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I present an analytic approach to establishing the presence of phase transitions in a large set of decision
problems. This approach does not require extensive computational study of the problems considered. The set
– that of all paddable problems over even-sized alphabets satisfying a condition similar to not being sparse –
shown to exhibit phase transitions contains many “practical” decision problems, is very large, and also contains
extremely intractable problems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Phase transitions are the epitome of emergent behavior in
both many-body physics and theoretical computer science. A
phase transition in a decision problem – as in a physical sys-
tem – is a sudden/rapid change in the behavior of the prob-
lem (or physical system) as a specific parameter changes and
this typically – in decision problems, that may be considered
WLOG as deciding if a string is in a given language – takes
the form of a sudden change in the probability a random in-
put, with a specific value of the parameter, is in the relevant
language. They are of great interest [1] to computer scientists
and mathematicians with “a crucial role in the field of artificial
intelligence and computational complexity theory” [2].

Phase transitions are also vitally important in the physics
of condensed matter/many-body systems – and consequently
are of interest to physicists [3–5] – but are an emergent prop-
erty of many-body systems and hence are not easily studied
theoretically. Their importance, coupled with the complexity
of deriving their existence and properties, results in emerg-
ing computational techniques and increasing computational
power continually being applied [6] to their study [7]. It is
therefore hoped that investigations of phase transitions in de-
cision problems could shed light on their condensed matter
cousins. As phase transitions also appear even further afield,
such as in biology [8, Chapter 6] and sociology [9], investiga-
tions of phase transitions may find applicability in many fields
not conventionally associated with phase transitions.

Given the paramount significance of phase transitions in
such a wide array of fields, the formidable computational bar-
riers to investigations based on “experimental” research (i.e.
by the computation of a large number of instances of a prob-
lem and looking for a phase transition e.g. [10–13]), which
provide the foundation of our current understanding of phase
transitions, may be severely limiting to these fields. These
investigations tend to be computationally intensive, requiring
extensive sampling of the problem. It is then not hard to see
that theoretical, non-computational, approaches to identifying
problems with phase transitions – based on easily checked fea-
tures of the problems – would be useful. This is especially true
for problems with complexity substantially greater than poly-
nomial time and/or with very few instances much easier than
the worst case.

However, these pre-existing computational studies do pro-
vide a good background on phase transitions. We know, for in-
stance, that phase transitions are not too rare, being observed

in many decision problems. Most notably, NP-complete deci-
sion problems often have phase transitions, but phase transi-
tions have been observed in much harder problems [14]. For
example, problems observed to have phase transitions include:
playing Minesweeper [15], K-colourability [16], 3 and 4 -
SAT [14], protein folding [8, Chapter 6], and the dynamics
of strike action [9].

In this paper, I start, in Sec. II A, by setting out my no-
tation and reviewing the basic concepts of decision problems
and their phase transitions. Sec. II B then builds towards intro-
ducing a formal definition (Def. 13) that captures a subset of
phase transitions. I then proceed, in Sec. II C via the work of
Faragó [17], to show (in Theorem 2) that phase transitions oc-
cur in a large number of decision problems (those which are
not-anywhere-exponentially-unbalanced, paddable [18], and
over even-sized alphabets).

II. PREPARATION AND PRELIMINARY RESULTS

A. Preliminary Definitions

Def. 1. An alphabet is a finite set of distinct symbols e.g.
{a, b, c, d, e, f , g}. Throughout this paper, alphabets will gen-
erally be denoted by Σ and I will assume |Σ| (the size of the
alphabet Σ) is both even and at least two.

Def. 2. Let Σ be any alphabet, then I define Σ∗ as the set of all
strings – including the empty string – of symbols from Σ.

Def. 3. For any alphabet, Σ, x is a word over Σ ⇐⇒ x ∈ Σ∗.

Def. 4. L is a language over Σ ⇐⇒ L ∈ POW
(
Σ∗
)
, where

POW
(
Σ∗
)

denotes the power set of Σ∗. I.e. a language is a set
of words over Σ .

Def. 5. A decision problem is any problem that gives a binary
(e.g. yes/no) answer. For the purposes of this paper, decision
problems will exclusively be restricted to deciding if a given
word is in a given language.

Def. 6. An algorithm, A, that solves a problem, P, has
complexity, O( f [N]), if for every instance, p ∈ P, of size N,
A takes O( f [N]) time.

Def. 7. Let P be a decision problem and A be the set of all
algorithms that solve P. Let A be the algorithm in A with the
smallest (in the asymptotic limit [19]) complexity, then the
complexity of P is the complexity of A.
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Def. 8. A function is said to be polynomial time computable
if there exists some polynomial function, fpoly, such that for
any possible input to the computation, x, the run-time of the
computation is upper bounded by fpoly

(
|x|
)
, where |x| is the

length of x.

I now switch focus and present the definitions required for
a discussion of phase transitions in decision problems.

Def. 9. ∀S ⊆ Σ∗, I define the accepting fraction, A[S], rela-
tive to some specific language, L, to be the fraction of S that
is in L.

Def. 10. Any polynomial time computable mapping from Σ∗

to R is a parameter.

Def. 11. Let γ(x) : Σ∗ −→ R be a polynomial time com-
putable parameter. Define the parameter slice, Sγn ⊆ Σ∗, as the
set of all x ∈ Σ∗ such that the parameter, γ, takes the value
n ∈ R.

B. Phase Transition Definitions and Preliminary Results

I am now ready to start working towards a definition of
phase transitions. The aim is to capture the behavior seen in
computational experiments, i.e. phenomena as in Fig. 1, but I
would prefer to also capture a more broad range of phenom-
ena that I would also consider to be phase transitions – so that
I am not presuming exactly what form a phase transition must
take. Hence, I use Fig. 1 as a template but broaden the scope
of this investigation slightly. Images similar to Fig. 1 can be

FIG. 1. An Example of a Canonical Form Phase Transition

seen in experimental data and examples are found in:
• Ref. [15] (Figure 4),
• Ref. [14] (Figures 2, 4, 6, 7),
• Ref. [20] (Figures 2, 3, 4),
• Ref. [21] (Figures 1, 3),
• Ref. [22] (Figures 1, 3).
Note these are not the only cited papers to have phase transi-
tions of this form (and this is far from a complete list of all
problems with phase transitions of this form), but they have
the transition plotted so as to easily see it is of the same/similar

form as Fig. 1. Other examples, less clearly of the form re-
quired, are in:
• Ref. [1] (Figures 9.7, 11.11, B.1),
• Ref. [23] (Figures 2.6(d), 2.8(c), 3.3(b), 6.2),
I attempt to consolidate the observations of phase transitions
into a precise definition – in Def. 13 – but first I must define a
notion of “where” a phase transition occurs, in Def. 12.

Def. 12. A threshold value, T , is the closest I can come to
assigning a value of a given parameter as “where” a phase
transition occurs. Define a threshold value as the minimum
T ∈ R such that: ∀y ∈ R,

n > T ⇐⇒ A[Sγn] > 0.5. (1)

Def. 13. A language, L ⊆ Σ∗, exhibits a phase transition if
and only if there exists a parameter, γ : Σ∗ → R, such that:

1. As n → ∞, A[Sγn] → 1, with a monotonically increas-
ing lower bound.

2. As n → −∞, A[Sγn] → 0, with a monotonically de-
creasing upper bound.

3. The fraction of input strings that take values of γ be-
tween A and A + δ – for a small fixed δ – grows at least
exponentially (or at least does beyond a short distance
from the threshold value) as | A - T | increases, where
T ∈ R is the threshold value.

I note that the more general definition of a phase transition
is not normally as prescriptive about the third of the above
requirements, but I note Def. 13 meets the standard definition
which usually just requires that:

“Few input strings have values of the parameter close to
the threshold value (shown in Fig. 1 and defined in Def. 12).”

It is important to stress that the phase transition in Fig. 1 is
just a typical example. Def. 13, which is use throughout this
paper, admits more general phase transitions. For example,
while Fig. 1 is continuous, Def. 13 does not require continuity.

Thus far I have assumed an orientation of the phase transi-
tion. Namely, that:
• As n→ ∞,A[Sγn]→ 1.
• As n→ −∞,A[Sγn]→ 0.
Rather than:
• As n→ ∞,A[Sγn]→ 0.
• As n→ −∞,A[Sγn]→ 1.
Which would equally be a valid phase transition. I refer to the
orientation assumed in Def. 13 as the canonical form and the
newly mentioned one as the inverted form. Def. 14 – which
defines an inverted form phase transition – can be seen to be
almost identical to the definition of a canonicalform phase
transition in Def.13.

Def. 14. A language, L, is said to exhibit an
inverted form phase transition if and only if there exists a
polynomial time calculable parameter, γ : Σ∗ −→ R, such
that:
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1. As n → ∞, A[Sγn] → 0, with a monotonically decreas-
ing bound.

2. As n → −∞, A[Sγn] → 1, with a monotonically in-
creasing bound.

3. The fraction of input strings that take values of γ be-
tween A and A + δ grows at least exponentially (or at
least does beyond a short distance from the threshold
value) (in | A - T |) as | A - T | increases, where T ∈ R
is the threshold value – albeit adapted to the inverted
form – and δ is fixed.

However, I do not – from here on – consider inverted form
phase transitions due to Lemma 1.

Lemma 1. For every inverted form phase transition there ex-
ists a canonical form phase transition describing the exact
same phenomena – and vice versa.

Proof. Assume that there exists the required inverted form
phase transition, with all notation as defined in Def. 14. I
begin with the asymptotic behavior requirements. As per
Def. 14, an inverted form phase transition has the asymptotic
limits:

lim
τ−→−∞

(
A
[
SΓτ
])
= 1 and lim

τ−→∞

(
A
[
SΓτ
])
= 0, (2)

where Γ : Σ∗ → R is the parameter that the inverted phase
transition exists relative to. Define a parameter, Γ′ : Σ∗ → R,
by:

Γ′(x) = −Γ(x). (3)

Using this new parameter, in Eqn. 3, and letting A′′ be the
acceptance fraction according to it (i.e. ∀τ′ ∈ R, A′′[SΓτ′ ] =
A[SΓ

−τ′ ]), the asymptotic limits are:

lim
τ′−→∞

(
A′′
[
SΓ

′

τ′
])
= 1 and lim

τ′−→−∞

(
A′′
[
SΓ

′

τ′
])
= 0. (4)

Hence the asymptotics are now as required for a canonical
form phase transition. The only remaining thing to consider
is that the sparsity conditions (around the threshold value) re-
quired of either form of phase transition is unaffected by this
redefinition of the parameter: if the density increases expo-
nentially in both directions then flipping the two directions
leaves the density still increasing exponentially in both direc-
tions.

Therefore, all requirements of a canonical form phase tran-
sition are forfilled. That for every canonicalform phase tran-
sition there exists an inverted form phase transition follows
from a similar argument. □

C. Main Result

1. Definitions: Paddability and RoughP

I first present a review of the notation, concepts, and some
results of Ref. [17], beginning with the required notions of a
P-isomorphism, in Def. 15, and its P-isomorphism output size,
in Def. 16.

Def. 15. For any alphabet, Σ, a bijection from and to Σ∗ that
can be both computed and inverted in polynomial time is re-
ferred to as a P-isomorphism.

Def. 16. Given a P-isomorphism, ξ : Σ∗ → Σ∗, define the
P-isomorphism output size of x ∈ Σ∗, Nξ, as the length of the
string ξ(x). i.e. ∀x ∈ Σ∗,

Nξ(x) =
∣∣∣ξ(x)
∣∣∣. (5)

The final key ingredient of the main result of Ref. [17], that
I will need for this paper is paddability, presented in Def. 17.

Def. 17. A language, L ⊆ Σ∗, is paddable if and only if there
exists two polynomial time computable functions:

1. Pad : Σ∗ × Σ∗ −→ Σ∗,

2. Dec : Σ∗ −→ Σ∗,

such that, ∀x, y ∈ Σ∗:

1. Pad(x, y) ∈ L ⇐⇒ x ∈ L,

2. Dec(Pad(x, y)) = y.

I am now ready to present the main result of Ref. [17],
which will be vital for the results of the current paper.

Theorem 1. (Theorem 1 in Ref. [17]) For any paddable lan-
guage, L, there exists a polynomial time algorithm, called a
RoughP algorithm, P : Σ∗ −→ {Accept , Reject,⊥}, that ei-
ther correctly decides L or returns a “do not know” symbol,
⊥. Additionally, there exists a P-isomorphism, ϕ : Σ∗ → Σ∗,
such that: ∀n ∈ N,∀x ∈ Σ∗, the fraction of

{
x ∈ Σ∗ | ϕ(x) ∈ Σn}

such that P(x) =⊥ is at most 2−n/2.

Throughout the rest of this paper ϕ : Σ∗ → Σ∗ will continue
to represent the P-isomorphism it does in Theorem 1, as it
does in Def. 18.

Def. 18. (Def. 3 in Ref. [17]) Let,
• Σ be an alphabet with |Σ| ≥ 2,
• L ⊆ Σ∗ be a language.
I say that L ∈ RoughP, if there exists a P-isomorphic encod-
ing, ϕ, and a polynomial time algorithm, P : Σ∗ → {Accept,
Reject, ⊥}, such that the following hold:

1. P correctly decides L, as an errorless heuristic. That is,
it never outputs a wrong decision: if P accepts a string
x ∈ Σ∗, then x ∈ L always holds, and if P rejects x ∈ Σ∗,
then x < L always holds.

2. Besides Accept/Reject, P may output the symbol, ⊥,
meaning it is unable to decide if the input is in the lan-
guage. This can occur, however, only for at most an
exponentially small fraction of strings. I.e. there is a
constant c (where 0 ≤ c < 1) such that: ∀n ∈ N,

|B
ϕ
n ∩ {x ∈ Σ∗ | P(x) =⊥}|

|B
ϕ
n |

≤ cn, (6)

where Bϕn is defined as: Bϕn =
{
x ∈ Σ∗ | Nϕ(x) =

n
}
= S

Nϕ

n . I.e. it is the pre-image of the “ball” of
radius n ∈ N in the image of ϕ.
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I also introduce another definition, that uses the same nota-
tion as immediately above.

Def. 19. A language is
not-anywhere-exponentially-unbalanced if there exists
some polynomial, Poly : N → R, such that ∀n ∈ N, neither
the fraction of Bϕn (which is exactly the same as in Def. 18)
that is in the language (and P decides correctly) nor the
fraction not in the language (and P decides correctly) are
less than

(
Poly(n)

)−1, with the additional condition that
Poly(n) ·

(
1/
√

2
)n is monotonically decreasing.

Not-anywhere-exponentially-unbalanced languages are
most simply viewed – for the purposes of this paper – as
a subset of paddable languages. Paddable languages are
extremely common and I do not expect that not-anywhere-
exponentially-unbalanced are rare within the paddable
languages.

2. Main Result

As mentioned in Theorem 1, Ref. [17] proved that all
paddable languages have a RoughP algorithm, P(x), and from
this RoughP algorithm I define the discriminator as in Def. 20,
which exists for all paddable languages.

Def. 20. The discriminator, Q : Σ∗ → {+1,−1}, for a
given paddable language with a RoughP algorithm, P : Σ∗ →
{Accept , Reject,⊥}, is defined by:

Q(x) =


+1, if P(x) = Acc
Q′(ϕ(x)), if P(x) =⊥
−1, if P(x) = Rej

, (7)

where ϕ is as in Theorem 1 and Q′ is as in Lemma 3 (in Ap-
pendix A) but equally divides the x ∈ Σ∗ such that P(x) =⊥
equally between returning +1 and −1 (as shown in Lemma 3).
As P and ϕ are specific to a given problem/language so is Q.

I am then ready for the main result of this paper, which is
Theorem 2.

Theorem 2. Any paddable not-anywhere-exponentially-
unbalanced language over an even-sized alphabet exhibits a
phase transition.

Proof. To show a phase transition exists, I first must define
the parameter I aim to prove induces a phase transition. The
particular parameter I use will be referred to as the canonical
parameter, introduced in Def. 21.

Def. 21. The canonical parameter, Γ : Σ∗ → R, for an input,
x ∈ Σ∗, is defined (relative to a given paddable not-anywhere-
exponentially-unbalanced language over an even-sized alpha-
bet) as:

Γ(x) = Q(x)
∣∣∣∣∣ √Nϕ(x)

∣∣∣∣∣, (8)

where,
• Q : Σ∗ → {1,−1} is the discriminator for the relevant prob-
lem (as in Def. 20).
• ϕ : Σ∗ → Σ∗ is the P-isomorphism shown to exist in Theo-
rem 1, for the specific paddable language being considered.
• Nϕ : Σ∗ → N is the P-isomorphism output size of ϕ (as in
Def. 16).
Finally, I add the proviso that if Nϕ = 0, the canonical param-
eter is not defined [24]. Hence the single element of Σ∗ where
Γ (there is only one as ϕ is an isomorphism) is not defined is
neglected. This is of little consequence.

Def. 21 requires a discriminator Q (as in Def. 20) to always
exist for paddable problems, which follows from Ref. [17,
Theorem 1] (and hence also from Theorem 1 herein) as the
P, corresponding to the required Q, is the RoughP algorithm
described therein – that always exists for paddable languages
– and that Q′ always exists (and is efficient) for even-sized
alphabets.

I note from the above definition of Q, in Def. 20:

•Q(x) = +1 if and only if Γ(x) > 0. (9)
•Q(x) = −1 if and only if Γ(x) < 0. (10)

Which then implies:

Q(x) = +1 ⇐⇒ Γ(x) ≥ 0 ⇐⇒ H[Γ(x)] = 1, (11)

where H : R → {0, 1} is the Heaviside step function [25].
Using the definition of RoughP, Ref. [17], and the definition
of Q (see Def. 20); Lemma 4 – with the aid of Note 2 – in
Appendix A shows [26] that:

• If Q(x) = +1, thenA[SΓτ ] ≥ 1 − Poly(Nϕ)cNϕ . (12)

• If Q(x) = −1, thenA[SΓτ ] ≤ Poly(Nϕ)cNϕ . (13)

Where Poly(Nϕ) is a polynomial function (as in Def. 19),
Nϕ denotes the length of any ϕ(x) when

∣∣∣Γ(x)
∣∣∣ (as defined

in Def. 8) takes the value τ ∈ R (which is consistent due to
Eqn. 19), and c ∈ R+ is a constant less than 1/

√
2. It is now

useful to define, in Def. 22, a function that I will spend the
rest of this paper examining.

Def. 22. An acceptance bounding function,
A′ : POW

(
Σ∗
)
→ [0, 1], is defined by [27]:

A′[SΓτ ] > A[SΓτ ] if τ > 0, (14)

A′[SΓτ ] < A[SΓτ ] if τ < 0, (15)

whereA is still as in Def. 9.

Due to Lemma 4 it is useful, for my purposes, to define the
acceptance bounding function,A′[SΓτ ], as:

A′[SΓτ ] =

1 − Poly(Nϕ)cNϕ , if τ > 0
Poly(Nϕ)cNϕ , if τ < 0

, (16)

where Poly(Nϕ) is the same polynomial function as in Def. 19.
Note that the P-isomorphism output size, Nϕ(x), is uniquely

determined by τ, due to Eqn. 21, therefore from here on I
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simply write Nϕ to denote Nϕ(x) where x ∈ Σ∗ such that∣∣∣Γ(x)
∣∣∣ = +τ, without reference to a specific x ∈ Σ∗.

Eqn. 16 can equivalently be expressed as:

A′[SΓτ ] = H[τ] ·
(
1 − Poly(Nϕ)cNϕ

)
(17)

+
(
1 − H[τ]

)
· Poly(Nϕ)cNϕ

⇒ A′[SΓτ ] = H[τ] + (1 − 2H[τ]) · Poly(Nϕ)cNϕ . (18)

Then, using Def. 21 and that Nϕ(x) is always positive:

Γ(x) = Q(x)
∣∣∣∣∣ √Nϕ(x)

∣∣∣∣∣⇒ [Γ(x)]2 = Nϕ(x). (19)

Therefore, using Eqn. 19 to replace Nϕ with τ2 in Eqn. 18:

A′[SΓτ ] = H[τ] + (1 − 2H[τ]) · Poly(τ2)cτ
2
. (20)

So the acceptance fraction is bounded entirely in terms of τ.
It is now possible to prove that the canonical parameter meets
the requirements of Def. 13, which shows a phase transition
occurs. I address each requirement individually, in order:
Requirement 1) As τ→ ∞,

A′[SΓτ ] = 1 + (1 − 2)Poly(τ2)cτ
2

(21)

= 1 − Poly(τ2)cτ
2
−→ 1

⇒ A[SΓτ ] −→ 1, monotonically (in terms of a bound on it).
(22)

Requirement 2) As τ→ −∞,

A′[SΓτ ] = 0 + (1 − 0) · Poly(τ2)cτ
2
= Poly(τ2)cτ

2
−→ 0

(23)

⇒ A[SΓτ ] −→ 0, monotonically (in terms of a bound on it).
(24)

Requirement 3) This requirement is the only one that does
not concern the acceptance fraction; as such, it does not rely
on earlier parts of this manuscript (aside from notation and
definitions).

Let E ∈ R+. I can express Γ(x) being within [−E, E] as:

−E ≤ Γ(x) ≤ E ⇐⇒ Nϕ(x) ≤ E2. (25)

I then need to ask how many inputs have Nϕ(x) take a par-
ticular value. If I fix the value of Nϕ(x) to A ∈ Z+. As
Nϕ(x) = |ϕ(x)| and ϕ(x) is a P-isomorphic encoding (so it is
1 − 1), there are |Σ|A possible inputs (i.e. elements of Σ∗) that
have Nϕ(x) = A. Hence, the number of inputs, x ∈ Σ∗, s.t.
−E ≤ Γ(x) ≤ E is:

E2∑
j=0

(
|Σ| j
)
=
|Σ|E

2+1 − 1
|Σ| − 1

. (26)

In requirement 3 of Def. 13, what is actually considered is the
number of instances with distance from the threshold value in
a specified range. Therefore, to meet this requirement, I look
at how many x ∈ Σ∗ have Γ(x) in the ranges:

E1 ≤ Γ(x) ≤ E2 or − E2 ≤ Γ(x) ≤ −E1, (27)

where E1, E2 ∈ R
+ and E2 > E1. The number of instances (i.e.

x ∈ Σ∗) such that Γ(x) is in these ranges is (using Eqn. 26):

E2
2∑

j=E2
1

(
|Σ| j
)
=

E2
2∑

j=0

(
|Σ| j
)
−

E2
1−1∑
j=0

(
|Σ| j
)
=
|Σ|E

2
2+1 − |Σ|E

2
1

|Σ| − 1
. (28)

I now fix the width of the ranges being considered (i.e. setting
E2−E1 to a constant value) to be δ ∈ R+ by setting E2 = E1+δ:

E2
2∑

j=E2
1

(
|Σ| j
)
= |Σ|E

2
1
|Σ|2δE1+δ

2+1 − 1
|Σ| − 1

. (29)

|Σ|2δE1+δ
2+1 − 1

|Σ| − 1
is strictly increasing as E1 increases. There-

fore, the number of elements of Σ∗ with corresponding values
of Γ(x) in [E1, E1 + δ], regardless of the value of δ, is:

o
(
|Σ|E

2
1

)
, (30)

where o
(
·
)

denotes that anything it is equated to grows at least
as quickly as its argument, in the asymptotic limit (defined
more formally in Ref. [28]).

Therefore, as the value of Γ(x) moves away from the thresh-
old value, the number of instances found in [Γ(x),Γ(x) + δ]
increases exponentially (as |Σ| > 1). This may alternatively be
expressed as: approaching the threshold value results in the
number of instances within a given width (i.e. size of the in-
terval being considered, δ) decreasing exponentially. This can
be interpreted as very few inputs having a value of Γ close (by
any measure) to the threshold value, which provides the spar-
sity around the transition required in the less formal definition
of phase transitions (discussed in Sec. II B). □

The phase transitions I have shown to exist have been quite
permissive. For comparison with the standard form on which I
focused my discussion, Fig. 2 shows an example (with Poly(n)
being a constant) of the bounds which I have proven to exist.

This “permissive” form of phase transition is very widely
applicable and many varying forms of phase transition would
fit within this form. However, I note that transitions of the
form in Fig. 1 would easily conform to the requirements of
this “permissive” form of phase transition. Visually, the phase
transition from Fig. 1 can be seen to fall within these bounds
in Fig. 2.

III. DISCUSSION

The principal result of this paper has been to explain why
phase transitions in decision problems are so common. In ty-
ing the presence of phase transitions to paddability, I have –
at least partially – answered this question: paddability is ex-
tremely common in decision problems and is exhibited by al-
most all known practical problems. Likewise, there is no rea-
son to suspect that not-anywhere-exponentially-unbalanced
languages are rare. Hence the ubiquity of paddability explains
the ubiquity of phase transitions.
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FIG. 2. An example (where Poly(n) is a constant) of the limits that the
acceptance fraction in any paddable decision problem over an even-
sized alphabet have been shown to obey. The true acceptance fraction
of any such decision problem, if superimposed on this figure would
be constrained below the blue line when the parameter is below (in
the above image, to the left of) the threshold value and constrained
above the blue line when the parameter is above (in the above image,
to the right of) the threshold value.

This result has been achieved via a theoretical approach to
establishing the presence of phase transitions in an extremely
large set of decision problems – the paddable not-anywhere-
exponentially-unbalanced languages over even-sized alpha-
bets. I note that phase transitions constructed by the meth-
ods herein are not necessarily the only phase transitions in
a given decision problem. There are often many restrictions
that can be applied to a specific decision problem that makes
it easy [29], or at least drastically easier, and these can be seen
as phase transitions of a different form.

A potential improvement to the result of this paper is rel-
atively obvious: the results of this paper are only applicable
to languages over even-sized alphabets, so it would be useful
and interesting to generalize the results herein to languages
over any alphabet.
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Appendix A: Proof of Lemma 4

This appendix is devoted to the proof of Lemma 4. I first prove two preparatory lemmas: Lemma 2 and Lemma 3. Lemma 2
is used in the proof of Lemma 3, which is then used in the proof of Lemma 4. Lemma 4 also makes use of Lemma 5, which
appears immediately after it.

1. Preparatory Lemmas: Lemma 2 and Lemma 3

Lemma 2. For any even-sized alphabet, Σ, and n ∈ N:∣∣∣{x ∈ Σn | ω
(
x
)

is even
}∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣{x ∈ Σn | ω

(
x
)

is odd
}∣∣∣, (A1)

where ω : Σ∗ → N is the weight function (i.e. the sum of each digit in the input string [31]).

Proof. Assume, WLOG, Σ = {1, 2, ..., |Σ|}, where |Σ| is even. Letting
[
·
]

j : Σ∗ → N denote the jth digit (note that I am using
1-based indexing) in its argument. I define, in Def. 23, the weight function, ω : Σ∗ → N that will feature prominently in this
proof.

Def. 23. Define ω : Σ∗ → N by, ∀x ∈ Σ∗,

ω(x) =
|x|∑
j=1

([
x
]

j

)
. (A2)

Consider x, y ∈ Σ∗ and let ◦ : Σ∗ × Σ∗ → Σ∗ denote string concatenation. Then,

[
x ◦ y
]

j =

[x] j, if j ≤ |x|
[y] j−|x|, if j > |x|

. (A3)

Applying the definition of ω : Σ∗ → N to x ◦ y ∈ Σ∗ and using Eqn. A3:

ω(x ◦ y) =
|x◦y|∑
j=1

([
x ◦ y
]

j

)
=

|x|∑
j=1

([
x
]

j

)
+

|x◦y|∑
j=|x|+1

([
y
]

j−|x|

)
=

|x|∑
j=1

([
x ◦ y
]

j

)
+

|x◦y|∑
j=|x|+1

([
x ◦ y
]

j

)
= ω(x) +

|y|∑
k=1

([
y
]
k

)
= ω(x) + ω(y).

(A4)

Finally, define #E(·) : N→ N as the number of elements of Σ∗ of given length (which is the argument) such that the corresponding
weight function is even, and similarly #O(·) : N → N as the number of elements of Σ∗ of given length (its argument) such that
the corresponding weight function is odd. Using Eqn. A4: ∀n,m ∈ N,

#E(n + m) =
∑

j∈{E,O}

(
# j(n)# j(m)

)
⇒ #E(n + 1) =

|Σ|

2

∑
j∈{E,O}

(
# j(n)

)
, (A5)

where I have used that #E(1) = #O(1) =
|Σ|

2
(as |Σ| is assumed to be even). A similar argument yields: #O(n + 1) =

|Σ|

2
∑

j∈{E,O}

(
# j(n)

)
. Using the formulas for #E(n + 1) and #O(n + 1) (specifically, how they are identical), and that #E(1) = #O(1)

(as, for an even-sized alphabet like Σ, there are an equal number of odd and even weight strings of length one), by induction:
∀q ∈ N,

#E(q) = #O(q), (A6)

exactly as Lemma 2 claims, albeit expressed more concisely. □

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.107.012421
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.107.012421
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Lemma 3. For any even n ∈ N and set ⨿n = {z ◦ z | z ∈ Σn/2}, where Σ is any even-sized alphabet, there exists a linear-time
deterministic algorithm, Q′ : ⨿n → {+1,−1}, such that the pre-image of every element in {+1,−1}, under Q′ is of equal size.
Additionally, the same Q′ can be used for any even value of n ∈ N.

Proof. Given an input z ◦ z such that z ∈ Σn/2, z can be extracted in linear time. Then ω(z) can then be calculated in linear
(in |z|) time. Via Lemma 2, calculating ω(z) divides ⨿n into two equinumerous subsets: those where ω(z) is even and those
where it is odd. Define Q′ : ∪even n∈N

(
⨿n
)
→ {+1,−1} as computing – on input z ◦ z, where z ∈ Σ∗ – ω(z) and returning +1

if the parity is odd and −1 otherwise. This equally divides the inputs (i.e. Σn/2) as required. It can also be seen that this same
Q′ : ∪even n∈N

(
⨿n
)
→ {+1,−1} functions as required (and in linear time) regardless of the value of n ∈ N. □

Note 1. The Q′ in Lemma 3 is exactly the Q′ in the definition of the discriminator (see Def. 20). It only needs to be defined on
∪∞n=1
(
⨿n
)

– for my purposes – as ∪∞n=1
(
⨿n
)

is exactly the set of inputs that the discriminator – as in Def. 20 – passes to Q′. This
is due to ∪∞n=1

(
⨿n
)

being exactly the set of inputs for which P – as specified in Theorem 1 – returns ⊥. I also note that we do not
care about what Q′ does outside of ∪∞n=1

(
⨿n
)
.

2. Presentation of Lemma 4 and its Proof

Lemma 4. For any paddable not-anywhere-exponentially-unbalanced decision problem over an even-sized alphabet, Σ, and
its corresponding canonical parameter, Γ (as defined in Eqn. 8 and which exists for any such problem, due to Theorem 1), the
accepting fraction of that decision problem (as defined in Def. 9) over SΓτ ,A[SΓτ ], is bounded as:

If τ > 0, A[SΓτ ] ≥ 1 − Poly(Nϕ)cNϕ . (A7)

If τ < 0, A[SΓτ ] ≤ Poly(Nϕ)cNϕ . (A8)

Where Poly : R+ → R+ is a polynomial function as in Def. 19, Nϕ is as defined in Def. 16 (but drops its argument with the
understanding that it is the isomorphism length corresponding to Γ taking the value τ ∈ R [32]), and SΓτ retains its meaning
from Def. 11.

Proof. I begin with a definition I will use throughout this proof, Def. 24.

Def. 24. For any map, f , defined on a set, S , [33] define:
[
S
]f
val =

{
x ∈ S | f (x) = val

}
, where val can be any element of f ’s

codomain. Note that for any map, f , set, S ⊆ Σ∗, and value, val;
[
S
]f
val can be expressed as the intersection of two subsets of Σ∗:[

S
]f
val = S ∩

{
x ∈ Σ∗ | f (x) = val

}
. (A9)

Using Def. 24, I can, ∀n ∈ N, split Bϕn (as defined in Def. 18) into
[
B
ϕ
n
]Q
+1 and

[
B
ϕ
n
]Q
−1 (as Q – as defined in Def. 20 – always

outputs exactly one of only two options: +1 or −1) with the properties: ∀n ∈ N,[
B
ϕ
n
]Q
+1 ∩
[
B
ϕ
n
]Q
−1 = ∅ and

[
B
ϕ
n
]Q
+1 ∪
[
B
ϕ
n
]Q
−1 = B

ϕ
n . (A10)

Considering the cases by which Q is defined, in Def. 20, and letting ◦ denote the composition operator on functions, I can
re-express each of

[
B
ϕ
n
]Q
+1 and

[
B
ϕ
n
]Q
−1 as: ∀n ∈ N, ∀p ∈ {+1,−1},

[
B
ϕ
n
]Q

p =

([
B
ϕ
n
]P
⊥ ∩
[
B
ϕ
n
]Q′◦ϕ

p

)
∪
[
B
ϕ
n
]P
ψ(p), where ψ(p) =

Acc, if p = +1
Rej, if p = −1

. (A11)

As the sets on either side of the logical union, in Eqn. A11, are disjoint
(
as
[
B
ϕ
n
]P
⊥ ∩
[
B
ϕ
n
]Q′◦ϕ

p ⊆
[
B
ϕ
n
]P
⊥ and

[
B
ϕ
n
]P
ψ(p) ∩

[
B
ϕ
n
]P
⊥ = ∅

)
:∣∣∣[Bϕn]Qp ∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣[Bϕn]P⊥ ∩ [Bϕn]Q′◦ϕp

∣∣∣ + ∣∣∣[Bϕn]Pψ(p)

∣∣∣. (A12)

An analysis of P – in Lemma 5 – allows me to evaluate: ∀n ∈ N, ∀p ∈ {+1,−1},∣∣∣[Bϕn]Pψ(p)

∣∣∣ = |Bϕn |
2
−

(1 − p) · |[Bϕn]P⊥|
2

, (A13)

and as shown in Lemma 3 (which depends on |Σ| being even), Q′ ◦ ϕ, by construction, splits
[
B
ϕ
n
]P
⊥ evenly between

[
B
ϕ
n
]Q
+1 and[

B
ϕ
n
]Q
−1, therefore: ∀n ∈ N, ∀p ∈ {+1,−1},

∣∣∣[Bϕn]P⊥ ∩ [Bϕn]Q′◦ϕp

∣∣∣ = |[Bϕn]P⊥|
2

. (A14)
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I can then return to Eqn. A12 and – using Eqn. A13 and Eqn. A14 – re-express it as: ∀n ∈ N, ∀p ∈ {+1,−1},

∣∣∣[Bϕn]Qp ∣∣∣ = |[Bϕn]P⊥|2
+
|B

ϕ
n |

2
−

(1 − p) · |[Bϕn]P⊥|
2

=
|B

ϕ
n |

2
+ p
|[Bϕn]P⊥|

2
. (A15)

I do not need to evaluate the size of the sets (Bϕn and [Bϕn]P⊥) in the right hand side of Eqn. A15. Instead I define F (ϕ,n)
p as the

fraction of
[
B
ϕ
n
]Q

p where P returns ⊥
(
i.e. F (ϕ,n)

p =

∣∣∣[Bϕn]P⊥ ∩ [Bϕn]Q′◦ϕp

∣∣∣∣∣∣[Bϕn]Qp ∣∣∣
)
. F (ϕ,n)

p is an upper bound on the fraction of [Bϕn]Q
p that Q

decides incorrectly (if +1 and −1 are interpreted as Accept and Reject, respectively [34]). Eqn. A14 and Eqn. A15 then allow
me to evaluate F (ϕ,n)

p as: ∀n ∈ N, ∀p ∈ {+1,−1},

F
(ϕ,n)
p =

∣∣∣[Bϕn]P⊥ ∩ [Bϕn]Q′◦ϕp

∣∣∣∣∣∣[Bϕn]Qp ∣∣∣ =
|[Bϕn]P⊥|

2
∣∣∣[Bϕn]Qp ∣∣∣ =

|[Bϕn]P⊥|∣∣∣Bϕn ∣∣∣ + p
∣∣∣[Bϕn]P⊥

∣∣∣ . (A16)

In a brief aside – that will allow me to upper bound F (ϕ,n)
p – consider the derivative of g : R→ R, defined by g(x) = x

β+px (where
β ∈ R+ [35], p ∈ {−1,+1}, and assuming x < β), to show g is strictly increasing on R: ∀β ∈ R+,∀p ∈ {+1,−1},

∂g
∂x
=

β

(β + px)2 ⇒ ∀x ∈ R,
∂g
∂x

> 0⇒ ∀x ∈ R,∀h ∈ R+,
x + h

β + p(x + h)
>

x
β + px

. (A17)

Returning to Eqn. A16, I use Eqn. A17 (which is valid as |Bϕn | ∈ R+ and |Bϕn | > |[B
ϕ
n]P⊥|) to upper-bound F (ϕ,n)

p by upper-bounding
|[Bϕn]P⊥| using the main result of Ref. [17] (and Eqn. 6 in Def. 18): ∀n ∈ N, ∀p ∈ {−1,+1},

∀n,
∣∣∣Bϕn ∣∣∣ ∈ N, cn

∣∣∣Bϕn ∣∣∣∣∣∣Bϕn ∣∣∣ − cn|B
ϕ
n |
≥

cn
∣∣∣Bϕn ∣∣∣∣∣∣Bϕn ∣∣∣ + cn
∣∣∣Bϕn ∣∣∣ ⇒ ∀n,

∣∣∣Bϕn ∣∣∣ ∈ N,F (ϕ,n)
p ≤

cn|B
ϕ
n |∣∣∣Bϕn ∣∣∣ − cn
∣∣∣Bϕn ∣∣∣ = cn

1 − cn ≤

√
2

√
2 − 1

cn ≤
7
2

cn, (A18)

where the third inequality in Eqn. A18 follows from c ≤ 1/
√

2, as in Theorem 1. F (ϕ,n)
p can be interpreted as the fraction, in the

worst case, of the set of inputs – in [Bϕn]Q
p – for which the discriminator, Q, decides incorrectly (and hence Q outputs a value on

the wrong side of zero, i.e. the returned value of the parameter indicates to Accept when the input isn’t in the language or Reject
when it is).

Due to Eqn. 19, if τ ∈ R and Nϕ = Nϕ(z) (where z ∈ Σ∗ is any input such that |Γ(z)| = +τ), then:

SΓ+τ ∪ S
Γ
−τ = S

|Γ|

|τ|
= S

Nϕ

Nϕ
= B

ϕ
Nϕ

and SΓ+τ ∩ S
Γ
−τ = ∅. This is as: SΓ+τ =

[
B
ϕ
Nϕ

]Q
+1 and SΓ−τ =

[
B
ϕ
Nϕ

]Q
−1. (A19)

I now consider bounding the true acceptance fraction of SΓτ , denotedA[SΓτ ]. As |τ| is uniquely determined by Nϕ (and vice versa,
as per Eqn. 21), |Γ(x)| = +τ whenever the value of Nϕ is fixed. But presupposing the value of |Γ(x)| = +τ, considerations can be
split into two distinct cases, depending on the sign of τ. These two cases are intended to approximate Accept and Reject (i.e. if
a given element of Σ∗ is in the language being considered) but are imperfect. This follows from Q decides which of SΓ+τ or SΓ−τ
and element of BϕNϕ

is sorted into (as per Def. 21) and Q always agrees with P (a roughP algorithm and errorless heuristic) when
it does not return ⊥.
The immediately subsequent analysis of the two cases mentioned makes use of a new function, defined in Def. 25.

Def. 25. Let T : Σ∗ →
{
Accept,Reject

}
be a function that correctly decides membership of the language being considered.

The two cases that BϕNϕ
is split into are based on whether τ is positive or negative and are:

Case One: τ > 0 In this case, Q deciding incorrectly means it has returned Accept (implicitly, i.e. it has returned +1) when
it should have returned Reject (i.e. should have returned −1), hence the ideal acceptance fraction is one (and F (ϕ,Nϕ)

p is the
deviation from it, due to Q erring (due to P returning ⊥), in the worst case). Assuming the above worst case scenario, A[BϕNϕ

]

will be one minus the fraction of BϕNϕ
where P returns ⊥. Therefore, if this worst case scenario is not assumed, A[SΓτ ] will be

greater than or equal to this, i.e.:

A[SΓτ ] =

∣∣∣[SΓτ ]TAccept

∣∣∣∣∣∣SΓτ ∣∣∣ . (A20)
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I then consider
[
SΓτ
]T
Accept and bound the number of elements it has.∣∣∣[SΓτ ]TAccept

∣∣∣ ≥ ∣∣∣SΓτ ∣∣∣ − ∣∣∣{x ∈ BϕNϕ

∣∣∣ x is included in SΓτ and is not in the language being considered
}∣∣∣. (A21)

As P is an errorless heuristic, and all elements in
{
x ∈ BϕNϕ

∣∣∣ x is included in SΓτ and is not in the language being considered
}

must have been decided incorrectly by Q, x ∈ BϕNϕ
can only be misassigned as it has been if x ∈

[
B
ϕ
Nϕ

]P
⊥. Due to the definition of

F
(ϕ,Nϕ)
p ,

∣∣∣[Bϕn]P⊥∣∣∣ ≤ 2F (ϕ,Nϕ)
p

∣∣∣BϕNϕ

∣∣∣. This then implies that:∣∣∣{x ∈ BϕNϕ

∣∣∣ x is included in SΓτ and is not in the language being considered
}∣∣∣ ≤ 2F (ϕ,Nϕ)

p

∣∣∣BϕNϕ

∣∣∣. (A22)

Returning to Eqn. A20, the above analysis allows me to derive the bound:

A[SΓτ ] ≥

∣∣∣SΓτ ∣∣∣ − 2F (ϕ,Nϕ)
p

∣∣∣BϕNϕ

∣∣∣∣∣∣SΓτ ∣∣∣ = 1 − 2
F

(ϕ,Nϕ)
p

∣∣∣BϕNϕ

∣∣∣∣∣∣SΓτ ∣∣∣ (A23)

Using that SΓ+τ ∪ S
Γ
−τ =

[
B
ϕ
Nϕ

]Q
+1 ∪

[
B
ϕ
Nϕ

]Q
−1 = B

ϕ
Nϕ

and that the the language being considered is not-anywhere-exponentially-

unbalanced (plus the interpretation of SΓ+τ and SΓ−τ as approximations of which elements of BϕNϕ
are and are not, respectively, in

the language being considered); ∀q ∈ {+τ,−τ}, I can bound |SΓq | by: |SΓq | ≥
(
Poly(Nϕ)

)−1
|B

ϕ
Nϕ
|, where Poly is the polynomial as

in Def. 19 and – as usual – Nϕ is inferred from the choice of τ. Therefore,

A[SΓτ ] ≥ 1 − 7
cNϕ |B

ϕ
Nϕ
|

|SΓτ |
≥ 1 − 7

cNϕ |B
ϕ
Nϕ
|(

Poly(Nϕ)
)−1
|B

ϕ
Nϕ
|
= 1 − 7Poly(Nϕ)cNϕ . (A24)

Case Two: τ < 0 Now Q deciding incorrectly means it has returned Reject (again, implicitly: returning −1) when it should
have returned Accept (i.e. +1), hence the ideal acceptance fraction is zero. Using a very similar argument to the case where τ >
0, I start by considering

[
SΓτ
]T
Accept and again bound the number of elements it has.

When τ < 0, any element of
[
SΓτ
]T
Accept must be incorrectly decided by Q. Again, this can only happen if that element is in[

B
ϕ
Nϕ

]P
⊥. Therefore, ∣∣∣[SΓτ ]TAccept

∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣[Bϕn]P⊥∣∣∣ ≤ 2F (ϕ,Nϕ)
p

∣∣∣BϕNϕ

∣∣∣. (A25)

Similarly to the first case above, this implies that:

A[SΓτ ] =

∣∣∣[SΓτ ]TAccept

∣∣∣∣∣∣SΓτ ∣∣∣ ≤
F

(ϕ,Nϕ)
p

∣∣∣BϕNϕ

∣∣∣∣∣∣SΓτ ∣∣∣ ≤ 7
cNϕ |B

ϕ
Nϕ
|

|SΓτ |
≤ 7

cNϕ |B
ϕ
Nϕ
|(

Poly(Nϕ)
)−1
|B

ϕ
Nϕ
|
= 7Poly(Nϕ)cNϕ . (A26)

To complete the proof, the factor of 7 (in Eqn. A26) is absorbed into the polynomial, Poly, and the two cases in Eqn. A24 and
Eqn. A26 are combined into:

If τ > 0, A[SΓτ ] ≥ 1 − Poly(Nϕ)cNϕ . (A27)

If τ < 0, A[SΓτ ] ≤ Poly(Nϕ)cNϕ . (A28)

Where Poly : R+ → R+ is a polynomial function as in Def. 19, Nϕ is as defined in Def. 16, and SΓτ retains its meaning from
Def. 11. □

Note 2. Due to the construction of Γ, Γ(x) > 0 ⇐⇒ Q = +1, and Γ(x) < 0 ⇐⇒ Q = −1, as can be seen from Def. 21.

3. Lemma 5 and its Proof

Lemma 5. Given the notation and assumptions of Lemma 4 (and its proof),
∣∣∣[Bϕn]Pψ(p)

∣∣∣ = |Bϕn |
2
−

(1 − p) · |[Bϕn]P⊥|
2

.
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Proof. Consider the functioning of P : Σ∗ → {Accept,Reject,⊥} from Eqn. 4 in Ref. [17]:

P(x) =


Accept if ω(ϕ(x)) is odd
Reject if ω(ϕ(x)) is even and ϕ(x) is asymmetric
⊥ if ϕ(x) is symmetric

, (A29)

where ω : Σ∗ → N0 is the weight function and ϕ : Σ∗ → Σ∗ is a P-isomorphism that always exists for paddable languages, as in
Theorem 1. Considering just the x ∈ Σ∗ where x ∈ Bϕn , as ϕ is a P-isomorphism so is ϕ−1, therefore Bϕn may be re-expressed as:

B
ϕ
n =
{
x ∈ Σ∗ | Nϕ(x) = n

}
=
{
x ∈ Σ∗ | ϕ(x) ∈ Σn}⇒ Letting ϕ(x) = z, Bϕn =

{
ϕ−1(z) | ϕ(ϕ−1(z)) ∈ Σn} = {ϕ−1(z) | z ∈ Σn}.

(A30)

Then consider the subset of Bϕn for which P returns Accept, using Eqn. A30:

∣∣∣[Bϕn]Pψ(1)

∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣[Bϕn]PAcc

∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣{x ∈ Bϕn | ω(ϕ(x)) is odd
}∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣{y ∈ Σn | ω(ϕ(ϕ−1(y))) is odd

}∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣{y ∈ Σn | ω(y) is odd
}∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣Σn

∣∣∣
2
=

∣∣∣Bϕn ∣∣∣
2
,

(A31)

where Σn =
{
x ∈ Σ∗ | |x| = n

}
(i.e. the set of all strings in Σ∗ of length n ∈ N) and Acc is used as a shorthand for Accept. The

final equality in Eqn. A31 follows as ϕ is bijective. Similarly, consider the set of elements in Bϕn for which P returns Reject:∣∣∣[Bϕn]Pψ(−1)

∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣[Bϕn]PRej

∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣{x ∈ Bϕn | ω(ϕ(x)) is even and ϕ(x) is asymmetric
}∣∣∣ (A32)

=
∣∣∣{y ∈ Σn | ω(ϕ(ϕ−1(y))) is even and ϕ(ϕ−1(y)) is asymmetric

}∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣{y ∈ Σn | ω(y) is even and y is asymmetric
}∣∣∣

=
∣∣∣{y ∈ Σn | ω(y) is even

}
∩
{
y ∈ Σn | y is asymmetric

}∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣{y ∈ Σn | ω(y) is even
}∖{

y ∈ Σn | y is symmetric
}∣∣∣.

Note that Rej is used as a shorthand for Reject and the backslash, i.e. A\B (as in Eqn. A32), above is used to denote the set
complement of the set B within the set A.

As ω(y) is even for any symmetric y ∈ Σ∗ and the number of symmetric strings of length n ∈ N is exactly the size of [Bϕn]P⊥,
Eqn.A32 becomes:

∣∣∣[Bϕn]Pψ(−1)

∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣Σn
∣∣∣

2
−
∣∣∣{y ∈ Σn | y is symmetric

}∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣Bϕn ∣∣∣
2
−
∣∣∣[Bϕn]P⊥

∣∣∣. (A33)

I combine the two cases (with differing p ∈ {−1,+1}) in Eqn. A31 and Eqn. A33 into a single equation for
∣∣∣[Bϕn]Pψ(p)

∣∣∣: ∀n ∈ N,
∀p ∈ {+1,−1},

∣∣∣[Bϕn]Pψ(p)

∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣Bϕn ∣∣∣
2
−

(1 − p) ·
∣∣∣[Bϕn]P⊥

∣∣∣
2

. (A34)

□
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