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Abstract

We study comparison sorting in the evolving data model [AKMU11], where the true total order

changes while the sorting algorithm is processing the input. More precisely, each comparison operation

of the algorithm is followed by a sequence of evolution steps, where an evolution step perturbs the rank

of a random item by a “small” random value. The goal is to maintain an ordering that remains close

to the true order over time. Previous works have analyzed adaptations of classic sorting algorithms,

assuming that an evolution step changes the rank of an item by just one, and that a fixed constant number

b of evolution steps take place between two comparisons. In fact, the only previous result achieving

optimal O(n) total deviation from the true order, where n is the number of items, applies just for b = 1
[BVDE+18a].

We analyze a very simple sorting algorithm suggested in [Mah14], which samples a random pair of

adjacent items in each step and swaps them if they are out of order. We show that the algorithm achieves

and maintains, with high probability, optimal total deviation, O(n), and optimal maximum deviation,

O(log n), under very general model settings. Namely, the perturbation introduced by each evolution step

is sampled from a general distribution of bounded moment generating function, and we just require that

the average number of evolution steps between two sorting steps be bounded by an (arbitrary) constant,

where the average is over a linear number of steps.

The key ingredients of our proof are a novel potential function argument that inserts “gaps” in the

list of items, and a general analysis framework which separates the analysis of sorting from that of the

evolution steps, and is applicable to a variety of settings for which previous approaches do not apply. Our

results settle conjectures by [AKMU11] and [Mah14], and provide theoretical support for the empirical

evidence that simple quadratic algorithms are optimal and robust for sorting evolving data [BVDE+18b].
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1 Introduction

We consider the problem of sorting in the evolving data model, introduced by Anagnostopoulos, Kumar,

Mahdian and Upfal [AKMU09, AKMU11]. In this model, the input data are changing slowly while the

algorithm is processing them. Changes to the data typically follow some simple stochastic process, and they

are not directly communicated to the algorithm when they occur; instead the algorithm has query access

to the data. The challenge for the algorithm is then to maintain over time an output close to the correct

output for the current state of the data. This model is different from the standard dynamic (graph) algorithm

model [DEGI10], which assumes that changes are adversarial but are reported to the algorithm. Also, the

focus of the evolving data model is on query complexity rather than computational complexity, in particular,

on the rate of queries of the algorithm relative to the rate at which the data are changing.

Several classic problems have been studied in the evolving data model, from stable matching with

evolving preferences [KLM16], to community detection [ALL+16] and PageRank computation in evolv-

ing graphs [BKMU12] (see section Other Related Work). We focus on the problem of sorting a set S of n
items, when the true underlying total order ρ of S changes gradually over time. The sorting algorithm,

which may only perform pairwise comparisons, is tasked with maintaining an ordering ν on S that is a close

approximation to the true order ρ. We will assume, without loss of generality, that S = [n] and thus ρ and ν
are permutations on [n].

The above sorting problem arises naturally in various real-life settings where ranks are evolving over

time, and comparisons tend to be slow or expensive. For example, ranking tennis or chess players whose

abilities change over time, based on head-to-head matches [Gli02]; maintaining a ranking of a set of sports

teams, whose competitiveness varies during a season; ranking political candidates, where comparisons in-

volve running a debate or doing a poll; ranking movies, songs, or websites, where comparisons involve an

online survey or A/B testing.

Sorting was the first problem to be studied in the evolving data model [AKMU11]. The precise model

considered was that each step of the algorithm is followed by b evolution steps, for some constant b ≥ 1. A

step of the algorithm involves a pairwise comparison between the ranks in ρ for two items in S (specified

by the algorithm), followed by arbitrary updates to the maintained order ν. An evolution step consists of a

random adjacent rank swap, i.e., swapping ρ(i) and ρ(i+ 1) for an index i ∈ [n− 1] sampled uniformly at

random. No memory or computational constraints are imposed on the sorting algorithm, which is executed

by a central agent.

It was shown in [AKMU11] that repeated application of classic randomized Quicksort achieves, after the

first O(n log n) steps, maximum deviation maxi∈[n] |ν(i) − ρ(i)| = O(log n) between the maintained and

the true orders with high probability (w.h.p.),1 and thus total deviation
∑

i∈[n] |ν(i) − ρ(i)| = O(n log n).2

Moreover, a refined algorithm, which runs Quicksort interleaved with copies of Quicksort on smaller ranges

of the maintained list, achieves total deviation O(n log log n). On the lower bound side, it was shown that

for any algorithm the total deviation is Ω(n) w.h.p., and it was conjectured to be tight for any b ≥ 1.

Besa Vial et al. [BVDE+18a] confirmed the conjecture for the special case of b = 1, where each sorting

step is followed by exactly one random adjacent rank swap. For this setting, they showed that Insertion Sort

achieves O(n) total deviation w.h.p., after the first O(n2) steps (and combining it with Quicksort reduces

the steps required to O(n log n)). Since their analysis relied heavily on the assumption that b = 1, they left

open the problem of achieving linear total deviation in the general case.

In parallel, experimental work by Besa Vial et al. [BVDE+18b] suggested that several quadratic algo-

rithms, namely, Bubble Sort, Cocktail Sort, and Insertion Sort, all achieve linear total deviation for any

constant rate b of adjacent rank swaps, and even when random adjacent swaps are replaced by more general,

1With high probability refers to probability of at least 1− n−c for some constant c > 0.
2In fact, the actual bound was expressed in terms of the Kendall-tau distance which is equal to the total deviation within a factor

of 2 (see Definition 2 and Eq.(2).)
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local rank perturbations (as we discuss below). They posed as an interesting problem to provide theoretical

analyses supporting these empirical results.

Our Contributions. Since the problem of evolving sorting was first introduced [AKMU09], it has been

suspected that the following basic randomized algorithm is asymptotically optimal, achieving linear total

deviation (see, for example, the talk by Mahdian [Mah14]).

Naı̈ve Sort: In each step, chose a uniformly random pair of adjacent items and swap them if

they are out of order.3

Naı̈ve Sort has several attractive properties: It is extremely simple; it has minimal memory requirements,

in fact, there is no need to maintain any state from one step to the next; and it is inherently parallelizable.

Also, it has quadratic comparison complexity (w.h.p.) [GSS23], similarly to Bubble Sort, Cocktail Sort, and

Insertion Sort.

We show that Naı̈ve Sort achieves indeed optimal asymptotic deviation, in a robust manner. We analyze

Naı̈ve Sort under a general model, which extends the original model in two ways. First, instead of random

adjacent rank swaps, we assume more general local rank perturbations:

Local rank perturbation step: We sample an integer s from a distribution of zero mean and

bounded moment generating function; then we successively swap the rank of a uniformly ran-

dom item with the ranks of its s succeeding items in ρ if s > 0, or with the ranks of its −s
preceding items in ρ if s < 0 (see formal Definition 3).

Second, rather than assuming that the number of evolution steps between two consecutive sorting steps is a

fixed number b, we just assume that it is bounded on average, where the averaging is over a linear number

of steps.

Bounded average rate of evolution steps: Let bi, for i ≥ 1, be the number of evolution steps

between the ith and (i+ 1)th sorting steps. Then,

t+n∑

i=t+1

bi ≤ b · n, for all t ≥ 0, (1)

where b can be an arbitrary constant (see Definition 4).

Our main result can then be stated as follows.

Theorem 1. Under evolution steps that are local rank perturbations and occur at bounded average rate, it

holds for any t = Ω(n2) large enough, that after t steps of Naı̈ve Sort, the maximum deviation between the

maintained order ν and the true order ρ is O(log n) and their total deviation is O(n) w.h.p.

Our linear bound on the total deviation is optimal due to the lower bound of [AKMU11]. The logarithmic

bound on the maximum deviation is also optimal. In fact, we prove a more general bound of O(b log n) on

the maximum deviation, which applies even when b in Eq. (1) is super-constant. It is not difficult to prove

that this is optimal (see Lemma 27).

The requirement in Theorem 1 that t = Ω(n2), for the number of sorting steps t before the claimed

deviation bounds are achieved, is in place to cover the worst-case initialization. We show that a more refined

requirement suffices, namely, that t = Ω(n · (∆+ log n)), where ∆ is the maximum deviation initially (and

3We coined the name ‘Naı̈ve Sort’ after failing to find an established name for this algorithm in the literature.
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moreover this is tight–see Lemma 28). Also, similarly to [BVDE+18a], it is possible to combine Naı̈ve Sort

with Quicksort to ensure it suffices that t = Ω(n · log n), for all initializations.

Prior to our work, no algorithm was known to achieve linear total deviation, even in the original model

(with random adjacent rank swaps, and constant number b of evolution steps between storing steps), when

b ≥ 2. In particular, the algorithms of [AKMU11] achieve super-linear total deviation, and [BVDE+18a]

prove linear total deviation only for b = 1 (and have no upper bounds on the maximum deviation).

Thus, Theorem 1 settles the conjecture of [AKMU11] that there is an algorithm achieving linear total

deviation for their original model in the general case of b ≥ 2, and also the more specific conjecture of

[Mah14] that this is achievable by Naı̈ve Sort.

More general models have been considered before only experimentally, in [BVDE+18b]. In fact, the

hot spot adversary proposed there is a special case of our model of local rank perturbations, where s is

sampled from a geometric distribution with constant success probability and then its sign is flipped with

probability 1/2.4 Our results thus provide theoretical support for the empirical evidence in [BVDE+18b]

that simple quadratic algorithms are optimal and robust for sorting evolving data, even under more general

assumptions than considered empirically before.

Technical Overview. We give now an overview of the key ideas used in the proof of Theorem 1. Instead of

working with ν and ρ, it suffices to work with a single permutation π on [n] such that π(i) = j if ν(i) = ρ(j).
The maximum and total deviation of π (from the identity permutation) are then the same as respectively

the maximum and total deviation between ν and ρ, and Naı̈ve Sort under local rank perturbations can be

described in terms of π as follows. Let πt denote the permutation after t steps. If step t+1 is a sorting step,

then a random pair πt(i), πt(i + 1) is chosen and is swapped if it is out of order, i.e., if πt(i) > πt(i + 1);
while if step t+ 1 is an evolution step, which we call a mixing step from now on, then a random item i and

a random perturbation s are picked, and π−1
t (i) is swapped with its s succeeding or −s preceding items (if

s < 0) in the inverse permutation π−1
t .

The first key idea we employ is a novel potential function argument, which relies on inserting ‘gaps’

between the elements of permutation πt. For Naı̈ve Sort in the non-evolving setting (i.e., in the absence of

mixing steps), there is already an elegant potential function argument that shows Θ(n2) running time w.h.p.,

by Gasieniec, Spirakis and Stachowiak [GSS23]. Their proof first applies the standard 0/1 principle, which

reduces the problem to sorting a list of 0’s and 1’s [Knu98, Section 5.3.4]. It then analyzes a potential func-

tion where each 1 contributes an exponential term, whose exponent depends on the number of preceding 0’s

and the number of succeeding 1’s. Unluckily, the 0/1 principle no longer applies under mixing steps. Yet,

it is still instructive to attempt to adapt their potential function for a 0/1 list, to our permutation setting. A

natural choice is potential function
∑

i

(
2|i−πt(i)| − 1

)
· 2πt(i), where |i − πt(i)| is the deviation of item

at position i from its correct position πt(i). We first observe that the simpler potential
∑

i

(
2|i−πt(i)| − 1

)

does not work, even without mixing steps. The problem is due to sorted blocks (i.e., maximal contiguous

sequences of sorted items) whose contribution to the potential can drop only if the first or last item in the

block is selected. E.g., in permutation πt = (5, 6, 7, 8, 1, 2, 3, 4) the potential decreases only if 8 and 1 are

swapped, and thus the simpler potential drops in expectation just by a factor of 1 − Θ(n−2) (whereas we

would like to drop by a factor of 1−Ω(n−1)). This issue is handled by the additional factor of 2πt(i), which

gives more weight to the contribution of larger items. Even though this works fine if there are no mixing

steps, it no longer works with mixing steps. Such a step may drastically increase the potential, e.g., by

swapping items i and i+1, for a large i, when the two items are already at the right position, thus increasing

their contribution to the potential from 0 to 2i + 2i+1.

Instead of analyzing directly the evolution of permutation πt, in our proof we consider a larger list lt of

size roughly nd, for some constant integer d > 1. The list is obtained by inserting ‘gaps’, denoted by ⊥, to

4Actually, the hot spot adversary was an inspiration for our local rank perturbation model.
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the permutation list (πt(1), πt(2), . . . , πt(n)). The sorted state of lt is the one where lt[d · i] = i for each

i ∈ [n], and lt[j] = ⊥ for the remaining indices j. In general, the placement of gaps can be arbitrary, subject

to satisfying a simple local invariant, namely, that there is no gap to the left (right) of item i if its target

position d · i is to its left (resp. right). Each sorting and mixing step on πt translates then directly into a

similar step in lt, involving the same items.

The above elementary transformation of the problem, from sorting a permutation πt to sorting a list lt
with gaps, serves the following purpose. The natural potential function

∑
i

(
2|i−πt(i)| − 1

)
, which, as we

saw earlier, does not behave as we wanted, works extremely well when applied to lt; the precise potential

function in now
∑

lt[j] 6=⊥
(
eα·|j−d·lt[j]| − 1

)
, where α > 0 is a constant. In particular, the problem we had

before with sorted blocks is no longer an issue, because now the contribution to the potential function of a

sorted block (without gaps) is dominated by the contribution of the first (or last) item of the block. It is then

not difficult to show that, in the absence of mixing steps, the exponential function drops by the desirable

rate of 1 − Ω(n−1). Hence, there is no need for the exponential weight factor used in the approach based

on [GSS23], which was a main obstacle to our handling of mixing steps. Further, the simpler potential

function facilitates the technique we describe next, for analyzing independently sorting and mixing steps.

The second key idea of the proof is a way to separate the analysis of the sorting steps from that of the

mixing steps. The idea is to allow the target position of each item i in the list lt to move during the process.

For that, we rely on an additional permutation τt on [n], and let the target position of item i in list lt be

d · τt(i). (τ0 is the identity permutation, thus the initial target position of i is d · i). Each time a mixing step

occurs, we modify also τt by swapping τt(i) with its s preceding or s succeeding items in τt, where i and s
are the item and perturbation selected at the mixing step; when a sorting step occurs, τt does not change. In

addition, in each step we must maintain a basic invariant, called admissibility condition, which may require

swapping some pairs in τt at the end of the step (see Definition 8); but such swaps are favorable for our

analysis.

Using d · τt(lt[j]) as the target position for each element lt[j], instead of d · lt[j], we can apply the

same potential function analysis as in the case without mixing steps; precisely the potential function is Φt =∑
lt[j] 6=⊥

(
eα·|j−d·τt(lt[j])| − 1

)
. In the analysis of Φt we can ignore mixing steps because our construction

ensures that a mixing step cannot increase Φt. And as before we have that Φt decreases in expectation by a

factor of 1− Ω(n−1) with each sorting step.

We analyze separately the deviation of τt using another potential function, Ψt =
∑

i e
α′·|i−τt(i)| =∑

i e
α′·|τ−1

t (i)−i|. In the absence of sorting steps, and if it were s = 1 for all mixing steps, then the differences

τ−1
t (i)−i would evolve similarly to simple (unbiased) random walks. Our constructions ensures that sorting

steps cannot increase potential Ψt, and the assumption that s has bounded MGF means that τ−1
t (i) − i is

still close to a simple random walk. We thus use Ψt to show that the maximum deviation of τt after t = k ·n
steps is at most O(

√
k log n) w.h.p.

From the two results above, for the sorting and mixing steps, we have that starting from a maximum

deviation of k for π0, and thus Φ0 ≤ n · eO(k), it takes t = O(k · n) steps before Φt = O(n), and at that

point the maximum deviation of τt is O(
√
k log n). It follows that the maximum deviation of πt at that

moment is O(log n+
√
k log n). Iterating the argument, we show that for any initialization, after t = Θ(n2)

steps, the maximum deviation of πt is O(log n) w.h.p.

The last key component of the analysis is a method to refine the above argument that bounds the max-

imum deviation, to establish a linear total deviation bound for πt. As is, the above argument gives just

O(n log n) total deviation. The problem is that potential Ψt can only be used to bound the maximum devia-

tion of τt, and provides little information about the total deviation of τt.
We show that unlike the maximum deviation of τt which grows toO(

√
k log n) after t = k ·n steps, most

of the deviation terms |i − τt(i)| are concentrated around
√
k. In particular, the sum of all deviation terms

larger than k2/3 is o(n) w.h.p. This facilitates the following approach. Starting from maximum deviation
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k = Θ(log n) for πt, and thus Φt ≤ n · eO(k), we consider a phase of O(k · n) steps until Φt = O(n). At

the end of the phase we perform a “partial target reset,” which roughly amounts to setting τt(i) = i for all i
such that |τt(i)− i| ≤ k2/3 and leaving unchanged the remaining entries. The unchanged entries contribute

just o(n) to the total deviation of τt, while the partial reset ensures that potential Φt drops to n · eO(k2/3).

We then iterate the above, with the length of the phase reduced from k to O(k2/3). After a few such phases

we obtain that Φt = O(n) and also the total deviation of τt is O(n), which together imply the desired linear

total deviation of πt. We formalize this argument by introducing another permutation σt on [n], which is

reset to the identity permutation at the beginning of each of the iterations above, and is updated according to

the same rules as τt (which is only partially reset). Potential Ψt is then defined in terms of σt rather than τt.
And the proof proceeds by showing that in each phase, τt and σt remain close to each other, while potential

Φt drops to O(n), and potential Ψt does not increase much.

Previous techniques were sensitive to the specific settings analyzed. Here, we demonstrate that the use

of potential function arguments allows us to overcome several obstacles that hindered those techniques, and

analyze an extremely general setting. In this paper, we are focused on the fundamental problem of sorting,

and hope that techniques therein extend to other problems with evolving data.

Other Related Work. A problem related to evolving sorting is the well-studied problem of noisy sorting

[FRPU94, BM08, GX23]. The assumption there is that there is a fixed underlying total order, but the

outcome of pairwise comparisons may be incorrect. Depending on the precise setting, the goal may be to

find the most likely total order, e.g., when comparisons are permanently incorrect, or to find the correct

order with a small number of comparisons, e.g., when failure probabilities of comparisons are independent.

Unlike noisy sorting, in evolving sorting comparisons are accurate but the underlying total order is changing.

The biased shuffling algorithm studied by Benjamini et al. [BBHM05] (see also [DR00]), can be viewed

as a noisy version of naı̈ve sorting, where each comparison is faulty independently with probability f < 1/2.

The mixing time of this noisy naı̈ve sorting was shown to be O(n2). It would be interesting to study naı̈ve

sorting in a setting combining both evolving ranks and noisy comparisons. Our current analysis does not

work if we allow for noisy comparisons.

Besides sorting, several problems have been studied in the evolving data model: selecting the k-th

element or the top-k elements under evolving rankings [AKMU11, HLSZ17]; stable matching with evolving

preferences [KLM16]; label tracking on trees with evolving label-to-vertex mappings [AM22]; and various

graph problems on evolving graphs, including (s, t)-connectivity and minimum spanning tree [AKM+12],

densest subgraph computation [ELS15], community detection on the stochastic block model [ALL+16],

and PageRank computations [BKMU12, OMK15, ML21]. In these works, the evolution that the graph

undergoes typically involves changing the list of edges by adding a new edge or deleting an existing edge at

each step, or changing the ranking of the edge weights. The minimum spanning tree algorithm for evolving

edge weights proposed in [AKM+12], and a generalization of it that finds a basis of minimum weight in an

evolving matroid model, both use an evolving sorting algorithm as a component to sort the weights.

Road Map. In Section 2 we introduce some terminology and notation, define the processes and settings we

analyze, and provide some auxiliary lemmas. In Sections 3 and 4 we establish Theorem 1. More specifically,

in Section 3 we prove the O(b · log n) bound on the maximum deviation (Theorem 17) and the bound on

the convergence time (Corollary 20). In Section 4, we prove the O(n) bound for any constant b ≥ 1. In

Section 5, we complement the upper bounds with some asymptotically tight lower bounds.
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2 Preliminaries

2.1 Some Standard Definitions

Let [n] = {1, 2, . . . , n}. By Sn we denote the set of permutations of [n], and idn denotes the identity

permutation. For any π ∈ Sn, and i1, i2 ∈ [n], let swap(π, i1, i2) be the permutation π′ defined as π
with π(i1) and π(i2) swapped, i.e.,

π′(i) =





π(i2), if i = i1,

π(i1), if i = i2,

π(i), otherwise.

We will use the following distance measures between two permutations.

Definition 2 (Permutation Distances). For any permutations π, π′ ∈ Sn, their maximum deviation is

mdev(π, π′) = max
i∈[n]

|π(i)− π′(i)|,

their total deviation (also known as Spearman’s footrule [DG18]) is

tdev(π, π′) =
∑

i∈[n]
|π(i)− π′(i)|,

and their Kendall-tau distance [Ken38] (also known as bubble-sort distance) is

K(π, π′) = |{(i, j) ∈ [n]2 : π(i) < π(j), π′(i) > π′(j)}|.

Also mdev(π) = mdev(π, idn) is just called the maximum deviation of π; and similarly for the other two

distances.

The following close relation between total deviation and Kendall-tau distance was proved in [DG18],

K(π, π′) ≤ tdev(π, π′) ≤ 2 ·K(π, π′). (2)

2.2 Evolving Sorting Model and Naı̈ve Sort

The evolving sorting model we consider in this paper is a generalization of the original model introduced

in [AKMU11]. Next we describe the original model before we present its generalization. Then, we give a

more concise representation, and apply the model to Naı̈ve Sort.

2.2.1 Original Model.

We have an infinite sequence (νt, ρt)t≥0 on pairs of permutations from Sn, where ρt denotes the underlying

total order of set S = [n] after t steps, and νt denotes the maintained approximation to ρt. Each step is either

a sorting step or a mixing step.

A sorting step t consists of a single comparison between a pair of items in S, which returns their relative

order in ρt−1, followed by arbitrary modification to νt−1, which yield νt. The pair to be compared and the

subsequent modifications to νt−1 are decided by the sorting algorithm. Also, ρt = ρt−1.

A mixing step t consists of a single random adjacent rank swap, which samples a uniformly random

index i ∈ [n− 1], and swaps ρt−1(i) and ρt−1(i+ 1), i.e., ρt = swap(ρt−1, i, i+ 1). Also, νt = νt−1.

The order of mixing and sorting steps is such that each sorting step is followed by exactly b ≥ 1 mixing

steps, where b is an integer parameter of the model, that is assumed to be a constant (independent of n).
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2.2.2 Generalized Model

We generalize two properties of the original model above. First, we let a mixing step consist of a more

general operation, called local rank perturbation.

Definition 3 (Local Rank Perturbation). Let D be a distribution on the integers that has zero mean and

bounded moment generation function (MGF), i.e., if D is a random variable with distribution D, then

E [D] = 0 and for some constants λ, c > 0,

E

[
eλ·|D|

]
≤ c.

We assume that D is given as a parameter of the model, and is called perturbation distribution. If step t
is a mixing step then a uniformly random integer i is sampled from [n], and a random integer s is sam-

pled from distribution D; and ρt is obtained by successively swapping ρt−1(j) with ρt−1(j + 1), ρt−1(j +
2), . . . , ρt−1(min{j + s, n}) if s > 0, or by successively swapping ρt−1(j) with ρt−1(j − 1), ρt−1(j −
2), . . . , ρt−1(max{j + s, 1}) if s < 0.

If D is the uniform distribution over {−1, 1} then we obtain a random adjacent rank swap. While if s
is sampled from a geometric distribution with constant success probability and then its sign is flipped with

probability 1/2, we obtain the hot spot adversary proposed and studied empirically in [BVDE+18b].

The second generalization is that we allow the number of mixing steps between two sorting steps to vary,

as long as the average is bounded by a constant. The formal description of this requirement is as follows.

Definition 4 (Bounded Average Rate of Mixing Steps). Let bi, for i ≥ 1, be the number of mixing steps

between the ith and (i+ 1)th sorting steps. Then,

t+n∑

i=t+1

bi ≤ b · n, for all t ≥ 0, (3)

where b is a constant parameter of the model. We also assume that the sequence of bi is chosen independently

of the randomness used in the sorting and evolution steps.5

By letting bi = b for all i, we obtain the original model of [AKMU11]. Our model also encompasses

a wide class of settings, including those with bi’s chosen independently from any reasonable distribution

of bounded mean. Note that since the number of steps in the evolving sorting model is unbounded, it was

necessary to restrict the range of the sum in (3) to involve a finite number of sorting steps. Our decision that

the number of sorting steps be precisely n was arbitrary, but we need that it is at most O(n) in some parts

of the analysis.

2.2.3 Evolving Sorting with Naı̈ve Sort

For each t ≥ 0, the pair νt, ρt of permutations gives rise to a permutation πt ∈ Sn, such that πt(i) = j
if νt(i) = ρt(j).

6 Note that the sorted case of νt = ρt corresponds to πt = idn. Since mdev(νt, ρt) =
mdev(πt) and tdev(νt, ρt) = tdev(πt), it suffices for our analysis to focus on the sequence of πt instead.

For convenience, below we give the definition of sorting and mixing steps in terms of πt, when Naı̈ve

Sort is used.

• Sorting step: sample a uniformly random i ∈ [n−1]; if πt−1(i) > πt−1(i+1) then πt = swap(πt−1, i, i+
1), otherwise πt = πt−1.

5For the purposes of the analysis, we can assume it is fixed in advance, before the process starts.
6Or, more concisely, πt = ρ

−1
t ◦ νt.

7



• Mixing step: sample a uniformly random i ∈ [n], and a random s from distribution D; if s > 0, then

π−1
t is obtained by successively swapping π−1

t−1(i) with π−1
t−1(i + 1), π−1

t−1(i+ 2), . . . , π−1
t−1(min{i +

s, n}); and if s < 0, π−1
t is obtained by successively swapping π−1

t−1(i) with π−1
t−1(i − 1), π−1

t−1(i −
2), . . . , π−1

t−1(max{i+ s, 1}).7

By (Ft)t≥0 we denote the natural filtration of the underlying process, where Ft includes the random

choices made in each step t′ ∈ {1, . . . , t}.

2.3 Auxiliary Lists and Permutations

Next we describe some auxiliary components used in the proof.

2.3.1 Lists with Gaps and Target Permutations

To facilitate the analysis of πt, we consider a triple lt, τt, σt, where lt is a list and τt, σt are permutations

from Sn.

List lt has size roughly nd, for some constant integer d > 1, and it is obtained by inserting ⊥ elements,

called gaps, to the list (πt(1), πt(2), . . .). Each non-gap element lt[j] = i has a target position indicated

by permutation τt, which is position d · τt(i). For example, if τt = idn is the identity permutation, then

the target position of each lt[j] 6= ⊥ is position d · lt[j]. As we will see, sorting steps will tend to bring

non-gap elements closer to their target position, and lt will be considered sorted if every element lt[j] 6= ⊥
is precisely at its target position, i.e., d ·τt(lt[j]) = j. For example, if τt = idn then lt is sorted if lt[d · i] = i
for all i ∈ [n] (and lt[j] = ⊥ for the remaining indices j).

In general, the placement of gaps in lt can be arbitrary, subject to a simple local optimality requirement,

which states that there should be no gap to the right (left) of an element if its target position is to its right

(resp. left). In other words, we cannot move any single element in lt closer to its target position without

reordering non-gap elements.

To formally describe lt, we will need the following definitions of a d-padding list, and operation lopt

that make a list locally optimal.

Definition 5 (d-Padding & Local Optimimality). Let π, τ ∈ Sn be permutations and d > 1 an integer. A

d-padding of π is a list l of length N = (n + 1) · d − 1 such that l contains list (π(1), . . . , π(n)) as a (not

necessarily contiguous) subsequence, and the remaining N − n elements are equal to ⊥. We will just say

that l is a d-padding, to denote that it is a d-padding of some permutation from Sn.

We say that l is locally optimal w.r.t. permutation τ , if for all j ∈ [N ] with l[j] 6= ⊥,

(
j < d · τ(l[j]) =⇒ l[j + 1] 6= ⊥

)
∧
(
j > d · τ(l[j]) =⇒ l[j − 1] 6= ⊥

)
. (4)

We let lopt(l, τ) be the list computed by the following iterative procedure: As long as there is j ∈ [N ]
with l[j] 6= ⊥ that violates condition (4), consider the smallest such j, and if j < d · τ(l[j]) then swap

elements l[j] and l[j+1], while if j > d · τ(l[j]) then swap elements l[j− 1] and l[j]. Once all j ∈ [N ] with

l[j] 6= ⊥ satisfy (4), output the resulting list. It is easy to verify that the procedure terminates, and outputs

a locally optimal list w.r.t. τ .

We will use the following notions of maximum and total displacement to measure the distance of list lt
from its sorted state as indicated by the target permutation τt.

7Equivalently, if s > 0, πt is obtained by successively swapping item value i in πt−1 with item values i+1, i+2, . . . ,min{i+
s, n}; and if s < 0, πt is obtained by successively swapping item value i in πt−1 with values i− 1, i− 2, . . . ,max{i+ s, 1}.
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Definition 6 (Displacements). For a d-padding l and a permutation τ ∈ Sn, the maximum displacement

of l w.r.t. τ is

mdsp(l, τ) = max
j∈[N ] : l[j] 6=⊥

|j − d · τ(l[j])|,

and the total displacement of l w.r.t. τ is

tdsp(l, τ) =
∑

j∈[N ] : l[j] 6=⊥
|j − d · τ(l[j])|.

In the above notation, we may omit τ if τ = idn.

We will use the following simple relations between the displacement of a d-padding of a permutation,

and the deviation of the permutation. The proof is given in Appendix B.

Lemma 7. If l is a d-padding of π ∈ Sn, then mdev(π) ≤ 8
d ·mdsp(l) and tdev(π) ≤ tdsp(l).

The role of target permutations τt and σt is to facilitate analyzing independently sorting from mixing

steps. Both evolve in a similar manner, so we focus on τt for now. Roughly speaking, τt keeps track of all

mixing steps, swapping τt(i) and τt(i + 1) whenever π−1
t (i) and π−1

t (i + 1) are swapped during a mixing

step. In addition, at the end of each step we may need to perform some additional swaps to τt to ensure that

a basic admissibility condition is satisfied. This condition states that if πt(i) and πt(i + 1) are sorted in πt
(and thus also in lt), then τt(πt(i)) and τt(πt(i + 1)) must also be sorted in τt. This is a natural invariant to

maintain, since if it is violated for some i, then simply swapping τt(πt(i)) and τt(πt(i + 1)) in τt brings τt
closer to the identity permutation, which can only help our analysis. We formally define admissibility, and

a procedure to make a permutation admissible, as follows.

Definition 8 (Admissibility). For permutations τ, π ∈ Sn, we say that τ is admissible w.r.t. π if for all

i ∈ [n− 1],
π(i) < π(i+ 1) =⇒ τ(π(i)) < τ(π(i + 1)). (5)

We let adm(τ, π) be the permutation computed by the following iterative procedure: As long as there is

i ∈ [n−1] that violates condition (5), consider the smallest such i, and replace τ by swap(τ, π(i), π(i+1)).
Once all i ∈ [n − 1] satisfy (5), output the resulting permutation. It is easy to verify that the procedure

terminates, and outputs an admissible permutation w.r.t. π.

We are now ready to formally define the sequences of lt, τt, and σt. We will not yet discuss their

initialization (for t = 0). In fact, our proof strategy is to occasionally intervene, e.g., to reset (or partly reset)

the target distributions to the identity permutation, as described later. Sequences τt and σt differ only on

how their values are modified in those interventions.

Definition 9 (Auxiliary Quantities lt, τt, σt). Let d > 1 be an integer. Let τ0 and σ0 be permutations in Sn

that are admissible w.r.t. π0, and let l0 be a d-padding of π0 that is locally optimal w.r.t. τ0. For t ≥ 1, let τ ′t
and σ′t be permutations defined as follows:

• if step t is a mixing step (and i, s are the values sampled at that step), then τ ′t is obtained from τt−1

by successively swapping τt−1(i) with τt−1(i+ 1), τt−1(i+ 2), . . . , τt−1(min{i+ s, n}) if s > 0, or

with τt−1(i− 1), . . . , τt−1(max{i+ s, 1}) if s < 0; and σ′t is obtained identically from σt−1;

• if t is a sorting step, then τ ′t = τt−1 and σ′t = σt−1;

Then,

• τt = adm(τ ′t , πt) and σt = adm(σ′t, πt);

• lt = lopt(l′t, τt), where l′t is a d-padding of πt with the same gaps as lt−1.

9



2.3.2 Potential Functions

Introducing lt, τt, and σt makes it possible to analyze independently the sorting steps from the mixing steps.

Our analysis uses exponential potential functions to study the displacement of lt w.r.t. τt, and independently

the deviations of τt and σt. Using lt instead of πt is critical, as our potential functions do not work when

applied to πt directly. The conditions of local optimality and admissibility are also critical, in ensuring that

the potential functions are well-behaved. Below, we define the two main potential functions we use.

Definition 10 (Potential Functions). For any t ≥ 0 and j ∈ [N ] such that lt[j] 6= ⊥, and for any α > 0, let

φt(j, α) = eα·|j−d·τt(lt[j])|,

and

Φt(α) =
∑

j∈[N ] : lt[j] 6=⊥
(φt(j, α) − 1).

Also, for any i ∈ [n], let

ψt(i, α) = eα·|σt(i)−i|,

and

Ψt(α) =
∑

i∈[n]
ψt(i, α).

We will generally omit parameter α from the above notation; the dependency on α will be made explicit only

when needed or relevant.

2.3.3 Initialization and Interventions

We discuss now the initialization and interventions to the auxiliary sequences lt, τt, σt. Our analysis divides

an execution into phases of consecutive steps, and at the beginning of each phase we reset the auxiliary

sequences. Specifically, in the analysis of maximum displacement, at the beginning of a phase starting after

step t, we reset τt and σt to the identity permutation idn, and replace lt by lopt(lt, idn). (Note that τt = σt
throughout each phase; in fact just τt is used in the analysis of maximum displacement.) In the analysis of

total displacement, at the beginning of each phase just σt is reset to idn, while τt changes to τ̂t by a more

refined transformation; and lt is replaced by lopt(lt, τ̂t). Ideally, we would like to obtain τ̂t from τt by

resetting to zero all deviations |τt(i)− i| that are below a certain threshold θ, in a way that does not increase

any deviation that is above that threshold. That way, we can ensure that tdev(τ̂t) is bounded by the sum of

the deviations above the threshold, and that mdev(τ̂t, τt) is at most θ. The actual transformation, which we

call θ-filtering, is a bit different: it keeps unchanged the elements of τt with deviation above θ, and sorts

the remaining ones. However, it still achieves (within constant factors) the desired bounds on tdev(τ̂t) and

mdev(τ̂t, τt) montined above, as we shown in Lemma 12.

Definition 11 (θ-filtering). For θ ≥ 0, the θ-filtering of permutation τ ∈ Sn is a permutation τ̂ ∈ Sn defined

as follows. Let I = {i ∈ [n] : |τ(i) − i| > θ}. Then,

• τ̂(i) = τ(i) for all i ∈ I , and

• τ̂(i) < τ̂(j) for all i, j ∈ [n] \ I with i < j.

Lemma 12. If τ̂ is the θ-filtering of τ ∈ Sn, then

mdev(τ̂ , τ) ≤ 2θ,

and

tdev(τ̂) ≤ 4
∑

i:|τ(i)−i|>θ

|τ(i) − i|.
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Proof. We can obtain τ̂ from τ using the following iterative procedure: As long as there are indices i, j ∈
[n] \ I such that i < j and τ(i) > τ(j), i.e., pair (τ(i), τ(j)) is an inversion, replace τ by swap(τ, i, j). By

observing that each step does not increase max{|τ(i)− i|, |τ(j)− j|} ≤ θ it follows that |τ̂ (i)− i| ≤ θ for

all i ∈ [n] \ I . Therefore, for every i ∈ [n] \ I ,

|τ̂ (i)− τ(i)| ≤ |τ̂ (i)− i|+ |τ(i) − i| ≤ 2θ.

And since τ̂(i) = τ(i) for i ∈ I , it follows mdev(τ̂ , τ) ≤ 2θ.

To bound the total deviation of τ̂ , we first bound its Kendall-tau distance from idn, K(τ̂). Let P =
{(i, j) : i < j, τ̂(i) > τ̂(j)} be the set of index pairs for which we have an inversion; clearly K(τ̂) = |P |.
For for each (i, j) ∈ P , we have that at least one of i, j is in I , by the definition of τ̂ .

Let i ∈ I , and suppose that τ̂(i) > i (the case τ̂(i) < i is symmetric). We bound the number of pairs

(j, i), (i, j) ∈ P such that |τ̂(j) − j| ≤ |τ̂ (i) − i|. Then, summing over all i ∈ I will bound |P |. Note that

(j, i) /∈ P for all j such that |τ̂(j) − j| ≤ |τ̂(i)− i|, because j < i implies

τ̂(j) ≤ j + |τ̂(j) − j| < i+ |τ̂(i) − i| = τ̂(i).

On the other hand, there are at most 2 · |τ̂(i) − i| pairs (i, j) ∈ P with |τ̂ (j) − j| ≤ |τ̂(i) − i|, since for

j > τ̂(i) + |τ̂(i) − i|,
τ̂(j) ≥ j − |τ̂(j) − j| > τ̂(i).

It follows that

|P | ≤
∑

i∈I
(2 · |τ̂(i)− i|) = 2

∑

i∈I
|τ(i) − i|.

Finally, from (2),

tdev(τ̂ ) ≤ 2K(τ̂ ) = 2|P | ≤ 4
∑

i∈I
|τ(i)− i|.

2.4 Blocks

For the analysis of the displacement of list lt, we decompose the list into sorted blocks, defined as follows

(see Figure 1 for an illustration).

Definition 13 (Blocks). Let π, τ ∈ Sn be permutations such that τ is admissible w.r.t. π, and let l be a

d-padding of π that is locally optimal w.r.t. τ . A right block of list l is a contiguous sublist l[j..k] satisfying

the following properties:

1. (absence of gaps) l[i] 6= ⊥, for all j ≤ i ≤ k,

2. (target monotonicity) τ(l[j]) < τ(l[j + 1]) < · · · < τ(l[k]),

3. (targets to the right) d · τ(l[j]) > j,

4. (maximality) decreasing j’s value or increasing k’s violates one of the previous three properties.

The head of right block l[j..k] is its rightmost element l[k], and its tail is the leftmost element l[j]. We define

a left block l[j..k] similarly, by replacing property 3 by

3′. (targets to the left) d · τ(l[k]) < k.

The head of left block l[j..k] is l[j] and its tail is l[k].
A stationary block is a single element l[i] for which d · τ(l[i]) = i. We refer to elements belonging to

stationary blocks as stationary elements.
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195 196 197 198 199 200 201 202 203 204 205 20649d 50d 51d

. . . ⊥ 50 34 40 42 52 55 56 63 51 ⊥ 57 . . .

Figure 1: An example of a left block (shown in red), a right block (shown in green), and a stationary block

(shown in gray) of list l, where d = 4 and τ = idn. The head of the left block is denoted by darker red and

the head of the right block with darker green.

In the next lemma, we show the crucial property that the contribution to the potential function of the

head of a block is at least a constant factor of the contribution of the entire block. We will make use of this

property in proving the drop inequality in Lemma 15 for the Φ potential. Intuitively, the larger the number

of gaps d − 1 between two targets, the more dominant the contribution of the head compared to that of the

entire block.

Lemma 14. Consider an arbitrary list l and the potential function Φt = Φt(α) on this list for any real

α > 0 and any integer d > 1. For every step t ≥ 0 and right block lt[i..j], it holds that

j∑

k=i

φt(k) ≤ φt(j) ·
1− e−α·(d−1)·(j−i+1)

1− e−α·(d−1)
≤ φt(j) ·

1

1− e−α·(d−1)
.

Similarly, for every left block lt[i..j], it holds that

j∑

k=i

φt(k) ≤ φt(i) ·
1− e−α·(d−1)·(j−i+1)

1− e−α·(d−1)
≤ φt(i) ·

1

1− e−α·(d−1)
.

Proof. Consider a right block lt[i..j] and any index k ∈ [i, j). Then, we have that k < j (by definition),

τt(lt[k]) > τt(lt[j]) (by definition of a right block) and τt(lt[j]) − τt(lt[k]) ≥ j − k. Therefore, we can

upper bound the displacement of k as follows

d · τt(lt[k]) − k ≤ d · (τt(lt[j])− j + k)− k = d · τt(lt[j])− j − (d− 1) · (j − k). (6)

Hence, the contribution of the block is given by

j∑

k=i

φt(k) =

j∑

k=i

eα·(d·τt(lt[k])−k)

(6)
≤

j∑

k=i

eα·(d·τ(lt[j])−j−(d−1)·(j−k))

= φt(j) ·
j∑

k=i

e−α·(d−1)·(j−k)

= φt(j) ·
1− e−α·(d−1)·(j−i+1)

1− e−α·(d−1)
.

By a symmetric argument and bounding instead the displacement k− d · τt(lt[k]), we also get the claim for

the left block.
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3 Tight Bounds on the Maximum Deviation

In this section, we give a bound of O(b · log n) for the maximum displacement. In Section 5 in Lemma 27,

we prove an asymptotically matching lower bound for the process in [AKMU11] with any b ∈
[
1, 2n

logn

]
. In

Section 3.1, we will prove a drift inequality for the Φ potential, establishing that in sorting steps it drops in

expectation by a multiplicative factor of 1 − Ω(α/n). In Section 3.2, we will analyze the evolution of σ as

a result of mixing steps, this time by analyzing the Ψ potential. Finally, in Section 3.3, we combine the two

analyses to deduce the bound on the maximum deviation.

3.1 Analysis of the Φ Potential

Our main tool will be the Φ potential, which we recall was defined as

Φt =
∑

j∈[N ]:lt[j] 6=⊥
(φt(j) − 1) =

∑

j∈[N ]:lt[j] 6=⊥
(eα·|j−d·τt(lt[j])| − 1),

for a smoothing parameter α and d− 1 is the length of the padding.

Our goal is to prove the following drift inequality for Φ and establish that it is non-increasing.

Lemma 15 (Drift inequality). Consider the auxiliary process (lt, τt, σt)t≥0 and the potential function Φt =
Φt(α) with any integer d > 1 and any real α ∈

[ log 20
d−1 , 1

]
. Further, let Gt+1 be the event that in step t+ 1

we do sorting. Then, for any step t ≥ 0, it holds that Φt+1 ≤ Φt and

E [Φt+1 | Ft] ≤ Φt ·
(
1− α

4(n − 1)
· E
[
1Gt+1

∣∣Ft

])
.

The intuition for the constraints on α and d, is that α needs to be small enough so that we can apply

some Taylor estimates, and d needs to be large enough so that large displacements are amplified.

Proof. In any mixing step the value of the potential cannot increase, as the first step of the adm operation

also swaps the targets of the elements mixed. These include the following swaps between adjacent elements:

• Swapping two elements of the same right (left) block (Figures 2a and 2b).

• Swapping two stationary elements (Figure 2c).

• Swapping a stationary element with the tail of a left (right) block (Figures 2d and 2e).

Now the remaining swaps between adjacent elements correspond to sorting steps. We will only consider

the cases for swapping the head j of a right block as the cases for swapping the head of a left block are

symmetric. Further note that since we are in an lopt list l, the next element lt[j+1] 6= ⊥ and lt[j+1] < lt[j]
(as otherwise τt(lt[j + 1]) > τt(lt[j]) and lt[i..j] would not be a right block).

• When swapping j with the head of a left block, then both displacements decrease (Figure 3a).

• When swapping j with the tail of a right block, then only the displacement of the head decreases by

1 and the other displacement increases by 1 (Figure 3b). As we will show below, the change of the

largest displacement (i.e., that of the head element) dominates and so overall the potential decreases.

• When swapping j with a stationary element, then again the displacement of the head decreases by 1
and the other displacement increases by 1 (Figure 3c).
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y x

⇒
x y

⇒
x y

(a) Swapping two elements x and y (with x < y) of the same right block.

y x

⇒
x y

⇒
x y

(b) Swapping two elements x and y (with x < y) of the same left block.

y x

⊥ ⊥. . . ⇒
x y

⊥ ⊥. . . ⇒
x y

⊥ ⊥. . .

(c) Swapping two stationary elements x and y (with x < y).

y x

⊥ ⊥. . . ⇒
x y

⊥ ⊥. . . ⇒
x y

⊥ ⊥. . .

(d) Swapping a stationary element x and the tail y of a right block (with x < y).

y x

⊥ ⊥. . . ⇒
x y

⊥ ⊥. . . ⇒
x y

⊥ ⊥. . .

(e) Swapping the tail y of a left block and a stationary element x (with x < y).

Figure 2: The five cases of swaps between adjacent element for which the value of the potential remains the

same (all of which correspond to mixing steps). The figures show the following three stages: (i) the original

list l, (ii) the list after the sorting swap, and (iii) the list after the adm operation. The arrows give roughly

the direction of element i to its target τt(lt[i]).

Further, note that since the permutation τt is admissible w.r.t. πt, we also have that the head of a right

block j can always be swapped with its element to the right and that element is not a gap.

By the case analysis above, it follows that none of the swaps can increase the potential. Also, the lopt

operation cannot increase the potential and so we deduce that Φt+1 ≤ Φt for any step t ≥ 0.

Our goal will be to show that the expected decrease of the value of the potential for the head j of the

block covers (i) the possible increase of the potential for the element to its right, and (ii) also gives the

decrease factor for all elements of its block. We will assume the pessimistic case where the displacement of

the element to its right does increase.

Consider a right block lt[i..j]. As mentioned above, we can assume that when swapping the head j
of the block with the next element to its right, its displacement decreases by 1. Hence, using the Taylor

estimate e−α ≤ 1− α/2 (for any α ≤ 1), we have that

E [φt+1(j) | Ft,Gt+1] ≤
(
1− 1

n− 1

)
· φt(j) +

1

n− 1
· φt(j) · e−α

= φt(j) ·
(
1 +

1

n− 1
· (e−α − 1)

)
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y x

⇒
x y

(a) Swapping the head of a right block y and the head of a left block x (with x < y).

y x

⇒
x y

(b) Swapping the head y of a right block and the tail x of a right block (with x < y).

y x

⇒
x y

(c) Swapping the head y of a right block and a stationary element x (with x < y).

Figure 3: The three cases of sorting steps involving swapping the head of a right block.

≤ φt(j) ·
(
1− α

2(n− 1)

)
.

Further, we can pessimistically assume that the displacement of the element j +1 increases by 1. Using the

Taylor estimate eα ≤ 1 + 2α (for any α ≤ 1), we get that

E [φt+1(j + 1) | Ft,Gt+1] ≤
(
1− 1

n− 1

)
· φt(j + 1) +

1

n− 1
· φt(j + 1) · eα

= φt(j + 1) ·
(
1 +

1

n− 1
· (eα − 1)

)

≤ φt(j + 1) ·
(
1 +

2α

n− 1

)
.

Moreover, in the cases where the displacement of j increases by 1 (Figures 3b and 3c), then τt(lt[j]) ≥
τt(lt[j − 1]) + d and so |d · τt(lt[j]) − j| ≥ |d · τt(lt[j + 1])− (j + 1)|+ d− 1 . Therefore, we can bound

its contribution as follows

φt(j + 1) ≤ φt(j) · e−α(d−1) ≤ 1

20
· φt(j),

using that α · (d− 1) ≥ log 20. Therefore,

E [φt+1(j + 1) | Ft,Gt+1] ≤ φt(j + 1) ·
(
1− α

4(n− 1)

)
+ φt(j + 1) · 2.25α

n − 1

≤ φt(j + 1) ·
(
1− α

4(n− 1)

)
+ φt(j) ·

α

8(n− 1)
. (7)

Now, for the contribution of the elements of the block lt[i..j] we have that

E

[
j∑

ℓ=i

φt+1(ℓ)

∣∣∣∣∣ Ft,Gt+1

]
=

j−1∑

ℓ=i

φt(ℓ) + φt(j) ·
(
1− α

2(n− 1)

)

=

j∑

ℓ=i

φt(ℓ) ·
(
1− α

4(n − 1)

)
+

j−1∑

ℓ=i

φt(ℓ) ·
α

4(n − 1)
− φt(j) ·

α

4(n − 1)
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≤
j∑

ℓ=i

φt(ℓ) ·
(
1− α

4(n − 1)

)
− φt(j) ·

α

8(n − 1)
, (8)

using in the last inequality that

j−1∑

ℓ=i

φt(ℓ) ·
α

4(n− 1)

(a)

≤ φt(j) ·
(

1

1− e−α(d−1)
− 1

)
· α

4(n − 1)

= φt(j) ·
e−α(d−1)

1− e−α(d−1)
· α

4(n − 1)

(b)

≤ φt(j) ·
α

8(n − 1)
,

where (a) follows by Lemma 14 and (b) since α(d − 1) ≥ log 20. Therefore, combining (7) and (8), we

have that

E

[
j+1∑

ℓ=i

φt+1(ℓ)

∣∣∣∣∣Ft,Gt+1

]
≤

j+1∑

ℓ=i

φt(ℓ) ·
(
1− α

4(n− 1)

)
,

which also implies that

E

[
j+1∑

ℓ=i

(φt+1(ℓ)− 1)

∣∣∣∣∣Ft,Gt+1

]
≤

j+1∑

ℓ=i

(φt(ℓ)− 1) ·
(
1− α

4(n− 1)

)
.

Further, by a symmetric argument, for a left block lt[i..j] we have that

E

[
j∑

ℓ=i−1

(φt+1(ℓ)− 1)

∣∣∣∣∣Ft,Gt+1

]
≤

j∑

ℓ=i−1

(φt(ℓ)− 1) ·
(
1− α

4(n − 1)

)
.

By aggregating over all blocks and using that swaps between stationary elements do not contribute to the

potential, we conclude that

E [Φt+1 | Ft,Gt+1] ≤ Φt ·
(
1− α

4(n− 1)

)
.

Combining with the fact that deterministically Φt+1 ≤ Φt, we conclude that

E [Φt+1 | Ft] ≤ Φt ·
(
1− α

4(n − 1)
· E
[
1Gt+1

∣∣Ft

])
.

.

3.2 Analysis of the Ψ Potential

We now show that for any element i, the displacement of its target in n · k steps is at most O(
√
k · log n).

The high level idea is that the targets perform an unbiased random walk, while the adm and lopt operations

do not increase the exponential potential.

We define another exponential potential function

Ψt = Ψt(α) =

n∑

i=1

eαδt(i),

for a smoothing parameter α ∈ [1/n, 1] and where δt(i) = |σ−1
t (i)− i|.
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Lemma 16. Consider the auxiliary process (lt, τt, σt)t≥0 starting with the identity permutation σ0 = idn,

with a perturbation distribution D satisfying for D ∼ D that E [D] = 0 and E
[
e3λ|D|] ≤ c′ for some

constants λ ∈ (0, 1/3] and c′ ≥ 1. Further, consider the potential Ψt = Ψt(α) for any real α ∈ [1/n, λ].
Then, (i) for any step t ≥ 0, it holds that

E [Ψt+1 | Ft] ≤ Ψt · e
α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 + α · 4c

′

λ
.

(ii) for any integer k ≥ 1, it holds that

E [Ψnk] ≤ 3 · n
α
· ek·

3c′

λ2
·α2

,

and (iii) for any integer k ∈ [ 3c′ · log n, n], it holds that

P

[
max
i∈[n]

δnk(i) ≤
√

108 · c
′

λ2
· k · log n

]
≥ 1− n−6.

Proof. First statement. Let Ψ′
t be the potential after the t-th mixing step, but before applying the adm and

lopt operations. We will bound the expected value of ψ′
t+1(i) for an arbitrary element i ∈ [n]. Let Tt+1(i)

be the event that element i was selected in step t+ 1. Then,

E
[
ψ′
t+1(i)

∣∣Ft

]

= E
[
ψ′
t+1(i)

∣∣Ft,Tt+1(i)
]
· 1
n
+ E

[
ψ′
t+1(i)

∣∣Ft,¬Tt+1(i)
]
·
(
1− 1

n

)

= ψt(i) + E
[
ψ′
t+1(i) − ψt(i)

∣∣Ft,Tt+1(i)
]
· 1
n
+ E

[
ψ′
t+1(i)− ψt(i)

∣∣Ft,¬Tt+1(i)
]
·
(
1− 1

n

)
. (9)

We will now bound the increase of the potential separately for the two cases depending on whether Tt+1(i)
holds or not.

i

Figure 4: Arrows showing the possible displacements of element i by Dt+1. Red arrows represent an

increase on δt(i), while green represent a decrease. Dashed arrows correspond to reaching a destination that

is out of boundaries and in all cases lead to an increase (and their lengths upper bound the true increase).

Solid black arrows represent the process corresponding to the additive term E
[
eα|Dt+1|] used to upper bound

the contributions for when i surpasses the position σ−1
t (i).

Case 1 [Tt+1(i) holds]: When selecting element i, δt(i) will change by Dt+1, unless (i) the element

reaches one of the two boundaries of the array, or (ii) the element surpasses the position σ−1
t (i).

For case (i), we upper bound the change by pessimistically assuming that the element carries on even

outside the boundaries of the array (as this would mean higher δt(i)). For case (ii), we upper bound the
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j i

(a) Element j can displace element i by one place

(shown with the dashed arrow) iff |Dt+1| ≥ |i − j|
(corresponding to the solid arrows).

σ−1
t (i) i

(b) The elements j that could decrease δt(i) if se-

lected shown in green and the others in red. Note that

there are always at least δt(i) green elements.

Figure 5: Visualizations for case 2, where element j 6= i was selected for displacement.

increase by (always) having an additive term E
[
eα|Dt+1| − 1

]
, i.e., at most the contribution of an element

starting with δt(i) = 0 (Figure 4).

Therefore,

E
[
ψ′
t+1(i) − ψt(i)

∣∣Ft,Tt+1(i)
]

≤ ψt(i) ·
(
E
[
eαDt+1

]
− 1
)
+ E

[
eα|Dt+1| − 1

]

(a)

≤ ψt(i) ·
(
α · E [Dt+1] + α2 · c

′

λ2

)
+ α · E [|Dt+1|] + α2 · c

′

λ2

(b)

≤ ψt(i) · α2 · c
′

λ2
+ α · 2c

′

λ
,

using in (a) Lemma 33 (since α ≤ λ) and in (b) that E [|Dt+1|] ≤ 1
λ ·E

[
eλ|Dt+1|

]
≤ c′

λ and α2 · c′

λ2 ≤ α · c′λ
since α ≤ λ.

Case 2 [Tt+1(i) does not hold]: Let j be the element that was selected in step t+ 1. Element i will be

displaced by one place iff |Dt+1| ≥ |i − j| and in the direction of i (Figure 5a). We can upper bound this

probability using Markov’s inequality as follows

P [Dt+1 ≥ |i− j|] = P

[
eλDt+1 ≥ eλ|i−j|

]
≤ E

[
eλDt+1

]
· e−λ|i−j| ≤ c′ · e−λ|i−j|, (10)

and similarly

P [Dt+1 ≤ −|i− j|] = P

[
eλDt+1 ≤ e−λ|i−j|

]
≤ E

[
e−λDt+1

]
· e−λ|i−j| ≤ c′ · e−λ|i−j|.

Note that the number of elements j that increase and the number of elements that decrease δt(i) need not

be the same. We pessimistically assume that there are more elements on the side that increase δt(i), and

without loss of generality we assume these to be on th left side. Further, on the side that decrease δt(i) there

should be at least δt(i) elements, namely the elements between i and σ−1
t (i) (Figure 5b). Hence,

E
[
ψ′
t+1(i)− ψt(i)

∣∣Ft,¬Tt+1(i)
]

≤ ψt(i) ·



∑

ℓ≥1

1

2(n− 1)
· P [Dt+1 ≥ ℓ] · (eα − 1) +

δt(i)∑

ℓ=1

1

2(n− 1)
· P [Dt+1 ≤ −ℓ] · (e−α − 1)




(a)
= ψt(i) ·


∑

ℓ≥1

1

2(n − 1)
· 1
2
E [|Dt+1|] · (eα + e−α − 2)−

∑

ℓ≥δt(i)+1

1

2(n − 1)
· P [Dt+1 ≤ −ℓ] · (e−α − 1)




(b)

≤ ψt(i) ·


 1

n− 1
· 1
2
E [|Dt+1|] · α2 +

∑

ℓ≥δt(i)+1

1

2(n − 1)
· P [Dt+1 ≤ −ℓ] · α



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(c)

≤ ψt(i) ·


 1

n− 1
· 2c

′

λ
· α2 + e−λδt(i) ·

∑

ℓ≥1

1

2(n − 1)
· c′ · e−λℓ · α




(d)

≤ ψt(i) ·
α2

n− 1
· 2c

′

λ
+ α · c′

λ · (n− 1)
,

using in (a) that since E [Dt+1] = 0we have that 1
2 E [|Dt+1|] =

∑
ℓ≥1 P [Dt+1 ≥ ℓ] =

∑
ℓ≥1 P [Dt+1 ≤ −ℓ],

in (b) that eα ≤ 1 + α + α2 (since α ≤ 1) and 1 − α ≤ e−α, in (c) the inequality (10) and that

E [|Dt+1|] ≤ 1
λ · E

[
eλ|Dt+1|] ≤ c′

λ , and in (d) that
∑∞

ℓ=1 e
−λℓ ≤ 1

1−e−λ ≤ 2
λ (since λ ≤ 1) and

ψt(i) = eαδt(i) (and α ≤ λ).

Thus, combining the above two cases using (9), we have that

E
[
ψ′
t+1(i)

∣∣Ft

]
≤ ψt(i) ·

(
1 +

α2

n
· 3c

′

λ2

)
+
α

n
· 4c

′

λ
.

By aggregating over all elements we have that

E
[
Ψ′

t+1

∣∣Ft

]
≤ Ψt ·

(
1 +

α2

n
· 3c

′

λ2

)
+ α · 4c

′

λ
. (11)

After the swaps due to mixing, the adm operation may cause further swaps. By Lemma 32, these swaps do

not increase the sum of the two displacements of the swapped elements, nor the largest displacement of the

two. Thus, by the convexity of Ψt (being the sum of convex functions), this implies that the adm operation

does not increase the potential. Further, the lopt operation does not affect σt, and so we conclude that the

drop inequality (11) holds over the entire mixing step, i.e.,

E [Ψt+1 | Ft] ≤ Ψt ·
(
1 +

α2

n
· 3c

′

λ2

)
+ α · 4c

′

λ
≤ Ψt · e

α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 + α · 4c

′

λ
.

Second statement. Applying for nk steps, we get that

E [Ψnk] ≤ n · enk·
α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 + α · 4c

′

λ
·
(
1 + e

α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 + e2·

α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 + . . . + e(nk−1)·α2

n
· 3c′
λ2

)

≤ n · ek·α2· 3c′
λ2 + α · 4c

′

λ
· e

k·α2· 3c′
λ2 − 1

e
α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 − 1

(a)

≤ n · ek·α2· 3c′
λ2 + α · 4c

′

λ
· e

k·α2· 3c′
λ2 − 1

α2

n · 3c′

λ2

(c)

≤ 3
n

α
· ek·α2· 3c′

λ2

(c)

≤ n3 · ek·α2· 3c′
λ2 ,

using in (a) that ex ≥ 1 + x, in (b) that λ ≤ 1 and in (c) that α ≥ 1/n.

Third statement. By Markov’s inequality, we have that

P

[
Ψnk ≤ n9 · ek·α2· 3c′

λ2

]
≥ 1− n−6.
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Therefore, with probability at least 1− n−6, for any i ∈ [n],

δnk(i) ≤
1

α
· logΨnk ≤ 1

α
·
(
9 log n+ k · α2 · 3c

′

λ2

)
= 9 · log n

α
+ k · 3c

′

λ2
· α. (12)

By choosing α such that 9 · logn
α = k · 3c′

λ2 · α and using that k ∈ [ 3c′ · log n, n], we get that

α =

√
3λ2

c′
· log n

k
∈ [1/n, λ].

Substituting this in (12), we conclude that

δnk(i) ≤ 2 · 9 · log n
α

≤
√

108 · c
′

λ2
· k · log n.

3.3 Proof of Bound on Maximum Deviation

Now, we are ready to prove the upper bound for the maximum deviation.

Theorem 17. Consider a process with bounded average rate of mixing steps for any b ≥ 1 with a per-

turbation distribution distribution D satisfying for D ∼ D that E [D] = 0 and E
[
e3λ|D|] ≤ c′ for some

constants λ ∈ (0, 1/3] and c′ ≥ 1. Then, there exists a constant c := c(c′, λ) > 0 such that for any

m ≥ 320 · (b+ 1) · n2, it holds that

P [mdev(πm) ≤ c · b · log n] ≥ 1− n−2.

Proof. Let p = 1
4·(b+1) . We will analyze the process for the last m = 80

p · n2 steps. We will split these steps

into m/(nk) groups of nk steps each, where k = 162·108·d2
p2 · c′

λ2 · log n and d = 5. At the end of each group

of steps we will reset the targets to their original positions, so σt = τt = idn. We will consider a capped

process in which if any of the mixing steps increases the displacement of the target within the current group

to more than M = 1
λ

√
108 · c′ · k · log n, then the current and any future mixing step is not performed. By

Lemma 16 (iii), we have that

P


 ⋂

t∈[0,m]

{
max
i∈[n]

δt(i) ≤M

}
 ≥ 1− n−6 ·m ≥ 1− 1

2
n−3. (13)

and so the original process agrees with the capped process at all steps with probability at least 1 − 1
2n

−3.

So, from now on we will be working with the capped process.

Consider the potential Φt = Φt(α) with α = log 20
d−1 and d = 5. Let Gt+1 be the event that step t+ 1 was

a sorting step. By Lemma 15, since α ∈ [ log 20d−1 , 1], in any step t, it holds that

E [Φt+1 | Ft] ≤ Φt ·
(
1− α

4 · (n− 1)
· E
[
1Gt+1

∣∣Ft

])
.

We denote by Φ′
t+nk the value of the potential before resetting the targets.8 By aggregating over nk steps,

for any step t being the start of a group, we have that

E
[
Φ′
t+nk

∣∣Ft

]
≤ Φt ·

nk∏

i=1

(
1− α

4(n− 1)
· E
[
1Gt+i

∣∣Ft

])
≤ Φt ·e−

α
4(n−1)

·
∑nk

i=1 E

[

1Gt+i

∣

∣

∣
Ft

]

≤ Φt ·e−
pα
4
· nk
n−1 ,

8A similar interplay between two exponential potentials has been used to prove concentration in the context of balanced alloca-

tions (e.g., [LS22]). However, here because admissible steps can cause a large decrease in the potentials we require a slight variant

of Azuma’s inequality (Lemma 31).
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where in the last inequality we used that nk ≥ (b+ 1) · n and so by Lemma 34 there is at least a p fraction

of sorting steps among the nk steps.

Now, recall that in the capped process, at the end of the nk steps, the displacement of any single target

changes by at most M , so each term in the potential increases by at most a factor of eα·d·M plus an additive

term of eα·d·M . Therefore,

E [Φt+nk | Ft] ≤ Φt · e−
pα
4
· nk
n−1

+α·d·M + n · eα·d·M ≤ Φt · e−
pα
8
·k + n · eα·d·M ,

using that
pα
8 · k ≥ 2α · d ·M (since k = 162·108·d2

p2 · c′

λ · log n).

Trivially, at any step, each element is at most n · d units away from their target, so we have that Φ0 ≤
n · eα·nd. By taking the expectation over the m

nk = 80 n
kp groups we have that

E [Φm]
(a)

≤ n · eα·nd · e−2α·nd + n · eα·d·M ·
(
1 + e−

pα
8
·k + e−2· pα

8
·k + . . .

)

≤ 1 + n · eα·d·M · 1

1− e−
pα
8
·k

(a)

≤ 2n · eα·d·M ,

using in (a) that pα
8 · k · 80 n

kp ≥ 2α · nd and in (b) that e−
pα
8
·k ≤ 1

2 (since k = ω(1/p)).
By Markov’s inequality we have that

P

[
Φm ≤ 2n4 · eα·d·M

]
≥ 1− n−3,

and so we can deduce that

P

[
mdsp(lm) ≤ 1

α
· (log 2 + 4 log n) + d ·M

]
≥ 1− n−3.

Using Lemma 7, we have that for c := 6 · 10 · 16·108·d2·c′
λ2 (since 5

α = 20
log 20 ≤ d ·M ) the capped process

satisfies,

P [mdev(πm) ≤ c · b · log n] ≥ 1− n−3.

Finally, by taking the union-bound with (13), the capped process agrees with the original process and so we

conclude that the same bound holds for the original process

P [mdev(πm) ≤ c · b · log n] ≥ 1− n−3 − 1

2
n−3 ≥ 1− n−2.

From the preceding result bounding the maximum deviation, we immediately obtain an O(n · b · log n)
bound on the total deviation. In Theorem 24 we will improve this to O(n) for any constant b ≥ 1.

Remark 18. Consider the process where every sorting step is followed by b ∈ [1, 2n
logn ] mixing steps. Then

by Lemma 27 (i) the O(b · log n) bound on the maximum deviation implied by Theorem 17 is asymptotically

tight.

Remark 19. The proof in Theorem 17 also applies to a model where every nk steps each rank can be

perturbed adversarially by at most M places.

In the proof of Theorem 17, we assumed the worst possible initial maximum deviation, i.e., that of nd
from their target positions. This allowed us to prove that the convergence time to a configuration with

O(b · log n) maximum deviation is w.h.p. O(n2 · b). We can improve this to O(n · b · mdev(π0)) for

sufficiently large initial maximum deviation mdev(π0). By Lemma 28, this is tight for any constant b ≥ 1.
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Corollary 20. Consider a process with bounded average rate of mixing steps for any b ≥ 1 with a perturba-

tion distribution D satisfying for D ∼ D that E [D] = 0 and E
[
e3λ|D|] ≤ c′ for some constants λ ∈ (0, 1/3]

and c′ ≥ 1. Then, there exists a constant c > 0 such that for any m ≥ 320 · (b+1) · n ·mdev(π0), we have

that

P [mdev(πm) ≤ c · b · log n] ≥ 1− n−2.

Remark 21. Consider the process where every sorting step is followed by b mixing steps for any constant

b ≥ 1. Then, by Lemma 27 (i) theO(b·n·mdev(πm)) bound on the convergence time implied by Theorem 17

is asymptotically tight.

4 Tight Bound on the Total Deviation

In this section, we will extend the ideas used in proving Theorem 17 to show that w.h.p. the total deviation

is O(n) for any constant b ≥ 1. This matches the lower bound in [AKMU11, Theorem 1] for any constant

b ≥ 1.

We cannot directly apply the idea of resetting the targets for intervals of o(n log n) length, as for any

interval of length ℓ the potential drops by a factor e−Θ(ℓ/n), while the worst-case displacement due to mix-

ing could be ω(ℓ/n). Take for example ℓ = Θ(n), then the maximum displacement due to mixing is

w.h.p. Θ(log n/ log log n). So using the same technique we would not be able to show that the potential

decreases in expectation over these ℓ steps.

What we do instead is reset the targets only for elements with small displacement, i.e., those with O(ℓ)
displacement which can be handled by the reallocation argument of Section 3. For the rest of the elements

that have a large displacement we prove that they don’t contribute much to the total deviation. For instance,

for ℓ = Θ(n(log n)2/3) we prove that the number of elements i with δt(i) = O((log n)2/3) is = O(n ·
e−(log n)1/3) and so they contribute o(n) to the total displacement. Generalizing this idea for Θ(log log log n)
intervals of decreasing length and aggregating all the contributions of the large displacements, we are able

to prove the O(n) bound.

In Section 4.1, we prove that the Ψ potential is concentrated and in Section 4.2 we use this to prove the

bound on the number (and total displacement) of elements with large displacements. Finally, in Section 4.3,

we combine these to prove the O(n) bound on the total deviation.

4.1 Concentration of the Ψ Potential

In Section 3.2, we analyzed the expectation of the Ψ potential. In the lemma below we will show that Ψ is

also concentrated. We will use this lemma in Section 4.2 to bound the sum of large displacements.

Lemma 22 (Concentration of Ψ). Consider the auxiliary process (lt, τt, σt)t≥0 starting with the identity

permutation σ0 = idn, with a perturbation distribution D satisfying for D ∼ D that E [D] = 0 and

E
[
e3λ|D|] ≤ c′ for some constants λ ∈ (0, 1/3] and c′ ≥ 1. Further, let C ∈ [ 3λ , n] be arbitrary. Then, for

any k ∈ [1, C · log n] and Ψt = Ψt(α) with any real α ∈
[
1
n ,

λ
6·2·

√
108·c′·C

]
, it holds that

P

[
Ψnk ≤ 4 · n

α
· ek·α2· 3c′

λ2

]
≥ 1− n−4.

Our goal is to use a variant of Azuma’s inequality (Lemma 31) to prove concentration for the Ψ potential.

To this end, we introduce a capped process, and an auxiliary potential, defined so that it is a super-martingale.

Next, we show that this auxiliary potential satisfies a bounded difference inequality and hence, we can apply

Azuma’s inequality.
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Proof. We define the capped process as the process following the original process, until at some step t some

element i has displacement δt(i) > c̃ · log n for c̃ = 1
λ

√
108 · c′ · C. From that step t, in the capped process,

we stop performing mixing steps.

Applying Lemma 16 (iii) (with k = C · log n) for all steps of the interval [1, nk], and taking the

union-bound, we have that the two processes agree with high probability.

P



⋂

t∈[1,nk]

{
max
i∈[n]

δt(i) ≤ c̃ · log n
}
 ≥ 1− n−6 · n · k ≥ 1− 1

2
n−4. (14)

The potential functions. Let Ψ̃t = Ψ̃t(α) be the potential function for the capped process, for any smooth-

ing parameter α ∈
[
1
n ,

1
6c̃

]
. Further, let Ψ′

t be the value of the potential before applying the admissible swaps

at the end of the step. Since Ψ̃ is convex, by Lemma 32, we have that Ψ̃t ≤ Ψ̃′
t.

For any step t after a disagreement of the capped and the original process, we have that Ψ̃t+1 ≤ Ψ̃t and

so we can deduce by Lemma 16 (i), since α ∈
[
1
n , λ

]
that for any step t it holds that

E

[
Ψ̃′

t+1

∣∣∣Ft

]
≤ Ψ̃t · e

α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 + α · 4c

′

λ
. (15)

Further, we define the auxiliary potential functions

Ψ̂′
t =

(
Ψ̃′

t +
α · 4c′

λ

e
α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 − 1

)
· e−t·α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 , and Ψ̂t =

(
Ψ̃t +

α · 4c′

λ

e
α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 − 1

)
· e−t·α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 , (16)

for which Ψ̂′
t, Ψ̂t, Ψ̂

′
t+1, Ψ̂t+1, . . . is a sub-martingale since

E

[
Ψ̂′

t+1 | Ft

]
=

(
E

[
Ψ̃′

t+1 | Ft

]
+

α · 4c′

λ

e
α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 − 1

)
· e−(t+1)·α2

n
· 3c′
λ2

(15)
≤
(
Ψ̃t · e

α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 + α · 4c

′

λ
+

α · 4c′

λ

e
α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 − 1

)
· e−(t+1)·α2

n
· 3c′
λ2

=

(
Ψ̃t · e

α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 +

α · 4c′

λ

e
α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 − 1

· e
α2

n
· 3c′
λ2

)
· e−(t+1)·α2

n
· 3c′
λ2

=

(
Ψ̃t +

α · 4c′

λ

e
α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 − 1

)
· e−t·α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 = Ψ̂t,

and deterministically

Ψ̂t ≤ Ψ̂′
t.

Bounded difference. Because of capping any mixing step can change Ψ̃ in at most c̃ · log n indices j.
Therefore,

∣∣∣Ψ̃′
t+1 − Ψ̃t

∣∣∣ ≤ (2c̃ · log n) ·max
j∈[n]

ψ̃t(j) ≤ (2c̃ · log n) · eα·c̃ logn ≤ 2c̃ · n1/6 · log n, (17)

using that α ≤ 1
6c̃ . Similarly it also holds that

Ψ̃t ≤ n · eα·c̃ logn ≤ n · n1/6 and Ψ̃′
t ≤ n · eα·c̃ logn ≤ n · n1/6. (18)
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Now we can bound the change of the potential due to a mixing step for any step t ≤ nk as follows

∣∣∣Ψ̂′
t+1 − Ψ̂t

∣∣∣
(a)

≤



∣∣∣Ψ̃′

t+1 − Ψ̃t

∣∣∣+ Ψ̃t+1 · (1− e−
α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 ) + α · 4c

′

λ
· 1− e−

α2

n
· 3c′
λ2

e
α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 − 1


 · e−t·α2

n
· 3c′
λ2

(b)

≤ 2c̃ · n1/6 · log n+ n · n1/6 · 1 + α · 4c
′

λ
≤ n1/3,

using in (a) the definition of the Ψ̂ potential in (16) and in (b) the bounds in (17) and (18). Further, recall

that for any step t ≥ 0, it holds Ψ̃t ≤ Ψ̃′
t.

Applying Azuma’s inequality. Now we are ready to apply Azuma’s inequality (Lemma 31) for the

super-martingale Ψ̂0, Ψ̂
′
1, Ψ̂1, Ψ̂

′
2, Ψ̂2 . . . with λ = n

α and D = n1/3

P

[
Ψ̂nk ≤ Ψ̂0 +

n

α

]
≥ 1− exp

(
− (n/α)2

3n · k · (n1/3)2 +Ψ0 · n1/3
)
.

From the definition of Ψ̂t,

Ψ̂0 +
n

α
=

(
n+

α · 4c′

λ

e
α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 − 1

)
· 1 + n

α
≤ n+

4

3
· λ · n

α
+
n

α
≤ 4 · n

α
.

and so when Ψ̂nk ≤ Ψ̂0 +
n
α , we also have that

Ψ̃nk = Ψ̂nk · enk·
α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 − α · 4c′

λ

e
α2

n
· 3c′
λ2 − 1

≤ 4 · n
α
· ek·α2· 3c′

λ2 .

Therefore, since k = O(log n) and α = O(1), we deduce that

P

[
Ψ̃nk ≤ 4 · n

α
· ek·α2· 3c′

λ2

]
≥ 1− 1

2
n−4. (19)

Finally, by taking the union-bound of (14) and (19), we have that the capped process agrees with the

original process, so Ψnk = Ψ̃nk and

P

[
Ψnk ≤ 4 · n

α
· ek·α2· 3c′

λ2

]
≥ 1− 1

2
n−4 − 1

2
n−4 = 1− n−4.

4.2 Bounding the Sum of Large Displacements

In this section, we use the concentration of the Ψ potential to bound the number as well as the sum of large

displacements.

Lemma 23. Let C ≥ 1 be an arbitrary constant and R = max{6 · 2 · c′

λ2

√
108 · C, 323 · 16}. Then, for any

k ∈ [(32R logR)3, C · log n], it holds that

P




∑

i∈[n]:δnk(i)≥k2/3

δnk(i) ≤ n · e− 1
2R

·k1/3

 ≥ 1− n−3.
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Proof. Let Nℓ be the number of elements i with δnk(i) ≥ ℓ, i.e.,

Nℓ = |{i ∈ [n] : δnk(i) ≥ ℓ}| .
Then, we can express the total displacement D≥k2/3 of elements i with δnk(i) ≥ k2/3 as

D≥k2/3 = Nk2/3 · (k2/3 − 1) +

∞∑

ℓ=k2/3

Nℓ. (20)

We will obtain bounds for Nℓ using the potential functions Ψℓ
t = Ψℓ

t(αℓ) for ℓ = k2/3, . . . , k + 1 with

smoothing parameters

αℓ =

{
1
R · ℓ

k , for ℓ ≤ k,
1
R , for ℓ > k.

Applying Lemma 22 (as k ≤ C · log n and αℓ ≤ 1
R ≤ λ

6·2·
√
108·c′·C ), taking the union bound over the

(k + 1− k2/3 + 1) potential functions, we get that

P


 ⋂

ℓ∈[k2/3,k+1]

{
Ψℓ

nk ≤ 4 · n
αℓ

· ek·
3c′

λ2
·α2

ℓ

}
 ≥ 1− n−4 · (k + 1− k2/3 + 1) ≥ 1− n−3, (21)

Now, assuming that these bounds hold on the Ψ’s we will bound Nℓ. We start by considering ℓ ∈ [k2/3, k],

Nℓ ≤ Ψℓ
nk · e−αℓ·ℓ

≤ 4 · n
αℓ

· ek·
3c′

λ2
·α2

ℓ · e−αℓ·ℓ

= 4Rn · k
ℓ
· e

1
R
· ℓ2
k
·
(

3c′

λ2
· 1
R
−1

)

(a)

≤ 4Rn · k
ℓ
· e− 3

4R
· ℓ2
k

(b)

≤ 4Rn · k1/3 · e− 3
4R

·k1/3

(c)

≤ 1

4
n · e− 1

2R
·k1/3 , (22)

using in (a) that R ≥ 12 · c′

λ2 , in (b) that ℓ ≥ k2/3 and in (c) that e
1
4R

·k1/3 ≥ R8 ≥ 16R · k1/3 as implied by

k ≥ (32R logR)3 and R ≥ 323 · 16.

Similarly, for ℓ > k, we get

Nℓ ≤ Ψℓ
n·k · e−αℓ·ℓ ≤ 4Rn · ek·

3c′

λ2
· 1
R2 · e− 1

R
ℓ ≤ 4Rn · e− 3

4R
·ℓ ≤ 1

4
n · e− 1

2R
·k1/3 . (23)

Finally, the first term in (20) can be bounded similarly to (22), so

Nk2/3 · (k2/3 − 1) ≤ 4 · n · k · e
3c′

λ2
· 1
R2

(k2/3)2

k2 · e− 1
R
· (k

2/3)2

k ≤ 4Rn · k · e− 3
4R

·k1/3 ≤ 1

4
n · e− 1

2R
·k1/3 , (24)

using in the last inequality that e
1
4R

·k1/3 ≥ R8 ≥ 16R · k. Combining (22) through (24), we get

D≥k2/3 ≤ 1

4
n · e− 1

2R
·k1/3 + 2 · 1

4
n · e− 1

2R
·k1/3 ≤ n · e− 1

2R
·k1/3 .

Finally, by (21), we conclude that

P

[
D≥k2/3 ≤ n · e− 1

2R
·k1/3

]
≥ 1− n−3.
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ρ t0 t1 t2 ti−1 ti ti+1 tκ

n2/p n logn n logn n log2/3 n nki nk
2/3
i

. . . . . .

Φ = poly(n)

Φ̃t0 ≤ n2

Φ̃t1 ≤ n · eO((logn)2/3)

Φ̃t2 ≤ n · eO((logn)4/9)

Φ̃ti ≤ n · eO(k
2/3
i )

Φ̃ti+1
≤ n · eO(k

4/9
i )

Φ̃tκ ≤ O(n)

Sum of large displacements:

n · e−Ω((log n)1/3) + n · e−Ω((log n)2/9) + . . .+ n · e−Ω(k
1/3
i ) + . . .

Figure 6: The phases for the proof of the O(n) bound for the total deviation.

4.3 Proof of Bound on Total Deviation

Now, we are ready to prove the O(n) bound on total deviation with high probability.

Theorem 24 (Total deviation). Consider Naı̈ve Sort under random adjacent rank swaps for any constant

b ≥ 1. Then, there exists a constant c = c(b) > 0 such that for any m ≥ 16 · 128 · 4 · (b+ 1) · n2, it follows

that

P [tdev(πm) ≤ cn] ≥ 1− n−2.

Proof. Let p = 1
4·(b+1) . We will perform the analysis in κ + 2 phases (0, ρ], (ρ, t0], (t0, t1], . . . , (tκ−1, tκ]

each consisting of ρ, n · k0, n · k1, . . . , n · kκ many steps, where k0 = k1 = 162·108·d2
p2

· c′

λ2 · log n, ki+1 =

16d
p ·k2/3i (for d = 128) and ρ = m−n ·k0−n ·k1− . . .−n ·kκ (the remaining steps). We choose κ to be the

smallest integer such that kκ ≥ max{(8·16dp )4, (32R logR)3}, where R = max{6 ·2 · c′

λ2

√
108 · C, 323 ·16}

the constant in Lemma 23. It follows that κ = Θ(log log log n).
We will be using two potential functions Φt = Φt(α) and Φ̃t = Φ̃t(α̃) with α being a large constant

factor larger than α̃, so it holds that Φt ≥ Φ̃t for any step t ≥ 0. More concretely, we set α = log 20
127

and α̃ = 1
42 · log 20

127 (and d defined as above). First, we are going to prove that w.h.p. Φt = poly(n) for

any t ∈ [t0, tκ] and then we use this to show that |Φ̃t+1 − Φ̃t| ≤ n1/3, which allows us to prove that

w.h.p. Φ̃t = O(n) for any t = t1, t2, . . . , tκ (before resetting the targets).

As in Theorem 17, the first (long) phase will be to ensure that we reach a state with a small maximum

displacement. The second phase is to ensure that Φt = poly(n). At the end of each of the phases (ti, ti+1],
we reset σti+1 to the identity permutation (with σ′ti+1

being the permutation before the reset) and update τti+1

by resetting targets using θ-filtering with θ = 2k
2/3
i (with τ ′ti+1

being the permutation before the filtering).

We will prove the following claim for the tdev at step m = τtκ .

Claim 25. It holds that,

P [tdev(τtm) ≤ n] ≥ 1− 1

2
n−2. (25)

And we will also prove the following claim for tdsp at step m = τtκ .

Claim 26. It holds that,

P

[
tdsp(lm, τm) ≤ 8n · d · k2/3κ

]
≥ 1− 1

2
n−2. (26)

26



Before proving these claims, we will show how these two imply the conclusion. We will use the follow-

ing inequality to bound tdev(πm),

tdev(πm) ≤ tdsp(lm, τm) + tdev(τm).

By taking the union-bound between (25), and using (26) we get

P

[
tdsp(lm, τm) ≤ 8n · d · k2/3κ

]
≥ 1− 1

2
n−2 − 1

2
n−2 = 1− n−2,

By Lemma 7, we conclude that

P

[
tdev(πm) ≤ 8c

d
· n
]
≥ 1− n−2,

for the constant c = 72k
2/3
κ , since k

2/3
κ is a constant.

Now, we turn our attention into proving these two claims.

Proof of Claim 25. For any phase (ti−1, ti], we have that

tdev(τti)
(a)

≤ 4 ·
∑

j∈[n]:|τ ′ti(j)−j|>2k
2/3
i

|τ ′ti(j)− j|

(b)

≤ 4 ·
∑

j∈[n]:|σ′
ti
(j)−j|>k

2/3
i

|σ′ti(j) − j|+ 8 · tdev(σ′ti , τ
′
ti)

(c)

≤ 4 ·
∑

j∈[n]:|σ′
ti
(j)−j|>k

2/3
i

|σ′ti(j)− j|+ 8 · tdev(σti−1 , τti−1)

(d)
= 4 ·

∑

j∈[n]:|σ′
ti
(j)−j|>k

2/3
i

|σ′ti(j) − j|+ 8 · tdev(τti−1)

(e)
= 4 ·

∑

j∈[n]:δti>k
2/3
i

δti + 8 · tdev(τti−1)

(f)

≤
i∑

s=0

8i−s+1
∑

j∈[n]:δts(j)>k
2/3
s

δts(j), (27)

using in (a) Lemma 12, in (b) that if |τ ′ti(j) − j| > 2k
2/3
i , then (i) either |σ′ti(j) − j| > k

2/3
i or |σ′ti(j) −

τ ′ti(j)| > k
2/3
i and (ii) |τ ′ti(j)− j| ≤ |σ′ti(j)− j|+2 · |σ′ti(j)− τ ′ti(j)|, in (c) that the adm operations cannot

increase the deviation between σ and τ during the phase (by Lemma 32), in (d) that σti = idn, in (e) that

δts(j) = |(σ′ts)−1(j) − j| and in (f) an inductive argument. By Lemma 23, we have that

P




∑

j∈[n]:δti(j)≥k
2/3
i

δti(j) ≤ n · e− 1
2R

·k1/3i


 ≥ 1− n−3.
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By taking the union-bound over all i = 1, . . . , κ, we have that

P




κ∑

i=0

8κ−i+1
∑

j∈[N ]:δti(j)≥k
2/3
i

δti(j) ≤ n ·
κ∑

i=0

8κ−i+1 · e− 1
2R

·k1/3i


 ≥ 1− n−3 · κ ≥ 1− 1

4
n−2.

By considering the ratio of two consecutive terms for i and i+ 1 in the sum, we have that

8 · e 1
2R

·(k1/3i+1−k
1/3
i )

(a)

≤ 8 · e 1
2R

·(− 1
2
k
1/3
i )

(b)

≤ 1

2
,

using in (a) that k
1/3
i+1 ≤ 1

2k
1/3
i (since kκ ≥ (8·16dp )4) and in (b) that kκ ≥ (32R logR)3. Hence,

P




κ∑

i=0

8κ−i+1
∑

j∈[n]:δti(j)≥k
2/3
i

δti(j) ≤ n


 ≥ 1− 1

2
n−2.

Proof outline of Claim 26. We start by bounding tdsp using Φ̃m as follows

tdsp(lm, τm) ≤ n

α̃
· log

(
1 +

Φ̃m

n

)
, (28)

where we used the convexity of the Φ̃m, i.e.,

n ·
(
exp

(
α̃ · 1

n
tdsp(lm, τm)

)
− 1

)
= n ·


exp


α̃ · 1

n

∑

j∈[N ]

|j − d · τm(lm[j])|


 − 1


 ≤ Φ̃m.

Analysis for Φ: Proving a poly(n) bound. Note that by the choice of α and d, it follows that α(d − 1) ≥
log 20 and so by Lemma 15 it satisfies the drop inequality for sorting steps. Further, by Lemma 12, we have

that

mdev(τti , τ
′
ti) ≤ 4k

2/3
i . (29)

As in the analysis in Theorem 17, we have that for any r ≥ ρ,

E [Φr] ≤ 2n · eα·d· 1λ
√
108·c′·k0·logn.

For the next phase, because each displacement in τ with respect to l changes |l[i]− τ(l[i])| by at most k
2/3
0 ,

we have that

E [Φt0 ] ≤ 2n · eα·dk
2/3
0 ,

and similarly

E [Φt1 ] ≤ 2n · e4α·dk
2/3
1 .

Now, for any i ∈ [2, κ],

E [Φti ] ≤ E
[
Φti−1

]
· e− pα

4
·ki · e4α·dk

2/3
i + n · e4α·dk

2/3
i ≤ 2n · e4α·dk

2/3
i ,

using that ki+1 =
16d
p · k2/3i . Hence, we conclude that for any t ∈ [t1, tκ], it follows that

E [Φt] ≤ 2n · e4α·dk
2/3
1 ≤ n2,
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using that k1 = O(log n). By Markov’s inequality for any t ∈ [t1, tκ],

P
[
Φt ≤ n7

]
≥ 1− n−5,

and by taking the union-bound over all steps in [t1, tκ]

P


 ⋂

t∈[t1,tκ]

{
Φt ≤ n7

}

 ≥ 1− n−5 · n ·O(log n) ≥ 1− 1

2
n−3.

Therefore, for c̃ = 7
α , it follows that

P


 ⋂

t∈[t1,tκ]

{
mdsp(lt, τt) ≤ c̃ · log n

}

 ≥ 1− 1

2
n−3. (30)

From here onwards we will consider the capped process that never performs a mixing operation if the

maximum displacement exceeds c̃ · log n in any step in [t1, tκ]. In the end, by the union bound, w.h.p. the

two processes will agree.

Analysis for Φ̃: Proving an O(n) bound. Recall that Φ̃ = Φ̃(α̃, d) with α̃ = 1
6c̃ = α

42 for the same d
as above. Note again that α̃ · (d− 1) ≥ log(20) and so we can apply Lemma 15 to deduce as before that

E

[
Φ̃t0

]
≤ 4n · e4α·d·k

2/3
0 .

At step t1 before applying the target corrections, we have that

E

[
Φ̃t1

]
≤ 4n · e4α̃·d·k

2/3
0 · e− α̃p

4
·k1 ≤ n−3,

using that k1 =
162·108·d2

p2 · c′

λ · log n (and so α̃p
4 · k1 ≥ 60 log n).

Therefore, by Markov’s inequality we have that

P

[
Φ̃t1 ≤ 1

]
≥ 1− n−3,

and so, after moving the targets we have that

P

[
Φ̃t1 ≤ 4n · e2α·d·k

2/3
1

]
≥ 1− n−3. (31)

We will consider the interval [ti, ti+1] consisting of n · ki+1 steps, where in step ti we have that Φ̃ti ≤
4n · e2α·d·k

2/3
i . Our goal is to show that w.h.p. Φ̃ti+1 ≤ 4n, by applying Azuma’s inequality.

Recall that since we are in the capped process, we have that mdsp(lt, τt) ≤ c̃ · log n holds in every step

and so

φ̃t(i) ≤ e
1
6c̃

·c̃·logn = n1/6.

This also implies that

Φ̃t ≤ n7/6. (32)

Let Φ′
t be the value of the potential before applying the adm and lopt operations, which can only lead

to a decrease, i.e., Φt ≤ Φ′
t. We define the auxiliary potential function at step t ≥ ti,

Φ̂t = Φ̃t ·
(
1− α̃

4 · (n− 1)

)−z(t)

and Φ̂′
t = Φ̃′

t ·
(
1− α̃

4 · (n− 1)

)−z(t)

,

29



where z(t) is the number of completed sorting steps from step ti+1 up to step t. This is a super-martingale,

since in any sorting step we have that

E

[
Φ̂′
t+1

∣∣∣Fr

]
≤ Φ̃t ·

(
1− α̃

4 · (n− 1)

)
·
(
1− α̃

4 · (n − 1)

)−z(t)−1

= Φ̂t.

and in any mixing step we have that Φ̂t ≤ Φ̂′
t+1.

We now proceed to bound the difference |Φ̂′
t+1 − Φ̂t|. First note that by the definition of microsteps we

have that
∣∣∣Φ̃′

t+1 − Φ̃t

∣∣∣ ≤ n1/6, (33)

and further note that

(
1− α̃

4(n− 1)

)−z(t) (a)

≤
(
1 +

α̃

2(n − 1)

)z(t) (b)

≤ e
α̃p

2(n−1)
·n·ki+1 ≤ n1/6, (34)

using in (a) that (1 − α̃
4(n−1))

−1 ≤ 1 + α̃
2(n−1) (since 1

1−ǫ ≤ 1 + 2ǫ) and in (b) that z(t) ≤ n · ki+1 · p (by

Lemma 34), ki = o(log n) (for i ≥ 2) and α̃ is a constant.

Therefore, combining the above bounds, it follows that

∣∣∣Φ̂′
t+1 − Φ̂t

∣∣∣ ≤ max

{∣∣∣∣∣

(
1− α̃

4(n− 1)

)−1

· Φ̃′
t+1 − Φ̃t

∣∣∣∣∣ ,
∣∣∣Φ̃′

t+1 − Φ̃t

∣∣∣
}

·
(
1− α̃

4(n − 1)

)−z(t)

(a)

≤
(∣∣∣Φ̃′

t+1 − Φ̃r

∣∣∣+ α̃

2(n− 1)
· Φ̃′

t+1

)
·
(
1− α̃

4(n − 1)

)−z(t)

(b)

≤
(
n1/6 + 2n1/6

)
· n1/6 ≤ 3n1/3,

using in (a) that (1 − α̃
4(n−1) )

−1 ≤ 1 + α̃
2(n−1) (since 1

1−ǫ ≤ 1 + 2ǫ) and in (b) the bounds (32), (33) and

(34).

Applying Azuma’s inequality (Lemma 31) for the sub-martingale Φ̂ti , Φ̂
′
ti+1, Φ̂ti+1, . . . with λ = n and

D = 3n1/3

P

[
Φ̂ti+1 ≤ Φ̂ti + n

∣∣∣Fti , Φ̃ti ≤ 4n · e4α̃·d·k
2/3
i

]
≥ 1− exp

(
− n2

3n · ki+1 · (3n1/3)2 + Φ̃ti · (3n1/3)

)
.

By the definition of Φ̂t, we have that

Φ̂ti = Φ̃ti ≤ 4n · e4α̃·d·k
2/3
i ,

and for Φ̃′′
ti+1

the value of the potential before the θ-filtering, assuming that {Φ̂ti+1 ≤ Φ̂ti + n} holds, we

get that

Φ̃′′
ti+1

≤
(
4n · e4α̃·d·k

2/3
i + n

)
·
(
1− α̃

4(n − 1)

)p·n·ki+1

≤ 5n · e4α̃·d·k
2/3
i · e−

α̃p
4·(n−1)

·n·ki+1 ≤ 4n,

using that 1 + x ≤ ex and that ki+1 =
16d
p · k2/3i .

Therefore, after the θ-filtering of the targets, using (29), it follows that

P

[
Φ̃ti+1 ≤ 4n · e4α̃·d·k

2/3
i+1

∣∣∣ Fti , Φ̃ti ≤ 4n · e4α̃·d·k
2/3
i

]
≥ 1− n−3,
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using the chain rule we obtain

P


 ⋂

i∈[κ]

{
Φ̃ti ≤ 4n · e4α̃·d·k

2/3
i

}
∣∣∣∣∣∣
Ft0 , Φ̃t0 ≤ 4n · e4α̃·d·k

2/3
1


 ≥ (1− n−3)κ,

and combining with (31), we get that

P



⋂

i∈[κ]

{
Φ̃ti ≤ 4n · e4α̃·d·k

2/3
i

}

 ≥

(
1− n−3

)κ ·
(
1− n−3

)
≥ 1− 1

4
n−2.

Finally taking the union bound with (30) we get that the capped process agrees with the original process and

so using (28), we conclude that

P

[
tdsp(lm, τm) ≤ 8n · d · k2/3κ

]
≥ 1− 1

4
n−2 1

2
n−3 ≥ 1− 1

2
n−2.

5 Lower Bounds

Below we prove an asymptotically tight lower bound on the maximum and total deviation and the conver-

gence time for the process in [AKMU11].

Lemma 27 (Maximum and Total Deviation). Consider the process where every sorting step is followed by

b ≥ 1 mixing steps. Then, starting from a sorted list (i) it holds that at step m = 1
100 · (b+ 1)2 · n log n,

P



⋃

t∈[1,m]

mdev(πt) ≥
1

200
· (b+ 1) · log n


 ≥ 1− o(1),

and (ii) at step m = 1
100 · (b+ 1)2 · n, it holds that

P

[
tdev(πm) ≥ 1

1600
· (b+ 1) · n

]
≥ 1− o(1).

Proof outline. First statement. Consider m = c · (b+1)2 · n · log n where c = 1
100 . We start with the sorted

list π0 = idn. For each i, we keep track of (jt(i))t≥0 defined as follows j0(i) = i ∈ ((b + 1) · log n, n −
(b + 1) · log n), in each mixing step we stay at the same index so jt(i) = jt−1(i) and in each sorting step

we follow the element at jt−1(i), so jt(i) ∈ {jt−1(i) − 1, jt−1(i) + 1}. We consider the starting points J
which are multiples of D = 1

400 · (b+ 1) · log n and K = (n − 1)/D, i.e., J = {i ·D : i ∈ [K]}.

In these steps 1 through m, the indices in J will be involved in at least 1
2 · m

K mixing steps. Also during

these steps, as long as none of the indices has a deviation that is at least 1
400 · (b + 1) · log n it means that

each index is doing an unbiased random walk that does not interfere with the others. Hence, w.h.p. there is

a particular jt(i) with |jt(i) − i| ≥ 1
4

√
c · (b + 1) · log n, due to the mixing steps (by taking the maximum

deviation of the K ≥ log2 n unbiased random walks). Further, by a Chernoff bound (Lemma 29), w.h.p. this

value will be chosen in a sorting step at most 2m
n · (b+1) = 2c · (b+ 1) · log n times. Even if each of these

sorting steps moves the item closer to the target, w.h.p. we have that

mdev(πm) ≥ 1

40
· (b+ 1) · log n− 1

50
· (b+ 1) · log n =

1

200
· (b+ 1) · log n,
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which concludes the proof for the first statement.

Second statement. We will consider the first m = c · (b + 1)2 · n steps where c = 1
100 . By the Central

Limit Theorem w.h.p. at least 1
4n of the indices i will have |jt(i)− i| ≥ 1

4 · √c · (b + 1) and at most a 1
2 of

these will be involved in more than 2 · c · (b+ 1) sorting steps. Hence, it follows that w.h.p.

tdev(πm) ≥ 1

8
· 1

200
· (b+ 1) · n,

which concludes the proof for the second statement.

Next, we prove a lower bound on the convergence time depending on the maximum deviation of the

initial configuration.

Lemma 28 (Convergence time). Consider the process where every sorting step is followed by any constant

b ≥ 1 mixing steps, starting from any configuration π0 with mdev(π0) ≥ 96 log n. Then, the convergence

time to a configuration with the maximum deviation being O(log n) is at least 1
2(n − 1) · mdev(π0) with

probability at least 1− n−1.

Proof. Consider the first m = 1
2n · mdev(π0) steps of the algorithm. We will maintain a sequence of

elements (it)
m
t=0, with the property that their displacement decreases with probability at most 1/n. We start

with i0 being an element achieving the maximum deviation at step 0. Then, at step t ≥ 0:

• If t+ 1 a sorting step, at most one of the two swaps that involve it, either at index π−1
t (it) − 1 or at

π−1
t (it) will reduce the displacement of i. So we keep it+1 = it.

• If t + 1 is a mixing step, it could be that both swaps involving it decrease the displacement of it.
However, in this case the displacement of either it − 1 or it + 1 will be at least |it − πt(it)| − 1 (after

the swap), so we update it+1 to that element.

then the displacement of element it in each step decreases by 1 with probability at most 1/(n− 1). Let Dm

be the amount it decreases in m steps, then, using a Chernoff bound (Lemma 29)

P

[
Dm ≤

(
1 +

1

2

)
· 1

n− 1
·m
]
≥ 1− e−

1
4
· 1
2
·mdev(π0)/3 ≥ 1− e−

1
4
· 1
3
· 1
2
·96·logn = 1− n−1,

using that mdev(π0) ≥ 96 · log n, and so

P

[
Dm ≤ 3

4
mdev(π0)

]
≥ 1− n−1.

Finally, using that mdev(πm) ≥ mdev(π0)−Dm, we conclude that

P

[
mdev(πm) ≥ 1

4
mdev(π0)

]
≥ 1− n−1,

and therefore the process takes at least m steps to converge.

APPENDIX

A Tools

A.1 Concentration Inequalities

We begin with a standard Chernoff bound.

32



Lemma 29. Let X1, . . . ,Xn be independent random variables taking values in {0, 1}. Let X =
∑n

i=1Xi

and µ = E [X]. Then for any δ ∈ (0, 1), we have that

max {P [X ≥ (1 + δ) · µ] ,P [X ≤ (1− δ) · µ]} ≤ e−δ2µ/3.

Next, we state Azuma’s inequality.

Lemma 30 (Azuma’s Inequality for Super-Martingales [DP09, Problem 6.5]). Let X0, . . . ,Xn be a super-

martingale satisfying |Xi −Xi−1| ≤ ci for any i ∈ [n], then for any λ > 0,

P [Xn ≥ X0 + λ] ≤ exp

(
− λ2

2 ·∑n
i=1 c

2
i

)
.

Next, we state and prove a variant of the Azuma’s inequality in which every other step the sub-martingale

may decrease by an arbitrary amount.

Lemma 31 (Modified Azuma). Let X0, . . . ,Xn be a non-negative super-martingale with n an even integer.

Further, assume it satisfies |Xi−Xi−1| ≤ D for any odd i ∈ [n] and Xi ≤ Xi−1 for any even i ∈ [n]. Then

for any λ > 0,

P [Xn ≥ X0 + λ] ≤ exp

(
− λ2

3nD2 + 2X0 ·D

)
.

Proof outline. We cannot directly apply Azuma’s inequality as it requires the absolute value of the differ-

ences to be bounded, but here at an even i the value of Xi could drop by Xi.

We will define an auxiliary sub-martingale Z and show that this satisfies |Zi − Zi−1| ≤ c for any i. To

this end, for any k ∈ {0, ..., n/2 − 1}, we define τk = ⌊X2k+2−X2k+1

c ⌋ and set

Y
(k)
0 = X2k, Y

(k)
1 = X2k+1, Y

(k)
2 = X2k+1 + d1, Y

(k)
3 = X2k+1 + d1 + d2, . . . , Y

(k)
2+τk

= X2k+2,

where

di =

{
c i < τk,

X2k+2 −X2k+1 − c · (τk − 1) i = τk.

Then, we set Z = Y
(0)
0 , Y

(0)
1 , . . . , Y

(1)
0 , Y

(1)
1 , . . . Y

(n/2−1)
0 , Y

(n/2−1)
1 . It is clear that Y (k) forms a sub-

martingale with respect to F ′
0 = F2k,F ′

1 = Fk+1 and F ′
2+t = (X2k+1, t,X2k+2) for t ∈ [0, τk], and so Z

also forms a sub-martingale, and further it satisfies the bounded difference inequality for D.

Throughout the n steps X can increase by at most n/2 · D. Hence, in total there can be at most

2 · (n2 + 1
DX0) extra decrease steps. So Z has at most n′ = 3

2 · n + 1
DX0 steps. By padding Z with the

same last value we can ensure that it always has exactly n′ steps, and it is still a sub-martingale. Therefore,

applying Azuma’s inequality (Lemma 30), we get that

P [Zn′ ≥ Z0 + λ] ≤ exp

(
− λ2

3nD2 + 2X0 · c

)
.

Using that Z0 = X0 and Zn′ = Xn, we obtain the conclusion.

B Omitted Material

In this Appendix, we first restate and establish a result whose proof was omitted. Then, we state and prove

a lemma not included in the main text.
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Lemma 7. If l is a d-padding of π ∈ Sn, then mdev(π) ≤ 8
d ·mdsp(l) and tdev(π) ≤ tdsp(l).

Proof. First statement. Let i be an element with maximum displacement |i − π(i)| and without loss of

generality assume that π(i) < i. We start with the list l having l[j ·d] = π(j) and gaps in all other positions.

We set D = d · |i − π(i)|, the maximum displacement in l. We will prove that no matter how the gaps

are redistributed in l while maintaining the relative order of the non-gap elements, we cannot reduce the

maximum displacement in l down to 1
8D.

In order to reduce the displacement of π(i) = l[i · d] in l to at most 1
8D we need to move at least 7

8D
gaps to the left of i · d. Note that there are no elements j ∈ [i · d, i · d+ 3

4D] with d · l[j] ≤ i · d + 3
4D, as

otherwise after the move their displacement in l would be at least (i ·d+ 7
8D)− (i ·d+ 3

4D) = 1
8D. Hence,

all of these elements have d · l[j] ≥ i · d+ 3
4D. Considering position i · d+ 3

4D, after the move the number

of elements to its right is larger than the amount of multiples of d on its right (i.e., possible target positions),

which means that there must be an index k ≥ i · d+ 7
8D with d · l[k] ∈ [i · d, i · d+ 3

4D] and after the move

its displacement will be at least (i · d + 7
8D) − (i · d + 3

4D) = 1
8D. Therefore, there will be at least one

element j with |j − d · l[j]| ≥ 1
8D, concluding the proof.

Second statement. Let T = {j · d : j ∈ [n]} be the subset of all target positions in list l. We first move

all n items to positions in T , such that if an item j ∈ [n] is at a position x ∈ (i · d, (i + 1) · d), we move j
to position i · d if j ≤ i else we move it to (i + 1) · d; this may result in more than one element mapped to

the same position. Note that this step can only decrease the displacement of each element (and thus also the

total displacement).

Let Li = {j · d : j ∈ [1, i]} and Ri = {j · d : j ∈ (i, n]}. Let si be the total number of items mapped to

positions in Li. Note that with respect to partition {Li, Ri} of T , there are at least |si − i| elements j whose

target position j · d is in a different part of the partition than the one at which element j is mapped to.

It follows that by “ignoring” all positions x ∈ (i · d, (i+1) · d) when computing the total displacement,

the total displacement reduces by at least |si − i| · (d − 1). And if we ignore all positions except for those

in T , the total displacement decreases by at least
∑

i∈[n] |si − i| · (d− 1).
The last step is to redistribute the items so that exactly one item is mapped to each position in T . This

may increase the total displacement by at most
∑

i∈[n] |si − 1| as we explain next, and combining this with

the previous point we get that overall the total displacement decreases.

To map one item to each position in T , for each i ∈ [n − 1], we have to move exactly |si − i| items

between i · d and (i + 1) · d: from i · d to (i + 1) · d if si > i and in the opposite direction otherwise. The

total displacement we have computed above is the same as the total deviation in π, and so the conclusion

follows.

Lemma 32. Consider any reals a, b, c, d such that a ≤ b and c ≤ d. Then, (i)

|a− c|+ |b− d| ≤ |a− d|+ |b− c|,

and (ii)
max{|a− c|, |b − d|} ≤ max{|a− d|, |b− c|}.

Proof. Without loss of generality assume that a < c. Then, we consider the three valid cases separately:

Case 1 [a ≤ b ≤ c ≤ d]: In this case,

|a− c|+ |b− d| = (c− a) + (d− b) = (d− a) + (c− b) = |a− d|+ |b− c|.

And similarly,

max{|a− c|, |b− d|} = max{c− a, d− b} ≤ d− a = max{|a− d|, |b− c|}.
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Case 2 [a ≤ c ≤ b ≤ d]: In this case,

|a− c|+ |b− d| = (c− a) + (d− b) = (d− a)− (b− c) = |a− d| − |b− c| ≤ |a− d|+ |b− c|.

And similarly,

max{|a− c|, |b− d|} = max{c− a, d− b} ≤ d− a = max{|a− d|, |b− c|}.

Case 3 [a ≤ c ≤ d ≤ b]: In this case,

|a− c|+ |b− d| = (c− a) + (b− d) ≤ (d− a) + (b− c) = |a− d|+ |b− c|.

And similarly,

max{|a− c|, |b− d|} = max{c− a, d− b} ≤ max{d− a, b− c} = max{|a− d|, |b− c|}.

Lemma 33. Consider any random variable S ≥ 0 for which there exists λ > 0 and c′ > 0 such that

E
[
e3λS

]
≤ c′. Then, for any α ∈ [−λ, λ], it holds that

E
[
eαS
]
≤ 1 + α · E [S] + α2 · c

′

λ2
.

Proof. Consider the function

f(α) = E
[
eαS
]
.

Then, by Taylor’s theorem we have that for any α ∈ [−λ, λ], there exists ξ ∈ (−λ, λ) such that

f(α) = f(0) + α · f ′(0) + α2

2
· f ′′(ξ)

= 1 + α · E [S] +
α2

2
· E
[
S2 · eξS

]

(a)

≤ 1 + α · E [S] + α2 · E
[
S2 · eλS

]

(b)

≤ 1 + α · E [S] + α2 · E
[(

eλS

λ

)2

· eλS
]

(c)

≤ 1 + α · E [S] + α2 · c
′

λ2
,

using in (a) that ξ < λ, in (b) that S ≤ eλS

λ and in (c) that E
[
e3λS

]
≤ c′.

Lemma 34. Consider a process with bounded average rate of mixing steps for any b ≥ 1. Then for any

m ≥ (b+ 1) · n steps, at least a 1
4(b+1) fraction are sorting steps.

Proof. Consider any interval [s, t] with |t− s| = (b+ 1) · n. Let u be the last sorting step before s, then by

Definition 4, it follows that the next n − 1 sorting steps are in the interval [s, t]. Hence, in any interval of

length (b+ 1) · n, there is at least a fraction of n−1
(b+1)·n ≥ 1

2·(b+1) sorting steps.

For intervals of length at least (b + 1) · n, by splitting it into sub-intervals of length (b + 1) · n (except

for possibly the last one), we get that at least a 1
2 · 1

2(b+1) fraction of the steps are sorting.
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[BVDE+18a] Juan José Besa Vial, William E. Devanny, David Eppstein, Michael T. Goodrich, and Timothy Johnson.

Optimally sorting evolving data. In Proc. 45th International Colloquium on Automata, Languages, and

Programming, ICALP, pages 81:1–81:13, 2018. doi:10.4230/LIPIcs.ICALP.2018.81.
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