)(X) =E
Y∼Dn,m,k

X

[
f(Y)

]
.

• For a set I ⊆ [n − γ] and a constant γ define Dn,I,k,γ-NN
X as follows. To sample Y from

Dn,I,k,γ-NN
X sample a ∈ I uniformly at random and drawn Y ∼ Dn,{a,...,a+γ−1},k

X . Define the

operator Rγ-NN
n,I,k on R{±1}nk

by defining for f : {±1}nk → R the new function Rγ-NN
n,I,k f by

(Rγ-NN
n,I,k f)(X) =E

Y∼Dn,I,k,γ-NN
X

[
f(Y)

]
.

• Define the distribution Dn,k,brickwork
X as follows. To sample Y from Dn,k,brickwork

X with prob-
ability 1/2 sample Y by sampling

⌊
n/3

⌋
random permutations σ1, . . . ,σ⌊n/3⌋ from A{±1}3

and setting Yi = σ
{n⌊n/3⌋,n⌊n/3⌋+1,n⌊n/3⌋+2}
⌊n/3⌋ · · ·σ{1,2,3}

1 Xi for all i ∈ [k]. Otherwise, draw

σ1, . . . ,σ⌊(n−1)/3⌋ ∈ A{±1}3 and set Yi = σ
{n⌊(n−1)/3⌋+1,n⌊(n−1)/3⌋+2,n⌊(n−1)/3⌋+3}
⌊(n−1)/3⌋ · · ·σ{2,3,4}

1 Xi

for all i ∈ [k]. Define the operator Rbrickwork
n,k on R{±1}nk

by defining for f : {±1}nk → R the

new function Rbrickwork
n,k f by

(Rbrickwork
n,k f)(X) =E

Y∼Dn,k,brickwork
X

[
f(Y)

]
.

That is, the operator Rn,m,k is essentially the transition matrix of the random walk on {±1}nk

given by randomizing a random subset of m bits. Similarly, the operator Rγ-NN
n,I,k is essentially the

transition matrix of the random walk on {±1}nk given by randomizing a contiguous subset of γ
bits. The operator Rbrickwork

n,k is the transition matrix of the random walk on {±1}nk given by
randomizing in the brickwork model.

Fact 17. All Rn,S,k are projectors. For any n, m ≤ n, and k, we have∥∥Rn,m,k −Rn,n,k

∥∥
op

≥ 0.

Proof. All Rn,S,k are PSD because they are projectors. Rn,n,k = Rn,[n],k is a projector to a subspace
of vectors, all of which are eigenvectors of Rn,m,k with eigenvalue 1.

Fact 18. For any n, S, k we have that Rn,S,k is self-adjoint.

Proof. As a matrix, Rn,S,k is a stochastic symmetric matrix, which can be seen by evaluating
transition probabilities.

Fact 19. For any S ⊆ [n] we have Rn,S,k1 = 1 (1 is the all 1s vector). Consequently, Rn,m,k1 = 1

and Rγ-NN
n,I,k 1 = 1 for all m, γ, and intervals I.

Proof. As a matrix, Rn,S,k is doubly stochastic, as per Fact 18.

In some contexts it is easier to work with the Laplacians of these operators:

Definition 20. For any operator R on a vector space V let L(R) denote its Laplacian IdV −R. In
the case where R = Rn,m,k for integers n,m, k define Ln,m,k = L(Rn,m,k). In the case where R =

Rγ-NN
n,I,k define Lγ-NN

n,I,k = L(Rγ-NN
n,I,k ). In the case where R = Rbrickwork

n,k define Lbrickwork
n,k = L(Rbrickwork

n,I,k ).

7



2.2 Fourier Analysis of Boolean Functions

Definition 21. Let S1, . . . , Sk ⊆ [n]. Then define the function χS1,...,Sk
by defining for X ∈ {±1}nk,

χS1,...,Sk
(X) =

∏
i∈[k]

∏
a∈Si

Xi
a.

Fact 22 ([O’D14]). The functions χS1,...,Sk
for S1, . . . , Sk ⊆ [n] form an orthonormal basis of

R{±1}nk
.

3 Spectral Gaps

3.1 Fully Random Gates

Throughout this section let n be a fixed positive integer. In this section we prove Theorem 14 by
building on the previously-mentioned following result of Brodsky and Hoory:

Theorem 23 ([BH08], Theorem 2). Given f : {±1}nk → R, we have for any m ≤ n that∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,3,k −Rm,m,k)f
〉∣∣∣ ≤ 1 − Ω

(
1

m2k

)
.5

Our main contribution is a finer analysis in the case when k is small relative to m, which results
in the following theorem.

Theorem 24. Assume that m ≥ 100 and k ≤ 2m/3. Given f : {±1}mk → R, we have

∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)f
〉∣∣∣ ≤ ( 1

m
+

k2

2m/3

)
⟨f, f⟩ .

Theorem 24 is proven as Theorem 45 in Section 5.
The following lemma allows us to combine Theorem 24 with the previously-known Theorem 23

to bring the quadratic dependence on the number of wires (n) to linear.

Lemma 25 ([OSP23], Lemma 3.2). Fix a positive integer n0 ≥ 4. For each k and m1 ≥ m2 let
τm1,m2,k be some real number such that

Lm1,m2,k ≥ τm1,m2,kLm1,m1,k.
6

Then for any sequence n0 = m0 ≤ m1 ≤ · · · ≤ mt−1 ≤ mt = n we have

Ln,n0,k ≥

 ∏
i∈[t−1]

τm,k

Lmi,mi+1,k.

Together, Theorem 23, Theorem 24, and Lemma 25 yield the following initial spectral gap.

5[BH08] actually proves this inequality for the operator R
DES[2]
m,3,k in place of Rm,3,k, which is the random walk

operator induced by placing a random width-2 permutation (which acts on 3 bits). However, a standard comparison
of Markov chains shows that our statement of the result easily follows. See Section 3.3.

6All inequalities between operators in this paper are in the PSD order.
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Corollary 26. For any n and k ≤ 2n/3, we have

Ln,3,k ≥ Ω

(
1

nk · log k

)
Ln,n,k.

Proof. Theorem 24 shows that for all m ≥ 4 log(k) we have τm,k ≥ 1 − 1
m − 1

2m/3 . By Lemma 25
applied with n0 = 4 log k, we have

Ln,4 log k,k ≥
n∏

m=4 log k

(
1 − 1

m
− 1

2m/3

)
Ln,n,k ≥ log k

n
Ln,n,k.

Finally, Theorem 23 shows that

L4 log k,3,k ≥ Ω

(
1

k · log2(k)

)
L4 log k,4 log k,k

Combining these two inequalities using Lemma 25 produces the result.

We leverage the initial spectral gap from Corollary 26 to produce our designs by sequentially
composing many copies of this pseudorandom permutation. This is akin to showing that the second
largest eigenvalue of the square of a graph is quadratically smaller than that of the original graph.

Corollary 27. Let σ1, . . . ,σt be drawn by drawing a random set from
(
[n]
3

)
and setting each σi to

be the permutation computed by a random 3-bit gate on the 3 wires corresponding to the random
set drawn. Let π = σt. . .σ1, and say that π was drawn from the distribution Cktt. Then∥∥∥∥∥ E

π∼Cktt

[
ρk(π)

]
− E

π∼Unif(AN )

[
ρk(π)

]∥∥∥∥∥
op

≤
(

1 − 1

nk · log k

)Ω(t)

Proof. For any g ∈ AN , we have ρk(g)Eπ∼Unif(AN )

[
ρk(π)

]
= Eπ∼Unif(AN )

[
ρk(π)

]
. Note also that

Eπ∼Unif(AN )

[
ρk(π)

]
= Rm,m,k. Therefore,

(
Rm,3,k −Rm,m,k

)t
= Rt

m,3,k −Rt
m,m,k = Rt

m,3,k −Rm,m,k.

Using this, we find that∥∥∥∥∥ E
π∼Cktt

[
ρk(π)

]
− E

π∼Unif(AN )

[
ρk(π)

]∥∥∥∥∥
op

=
∥∥∥Rt

m,3,k −Rm,m,k

∥∥∥
op

=
∥∥∥(Rm,3,k −Rm,m,k

)t∥∥∥
op

≤
∥∥Rm,3,k −Rm,m,k

∥∥t
op

≤

(
1 − Ω

(
1

nk · log k

))t

≤
(

1 − 1

nk · log k

)Ω(t)

.

Here we used the bound proved in Corollary 26.

Theorem 14 follows directly from Corollary 27 (with t = Θ(nk · log k)) and Section 3.3.
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3.2 Nearest-Neighbor Random Gates

3.2.1 Reduction to the Large k Case

One step in a random reversible circuit with 1D-nearest-neighbor gates is described by the operator
R3-NN

n,[n−2],k. Note that we can write

R3-NN
n,[n−2],k = E

a∈[n−2]

[
Rn,{a,a+1,a+2},k

]
.

Because the local terms Rn,{a,a+1,a+2},k are projectors, to analyze such an operator we can use the
following theorem of Nachtergaele.

Theorem 28 ([Nac96], Theorem 3). Let {ha,a+1,a+2}a∈[n−2] be projectors acting on (R2)⊗d such
that each h{a,a+1,a+2} only acts on the a, a + 1, a + 2th tensor factors. For I = [a, b] ⊆ [n] define
the subspace

GI =

f ∈ (R2)⊗d :
∑

a′∈[a,b−2]

ha′,a′+1,a′+2f = 0

.

Let GI be the projector to GI .
Now suppose there exists ℓ and nℓ and εℓ ≤ 1√

ℓ
such that for all nℓ ≤ m ≤ n,∥∥∥∥G[m−ℓ−1,m]

(
G[m−1] −G[m]

)∥∥∥∥
op

≤ εℓ.

Then

λ2

 ∑
a∈[n−2]

h{a,a+1,a+2}

 ≥

(
1 − εℓ

√
ℓ
)2

ℓ− 2
λ2

∑
a∈[ℓ]

h{a,a+1,a+2}

.

Recall λ2(h) denotes the second-smallest distinct eigenvalue of the operator h.

Theorem 29. Fix any m ≥ 100 and k ≤ 2m − 2 and set ℓ = 10 log k. Then we have∥∥∥∥Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Rm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k

)∥∥∥∥
op

≤ 1

ℓ
.

Theorem 29 is established in Section 6 as Theorem 61.

Corollary 30. We have for k ≥ 3 that

λ2

(
L3-NN
n,[n−2],k

)
≥ 1

2n
λ2

(
L3-NN
10 log k+2,[10 log k−2],k

)
Proof. Setting ha,a+1,a+2 = Id −Rn,{a,a+1,a+2},k for each a ∈ [n], we see that the projections G (as
in the statement of Theorem 28) are given by G[a] = Rn,[min{n,a+2}],k for any a ∈ [n]. To see this,
note first that Rn,[min{n,a+2}],k is indeed a projection. Now let f be such that Rn,[min{n,a+2}],kf = f .

For every σ ∈ S{±1}n define fσ by fσ(X) = f(σX) for all X ∈ {±1}nk. Then by invariance of
Rn,[min{n,a+2}],k under a permutation applied to bits in [min{n, a + 2}] we have

fσ = Rn,[min{n,a+2}],kf
σ = Rn,[min{n,a+2}],kf = f.

10



for any σ ∈ S{±1}[min{n,a+2}] . The converse of this holds as well by a similar argument. Therefore,

fσ{a′,a′+1,a′+2}
= f for any σ ∈ S{0,1}8 for a′ ≤ a, proving that such an f is truly in the ground space

of Rn,{a′,a′+1,a′+2},k for any a′ ≤ a. The converse of this holds as well, because the permutations

of the form σ{a′,a′+1,a′+2} with a′ ≤ a generate the group of permutations of the form ρ{a,b,c} for
{a, b, c} ∈

(
[min{n,a+2}]

3

)
. Such an argument also proves the converse, so the R operators are serve

as the projections from Theorem 28.
Therefore, by Theorem 29 we have that the hypotheses of Theorem 28 are satisfied with ℓ =

10 log k and εℓ = 1
ℓ . That is, for any m ≤ n we have∥∥∥∥G[m−ℓ−1,m]

(
G[m−1] −G[m]

)∥∥∥∥
op

=

∥∥∥∥Rn,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Rn,[m−1],k −Rn,[m],k

)∥∥∥∥
op

=

∥∥∥∥∥
(
Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Rm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k

))
⊗ Id[m+1,n]

∥∥∥∥∥
op

≤ 1

ℓ
.

Therefore the conclusion of Theorem 28 is that

λ2

(
(n− 2)L3-NN

n,[n−2],k

)
≥

(
1 − 1√

ℓ

)2
ℓ− 2

λ2

(
ℓL3-NN

ℓ+2,[ℓ−2],k

)
≥ 1

2
λ2

(
L3-NN
ℓ+2,[ℓ−2],k

)
.

Recalling our setting of ℓ completes the proof.

3.2.2 Comparison Method for the Large k Case

We can use the spectral gap proved in Theorem 23 for the random walk induced by completely
random 3-bit gates to show a spectral gap for the random walk induced by random 3-bit gates,
where the three bits on which the gate acts on are a, a + 1, a + 2 for some a ∈ [n]. Our proof is a
simple application of the comparison method applied to random walks on multigraphs.

We take the following definition of (multi)graphs. A graph is a pair of sets (V,E) such that
there is a partition E =

⋃
(x,y)∈V 2 Ex,y. If e ∈ Ex,y then we say that e connects the vertex x to the

vertex y, and we define u(e) = x and v(e) = y. The degree deg(x) of a vertex x ∈ V is the number
of edges originating at e, or

∑
y∈V |Ex,y|. We say that a graph is regular if deg(x) = deg(y) for all

x, y ∈ V .
The random walk on a graph (V,E) beginning at a vertex x ∈ V consists of the Markov chain

{xi}i≥0 on state space V such that x0 = x with probability 1, and to draw xi+1 given xi we
sample a uniform random edge e from

⋃
y∈V Ex,y. We set xi+1 equal to the unique y ∈ V such

that e ∈ Ex,y.
A Schreier graph is a graph with vertices V such that some group G acts on V . Let S ⊆ G be

some subset of group elements. The edge set consists of elements of the form (X,σ) (σ ∈ S), so
that (X,σ) ∈ EX,σX . We call the resulting graph Sch(V, S).

Definition 31. Let S and S̃ be subsets of a group acting on a set V . For each σ ∈ S let Γ(σ) be
a sequence (σ̃1, . . . , σ̃t) of elements of S̃ such that σv = σ̃t . . . σ̃1v for all v ∈ V , so we regard Γ as
a map from S to sets of paths using edges in S̃. Define the congestion ratio of Γ to be

B(Γ) = max
σ̃∈S̃

{
|S̃| E

σ∈S

[
N(σ̃,Γ(σ))|Γ(σ)|

]}
,

where N(σ̃,Γ(σ)) is the number of times σ̃ appears in the sequence Γ(σ).
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Lemma 32. Let G = Sch(V, S) and G̃ = Sch(V, S̃) be the connected Schreier graphs of the action
of a group. Let L and L̃ be the Laplacian operators for the non-lazy random walks on G and G̃,
respectively. Suppose there exists a Γ as in Definition 31. Then

λ2(L) ≥
(

max
v∈V

π(v)

π̃(v)

)
B(Γ)λ2(L̃).

Here π and π̃ are the stationary distributions for G and G̃, respectively.

We prove this in Appendix A. It is essentially a reformulation of a standard result about
comparisons on general Markov chains in [WLP09].

Lemma 33. For any n, k we have

λ2

(
L3-NN
n,[n−2],k

)
≥ 1

100000n3
λ2

(
Ln,3,k

)
.

Proof. Note that Ln,3,k and L3-NN
n,[n−2],k are simply the Laplacians of random walks on Schreier graphs

with S{±1}n acting on {±1}nk by e(X1, . . . , Xk) = (eX1, . . . , eXk). In the case of Ln,3,k the edges

are given by elements of the form h{a,b,c} for h ∈ S{±1}3 and {a, b, c} ∈
(
[n]
3

)
. In the case of L3-NN

n,[n−3],k

the edges are given by elements of the form g{a,a+1,a+2} for g ∈ S{±1}3 and a ∈ [n − 2]. We deal
with each connected component separately. Note that every connected component is isomorphic to
{(X1, . . . , Xk′) : Xi ̸= Xj ⇐⇒ i ̸= j} for k′ ≤ k, so we bound the spectral gap for the walk on
{(X1, . . . , Xk) : Xi ̸= Xj ⇐⇒ i ̸= j}.

We provide a map Γ from {h{a,b,c} : h ∈ S{0,1}3 , a, b, c ∈ [n]} to sequences of elements

of the form g{a,a+1,a+2} for a ∈ [n − 2] such that for any h{a,b,c} the sequence Γ(h{a,b,c}) =

(g
{a1,a1+1,a1+2}
1 , . . . , g

{at,at+1,at+2}
t ) satisfies h{a,b,c} = g

{at,at+1,at+2}
t . . . g

{a1,a1+1,a1+2}
1 .

The hope is to construct Γ such that B(Γ) is small and then to apply Lemma 32. To this end
we define Γ as follows. Assume a < b < c. Fix h ∈ S8, a ∈ [n − 2]. Let d ∈ [n − 2] be arbitrary.
Then write

h{a,b,c} = Sort−1 · g{d,d+1,d+2} · Sort,

Here Sort sends the ath coordinate to the dth coordinate, the bth to the d+ 1th, and the cth to the
d+ 2th. The permutations Sort and Sort−1 can each be implemented using at most 3n gates of the
form g{a

′−1,a′,a′+1} and g{a
′+1,a′+2,a′+3} where each g swaps coordinates; this is just by a standard

partial sorting algorithm. Write Sort = g
{a3n,a3n+1,a3n+2}
3n . . . g

{a1,a1+1,a1+2}
1 . Then set

Γ(h{a,b,c}) =

(
g
{a1,a1+1,a1+2}
1 , . . . , g

{a3n,a3n+1,a3n+2}
3n , h(d,d+1,d+2), . . . ,

(
g
{a1,a1+1,a1+2}
1

)−1
)
.

We have B(Γ) ≤ 100000n3 trivially, so we have proved the result by applying Lemma 32 and the
fact that the stationary distributions for both chains are uniform.

Corollary 34. For any n, k we have

λ2

(
L3-NN
n,[n−2],k

)
≥ Ω

(
1

nk · log5(k)

)
.
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Proof. Lemma 33 shows that λ2

(
L3-NN
ℓ+2,[ℓ],k′

)
≥ 1

ℓ3
λ2

(
Lℓ+2,3,k′

)
for all ℓ and k′. Theorem 23 states

that λ2

(
Lℓ+2,3,k′

)
≥ 1

(ℓ+2)2k′ for all ℓ and k′. If we set ℓ = 10 log k and use Corollary 30 then we get

λ2

(
L3-NN
n,[n−2],k

)
≥ 1

2n
· λ2

(
L3-NN
10 log k+2,[10 log k],k

)
≥ 1

2n
· 1

100000k log5(k)
.

This implies the result.

As in the case for fully random gates, Theorem 12 follows from Corollary 34 and Section 3.3.

3.3 Restricting the Gate Set

So far all of our results have dealt with random circuits with arbitrary gates acting on 3 bits. How-
ever, for practical applications we are often in further restricting the type of 3-bit gates. However,
as long as the arbitrary gate set is universal on 3 bits, we lose just a constant factor in the mixing
time when we restrict our random circuits to use that gate set, by a standard application of the
comparison method. We prove that we can perform this conversion before proving our results about
brickwork circuits in Section 3.4 because it is somewhat easier to prove for the case of single gates
acting at a time.

Lemma 35. We have

λ2

(
L
3-NN,DES[2]
n,[n−2],k

)
≥ Ω

(
λ2

(
L3-NN
n,[n−2],k

))
Proof. We compare the Markov chains given by these two Laplacians by providing a way to write
edges in the one induced by arbitrary 3-bit nearest-neighbor gates as paths in the one induced
by 3-bit nearest-neighbor gates with generators G. Again we focus on the connected component
{(X1, . . . , Xk) : Xi ̸= Xj ⇐⇒ i ̸= j}.

For each gS for g ∈ S8 and S ∈
(
[n]
3

)
let Γ(gS) =

(
gSi1 , . . . , g

S
i8!

)
where we have fixed an arbitrary

expansion of g = gi1 . . . gi8! , and each gij is of type DES[2]. Then in the notation of Lemma 32 we
have that

B(Γ) = max
g∈G,a∈[n−2]

{
|G|(n− 2) E

g∈S8,a∈[n−2]

[
N
(
g{a,a+1,a+2},Γ(g{a,a+1,a+2})

)∣∣∣Γ(g{a,a+1,a+2})
∣∣∣]}

≤ max
g∈G,a∈[n−2]

{
8!n E

g∈S8,a∈[n−2]

[
8!N

(
g{a,a+1,a+2},Γ(g{a,a+1,a+2})

)]}

≤ max
g∈G,a∈[n−2]

{
(8!)3nPrg∈S8,a∈[n−2]

[
g{a,a+1,a+2} ∈ Γ(g{a,a+1,a+2})

]}
≤ max

g∈G,a∈[n−2]

{
(8!)3nPrg∈S8,a∈[n−2] [a = a]

}
≤(8!)3.

Applying Lemma 32 completes the proof.

This shows that the random walk given by applying random gates on 3 bits of type DES[2] has
spectral gap Ω̃

(
1/nk

)
, by combining with Corollary 34. A similar proof essentially shows the same

result for the random circuit models where gates on arbitrary sets of 3 bits.
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3.4 Brickwork Circuits

The spectral gap for brickwork circuits follows almost directly from the spectral gap for circuits
with nearest-neighbor gates (Corollary 34), as in [BHH16]. First we show that the random walk
induced by 3-bit nearest neighbor DES[2] gates, where the 3 bits on which gates act on are of the
form {a, a+ 1, a+ 2} for any a ∈ [n− 2], has approximately the same spectral gap as that in which
the random gates are of the form {a, a + 1, a + 2} for a ∈ [n − 2] but with the restriction that

a ̸= 0 mod 3. Use the notation L
3-NN,DES[2]
n,[n−2],k and L

3-NN,DES[2]
n,{a∈[n−2],a=1,2 mod 3},k for the Laplacians of these

random walks. Assume that n = 0 mod 3; the other cases follow similarly.

Lemma 36. For any n, k we have

λ2

(
L
3-NN,DES[2]
n,{a∈[n−2],a=1,2 mod 3},k

)
≥ Ω

(
λ2

(
L3-NN
n,[n−2],k

))
.

Proof. By Lemma 35, it suffices to show

λ2

(
L
3-NN,DES[2]
n,{a∈[n−2],a=1,2 mod 3},k

)
≥ Ω

(
λ2

(
L
3-NN,DES[2]
n,[n−2],k

))
.

We use the comparison method. Again we focus on the connected component {(X1, . . . , Xk) :

Xi ̸= Xj ⇐⇒ i ̸= j}. For each g ∈ S{0,1}3 ∼= S8 of type DES[2] and a ∈ [n − 2] we provide

a sequence Γ(g{a,a+1,a+2}) of permutations multiplying to g{a,a+1,a+2} using only permutations of
the form h{b,b+1,b+2} with b ̸= 0 mod 3 such that the resulting congestion B(Γ) is small.

We define Γ as follows. Fix g ∈ S8, a ∈ [n − 2] where g is of type DES[2]. If a ̸= 0 mod
3 then simply set Γ(g{a,a+1,a+2}) = (g{a,a+1,a+2}). Otherwise a = 0 mod 3. Then there exists a

sequence of 64! permutations of the form g
{bi,bi+1,bi+2}
i with each bi ∈ {a − 1, a + 1} such that

g = g
{b1,b1+1,b1+2}
1 · · · g{b64!,...,b64!+1,...,b64!+2}

1 . This is because we can implement the gate g{a,a+1,a+2}

as

g{a,a+1,a+2} = Sort−1 · g{a−1,a,a+1} · Sort,

where Sort sends (x1, . . . , xa−1, xa, xa+1, xa+2, . . . , xn) → (x1, . . . , xa, xa+1, xa+2, xa−1, . . . , xn). The
permutations Sort and Sort−1 can each be implemented as the product of at most 32! permuta-
tions of the form h{a−1,a,a+1} and h{a+1,a+2,a+3} where each h is of type DES[2]. This gives the
implementation of g{a,a+1,a+2} as the product of at most 64! elements of the form g{a−1,a,a+1} or
g{a,a+1,a+2}, and this defines Γ(g{a,a+1,a+2}) for such g and a.

In the notation of Lemma 32, the congestion of Γ is bounded:

B(Γ) ≤ max
g∈G,a=1,2 mod 3

{
8! · 2n

3
E

g∈S8,a∈[n−2]

[
N
(
g{a,a+1,a+2},Γ(g{a,a+1,a+2})

)∣∣∣Γ(g{a,a+1,a+2})
∣∣∣]}

≤70! max
g∈G,a=1,2 mod 3

{
n E

g∈S8,a∈[n−2]

[
N
(
g{a,a+1,a+2},Γ(g{a,a+1,a+2})

)]}

≤70! max
g∈G,a=1,2 mod 3

{
nPrg∈S8,a∈[n−2]

[
g{a,a+1,a+2} ∈ Γ(g{a,a+1,a+2})

]}
≤70! max

g∈G,a=1,2 mod 3

{
nPrg∈S8,a∈[n−2]

[
a ∈ {a− 1,a,a + 1}

]}
≤71!.

Here we used that
∣∣∣Γ(g{a,a+1,a+2})

∣∣∣ ≤ 64! always. Applying Lemma 32 completes the proof.
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Lemma 37 ([BHH16], Section 4.A). For any n, k we have

λ2

(
L
brickwork,DES[2]
n,k

)
≥ nΩ

(
λ2

(
L
3-NN,DES[2]
n,{a∈[n−2],a=1,2 mod 3},k

))
.

The idea is to write

R
brickwork,DES[2]
n,k =

1

2
Podd +

1

2
Peven

=
1

2
R

DES[2]
n,{1,2,3},kR

DES[2]
n,{4,5,6},k · · ·R

DES[2]
n,{n−2,n−1,n},k +

1

2
R

DES[2]
n,{2,3,4},kR

DES[2]
n,{5,6,7},k · · ·R

DES[2]
n,{n−4,n−3,n−2},k.

Here the operator R
DES[2]
n,S,k is the transition operator for the Markov chain that is similar to Rn,S,k

but with the restriction that each step is induced by a gate of type DES[2]. Then we note that
each individual factors in each of the two products all commute. So this operator is the sum of two
projections. Then we can use the inequality∥P + Q∥ ≤ 1+∥PQ∥. When we take P = Rn,n,k−Podd

and Q = Rn,n,k − Peven we get the inequality

∥Podd + Peven − 2Pall∥ ≤ 1 +∥PoddPeven − Pall∥ .

Here Pall is the projector to the intersection of the images of Podd and Peven. The quantity
on the LHS is directly related to the spectral gap we are trying to bound. The detectability
lemma [AALV09] bounds the quantity on the RHS.

Corollary 38. For any n, k we have

λ2

(
L
brickwork,DES[2]
n,k

)
≥ Ω

(
1

k · polylog(k)

)
.

As in the case for fully random gates and nearest-neighbor random gates, Theorem 13 follows
from Corollary 38.

4 Proof Overview and Some Helpful Facts

The proof of Theorem 24 follows from directly analyzing the spectrum of the operator Rm,m−1,k.

We view this operator as noise operators or transition matrices on the space R{±1}mk
. The issue

is that the R matrices are not a “nice” kind of noise. In particular as transition matrices the
transition probabilities aren’t products of transition probabilities for each element in the k-tuple.
In some sense, the Markov chain that they govern is determined by a process that is essentially
resampling certain coordinates without replacement from {±1}m.

Moving to a Nicer Noise Model. However, we notice that in the case where k is significantly
smaller than 2m/2, the process of sampling with replacement from {±1}m is very similar to the
process of sampling without replacement. Thus, we can essentially pass to this nicer noise model
of sampling with replacement, represented by the Q operators we introduce in Section 5, which
guarantees independence and allows the use of Fourier-analytic techniques to bound the spectral
norms of Q (which are close to R). Essentially, we move to analyzing a nicer noise model. The
following lemmas help us formalize this connection between closeness of Markov chains and linear-
algebraic quantities we deal with.
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Lemma 39. Suppose A and B are self-adjoint random walk matrices on a domain U . That is, for
every X ∈ U there are distributions CX ,DX such that for any f : U → R,

(Af)(X) = E
Y∼DX

[
f(Y)

]
,

(Bf)(X) = E
Y∼CX

[
f(Y)

]
.

Let Supp ⊆ U . Then for any f, g : Y → R with Supp(f) = Supp(g) = Supp we have∣∣∣〈f, (A−B)f
〉∣∣∣

≤
√ ∑

X∈Supp
f(X)2

∑
Y ∈Supp

∣∣p0(X,Y ) − p1(X,Y )
∣∣√ ∑

X∈Supp
g(X)2

∑
Y ∈Supp

∣∣p0(X,Y ) − p1(X,Y )
∣∣.

where p0(X,Y ) = 1
|U| PrY∼DX

[Y = Y ] and p1(X,Y ) = 1
|U| PrY∼CX [Y = Y ].

In particular, when f = g we get∣∣∣〈f, (A−B)f
〉∣∣∣ ≤ ∑

X,Y ∈Supp(f)

f(X)2
∑

Y ∈Supp(f)

∣∣p0(X,Y ) − p1(X,Y )
∣∣,

Proof. We directly compute∣∣∣〈f, (A−B)g
〉∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∣ E
X∈{±1}mk

[
f(X)

(
(Ag)(X) − (Bg)(X)

)]∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣ E
X∈{±1}mk

[
f(X)

(
E

Y∼DX

[
g(Y)

]
− E

Y∼CX

[
g(Y)

])]∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ E
X∈{±1}mk

f(X)
∑

Y∈{±1}mk

g(Y)
(
PrDX

[Y] −PrCX [Y]
)
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

X,Y ∈{±1}mk

f(X)g(Y )

(
PrX∼Unif({±1}mk)

Y∼DX

[X = X,Y = Y ] −PrX∼Unif({±1}mk)
Y∼CX

[X = X,Y = Y ]

)∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∑
X,Y ∈Supp

∣∣f(X)
∣∣∣∣g(Y )

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣PrX∼Unif({±1}mk)
Y∼DX

[X = X,Y = Y ] −PrX∼Unif({±1}mk)
Y∼CX

[X = X,Y = Y ]

∣∣∣∣∣
(Support of f)

≤
∑

X,Y ∈Supp

∣∣f(X)
∣∣∣∣g(Y )

∣∣∣∣p0(X,Y ) − p1(X,Y )
∣∣ (Define p0, p1 for notational convenience.)

≤
√ ∑

X,Y ∈Supp
f(X)2

∣∣p0(X,Y ) − p1(X,Y )
∣∣√ ∑

X,Y ∈Supp
g(Y )2

∣∣p0(X,Y ) − p1(X,Y )
∣∣

=

√ ∑
X,Y ∈Supp

f(X)2
∣∣p0(X,Y ) − p1(X,Y )

∣∣√ ∑
X,Y ∈Supp

g(Y )2
∣∣p0(Y,X) − p1(Y,X)

∣∣
(Self-adjointness of A and B)
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=

√ ∑
X∈Supp

f(X)2
∑

Y ∈Supp

∣∣p0(X,Y ) − p1(X,Y )
∣∣√ ∑

X∈Supp
g(X)2

∑
Y ∈Supp

∣∣p0(X,Y ) − p1(X,Y )
∣∣.

To employ this comparison bound for similar matrices, we use the following fact to formally
show that when k is not too large, sampling k elements without replacement is similar to sampling
k elements with replacement.

Fact 40. If k ≤
√
N then

k−1∏
i=0

N

N − i
≤ 1 +

k2

N
.

Proof. We prove by induction on i. If i = 0 then the result is trivially true. Now assume that∏k−2
i=0

N
N−i ≤ 1 + (k−1)2

N . Then

k−1∏
i=0

N

N − i
≤

(
1 +

(k − 1)2

N

)(
1 +

k − 1

N − k + 1

)
≤

(
1 +

(k − 1)2

N

)(
1 +

k

N

)
≤

(
1 +

k2

N

)
.

The inequalities follow because k ≤
√
N .

The Badly-Behaved Region. There is one issue: resampling some set of m−1 coordinates with
replacement and without replacement are actually quite different when restricted to the domain of
X ∈ {±1}mk such that Xi and Xj are only Hamming distance 1 apart. We use a different tool to
handle this “badly behaved” region of the domain {±1}mk. The intuition is in this region of the
graph, we can almost directly show that expansion is good by analyzing the escape probabilities
from this region, so that the contribution of functions supported on this badly-behaved region to
the spectral gap of Rm,m−1,k is already small.

Formally, the following lemma relates the escape probabilities from a region of the Markov chain
to the quadratic form induced by its transition operator.

Lemma 41. Suppose A is a random walk matrix on a domain U such that the uniform distribution
on U is a stationary distribution for A. That is, for every X ∈ U there is a distribution DX such
that for any f : U → R,

(Af)(X) = E
Y∼DX

[
f(Y)

]
,

and A1 = 1, where 1 is the constant 1s vector.
Let f, g : U → R be such that for any X ∈ Supp(f),

PrY∼DX

[
Y ∈ Supp(g)

]
≤ ε.

Then ∣∣⟨f,Ag⟩∣∣ ≤ ε∥f∥2∥g∥2 .

Proof. We directly compute:∣∣⟨f,Ag⟩∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣ E
X∈U ,Y∼DX

[
f(X)g(Y)

]∣∣∣∣
17



=

∣∣∣∣ E
X∈U ,Y∼DX

[
f(X)1

[
X ∈ Supp(f)

]
g(Y)1

[
Y ∈ Supp(g)

]]∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣ E
X∈U

[
f(X)1

[
X ∈ Supp(f)

]
E

Y∼DX

[
g(Y)1

[
Y ∈ Supp(g)

]]]∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣∥f∥2
√

E
X∈U

[
1
[
X ∈ Supp(f)

]2
E

Y∼DX

[
g(Y)1

[
Y ∈ Supp(g)

]]2]∣∣∣∣∣∣ (Cauchy-Schwarz)

≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∥f∥2
√√√√√ E

X∈U

1[X ∈ Supp(f)
]2(√

E
Y∼DX

[
g(Y)2

]
E

Y∼DX

[
1
[
Y ∈ Supp(g)

]2])2

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

(Cauchy-Schwarz)

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣∥f∥2
√

E
X∈U

[
1
[
X ∈ Supp(f)

]2
E

Y∼DX

[
g(Y)2

]
E

Y∼DX

[
1
[
Y ∈ Supp(g)

]2]]∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣∥f∥2
√

E
X∈U

[
1
[
X ∈ Supp(f)

]
PrY∼DX

[
Y ∈ Supp(g)

]
E

Y∼DX

[
g(Y)2

]]∣∣∣∣∣∣.
Now, consider each possible value that X may take. If X ∈ Supp(f) then by the assumption, we
have that PrY∼DX

[
Y ∈ Supp(g)

]
≤ ε. Otherwise if X ̸∈ Supp(f) we have that 1

[
X ∈ Supp(f)

]
=

0. In either case, we have 1
[
X ∈ Supp(f)

]
PrY∼DX

[
Y ∈ Supp(g)

]
≤ ε. Continuing with our

calculation, we find that

∣∣⟨f,Ag⟩∣∣ ≤∥f∥2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
√

E
X∈U ,Y∼DX

[
ε E
Y∼DX

[
g(Y)2

]]∣∣∣∣∣∣ = ε∥f∥2

∣∣∣∣∣
√

E
X∈U ,Y∼DX

[
g(Y)2

]∣∣∣∣∣.
At this point, we note that sampling X uniformly at random and then sampling Y ∼ DX gives
the same distribution as sampling Y uniformly by stationarity of the uniform distribution. This
completes the proof by the following:

∣∣⟨f,Ag⟩∣∣ ≤ε∥f∥2

∣∣∣∣∣
√

E
X∈U

[
g(X)2

]∣∣∣∣∣ = ε∥f∥2∥g∥2 .

The proof of Theorem 29 follows a similar principle, except that we choose a different way to
partition our domain into a “well-behaved” region and a “badly-behaved” region.

5 Proof of Theorem 24

Throughout this section fix m ≥ 3. Our goal in this section is to establish Theorem 24, which states
that Rm,m−1,k−Rm,m,k has small spectral norm. Informally, we show that completely randomizing
m− 1 out of m wires in a reversible circuit is very similar to randomizing all m wires. Recall that
Rm,m−1,k is defined via the distributions Dm,m−1,k

X for X ∈ {±1}mk, from which one samples by
sampling a random set S ⊆ [m] with |S| = 1 (so really S = {a}, where a is a random element of
[m]), “fixes” the entries Xi

a, and applies a random permutation to the coordinates not equal to a.
We use this notation and terminology of a “fixed” coordinate a throughout this section.
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As alluded to in Section 4, our proof will decompose the space R{±1}mk
on which these operators

act into three orthogonal components, to be defined in Section 5.1. Then Section 5.1, Section 5.2,
and Section 5.4 will bound the contributions from vectors lying in these orthogonal components
and their cross terms.

5.1 An Orthogonal Decomposition

Definition 42. Regard elements of {±1}mk as k-by-m matrices, so that the ith row of X is Xi,
and the ath column of X is Xa. Define

B≥2 =

{
X ∈ {±1}mk : ∀i ̸= j ∈ [k], d

(
Xi, Xj

)
≥ 2

}
,

B=1 =

{
X ∈ {±1}mk : ∀i ̸= j ∈ [k], d

(
Xi, Xj

)
≥ 1

}
\B≥2,

B=0 =

{
X ∈ {±1}mk : ∃i ̸= j ∈ [k], d

(
Xi, Xj

)
= 0

}
.

Our proof that Rm,m−1,k−Rm,m,k has small spectral norm will go by induction on k. Lemma 43
helps to connect the cases of k − 1 and k in the proof. In particular, it shows that we can pass
those functions supported on B=0 into the induction.

Lemma 43. Let f : {±1}mk → R be supported on B=0. Then for any S1, . . . , St ⊆ [m] and
c1, . . . , ct ∈ R we have ∣∣∣∣∣∣

〈
f,

t∑
s=1

csRm,Ss,kf

〉∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∥∥∥∥∥∥

t∑
s=1

csRm,Ss,k−1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
op

.

Proof. For any map φ : [k] → [k − 1] (viewed as a coloring of [k] with k − 1 colors) define the set

Jφ =

{(
X1, . . . , Xk

)
: Xi = Xj ⇐⇒ φ(i) = φ(j)

}
.

These sets Jφ partition B=0. Thus, for every f supported on B=0 we have a decomposition
f =

∑
φ fφ, where each fφ is supported on Jφ.

Now, for each φ define a map Resφ :
{
f : {±1}mk → R : f supported on Jφ

}
→ R{±1}m(k−1)

by

arbitrarily choosing i, j ∈ [k] such that φ(i) = φ(j) and defining for fφ : {±1}mk → R supported
on Jφ the new function Resφfφ : {±1}m(k−1) → R by defining for X ′ ∈ {±1}m(k−1)

Resφfφ(X ′) =
f(Res∗φ(X ′))

2m/2
.

where Res∗φ(X ′) is the unique element of Jφ such that (Res∗φ(X ′))[k]\{j} = X ′. Note this is well-
defined because fφ is supported on Jφ.

Claim 44. For any fφ : {±1}mk → R supported on Jφ we have
∥∥fφ∥∥2 =

∥∥Resφfφ
∥∥
2

and for any
S ⊆ [m], 〈

fφ, Rm,S,kfφ
〉

=
〈
Resφfφ, Rm,S,kResφfφ

〉
.
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We prove the claim later, and for now use it to compute〈
f,

t∑
s=1

csRm,Ss,kf

〉

=
∑
φ,φ′

〈
fφ,

t∑
s=1

csRm,Ss,kfφ′

〉

=
∑
φ

〈
fφ,

t∑
s=1

csRm,Ss,kfφ

〉
+
∑
φ̸=φ′

〈
fφ,

t∑
s=1

csRm,Ss,kfφ′

〉

=
∑
φ

〈
Resφfφ,

t∑
s=1

csRm,Ss,kResφfφ

〉
+
∑
φ̸=φ′

〈
fφ,

t∑
s=1

csRm,Ss,kfφ′

〉
(Claim 44)

≤
∑
φ

∥∥∥∥∥∥
t∑

s=1

csRm,Ss,k−1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

op

∥∥Resφfφ
∥∥2
2

+
∑
φ̸=φ′

〈
fφ,

t∑
s=1

csRm,Ss,kfφ′

〉

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥
t∑

s=1

csRm,Ss,k−1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

op

∑
φ

∥∥fφ∥∥22 +
∑
φ̸=φ′

〈
fφ,

t∑
s=1

csRm,Ss,kfφ′

〉

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥
t∑

s=1

csRm,Ss,k−1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

op

⟨f, f⟩ +
∑
φ̸=φ′

〈
fφ,

t∑
s=1

csRm,Ss,kfφ′

〉
.

The last equality follows from orthogonality of the fφ.
To take care of the cross terms, we observe that for any X ∈ Jφ and S ⊆ [n], we have

Pr
Y∼Dm,S,k

X

[
Y ∈ Jφ′

]
= Pr

Y∼Dm,S,k
X

[
Y ∈ Jφ′

]
= 0 for any φ′ ̸= φ. Then by Lemma 41 we have

∑
φ̸=φ′

〈
fφ,

t∑
s=1

csRm,Ss,kfφ′

〉
= 0.

Proof of Claim 44. Without loss of generality assume that φ(k−1) = φ(k) so we can regard Resφfφ
as a real function on {±1}m(k−1). Then

〈
fφ, fφ

〉
= E

X∈{±1}mk

[
fφ(X)2

]
=

1

2mk

∑
X∈{±1}mk

fφ(X)2 =
1

2m(k−1)

∑
X∈Jφ

(
fφ(X)

2m/2

)2

=
1

2m(k−1)

∑
X′∈{±1}m(k−1)

(
Resφf(X ′)

)2
=
〈
Resφfφ,Resφfφ

〉
.

To prove the second statement, we compute〈
fφ, Rm,S,kfφ

〉
= E

X∈{±1}mk

fφ(X) E
Y∼Dm,S,k

X

[
fφ(Y)

]
=

1

2mk

∑
X∈{±1}mk

fφ(X)
∑

Y ∈{±1}mk

fφ(Y )PrDm,S,k
X

[Y = Y ]
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=
1

2mk

∑
X∈Jφ

fφ(X)
∑
Y ∈Jφ

fφ(Y )PrDm,S,k
X

[Y = Y ]

=
1

2m(k−1)

∑
X∈Jφ

fφ(X)
∑
Y ∈Jφ

fφ(Y )PrDm,S,k
X

[Y = Y ]

=
1

2m(k−1)

∑
X′∈{±1}m(k−1)

Resφfφ(X ′)
∑

Y ′∈{±1}m(k−1)

Resφfφ(Y ′)PrDm,S,k−1

X′

[
Y = Y ′]

=
〈
Resφfφ, Rm,S,kResφfφ

〉
.

The second-to-last equality follows because the corresponding X,Y are in Jφ.

We now prove Theorem 24, deferring proofs of the remaining needed auxiliary results to Sec-
tion 5.2 and Section 5.4.

Theorem 45 (Theorem 24 restated). Let m ≥ 100 and assume that k ≤ 2m/3. Given any
f : {±1}mk → R, we have∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)f

〉∣∣∣ ≤ ( 1

m
+

k2

2m/3

)
⟨f, f⟩ .

Proof. We prove by induction on k. In the base case k = 1 and the result holds by the following
argument when we write f = f2. Now assume that the result holds for real functions on {±1}m(k−1).

Let f : {±1}mk → R. Write f = f0 + f1 + f2 where f0 is supported on B=0, f1 is supported on
B=1, and f2 is supported on B≥2. By Lemma 53 applied with both Rm,m−1,k and Rm,m,k and B=0

and {±1}mk \B=0 = B=1 ∪B≥2, the other cross terms vanish, and we have∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)f
〉∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣〈f0, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)f0

〉∣∣∣+
∣∣∣〈f1, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)f1

〉∣∣∣
+
∣∣∣〈f2, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)f2

〉∣∣∣+
∣∣∣2 〈f1, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)f2

〉∣∣∣
(Self-adjointness (Fact 18))

≤

(
1

m
+

(k − 1)2

2m/2

)
⟨f0, f0⟩ +

(
1

m
+

k2m5

2m−2

)
⟨f1, f1⟩ +

(
1

m
+

k2

2m/2

)
⟨f2, f2⟩ +

2k2m

2m−3
∥f1∥2∥f2∥2

(Lemma 43 + induction, Corollary 51, Proposition 60, Lemma 52, in that order)

≤

(
1

m
+

k2

2m/2

)
⟨f, f⟩ +

2k2m5

2m−3
∥f1∥2∥f2∥2

≤

(
1

m
+

k2

2m/2

)
⟨f, f⟩ +

k2

2m−20
⟨f, f⟩

=

(
1

m
+

k2

2m/3

)
⟨f, f⟩ .

5.2 f Supported on B=1

We now use Lemma 41 to bound
∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)f

〉∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣〈f,Rm,m−1,kf
〉∣∣∣ when f is sup-

ported only on B=1 and the cross terms contributed. We first define a partition of B=1, and apply
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Lemma 41 to these different parts. One of our main observations to bound f supported on B=1 is
the observation that when k is small, it is highly unlikely that two vectors out of any k are close
to each other. Thus, a random walk beginning in B=1 and obeying the transition probabilities
given by Bm,m−1,k will rarely remain in B=1. Formally, Lemma 41 bounds the contributions to the
spectral norm by these transition probabilities.

Definition 46. For S ⊆ [m] define the set IS ⊆ {±1}mk by

IS =

{
X ∈ B=1 : ∀a ∈ S, ∃i, j ∈ [k] : ∆

(
Xi, Xj

)
= {a}

}
.

Unfortunately, the sets IS for different S ⊆ [m] do not form a partition of B=1, since there is
overlap between IS and IT for S ̸= T . However, we can artificially make this into a partition.

Definition 47. For S ⊆ [m] with |S| = 1 (so S = {a} for some a ∈ [m]) define the set ĨS ⊆ {±1}nk
by

ĨS = IS \
⋃
a′ ̸=a

I{a′}.

Now place an arbitrary ordering ⪯ on the set {S ⊆ [m] : |S| = 2} and define

ĨS = IS \

 ⋃
S′⊆[m]:|S′|=2,S′⪯S

IS′

.

Observation 48. The collection of sets {ĨS : S ⊆ [m], |S| ≤ 2} forms a partition of B=1.

Lemma 49. Let S ⊆ [m] be such that |S| ≤ 2. If k ≥ 2 and f : {±1}mk → R is supported on ĨS
then ∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)f

〉∣∣∣ ≤ ( 1

m
+

mk2

2m−1

)
⟨f, f⟩ .

Proof. We bound
∣∣∣〈f,Rm,m−1,kf

〉∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)f
〉∣∣∣. This inequality is true because

Rm,m,k and Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k are PSD by Fact 17. Suppose first that |S| = 1 so that S = {a} for

some a ∈ [m]. Let X ∈ ĨS . Then

Pr
[
Rm,m−1,kX ∈ ĨS

]
=

1

m
Pr

Y∼Dm,m−1,k
X

[
Y ∈ Ĩ{a}|a = a

]
+

m− 1

m
Pr

Y∼Dm,m−1,k
X

[
Y ∈ Ĩ{a}|a ̸= a

]
(Recall a is the “fixed” coordinate.)

≤ 1

m
+

m− 1

m
Pr

Y∼Dm,m−1,k
X

[
Y ∈ Ĩ{a}|a ̸= a

]
≤ 1

m
+
∑

i,j∈[k]

Pr
Y∼Dm,m−1,k

X

[
d
(
Yi,Yj

)
≤ 1|a ̸= a

]

≤ 1

m
+

(
k

2

)
m− 1

2m−1 − 1

≤ 1

m
+

mk2

2m−1
.
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Then applying Lemma 41, while noticing that any Rm,m′,k has the uniform distribution over {±1}mk

as a stationary distribution (Fact 19), completes the proof.

A similar calculation shows that if |S| = 2 and X ∈ ĨS then Pr
[
Rm,m−1,kX ∈ ĨS

]
≤ mk2

2m−1 ≤
1
m + mk2

2m−1 , and again Lemma 41 completes the proof.

Lemma 50. Let S ̸= T ⊆ [m] be such that |S|, |T | ≤ 2. If k ≥ 2 and f : {±1}mk → R is supported
on ĨS and g : {±1}mk → R is supported on ĨT then∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)g

〉∣∣∣ ≤ mk2

2m−1
∥f∥2∥g∥2 .

Proof. Let X ∈ ĨS . Let a ∈ T \ S be such that there does not exist i, j ∈ [k] such that X ∈ I{a}.
Then

Pr
Y∼Dm,m−1,k

X

[
Y ∈ ĨT

]
≤ Pr

Y∼Dm,m−1,k
X

[
Y ∈ Ĩ{a}

]
≤ Pr

Y∼Dm,m−1,k
X

[
Y ∈ I{a}

]
≤
∑

i,j∈[k]

Pr
Y∼Dm,m−1,k

X

[
d
(
Yi,Yj

)
= 1

]
≤
(
k

2

)
m− 1

2m−1 − 1
. (X ̸∈ I{a})

Then applying Lemma 41 gives∣∣∣〈f,Rm,m−1,kg
〉∣∣∣ ≤ mk2

2m−1
∥f∥2∥g∥2 .

A similar calculation shows that Pr
Y∼Dm,m,k

X

[
Y ∈ ĨT

]
≤ k2

2m . Then Lemma 41 gives

∣∣∣〈f,Rm,m,kg
〉∣∣∣ ≤ k2

2m
∥f∥2∥g∥2 .

Applying the triangle inequaltiy completes the proof.

Corollary 51. Assume k ≥ 2. Let f : {±1}mk → R be supported on B=1. Then

∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)f
〉∣∣∣ ≤ ( 1

m
+

k2m5

2m−1

)
⟨f, f⟩ .

Proof. Write f =
∑

S⊆[m]:|S|≤2 fS where each fS is supported on IS . Then∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,kf)
〉∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣〈f,Rm,m−1,kf

〉∣∣∣ (Rm,m,k and Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k both PSD Fact 17)

=
∑

S,T⊆[m]:|S|,|T |≤2

∣∣∣〈fS , Rm,m−1,kfT
〉∣∣∣

≤
∑

S⊆[m]:|S|≤2

∣∣∣〈fS , Rm,m−1,kfS
〉∣∣∣+

∑
S ̸=T⊆[m]:|S|,|T |≤2

∣∣∣〈fS , Rm,m−1,kfT
〉∣∣∣

≤

(
1

m
+

mk2

2m−1

) ∑
S⊆[m]:|S|≤2

⟨fS , fS⟩ +
mk2

2m−1

∑
S ̸=T⊆[m]:|S|,|T |≤2

∥fS∥2∥fT ∥2 (Lemma 49, Lemma 50)
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=

(
1

m
+

mk2

2m−1

)
⟨f, f⟩ +

mk2

2m−1

∑
S ̸=T⊆[m]:|S|,|T |≤2

∥fS∥2∥fT ∥2

≤

(
1

m
+

mk2

2m−1

)
⟨f, f⟩ +

mk2

2m−1

∑
S ̸=T⊆[m]:|S|,|T |≤2

⟨f, f⟩

≤

(
1

m
+

mk2

2m−1

)
⟨f, f⟩ +

m5k2

2m−1
⟨f, f⟩

≤

(
1

m
+

m5k2

2m−1

)
⟨f, f⟩ .

Note that we can apply Lemma 49 and Lemma 50 because k ≥ 2.

5.3 Cross Terms

We can use the same idea to bound the contributions from the cross terms.

Lemma 52. Let f1 : {±1}mk → R be supported on B=1 and let f2 : {±1}mk → R be supported
on B≥2. Then ∣∣∣〈f1, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)f2

〉∣∣∣ ≤ k2m

2m−2
∥f1∥2∥f2∥2 .

Proof. For X ∈ B≥2 we have Pr
Y∼Dm,m−1,k

X
[Y ∈ B=1] ≤ k2m

2m−1 . Apply Lemma 41 to find that

∣∣∣〈f1, Rm,m−1,kf2
〉∣∣∣ ≤ k2m

2m−1
∥f1∥2∥f2∥2 .

For X ∈ B≥2 we have Pr
Y∼Dm,m,k

X
[Y ∈ B=1] ≤ k2

2m . Apply Lemma 41 to find that

∣∣∣〈f1, Rm,m,kf2
〉∣∣∣ ≤ k2

2m
∥f1∥2∥f2∥2 .

Applying the triangle inequality completes the proof.

Lemma 53. Let f0 : {±1}mk → R be supported on B=0 and let f1 : {±1}mk → R be supported
on B=1 ∪B≥2. Then ∣∣∣〈f0, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)f1

〉∣∣∣ ≤ 0.

Proof. For X ∈ B≥2 ∪B=1 we have Pr
Y∼Dm,m−1,k

X
[Y ∈ B=0] = Pr

Y∼Dm,m,k
X

[Y ∈ B=0] = 0. Apply

Lemma 41 to bound∣∣∣〈f0, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)f1
〉∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣〈f0, Rm,m−1,kf1

〉∣∣∣+
∣∣∣〈f0, Rm,m,kf1

〉∣∣∣ ≤ 0.
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5.4 A Hybrid Argument for f supported on B≥2

In this section we bound the square terms
〈
f2, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)f2

〉
for f2 supported on B≥2.

As mentioned in Section 4, our key idea is that when k is small compared to m, the fraction of
X ∈ {±1}mk with two identical columns is so small that applying the noise by randomly permuting
the rows is almost the same as randomly replacing the rows with completely random rows. That
is, sampling without replacement resembles sampling with replacement closely.

This observation allows us to pass from the random walk described by Rm,m−1,k to a different
random walk described by a nicer noise model described by operators we will call Qm,m−1,k. The
key tool we use is the bound given by Lemma 39 for relating total-variation distances between
Markov chain transition probabilities to a more linear-algebraic notion of closeness, stated in terms
of their transition matrices. Fourier-analytic techniques will then be useful to bound the spectral
norm of these Q-operators.

Definition 54. We define four operators7 Rm,m−1,k, Qm,m−1,k, Rm,m,k, and Qm,m,k on R{±1}mk
.

• Define

(Rm,m−1,kf)(X) = E
Y∼Dm,m−1,k

X

[
f(Y)

]
.

• To define Qm,m−1,k, for any X ∈ {±1}mk we define the distribution Cm,m−1,k
X as follows. To

sample X from Cm,m−1,k
X , we sample a ∈ [m] uniformly randomly and set Xi

a = Xi
a for all

i ∈ [k]. Then set Xi
a uniformly randomly for a ̸= a. Then

(Qm,m−1,kf)(X) = E
Y∼Cm,m−1,k

X

[
f(Y)

]
.

• Define

(Rm,m,kf)(X) = E
Y∼Dm,m,k

X

[
f(Y)

]
.

• The operator Qm,m,k is defined by setting for each f : {±1}mk → R

(Qm,m,kf)(X) = E
Y∼Unif

(
{±1}mk

) [f(Y)
]
.

Fact 55. The matrices Qm,m−1,k and Qm,m,k are self-adjoint and PSD for any m, k.

We intend to show that
∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)f

〉∣∣∣ is small for f supported on B≥2. We do

so by a hybrid argument. In the following inequality, the first (and last) term on the RHS will be

bounded by a simple bound on the total variation distance between the distribution Cm,m−1,k
X and

Dm,m−1,k
X (Cm,m,k

X and Dm,m,k
X ). As mentioned before, the second term on the RHS will be bounded

using Fourier analysis.∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)f
〉∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m−1,k −Qm,m−1,k

)
f
〉∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣〈f, (Qm,m,k −Qm,m−1,k

)
f
〉∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m,k −Qm,m,k

)
f
〉∣∣∣∣.

7Rm,m−1,k and Rm,m,k have already been defined, but we define them again here for ease of comparison.
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5.4.1 The First Hybrid: Rm,m−1,k to Qm,m−1,k

Lemma 56. Assume that k ≤ 2m/3. For any f : {±1}mk → R supported on B≥2 and we have that∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m−1,k −Qm,m−1,k)f
〉∣∣∣ ≤ k2

2m−1
⟨f, f⟩ .

Proof. We directly compute (using the appropriate definitions of p0 and p1 given in Lemma 39):∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m−1,k −Qm,m−1,k)f
〉∣∣∣

≤
∑

X∈B≥2

f(X)2
∑

Y ∈B≥2

∣∣p0(X,Y ) − p1(X,Y )
∣∣ (Lemma 39 + self-adjointness (Fact 18, Fact 55))

≤ 1

2mk
· k2

2m−1

∑
X∈B≥2

f(X)2 (Equation (1) below)

≤ k2

2m−1
⟨f, f⟩ .

It suffices to establish Equation (1). Assume that X ∈ B≥2. Then∑
Y ∈B≥2

∣∣p0(X,Y ) − p1(X,Y )
∣∣

=
∑

Y ∈B≥2

∣∣∣∣ 1

2mk
Pr

Y∼Dm,m−1,k
X

[Y = Y ] − 1

2mk
Pr

Y∼Cm,m−1,k
X

[Y = Y ]

∣∣∣∣
=

1

m

∑
a∈[m]

∑
Y ∈B≥2

∣∣∣∣ 1

2mk
Pr

Y∼Dm,m−1,k
X

[
Y = Y |a fixed

]
− 1

2mk
Pr

Y∼Cm,m−1,k
X

[
Y = Y |a fixed

]∣∣∣∣
=

1

m

∑
a∈[m]

∑
Y ∈B≥2,Ya=Xa

∣∣∣∣ 1

2mk
Pr

Y∼Dm,m−1,k
X

[
Y = Y |a fixed

]
− 1

2mk
Pr

Y∼Cm,m−1,k
X

[
Y = Y |a fixed

]∣∣∣∣
=

1

m2mk

∑
a∈[m]

∑
Y ∈B≥2,Ya=Xa

∣∣∣∣∣∣
k−1∏
i=0

1

2m−1 − i
− 1

2(m−1)k

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (k ≤ 2m/3 ≤ 2m − 2 and X ∈ B≥2)

≤ 1

m2mk

∑
a∈[m]

∑
Y ∈B≥2,Ya=Xa

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

2(m−1)k

k−1∏
i=0

2m−1

2m−1 − i
− 1


∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤ 1

m2mk

∑
a∈[m]

∑
Y ∈B≥2,Ya=Xa

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

2(m−1)k

(
1 +

k2

2m−1
− 1

)∣∣∣∣∣∣ (k ≤ 2m/3, Fact 40)

=
1

m2mk

∑
a∈[m]

∑
Y ∈B≥2,Ya=Xa

k2

2m−12(m−1)k

=
1

2mk

∑
Y ∈B≥2,Y1=X1

k2

2m−12(m−1)k

≤ 1

2mk
· 2mk

2k
· k2

2m−12(m−1)k

=
k2

2m−12mk
. (1)
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Note that our computations for Pr
Y∼Dm,m−1,k

X

[
Y = Y |a fixed

]
and Pr

Y∼Cm,m−1,k
X

[
Y = Y |a fixed

]
relied on the fact that Y ∈ B≥2.

5.4.2 The Second Hybrid: Qm,m−1,k to Qm,m,k

We use Fourier analysis to analyze the spectrum of the operator Qm,m−1,k − Qm,m,k, which will
prove that

∥∥Qm,m−1,k −Qm,m,k

∥∥
op

is small. We use the Fourier characters as an eigenbasis for
Qm,m−1,k −Qm,m,k.

Fact 57. Fix S1, . . . , Sk ⊆ [n]. Then

(
(Qm,m−1,k −Qm,m,k)χS1,...,Sk

)
=

{
1
mχS1,...,Sk

if S1 ∪ · · · ∪ Sk = {a} for some a ∈ [m].

0 otherwise.

Proof. If
∣∣⋃

i Si

∣∣ = 1 then S1 = · · · = Sk = ∅ and it is clear that

Qm,m−1,kχS1,...,Sk
= 1 = Qm,m,kχS1,...,Sk

.

Now assume
∣∣⋃

i Si

∣∣ ≥ 2. Then for any X = (X1, . . . , Xk) ∈ {±1}mk,

Qm,m−1,kχS1,...,Sk
(X1, . . . , Xk)

= E
(Y1,...,Yk)∼Cm,m−1,k

X

[
χS1,...,Sk

(Y1, . . . ,Yk)
]

=
1

m

∑
a′∈[m]

E
(Y1,...,Yk)∼Cm,m−1,k

X
a=a′

[
χS1,...,Sk

(Y1, . . . ,Yk)
]

=
1

m

∑
a′∈[m]

E
(Y1,...,Yk)∼Cm,m−1,k

X
a=a′

∏
i∈[k]

∏
a∈Si

Yi
a



=
1

m

∑
a′∈[m]

E
(Y1,...,Yk)∼Cm,m−1,k

X
a=a′


 ∏

i∈[k]
a′∈Si

Yi
a′


∏

i∈[k]

∏
a∈Si\{a′}

Yi
a




=
1

m

∑
a′∈[m]

 ∏
i∈[k]
a′∈Si

Yi
a′

 E
(Y1,...,Yk)∼Cm,m−1,k

X
a=a′

∏
i∈[k]

∏
a∈Si\{a′}

Yi
a



=
1

m

∑
a′∈[m]

 ∏
i∈[k]
a′∈Si

Yi
a′

 E
(Y1,...,Yk)∈({±1}n)

[k]\{a′}

[
χS1\{a′},...,Sk\{a′}(Y

1, . . . ,Yk)
]

=0. (since at least one of the Si \ {a′} is nonempty)

It is easy to see that Qm,m,kχS1,...,Sk
= 0, since S1 ∪ · · · ∪ Sk ̸= ∅.

Now assume that
⋃

i Si = {a′} for some a′ ∈ [m]. Then it is clear that Qm,m,kχS1,...,Sk
= 0,

since S1 ∪ · · · ∪ Sk ̸= ∅. We now compute

Qm,m−1,kχS1,...,Sk
(X1, . . . , Xk)
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= E
(Y1,...,Yk)∼Cm,m−1,k

X

[
χS1,...,Sk

(Y1, . . . ,Yk)
]

=
1

m

∑
a∈[m]

E
(Y1,...,Yk)∼Cm,m−1,k

X
a=a

 ∏
i∈[k]

Si={a′}

Yk
a′



=
1

m
E

(Y1,...,Yk)∼Cm,m−1,k
X

a=a′

 ∏
i∈[k]

Si={a′}

Yk
a′

 (If a ̸= a′ then the Yi
a′ are uniformly random.)

=
1

m
E

(Y1,...,Yk)∼Cm,m−1,k
X

a=a′

 ∏
i∈[k]

Si={a′}

Xk
a′


=

1

m
χS1,...,Sk

(X1, . . . , Xk).

Therefore
(
Qm,m−1,k −Qm,m,k

)
χS1,...,Sk

= 1
mχS1,...,Sk

(X1, . . . , Xk) − 0 = 1
mχS1,...,Sk

(X1, . . . , Xk).

Corollary 58. Let f : {±1}mk → R. Then∣∣∣〈f, (Qm,m−1,k −Qm,m,k)f
〉∣∣∣ ≤ 1

m
⟨f, f⟩ .

Proof. The χS1,...,Sk
form an orthonormal eigenbasis (Fact 22) for Qm,m−1,k − Qm,m,k, and by

Fact 57 each basis element has eigenvalue with absolute value at most 1
m .

5.4.3 The Third Hybrid: Qm,m,k to Rm,m,k

Lemma 59. Assume that k ≤ 2m/3. For any f : {±1}mk → R supported on B≥2 we have∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m,k −Qm,m,k)f
〉∣∣∣ ≤ k2

2m
∥f∥22 .

Proof. As in the proof of Lemma 56 we find that (with the appropriate definitions of p0 and p1 for
use of Lemma 39,∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m,k −Qm,m,k)f

〉∣∣∣
≤
∑

X∈B≥2

f(X)2
∑

Y ∈B≥2

∣∣p0(X,Y ) − p1(X,Y )
∣∣ (Lemma 39 + self-adjointness (Fact 18, Fact 55))

≤ 1

2mk
· k

2

2m

∑
X∈B≥2

f(X)2 (Equation (2) below)

≤ k2

2m
⟨f, f⟩ .

It remains to prove Equation (2):∑
Y ∈B≥2

∣∣p0(X,Y ) − p1(X,Y )
∣∣
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=
∑

Y ∈B≥2

∣∣∣∣ 1

2mk
Pr

Y∼Dm,m,k
X

[Y = Y ] − 1

2mk
Pr

Y∼Cm,m,k
X

[Y = Y ]

∣∣∣∣
=

1

2mk

∑
Y ∈B≥2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
k−1∏
i=0

1

2m − i
− 1

2mk

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (k ≤ 2m/3 ≤ 2m − 2 and X ∈ B≥2)

≤ 1

2mk

∑
Y ∈B≥2

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

2mk

k−1∏
i=0

2m

2m − i
− 1


∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤ 1

2mk

∑
Y ∈B≥2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

2mk

(
1 +

k2

2m
− 1

)∣∣∣∣∣∣ (k ≤ 2m/3, Fact 40)

=
1

2mk

∑
Y ∈B≥2

k2

2m2mk

≤ 1

2mk
· 2mk · k2

2m2mk

=
k2

2m
. (2)

Note that our computations relied on the fact that Y ∈ B≥2.

5.4.4 Putting Hybrids Together

Proposition 60. Assume that k ≤ 2m/3. For any f : {±1}mk → R supported on B≥2, we have∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)f
〉∣∣∣ ≤ ( 1

m
+

k2

2m/2

)
⟨f, f⟩

Proof. By the triangle inequality,∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m−1,k −Rm,m,k)f
〉∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m−1,k −Qm,m−1,k

)
f
〉∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣〈f, (Qm,m,k −Qm,m−1,k

)
f
〉∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,m,k −Qm,m,k

)
f
〉∣∣∣∣

≤ k2

2m−1
⟨f, f⟩ +

1

m
⟨f, f⟩ +

k2

2m
⟨f, f⟩ (Lemma 56, Corollary 58, Lemma 59)

≤

(
1

m
+

k2

2m−2

)
⟨f, f⟩ .

Note we can apply Lemma 56 and Lemma 59 because f is supported on B≥2.

6 Proof of Theorem 29

In this section let m and k ≤ 2m − 2 be fixed positive integers. As in the proof of Theo-
rem 24 (via its restatement Theorem 45) we will break R{±1}mk

into orthogonal components and
bound the contributions of each of these cross terms to evaluation on the quadratic form given by

Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Rm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k

)
.

Define the following subsets of {±1}mk:
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• B=0 =
{
X ∈ {±1}mk : ∃i ̸= j ∈ [k], Xi = Xj

}
.8

• Bcoll
≥1 =

{
X ∈ {±1}mk \B=0 : ∃i ̸= j ∈ [k], Xi

[m−ℓ−1,m−1] = Xj
[m−ℓ−1,m−1]

}
.

• Bsafe
≥1 =

{
X ∈ {±1}mk : ∀i ̸= j ∈ [k], Xi

[m−ℓ−1,m−1] ̸= Xj
[m−ℓ−1,m−1]

}
.

Note that these sets form a partition of {±1}mk.
As in the proof of Theorem 24, the contribution from the parts of functions supported on B=0

will be bounded by induction. The component Bsafe
≥1 will play the role that B≥2 did: the part of the

domain on which the noise model induced by random permutations (sampling without replacement)
to the bits in [m−ℓ−1,m−1] is close to the noise model induced by completely random replacement
of bits (sampling with replacement). Bcoll

≥1 is the component on which these two noise models are
not similar, but as in the case of B=1, this set will already show good expansion.

Theorem 61 (Theorem 29 restated). Fix any m ≥ 100 and set 100 ≤ ℓ ≤ m. Suppose k ≤ 2ℓ/10.
Then we have for any f : {±1}mk → R that∣∣∣∣∣

〈
f,Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Rm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k

)
f

〉∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ k3

2ℓ/2−20
⟨f, f⟩ ≤ 1

ℓ
⟨f, f⟩ .

Proof. We prove by induction on k. In the base case k = 1 and the result holds by the following
argument when we write f = f2. Now assume that the result holds for real functions on {±1}m(k−1).

Let f : {±1}mk → R. Write f = f0 + f1 + f2 where f0 is supported on B=0, f1 is supported
on Bcoll

≥1 , and f2 is supported on Bsafe
≥1 . By Lemma 53 applied with Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k, Rm,[m−1],k and

Rm,[m],k and B=0 and {±1}mk \B=0 = Bcoll
≥1 ∪Bsafe

≥1 , the other cross terms vanish, and we have∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Rm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k

)
f

〉∣∣∣∣∣
=
∣∣⟨f,Af⟩∣∣ (Defining A for convenience of notation)

≤
∣∣⟨f0, Af0⟩∣∣+

∣∣⟨f2, Af2⟩∣∣+
∣∣∣〈f1, A(f1 + f2)

〉∣∣∣+
∣∣⟨f2, Af1⟩∣∣

=
∣∣⟨f0, Af0⟩∣∣+

∣∣⟨f2, Af2⟩∣∣+
∣∣∣〈f1, A(f1 + f2)

〉∣∣∣+
∣∣∣〈f1, A∗f2

〉∣∣∣
≤(k − 1)3

2ℓ/2−10
⟨f0, f0⟩ +

k2

2ℓ/2−20
⟨f2, f2⟩ +

k2

2ℓ−10
∥f1 + f2∥2∥f2∥2 +

k2

2ℓ−10
∥f1∥2∥f2∥2

(Lemma 43 + Induction, Corollary 68, Corollary 64, Corollary 65, in that order)

≤ k3

2ℓ/2−20
⟨f, f⟩.

In the last step we used that k ≤ 2ℓ/10.

Similar to Section 5.4 we will again argue that because ℓ is large, applying a random permutation
to the same indices of all elements of a tuple of binary strings is similar to replacing those indices
with random binary strings in all elements of a tuple. To model this situation, we similarly use the
matrix Qm,S,k to denote the random walk matrix induced by the following distribution Cm,S,k

X for

each X ∈ {±1}mk. To draw Y ∼ Cm,S,k
X , set Yi

[m]\S = Xi
[m]\S and set Yi

S uniformly at random for

all i ∈ [k].

8B=0 was already defined in Section 5 but we define it again here for convenience.
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6.1 f Supported on Bcoll
≥1 and Cross Terms

In this section we leverage that Bcoll
≥1 is a set in {±1}mk with very good expansion. In some sense,

Bcoll
≥1 plays the role that B=1 played in Section 5. The following lemma formalizes the expansion

property that we need.

Lemma 62. For any X ∈ Bcoll
≥1 ∪Bsafe

≥1 we have that for any I, J ⊆ [m] such that I ∪ J = [m] and
I, J ⊇ [m− ℓ− 1,m− 1],

Pr
Y∼Dm,I,k

X

Z∼Dm,J,k
Y

[
Z ∈ Bcoll

≥1

]
≤ k2

2ℓ−2
.

In fact, this holds with C replacing D anywhere in this inequality.

Proof. We prove this for the case of distributions D in both drawing Y and Z, but the proof
translates easily to the case for C. Fix any X ∈ Bcoll

≥1 ∪ Bsafe
≥1 . Define the following subset of pairs

of indices in
(
[k]
2

)
:

P1 =

{
{i, j} ∈

(
[k]

2

)
: Xi

I = Xj
I

}
.

Assume that {i, j} ∈ P1. Then Yi
I = Yj

I with probability 1. But now note that Xi
J ̸= Xj

J since
otherwise Xi = Xj , which contradicts that X ̸∈ B=0. Therefore,

Pr
Y∼Dm,I,k

X

Z∼Dm,J,k
Y

[
Zi
[m−ℓ−1,m−1] = Zj

[m−ℓ−1,m−1]

]
=Pr

Z∼Dm,J,k
X

[
Zi
[m−ℓ−1,m−1] = Zj

[m−ℓ−1,m−1]

]
=

1

2ℓ − 1
. (3)

Now assume that {i, j} ̸∈ P1. Let E be the event that Yi
[m−ℓ−1,m−1] = Yj

[m−ℓ−1,m−1]. Then

Pr
Y∼Dm,I,k

X

Z∼Dm,J,k
Y

[
Zi
[m−ℓ−1,m−1] = Zj

[m−ℓ−1,m−1]

]
=Pr

Y∼Dm,I,k
X

[E]Pr
Y∼Dm,I,k

X

Z∼Dm,J,k
Y

[
Zi
[m−ℓ−1,m−1] = Zj

[m−ℓ−1,m−1]|E
]

+ Pr
Y∼Dm,I,k

X

[
E
]
Pr

Y∼Dm,I,k
X

Z∼Dm,J,k
Y

[
Zi
[m−ℓ−1,m−1] = Zj

[m−ℓ−1,m−1]|E
]

≤ 1

2ℓ
+ Pr

Y∼Dm,I,k
X

Z∼Dm,J,k
Y

[
Zi
[m−ℓ−1,m−1] = Zj

[m−ℓ−1,m−1]|E
]

=
1

2ℓ
+

1

2ℓ − 1

≤ 1

2ℓ−2
. (4)
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To complete the proof, we use a union bound and find

Pr
Y∼Dm,I,k

X

Z∼Dm,J,k
Y

[
Z ∈ Bcoll

≥1

]
≤

∑
{i,j}∈([k]2 )

Pr
Y∼Dm,I,k

X

Z∼Dm,J,k
Y

[
Zi
[m−ℓ−1,m−1] = Zj

[m−ℓ−1,m−1]

]
≤

∑
{i,j}∈P1

Pr
Y∼Dm,I,k

X

Z∼Dm,J,k
Y

[
Zi
[m−ℓ−1,m−1] = Zj

[m−ℓ−1,m−1]

]
+

∑
{i,j}̸∈P1

Pr
Y∼Dm,I,k

X

Z∼Dm,J,k
Y

[
Zi
[m−ℓ−1,m−1] = Zj

[m−ℓ−1,m−1]

]
≤

∑
{i,j}∈P1

1

2ℓ
+

∑
{i,j}̸∈P1

1

2ℓ−1

≤
∑

{i,j}∈([k]2 )

1

2ℓ−2

≤ k2

2ℓ−2
.

Lemma 63. Let k ≥ 2 and f : {±1}mk be supported on Bcoll
≥1 and g : {±1}mk be supported on

Bsafe
≥1 ∪Bcoll

≥1 . Let I and J be such that I ∪ J = [m]. Then∣∣∣〈f,Rm,J,kRm,I,kg
〉∣∣∣ ≤ k2

2ℓ−2
∥f∥2∥g∥2 .

Moreover, this holds with Q in place of R anywhere.

Proof. The inequality directly follows from Lemma 41 and Lemma 62. We can apply Lemma 41
because the uniform distribution on {±1}mk is indeed a stationary distribution under Rm,S,k for
any S (Fact 19). The Q case follows from the fact that Lemma 62 applies for the distributions C
too.

Corollary 64. Let k ≥ 2 and f : {±1}mk be supported on Bcoll
≥1 and g : {±1}mk be supported on

Bsafe
≥1 ∪Bcoll

≥1 . Then∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Rm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k

)
g

〉∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ k2

2ℓ−3
∥f∥2∥g∥2 .

Proof. We compute∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Rm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k

)
g

〉∣∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣∣〈f,Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],kRm,[m−1],kg

〉∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣〈f,Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],kRm,[m],kg
〉∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣〈f,Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],kRm,[m−1],kg
〉∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣〈f,Rm,[m],kg
〉∣∣∣∣

≤ k2

2ℓ−2
∥f∥2∥g∥2 +

k2

2ℓ
∥f∥2∥g∥2 (Lemma 63)
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≤ k2

2ℓ−3
∥f∥2∥g∥2 .

Corollary 65. Let k ≥ 2 and f : {±1}mk be supported on Bcoll
≥1 and g : {±1}mk be supported on

Bsafe
≥1 ∪Bcoll

≥1 . Then∣∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,

(
Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Rm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k

))∗
g

〉∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ k2

2ℓ−3
∥f∥2∥g∥2 .

Proof. We compute∣∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,

(
Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Rm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k

))∗
g

〉∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,
(
Rm,[m−1],kRm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k −Rm,[m],k

)
g

〉∣∣∣∣∣ (self-adjointness (Fact 18))

≤
∣∣∣∣〈f,Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],kRm,[m−1],kg

〉∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣〈f,Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],kRm,[m],kg
〉∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣〈f,Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],kRm,[m−1],kg
〉∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣〈f,Rm,[m],kg
〉∣∣∣∣

≤ k2

2ℓ−2
∥f∥2∥g∥2 +

k2

2ℓ
∥f∥2∥g∥2 (Lemma 63)

≤ k2

2ℓ−3
∥f∥2∥g∥2 .

Note this is essentially the same proof as Corollary 64.

6.2 A Hybrid Argument for f Supported on Bsafe
≥1

The role that Bsafe
≥1 plays in this section is similar to the role played by B≥2 in Section 5. It is the

region of {±1}mk that is “well-behaved” in the sense that the nicer noise model given by the Q
operators is similar to the noise model given by the R operators on this region of {±1}mk.

Lemma 66. Assume that k ≤ 2ℓ/10 and f, g : {±1}mk be supported on Bsafe
≥1 . Then for any

S ⊇ [m− ℓ− 1,m− 1], we have∣∣∣∣〈f, (Qm,S,k −Rm,S,k

)
g
〉∣∣∣∣ ≤ k2

2ℓ−1
∥f∥2∥g∥2 .

Proof. By assumption f and g are supported on Bsafe
≥1 . Therefore, by Lemma 39 and self-adjointness

of Qm,S,k and Rm,S,k (Fact 18, Fact 55) we have∣∣∣〈f, (Rm,s,k −Qm,S,k)g
〉∣∣∣

≤
√√√√ ∑

X∈Bsafe
≥1

f(X)2
∑

Y ∈Bsafe
≥1

∣∣p0(X,Y ) − p1(X,Y )
∣∣√√√√ ∑

X∈Bsafe
≥1

g(X)2
∑

Y ∈Bsafe
≥1

∣∣p0(X,Y ) − p1(X,Y )
∣∣

≤ 1

2mk
· k2

2ℓ−1

√√√√ ∑
X∈Bsafe

≥1

f(X)2
√√√√ ∑

X∈Bsafe
≥1

g(X)2 (Equation (5) below)
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=
k2

2ℓ−1
∥f∥2∥g∥2 .

Here p0 and p1 are as used below. Now it suffices to establish Equation (5). Assume X ∈ Bsafe
≥1 .

Then because S ⊇ [m− ℓ− 1,m− 1], we know that for all i ̸= j we have Xi
S ̸= Xj

S .∑
Y ∈Bsafe

≥1

∣∣p0(X,Y ) − p1(X,Y )
∣∣

=
∑

Y ∈Bsafe
≥1

∀i∈[k],a∈[m]\S,Y i
a=Xi

a

∣∣∣∣ 1

2mk
Pr

Y∼Dm,S,k
X

[Y = Y ] − 1

2mk
Pr

Y∼Cm,S,k
X

[Y = Y ]

∣∣∣∣

=
1

2mk

∑
Y ∈Bsafe

≥1

∀i∈[k],a∈[m]\S,Y i
a=Xi

a

∣∣∣∣∣∣
k−1∏
j=0

1

2|S| − j
− 1

2|S|k

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (k ≤ 2m/3 ≤ 2m − 2 and X,Y ∈ Bsafe
≥1 )

≤ 1

2mk

∑
Y ∈Bsafe

≥1

∀i∈[k],a∈[m]\S,Y i
a=Xi

a

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

2|S|k

k−1∏
j=0

2|S|

2|S| − j
− 1


∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤ 1

2mk

∑
Y ∈Bsafe

≥1

∀i∈[k],a∈[m]\S,Y i
a=Xi

a

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

2|S|k

(
1 +

k2

2|S|
− 1

)∣∣∣∣∣∣ (k2 ≤ 2ℓ ≤ 2|S|, Fact 40)

=
1

2mk

∑
Y ∈Bsafe

≥1

∀i∈[k],a∈[m]\S,Y i
a=Xi

a

k2

2|S|2|S|k

=
1

2mk
· 2|S|k · k2

2|S|2|S|k

=
k2

2|S|2mk

≤ k2

2mk2ℓ−1
. (5)

The last inequality follows because |S| ≥
∣∣[m− ℓ− 1,m− 1]

∣∣ = ℓ − 1. Having established Equa-
tion (5), we have completed the proof.

At this point it may seem like we are essentially finished with the proof, since we should be able

to just replace all the R operators in the expression

〈
f,Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Rm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k

)
f

〉
with the corresponding Q operators and finish the proof. However, we don’t quite show an upper
bound on the operator norm of R − Q. Rather, we simply show that they are close on the well-
behaved region. A priori, this gives us no information about how products of these operators may
behave, since the first term in the product may “rotate” vectors into the badly-behaved region. So
a straightforward application of the triangle inequality fails.

However, we observe that we have already shown in Section 6.1 that random walks starting
outside the badly-behaved region rarely transition into it, so that we almost can pretend as if all
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of these operators are operators on RBsafe
≥1 . We formalize this by inserting projections to the space

of functions supported on Bsafe
≥1 , and showing that this move does very little quantitatively.

Lemma 67. We have for any f : {±1}mk → R supported on Bsafe
≥1 that∣∣∣∣∣

〈
f,
(
Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k −Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

)(
Rm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k

)
f

〉∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ k2

2ℓ/2−20
⟨f, f⟩.

Moreover, we have∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Rm,[m−1],k −Qm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k + Qm,[m],k

)
f

〉∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ k2

2ℓ/2−20
⟨f, f⟩.

Proof. Let Πsafe be the projection to {h : {±1}mk → R : h supported on Bsafe
≥1 }. We directly

compute∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,
(
Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k −Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

)
Rm,[m−1],kf

〉∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,
(
Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k −Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

)
(Id − Πsafe)Rm,[m−1],kf

〉∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,
(
Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k −Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

)
ΠsafeRm,[m−1],kf

〉∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,
(
Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k −Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

)
(Id − Πsafe)Rm,[m−1],kf

〉∣∣∣∣∣+
k2

2ℓ−1
∥f∥2

∥∥∥ΠsafeRm,[m−1],kf
∥∥∥
2

(Lemma 66)

≤
∣∣∣∣〈f,Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k(Id − Πsafe)Rm,[m−1],kf

〉∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣〈f,Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k(Id − Πsafe)Rm,[m−1],kf
〉∣∣∣∣+

k2

2ℓ−1
∥f∥22

≤∥f∥2
∥∥∥(Id − Πsafe)Rm,[m−1],kf

∥∥∥
2

+
k2

2ℓ−1
∥f∥22

≤ k2

2ℓ/2−10
∥f∥22 +

k2

2ℓ−1
∥f∥22 . (Equation (6) below)

Here our application of the Lemma 66 depended on the fact that Supp(ΠsafeRm,[m−1],kf) ⊆ Bsafe
≥1

and Supp((Id − Πsafe)Rm,[m−1],kf) ⊆ {±1}mk \Bsafe
≥1 .

To establish Equation (6) we compute∥∥∥(Id − Πsafe)Rm,[m−1],kf
∥∥∥2
2

=
〈

(Id − Πsafe)Rm,[m−1],kf, (Id − Πsafe)Rm,[m−1],kf
〉

=
〈
Rm,[m−1],kf, (Id − Πsafe)

2Rm,[m−1],kf
〉

=
〈
f,Rm,[m−1],k(Id − Πsafe)Rm,[m−1],kf

〉
(self-adjointness (Fact 18))

≤ k2

2ℓ−1
∥f∥2

∥∥∥(Id − Πsafe)Rm,[m−1],kf
∥∥∥
2
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≤ k2

2ℓ−1
∥f∥22 . (6)

The first inequality follows from Lemma 41 the fact that Supp(f) ⊆ Bsafe
≥1 and for any X ∈

Bsafe
≥1 , we have Pr

Y∼Dm,[m−1],k
X

[
Y ̸∈ Bsafe

≥1

]
≤ k2

2ℓ−1 (using the same proof as Lemma 62), and that

Supp
(

(Id − Πsafe)Rm,[m−1],kf
)
⊆ {±1}mk \Bsafe

≥1 .

Bounding the similar quantity but with Rm,[m],k instead of Rm,[m−1],k is the same and the final
result follows from the triangle inequality. The second part of the lemma statement follows from
the same argument and an application of the triangle inequality:∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Rm,[m−1],k −Qm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k + Qm,[m],k

)
f

〉∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,
(
Rm,[m−1],k −Qm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k + Qm,[m],k

)
Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],kf

〉∣∣∣∣∣ (Fact 18, Fact 55)

≤

∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,
(
Rm,[m−1],k −Qm,[m−1],k

)
Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],kf

〉∣∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,
(
Rm,[m],k −Qm,[m],k

)
Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],kf

〉∣∣∣∣∣.
(7)

We show how to bound the first term in this sum:∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,
(
Rm,[m−1],k −Qm,[m−1],k

)
Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],kf

〉∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,
(
Rm,[m−1],k −Qm,[m−1],k

)
(Id − Πsafe)Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],kf

〉∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,
(
Rm,[m−1],k −Qm,[m−1],k

)
ΠsafeQm,[m−ℓ−1,m],kf

〉∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,
(
Rm,[m−1],k −Qm,[m−1],k

)
(Id − Πsafe)Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],kf

〉∣∣∣∣∣+
k2

2ℓ−1
∥f∥2

∥∥∥ΠsafeQm,[m−ℓ−1,m],kf
∥∥∥
2

(Lemma 66)

≤
∣∣∣∣〈f,Rm,[m−1],k(Id − Πsafe)Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],kf

〉∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣〈f,Qm,[m−1],k(Id − Πsafe)Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],kf
〉∣∣∣∣+

k2

2ℓ−1
∥f∥22

≤∥f∥2
∥∥∥(Id − Πsafe)Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

∥∥∥
2

+
k2

2ℓ−1
∥f∥22

≤ k2

2ℓ/2−10
∥f∥22 +

k2

2ℓ−1
∥f∥22 . (Equation (8) below)

To establish Equation (8) we compute∥∥∥(Id − Πsafe)Qm,[m−1],kf
∥∥∥2
2

=
〈
f,Qm,[m−1],k(Id − Πsafe)Qm,[m−1],kf

〉
(self-adjointness (Fact 55)
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≤ k2

2ℓ−1

∥∥∥Qm,[m−1],kf
∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥Rm,[m−1],kf
∥∥∥
2

≤ k2

2ℓ−1
∥f∥22 . (8)

The first inequality follows from Lemma 41 the fact that Supp(f) ⊆ Bsafe
≥1 and for any X ∈ Bsafe

≥1 ,

we have Pr
Y∼Cm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

X

[
Y ̸∈ Bsafe

≥1

]
≤ k2

2ℓ−1 (using the same proof as Lemma 62). The second

term in the sum Equation (7) follows from the same argument.

Corollary 68. Let k ≥ 2 and f : {±1}mk → R be supported on Bsafe
≥1 . Then∣∣∣∣∣

〈
f,Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Rm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k

)
f

〉∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ k2

2ℓ/2−50
⟨f, f⟩.

Proof. We directly compute∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Rm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k

)
f

〉∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Rm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k

)
f

〉∣∣∣∣∣+∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,
(
Rm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k −Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

)(
Rm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k

)
f

〉∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Rm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k

)
f

〉∣∣∣∣∣+
k2

2ℓ/2−20
⟨f, f⟩ (Lemma 67, first part)

≤ k2

2ℓ/2−20
⟨f, f⟩ +

∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Qm,[m−1],k −Qm,[m],k

)
f

〉∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Rm,[m−1],k −Qm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k + Qm,[m],k

)
f

〉∣∣∣∣∣
=

k2

2ℓ/2−20
⟨f, f⟩ +

∣∣∣∣∣
〈
f,Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Rm,[m−1],k −Qm,[m−1],k −Rm,[m],k + Qm,[m],k

)
f

〉∣∣∣∣∣
=

k2

2ℓ/2−20
⟨f, f⟩ +

k2

2ℓ/2−20
⟨f, f⟩. (Lemma 67, second part)

For the second-to-last equality we used that Qm,[m−ℓ−1,m],k

(
Qm,[m−1],k −Qm,[m],k

)
= 0 because

Qm,S,kQm,T,k = Qm,S∪T,k for any S, T ⊆ [m].

7 Computational Hardness of Inverting Block Ciphers

In this section we show a connection between the existence of one-way functions (OWFs) and the
hardness of inverting classes of block ciphers. We view the problem of inverting block ciphers as
equivalent to the problem of learning a reversible circuit that computes a permutation using query
access to the permutation, which frames the problem as a minimum (reversible) circuit size problem
(MRCSP).
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The idea is essentially the same as that of Kabanets and Cai [KC00], who showed that the
analogous result about the minimum circuit size problem (MCSP). In that paper, it is observed
that pseudorandom function ensembles computed by small circuits are exactly the type of input
distributions to the MCSP problem that “fool” algorithms for MCSP running in polynomial time.
So the existence of OWFs (which by [GGM86, HILL99] implies the existence of such pseudorandom
function ensembles) precludes the existence of polynomial time algorithms for MCSP.

Thus, to prove the result for MRCSP, we would like to construct pseudorandom permutations
implementable by small reversible circuits. It is known how to construct pseudorandom permuta-
tions implementable by small circuits by the Feistel cipher construction Luby and Rackoff [LR88],
but these circuits are not necessarily reversible. We build on this construction by simulating these
circuits using reversible circuits, as one often does in the context of quantum computing, for exam-
ple. The problem with this is that such simulation requires ancilla bits (let’s say nd total bits are
required), which may reveal information about the computation, so naively simulating the Feistel
cipher does not yield a pseudorandom permutation. At this point we are viewing our ciphers as
acting on {0, 1}nd

. Our solution is to simply hide away the ancilla bits with another round of the
Feistel cipher, this time applied to the ancilla bits. We iterate this a polynomial number of times,
and find that this is sufficient for pseudorandomness.

We note here that the construction of Luby-Rackoff can be made reversible when the under-
lying pseudorandom function is computable in NL with no extra ancillas by a construction of
Cleve [Cle90].

7.1 Pseudorandom Permutations Implementable Using Reversible Circuits

Throughout this section we use {0, 1}-notation and interpret {0, 1} as the field F2 with two elements.

Definition 69. Fix κ : N → N and ε : N → [0, 1]. A family (indexed by n) of maps map
fn
(·) : {0, 1}κ(n) →

{
f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}n

}
is an ε-pseudorandom function ensemble against a class

of adversaries C9 with key length κ if for all large enough n and A ∈ Cn, we have∣∣∣∣Prkey∈{0,1}κ(n)

[
Afn

key = 1
]
−Prg∈S{0,1}n [Ag = 1]

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε(n).

Here (and throughout this section) Af denotes the circuit A with nonadaptive oracle gates com-
puting f (all oracles are at the bottom of the circuit).

Given the existence of OWFs, we can construct efficiently-implementable ensembles of pseudo-
random functions by constructing pseudorandom generators.

Theorem 70 ([HILL99] + [GGM86]). If OWFs exist, then there exists constants c, d > 0 such

that for any large enough n there exists a δ > 0 and 2−nδ
-pseudorandom function ensemble against

P/poly implementable by a family of Boolean circuits with size at most nd.10

We first show how to get pseudorandom permutation ensembles implemented by short reversible
circuits from pseudorandom function ensembles implemented by small Boolean circuits. Through-
out this section reversible circuits are those with arbitrary 3-bit gates, and Boolean circuits have
2-bit gates computing AND and OR and 1-bit gates computing NOT. The specific gate set is not
important, since we can simulate universal gate sets with other universal gate sets using constant
overhead.

9Here C actually defines a set Cn of adversaries for each n. We will commonly take C to be the class of circuits
with size restricted by some function r : N → N, so that Cn consists of the set of all circuits of size at most r(n).

10The family f(·) is implementable by circuits of size at most s if every fn
key is computed using Boolean circuits of

size at most s(n). By Boolean circuits we mean circuits with fan-in at most 2 and (AND,OR,NOT) gates.
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Figure 2: An illustration of pN(
f(1,2),...,f

2
s(n)

). Here each wire carries a single n-bit string, and there

are s(n) wires. The first layer applies the operation Ctr
f
(1,2)
(1,2)

, the second layer applies Ctr
f
(1,3)
(1,3)

,

etc. We apply the operations in two phases. The first phase consists of the operations Ctr
f
(i,j)
(i,j)

for

i ̸= j ∈ [s(n)]. The second phase applies the operations Ctr
(i,i+1)

f1
i

and Ctr
(i+1,i)

f2
i

.

Implementing Luby-Rackoff Reversibly. Fix any positive integer N , and assume that N = ns
for some s, so that we regard strings in {0, 1}N as s-tuples of n-bit strings. That is, we write
x ∈ {0, 1}N as x = (x1, . . . , xs) where each xi ∈ {0, 1}n.

Definition 71. For each a, b ∈ [s] and a function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}n define the following

permutation Ctr
(i,j)
f on {0, 1}N :

Ctr
(a,b)
f (x1, . . . , xs) =

(
x1, . . . , xa−1, xa, xa+1, . . . , xb−1, xj + f(xa), xb+1, . . . , xs

)
.

The notation Ctr refers to “controlled”, so Ctr
(a,b)
f is a “controlled f” with control string a and

target string b, since such functions can be thought of as generalization of CNOTs.

We now describe our pseudorandom ensemble of functions
{
pN(·)

}
N∈N

implemented using re-

versible circuits. Let
{
fn
(·)

}
n∈N

be a ε-pseudorandom function ensemble with key length κ imple-

mentable using Boolean circuits of size at most s(n). We will prove that the ensemble resulting
from our construction, when instantiated with f11, is pseudorandom against P/poly.

To begin, define for functions f(1,2), f(1,3), . . . , f(s(n),s(n)−1), f
1
1 , f

2
1 , . . . , f

1
s(n), f

2
s(n)

: {0, 1}n →
{0, 1}n the permutation

pN(
f(1,2),...,f

2
s(n)

) =
∏

i∈[s(n)],i odd

(
Ctr

(a+1,a)
fa

Ctr
(a,a+1)
fa

)
·
∏

a∈[s(n)]

 ∏
b∈[s(n)]\{a}

Ctr
(a,b)
f(a,b)

.

Here the order of factors in the product is given by
∏

a∈[s] xa = xsxs−1 . . . x1. Here we can think of
the permutation as acting in two phases: the first phase consists of s(n)(s(n)− 1) many controlled
f permutation from each a ∈ [s(n)] to each b ∈ [s(n)] \ {a}. Then the second phase consists of
a sequence of permutations from each a to one of its adjacent bits. We will show that applying
the first phase to any x ∈ {0, 1}Nq(n) will make all of its matrix entries pairwise distinct with high

11f here really denotes the ensemble
{
fn
(·)

}
n∈N

. We employ this abuse of notation throughout this section.
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probability. Then the second phase will leverage this distinctness to make all of the entries close
to i.i.d. uniform on {0, 1}n.

To construct our ensemble, we construct pNkey for each key ∈ {0, 1}κ′(N) = {0, 1}s(n)2κ(n) (recalling
that N = s(n)n). Given key, interpret it as

key =

((
key(a,b)

)
a̸=b∈[s(n)]

,
(
key1a, key

2
a

)
a∈[s(n)]

)
,

where each keyi,1, keyi,2, key(i,j) ∈ {0, 1}κ(n). Then define

pNkey = pN(
fkey(1,2) ,...,fkeys(n),2

).
Here the order of factors in the product is given by

∏
i∈[t] xi = xtxt−1 . . . x1.

Proposition 72. Let c > 0 be fixed. Assume
{
fn
(·)

}
n∈N

is ε-pseudorandom against circuits of size

at most 100nc+1s(n)3. Fix n ∈ N large enough and let s(n) be as above. Let N = s(n)n. Then for
any adversary circuit A of size at most nc that makes q(n) black box nonadaptive queries, we have∣∣∣∣Prg∈S{0,1}N

[Ag = 1] −Pr
key∈{0,1}s(n)2κ(n)

[
ApNkey

]
= 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ s(n)2ε(n) +
q(n)2s(n)2

2n−10
.

Proof. We proceed by a hybrid argument. The first step is to replace the pseudorandom function
ensemble given by the f ’s with completely random permutations. By the triangle inequality,∣∣∣∣Prg:{0,1}n→{0,1}n [Ag = 1] −Pr

key∈{0,1}s(n)2κ(n)

[
ApNkey

]
= 1

∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣Prg(1,2),...,gs(n),2:{0,1}n→{0,1}n

[
A

pN
(g(1,2),...,gs(n),2) = 1

]
−Prkey

[
ApNkey

]
= 1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣∣Prg∈S{0,1}N
[Ag = 1] −Prg(1,2),...,gs(n),2:{0,1}n→{0,1}n

[
A

pN
(g(1,2),...,gs(n),2) = 1

]∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤s(n)2ε(n) +

∣∣∣∣∣∣Prg∈S{0,1}N
[Ag = 1] −Prg(1,2),...,gs(n),2:{0,1}n→{0,1}n

[
A

pN
(g(1,2),...,gs(n),2) = 1

]∣∣∣∣∣∣.
This last inequality follows from a standard hybrid argument in Claim 74 and the ε-pseudorandomness
of f against adversaries with size at most 100nc+1s(n)3.

We now work to bound the difference between these two probabilities. We do so by proving
that the total variation distance between the distributions on {0, 1}Nq(n) induced by applying a
fully random permutation of {0, 1}N to all the elements in a fixed q(n)-tuple x ∈ ({0, 1}N )q(n) and
by applying the product of the s(n)2 + 1 permutations as in the second experiment to the same
tuple is small. Without loss of generality we may assume that xi ̸= xj for all i ̸= j.

We view elements x ∈ {0, 1}Nq(n) ∼=
((

{0, 1}n
)s(n))q(n)

as q(n)-by-s(n) matrices of elements of

{0, 1}n:

x =


x11 . . . x1s(n)

...

x
q(n)
1 . . . x

q(n)
s(n)

 .
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Here each xia is an element of {0, 1}n.

Claim 73. Fix any x ∈ {0, 1}Nq(n) such that xi ̸= xj if i ̸= j. Except with probability at most
q(n)2s(n)2

2n−1 , we have that

y =

 ∏
a∈[s(n)]

∏
b∈[s(n)]\{a}

Ctr
(a,b)
g(a,b)

(x)

has yia ̸= yjb if (i, a) ̸= (j, b), where each g(a,b) is a uniformly random function {0, 1}n → {0, 1}n.

Proof. We bound Pr
[
yia = yjb

]
for each (i, a) ̸= (j, b). First assume that a ̸= b. Then (addition

and subtraction are the same because operations are over F2) we have

yia − yjb

=xia + xjb +
∑
a′ ̸=a

g(a′,a)

(
Fa′

(
xi1, . . . , x

i
a′−1

)
+ xia′

)
+
∑
b′ ̸=b

g(b′,b)

(
Fb′

(
xj1, . . . , x

j
b′−1

)
+ xjb′

)

=xia + xjb + g(b,a)

(
Fb

(
xi1, . . . , x

i
b−1

)
+ xib

)
+ g(a,b)

(
Fa

(
xj1, . . . , x

j
a−1

)
+ xja

)
+ xia + xjb +

∑
a′ ̸=a,b

g(a′,a)

(
Fa′

(
xi1, . . . , x

i
a′−1

)
+ xia′

)
+
∑
b′ ̸=a,b

g(b′,b)

(
Fb′

(
xj1, . . . , x

j
b′−1

)
+ xjb′

)
.

The Fa′ are arbitrary functions that depend on the g(a′′,a′) for a′′ ≤ a′. The right-hand side is of

this is therefore the sum of a uniformly random element {0, 1}n, given by g(b,a)

(
Fb

(
xi1, . . . , x

i
s(n)

))
,

with independent random elements of {0, 1}n, which is a uniformly random element of {0, 1}n. As

a result we have that Pr
[
yia = yjb

]
= 2−n.

Now assume that a = b; this means that i ̸= j. Because xi ̸= xj , it must be that xia′ ̸= xja′ for
some a∗ ∈ [s(n)]. Let a∗ be the least such index. Then if a∗ ̸= a, we have

yia − yjb

=xia + xja +
∑
a′ ̸=a

g(a′,a)

(
Fa′

(
xi1, . . . , x

i
a′−1

)
+ xia′

)
+
∑
a′ ̸=a

g(a′,a)

(
Fa′

(
xj1, . . . , x

j
a′−1

)
+ xja′

)

=xia + xja + g(a∗,a)

(
Fa∗

(
xi1, . . . , x

i
a∗−1

)
+ xia∗

)
+ g(a∗,a)

(
Fa∗

(
xj1, . . . , x

j
a∗−1

)
+ xja∗

)
+ xia + xja +

∑
a′ ̸=a,a∗

(
g(a′,a)

(
Fa′

(
xi1, . . . , x

i
a′−1

)
+ xia′

)
+ g(a′,a)

(
Fa′

(
xj1, . . . , x

j
a′−1

)
+ xja′

))
.

Again the Fa′ are arbitrary functions that depend on the g(a′′,a′) for a′′ ≤ a′. Since xia∗ ̸= xja∗ and

xia′′ ̸= xja′′ for all a′′ ≤ a∗, the above random variable is the sum of the images under a uniformly
random permutation of two distinct elements, which is a uniformly random nonzero element of

{0, 1}n, so we have Pr
[
yia = yjb

]
≤ 2−n+1.

If a∗ = a then

yia − yjb
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=xia + xja +
∑
a′ ̸=a

g(a′,a)

(
Fa′

(
xi1, . . . , x

i
a′−1

)
+ xia′

)
+
∑
a′ ̸=a

g(a′,a)

(
Fa′

(
xj1, . . . , x

j
a′−1

)
+ xja′

)

=xia + xja + g(a+1,a)

(
Fa+1

(
xi1, . . . , x

i
a

)
+ xia+1

)
+ g(a+1,a)

(
Fa+1

(
xj1, . . . , x

j
a∗

)
+ xja+1

)
+ xia + xja +

∑
a′ ̸=a,a+1

(
g(a′,a)

(
Fa′

(
xi1, . . . , x

i
a′−1

)
+ xia′

)
+ g(a′,a)

(
Fa′

(
xj1, . . . , x

j
a′−1

)
+ xja′

))
.

We know that Fa+1

(
xi1, . . . , x

i
a

)
= g(a,a+1)

(
Fa

(
xi1, . . . , x

i
a−1

)
+ xia

)
for some function Fa depending

on g(a′′,a) for a′′ ≤ a. Because xia ̸= xja, we know Fa+1

(
xi1, . . . , x

i
a

)
and Fa+1

(
xj1, . . . , x

j
a

)
are two

uniform elements sampled without replacement from {0, 1}n. With probability at least 1 − 1
2n−1

we have

Fa+1

(
xi1, . . . , x

i
a

)
+ xia+1 ̸= Fa+1

(
xj1, . . . , x

j
a

)
+ xja+1.

If this occurs, then yia − yjb = yia − yja is the sum of a uniformly random element of {0, 1}n with an
arbitrary independent element of {0, 1}n, which is uniformly random. Thus,

Pr
[
yia = yjb

]
≤ 1

2n − 1
+

1

2n
≤ 1

2n−1
.

To complete the proof let the event that yia ̸= yjb for all (i, a) ̸= (j, b) be denoted by E . Then

Pr
[
E
]
≤

∑
(i,a)̸=(j,b)

Pr
[
yia = yjb

]
≤ q(n)2s(n)2

2n−1
.

Conditioned on the event E (so that yia ̸= yjb for (i, a) ̸= (j, b)), the distribution ∏
a∈[s(n)],a odd

Ctr
(a,a+1)
g1
a

Ctr
(a+1,a)
g2
a

(y)

q(n)2s(n)2

2n−1 -close to uniform on {0, 1}Nq(n). To see this, we prove that every two columns of the form

{a, a + 1} for a odd ends up close to uniform on {0, 1}2nq(n). WLOG assume that a = 1. Then
because yi2 ̸= yj2 for all i ̸= j, we have that

(
g(yi1)

)
i∈q(n) is uniformly distributed on {0, 1}nq(n),

independently of the n-bit strings occupying the entries not in the second column of Ctr
(2,1)

g2
1

(y). By

a union bound, with probability at least 1− q(n)2

2n all of the strings in the second column are distinct,

and if this occurs then the first column of Ctr
(1,2)

g1
1

Ctr
(2,1)

g2
1

(y) is uniformly distributed on {0, 1}nq(n)

independently of the strings in the entries not in the first column. Repeating this argument for
s(n)/2 other pairs of columns and using a union bound gives that the resulting distribution is
q(n)2s(n)

2n−2 -close to uniform on {0, 1}Nq(n).

The uniform distribution on {0, 1}Nq(n) has distance at most q(n)2

2n from the uniform distribution

on B≥1 =
{
z ∈ {0, 1}Nq(n) : zi ̸= zj ⇐⇒ i ̸= j

}
, so if we let D denote the distribution induced by

applying the local permutations given above to a matrix x ∈ {0, 1}Nq(n), we have by the previous
paragraph that∥∥∥D − Unif

(
B≥1

)∥∥∥
1
≤
∥∥∥∥D − Unif

(
{0, 1}Nq(n)

)∥∥∥∥
1

+

∥∥∥∥Unif
(
B≥1

)
− Unif

(
{0, 1}Nq(n)

)∥∥∥∥
1
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≤

(
q(n)2s(n)

2n−2
+

q(n)2s(n)2

2n−1

)
+

q(n)2

2n
≤ q(n)2s(n)2

2n−3
.

Since Unif(B≥1) is exactly the distribution induced by applying a uniformly random permutation
from S{0,1}N to x, this completes our proof.

Claim 74. Let c > 0 be fixed. Assume
{
fn
(·)

}
n∈N

is ε-pseudorandom against circuits of size at

most 100nc+1s(n)3 and implementable by circuits of size at most s(n). Then for any adversary
circuit A of size at most nc, we have∣∣∣∣∣∣Prg(1,2),...,gs(n),2:{0,1}n→{0,1}n

[
A

pN
(g(1,2),...,gs(n),2) = 1

]
−Prkey

[
ApNkey

]
= 1

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ s(n)2ε(n).

Proof. Let A be a circuit of size at most nc. We replace the pseudorandom functions in pN(·) with
completely random functions one-by-one, so that the quantity we intend to bound can be written

as
∣∣∣Prs(n)

2 −Pr0
∣∣∣, where for each ℓ ∈ [s(n)2] we define

Prℓ =Pr keyℓ+1,...,keys(n)2

g1,...,gℓ:{0,1}n→{0,1}n
gt+1=fn

keyt
∀t∈[ℓ+1,s(n)2]

ApN(
g1,...,gs(n)2

)
= 1

.

It suffices to show that
∣∣∣Prℓ−Prℓ−1

∣∣∣ ≤ ε(n) for all ℓ ∈ [s(n)2 − 1]. Assume otherwise, so that

this does not hold for a particular value of ℓ. Then we can build an adversary A′ breaking pseudo-
randomness of f by simulating oracle to access to p using oracle access to f . To do this, we build
a randomized adversary R that is the same circuit as A, but each oracle gate A has is replaced
with the following random circuit P. The circuit P randomly draws key1, . . . , keyℓ−1 uniformly at
random. It then implements the function

pNfn
key1

,...,fn
keyℓ−1

,O,gℓ+1,...,gs(n)2
,

where O : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}n is the oracle gate (which is either a pseudorandom fn
keyℓ

or a completely

random function gℓ) and each gt : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}n is a completely random function. To implement
the completely random functions, P just draws uniformly random elements each time it is asked
for the output of a random function, and remembers which input it has been queried on.

If we run A with its oracle calls replaced by these circuits P, we get a distinguisher R with
oracle access to a function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}n that distinguishes the case where f is chosen

completely randomly and the case where f is chosen according to
{
fn
(·)

}
with advantage equal to∣∣∣Prℓ−Prℓ−1

∣∣∣.
The circuit P has size at most s(n)2 · s(n) + 100s(n) · n (the 100s(n) · n comes from the size

required for the memorization of queried strings). There are a fixed set of random strings so that
R has the largest distinguishing advantage on that set of strings, so we just let A′ be R equipped
with those random strings, and A′ has size at most size(A) + size(A) + size(P) ≤ nc + 100n · s(n)3.

Thus, we have a contradiction, since A′ has distinguishing advantage at least
∣∣∣Prℓ−Prℓ−1

∣∣∣ > ε(n)

against f .
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When we instantiate this construction with the pseudorandom f ensembles given by [HILL99]
and [GGM86], we get pseudorandom permutations implementable by small reversible circuits.

Corollary 75. If OWFs exist then for some δ > 0 there exists an 2−nδ
-pseudorandom function

ensemble
{
pn(·)

}
against P/poly implementable by reversible circuits of size at most n3.

Proof. If OWFs exist then by Theorem 70, for some constants δ and d and any c > 0, there exists

a 2−nδ
-pseudorandom function ensemble

{
fn
(·)

}
against circuits of size at most nc implementable

using Boolean circuits of size nd. Proposition 72 shows that the
{
pN(·)

}
built from

{
fn
(·)

}
as above

is ε-pseudorandom against circuits of size at most nc/(d+1)/n3d+1100 ≤ nc/d−4d, where (recalling
that N = ns(n) = nd+1)

ε(N) ≤ n2c

2nδ′ +
n2c/d−8dn2d

2n−10
≤ 2−Nδ

,

where we set δ = 0.001δ′/d and assume n to be large enough. This applies for any c, so the ensemble
is pseudorandom against P/poly.12

Moreover, each Ctr
(i,j)
fkey

is implementable using a reversible circuit of size O(nd) ≤ O(N) by

standard simulation of Boolean circuits with reversible circuits. There are at most O(N2) many
applications of such a permutation, so there are reversible circuits with at most O(N3) gates capable
of implementing this ensemble.

7.2 Hardness of MRCSP for Poly-Time Adversaries

As in [KC00], the capability of small reversible circuits to implement pseudorandom functions
implies that their minimization problems are hard.

Corollary 76 (Theorem 15, restated). Fix any constant d ≥ 3. If one-way functions exist, then
there is no deterministic poly(n)-time algorithm that — given black-box access to a permutation π
on {0, 1}n — decides whether π is computable by a reversible circuit of size at most nd.

Proof. Given that OWFs exist, by Corollary 75 there exists δ > 0 such that there exists a 2−nδ
-

pseudorandom function ensemble
{
pn(·)

}
n∈N

against P/poly implemented by reversible circuits with

at most n3 gates for some constant δ > 0. Now assume that there exists such a deterministic A.
Then, by definition we have that for n large enough,∣∣∣∣Prkey∈{0,1}κ(n)

[
Apnkey = 1

]
−Prg∈S{0,1}n [Ag = 1]

∣∣∣∣ ≥
∣∣∣∣∣1 − n4nd

2n2n

∣∣∣∣∣ > 2−nδ
.

This is because for large enough n, there are at most n4nd
permutations of {0, 1}n computable by re-

versible circuits with at most nd gates. This contradicts the pseudorandomness of
{
pn(·)

}
n∈N

. (When

p is pseudorandom against subexponential algorithms, then this argument gives subexponential-
time hardness.)

12For subexponential-time adversaries, q(n) is subexponential, and this is still exponentially small when f is
subexponentially secure.
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This shows that given the existence of OWFs, it is impossible for polynomial-time adversaries
to invert our block ciphers. In fact, the result applies when one replaces reversible circuits with
reversible circuits with nearest-neighbor gates, with some cost coming from the simulation of arbi-
trary gates with nearest-neighbor gates. In fact, our result applies to any restricted set of reversible
circuits that can simulate arbitrary reversible circuits with 3-bit gates with polynomial overhead.

We leave a few directions open:

• Provide more efficient implementations using reversible circuits of the pseudorandom permu-
tation ensemble of Proposition 72 (as in polynomial-size circuits with small exponent).

• Show average-case hardness of inverting block ciphers (an average-case version of Corollary 76)
under a well-founded computational hardness assumption.

7.3 Hardness of MRCSP for General Adversaries

In Section 7.2 we showed that it is hard for circuits/algorithms running in time bounded in poly(n)
(or subexponential in n) with query-access to a function to distinguish between functions of large
reversible circuit complexity and those of small reversible circuit complexity. Part of our proof
relied on the fact that such adversaries can query a limited number of inputs to the function that it
receives. However, often we are interested in the case where the adversary can actually query the
entire truth table and run in time poly(2n). To show that such adversaries still struggle, we provide
a direct reduction from a gapped version of the MCSP problem, which is known to be hard under
the existence of OWFs. For this reduction we need a less naive simulation of Boolean circuits using
reversible circuits than the one used in the proof of Proposition 72; we get a better simulation from
[Wil10].

Definition 77. Let a, b : N → N. In the promise problem gapMCSPa,b, the input is a truth-table
of a permutation f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}n such that there either exists a circuit of size at most a(n)
computing f or there is no circuit of size less than b(n) computing f . The objective is to decide
whether f falls into the former case or the latter case.

Lemma 78. If OWFs exist then there exists d such that the are no polynomial-size circuits for
gapMCSPnd,n100d .

Proof. If OWFs exist then by [HILL99], [GGM86], and [LR88] there exists a 2−nδ
-pseudorandom

function ensemble against polynomial-time adversaries computable with circuits with at most nd

gates. The existence of such an ensemble precludes the existence of a polynomial-time algorithm
for gapMCSPnd,n100d .

Definition 79. Let a, b : N → N. In the promise problem MRCSPa, the input is a truth-table of
a permutation f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}n such that there either exists a reversible circuit with at most
a(n) gates computing f or there is no circuit with less than a(n) gates computing f . The objective
is to decide whether f falls into the former case or the latter case.

Proposition 80. Let d < d′/10. If there exist circuits for MRCSPn5d with size at most T (2n) then
there exist circuits for gapMCSPnd,nd′ with size at most T (22n) + O(24n).

Proof. Assume the existence of such circuits for MRCSPnd,nd . We present distinguisher circuits Dn

for gapMCSPn5d,nd′ satisfying the size bound. The circuit Dn proceeds as follows. Given the input
to gapMCSPnd,nd′ , which is a truth table

tt = (xi, yi)i∈[2n],
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where each xi and yi are elements of {0, 1}n. Now form the truth table tt′ which is given by

tt′ = (xi ◦ z, yi ◦ z)i∈[2n],z∈{0,1}n ,

where ◦ denotes concatenation of strings, so that tt′ is the truth table of a permutation on {0, 1}2n.
Then Dn runs the size T (22n) circuit C′

2n on tt′ and returns 1 if C′ returns 1 and 0 otherwise.
First assume that tt is computable by circuits of size at most nd. Then by Claim 81 tt′ is

computable by reversible circuits with at most n5d ≤ (2n)5d gates, so that our Dn is correct on
such an input.

Claim 81 ([Wil10], Section 2.2.1). If f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}n is computable using circuits of size nd,
then there exists circuits of size at most n5d computing the function f ◦ Id : {0, 1}2n → {0, 1}2n
given by (f ◦ Id)(x ◦ z) = f(x) ◦ z.

Otherwise, tt (the truth table for the function f) has no circuits of size at most nd′ , and therefore
f ◦ Id has no reversible circuits of size at most nd′/2. This implies that f ◦ Id has no reversible
circuits of size at most nd < nd′/2, so that the internal circuit C′

2n returns 0. Therefore Dn returns
0 and is again correct. The size of Dn is at most T (22n) + O(24n) because it simply builds the size
24n truth table tt′ and runs a size at most T (22n) circuit on it.

Combining Lemma 78 and Proposition 80 results in the conditional (based on the existence of
OWFs) hardness of MRCSP.

Corollary 82. If OWFs exist then there exists d > 0 such that MRCSPnd ̸∈ P/poly.
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A Comparison Method

Theorem 83 ([WLP09], Theorem 13.23). Let P̃ and P be transition matrices for two ergodic
Markov chains on the same state space V . Assume that for each (x, y) ∈ V 2 there exists a random
path

∆(x, y) =
(
(x,u1), (u1,u2), (u2,u3), . . . , (uℓ, y)

)
.

Then we have that

λ2(L) ≥
(

max
v∈V

π(v)

π̃(v)

)
A(∆)λ2(L̃).

where the comparison constant of ∆ is defined to be

A(∆) := max
(a,b)∈V 2

P̃ (a,b)>0

 1

π̃(x)P̃ (a, b)

∑
(x,y)∈V 2

E
∆

[
1(a,b)∈∆(x,y) · |∆(x, y)|

]
· π(x) · P (x, y)

.
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Here π and π̃ are the (unique) stationary distributions for P and P̃ , respectively, and 1(a,b)∈P is
the indicator variable which captures whether (a, b) appears in the sequence P.

Lemma 32 is a direct consequence of the following Corollary 84, with symmetry applied.

Corollary 84. Let P̃ and P be transition matrices for random walks on undirected (multi)graphs
G̃ = (V, Ẽ) and G = (V,E), respectively. The graph G is d-regular, and G̃ is d̃-regular. Assume
that for each e ∈ E there exists a random path

Γ(e) = (ẽ1, . . . , ẽTe),

where (ẽ1, . . . , ẽTe)
13 is drawn from a distribution on sequences of edges connecting the endpoints

of E. Then we have for any f : V → R that

λ2(L) ≥
(

max
v∈V

π(v)

π̃(v)

)
B(Γ)λ2(L̃).

where the multigraph comparison constant is defined as the maximum congestion over all edges
ẽ ∈ Ẽ connecting vertices a, b ∈ V ,

B(Γ) := max
ẽ∈Ẽ

 d̃

d

∑
e∈E

E
Γ

[
1ẽ∈Γ(e) · |Γ(e)|

].14

Here π and π̃ are the (unique) stationary distributions for P and P̃ , respectively.

Proof. We construct a (randomized) map ∆ as in Lemma 32 from the map Γ as follows. For each
(x, y) ∈ V 2, if x and y are not connected by an edge in E then set ∆(x, y) = () (the sequence of
length 0). Otherwise select a random edge e from (E)x,y and let (ẽ1, . . . , ẽTe) be the random path
Γ(e). For each i ∈ [Te] let (ui,vi) be the vertices connected by ẽi. Then set

∆(x, y) =
(
(u1,v1), . . . , (uℓ,vTe)

)
=
(
(x,v1), . . . , (uTe , y)

)
.

The comparison constant of ∆ is

A(∆) = max
(a,b)∈V 2

 1

π̃(x)P̃ (a, b)

∑
(x,y)∈V 2

E
∆

[
1(a,b)∈∆(x,y) · |∆(x, y)|

]
· πref(x) · P (x, y)

.

Since both Markov chains have the same stationary distribution over the same state space, the π
terms cancel, so the above is equal to

max
(a,b)∈V 2

 1

P̃ (a, b)

∑
(x,y)∈V 2

E
∆

[
1(a,b)∈∆(x,y) · |∆(x, y)|

]
· P (x, y)


= max

(a,b)∈V 2

 d̃∣∣∣Ẽa,b

∣∣∣
∑

(x,y)∈V 2

E
∆

[
1(a,b)∈∆(x,y) · |∆(x, y)|

]
·
∣∣Ex,y

∣∣
d

.

13Here Te is a (deterministic) quantity determined by the edge e.
14If P is a sequence then |P| is its length.
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Let us now start translating from pairs of vertices to edges of the multigraph. Each pair of vertices
(x, y) has

∣∣Ex,y

∣∣ edges connecting them, we can change the summation from pairs of vertices to
edges e ∈ E. Recall that u(e), v(e) are the endpoints of edge e. Continuing the calculation, the
above is equal to

max
(a,b)∈V 2

 d̃

d
∣∣∣Ẽa,b

∣∣∣
∑
e∈E

E
∆

[
1(a,b)∈∆(u(e),v(e)) · |∆(u(e), v(e))|

]
= max

(a,b)∈V 2

 d̃

d

∑
e∈E

1∣∣∣Ẽa,b

∣∣∣ E∆
[
1(a,b)∈∆(u(e),v(e)) · |∆(u(e), v(e))|

]
= max

(a,b)∈V 2

 d̃

d

∑
e∈E

1∣∣∣Ẽa,b

∣∣∣ |Γ(e)|Pr∆

[
1(a,b)∈∆(u(e),v(e))

].

The last equality is because |∆(u(e), v(e))| = |Γ(e)| with certainty, and |Γ(e)| is a deterministic
quantity that only depends on e.

The sum of probabilities that ẽ ∈ (Ẽ)a,b appears in the sequence Γ(e), over all such ẽ, is equal to
the probability that (a, b) appears in ∆(u(e), v(e)). By averaging, we have that the probability that
ẽ ∈ Ẽa,b appears in Γ(e), where ẽ maximizes this quantity, is at least 1

|Ẽa,b|
times the appearance

probability of (a, b). This results in

A(∆) ≤max
ẽ∈Ẽ

 d̃

d

∑
e∈E

E
Γ

[
1ẽ∈Γ(e) · |Γ(e)|

] = B(Γ).

Applying Theorem 83 with this new map ∆ completes the proof.
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