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Abstract

A central line of inquiry in the study of indistinguishability obfuscation (IO) is to minimize
the size of the obfuscation. Today we know how to obfuscate programs represented as Turing
machines, where the size of the obfuscation grows only with the input size and not with the
machine’s running time. Jain and Jin [FOCS 2022] showed how to remove the dependency on
the input size for functionally equivalent programs where equivalence can be proven in Cook’s
theory PV.

In this work we investigate the limits of the pursuit of succinct obfuscation. We consider the
task of obfuscating a program with a large description, most of which can be made public while
some portion of the description is secret. We put forth a new notion of fully succinct IOwhere
the size of obfuscated program only grows with the size of the program’s secret part and not
with the public part or with the input size.

Starting with input-succinct IO for PV-equivalent machines, which is known from super-
polynomially hard IO for circuits and LWE, we construct fully succinct IO for the same class
of programs. We refer to such an obfuscation as fully succinct pv-IO. Next, we show how to
bootstrap our fully succinct pv-IO to achieve full IO security. Our bootstrapping theorems are
based on succinct cryptographic primitives with seemingly weaker functionality: either succinct
witness encryption or SNARGs for NP with unique proofs. We also require that the correctness
of these primitives can be proven in theory PV. We show that these assumptions are sufficient
and necessary.

We demonstrate several applications of fully succinct IO and pv-IO:
(i) We give the first IO construction where the size of the obfuscated program is less than

twice the size of the original program for a large class of useful programs.
(ii) We show how to avoid padding the program before obfuscating it – a step often necessitated

by security analysis – by replacing the padding with a public random string.
(iii) We give the first construction of succinct computational secret sharing for access structures

represented by polynomial-size monotone circuits where the share size does not grow with
the size of the access structure.
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1 Introduction

The notion of indistinguishability obfuscation (IO) [BGI+01, GGH+13] guarantees that the obfus-
cations of any pair of functionally equivalent programs are computationally indistinguishable. In
the last decade, IO has emerged as the ultimate cryptographic magic wand that can be used to
build most cryptographic primitives. Moreover, recent work has shown that this magic wand can
be realized from well-founded assumptions [JLS21, JLS22, RVV24].

Beyond establishing feasibility, a central goal in the study of IO is to minimize the overhead
introduced by obfuscation in terms of program size. Motivated by understanding the very limits of
this pursuit, we ask:

How small can an obfuscated program be?

In its simplest form, the notion of IO considers obfuscating programs represented as circuits and
the size of the obfuscated circuit is required to be polynomial in the size of the original circuit. A
sequence of works [BGL+15, CHJV15, KLW15] constructed more efficient IO for Turing machines,
where the size of the obfuscated program grows with the size of the Turing machine representation,
but not with its running time.

Input-succinct IO. A major limitation of existing IO schemes for Turing machines is that the
obfuscation size grows with the size of the input to the program. In more detail, these schemes set
an a priori bound on the size of the input to the obfuscated program, and the obfuscation size grows
with this bound. Ideally, we would like to obfuscate Turing machines such that the obfuscated
program can be evaluated on inputs of arbitrary polynomial size. We refer to this notion as input-
succinct IO.

Recent work [JJ22] gives a partial feasibility result for this notion. Assuming (sub-exponentially
hard) IO for circuits and other standard assumptions, they construct an input-succinct obfuscation
with the following security property that we refer to as pv-IO: obfuscations of two functionally
equivalent programs are guaranteed to be computationally indistinguishable only if the equivalence
of the two programs can be proven in Cook’s theory PV [Coo75]. From Gödel’s incompleteness
theorem, however, it follows that there exist functionally equivalent programs without a PV proof
of equivalence. Furthermore, prior works [JJ22, LZ17, GGSW13] have described an informal “input-
size barrier” to achieving input-succinct IO for general programs: Intuitively, the reduction must
run long enough to decide the equivalence of the programs. Thus, the feasibility of this notion
remains a major open question.

Fully succinct IO: A New Frontier. While input-succinctness is already an ambitious goal, we
could go a step further and ask:

Can the obfuscated program be shorter than the program itself?

While the answer, in general, is clearly negative, we observe that in many applications, the
program we would like to obfuscate has a large description, but the actual secret code that we are
aiming to protect is small. Is it possible to obfuscate only the secret part of the program, leaving
the public part unchanged? For example, recall the construction of witness encryption from IO
[GGH+13]: to encrypt a bit b under an NP statement x, we obfuscate a program that contains x
hardwired. Given an input w, the program outputs b only if w is a valid witness for x. In this
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example, the bit b is secret but the statement x is public. Nonetheless, to protect b, we obfuscate a
program that includes x. Using any existing obfuscation scheme, the obfuscated program grows
with the description of x which may be large. Is it possible to encrypt b under a statement x via an
obfuscated program whose size does not grow with the size of x?

Motivated by this setting, we formalize a new notion of description-succinct IO: Consider a
program whose description consists of a public part pub and a (potentially) secret part M and
denote by M [pub] the description of the program including both parts. We refer to such programs
as having a split description. A description-succinct IO takes bothM and pub as inputs and produces
an obfuscated program M̃ such that M [pub] and M̃ [pub] have the same functionality. Importantly,
M̃ should only grow with the size ofM and not with the size of pub. For security, we require that
for everyM0,M1 of the same size, and for every pub such thatM0[pub] andM1[pub] are functionally
equivalent, the obfuscations M̃0 and M̃1 are computationally indistinguishable, even given pub.

We refer to an IO scheme that is both input-succinct and description-succinct as fully succinct.
Using this terminology, the main question we tackle in this work is:

Are input-succinct and fully succinct IO possible? If so, under what assumptions?

While the notion of description-succinctness was not previously considered,1 we observe that
constructions of description-succinct IO which are not input-succinct can be realized from prior
work [GS18a, AL18, DGM23]. Fully succinct constructions, however, are not known even for the
weaker notion of pv-IO.

1.1 Our Results

In this work, we investigate the feasibility and applications of fully succinct IO:

• Upgrading to full succinctness. Our first result focuses on pv-IO, where indistinguishability
only holds for pairs of programs with a PV-proof of equivalence. We formalize the notion
of fully succinct pv-IO and show how to upgrade any input-succinct pv-IO to fully succinct
pv-IO under standard assumptions.

• Upgrading to full IO security. Next, we show how to upgrade any fully succinct (resp. input-
succinct) pv-IO to achieve full security, namely indistinguishability for any two functionally
equivalent programs. This bootstrapping theorem is based on the existence of either succinct
witness encryption [BDJ+25] or succinct non-interactive arguments for NP (SNARGs) with
unique proofs and short CRS where the correctness of the scheme can be proven in theory PV.
While these are strong assumptions, we argue they are necessary since they are implied by
fully succinct IO.

• Applications. We demonstrate several applications of fully succinct pv-IO and IO. This
includes the first construction of succinct computational secret sharing for general monotone
access structures where the share size does not grow with the size of the access structure,
thus overcoming the so-called “representation-size barrier” [ABI+23]. We also show how to
further reduce the size of the obfuscated programs in many applications of IO. For example,
we give the first IO construction with rate above 1/2 (i.e., where the obfuscated program is

1A recent concurrent work [LMOP24] introduced the notion of IO for database-aided circuits, which is similar to
description-succinct IO except that their focus is on the running time of the obfuscated program and not its description
size. See Section 1.2 for more details.
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less than twice as large as the original program) for a large class of useful programs. Finally,
we show how to generically avoid the “program padding” necessary in many IO applications
[Hol15] by replacing it with a public random string.

Technical highlight: How to use pv-IO. The notion of pv-IO is instrumental in our results on
succinct obfuscation. A central challenge that we encounter when using pv-IO is that the programs
we need to transition between often do not have a PV-proof of equivalence. This significantly limits
the applicability of pv-IO; indeed, so far, this notion has found only limited applications.

In this work, we demonstrate how to use pv-IO in conjunction with other “PV-friendly” crypto-
graphic primitives (e.g. primitives with aPV-proof of correctness) to transition between functionally
equivalent programs that are not PV-equivalent. Using this new approach, we build new appli-
cations based on pv-IO, without requiring full security. Our approach is reminiscent of the work
of [SW14] who demonstrated how cryptography can be combined with IO security when obfus-
cating programs that are not functionally equivalent. Our techniques are also inspired by the
recent line of work that demonstrated how to use propositional proofs in the context on SNARGs
[JKLV24, JKLM25].

Next we elaborate on each of our contributions.

1.1.1 Upgrading to Full Succinctness

We start by introducing the notion of fully succinct pv-IO. The work of [JJ22] introduced the notion
of pv-IO where security holds for all pairs of programs M0 and M1 whose equivalence can be
proven in Cook’s theory PV. Following [MDS25], we use an alternative formulation of pv-IO
based on the more general notion of uniform EF-equivalence. Roughly, we require that there
is a uniform polynomial-time algorithm that given 1n outputs a proof for the fact that M0 and
M1 are equivalent on all n-bit inputs in the extended Frege propositional proof system. Cook’s
propositional translation theorem shows that every pair of PV-equivalent programs are also uniform
EF-equivalent [Coo75, CR79].

Let M0[pub] and M1[pub] be a pair of programs with split description and the same public part.
We say that programs are (ρ, T )-EF equivalent for a constant ρ and a polynomial T if they have the
same size and running time, and there exists a TMMEF of size ρ that on input n,M0,M1, pub runs
in time T (n) and outputs an extended Frege proof that ∀x ∈ {0, 1}n, M0[pub](x) = M1[pub](x). In
our formulation of pv-IO, the obfuscation algorithm is parameterized by ρ and T , and the security
guarantee is that the obfuscations of M0[pub] and M1[pub] are indistinguishable assuming the
programs are (ρ, T )-EF equivalent. In input-succinct pv-IO, the size of the obfuscated program
depends polynomially on ρ and on the size of the programs (both secret and public parts). We
also allow the obfuscated program running time on size-n inputs to grow with poly(T (n)). The
obfuscation is fully succinct if the size of the obfuscated program only depends on ρ and on the size
of the programs’ secret part, but not on the public part pub.

We show the following result:
Theorem 1.1 (Informal). Assuming input-succinct pv-IO and LWE, both with slightly super-polynomial
security, there exists fully succinct pv-IO.

Input-succinct pv-IO can be constructed from IO and one-way functions with sub-exponential
security and LWE with slightly super-polynomial security [JJ22]. Therefore, we achieve fully
succinct pv-IO under the same assumptions as known constructions of input-succinct pv-IO.
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1.1.2 Upgrading to Full IO security

In this section, we state our bootstrapping theorem from pv-IO to full-fledged IO. We give two
versions of the theorem: one for input-succinctness and one for full succinctness. The theorem
requires either witness encryption (WE) or SNARG for NP with unique proofs, with matching
succinctness. We also show that these assumptions are implied by IO. We therefore state the result
as a conditional equivalence between the notions of succinct IO, WE and unique SNARGs.

Theorem 1.2. Assuming fully succinct pv-IO and LWE, the following are equivalent:

1. There exists fully succinct IO (resp. input-succinct IO) with a PV-proof of correctness.
2. There exists fully succinct WE (resp. witness-succinct WE) with a PV-proof of correctness.
3. There exists fully succinct SNARG (resp. witness-succinct SNARG) with a PV-proof of correctness

and uniqueness2.

In more detail, we show that:

• (3)⇒ (2) assuming one-way functions.
• (2)⇒ (1) assuming one-way functions and fully succinct pv-IO.
• (1)⇒ (3) assuming LWE.
• (1)⇒ (2) assuming one-way functions.

Next, we elaborate on each of the components of Theorem 1.2. In witness encryption, we can
encrypt a message under an NP statement such that: (a) we can decrypt the ciphertext using any
valid witness, and (b) if the statement is false, the message is computationally hidden. We say
that a WE scheme is witness-succinct if the ciphertext only grows with the size of the message and
the statement and not with the size of its witness.3 The scheme is fully succinct if the ciphertext
only grows with the security parameter and message size and not with the size of the statement or
witness.

SNARGs are succinct non-interactive arguments for NP in the common reference string (CRS)
model [Mic94, BCC+17]. A SNARG is said to have unique proofs if for every CRS and statement,
the honest prover outputs the same proof regardless of the witness [CPW20]. We say that a SNARG
is witness-succinct if the CRS and proof only grow with the size of the statement and not with the
size of a witness. The SNARG is fully succinct if the CRS and proof only grow with the security
parameter and not with the size of the statement or witness.

As shown in prior works [JJ22, JKLM25], many cryptographic schemes with perfect correctness
have proofs of correctness in theory PV. Therefore, we expect “natural” candidate constructions of
cryptographic primitives with perfect correctness to have a PV-proof of correctness.

Discussion: The input-size barrier and succinct cryptography. In the non-succinct setting, IO
(for circuits) is known to imply WE [GGSW13] and SNARGs with unique proof [SW14], but an
implication in the other direction is not known. Nonetheless, Theorem 1.2 states that starting from

2A previous version of this paper showed an equivalence to a weaker version of fully succinct SNARGs. The result in
the current version is inspired by the construction in [FJM+26].

3I.e., the ciphertext size is bounded by a fixed polynomial in the statement, message size and the security parameter
and this polynomial does not depend on the NP relation.
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fully succinct pv-IO (that follows from sub-exponential IO for circuits and LWE with slightly super-
polynomial security), the notions are equivalent in both the fully succinct and the input/witness-
succinct settings, assuming the correctness of the schemes is provable in theory PV.

As mentioned earlier, we believe that constructing fully succinct or even input-succinct IO
requires new techniques that cross the so-called “input-size barrier". We note that witness-succinct
WE and SNARGs are subject to similar barriers [GGSW13, GW11].4 Therefore, we do not interpret
our result as crossing the input-size barrier. Instead we show that if we overcome the barrier in any
one of these primitives, we can overcome it in all of them.

Instantiations. While witness-succinct WE is currently not known under standard cryptographic
assumptions, a very recent work of [BDJ+25] proposed lattice-based constructions of witness-
succinct and fully succinct WE. While the assumption of evasive LWE used in their construction
is subject to attacks [VWW22, BÜW24, BDJ+25, DJM+25, HJL25, AMYY25], we are not aware of
attacks to the WE construction itself. Thus, it may potentially be proven secure under a weaker
assumption. By proving the correctness of the [BDJ+25] construction in theory PV (Appendix B.3),
we can get a candidate construction of fully succinct IO.

Witness-succinct SNARGs with unique proofs are currently not known under standard cryp-
tographic assumptions. However, [WW24] recently constructed adaptive SNARGs for NP with
unique proofs assuming sub-exponential IO for circuits. While their construction has fully succinct
proofs, the CRS grows with the size of the instance and witness. By proving the correctness of this
construction in theory PV, and using a variant of the above theorem, we obtain a fully succinct IO in
the CRS model. In this model, the same CRS can be used to obfuscate multiple, adaptively chosen
programs. The size of the CRS bounds the size of the entire program (public and secret part) as well
as the size of the input to the program. However, the size of the obfuscated program itself grows
only with the security parameter and not with the size of the input or the public part. Previously,
[BFK+19] constructed input-succinct IO in the CRS model, where the obfuscated program grows
with the security parameter and the full description of the program, but not with the input size.

1.1.3 Applications

Next, we describe applications of fully succinct IO and pv-IO for overcoming the representation-size
barrier in computational secret sharing, and for further reducing the size of obfuscated programs.

I. Overcoming the representation-size barrier in secret sharing. In a secret sharing scheme
[Sha79, Bla79, ISN87], a dealer distributes a secret between n parties such that only authorized
subsets of parties can reconstruct the secret. In more detail, the access structure, which is the
collection of authorized subsets, is given by a monotone function f : 2[n] → {0, 1}. The dealer shares
a secret s ∈ {0, 1} into shares s1, . . . , sn and we require that for every subset T of the parties:

• Correctness: if f(T ) = 1, it is possible to reconstruct s given the shares {si}i∈T .
• Secrecy: if f(T ) = 0, the shares {si}i∈T reveal nothing about s.

4Roughly speaking, this is because the security of these notions is predicated on a non-falsifiable premise: in the case
of IO, it is whether two programs are functionally equivalent, while in the case of WE and SNARGs, it is whether an NP
statement is false. The difficulty of efficiently checking this premise presents a challenge in achieving succinctness.
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In this work, we focus on the computational setting: We assume that the access structure f has some
efficient representation, such as a polynomial-size monotone circuit, and require that the sharing
and reconstruction procedures are efficient. Moreover, we only require computational secrecy.

A central goal in secret sharing is to minimize the share size. There is a vast body of literature
on this topic, and we refer the reader to Section 1.2 for discussion. In this work, our focus is on
overcoming a key challenge in this area: designing schemes where the size of the shares does not
grow with the representation size of the access structure f .

Succinct Computational Secret Sharing for Monotone Circuits. Based on one-way functions,
Yao [Yao89, VNS+03] gave a construction where each share is small (grows only with the security
parameter), but parties need to access some public information that grows linearly with the size of
the monotone circuit for f . Recently, [ABI+23] improved the size of the public information to linear
in the number of ∧ gates in the circuit assuming either sub-exponential RSA or a combination of
sub-exponential IO for circuits, and somewhere statistically binding hash.

As an application of fully succinct pv-IO (see Theorem 1.1), we show how to completely remove
the dependency on the circuit size in the shares. This yields the first scheme that overcomes the
representation-size barrier for access structures described as monotone circuits.

Theorem 1.3. Assuming fully succinct pv-IO and LWE, there exists an n-party computational secret sharing
scheme for any access structure given by a polynomial-size monotone circuit f where the size of the share is
poly(λ) and the public information is a uniform n-bit string.

Our result is significantly more general: First, Theorem 1.3 can be generalized to support any
access structure f for which monotonicity can be proven in theory PV. This includes all polynomial
size monotone circuits (as we show in Lemma 6.9), but also structures for which no efficient
monotone circuit exists such as matching in a bipartite graph [RW90]. Previously, no succinct
schemes were known for such access structures. Second, we can further reduce the size of public
information from n to C if every unauthorized set has a zero-certificate with a description size at
most C.5 For example, we get succinct secret sharing for the bipartite matching access structure
where the public information is of size 2√n (Corollary 6.15).

Succinct Computational Secret Sharing for all of NP. If we instead start from fully succinct IO
instead of pv-IO, we can significantly increase the class of supported access structures to include all
monotone functions in NP [KNY14].

Theorem 1.4. Assuming fully succinct IO and LWE, there exists an n-party computational secret sharing
scheme for any access structure given by a monotone function f in NP, where the size of the share is poly(λ)
and the public information is a uniform n-bit string.

Previously, [KNY14] constructed secret sharing for all monotone functions in NP based on WE
and one-way functions. Instantiating their scheme with fully succinct WE (instead of IO) yields
succinct secret sharing that requires structured (as opposed to uniform) public information of size
n · poly(λ).

5A zero-certificate for a set T such that f(T ) = 0 is any T ′ ⊇ T satisfying f(T ′) = 0.
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II. Further reducing the obfuscated program size. In fully succinct pv-IO and IO, the obfuscated
program size does not grow with the input size or with the public part of the program. Next we
tackle two additional sources of blowup in the obfuscated program size:

• Rate: The rate of an obfuscation scheme is the ratio between the description size of the original
program and the obfuscated program. The IO constructions of [BV15, AJS17, JLL23] achieve
rate 1/2 for circuits and Turing machines (without input succinctness). Crossing the rate 1/2
barrier for IO is an open question [AJS17, BV15, JLL23, LMOP24].

• Padding: In many applications of IO, the program is padded before it is obfuscated to facilitate
the security proof where the program being obfuscated is replaced by some larger program.
[Hol15] shows that in some cases such padding is unavoidable.

As an application of fully succinct pv-IO and IO, we give the first construction of IO with rate
higher than 1/2 for a large class of programs. Moreover, we show how to generically replace padding
before obfuscation with a public random string of the same length. More generally, we show how
to reduce the size of the obfuscated program in applications where IO security is used for pairs of
programs that are not only functionally equivalent, but also close to each other in some sense. For
simplicity, we present our results below for programs with no public part. However, our results
also hold for programs with split description.

γ-closeness. Very roughly, we say that a pair of programs are γ-close if it is possible to transition
between them through a sequence of functionally equivalent programs such that each program is of
size at most γ, and the Hamming distance between each pair of consecutive programs is constant.

We proceed to describe the notion of γ-closeness more formally. LetM1 = {M1,λ}λ andM2 =
{M2,λ}λ be a pair of Turing machine families.

• We say thatM1 andM2 are adjacent ifM1,λ andM2,λ are of the same size, they are functionally
equivalent, and their descriptions only differ by a constant number of bits.

• We say that M1 and M2 are close if we can transition between them via a polynomial-size
sequence of adjacent machines. That is, if there exists ℓ = poly(λ) andM ′

1, . . . ,M
′
ℓ such that

M1 = M ′
1, M2 = M ′

ℓ and for every i,M ′
i andM ′

i+1 are adjacent.
• We say that M1 and M2 are γ-close for a function γ(λ) if M ′

1 and M ′
2 are close where M ′

i,λ is
the programMi,λ padded to size γ(λ).

For example, observe that any pair of program families M1,M2 are γ-close for γ(λ) = |M1,λ| +
|M2,λ|+O(1): Start with M1 padded to size γ. Next, modify the padding, bit by bit, to include the
description of M2. Then switch from executing M1 to M2 by changing only the initial state. Finally,
modify the padding, bit by bit, to remove the description ofM1.

Obfuscating γ-close programs. Using fully succinct IO, we show how to obfuscate pairs of
programs that are γ-close such that the size of the obfuscated program is roughly γ. Moreover, if
the original programs are of size ℓ, then we can reduce the obfuscated program to be of size roughly
ℓ by using additional γ− ℓ bits of public randomness. More concretely, an obfuscation algorithm with
public randomness is given a program M and a string r and it produces an obfuscated program M̃ .
Correctness states that for everyM and r, we have thatM and M̃ [r] are functionally equivalent. We
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say that the scheme is secure for a pair of machines M1,M2 with ℓ bits of public randomness, if the
programs M̃1 and M̃2 obfuscated using a random ℓ-bit string r, are indistinguishable, even given r.

Theorem 1.5 (Informal). Assuming fully succinct IO and one-way functions, there exists an obfuscation
scheme with public randomness that is secure for every pair of γ-close machine families of size ℓ with γ − ℓ
bits of public randomness, where the obfuscated programs are of size ℓ+ poly(λ).

Since every pair of program families M1,M2 of size ℓ are (2ℓ+O(1))-close, we get IO with rate
1/2 as an immediate corollary of the above theorem. Compared with the result of [AJS17], this
construction has the advantage that given public randomness of size ℓ, the obfuscated program is
only poly(λ) bits larger than the original program. Moreover, the construction from [AJS17] is not
input-succinct while our construction can be made fully succinct.

We observe that in many IO based constructions, IO security is used for programs that are close
to each other. In such applications we can use Theorem 1.5 to get higher rate. We give some concrete
examples:

• The works of [WZ17, GKW17] show that several applications of IO can be obtained based
on the weaker notion of null IO where we only require security for programs computing the
all-zero function. Since any program of size ℓ that is functionally equivalent to the all-zero
program is also (ℓ+O(1))-close to it, we obtain a construction of null IO with rate 1.

• In the setting of batch IO, we obfuscate together a batch of k programs, each of size ℓ into a
single obfuscated program [AJS17]. In this setting, we achieve obfuscation of size (k + 1) · ℓ+
poly(λ) compared to 2k · ℓ+ poly(λ, n) in [AJS17] where n is the bound on the input length to
the TM.Moreover, given ℓ bits of public randomness, we can reduce the size of the obfuscation
to k · ℓ+ poly(λ).

• In our construction of fully succinct pv-IO given by Theorem 1.1, to get security for (ρ, T )-EF
equivalent programs the obfuscation size grows polynomially with ρ since, in the analysis, we
hardcore the machineMΠ into the obfuscated program. Using Theorem 1.5, we can instead
get an obfuscated program that does not grow with ρ using a public random string of size ρ.

1.2 Related work

Negative results in the circuitmodel. In a concurrentwork, [LMOP24] give an impossibility result
for IO with rate very close to 1. Their result considers IO for circuits where the obfuscated program
is also represented as a circuit and the rate of the obfuscation is defined as the ratio between the
size of the original circuit and the obfuscated one. In contrast, in this work the obfuscated program
is modeled as a Turing machine and the rate is defined via the size of the program representation.

The work of [LMOP24] also gives an impossibility for a notion of IO with access to a public
database where the obfuscated program (represented as a circuit) does not grow with the database
size. This notion is similar to our notion of description-succinct IO, except that we only restrict the
size of the obfuscated programmodeled as Turingmachine. In particular, in the notion of [LMOP24]
the obfuscated circuit cannot even touch the entire public database. The result of [LMOP24] can
be interpreted as showing that extending our notion of fully succinct obfuscation to also require
sublinear running time is unlikely.
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Quasi-Linear pv-IO. In a recent work, Ma, Dai and Shi [MDS25] construct input-succinct pv-IO
with quasi-linear overhead, namely, where the running time of the obfuscated program grows
quasi-linearly in the total size of the Turing machine and the PV-proof of equivalence. This improves
upon the previous work of [JJ22] which achieved larger runtimes. While their work also aims to
improve the efficiency of obfuscation, their focus is on minimizing the obfuscation overhead in
terms of running time while our focus in this work is on minimizing the obfuscated program size.

Succinct Secret Sharing. There is a vast body of literature dedicated to the study of share size in
secret sharing. We highlight the most relevant prior work and refer the reader to [ABI+23] for a
more detailed survey. As mentioned earlier, all prior schemes for polynomial-size monotone circuits
[Yao89, VNS+03, ABI+23] require a share size that grows with the size of the circuit. Assuming
sub-exponential RSA, or sub-exponential IO for circuits and SSB hash family, the work of [ABI+23]
also constructs succinct secret sharing for CNF formulas where the share size is independent of
the number of clauses. This, in turn, yields a succinct but inefficient secret sharing scheme for
arbitrary access structures represented by truth tables. A similar result was recently obtained by
[DJWW25] by constructing a succinct secret sharing for DNFs based on witness encryption and
LWE (in the random oracle model). In contrast to these schemes, our scheme has efficient sharing
and reconstruction for functions represented as monotone circuits and more.

We also mention two generic results based on IO. Assuming sub-exponential IO for circuits and
SSB hash family, one can generically compress the shares of any non-succinct secret sharing scheme
[HIJ+16, BCG+19]; the resulting scheme, however, requires large public information whose size
grows with the total share size of the underlying non-succinct scheme. For uniform access structures
that are succinctly described by TMs, one can build succinct secret sharing by instantiating the
approach of [KNY14] with a non-input-succinct IO for TMs [KLW15].

In a concurrent work, Lu, Nassar and Waters [LNW25] provide a different construction of
succinct computational secret sharing for monotone circuits matching the efficiency of our scheme
as stated in Theorem 1.3. Their scheme relies on weaker assumptions, namely IO for circuits and
injective one-way functions (while we additionally require LWE). Our result, however, is more
general and applies to all monotone functions as long as monotonicity can be proven in PV. We
also reduce the size of the public share below n for some structures.

SNARGs from Propositional Proofs. A recent work of [JKLM25] (JKLM) constructs SNARGs
for NP fromWE with PV-proof of correctness, and other standard assumptions. Given a witness-
succinct (resp., fully succinct) WE, the resulting SNARG is witness-succinct (resp., fully succinct)
SNARG. Unlike the SNARGs given by our equivalence results, the SNARG constructed in JKLM
does not have unique proofs. Similar to JKLM, our work also leverages PV-proofs of correctness.
Furthermore, we also demonstrate the usefulness of formalizing other properties in theory PV such
as PV-proof of binding and PV-proof of monotonicity.

1.3 Organization

We first give a technical overview in Section 2. In Section 3, we give an overview of definitions,
tools and instantiations of cryptographic primitives which we will use throughout our work. In
Section 4, we construct fully succinct pv-IO. In Section 5, we show a three-way equivalence between
fully succinct (resp. witness-succinct) WE, fully succinct (resp. instance-succinct) SNARGs and
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fully succinct (resp. input-succinct) IO. We then give our construction and analysis of succinct
computational secret sharing in Section 6. We then show our “necessary padding” technique
and applications to high-rate IO in Section 7. We defer PV proofs of existing constructions to the
appendix.

2 Technical Overview

We provide an overview of the main ideas underlying our results. In Section 2.1, we describe how
to upgrade input-succinct pv-IO to fully succinct pv-IO (Theorem 1.1). Our bootstrapping theorem
from fully succinct pv-IO to fully succinct IO (Theorem 1.2) is described in Section 2.2. We discuss
our applications to succinct secret sharing (Theorems 1.3 and 1.4) in Section 2.3 and to obfuscating
γ-close programs (Theorem 1.5) in Section 2.4.

2.1 Upgrading to Full Succinctness

Let siO be an input-succinct pv-IO scheme. The idea behind our construction of fully succinct pv-IO
is as follows: given a program M [pub], use siO to obfuscate a program that takes as input both a
public part pub′ and an input x and outputsM [pub′](x). To “bind" the obfuscation of the secret part
to its public part, we hard-code into the obfuscated program a digest dpub computed by applying
a collision-resistant hash function with key hk on pub. If the public part pub′ given as input to
the obfuscated program does not hash to dpub, the program outputs ⊥. Overall, our obfuscator
algorithm fsiO is as follows:

fsiO(1λ,M [pub]) :

• Sample a hash key hk and set dpub = Hash(hk, pub).
• Let UM,hk,dpub be the program that, given as input pub′ and x, outputsM [pub′](x) if dpub =

Hash(hk, pub′) and ⊥ otherwise.
• Output siO(UM,hk,dpub).

Since siO is input-succinct and the hash is shrinking, the new scheme is fully succinct. The
main challenge is in arguing pv-IO security. Fix a pair of programs M0,M1 and a public input
pub such thatM0[pub] andM1[pub] are (ρ, T )-EF-equivalent. That is, they have the same size and
running time, and there exists a TMMEF of size ρ that on input n,M0,M1, pub runs in time T (n)
and outputs an extended Frege proof that ∀x ∈ {0, 1}n, M0[pub](x) = M1[pub](x). Note that while
M0[pub] and M1[pub] are EF-equivalent, the programs UM0,hk,dpub and UM1,hk,dpub may not be. In
fact, they may not even be functionally equivalent since there could exist some pub′ ̸= pub such
that dpub = Hash(hk, pub′) but M0[pub

′] and M1[pub
′] are not functionally equivalent. Therefore, we

cannot directly apply the security of siO.
Instead, we prove security by transitioning through a sequence of hybrids while relying both on

the security of siO and on additional security properties of the hash function (introduced below).
In what follows, we assume that the obfuscated program in each hybrid is padded such that the
size and running time of the programs in all hybrids are the same. Additionally, in every transition
that relies on the security of siO, we transition between two programs that are (ρ′, T ′)-EF-equivalent
for some suitable ρ′ and T ′. We will argue that, despite the padding and the overhead introduced
by siO (as a function of ρ′ and T ′), the obfuscation remains fully succinct.
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Step 1: Forcing EF-equivalence. Let P b
0 denote the program UMb,hk,dpub . We start by considering a

hybrid program P b
1 that given pub′, in addition to checking its digest, also checks that M0[pub

′] and
M1[pub

′] are EF-equivalent. To this end, we consider a predicate R that, given as input n and pub′,
runs the machineMEF(n,M0,M1, pub

′) and verifies that it outputs a valid extended Frege proof
that ∀x ∈ {0, 1}n, M0[pub

′](x) = M1[pub
′](x). Let P b

1 be the program that, given as input pub′ and x,
outputs P b

0 (pub
′, x) ifR(|x|, pub′) = 1 and⊥ otherwise. It is easy to see that the programs P 0

1 and P 1
1

are (ρ′, T ′)-EF-equivalent for ρ′ = ρ+O(1) and T ′(n) = O(T (n)) and therefore siO(P 0
1 ) ≈c siO(P

1
1 ).

It remains to show that siO(P b
0 ) ≈c siO(P

b
1 ).

Intuitively, while the program P b
0 checks that the input pub′ has the same digest as the “correct"

input pub, the program P b
1 also checks that the output R(n, pub′) is correct (since R(n, pub) = 1).

Our strategy is to transition from P b
0 to P b

1 by going through programs that check the correctness of
intermediate configurations of the computation R(n, pub). In more detail, we show that for every
input length n, and for every step i of the computation R(n, pub′), an obfuscated program checking
that the digest of the configuration before step i is correct, is indistinguishable from the obfuscated
program that is checking correctness of the digest of the configuration after step i.

Step 2: Isolating the input size. Fix b ∈ {0, 1} and let P0 = P b
0 and P1 = P b

1 . Next, we isolate the
size of the input x by considering a sequence of hybrid programs Pn

2 for n ∈ [N(λ)] where N(λ)
is some super-polynomial upper bound on the size of the input x.6 Each Pn

2 outputs P0(pub
′, x)

if |x| ≥ n and P1(pub
′, x) otherwise. It remains to show that for every n ∈ [N(λ)], siO(Pn

2 ) ≈c

siO(Pn+1
2 ).

Step 3: Isolating the R-step. Fix n ∈ [N(λ)] and let P2 = Pn
2 and P ′

2 = Pn+1
2 . Additionally,

redefine R(n, pub′) as R(pub′). Let t be the running time of R. For every i ∈ {0, . . . , t}, let cfi be
the i-th configuration in the execution of R(pub) and let di = Hash(hk, cfi). Let P i

3 be the following
program that has the digest di hardcoded:

P i
3(pub

′, x) :

• If |x| ≠ n output P2(pub
′, x).

• Execute R(pub′) and let cf ′i be the i-th configuration in the execution.
• Set d′i = Hash(hk, cf ′i).
• If di = d′i output P2(pub

′, x).
• Otherwise, output ⊥.

Note that since cf ′0 (i.e., the initial configuration R(pub′)) is independent of pub′, the programs
P 0
3 and P2 are EF-equivalent. Moreover, we assume WLOG that R has only two possible termi-

nal configurations (accepting and rejecting) and that their digests are distinct.7 Therefore, since
R(pub) = 1, we have that cft is accepting and the programs P t

3 and P ′
2 are EF-equivalent. It remains

to show that for every i ∈ [t], siO(P i−1
3 ) ≈c siO(P

i
3).

6Our notion of obfuscation for TMs only guarantees correctness for inputs of size bounded by some super-polynomial
function N(λ). See Definition 3.5.

7We further assume that there is a uniformly generated extended Frege proof that for every λ, the two digests are
distinct. This can be achieved by using a somewhere statistically binding hash function with an EF proof of binding as
described below.
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The hash function. To prove the above indistinguishability, we place two additional requirements
on the hash function. First we require that the hash is computed along a tree. That is, on input
z ∈ {0, 1}L, we identify each j ∈ [L] with a string j ∈ {0, 1}ℓ for ℓ = ⌈logL⌉, and for every
j ∈ {0, 1}≤ℓ we denote by dz[j] the value at location j in the hash tree. For every j ∈ {0, 1}ℓ,
we have that dz[j] = zj and for every j ∈ {0, 1}<ℓ, dz[j] is fixed by dz[j0] and dz[j1]. The digest
dz = Hash(hk, z) is just the value dz[ϵ] at the root (where ϵ denotes the empty string).

Second, we require the hash to be somewhere statistically binding (SSB) [HW15]. That is, for every
j ∈ {0, 1}≤ℓ, we can sample a hash key hkj such that (i) hkj is computationally indistinguishable
from an honestly generated key hk, and (ii) the digest dz = Hash(hkj , z) statistically binds dz[j].
More generally, for every prefix j′ of j and prefix j′′ of j′, we require that dz[j′′] statistically binds
dz[j

′]. Finally, we require that there is a uniformly generated extended Frege proof of binding, i.e.(
dz ← Hash(hkj , z)
∧ α← Ext(tdj , z)

)
→ dz[j] = α

Step 4: A single R-step. Fix i ∈ [t] and let P3 = P i−1
3 and P ′

3 = P i
3. Recall that P3 checks that the

(i−1)-st configuration cf ′i−1 has the correct digest, whileP ′
3 checks the digest of the i-th configuration

cf ′i. We transition between P3 and P ′
3 through a sequence of programs that check the correctness of

not only the digests, but also of individual bits of the two configurations as well as values in their
hash trees. Since the programs must hardcode the correct value of each bit checked, we can only
check a small number of locations simultaneously.

Intuitively, the SSB property of the hash allows us to transition from a program that is checking
the digest of cf ′i−1 to a program that is also checking the correctness of individual bits of cf ′i−1 by
making the digest bind the values of these bits one by one. Since each bit in cf ′i is fixed by a small
number of bits in cf ′i−1, we can also transition to a program that is checking individual bits of cf ′i.
To transition to P ′

3, however, we need to fix the digest of cf ′i which seems to require fixing all the
bits of cf ′i simultaneously.

The solution is to rely on the tree structure of the hash. After fixing two adjacent bits of cf ′i, we
can transition to a program that also checks the value of their parent in the hash tree which is fixed
by the two bits. Then we again use the SSB property of the hash to transition to a program that is
checking only the parent, but not the children by making the value of the parent bind the value of
the children one by one.

By repeating this sequence of transitions, we reach a program where the root of the hash tree
computed over cf ′i is fixed. Finally, we follow a similar strategy to remove the check of the digest of
cf ′i−1, reaching the program P ′

3.
We proceed to describe the sequence of hybrids in more detail. Let L = |cfi| and ℓ = ⌈logL⌉.

Recall that for i′ ∈ {i − 1, i}, cfi′ is the i′-th configuration in the execution of R(pub) and di′ =
Hash(hk, cfi′). For every j ∈ {0, 1}≤ℓ, let di′ [j] be the value at location j in the hash tree rooted at di′ .

For all sets J,K ⊆ {0, 1}≤ℓ, let P J,K
4 be the program that is defined like P3, except that instead of

checking d′i−1, it checks the values in the hash tree over cf ′i−1 in all the locations in J and the values
in the hash tree over cf ′i in all the locations in K. In more detail, P J,K

4 is the following program that
has the digests {di−1[j]}j∈J and {di[k]}k∈K hardcoded:

P J,K
4 (pub′, x) :

12



• If |x| ≠ n output P2(pub
′, x).

• Execute R(pub′) and let cf ′i−1 and cf ′i be the (i − 1)-st and i-th configurations in the
execution.

• Set d′i−1 = Hash(hk, cf ′i−1) and let d′i−1[j] be the value at location j in the hash tree.
• Set d′i = Hash(hk, cf ′i) and let d′i[k] be the value at location k in the hash tree.
• If di−1[j] = d′i−1[j] for every j ∈ J and di[k] = d′i[k] for every k ∈ K, output P2(pub

′, x).
• Otherwise, output ⊥.

Note that P {ϵ},∅
4 is EF-equivalent to P3 and that P ∅,{ϵ}

4 is EF-equivalent to P ′
3. (Recall that J = {ϵ}

corresponds to checking the digest d′i−1 = d′i−1[ϵ] and K = {ϵ} corresponds to checking d′i.) It
remains to show that siO(P {ϵ},∅

4 ) ≈c siO(P
∅,{ϵ}
4 ). We prove this in two steps:

1. siO(P
{ϵ},∅
4 ) ≈c siO(P

{ϵ},{ϵ}
4 ).

2. siO(P
{ϵ},{ϵ}
4 ) ≈c siO(P

∅,{ϵ}
4 ).

Intuitively, in the first step, we transition from only checking the correctness of d′i−1 to checking
both d′i−1 and d′i. Then, in the second step, we transition from checking both d′i−1 and d′i to checking
only d′i.

Step 4.1: Adding a check. To show that siO(P {ϵ},∅
4 ) ≈c siO(P

{ϵ},{ϵ}
4 ), we rely on the following

claim: For any J,K ⊆ {0, 1}≤ℓ and j, k ∈ {0, 1}≤ℓ:

1. siO(P J,K
4 ) ≈c siO(P

J∪{j},K
4 ) if ϵ ∈ J and |j| = ℓ.

2. siO(P J,K
4 ) ≈c siO(P

J,K∪{k}
4 ) if ϵ ∈ J and |k| = ℓ.

3. siO(P J,K
4 ) ≈c siO(P

J,K∪{k}
4 ) if k0, k1 ∈ K.

4. siO(P J,K
4 ) ≈c siO(P

J,K\{k0,k1}
4 ) if k ∈ K.

To argue that siO(P {ϵ},∅
4 ) ≈c siO(P

{ϵ},{ϵ}
4 ), we apply the claim O(L) times: For every k ∈ {0, 1}ℓ in

lexicographical order, we use a type 2 switch from P
{ϵ},K
4 to P

{ϵ},K∪{k}
4 . After every such transition,

if k0, k1 ∈ K for some k, we replace k0, k1 by k using a type 3 transition followed by a type 4
transition. We repeat this replacement until no such k exists. (Type 1 transitions are used to justify
type 2 transitions.) Note that while the size of the program P J,K

4 grows with |J |+ |K|, in each of
the above transitions the sets J andK are of size at most ℓ+O(1). Next, we outline the proof of the
claim.

Type 1 transition. Fix J,K ⊆ {0, 1}≤ℓ such that ϵ ∈ J and fix j ∈ {0, 1}ℓ. Let P̃ J,K
4 and P̃

J∪{j},K
4

be the programs that are defined just like P J,K
4 and P

J∪{j},K
4 , respectively, except that instead of

sampling the hash key hk honestly, we sample a hash key hkj which is binding on index j. By the
SSB requirement on the hash, there is a uniform EF proof that:

di−1 = d′i−1 → di−1[j] = d′i−1[j] .
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Since ϵ ∈ J , both P̃ J,K
4 and P̃

J∪{j},K
4 explicitly check that:

di−1 = di−1[ϵ] = d′i−1[ϵ] = d′i−1 ,

and output ⊥ if the check fails. Therefore, the two programs are EF-equivalent and siO(P̃ J,K
4 ) ≈c

siO(P̃
J∪{j},K
4 ). Since hk ≈c hkj we also have that:

siO(P J,K
4 ) ≈c siO(P̃ J,K

4 ) ≈c siO(P̃
J∪{j},K
4 ) ≈c siO(P

J∪{j},K
4 ) .

Type 2 transition. Fix J,K ⊆ {0, 1}≤ℓ such that ϵ ∈ J and fix k ∈ {0, 1}ℓ. Note that the k-th bit of
the configuration cf ′i is fixed by one bit of the input pub′ and a constant number of bits from the
previous configuration cf ′i−1. Let s ∈ [|pub′|] and S ⊆ {0, 1}ℓ be such that the k-th bit of cf ′i is fixed
by the bits pub′s and d′i−1[j] for j ∈ S. By using one type 1 transition for every j ∈ S \ J we get that
siO(P J,K

4 ) ≈c siO(P
J∪S,K
4 ).

Let P̃ J∪S,K
4 and P̃

J∪S,K∪{k}
4 be the programs that are defined just like P J∪S,K

4 and P
J∪S,K∪{k}
4 ,

respectively, except that instead of hk we sample a hash key hks. By the SSB requirement on the
hash, there is a uniform EF proof that:

dpub = Hash(hks, pub
′) → pubs = pub′s .

Both P̃ J∪S,K
4 and P̃

J∪S,K∪{k}
4 explicitly check that:

dpub = Hash(hk, pub′) , ∀j ∈ S, di−1[j] = d′i−1[j] ,

and output ⊥ if the check fails. Therefore, the two programs are EF-equivalent and siO(P̃ J∪S,K
4 ) ≈c

siO(P̃
J∪S,K∪{k}
4 ). Since hk ≈c hks we also have that:

siO(P J∪S,K
4 ) ≈c siO(P̃ J∪S,K

4 ) ≈c siO(P̃
J∪S,K∪{k}
4 ) ≈c siO(P

J∪S,K∪{k}
4 ) .

By using one type 1 transition for every j ∈ S \ J we get that siO(P J∪S,K∪{k}
4 ) ≈c siO(P

J,K∪{k}
4 ).

Overall we conclude that siO(P J,K
4 ) ≈c siO(P

J,K∪{k}
4 ).

Type 3 transition. Fix J,K ⊆ {0, 1}≤ℓ and k ∈ {0, 1}≤ℓ such that k0, k1 ∈ K. Recall that d′i[k] is
fixed by d′i[k0] and d′i[k1]. Since k0, k1 ∈ K, both P J,K

4 and P
J,K∪{k}
4 explicitly check that di[k0] =

d′i[k0] and d′i[k1] = di[k1] and output ⊥ if the check fails. Therefore, the two programs are EF-
equivalent and siO(P J,K

4 ) ≈c siO(P
J,K∪{k}
4 ).

Type 4 transition. Fix J,K ⊆ {0, 1}≤ℓ and k ∈ K. Let P̃ J,K
4 and P̃

J,K\{k0}
4 be the programs that

are defined just like P J,K
4 and P

J,K\{k0}
4 , respectively, except that instead of hk we sample a hash

key hkk0. By the SSB requirement on the hash, there is a uniform EF proof that:
di[k] = d′i[k] → di[k0] = d′i[k0] .

Since k ∈ K, both P̃ J,K
4 and P̃

J,K\{k0}
4 explicitly check that di[k] = d′i[k] and output ⊥ if the check

fails. Therefore, the two programs are EF-equivalent and siO(P̃ J,K
4 ) ≈c siO(P̃

J,K\{k0}
4 ). Since

hk ≈c hkk0 we also have that:
siO(P J,K

4 ) ≈c siO(P̃ J,K
4 ) ≈c siO(P̃

J,K\{k0}
4 ) ≈c siO(P

J,K\{k0}
4 ) .
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By following a similar sequence of hybrids and replacing k0 with k1 we get that siO(P J,K\{k0}
4 ) ≈c

siO(P
J,K\{k0,k1}
4 ). Overall we conclude that siO(P J,K

4 ) ≈c siO(P
J,K\{k0,k1}
4 ).

Step 4.2: Removing a check. It remains to show that siO(P {ϵ},{ϵ}
4 ) ≈c siO(P

∅,{ϵ}
4 ). To transition

between the programs, the idea is to follow the same sequence of hybrids as in Step 4.1, but in
reverse order and replacing the roles of the configurations cfi−1 and cfi. There is one transition,
however, that we cannot reverse: while every bit of cf ′i is fixed by a constant number of bits from
cf ′i−1 (and the input pub′), there could be more than one configuration at step i − 1 that lead to
the same configuration at step i. If this is the case, removing the checks that di−1 = Hash(hk, cf ′i−1)
may alter the behavior of the program in a distinguishable way. To resolve this issue, we make
the computation of R reversible [Ben89] such that every bit of cf ′i−1 is, in fact, fixed by a constant
number of bits from cf ′i.

2.2 Upgrading to Full IO security

In this section, we outline the proof of Theorem 1.2: Assuming fully succinct pv-IO and LWE we
show an equivalence between fully succinct IO, WE and unique SNARGs, all with a PV-proof of
correctness and (and, for the SNARGs, also a PV-proof of uniqueness). We also show a similar
equivalence between input-succinct IO and witness-succinct WE and unique SNARGs.

The proof consists of three implications:

1. From unique SNARGs to WE assuming one-way functions.
2. FromWE to IO assuming one-way functions and fully succinct pv-IO.
3. From IO to unique SNARGs assuming LWE.

To prove (1) we rely on the the work of [CPW20] that constructed WE from unique SNARGs
and one-way functions. We observe that their construction preserves succinctness. That is, starting
from a fully succinct (resp. witness-succinct) SNARGs, we get WE that is also fully succinct (resp.
witness-succinct). Moreover, if the SNARG has a PV-proof of correctness and uniqueness then the
WE will also have a PV-proof of correctness.

We proceed to describe the proof of (2) and (3).

FromWE to IO. The proof of (2) is based on the following connection between IO and WE. We
show that WE is equivalent to a relaxation of IO where the order of quantifiers in the security
definition is switched: Instead of requiring an obfuscator algorithm that works for all pairs of
functionally equivalent programs, we only require the obfuscator to work for a specific pair of
programs. We refer to this notion as weak IO.

In more detail, a weak IO for programs with split description is an algorithm wiO that takes as
input a pair of machines (M0,M1), public input pub, and a bit b. It outputs an obfuscated program
M̃b that is functionally equivalent to Mb[pub]. The security requirement is that for every M0[pub]

and M1[pub] that are functionally equivalent, M̃0 and M̃1 are computationally indistinguishable,
even given pub.

Theorem 2.1 (Informal). Assuming fully succinct (resp. witness-succinct)WE, there exists a fully succinct
(resp. input-succinct) weak IO. If the WE has a PV-proof of correctness, then so does the weak IO scheme.
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Our weak IO is constructed from a witness encryption scheme for the following language L:

L = {(M0,M1, pub) | ∃x,M0[pub](x) ̸= M1[pub](x)} ,

Given (M0,M1), pub and b the obfuscator computes a WE ciphertext ct encrypting the message
b under the statement (M0,M1, pub) and outputs the obfuscated program M̃ct that has M0,M1 and
ct hardcoded:

M̃ct[pub](x) :

• Compute z0 = M0[pub](x) and z1 = M1[pub](x).
• If z0 = z1, output z0.
• Else, use x as a witness to decrypt ct, recover b and outputs zb.

Correctness follows from the correctness of the WE scheme. For security, observe that ifM0[pub]

andM1[pub] are functionally equivalent, then (M0,M1, pub) /∈ L and, therefore, M̃ct hides b. Finally,
it is easy to verify that the construction preserves the succinctness properties of the WE.

FromWeak IO to IO assuming pv-IO. To conclude the proof of (2) we construct fully succinct
(resp. input-succinct) IO from the following ingredients:

• A fully succinct pv-IO fsiO.
• A fully succinct (resp. input-succinct) weak IO wiO with a PV-proof of correctness.

Our fully succinct IO scheme is simply the fully succinct pv-IO scheme (with sufficient padding).
The fully succinct weak IO scheme is only used in the security proof.

Let M0[pub],M1[pub] be a pair of functionally equivalent Turing machines. To argue security,
we consider the following sequence of hybrids:

fsiO(M0[pub]) ≈c fsiO (wiO ((M0,M1), pub, 0))

≈c fsiO (wiO ((M0,M1), pub, 1)) ≈c fsiO(M1[pub]).

Where the first and last transitions are using the security of fsiO and the fact that Mb[pub] and
wiO ((M0,M1), pub, b) are PV-equivalent, and the middle transition is using the security of wiO.

From IO to unique SNARGs. The proof of (3) follows the construction in [SW14] of unique
SNARGs from IO. We observe that starting from an input-succinct IO, we get a unique SNARG that
is witness succinct. However, this construction does not preserve full succinctness.

Recall that in the construction of [SW14], the CRS of the SNARG contains an obfuscation of a
program M that takes both the statement x and its witness as input. However, even if the IO is
input-succinct, we will need to pad the obfuscated program so that its size grows with x. The reason
is that in order to argue soundness for a particular false statement x∗, the reduction generates a
CRS that obfuscates a functionally equivalent program Mx∗ that has x∗ hardcoded and given input
x = x∗, it triggers an alternate execution path.
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Our solution is to obfuscate a program that has Hash(x∗) hardcoded instead of the entire input
x∗, and trigger the alternate execution path on every input x such that Hash(x) = Hash(x∗).8 While
this program is no longer functionally equivalent toM , we can argue that their obfuscations are
nonetheless indistinguishable, by a sequence of hybrids similar to the one used in the proof of
Theorem 1.1 (see Section 2.1 for more details.)

2.3 Overcoming the Representation-Size Barrier in Secret Sharing

In this section, we give a technical overview of Theorems 1.3 and 1.4. Recall that in secret sharing,
the access structure is public information. The goal is to minimize the total share size given the
description of the access structure. As discussed in [ABI+23], for many access structures, it is not
known how to capitalize on the fact that f is public to obtain share sizes smaller than |f |, even in
the computational setting.

We first give a construction whose share sizes are independent of |f |. We then reduce the public
share to n+ poly(λ) bits, where n is the number of parties, and show how to improve this bound
using short descriptions of unauthorized sets.

2.3.1 A first construction

We first give a simpler construction following the template of Komargodski, Naor and Yogev
[KNY14]. The main ingredients in our construction are:

• A perfectly binding bit commitment scheme (Com,Open).
• A fully succinct pv-IO scheme pviO.

Sharing algorithm: Given a monotone access structure f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} on n parties and a
secret bit s ∈ {0, 1}, the dealer does the following:

• Sample n commitments ci ← Com(1; ri) (i.e. committing to 1, with randomness ri).
• Let Ps[c1, . . . , cn, f ] be the following program:

– Input: A set J ⊆ [n] and commitment openings {r̂j}j∈J .
– For every j ∈ J , check that cj = Com(1; r̂j). If any check fails, output ⊥.
– If f(J) = 1, output s; otherwise, output ⊥.

• Let P̃s ← pviO(Ps[c1, . . . , cn, f ]), where c1, . . . , cn, f are treated as the public portion of the
obfuscated program.

• Output crs = ((c1, . . . , cn), P̃s) as the public share, and ri as the share of party i.

Reconstruction algorithm: An authorized subset I ⊆ [n] of parties uses {ri}i∈I to compute
s← P̃s[c1, . . . , cn, f ](I, {ri}i∈I).

By the full succinctness of the pv-IO scheme, it is easy to see that the size of the obfuscated program
P̃s does not grow with |f |.

8A previous version of this manuscript considered a weaker version of fully succinct SNARGs. The solution described
here is inspired by ideas from the followup work of [FJM+26].

17



Template for security analysis. If the obfuscation used were a fully succinct IO rather than pv-IO,
then the proof can be done as follows. For an unauthorized subset I ⊆ [n] such that f(I) = 0, we
argue security via the following hybrids.

H1 Sample all ci for i /∈ I as commitments of 0 rather than 1. Indistinguishability follows from the
hiding property of the commitment scheme.

H2 Since I is not an authorized set and the commitment scheme is perfectly binding, the programs
P0[c1, . . . , cn, f ] and P1[c1, . . . , cn, f ] both output ⊥ on every input. Therefore, by IO security,
P̃0 and P̃1 are indistinguishable, thereby achieving security.

However, we can only rely on pv-IO security in the second step above, i.e. we now need to prove
the equivalence between P0 and P1 in Theory PV.

Security analysis for natural monotone functions. We therefore restrict our analysis to classes of
functions F for which monotonicity has a PV proof: for every f ∈ F ,

∀I, J ⊆ [n],
(
f(I) = 0 ∧ J ⊆ I

)
→ f(J) = 0.

We refer to such classes as natural. In particular, monotone circuits satisfy this requirement.
Additionally, we require that binding of the commitment scheme is provable in PV:(

b ∈ {0, 1}
∧ c← Com(b; r)

)
→ ∀r′, c ̸= Com(1− b; r′).

Such commitment schemes follow from public key encryption schemes which have a PV proof of
correctness.

With the above properties, we can establish H2 by arguing in PV that P0[c1, . . . , cn, f ] and
P1[c1, . . . , cn, f ] are equivalent. Recall that by the previous hybrid, we can write ci = Com(bi; ri),
where bi = 1 for i ∈ I , and 0 otherwise. We now argue equality by splitting the inputs into two
cases:

Case (a): Inputs J, {r̂j}j∈J where J ̸⊆ I ,

• By construction, cj = Com(0; rj) for j /∈ I .
• By the binding property of the commitment scheme, for every j /∈ I and every r̂j , we

have cj ̸= Com(1; r̂j).
• If J ̸⊆ I , there exists j ∈ J where j /∈ I .
• The equality check cj = Com(1; r̂j)will fail and both P0 and P1 will output ⊥.

Case (b): Inputs J, {r̂j}j∈J where J ⊆ I ,

• By construction, f(I) = 0.
• By the monotonicity of f , for all J ⊆ I , f(J) = 0. Since f is natural, this can be proven in

PV.
• Therefore, for all inputs J, {r̂j}j∈J where J ⊆ I , the check f(J) = 1 will fail and both P0

and P1 will output ⊥.
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By Cook’s propositional translation, the above PV argument gives a uniform machineMEF gen-
erating extended Frege proofs of equivalence for every input length. A direct implementation
hardcodes the characteristic vector of I and the commitment randomness r1, . . . , rn.

To reduce this description length, we introduce an additional hybrid, after switching the com-
mitments outside I to 0, in which all commitment randomness is generated from a single short PRG
seed sd. This change is indistinguishable by PRG security. The proof-generating machine can now
reconstruct r1, . . . , rn from sd, so it only needs to hardcode the n-bit characteristic vector of I and
the seed. Its description therefore has size n+ poly(λ).

Thus, taking ρ = n+poly(λ) and letting T bound the proof-generation time, we can apply pv-IO
security to show that the obfuscations of P0[c1, . . . , cn, f ] and P1[c1, . . . , cn, f ] are indistinguishable
in this hybrid. Full succinctness therefore gives |P̃s| = poly(n, λ).

Let ℓcom(λ) and ℓopen(λ) denote the commitment and opening lengths, respectively. Conse-
quently, the above construction yields a public share crs of size n · ℓcom(λ) + |P̃s| = poly(n, λ), and
the individual share size is ℓopen(λ) = poly(λ).

2.3.2 Our final construction

To achieve rate-1 dependence on n, we reduce both terms in the public-share bound n ·ℓcom(λ)+ |P̃s|.
We first hash the commitments so that they can be given to the individual parties. For the obfuscation,
we replace the padding needed to describe I in the security proof by public randomness.

Reducing the public share. We first modify the obfuscated program so that it no longer takes all
of the commitments {ci}i∈[n] as public input. Instead, we compute a hash of all the commitments
dig← Hashhk(c1, . . . , cn), and hardcode both the hash key hk and the digest dig in the obfuscated
program. For readability, we omit hk from the program subscripts below.

Ps,dig[f ](J, {ĉj , ρ̂j ,r̂j}j∈J) :

• For every j ∈ J , check that ĉj = Com(1; r̂j) and ρ̂j is a valid opening under hk of dig to ĉj
at index j. If any check fails, output ⊥.

• If f(J) = 1, output s; otherwise, output ⊥.

The scheme is as follows.

Sharing algorithm:

• For every i ∈ [n], sample randomness ri and set ci ← Com(1; ri).
• Sample a hash key hk, compute dig← Hashhk(c1, . . . , cn), and let ρi be the opening of dig to

ci at index i.
• Publish a fully succinct pv-IO obfuscation P̃s,dig of Ps,dig, and give (ci, ρi, ri) to party i.

Reconstruction algorithm: Parties in an authorized set J evaluate P̃s,dig[f ](J, {(cj , ρj , rj)}j∈J).

Each individual share still has size poly(λ). The public share now consists only of the obfuscation,
whose size depends on the description of I used in the security proof.
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Since f is public, we can describe I by a program that computes its indicator vector from f . Let
τ denote the description of this program together with any auxiliary input, and write I = τ(f),
where the computation takes at most time t. Note that the description τ is used only in the security
proof, and the sharing algorithm needs only a bound on its length.

Security after hashing. We can follow H1 as before and replace all commitments ci for i /∈ I with
commitments of 0. However, the resulting programs P0,dig and P1,dig may not even be functionally
equivalent: dig may admit openings to commitments different from c1, . . . , cn. To recover the
previous security argument, we would like to check that each input commitment at an index outside
I agrees with the commitment of 0 generated by the dealer.

As before, we can generate the commitment randomness from a single short PRG seed sd. To
introduce these checks, we use a somewhere statistically binding hash with a PV proof of binding.
We can then follow a sequence of hybrids using SSB index hiding and pv-IO security, as in Section 2.1,
to reach an obfuscation of the following program.

Qs,dig,τ,sd[f ](J, {ĉj , ρ̂j ,r̂j}j∈J) :

• For every j ∈ J , check that ĉj = Com(1; r̂j) and ρ̂j is a valid opening under hk of dig to ĉj
at index j. If any check fails, output ⊥.

• Compute I ← τ(f).
• Compute r1, . . . , rn ← G(sd).
• For j ∈ J \ I , if ĉj ̸= Com(0; rj), output ⊥.
• If f(J) = 1, output s; otherwise, output ⊥.

The same two-case argument now shows that Q0,dig,τ,sd and Q1,dig,τ,sd are PV-equivalent: inputs
with J ̸⊆ I fail a commitment check, while inputs with J ⊆ I have f(J) = 0. However, the hybrid
programs and their proof-generating machines still contain τ , so the obfuscation must be padded
to accommodate its description.

Replacing padding by public randomness. To achieve rate-1 dependence on |τ |, we rely on the
padding ideas from Section 2.4 to replace this padding by public randomness. Let ℓ bound |τ |.
We add a uniformly random string pp ∈ {0, 1}ℓ alongside f as public input to the obfuscation;
the reconstruction program ignores it. These ideas allow the hybrid programs and their proof-
generating machines to recover τ from the public input using only a short seed. Consequently,
the resulting obfuscation P̃ has size poly(λ), and publishing (pp, P̃ ) gives a public share of size
ℓ + poly(λ). Since I can always be described using n + O(1) bits, this gives the claimed rate-1
dependence on n. As usual, we suppress logarithmic terms in these size bounds and pad the
running time to accommodate the computation of τ(f).

Rate-1 in Zero-Complexity. More generally, it suffices that τ(f) outputs a set I ′ ⊇ I with f(I ′) =
0. The security argument then checks consistency only for commitments outside I ′. With this
observation, it is easy to see that we can achieve rate-1 dependence on a measure that we call the
zero-complexity of f . For x ∈ {0, 1}n with f(x) = 0, we say that y ∈ {0, 1}n is a zero-certificate for x
if f(y) = 0 and yi ≥ xi for every i ∈ [n]. Here, we are interested in zero-certificates that can be
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generated from f by a small program. For a time bound t, letKt(y | f) denote the minimum total
length of a program and auxiliary input that, given f , outputs y within time t. We define the t-time
zero-complexity of f by

ZKt(f) := max
x∈{0,1}n
f(x)=0

min
y⪰x

f(y)=0

Kt(y | f).

For each unauthorized set I , choose τ to describe a program and auxiliary input witnessing Kt(I ′ |
f) ≤ ZKt(f) for some zero-certificate I ′ ⊇ I . We can then achieve a public share of size

|pp|+ |P̃ | = ℓ+ poly(λ), ℓ = ZKt(f).

The final scheme. To obtain the public parameters in Theorem 1.3, we include a copy of P̃ in each
party’s share, giving (ci, ρi, ri, P̃ ) to party i, and publish only the uniform string pp ∈ {0, 1}ℓ. An
authorized set J reconstructs by evaluating P̃ [f, pp](J, {(cj , ρj , rj)}j∈J). Each individual share has
size poly(λ), while the public parameters have size ℓ = ZKt(f), with logarithmic terms suppressed
as above.

Example 1: Monotone CNFs. Consider a monotone CNF

f(x) =

k∧
α=1

∨
j∈Cα

xj .

For every unauthorized set I , some clause Cα is disjoint from I . Let I ′ = [n] \ Cα. Then I ′ ⊇ I and
f(I ′) = 0, so I ′ is a zero-certificate for I . Given the public description of f , the index α suffices to
reconstruct I ′. Thus the zero-complexity of f is at most ⌈log k⌉+O(1), for a time bound sufficient
to read f and output the characteristic vector of I ′.

Example 2: Bipartitematching. As an example, we consider the bipartitematching access structure
f on n = m2 parties, where each party represents a unique edge in a bipartite graph on V1 and V2,
each of sizem. Then, f(E) = 1 if and only if E contains a perfect matching.

We now show that for any E such that f(E) = 0, there exists a “zero-certificate”W ⊇ E such
that f(W ) = 0, and W can be described in 2m + O(1) bits. This yields a public share of size
2
√
n+ poly(λ), improving the general bound of n+ poly(λ).
Consider an E such that f(E) = 0. We now construct a new set W ⊇ E such that f(W ) = 0

which has a short description. By Hall’s marriage theorem [Hal35], we know that f(E) = 0 if
and only if there exists some S ⊆ V1 such that |NE(S)| < |S|, where NE(S) denotes the set of all
neighbours of S in the subgraph defined byE. LetW be the subgraph obtained by taking the whole
bipartite graph and deleting all edges between S and V2 \NE(S). Clearly, E ⊆W . Moreover, it is
clear that |NW (S)| < |S| by construction, and hence W does not contain a perfect matching (i.e.
f(W ) = 0). Moreover,W can be described by S and NE(S), which can be represented by a string
of size 2m+O(1). This completes the claim.

Extension to monotone NP access structures. Suppose f is specified by a polynomial-time verifier
Rf , where f(J) = 1 if and only if there exists a witness w such that Rf (J,w) = 1. We modify
reconstruction to take w as an additional input and replace the test f(J) = 1with Rf (J,w) = 1.
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Using fully succinct IO, the same security argument applies without requiring PV proofs of
equivalence. After introducing the consistency checks, any input that passes them satisfies J ⊆ I ′,
where f(I ′) = 0. Monotonicity implies f(J) = 0, so no witness w can pass the verifier. Thus both
programs always output ⊥, and we can invoke IO security. This gives the same rate-1 dependence
on zero-complexity.

2.4 Padding with Public Randomness and High Rate Obfuscation

Wegive an overview of Theorem 1.5 and its applications to null IO, batch obfuscation, and improving
the rate of the fully succinct pv-IO scheme from Theorem 1.1.

In IO-based constructions, we often pad the program being obfuscated to accommodate larger
programs appearing in the security proof. We now show how this padding can be replaced by
public randomness when the proof proceeds through small changes to the program description.
The amount of padding is determined by the largest program in the sequence.

Recall that we define two functionally equivalent programs to be adjacent if their descriptions
differ in only O(1) bits. We call M0 and M1 γ-close if we can transition between them through a
polynomial-length sequence of adjacent programs, each of size at most γ. Assuming fully succinct
IO and one-way functions, we construct an obfuscator padO such that

padO(M0, 1
ρ) ≈c padO(M1, 1

ρ) for every ρ ≥ γ.

The total size of padO(M, 1ρ) is ρ+ poly(λ), of which ρ− |M | bits are public randomness. Thus, to
obtain a good rate, it suffices to find a sequence whose intermediate programs are small. We first
describe the construction and its security, and then give two examples of such sequences.

For simplicity, we consider programswithout a public part and suppress logarithmic description-
length terms. We pad the programs in each IO transition to have the same running time.

Construction. Let iO be a fully succinct IO scheme. We encryptM bit-wise using a puncturable
PRF and pad the ciphertext to length ρ with public randomness. We then use iO to obfuscate a
program Uℓ,k that takes this string as its public part, decrypts the first ℓ = |M | bits using the key k,
and evaluatesM .

padO(M, 1ρ,URS), where ρ ≥ |M |:

• Let ℓ = |M | and sample k ← PRF.Gen(1λ).
• Set cti = M[i] ⊕ PRFk(i) for every i ∈ [ℓ].
• Truncate URS to length ρ− ℓ and set r = ct∥URS.
• Let Uℓ,k[r](x) be the following program:

– Parse the first ℓ bits of r as ct and ignore the remaining bits.
– Recover M[i] = cti ⊕ PRFk(i) for every i ∈ [ℓ].
– OutputM(x).

• Output (r,Γ), where Γ ← iO(Uℓ,k, pub = r) and the secret description is padded to
accommodate the security hybrids.
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When URS is omitted, it is sampled uniformly at random. The public string r has length ρ, while
the secret description of Uℓ,k contains only k and ℓ. Full succinctness therefore gives the claimed
total size ρ+ poly(λ). The padding contributes exactly ρ− ℓ public random bits, which the evaluator
ignores.

Security. We first show security for adjacent programs M0 and M1. Suppose they have the same
length, and let I be the O(1) locations where their descriptions differ. To change the ciphertext at I ,
we first modify the obfuscated program so that it uses the corresponding hardcoded bits ofM0 and
no longer decrypts these positions. For the fixed public string r, this preserves functionality, so the
change follows from IO security.

We can nowpuncture thePRF key at I and use puncturedPRF security to change these ciphertext
bits to encrypt the corresponding bits of M1. Next, we change the hardcoded bits to those of
M1. This again follows from IO security, sinceM0 andM1 are functionally equivalent. Restoring
ordinary decryption gives padO(M1, 1

ρ). Only O(1) indices and plaintext bits are hardcoded, so the
intermediate secret descriptions remain short. The full argument, including programs of different
lengths, appears in Lemma 7.2.

For γ-close programs, we apply this argument at every step of the sequence, using the same
padding parameter ρ ≥ γ throughout. Security then follows by a hybrid argument. In particular,
the number of steps affects the security loss, while the largest intermediate program determines the
padding needed.

Rate-1 null IO. Recall that null IO preserves functionality for all programs, but only guarantees
indistinguishability for programs that output zero on every input. For this application, suppose
the programs have a fixed common polynomial running time; Theorem 7.5 accounts for the cost of
describing this running time.

Let M0 and M1 be two such programs of length ℓ. We can transition between them using only
O(1) additional space:

• Start from M0.
• Add a control bit that forces the output to zero.
• Replace the unused description ofM0 byM1, one bit at a time.
• Switch back to outputtingM1(x) and remove the control bit.

Every program in the sequence still outputs zero and has size at most ℓ + O(1). Thus, the two
programs are (ℓ+O(1))-close. Setting ρ = ℓ+O(1) gives total size ℓ+ poly(λ), achieving rate 1.

High-rate batch obfuscation. Suppose we are given k ≤ poly(λ) programsM1, . . . ,Mk, each of
length ℓ, and want an obfuscation that on input (i, x) outputs Mi(x). Security requires that

O(M1, . . . ,Mk) ≈c O(M ′
1, . . . ,M

′
k)

wheneverMi ≡M ′
i and |Mi| = |M ′

i | for every i ∈ [k]. This setting was considered in [AJS17].
Let UM1,...,Mk

(i, x) = Mi(x). To transition between the two batches, we replace one component
at a time, reserving space for a single additional program. For the first component, we proceed as
follows:
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• Add a temporary copy ofM ′
1 to the program, one bit at a time.

• On inputs (1, x), switch to evaluating the temporary copy. This preserves functionality since
M1 ≡M ′

1.
• Replace the unused description ofM1 byM ′

1, one bit at a time.
• Switch back to using the first copy ofM ′

1.
• Erase the temporary copy one bit at a time.

The resulting program is UM ′
1,M2,...,Mk

. We reuse the same temporary space for each subsequent
component. The largest intermediate description therefore contains only k + 1 programs, giving
padding length (k + 1)ℓ up to the control information. Applying padO yields total size (k + 1)ℓ+
poly(λ) and rate k/(k + 1). Taking k = 1 gives rate-1/2 IO.

Improving the rate of pv-IO. Finally, we use the same padding scheme inside the construction
of pv-IO. Here it suffices to instantiate padO using description-succinct IO. This gives total size
ρ+ poly(λ, n), where n bounds the input length of the program being obfuscated, and allows us to
replace the circuit IO used in JJ22 [JJ22, Figure 11].

Recall that JJ22 obfuscates a program M̂ that, on input (i, g), generates the circuit for running
M on inputs of length i and outputs the gth gate of its gate-by-gate obfuscation. In the security
proof, M̂ must be padded to accommodate both M0 and M1, together with a programMEF that
generates their uniform EF proofs of equivalence. Let ρ bound the description length ofMEF, and
let T bound its running time.

Replacing circuit IO with padO allows this padding to be replaced by public randomness. The
remaining changes, such as puncturing PRF keys, contribute only poly(λ) additional bits. As
formalized in Theorem 7.7, assuming description-succinct IO and sub-exponential LWE, we obtain
input-succinct (ρ, T )-EF-secure IO with

|iOρ,T (1
λ,M)| = ρ+ 2|M |+ poly(λ).

3 Preliminaries

Throughout, we will use λ to denote the security parameter.

Notation. We will use the following notation throughout this work.

• For n ∈ N, we use [n] to denote {1, . . . , n}.
• We use the notation x ∈ {0, 1}≤n to denote that x is a bit-string of length at most n.
• We use the notation |x| or desc(x) to denote the bit-length of string x. We use desc(x)when
|x| has a different interpretation, e.g. when x is a description of a polynomial.

• If R is a random variable, then r ← R denotes sampling r from R. If T is a set, then i ← T
denotes sampling i uniformly at random from T .

• Wewrite RT(M,x) to denote the runtime of machineM on an input x. We say that the runtime
ofM is bounded by a polynomial t(·) if for all x, RT(M,x) ≤ t(|x|).
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3.1 Logic

3.1.1 Extended Frege EF

In this work, we use the extended Frege (EF) system when discussing propositional logic. A
propositional proof system is specified by a set of variables, Boolean connectives, and inference
rules. Variables (denoted x, y, z, . . .) take values in {0, 1}, and Boolean formulas are built from
variables using the connectives→,¬,∧,∨,⊕,=.

An inference rule is an expression of the form

A1, A2, . . . , Ak ⊢ A0,

where A0, A1, . . . , Ak are formulas. Intuitively, this means that once A1, . . . , Ak have been derived,
one may derive A0. If k = 0, the rule is called an axiom. We use the following axioms together with
modus ponens:

• Axiom 1: ⊢ p→ (q → p)

• Axiom 2: ⊢ (p→ (q → r))→ ((p→ q)→ (p→ r))

• Axiom 3: ⊢ ¬¬p→ p

• Modus Ponens: p, p→ q ⊢ q

A derivation is a finite sequence of formulas θ1, . . . , θℓ such that for each i ∈ [ℓ], either θi is an
instance of one of the axioms, or there exist indices j1, . . . , jk < i such that θj1 , . . . , θjk ⊢ θi is an
instance of an inference rule. If θℓ = φ, we say that the sequence is a proof of φ and write ⊢ φ.

The extended Frege system additionally allows extension axioms. Namely, in a derivation
(θ1, . . . , θℓ), a formula θi may also be of the form

t↔ A,

where t is a fresh variable that does not occur in θ1, . . . , θi−1 nor in A. The size of a proof (θ1, . . . , θℓ)
is defined as∑ℓ

i=1 |θi|.

3.1.2 Theory PV

Cook introduced theory PV [Coo75] to capture the intuition of feasibly constructive proofs (i.e.
polynomial-time reasoning). In this work we use Cook’s Theory PV to argue that a mathematical
claim has a “uniform” EF proofs (Theorem 3.2).

The language of PV consists of function symbols representing basic polynomial-time computable
functions, together with terms, which are expressions obtained by applying these symbols to
variables. Concretely, every variable x (ranging over {0, 1}∗) is a term, and if f is a k-ary function
symbol and t1, . . . , tk are terms, then f(t1, . . . , tk) is also a term. The formulae of PV are simply
equations of the form t = u, asserting that two such computations yield the same output. Proofs in
PV are equational derivations from the defining axioms of the function symbols using the standard
rules of equality (reflexivity, symmetry, transitivity, and substitution). Thus, the theorems of PV
correspond to identities that hold between polynomial-time computable functions. For more details,
we refer the reader to Appendix A.
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Remark 3.1. Variables appearing in a PV equation are implicitly free. Thus, if one can prove
⊢PV t(x) = u(x) for terms t and u, then one can meta-mathematically interpret this as a PV proof
that for all x, t(x) = u(x). For ease of readability and to be explicit about free variables, we sometimes
write ⊢PV ∀x, t(x) = u(x). Note, however, that the universal quantifier is not part of the syntax for
PV.

Theory PV1. In the same work, Cook also introduced theory PV1 which includes truth-functional
combinations of equations, using “∧,∨,¬,→,↔” [Coo75]. Moreover, Cook showed that PV1 is a
conservative extension of PV. In other words, any theorem of the fact that “t = u” (where t and u
are terms) in PV1 can also be proven in PV. We will primarily rely on PV1 and will not distinguish
between PV and PV1 explicitly. See Appendix A.1 for further details.

Throughout this work, we will often write theorems of the form ⊢PV s→ (t = u), or equivalently,
s ⊢PV (t = u). This should be interpreted as a PV1 proof of the fact that ⊢PV ITE(s, t, u) = u, where
ITE is the function symbol corresponding to the if-then-else function:

ITE(s, t, u) =

{
t if s is true,
u otherwise.

As shown in [Li25], the function symbol ITE is definable in PV.

Propositional Translation. The main property of PV proofs that we rely on is that any proof in PV
can be translated to a polynomial size EF proof [Coo75, CR79]. Let t(x) = u(x) be a PV equation
with PV proof Π. Then for n ∈ N we denote by Jt = uKn the EF formula:

t(x1, . . . , xn) = u(x1, . . . , xn).

Theorem 3.2 (Corollary of Extended Resolution Simulation Theorem in [Coo75]). Let t(x) and u(x)
be terms in PV, and let Π be a PV proof that t = u. Then, there exists a machineMΠ and polynomial q such
that on input 1n, outputs a EF proof of Jt = uKn in q(n) time.

3.1.3 Uniform EF proofs of equivalence

Following the formulation of Ma, Dai and Shi [MDS25], in this work we consider pairs of programs
M0 and M1 for which there exists a uniform EF-proof of equivalence. We formalize this as follows.

Definition 3.3 (EF -equivalent machines). Let ρ ∈ N and T be a polynomial. We say that two TMs
M0 andM1 are (ρ, T )-EF-equivalent if there exists a TMMΠ of size at most ρ such that for every
n ∈ N,MΠ(n,M0,M1) outputs an EF proof of JM0(x) = M1(x)Kn in time T (n).

Combining this with the translation theorem Theorem 3.2, we have that if ⊢PV ∀x,M0(x) =
M1(x), then there exists ρ and a polynomial T such thatM0 and M1 are (ρ, T )-EF-equivalent.

Establishing (ρ, T )-EF -equivalence of parameterized programs. In order to establish (ρ, T )-EF -
equivalence between twomachines which are parameterized, we will often use the following lemma.
One can view this as a way to obtain uniform EF proofs for a pair of machines that have a PV proof
of equivalence when given some advice aux.
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Lemma 3.4. Consider PV definable TMsM (0) andM (1), and consider the family of machinesM (0)
params(x) :=

M (0)(params, x) and M (1)
params(x) := M (1)(params, x). Suppose that there exists a PV definable function R

such that the following is provable in PV:

∀(params, aux, x), R(params, aux) = 1 ⊢PV M
(0)
params(x) = M

(1)
params(x).

Then, there exists some polynomial q such that the following holds. For any params and corresponding aux

such that R(params, aux) = 1, we have that M (0)
params,M

(1)
params are (|aux|+O(1), q′)-EF -equivalent, where

q′(n) = q(|aux|+ |params|+ n).

Proof. By Theorem 3.2, there exists some machineMΠ which, on input a length bound for the
tuple (params, aux, x), outputs the corresponding EF proof in time polynomial in that bound. In
particular, for fixed params, aux and inputs x ∈ {0, 1}n, this takes time p(n + |params| + |aux|) for
some polynomial p. Let pR be the runtime of R. Let q(n) = poly(p(n) + pR(n)), where poly is some
fixed polynomial.

Consider some fixed params and corresponding aux such that R(params, aux) = 1. Then, we
argue that M (0)

params,M
(1)
params are (|aux|+O(1), q′)-EF -equivalent for some polynomial q′(n) = q(n+

|aux|+ |params|) as follows: Construct a machineMEF which on input n,M (0)
params,M

(1)
params,

• Prove in EF thatR(params, aux) = 1. Recall that EF can prove the correctness of a deterministic
computation with size polynomial in the runtime, e.g., by applying the Cook–Levin reduction
to its computation tableau.

• Use Cook’s translation on the above PV proof for length inputs (params, aux, x) of length
|params|+ |aux|+ n, write an EF proof of the fact that for all x ∈ {0, 1}n,

(R(params, aux) = 1)→ (M
(0)
params(x) = M

(1)
params(x)).

• By Modus ponens, deduce that for all x ∈ {0, 1}n,M (0)
params(x) = M

(1)
params(x).

For appropriate choice of q, the above machine runs in time q(n+ |aux|+ |params|).

3.2 Cryptographic Tools

3.2.1 Security Notions

We will use the parameters (s, ε) to describe the security parameters of our primitive. In particular,
we say that a primitive is (s, ε)-secure if for all sufficiently large λ and all adversaries A of size s(λ),
the advantage of A is at most ε(λ). For convenience, we use the following shorthand throughout.

• Polynomial Security: We say that a primitive is polynomially secure if it is (s, negl(λ))-secure
for all polynomials s = s(λ). We denote this by saying it is polynomially-secure.

• Super-polynomial Security: We say that a primitive is Γ-secure for a super-polynomial
function Γ(λ) if for every polynomial s, it is (s(Γ(λ)),Γ(λ)−O(1))-secure. We denote this by
saying it is Γ-secure.

• Sub-exponential Security: We say that a primitive is sub-exponentially secure if it is Γ-secure
for some Γ(λ) = 2λ

c , where 0 < c < 1.
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3.2.2 Indistinguishability Obfuscation for Turing Machines

In this section, we define indistinguishability obfuscation for Turing machines.

Syntax. An indistinguishability obfuscation scheme for Turing machines (TMs) consists of a
probabilistic algorithm iO that takes as input a security parameter 1λ, a programM and an input
length bound n. It outputs an obfuscation M̃ .

Definition 3.5. An indistinguishability obfuscation scheme iO for TMs satisfies the following
properties:

Correctness: For every λ, n ∈ N, n ≤ 2λ, machineM and input x such that |x| ≤ n andRT(M,x) ≤
2λ, we have that

Pr
[
M̃(x) = M(x) : M̃ ← iO(1λ,M, n)

]
= 1 .

We say that the scheme is N -correct for a function N(λ) ≤ 2λ if the above only holds for n ≤
N(λ). We say that the scheme is polynomially-correct if it is N -correct for every N = poly(λ).

Efficiency: In the correctness experiment above:

• The running time of iO is poly(λ, |M |, n).
• There exists a polynomial q such that RT(M̃, x) = q(λ,RT(M,x)).
• We say that the scheme is input-succinct if the running time of iO is poly(λ, |M |).

Security: For every poly-size A and polynomial p, there exists a negligible function µ such that
for every λ,M0,M1 and n ≤ p(λ) such that

• |M0| = |M1| ≤ p(λ).
• For every input x ∈ {0, 1}≤n, it holds thatM0(x) = M1(x) and RT(M0, x) = RT(M1, x).

we have that
Pr

[
A(M̃b) = b :

b← {0, 1}
M̃b ← iO(1λ,Mb, n)

]
≤ 1

2
+ µ(λ) .

For a function Γ(λ) = λω(1), we say that the scheme is Γ-secure if the advantage above is at
most (Γ(λ))−O(1) for all adversaries of size poly(Γ).

Remark 3.6 (Augmenting the definition for input-succinct IO). For IO schemes that are input-
succinct, we can remove the bound n on the input size from the parameters of iO and instead fix
n = 2λ (or n = N(λ) if the scheme is only N -correct). We additionally modify security to consider
pairs of machines that agree on all inputs x ∈ {0, 1}≤n for n = 2λ (or n = N(λ)) which is WLOG.

3.2.3 Input-succinct IO for uniform EF-equivalent Machines

In this section, we recap the result on IO for TMs of Jain and Jin [JJ22] (JJ). JJ constructs a candidate
input-succinct IO scheme for TMs, and show security for all pairs of programsM0 andM1 for which
⊢PV ∀x,M0(x) = M1(x). For convenience, in this work, we will instead follow the formulation of
Ma, Dai and Shi [MDS25] that consider instead pairs of programsM0 andM1 for which there exists
a uniform EF-proof of equivalence (Definition 3.3).
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We define IO with EF-security: a relaxation of the security in Definition 3.5 that holds only for
pairs of EF-equivalent programs instead of every pair of functionally equivalent programs. For
convenience, we will only define this for input-succinct IO and drop the input-length bound n from
the parameters of IO.
Definition 3.7 ((ρ, T )-EF security). Let ρ(λ) and T (λ, n) be polynomials. We say that an N -correct
IO scheme iO satisfies (ρ, T )-EF security if for every poly-size A and polynomial p, there exists a
negligible function µ such for every λ, M0 andM1 satisfying:

• |M0| = |M1| ≤ p(λ).
• For every input x ∈ {0, 1}≤N , RT(M0, x) = RT(M1, x).
• M0 andM1 are (ρ(λ), T (λ, ·))-equivalent.

we have that
Pr

[
A(M̃b) = b :

b← {0, 1}
M̃b ← iO(1λ,Mb)

]
≤ 1

2
+ µ(λ) .

We say the scheme is Γ-secure for Γ(λ) = λω(1) if the advantage above is at most (Γ(λ))−O(1) for all
adversaries of size poly(Γ).
Definition 3.8. (Input-succinct EF-IO) Let N(λ) ≤ 2λ be a function. An N -correct EF-IO scheme is
given by an algorithm iOρ,T such that for every pair of polynomials ρ(λ) and T (λ, n), iOρ,T is an
N -correct input-succinct IO scheme with (ρ, T )-security, satisfying the following efficiency: In the
correctness experiment described in Definition 3.5:

• The running time of iOρ,T (1
λ,M) is poly(λ, |M |, ρ(λ)).

• The exists a polynomial q such that RT(M̃, x) = q(λ,RT(M,x), ρ(λ), T (λ, |x|)).
Theorem 3.9 ([JJ22, MDS25]). Let N(λ) ≤ 2λ be a function. Assuming poly(N)-hardness of LWE,
sub-exponential hardness of one-way functions, and sub-exponential security of IO for circuits, there exists a
N -correct input-succinct EF-IO scheme.

Remark 3.10 (Comparing Definition 3.8 with JJ). The work of JJ shows the above theorem in the case
where ⊢PV M0(x) = M1(x). However, the size of the obfuscation grows with a more fine-grained
measure which they call the “description complexity” (Desc[·]) of the PV proof Π. We refer the
reader to [JJ22, Section 7 and Appendix A] for more details. We choose to state the theorem instead
in terms of uniform EF to simplify the theorem statement (this version of the theorem is implicit
in JJ and made explicit in [MDS25, Section 7]). Moreover, in our proofs and applications, the
programs in question will have PV proofs of equivalenceΠwhich introduce only a constant number
of function symbols, in which case we can rely on Theorem 3.2 to show that there exists a uniform
EF proof of size poly(Π).

3.2.4 PRGs and Puncturable PRFs

Definition 3.11 (Pseudorandom Generators (PRGs)). Fix a polynomial p. A pseudorandom gen-
erator G : {0, 1}λ → {0, 1}p(λ) is a function mapping λ bits to p(λ) > λ bits such that for any
polynomial-sized adversary A,∣∣∣∣ Pr

r∈{0,1}λ
[A(G(r)) = 1]− Pr

z∈{0,1}p(λ)
[A(z) = 1]

∣∣∣∣ ≤ negl(λ).
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Syntax. A puncturable PRF family on key space K = {Kλ}λ, domain X = {Xλ}λ, output space
Y = {Yλ}λ and polynomial s(λ) is a tuple of PPT algorithms (PPRF.Gen,PPRF.Punc,PPRF.Eval)
with the following interface.

• PPRF.Gen(1λ) : On input the security parameter 1λ, outputs a key k ∈ Kλ.

• PPRF.Punc(k, S): On input a key k ∈ Kλ and a set S ⊆ Xλ such that |S| ≤ s(λ), outputs a new
key k({S}) ∈ Kλ.

• PPRF.Eval(k, x): On input k ∈ Kλ and x ∈ Kλ, outputs some value y ∈ Yλ.
Definition 3.12 (Puncturable PRF). A (PPRF.Gen,PPRF.Eval,PPRF.Punc) family satisfies the fol-
lowing conditions:
Functionality preserving: For all sets S ⊆ X of size |S| ≤ s(λ), for all x /∈ S,

Pr[k ← Gen(1λ), k{S} ← Punc(k, S) : Eval(k{S}, x) = Eval(k, x)] = 1 .

Polynomial pseudorandomness at punctured points: Consider the following experiment EXPRA
(b, λ) between a challenger C and adversary A:

• First, A chooses a set S ⊆ Xλ such that |S| ≤ s(λ), and sends it to C.
• C samples k ← PPRF.Gen(1λ), and computes k{S} ← PPRF.Punc(k, S).

– If b = 0, compute L0 = {xi,PPRF.Eval(k, xi)}xi∈S .
– If b = 1, compute L1 = {xi, yi}xi∈S where each yi ← Y .

Give k{S}, Lb to A.
• A produces a bit b′.

Let Wb be the event that the adversary outputs 1 in experiment b, and define the adversary’s
advantage to be AdvRA(λ) = |Pr[W0]− Pr[W1]|. We say that the PPRF is pseudorandom at
punctured points if for all PPT adversaries A, AdvRA(λ) = negl[λ].

Definition 3.13 (Puncturable PRF with PV proof of Correctness, [JJ22]). We say a family of punc-
turable PRFs (PPRF.Gen,PPRF.Eval,PPRF.Punc) has a PV proof of correctness if Gen,Eval,Punc
can be formalzied as function symbols in PV, and there is a proof that: S ⊆ Xλ, |S| ≤ s(λ)

∧ x /∈ S, x ∈ Xλ

∧ k ← PPRF.Gen(1λ)

 ⊢PV (
PPRF.Eval(PPRF.Punc(k, S), x)

= PPRF.Eval(k, x)

)
.

Lemma 3.14 ([JJ22, Lemma 14]). The GGM construction [GGM84] of puncturable PRFs has a PV proof
of correctness.

3.2.5 Bit commitments

Syntax. A commitment scheme in the CRS model consists of polynomial-time algorithms (Gen,
Enc,Ver) with the following syntax:

• Com.Gen is a probabilistic algorithm that takes as input a security parameter 1λ, and outputs
a common reference string crs.
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• Com.Enc(pk,m) is a probabilistic algorithm that takes as input the common reference string
crs and a bitm ∈ {0, 1}, and outputs a commitment c along with an opening r.

• Com.Ver(crs, c,m, r) is a deterministic algorithm which takes as input the common reference
string crs, commitment c, messagem and opening r, and either accepts or rejects.

Definition 3.15 (Commitment scheme in the CRS model). A tuple of PPT algorithms (Com.Gen,
Com.Enc,Com.Ver) is a commitment scheme in a CRS model if it satisfies the following conditions:
Correctness: For all bitsm ∈ {0, 1}, we have that:

Pr

[
Com.Ver(crs, c,m, r) = 1 :

crs← Com.Gen(1λ),
(c, r)← Com.Enc(crs,m)

]
≥ 1− negl(λ).

We say that the construction has perfect correctness if the above probability is exactly 1.

Statistical Binding: For all crs← Com.Gen(1λ), and (c, r)← Com.Enc(crs,m), we have that for all
r′, Com.Ver(crs, c, 1−m, r′) = 0.

Computational Hiding: We say that the scheme is (s, ϵ)-secure if for all adversariesA of size s(λ),∣∣∣∣Pr [ A(crs, c) = 1 :
crs← Com.Gen(1λ),

(c, r)← Com.Enc(crs, 0)

]
−Pr

[
A(crs, c) = 1 :

crs← Com.Gen(1λ),
(c, r)← Com.Enc(crs, 1)

]∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ(λ).

Definition 3.16 (Commitment scheme with PV proof of binding.). We say that the commitment
scheme (Com.Gen,Com.Enc,Com.Ver) has a PV proof of binding if:

⊢PV

 b ∈ {0, 1},
pk← Com.Gen(1λ),

c← Com.Enc(crs, b; r)

→ ∀r′, 1 ̸= Com.Ver(crs, c, 1− b, r′).

In words, the condition says that for every CRS, any commitment of the bit b cannot be opened to a
bit 1− b.
Lemma 3.17. Suppose there exists a public-key encryption scheme (PKE.Gen,PKE.Enc,PKE.Dec) with a
PV-proof of correctness, i.e.

⊢PV

 (pk, sk)← PKE.Gen(1λ; r1)
ct← PKE.Enc(pk, b; r2)
b′ ← PKE.Dec(sk, ct)

→ b = b′.

Then, there exists a perfectly binding commitment scheme with a PV proof of binding.

Proof sketch. The construction is straightforward.
• Com.Gen(1λ): Sample (pk, sk)← PKE.Gen(1λ), and output pk.
• Com.Enc(pk, b; r): Compute PKE.Enc(pk, b; r), and output ct as the commitment, and r as the

opening.
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• Com.Ver(pk, ct, b, r): Accept if ct = PKE,Enc(pk, b; r).

It suffices to argue that for all r, r′, PKE.Enc(pk, 0; r′) ̸= PKE.Enc(pk, 1; r). Suppose otherwise, and
there exists some ct. Then, PKE.Dec(sk, ct) = 0 and PKE.Dec(sk, ct) = 1 by the correctness of the
PKE scheme, leading to a contradiction. This completes the proof.

Therefore, as shown in [JJ22], such a commitment scheme can be instantiated from LWE, or
from DDH.

3.2.6 Somewhere Statistically Binding Hash

In this section, we recall the notion of statistical binding hash functions [HW15], additionally with
an extraction property (sometimes also referred to as a Somewhere Extractable Hash (SEH)).

Syntax. A somewhere statistically binding (SSB) hash scheme is a type of algorithms (Gen,TGen,
Hash, Ver,Ext) with the following syntax:

Gen(1λ, 1N , 1s)→ hk. On input a security parameter 1λ, message length 1N , and block size 1s,
outputs a hash key hk.

TGen(1λ, 1N , 1s, S ⊆ [N ])→ (hk∗, td). On input a security parameter 1λ, message length 1N , block
size 1s, and subset S, outputs a hash key hk∗ along with a trapdoor td.

Hash(hk,x ∈ {0, 1}sN )→ τ or ⊥. On input a hash key hk and a string x parsed as N blocks of size
s, output a hash value τ or a verifiable failure ⊥.

Open(hk,x, i)→ ρ or ⊥. On input a hash key hk, a string x ∈ {0, 1}sN parsed as N blocks of size s,
and an index i ∈ [N ], output a “local opening” ρ, or ⊥ if hashing fails.

Ver(hk, τ, i, y, ρ)→ 0/1. On input a hash key hk, hash value τ , index i ∈ [N ], block y ∈ {0, 1}s and
opening ρ, the verification algorithm decides to accept or reject the local opening. It rejects
failed hashes and openings.

Ext(hk∗, td, τ)→ y. On input the hash key hk, trapdoor td and hash value τ , the extraction algo-
rithm outputs the blocks xS on the subset S (the subset which was chosen during the TGen
algorithm).

Definition 3.18. A somewhere statistically binding (SSB) family (Gen,TGen,Hash, Ver,Ext) is re-
quired to satisfy the following properties:

Succinct Key. The size of the key is bounded by poly(λ, s, |S|, logN).

Succinct Hash. The size of the hash value c is bounded by poly(λ, s, |S|, logN).

Succinct Local Opening. The size of the local opening ρi ← Open(K,m, i, r) is bounded by
poly(λ, s, |S|, logN).

Succinct Verification. The running time of the verification algorithm is bounded by poly(λ, s, |S|,
logN).
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Key Indistinguishability. For any non-uniform PPT adversaryA and any polynomialN = N(λ),
there exists a negligible function ν(λ) such that∣∣∣∣Pr [ S ← A(1λ, 1N ),

hk← Gen(1λ, 1N , 1s)
: A(hk) = 1

]
− Pr

[
S ← A(1λ, 1N ),

(hk∗, td)← TGen(1λ, 1N , 1s, S)
: A(hk∗) = 1

] ∣∣∣∣ ≤ ν(λ).

We say the scheme is Γ-secure if the advantage above is at most (Γ(λ))−O(1) for all adversaries
of size poly(Γ).

Opening Completeness. For every supported message length N and block size s, every fixed
message x ∈ {0, 1}sN parsed as blocks (x1, . . . , xN ), and every index i ∈ [N ], consider the
experiment of hashing x and verifying an honest opening of xi. The key is sampled by
Gen(1λ, 1N , 1s) or as the key component of TGen(1λ, 1N , 1s, S), for any fixed S ⊆ [N ]. The
message and index are chosen independently of the sampled key, and the probability is over
key generation and any hashing and opening randomness.
Polynomial correctness. We say the family is polynomially correct if, for every polynomial p and
N, s ≤ p(λ),

Pr

[
Ver(hk, τ, i, xi, ρi) = 1 :

τ ← Hash(hk,x),
ρi ← Open(hk,x, i)

]
≥ 1− negl(λ).

The negligible boundmay depend on p, but is uniform overN, s,x, i, S and the key-generation
mode.
Γ-correctness. Let Γ(λ) = λω(1). We say the family is Γ-correct if, for every polynomial p and
N, s ≤ p(Γ(λ)),

Pr

[
Ver(hk, τ, i, xi, ρi) = 1 :

τ ← Hash(hk,x),
ρi ← Open(hk,x, i)

]
≥ 1− negl(Γ(λ)).

The uniformity of the bound is as above. Here negl(Γ(λ)) denotes a bound smaller than Γ(λ)−c

for every constant c > 0 and all sufficiently large λ.
Extraction Correctness. For any subset S ⊆ [N ], any trapdoor key (hk∗, td)← TGen(1λ, 1N , 1s, S),

any hash τ , any index i ∈ S, any block xi∗ ∈ {0, 1}s, and any proof ρi∗ , we have

Pr [Ver(hk, τ, xi∗ , i
∗, ρi∗) = 1⇒ Ext(τ, td)|i∗ = xi∗ ] = 1.

Since the extracted value Ext(τ, td)|i∗ is unique, the extraction correctness implies statistical
binding property. If S contains a single element i ∈ [N ], we abuse notation and write i instead
of {i} for brevity.

Remark 3.19. We observe that the construction is a Merkle-tree based construction, and thus the
input length N can in fact be unbounded (i.e. as large as 2λ). That is, the running time of Gen,TGen
grows poly-logarithmically in N . If we set N to be a slightly super-polynomial in λ, then the hash
key can support any polynomial input length. Hence, in our construction, we suppress the input
length N in Gen and TGen.
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Two-to-one SSB hashing. In this work, we rely on an a two-to-one SSB (Two-SSB) family. At a
high level, a Two-SSB is an SSBwith the following additional properties:

• It hashes exactly two blocks of equal length s (i.e., it is the N = 2 case of an SSB hash).
• The length of the hash is s+ poly(λ, log s).

Definition 3.20 (Two-to-one SSB with PV proof of binding). We say a two-to-one SSB family has a
PV proof of binding if the following binding property can be formalized in theory PV as function
symbols: 

(hk, td)← Two-SSB.TGen(1λ, 1s, b)
∧ x0, x1 ∈ {0, 1}s,

∧ h← Two-SSB.Hash(hk, (x0, x1))
∧ h ̸= ⊥

∧ y = Two-SSB.Ext(hk, td, h)

 ⊢PV xb = y.

Theorem 3.21. Assuming LWE, there exists a two-to-one SSB hash family with a PV proof of the binding
property (Definition 3.20).

The proof of the theorem can be found in Appendix B.1. The construction is a slight modification
of that from the work of [DGI+19, OPWW15, KLVW23].

Tree-SSB In Section 4, we rely on a tree-like hash construction where the underlying hash is
Two-SSB. First we describe the construction. Then, we show that the construction is indeed a SSB
and state some additional useful properties of it.

We define the Tree-SSB hash with local opening here for blocks of size s. Leaves are numbered
from 1, so the path to leaf j is encoded by the binary representation of j − 1. Hashing and opening
return ⊥ if any internal hash computation returns ⊥; verification rejects failed or malformed
openings. Thus opening correctness is asserted only when hashing succeeds.

Tree-SSB.Gen(1λ, 1s)→ hk: On input a security parameter 1λ and block size 1s:

1. Let ℓ0 = s.
2. Sample hk1 ← Two-SSB.Gen(1λ, 1ℓ0), where hk1 hashes two blocks, each in {0, 1}s. Let ℓ1

be the size of a hash generated by hk1.

3. For i = 2, . . . , λ:

• Sample hki ← Two-SSB.Gen(1λ, 1ℓi−1), which hashes two blocks, each of size ℓi−1.
• Let ℓi be the size of a hash obtained by hashing two blocks of size ℓi−1 with hash key

hki.

4. We will use the short-hand hk to denote (hk1, . . . , hkλ).
5. Output hk.

Tree-SSB.TGen(1λ, 1s, j ∈ [2λ])→ (hk, td):

1. Let ℓ0 = s.
2. Let jλ−1 . . . j0 be the bit decomposition of j − 1, so that j − 1 =

∑λ−1
i=0 2iji.
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3. For i = 1, . . . , λ, sample (hki, tdi) ← Two-SSB.TGen(1λ, 1ℓi−1 , ji−1 ), where ℓi is as de-
fined in Tree-SSB.Gen.

4. We will use the short-hand hk to denote (hk1, . . . , hkλ) and td = (td1, . . . , tdλ).
5. Output (hk, td).

Tree-SSB.Hashk(hk = (hk1, . . . , hkλ), x ∈ {0, 1}sk)→ (τ, k) or ⊥:

1. If k /∈ [2λ] or |x| ≠ sk, output ⊥.
2. If k = 1, output (x, 1).
3. If k is not a power of 2,

• Let k′ = 2⌈log2 k⌉.
• Pad x with the fixed padding block 0s to obtain x′ of length k′.

4. If k is a power of 2, treat x′ = x, and k′ = k.
5. Compute a binary hash-tree T of height log2 k′ ≤ λ on x′, where the leaf nodes are labeled

with the values of x′. We call this level 0 of the tree.
6. Consider an internal node v at level i with children labeled with y0 and y1. Label v with

Two-SSB.Hash(hki, (y0, y1)). If this value is ⊥, stop and output ⊥ for the entire tree hash.
7. Let τ be the label of the root of the tree.
8. Output (τ, k).

Tree-SSB.Open(hk, x ∈ {0, 1}sk, j ∈ [k])→ ρ or ⊥:

1. If j /∈ [k], output⊥. Compute the tree of Two-SSB values as in Tree-SSB.Hashk(hk, x), and
output ⊥ if hashing fails.

2. Let ℓ = ⌈log2 k⌉.
3. Let σ0, σ1, . . . , σℓ be the Two-SSB values on the path from xj to the root of the tree.
4. Let π0, π1, . . . , πℓ−1 be the Two-SSB values of the siblings of the path from xj .
5. Output ρ = (σ0, . . . , σℓ, π0, . . . , πℓ−1).

Tree-SSB.Ver(hk, (τ, k), j, y, ρ)→ 0/1: On input a hash key hk, hash value (τ, k), index j, block
y ∈ {0, 1}s and opening ρ:

• Reject if the key or digest is malformed, the digest or opening is ⊥, k /∈ [2λ], j /∈ [k], or
|y| ≠ s.

• Let ℓ = ⌈log2 k⌉ and parse ρ = (σ0, . . . , σℓ, π0, . . . , πℓ−1).
• Reject if parsing fails, or if any path or sibling label is ⊥ or has the wrong length for its

level.
• Check σ0 = y and σℓ = τ , and reject otherwise.
• Let jℓ−1 . . . j0 be the ℓ-bit decomposition of j − 1 (the empty string if k = 1).
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• For i = 1, . . . , ℓ, check that σi is consistent with Two-SSB.Hash(hki, ·) on σi−1 and πi−1.
Concretely,

– If ji−1 = 0, check if σi = Two-SSB.Hash(hki, (σi−1, πi−1)).
– If ji−1 = 1, check if σi = Two-SSB.Hash(hki, (πi−1, σi−1)).

Reject if any check fails; otherwise accept.

Tree-SSB.Ext(hk, td, (τ, k))→ {0, 1}s ∪ {⊥}: On input a hash key hk, trapdoor td, and hash
value (τ, k):

• If the key, trapdoor, or digest is malformed, the digest is ⊥, or k /∈ [2λ], output ⊥.
• Parse (hk1, . . . , hkλ)← hk and (td1, . . . , tdλ)← td.
• Let ℓ = ⌈log2 k⌉. Set τℓ := τ .
• For i = ℓ, ℓ− 1, . . . , 1: Recursively set τi−1 ← Two-SSB.Ext(hki, tdi, τi). If this value is ⊥

or has the wrong length, output ⊥.
• Output τ0.

Theorem 3.22. The above Tree-SSB construction has succinct keys, hashes, and local openings, efficient
verification, and index hiding inherited from Two-SSB. Its opening correctness holds conditional on hashing
not returning ⊥. If Two-SSB is polynomially correct (respectively, Γ-correct), then so is the opening of
Tree-SSB: for every polynomial p, every s, k ≤ p(λ) (respectively, s, k ≤ p(Γ(λ))) with 1 ≤ k ≤ 2λ, every
fixed x ∈ {0, 1}sk, and every j ∈ [k] chosen independently of the key,

Pr

[
Tree-SSB.Ver(hk, τ, j, xj , ρ) = 1 :

τ ← Tree-SSB.Hashk(hk, x),
ρ← Tree-SSB.Open(hk, x, j)

]
≥ 1− negl(λ)

(respectively, 1− negl(Γ(λ))). This bound holds for keys generated by Tree-SSB.Gen, by Tree-SSB.TGen at
any fixed index, and with any fixed choice ofGen or eitherTGenmode at each independently sampled level. Ad-
ditionally, if the underlying Two-SSB hash function has a PV proof of its binding property (Definition 3.20),
then the following properties can be formalized in theory PV:

• PV proof of opening correctness: The opening correctness of the scheme can be proven in PV:

hk← SSB.Gen(1λ, 1s)
∧ 1 ≤ j ≤ k ≤ 2λ

∧ x ∈ {0, 1}sk
∧ τ ← SSB.Hash(hk, x)

∧ τ ̸= ⊥
∧ ρ← SSB.Open(hk, x, j)

 ⊢PV SSB.Ver(hk, τ, j, xj , ρ) = 1

The same opening correctness statement holds for keys generated by Tree-SSB.TGen.
• PV proof of binding property: The statistical binding property can be proven in PV: (hk, td)← SSB.TGen(1λ, 1s, j)

∧ 1← SSB.Ver(hk, τ, j, y, ρ)
∧ y′ ← SSB.Ext(hk, td, τ)

 ⊢PV y = y′.
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• PV proof of extraction correctness: The extraction correctness can be proven in PV:

(hk, td)← SSB.TGen(1λ, 1s, j)
∧ 1 ≤ j ≤ k ≤ 2λ

∧ x ∈ {0, 1}sk
∧ τ ← SSB.Hash(hk, x)

∧ τ ̸= ⊥
y ← SSB.Ext(hk, td, τ)

 ⊢PV y = xj

The above is a combination of the correctness and binding properties.

Sketch. We refer the readers to [KLVW23, OPWW15] for the security and efficiency analysis. We
can achieve the PV proofs of opening, binding and extraction by following the same proof as was
done in [JKLM25] for Merkle Trees.
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4 Fully Succinct IO for EF-Equivalent Programs

In this section we construct a fully succinct IO for programs with uniform EF proofs of equivalence.
We start by introducing the notion of IO for Turing machines with split description. We consider

programs that are represented by a public part pub and a (possibly) secret part M . Formally, we fix
some universal machine U that takes as input both parts of the program (M, pub) and an input x to
the program and simulates (M, pub) on x. We useM [pub](·) to denote the machine U(M, pub, ·).

The syntax of IO for Turing machines with split description is the same as the syntax of IO
for Turing machines given in Definition 3.5 except that we consider input programs M [pub] that
include both public and secret parts. The correctness and efficiency properties are also the same
as Definition 3.5. For machines with public description we additionally define the notions of
description-succinctness and full succinctness. We also redefine the security property to account
for the program’s public part. For convenience, we rewrite here the full definition of IO for TMs
with split description.
Definition 4.1 (IO for TMs for Programswith Split Description). An indistinguishability obfuscation
scheme iO for U satisfies the following properties:

• Correctness: For every λ ∈ N, n ≤ 2λ, machine M [pub] and input x such that |x| ≤ n and
RT(M [pub], x) ≤ 2λ, we have that

Pr
[
M̃ [pub](x) = M [pub](x) : M̃ ← iO(1λ,M [pub], n)

]
= 1 .

We say that the scheme is N -correct for a function N(λ) ≤ 2λ if the above only holds for
n ≤ N(λ).

• Efficiency: In the correctness experiment above:
– The running time of iO is poly(λ, |M [pub]|, n).

∗ We say that the scheme is input-succinct if the running time of iO is poly(λ, |M [pub]|).
∗ We say that the scheme is description-succinct if |M̃ | = poly(λ, |M |, n).
∗ We say the scheme is fully succinct if the running time of iO is poly(λ, |M [pub]|) and
|M̃ | = poly(λ, |M |).

– There exists a polynomial q such that RT(M̃ [pub], x) = q(λ,RT(M [pub], x)).
• Security for split programs: For every poly-size A and polynomial p, there exists a negligible

function µ such that for every λ ∈ N,M0,M1, pub and n ≤ p(λ),
– |M0[pub]| = |M1[pub]| ≤ p(λ).
– For every input x ∈ {0, 1}≤n, it holds that M0[pub](x) = M1[pub](x) and RT(M0[pub],
x) = RT(M1[pub], x).

we have that

Pr

[
A(M̃b[pub]) = b :

b← {0, 1}
M̃b ← iO(1λ,Mb[pub], n)

]
≤ 1

2
+ µ(λ) .

Just as in Remark 3.6, we will omit the input length n from the input to IO when the scheme is
input-succinct or fully succinct.

38



IO with PV proof of correctness. We now define what it means for an IO scheme to have a PV
proof of correctness. Following [Li25, Section 2.1.1], we introduce the PV symbol Uclock which on
input M [pub], x and 1t, simulates M [pub](x) for t steps, and outputs M [pub](x) if the computation
has halted, and ⊥ otherwise.

Definition 4.2 (Indistinguishability obfuscation with PV proof of N -correctness). Let N be a PV
definable function. We say that an indistinguishability obfuscation scheme iO has a PV proof of N -
correctness if its correctness can be formalized in theory PV: there exists a PV definable polynomial
q such that: M̃ = iO(1λ,M [pub]; r),

|x| ≤ N(λ),
Uclock(M [pub], x, 1t) ̸= ⊥

→ (
Uclock(M [pub], x, 1t) = Uclock(M̃ [pub], x, 1q(λ,t))

)

Fully succinct EF-IO for programs with split description. We now define a restriction of IO
security to EF-equivalent programs, extending the definitions in Section 3.2.3 to the case of programs
with split description.

For convenience, we will only define this for fully succinct IO and drop the input-length bound
n from the parameters of IO.

Definition 4.3 ((ρ, T )-EF security for programs with split description). Let ρ(λ) and T (λ, n) be poly-
nomials. We say that an N -correct IO scheme iO satisfies (ρ, T )-EF security if for every polynomial-
sized adversary A and polynomial p, there exists a negligible function µ such that for every λ ∈ N,
M0[pub] andM1[pub] satisfying:

• |M0[pub]| = |M1[pub]| ≤ p(λ).
• For every input x ∈ {0, 1}≤N , RT(M0[pub], x) = RT(M1[pub], x).
• M0[pub] and M1[pub] are (ρ(λ), T (λ, ·))-EF-equivalent.

we have that

Pr

[
A(M̃b[pub]) = b :

b← {0, 1}
M̃b[pub]← iO(1λ,Mb[pub])

]
≤ 1

2
+ µ(λ) .

For Γ = λω(1), we say the scheme is Γ-secure if the advantage above is at most (Γ(λ))−O(1) for all
adversaries of size poly(Γ).

Definition 4.4 (Fully succinct EF-IO). Let N(λ) ≤ 2λ be a function. An N -correct EF-IO for
programswith split description is given by an algorithm iOρ,T such that for every pair of polynomials
ρ(λ) and T (λ, n), iOρ,T is an N -correct input-succinct IO scheme with (ρ, T )-security, satisfying the
following efficiency. In the correctness experiment described in Definition 4.1:

• The running time of iOρ,T (1
λ,M [pub]) is poly(λ, |M [pub]|, ρ(λ)) and the size of the obfuscation

is poly(λ, |M |, ρ(λ)).
• There exists a polynomial q such that RT(M̃ [pub], x) = q(λ,RT(M [pub], x), ρ(λ), T (λ, |x|)).
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4.1 Main Theorem

Theorem 4.5. Let N,Γ, S be functions such that:

λ ≤ N(λ) ≤ Γ(λ) ≤ 2λ , S(λ) = λω(1) .

Assuming

• a Γ-secure, (N + S)-correct input-succinct EF-IO (as in Definition 3.8),
• a Γ-secure, Γ-correct two-to-one somewhere statistically binding hash family with a PV proof of binding
(Definitions 3.18 and 3.20),

there exists a Γ-secure, N -correct fully succinct EF-IO. Moreover, if the underlying EF-IO scheme has a PV
proof of (N +S)-correctness, then the resulting fully succinct EF-IO scheme has a PV proof ofN -correctness.

By instantiating the above theorem with Theorem 3.9 (which we argue in Appendix B.2 has a
PV proof of its correctness property), we have the following corollary.
Corollary 4.6. Assuming

• sub-exponential hardness of Learning with Errors,
• sub-exponentially secure one-way functions, and
• sub-exponentially secure indistinguishability obfuscation for circuits,

there exists a sub-exponentially secure fully succinct EF-IO scheme. Moreover, the scheme has a PV proof of
correctness for every PV-definable function N .

4.2 Construction

We now present the construction of the fully succinct IO for Theorem 4.5.

Ingredients. Let N ′(λ) = N(λ) + S(λ). We rely on the following ingredients:
• Let pviO be an N ′-correct, Γ-secure EF-IO scheme.
• A Γ-secure, Γ-correct two-to-one somewhere statistically binding hash family Two-SSBwith a

PV proof of binding, as in Definitions 3.18 and 3.20.
– Given a Two-SSB, one can construct the Tree-SSB scheme Tree-SSB via a standard

Merkle-tree style aggregation (following [OPWW15, KLVW23], explicitly detailed in Sec-
tion 3.2.6). Since our proof will require this transformation white-box, we have included
the details of the Tree-SSB construction in Section 3.2.6. For readability, we state our
construction itself will only use the Tree-SSB.Gen,Tree-SSB.TGen,Tree-SSB.Hash and
Tree-SSB.Ext algorithms (rather than the Two-SSB). Throughout this section, when-
ever the block size is clear from context, we suppress the 1s block-size argument from
Tree-SSB.Gen and Tree-SSB.TGen (and similarly from Two-SSB.Gen and Two-SSB.TGen).

We assume without loss of generality that the above Tree-SSB Gen algorithm only requires
poly(λ, log(Γ(λ))) bits of randomness (e.g. by composing with a PRG to shrink the random-
ness). We analyze hash failures with independently sampled level keys; any replacement of
their randomness by PRG output is accounted for separately as a computational hybrid.

We can now give our main construction.
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Algorithm 1 N -correct fully succinct IO construction for (ρ, T )-EF-equivalent programs.
On input 1λ, M , pub:
Generate hash key: Sample hk← Tree-SSB.Gen(1λ, 1).
Compute obfuscation:
1. Let h = Tree-SSB.Hash(hk, pub). If h = ⊥, output (hk,⊥,M).

2. Let Mhk,h be the machine that takes as input y ∈ {0, 1}|pub|, and an input x ∈ {0, 1}≤N :
• Check if Tree-SSB.Hash(hk, y) = h, and abort if this does not hold.
• OutputM [y](x).

PadMhk,h to be an equivalent machine of size |Mhk,h|+ |M |+ ρ+ poly(λ), with runtime on
each input x padded by P (|x|, λ) = poly(T (|x|), λ), where the exact poly is chosen based on
the sizes and runtimes of the programs in the hybrids of our security analysis.

3. Let ρ′ = poly(λ) and T ′ = poly(T, λ), where the exact poly is chosen based on the hybrids in
our security analysis.

4. Let pviO be an N ′-correct and Γ-secure EF-IO scheme for parameters (ρ′, T ′).
5. Let Π← pviO(Mhk,h).
6. Output (hk, h,Π).

Evaluation: If h = ⊥, runM [pub](x); otherwise, run Π on input (pub, x).

Correctness. If h = ⊥, correctness is immediate since evaluation runsM [pub](x) directly. Other-
wise, correctness follows from the correctness of pviO.

PV correctness. We now argue more formally that the scheme has PV correctness if the underlying
pviO is correct. Suppose that pviO has a proof ofN ′-correctness, i.e. there exists a polynomial q such
that:  M̃ = pviO(M ; r),

|x| ≤ N ′(λ),
Uclock(M,x, 1t) ̸= ⊥

 ⊢PV (
Uclock(M̃, x, 1t) = Uclock(M,x, 1q(λ,t))

)
In the above, we treat pub = ∅ in the input to Uclock. Now, we argue that the scheme O defined
in Algorithm 1 has a PV proof of its correctness property. Consider the following polynomial
q′(λ, t) = q(λ, t+ poly(T, λ)). By construction and correctness of pviO, we have that M̃ = pviO(Mhk,h; r),

|x|+ |pub| ≤ N ′(λ),
Uclock(Mhk,h, x, 1t) ̸= ⊥

 ⊢PV (
Uclock(M̃, (pub, x), 1t) = Uclock(M,x, 1q(λ,t))

)
Recall that by construction, we have that N ′(λ) = N(λ) + S(λ), and we choose S(λ) so that
S(λ) ≥ |pub|. Also, O(1λ,M [pub]) = pviO(Mhk,h). Moreover, by construction, we have that

⊢PV Uclock(M [pub], x, 1t) = Uclock(Mhk,h, (pub, x), 1t+P (|x|,λ)),
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where P (|x|, λ) = poly(T (|x|), λ) as defined in Step (2). Therefore, we have that M̃ = O(1λ,M [pub]; r),
|x| ≤ N(λ),

Uclock(M [pub], x, 1t) ̸= ⊥

 ⊢PV (
Uclock(M [pub], x, 1t) = Uclock(M̃ [pub], x, 1q

′(λ,t))
)

as desired.

Remark 4.7 (Stronger PV correctness with respect to digest). In Section 5, we will rely on the
following stronger correctness property of the construction: correctness holds for any pub′ whose
hash value collides with pub. Formally,

(hk, h,Π)← O(1λ,M [pub])
∧ |pub′| = |pub|

∧ Tree-SSB.Hash(hk, pub′) = h
∧ |x| ≤ N(λ)

∧ Uclock(M [pub′], x, 1t) ̸= ⊥

 ⊢PV
(
Uclock(M [pub′], x, 1t) = Uclock(M̃ [pub′], x, 1q(λ,t))

)

for some polynomial q.

4.3 Proof of Theorem 4.5

We begin by giving an overview of the hybrids in the proof and the high level idea of the proof
strategy between each pair of hybrids. We defer the detailed proofs to Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2.
Throughout this proof, we will rely on Theorem 3.2 and Lemma 3.4 to invoke pviO security.

To show security, it suffices to show that for all poly(Γ)-sized adversaries A and (ρ, T )-EF-
equivalentM0[pub] andM1[pub] satisfying the premise of Definition 4.3, we have that

Pr

[
A(M̃b[pub]) = b :

b← {0, 1}
M̃b[pub]← O(1λ,Mb[pub])

]
≤ 1

2
+ Γ−O(1) . (1)

Suppose the machine MEF is the size ρ machine which outputs the above EF proof that
JM0[pub](x) = M1[pub](x)Kn on input 1n,M0,M1, pub.

We will do this via a sequence of hybrids. For i ∈ [N ], consider the machine P (i) defined as
follows:

P (i)[pub](x) =

{
M1[pub](x) if |x| ≤ i,
M0[pub](x) otherwise.

It is easy to see that M0[pub] is identical to P (0) and M1[pub] is identical to P (N). We will show that
for i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , N − 1},

Pr

[
A(W̃ [pub]) = b :

b← {0, 1}
W̃ [pub]← O(1λ, P (i+b)[pub])

]
≤ 1

2
+ Γ−O(1) · 1

poly(N)
. (2)

Then, by a standard hybrid argument, we obtain our desired inequality. In the rest of this proof, we
will establish (2) for i ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . , N − 1}.
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Hash failures. For the security analysis, modify each hybrid to output a fixed failure symbol if
h = ⊥ or if any reference hash needed in that hybrid or the transition under consideration is ⊥.
Reference hashes are hashes of pub and of configurations in the computation of CEF on the fixed
input (1i+1,M0,M1, pub), including their internal tree nodes. For each transition, use the union of
the reference computations needed on its two sides. Their unhashed messages are independent of
the sampled hash keys. By Theorem 3.22, their failure probabilities are negligible in Γ, including
when individual level keys are switched to trapdoor generation in the index-hiding hybrids.

The number of reference hash computations and hybrid transitions is

poly(λ,N, T (λ,N), |M0|, |M1|, |pub|) :

the tableau has polynomially many cells in its time bound, and both pebbling strategies use polyno-
mially many moves. Since N ≤ Γ, T is polynomial, and the program descriptions have polynomial
size, this is poly(Γ). A union bound therefore bounds the total statistical loss from these modifica-
tions by

poly(Γ(λ)) · negl(Γ(λ)) = negl(Γ(λ)).

This also accounts for the real construction’s branch that reveals M when h = ⊥. In the modi-
fied hybrids, every reference digest used for binding is non-⊥. Each relation R certifying a PV
equivalence below includes checks that the reference digests it uses are well formed and non-⊥.
Equality with such a digest supplies the nonfailure premise for extraction on a candidate input.
Key-indistinguishability reductions use the original key distributions and perform the failure checks
after sampling; no conditioning of the key distributions is required. All hybrids below are un-
derstood with this failure convention, and their statistical losses are included in the displayed
bounds.

Overview of hybrids. We now give an overview of the hybrids and give a high level idea of
the proof strategy between each pair of hybrids, with detailed proofs of some hybrids deferred to
Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2. Since the parameter 1λ is clear from context, we will drop them from the
syntax of the obfuscation.

Hi, 1 Let Q(1) := Q
(1)
λ,N,|pub|,hk,h,M0,M1,i

denote the machine constructed in Step (2) of O(P (i)[pub]).

Output (hk, h,Π)← O(P (i)[pub]), where O is the obfuscation algorithm in Algorithm 1.
Recall that Π = pviO(Q(1)).

Hi, 2 Sample hk and h as in Algorithm 1. Let s = O(1) be the number of bits required to describe
the contents of a single cell in a TM tape. Additionally sample a second hash key hk′ ←
Tree-SSB.Gen(1λ), where hk′ = (hk′1, hk

′
2, . . . , hk

′
λ) is a list of Two-SSB keys. First, we will

define the following helper machine CEF which hasMEF hardwired in it:

CEF on input (1i,M0,M1, y):

• Run π ←MEF(1
i,M0,M1, y) for T (λ, i) time.

• Verify that π is an EF proof of the fact that M0[y](x) = M1[y](x) for x ∈ {0, 1}i.
Output 1 if the check passes, and 0 otherwise.
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It is easy to see that CEF can be described by a program of size ρ+O(1). Construct a machine
Q(2) := Q

(2)

λ,N,|pub|,hk,hk′,h,M0,M1,i
, which does the following:

Q
(2)

λ,N,|pub|,hk,hk′,h,M0,M1,i
on input y ∈ {0, 1}|pub| and x ∈ {0, 1}≤N :

• Check if Tree-SSB.Hash(hk, y) = h, and abort if this does not hold.
• If |x| = i+ 1,

– Run CEF on (1i+1,M0,M1, y), and let cf0, cf1, . . . , cfK denote the TM computa-
tion tableau of CEF, where cf0 = (1i+1,M0,M1, y)

a.
– For j ∈ {0, . . . ,K}, let ϕj = Tree-SSB.Hash(hk′, cfj).

• Run P (i)[y](x).

Pad the above program to match the runtime of the obfuscated program in the Hi, 1.
a Here, we treat a computation tableau as a (K + 1) × W array whose entries are s-bit encodings of

tape-cell contents at each time step. The tape alphabet includes head and state markers, so each cell of the
next configuration is determined by a constant-size neighborhood in the current configuration. We refer to
the j row of the array by cfj−1. For simplicity, we assumeW is a power of two.

Let Π← pviO(Q(2)), and output (hk, h,Π).
Lemma 4.8. For all size Γ adversaries A, we have that:∣∣Pr [ A(hk, h,Π) = 1 : (hk, h,Π)← Hi, 2

]
− Pr

[
A(hk, h,Π) = 1 : (hk, h,Π)← Hi, 1

]∣∣
≤ 1

poly(Γ, N, λ)
.

Proof. By definition, Q(2) simply adds some additional (independent) computation W on
top of Q(1). It is therefore easy to see that

∀params = (λ,N, |pub|, hk, hk′, h,M0,M1, i), ∀(y, x),

⊢PV Q
(1)
λ,N,|pub|,hk,h,M0,M1,i

(y, x) = Q
(2)

λ,N,|pub|,hk,hk′,h,M0,M1,i
(y, x).

By applying Cook’s translation (Theorem 3.2), one can then obtain a O(1)-size machine R
which on input 1n, Q(1), Q(2) outputs an EF proof of the fact that JQ(1)(y, x) = Q(2)(y, x)Kn in
polynomial time. Therefore, one can invoke (O(1), p(λ, logN, log Γ, ·))-EF-security of pviO to
obtain the result, where p is some fixed polynomial.

Hi, 3 In this hybrid, sample hk, hk′, h as in Hi, 2. Additionally, compute the following hash values:

• Let cfpub0 , cfpub1 , . . . , cfpubK denote the computation tableau of CEF on input (1i+1,M0,M1,

pub ).

• For j ∈ {0, . . . ,K}, let ϕpub
j = Tree-SSB.Hash(hk′, cfpubj ).

Now, we define the machine Q(3) := Q
(3)

λ,N,|pub|,hk,hk′,h,M0,M1,i,ϕ
pub
0

.
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Q
(3)

λ,N,|pub|,hk,hk′,h,M0,M1,i,ϕ
pub
0

on input y ∈ {0, 1}|pub| and x ∈ {0, 1}≤N :

• Check if Tree-SSB.Hash(hk, y) = h, and abort if this does not hold.
• If |x| = i+ 1,

– Run CEF on (1i+1,M0,M1, y), and let cf0, cf1, . . . , cfK denote the TM computa-
tion tableau of CEF, where cf0 = (1i+1,M0,M1, y).

– For j ∈ {0, . . . ,K}, let ϕj = Tree-SSB.Hash(hk′, cfj).
– If ϕ0 ̸= ϕpub

0 , abort and output ⊥.
• Run P (i)[y](x).

Pad the above program to match the runtime of the obfuscated program in the Hi, 1.

Output (hk, h,Π), where Π← pviO(Q(3)).
Lemma 4.9. For all size Γ adversaries A, we have that:∣∣Pr [ A(hk, h,Π) = 1 : (hk, h,Π)← Hi, 3

]
− Pr

[
A(hk, h,Π) = 1 : (hk, h,Π)← Hi, 2

]∣∣
≤ 1

poly(Γ, N, λ)
· poly(T (λ, i)).

We defer the full proof to Section 4.3.1.
Hi, 4 In this hybrid, we define hk, hk′, h, {ϕpub

j }j as in Hi, 3.

We define the machine Q(4) := Q
(4)

λ,N,|pub|,hk,hk′,h,M0,M1,i,ϕ
pub
0 ,ϕpub

K

.

Q
(4)

λ,N,|pub|,hk,hk′,h,M0,M1,i,ϕ
pub
0 ,ϕpub

K

on input y ∈ {0, 1}|pub| and x ∈ {0, 1}≤N :

• Check if Tree-SSB.Hash(hk, y) = h, and abort if this does not hold.
• If |x| = i+ 1,

– Run CEF on (1i+1,M0,M1, y), and let cf0, cf1, . . . , cfK denote the TM computa-
tion tableau of CEF, where cf0 = (1i+1,M0,M1, y).

– For j ∈ {0, . . . ,K}, let ϕj = Tree-SSB.Hash(hk′, cfj).
– If ϕ0 ̸= ϕpub

0 , abort and output ⊥.
– If ϕK ̸= ϕpub

K , abort and output ⊥.
• Run P (i)[y](x).

Pad the above program to match the runtime of the obfuscated program in the Hi, 1.

Output (hk, h,Π), where Π← pviO(Q(4)).
Lemma 4.10. For all size Γ adversaries A, we have that:∣∣Pr [ A(hk, h,Π) = 1 : (hk, h,Π)← Hi, 4

]
− Pr

[
A(hk, h,Π) = 1 : (hk, h,Π)← Hi, 3

]∣∣
≤ 1

poly(Γ, N, λ)
· poly(T (λ, i)).
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We defer the full proof to Section 4.3.2.
Hi, 5 In this hybrid, we define hk, hk′, h, {ϕpub

j }j as in Hi, 4.

We define the machine Q(5) := Q
(5)

λ,N,|pub|,hk,hk′,h,M0,M1,i,ϕ
pub
0 ,ϕpub

K

as follows:

Q
(5)

λ,N,|pub|,hk,hk′,h,M0,M1,i,ϕ
pub
0 ,ϕpub

K

on input y ∈ {0, 1}|pub| and x ∈ {0, 1}≤N :

• Check if Tree-SSB.Hash(hk, y) = h, and abort if this does not hold.
• If |x| = i+ 1,

– Run CEF on (1i+1,M0,M1, y), and let cf0, cf1, . . . , cfK denote the TM computa-
tion tableau of CEF, where cf0 = (1i+1,M0,M1, y).

– For j ∈ {0, . . . ,K}, let ϕj = Tree-SSB.Hash(hk′, cfj).
– If ϕ0 ̸= ϕpub

0 , abort and output ⊥.
– If ϕK ̸= ϕpub

K , abort and output ⊥.
– If the output of CEF is not equal to 1, output ⊥.

• Run P (i)[y](x).

Pad the above program to match the runtime of the obfuscated program in the Hi, 1.

Output (hk, h,Π), where Π← pviO(Q(5)).
Lemma 4.11. For all size Γ adversaries A, we have that:∣∣Pr [ A(hk, h,Π) = 1 : (hk, h,Π)← Hi, 5

]
− Pr

[
A(hk, h,Π) = 1 : (hk, h,Π)← Hi, 4

]∣∣
≤ 1

poly(Γ, N, λ)
.

Proof. First, by using the index-indistinguishability of the hash key, sample hk′ so that ϕpub
K is

extractable on cfpubK [1], i.e. the bit corresponding to the output of CEF(1
i+1,M0,M1, y). Now,

let r denote the randomness used to sample hk′.
Define the following relation R which does the following: on input params = (λ, hk, hk′, h,

M0,M1, i, ϕ
pub
0 , ϕpub

K , y, x) and aux = (r, td∗),
• Ensure that the sizing of the elements in params and aux are consistent (e.g. r is of the

appropriate size for Tree-SSB.TGen, that hk, hk′, h, td∗ have the appropriate sizes, etc).
• Compute (hk∗, t̃d) ← Tree-SSB.TGen(1λ, j = 1; r), and verify that hk′ = hk∗ and td∗ =

t̃d.
• Verify that Tree-SSB.Ext(hk′, td∗, ϕpub

K ) = 1.
We now argue in PV that

∀params = (λ, hk, hk′, h,M0,M1, i, ϕ
pub
0 , ϕpub

K ), ∀aux = (r, td∗),∀(y, x)(
R(params, aux) = 1

)
→

(
Q

(4)
params(y, x) = Q

(5)
params(y, x)

)
We argue as follows: on input (y, x),
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• If ϕK ̸= ϕpub
K , both programs output ⊥.

• Else, ϕK = ϕpub
K .

• Recall that R certifies that hk′ is generated from Tree-SSB.TGen(1λ, j = 1; r) along with
trapdoor td∗.

• By correctness of the Tree-SSB extraction, we have that

CEF(1
i+1,M0,M1, y) = Tree-SSB.Ext(hk′, td∗, ϕpub

K ).

• Since R(params, aux) = 1, the RHS of the above is 1.
• Therefore, if ϕK = ϕpub

K , then by transitivity,

CEF(1
i+1,M0,M1, y) = 1.

• Therefore, if ϕK = ϕpub
K , both programs output P (i)[y](x).

Now, one can use the above PV proof to construct a machine R which on input 1n, Q(4), Q(5)

outputs an EF proof of JQ(4)(y, x) = Q(5)(y, x)Kn by simply fixing all of the variables other
than y and x. Therefore, by (O(|r|), p)-EF-equivalence of the two machines, one can invoke
the EF-security of pviO to argue indistinguishability of the two hybrids. By assumption, we
have that |r| = poly(λ, logN, log Γ).
We get the desired security by relying on poly(Γ, N, λ)-hardness of the underlying assump-
tions.

Hi, 6 In this hybrid, sample hk, hk′, h, {ϕpub
j }j as in Hi, 3. Define

Q(6) := Q
(6)

λ,N,|pub|,hk,hk′,h,M0,M1,i,ϕ
pub
0 ,ϕpub

K

to be the program which is identical to Q(5) with the last line changed to “Run P (i+1)[y](x)”.
Output (hk, h,Π), where Π← pviO(Q(6)).

Lemma 4.12. For all size Γ adversaries A, we have that:∣∣Pr [ A(hk, h,Π) = 1 : (hk, h,Π)← Hi, 6

]
− Pr

[
A(hk, h,Π) = 1 : (hk, h,Π)← Hi, 5

]∣∣
≤ 1

poly(Γ, N, λ)
· poly(T (λ, i)).

Proof. We argue this by directly arguing that Q(5) and Q(6) are (O(1), poly)-EF-equivalent,
and invoking the security of pviO.
Recall that Q(5) and Q(6) are defined as functions of hk, hk′, h,M0,M1, i, ϕ

pub
0 , ϕpub

K . We now
show that the following:

∀ params = (λ,N, |pub|, hk, hk′, h,M0,M1, i, ϕ
pub
0 , ϕpub

K ),∀(y, x)

⊢PV
(

Q
(5)
params(y, x) = Q

(6)
params(y, x)

)
,
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We will crucially use the following fact: The consistency of EF can be proven in PV [Coo75],
i.e.

∀M0,M1, y, x,

(
CEF(1

i+1,M0,M1, y) = 1
∧ |x| = i+ 1

)
⊢PV (M0[y](x) = M1[y](x)) (3)

We argue this in two cases conditioned on the length of x.

Case 1: |x| ≠ i+ 1. We can argue as follows:
• If Tree-SSB.Hash(hk, y) ̸= h, then Q(5)(y, x) = ⊥ and Q(6)(y, x) = ⊥.
• If Tree-SSB.Hash(hk, y) = h, then

Q(5)(y, x) = P (i)[y](x),

Q(6)(y, x) = P (i+1)[y](x).

• If |x| ≤ i, by definition, P (i)[y](x) = P (i+1)[y](x) = M1[y](x).
• If |x| ≥ i+ 2, by definition, P (i)[y](x) = P (i+1)[y](x) = M0[y](x).
• By combining the case work, we have that if |x| ≠ i+ 1, then Q(5)(y, x) = Q(6)(y, x).

Case 2: |x| = i+ 1. We argue as follows:
• If CEF(1

i+1,M0,M1, y) ̸= 1 or if any of the hash checks fail, both programs output
⊥.

• If CEF(1
i+1,M0,M1, y) = 1, then

Q(5)(y, x) = P (i)[y](x) = M0[y](x),

Q(6)(y, x) = P (i+1)[y](x) = M1[y](x).

• If CEF(1
i+1,M0,M1, y) = 1, by (3), we also have that M0[y](x) = M1[y](x).

• Therefore, we have that for |x| = i+ 1, Q(5)(y, x) = Q(6)(y, x) by transitivity.

Combining the above, we have the desired PV proof of equivalence. By applying Cook’s
translation (Theorem 3.2) to the above PV proof, one can then obtain a uniform machine
R which on input 1n outputs an EF proof of equivalence for JQ(5)(y, x) = Q(6)(y, x)Kn after
substituting the values of all variables (except y and x). Therefore, one can invoke the
uniform-EF security of pviO to argue indistinguishability.

Hi, 7 Sample (hk, h,Π)← O( P (i+1) [pub]) and output (hk, h,Π).

Lemma 4.13. For all size Γ adversaries A, we have that:∣∣Pr [ A(hk, h,Π) = 1 : (hk, h,Π)← Hi, 7

]
− Pr

[
A(hk, h,Π) = 1 : (hk, h,Π)← Hi, 6

]∣∣
≤ 1

poly(Γ, N, λ)
· poly(T (λ, i)).

Proof. Indistinguishability follows by arguing as was done in hybrids Hi, 5 to Hi, 1, but in
reverse.
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4.3.1 Proof of Lemma 4.9

In this section, we prove Lemma 4.9. First, it will be useful to consider the following standard
pebbling game on balanced binary trees; see, e.g., [CS76, LT80, Nor13].

Pebbling game on binary trees. Consider a balanced binary tree of depth d and 2d+1 − 1 nodes
(i.e. root node is at level 0 and leaf nodes are at level d). Initially, there are no pebbles at any node
in the tree. The goal of the game is to place a pebble at the root node of the tree. The game proceeds
according to the following rules.

Rule A: We can place a pebble at any leaf node.

Rule B: We can place a pebble at a node if there are pebbles at both of its children nodes.

Rule C: We can remove a pebble at a node if there is a pebble at its parent node.

Following the technical overview, Rule A corresponds to Types 1 and 2, Rule B corresponds to
Type 3 and Rule C corresponds to Type 4.

Claim 4.14. There exists a strategy to pebble the tree using O(d) pebbles and O(2d) steps.

Proof. We describe the algorithm recursively.

Algorithm 2 Recursive depth-first pebbling strategy for binary trees (Claim 4.14).
To place a pebble at node v at height h (i.e. depth d− h),

• If v is a height 0 (i.e. a leaf node), use Rule A to place a pebble.
• Else, v has two children vL and vR.

– Recursively place a pebble on vL so that vL is the only node in this subtree with a pebble.
– Recursively place a pebble on vR so that vR is the only node in this subtree with a pebble.

• Use Rule B to place a pebble at v.
• Use Rule C to remove the pebbles at vL and vR.

At the end, within the subtree rooted at v, the only pebbled node is v.

We now analyze the algorithm.

Correctness. The correctness of the algorithm is self-evident, as it is clear that the pebbles are
placed/removed according to the stipulated rules.

Runtime. Let T (h) denote the number of steps required to place a pebble at a node at height
h. Clearly, T (0) = 1, and T (h) = 2T (h − 1) + 3. Solving the recurrence, it is clear that
T (h) = 2h+2 − 3.

Number of pebbles. Suppose P (h) pebbles are required to place a pebble at a node v at height h.
Clearly, P (0) = 1. To place a pebble at v at height h, first P (h− 1) pebbles are used to place a
pebble at vL, leaving only 1 pebble at vL. Then, P (h− 1) additional pebbles are used to place
a pebble at vR. Therefore, P (h) = P (h− 1) + 1 = h+ 1.
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This completes the proof.

We are now ready to prove Lemma 4.9. Recall the syntax of the computation tableau as in
Footnote a. Suppose the tableau has width W (WLOGW is a power of 2), and let d = log2W . Let
ρ0, ρ1, . . . , ρw denote the pebbling strategy given by Claim 4.14 for binary trees of depth d, where
ρj ⊆ [2d+1− 1] denotes the set of pebbles placed at the jth step of the pebbling strategy. Let ρ0 = ∅.

Hi, 2,j Sample hk, hk′, h as in Item Hi, 2, and set cfpub0 = (1i+1,M0,M1, pub) (padded to width W

accordingly). Additionally:

• Compute ϕpub
0 = Tree-SSB.Hash(hk′, cfpub0 ) via the Two-SSB, and let ϕpub

0,v denote the
node v in the Merkle tree computation of ϕpub

0 .
• Let Pj = {ϕpub

0,v }v∈ρj , where ρj is the jth step of the pebbling strategy.
• Now, construct the following machine Q

(2)
j := Q

(2)

j,λ,N,|pub|,hk,hk′,h,M0,M1,i,ρj ,Pj
with Pj

hardcoded in it.

Q
(2)

j,λ,N,|pub|,hk,hk′,h,M0,M1,i,ρj ,Pj
on input y ∈ {0, 1}|pub| and x ∈ {0, 1}≤N :

– Check if Tree-SSB.Hash(hk, y) = h, and abort if this does not hold.
– If |x| = i+ 1,

∗ Run CEF on (1i+1,M0,M1, y), and let cf0, cf1, . . . , cfK denote the TM com-
putation tableau of CEF, where cf0 = (1i+1,M0,M1, y).

∗ For j ∈ {0, . . . ,K}, let ϕj = Tree-SSB.Hash(hk′, cfj).
∗ Let ϕ0,v denote the intermediate nodes of the Merkle tree in the computa-

tion of ϕ0. For v ∈ ρj , if ϕ0,v ̸= ϕpub
0,v , abort and output ⊥.

– Run P (i)[y](x).

Pad the above program to match the runtime of the obfuscated program in the
Hi, 1.

By definition, since Hi, 2,0 = Hi, 2 and Hi, 2,w = Hi, 3, and by Claim 4.14, w = O(W ).
We now show the following claim.

Claim 4.15. For j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , w − 1}, we show that: For all size Γ adversaries A, we have that:∣∣Pr [ A(hk, h,Π) = 1 : (hk, h,Π)← Hi, 2,j+1

]
− Pr

[
A(hk, h,Π) = 1 : (hk, h,Π)← Hi, 2,j

]∣∣
≤ 1

poly(Γ, N, λ)

Proof. We now consider three different cases based on if the set ρj+1 is constructed via Rule A, B or
C of the pebbling game.

Rule A: In this case, ρj+1 contains a new leaf node v. Recall that cf0 = (1i+1,M0,M1, y) and
cfpub0 = (1i+1,M0,M1, pub). If this leaf node corresponds to an entry of 1i+1, M0 or M1

(independent of y), by construction, it is easy to verify that ϕ0,v = ϕpub
0,v .
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If v corresponds to index ℓ of pub, we then argue as follows. First, sample hk so that hk is
statistically binding on the ℓth bit of pub. This is indistinguishable by index-hiding. Suppose
randomness r was used to generate this hk along with the trapdoor td.
We introduce a function symbol R which takes as input params = (λ,N, |pub|, hk, hk′, h,M0,

M1, i, ρj , Pj , ρj+1, Pj+1, v, ϕ
pub
0,v ) and aux = (r, td) and checks the following:

• Verify syntax:
– Valid parameter sizing: Ensures that the sizing of the parameters are all consistent
(e.g. the size of hk, hk′, |v| is consistent with λ, the size of ϕ0 and ϕpub

0,v , etc).
– Consistency of v and ℓ: Check that the node v in the Merkle tree corresponds to the

leaf node reading the ℓth bit of y.
– Consistency of ρj , ρj+1 and Pj , Pj+1: Verify that ρj+1 = ρj ∪ {v} and Pj+1 =

Pj ∪ {ϕpub
0,v }.

• Certify hk, td, r, ℓ: Verify (hk, td)← Tree-SSB.TGen(1λ, ℓ; r).
• Verify extracted value of h: Check that ϕpub

0,v = Tree-SSB.Ext(hk, td, h).

Suppose randomness r was used to sample hk. We can now argue in PV that:

∀params = (λ,N, |pub|, hk, hk′, h,M0,M1, i, ρj , Pj , ρj+1, Pj+1, v, ϕ
pub
0,v ),

∀aux = (r, td), ∀(y, x),

R(params, aux) = 1 ⊢PV Q
(2)
j (y, x) = Q

(2)
j+1(y, x)

We sketch the proof below.

• If Tree-SSB.Hash(hk, y) ̸= h, both programs output⊥. Suffices to consider the case where
Tree-SSB.Hash(hk, y) = h.

• Recall that R certifies that (hk, td) ← Tree-SSB.TGen(1λ, ℓ; r). By PV correctness of
extraction, we have that

(hk, td)← Tree-SSB.TGen(1λ, ℓ; r)
∧ k ≤ 2λ ∧ y ∈ {0, 1}k

∧ τ ← Tree-SSB.Hash(hk, y) ∧ τ ̸= ⊥
α← Tree-SSB.Ext(hk, td, τ)

 ⊢PV y[ℓ] = α.

• Since R certifies that the node v corresponds to the ℓth index of y, ϕ0,v = y[ℓ].
• By transitivity, ϕ0,v = ϕpub

0,v .
• Therefore, the added check that ϕ0,v = ϕpub

0,v does not change the functionality, completing
the proof.

Recall that aux = (r, td) can be generated given only r. Therefore, by using the above PV proof,
one can construct a machine of size |r|+O(1)which takes as input 1n, Q(2)

j , Q
(2)
j+1, first asserts

that the premise of the above PV proof holds, and then outputs JQ(2)
j (y, x) = Q

(2)
j+1(y, x)Kn in

poly(λ, n) time (combined via modus ponens). Therefore, one can rely on the EF-security of
pviO to argue indistinguishability.
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Rule B: In this hybrid, v = ρj+1 \ ρj corresponds to a node at heightH ≥ 1where both children
vL, vR ∈ ρj , ρj+1. Let hk′ = (hk′1, . . . , hk

′
λ) be the underlying Two-SSB keys. We now introduce

the following PV function symbol R: on input params = (λ,N, |pub|, hk, hk′, h,M0,M1, i, ρj ,
Pj , ρj+1, Pj+1, v, vL, vR, H),

• Verify syntax:
– Valid parameter sizing: Ensures that the sizing of the parameters are all consistent
(e.g. the size of hk, hk′, |v| is consistent with λ, the size of ϕ0 and ϕpub

0,v , etc).
– Consistency of ρj , ρj+1 and Pj , Pj+1: Verify that ρj+1 = ρj ∪ {v} and Pj+1 =

Pj ∪ {ϕpub
0,v }.

– Verify v, vL, vR: Verify that nodes vL and vR are indeed the left and right child of v
respectively, and that vL, vR ∈ ρj .

– Correctness of H : Verify that node v is indeed at height H of the Merkle tree.
• Verify consistency of hashes: Verify that ϕpub

0,v = Two-SSB.Hash(hk′H , (ϕpub
0,vL

, ϕpub
0,vR

)).

Then, we can prove easily in PV that:

∀params = (λ,N, |pub|, hk, hk′, h,M0,M1, i, ρj , Pj , ρj+1, Pj+1, v, vL, vR, H), ∀(y, x)

R(params) = 1 ⊢PV Q
(2)
j (y, x) = Q

(2)
j+1(y, x).

We can argue as follows:

• If ϕ0,vL ̸= ϕpub
0,vL

or ϕ0,vR ̸= ϕpub
0,vR

, both programs output ⊥. Suffices to consider the case
where both tests pass.

• Else, by construction of Tree-SSB.Hash from Two-SSB, we have that both machines com-
pute

ϕ0,v = Two-SSB.Hash(hk′H , (ϕ0,vL , ϕ0,vR)).

• Recall that R certifies that ϕpub
0,v = Two-SSB.Hash(hk′H , (ϕpub

0,vL
, ϕpub

0,vR
)).

• By transitivity, ϕ0,v = ϕpub
0,v . Therefore, adding this check does not change the functional-

ity.

We can then use this PV proof along with Theorem 3.2 to create a machine of size O(1) which
outputs a uniform EF proof of equivalence between the two machines. Therefore, we can
invoke pviO security to argue indistinguishability.

Rule C: In this hybrid, let v = ρj \ ρj+1 be removed via Rule C. Without loss of generality, suppose
v is the left child of v′ ∈ ρj (a symmetric argument applies if v is a right child), where v′ is at
height H of the binary tree.
First, we switch to sampling the Two-SSB key hk′H to be extractable on the left block (resp.
right block if v is the right child). This is indistinguishable by the index indistinguishability
of Two-SSB. Let sH be the block length input to Two-SSB.Gen for the levelH key of Tree-SSB.
Suppose r is the randomness used to sample hk′H , and let td′H be the corresponding trapdoor.
We nowdefine the following PV function symbolRwhich takes as input params = (λ,N, |pub|,
hk, hk′, h,M0,M1, i, ρj , Pj , ρj+1, Pj+1, v, v

′, H, sH) and aux = (r, td′H),
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• Verify syntax:
– Valid parameter sizing: Ensures that the sizing of the parameters are all consistent
(e.g. the size of hk, hk′, |v| is consistent with λ, the size of ϕ0 and ϕpub

0,v , etc).
– Consistency of ρj , ρj+1 and Pj , Pj+1: Verify that ρj = ρj+1 ∪ {v} and Pj = Pj+1 ∪
{ϕpub

0,v }, and that v′ is in both ρj and ρj+1.
– Verify v, v′: Verify that node v is left (resp. right child) of v′.
– Correctness of H : Verify that node v′ is indeed at height H of the Merkle tree.

• Verify somewhere extractability of hk′H : Check that (hk′H , td′H)← Two-SSB.TGen(1λ,
1sH , 0; r) (extractable on 1 instead if v is the right child).

• Check consistency between ϕpub
0,v and ϕpub

0,v′ : Verify that ϕpub
0,v = Two-SSB.Ext(hk′H , td′H ,

ϕpub
0,v′).

Then, we can prove in PV that:

∀params = (λ,N, |pub|, hk, hk′, h,M0,M1, i, ρj , Pj , ρj+1, Pj+1, v, v
′, H, sH),

∀aux = (r, td′H), ∀(y, x)

R(params, aux) = 1 ⊢PV Q
(2)
j (y, x) = Q

(2)
j+1(y, x).

We sketch the proof here.

• If ϕ0,v′ ̸= ϕpub
0,v′ , then both programs abort.

• Recall that R certifies that (hk′H , td′H)← Two-SSB.TGen(1λ, 1sH , 0; r).
• By correctness of Two-SSB extraction, we have that

Two-SSB.Ext(hk′H , td′H ,Two-SSB.Hash(hk′H , (a, b))) = a.

• Recall that by definition ϕ0,v′ = Two-SSB.Hash(hk′H , (ϕ0,v, ϕ0,v∗)), where v∗ is the right
child (symmetric argument if v is the right child).

• Therefore, by transitivity, it must be the case that if ϕ0,v′ = ϕpub
0,v′ , then

ϕ0,v = Two-SSB.Ext(hk′H , td′H , ϕ0,v′) = ϕpub
0,v .

• Therefore, if ϕ0,v′ = ϕpub
0,v′ , the test ϕ0,v = ϕpub

0,v must also pass by definition. Therefore, the
two programs are EF-equivalent.

We can therefore translate the above PV proof via Theorem 3.2 to obtain a |r|+ O(1)-sized
machine which outputs the uniform EF proof of equivalence in time poly(λ, ·). Hence, we can
argue indistinguishability by invoking pviO security.

Recall that W = O(T (λ, i)). By Claim 4.15, we know that the program Q
(2)
j is of size |M0| +

|M1|+ poly(λ, log Γ, logW ). Therefore, by combining Claim 4.15 and a hybrid argument over O(W )
steps, we have the desired inequality as in Lemma 4.9.
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4.3.2 Proof of Lemma 4.10

Before establishing this lemma, we will first require the following different pebbling game.

Pebbling game on a line. Before we show this indistinguishability, we will first introduce the
“pebbling game”9. Consider the integer line 0, 1, 2, . . . , N . There is a pebble placed at position 0 of
the line. There are now two rules:

Rule A: We can place a pebble at position i+ 1 if there is a pebble at position i.

Rule B: We can remove a pebble at position i+ 1 if there is a pebble at position i.

The goal of the game is to place a pebble at positionN (and remove all pebbles at other positions)
while minimizing both the number of pebbles placed on the number line at any point, and the
number of moves needed. The work of [Ben89] shows that there does in fact exist a strategy which
only uses O(logN) pebbles and takes poly(N) steps.

Theorem 4.16 ([Ben89, GPSZ17]). There exists a pebbling strategy that uses O(logN) pebbles to place a
pebble at point N in O(N log2 3) moves.

We will use the optimal pebbling strategy to define our sequence of hybrids in the proof. Let
ηk denote the set of pebbles placed after the kth move of the pebbling strategy on the number line
{0, 1, . . . ,K}. LetK ′ denote the total number ofmoves in this strategy, so η0 = {0} and ηK′ = {0,K}.
For k ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,K ′} define the following hybrid.

Hi, 3,k Sample hk, hk′, h, {ϕpub
j }j as in Hi, 3. Define the following machine Q(3)

k :

Q
(3)

k,λ,N,|pub|,hk,hk′,h,M0,M1,i,ηk,{ϕpub
j }j∈ηk

on input y ∈ {0, 1}|pub| and x ∈ {0, 1}≤N :

• Check if Tree-SSB.Hash(hk, y) = h, and abort if this does not hold.
• If |x| = i+ 1,

– Run CEF on (1i+1,M0,M1, y), and let cf0, cf1, . . . , cfK denote the TM compu-
tation tableau of CEF, where cf0 = (1i+1,M0,M1, y).

– For j ∈ {0, . . . ,K}, let ϕj = Tree-SSB.Hash(hk′, cfj).
– If ϕ0 ̸= ϕpub

0 , abort and output ⊥.
– For k′ ∈ ηk, check ϕk′ = ϕpub

k′

• Run P (i)[y](x).

Pad the above program to match the runtime of the obfuscated program in the Hi, 1.

Output hk, h, pviO(Q(3)
k ).

It is easy to see that Hi, 3 ≡ Hi, 3,0 and Hi, 4 ≡ Hi, 3,K′ . We now show the following claim.
9This exposition follows closely to the work of [GPSZ17, GS18b, GS18a], but we only need pebbles of a single colour.
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Claim 4.17. For k ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,K ′ − 1}, we show that: For all size Γ adversaries A, we have that:∣∣Pr [ A(hk, h,Π) = 1 : (hk, h,Π)← Hi, 3,k+1

]
− Pr

[
A(hk, h,Π) = 1 : (hk, h,Π)← Hi, 3,k

]∣∣
≤ 1

poly(Γ, N, λ)
· poly(T (λ, i)).

Proof. Consider some k ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,K ′ − 1}. By the number line guarantee of the pebbling strategy,
we have that there exists some index κ ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,K} such that both of the following hold:

• κ ∈ ηk, ηk+1.
• either ηk+1 = ηk ∪ {κ+ 1} (i.e. pebble at κ+ 1 is added via Rule A) or ηk = ηk+1 ∪ {κ+ 1}

(i.e. pebble at κ+ 1 is removed via Rule B).
Without loss of generality, suppose that ηk+1 = ηk ∪ {κ+ 1} (a symmetric argument applies in the
other setting).

We now prove the claim for k by considering further intermediate hybrids resembling the proof
of Lemma 4.9. Let ρ0, ρ1, . . . , ρw denote the binary pebbling strategy given by Claim 4.14 for binary
trees of depth d, where ρj ⊆ [2d+1 − 1] denotes the set of pebbles placed at the jth step of the
pebbling strategy.

Hi, 3,k,m Sample hk, hk′, h, {ϕpub
j }j as in Hi, 3. Define the following machine Q(3)

k,m:

Q
(3)

k,m,λ,N,|pub|,hk,hk′,h,M0,M1,i,ηk,{ϕpub
j }j∈ηk

,ρm,{ϕpub
κ+1,v}v∈ρm

on input y ∈ {0, 1}|pub| and
x ∈ {0, 1}≤N :

• Check if Tree-SSB.Hash(hk, y) = h, and abort if this does not hold.
• If |x| = i+ 1,

– Run CEF on (1i+1,M0,M1, y), and let cf0, cf1, . . . , cfK denote the TM com-
putation tableau of CEF, where cf0 = (1i+1,M0,M1, y).

– For j ∈ {0, . . . ,K}, let ϕj = Tree-SSB.Hash(hk′, cfj).
– If ϕ0 ̸= ϕpub

0 , abort and output ⊥.
– For k′ ∈ ηk, check ϕk′ = ϕpub

k′

– Let ϕκ+1,v denote the intermediate nodes of the Merkle tree in the compu-
tation of ϕκ+1. For v ∈ ρm, check if ϕκ+1,v = ϕpub

κ+1,v.
• Run P (i)[y](x).

Pad the above program to match the runtime of the obfuscated program in the Hi, 1.

Output hk, h, pviO(Q(3)
k,m).

It is clear that Hi, 3,k,0 ≡ Hi, 3,k and Hi, 3,k,w ≡ Hi, 3,k+1. We now show that for all size Γ adversaries
A,m ∈ {0, 1, . . . , w − 1}, we have that:∣∣∣Pr [ A(hk, h,Π) = 1 : (hk, h,Π)← Hi, 3,k,m+1

]
− Pr

[
A(hk, h,Π) = 1 : (hk, h,Π)← Hi, 3,k,m

]∣∣∣ ≤ 1

poly(Γ, N, λ)
.
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The proof proceeds case-wise depending on the rule used to add κ to ρm, just as in Claim 4.15.
While the argument for Rules B and C are identical to the argument in Claim 4.15, the argument for
Rule A differs slightly in the case where v is a leaf node. We sketch the argument in this case.

Since we model the computation in the TM setting, the value of cfκ+1[v] depends on O(1)
locations of cfκ. Suppose v depends on locations v1, . . . , vc where c = O(1), and the honest values
of cfpubκ [v1], . . . , cf

pub
κ [vc] are β1, . . . , βc ∈ {0, 1}. We argue via a few hybrids as follows:

1. For α ∈ [c], we iteratively argue as follows:

• Set hk′ to be extractable at position vα via the index-hiding of Tree-SSB.
• Add to the program the check that cfκ[vα] = βα, and argue via PV correctness ofTree-SSB

extraction that the machines are EF-equivalent and one can invoke pviO security.

2. Argue via the correctness of the TM computation that adding the check that cfκ+1[v] = cfpubκ+1[v]
results in an EF-equivalent machine. We can then invoke pviO security.

3. Therefore, adding the check that ϕκ+1,v = ϕpub
κ+1,v also results in an EF-equivalent machine.

We can then invoke pviO security.
4. Undo the checks added in the previous hybrids by arguing in reverse. We can then invoke

pviO security.

This completes the proof.

Efficiency. By the efficiency of both the line pebbling strategy in Theorem 4.16 and the binary tree
pebbling strategy in Claim 4.14, we know that there are at most O(poly(log T (λ, i))) hard-coded
values.

4.4 Description-succinct IO

While constructions of description-succinct IO (without input-succinctness) have been implicit in
prior works, we provide an alternative construction that follows as a corollary of Theorem 4.5.

Corollary 4.18 (Alternative construction of description-succinct IO.). Assuming

• sub-exponentially secure Learning with Errors,
• sub-exponentially secure one-way functions, and
• sub-exponentially secure indistinguishability obfuscation for circuits,

there exists a description-succinct IO scheme for split programs.

Proof. We first show security for programsM0[pub] andM1[pub]whose runtime is p(n) on inputs
of length n, where p is some polynomial.

Consider functionally equivalent machines M0 and M1 which accept inputs of length at most n.
Let Py := Py,M0,M1,n be the following program:

Py,M0,M1,n[pub](x) =

{
M1[pub](x) if x < y,
M0[pub](x) if y ≤ x ≤ 2n
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Let R be the relation which takes as input params = (y,M0,M1, n) and pub and outputs 1 if |y| ≤ n
andM0[pub](y) = M1[pub](y)where both machines run in time p(|y|). It is clear that there is a PV
proof of the fact that:

∀params = (n,M0,M1, y),∀x, pub
R(params, pub) = 1→ Py−1[pub](x) = Py[pub](x).

Therefore, one can construct a programMEF(1
n, Py, Py+1, pub)which does the following:

• Construct an EF proof that R(params, pub) = 1 (via Cook-Levin).
• Use Cook’s translation to output a proof that

JR(params, pub) = 1→ Py−1[pub](x) = Py[pub](x)K|params|+|pub|+n.

• Use modus ponens to deduce that Py−1[pub](x) = Py[pub](x) for |x| = n.
Therefore, Py−1[pub] and Py[pub] are (O(1), q)-EF-equivalent where q is some polynomial.

Let pviO be aΓ-secure fully succinctEF-IO scheme, whereΓ(λ) = 2λ
c for some constant 0 < c < 1.

We choose
λ′ =

⌈(
C(λ+ n)

)1/c⌉
,

where C is a sufficiently large constant. Let O(1λ, n,M [pub]) output pviO(1λ′
,Mn[pub]), where

Mn[pub] evaluatesM [pub] on inputs of length at most n and rejects longer inputs.
Then, via 2n hybrids, one can show that

O(1λ, n,M0[pub]) = pviO(1λ
′
, P0,M0,M1,n[pub])

≈c . . .

≈c pviO(1
λ′
, P2n,M0,M1,n[pub])

= O(1λ, n,M1[pub]).

By Γ-security, each hybrid transition has distinguishing advantage at most 2−(λ+n). Therefore, the
total advantage over the 2n hybrids is at most

2n · 2−(λ+n) = 2−λ.

To obtain an obfuscation with input-by-input slowdown, one can simply carry out the stan-
dard “powers-of-two” trick. LetMb,k[pub] be the machine which executesMb[pub](x) for 2k steps.
If Mb[pub](x) does not halt in 2k, then Mb,k[pub](x) outputs ⊥. It is clear that for all k ∈ [λ],
M0,k[pub](x) = M1,k[pub](x) (recall that the two programs have the same runtime and value on
every input x). Therefore, consider the following obfuscation algorithm:

• Obfuscation: On input M [pub], Let M̃k = O(1λ, n,Mk[pub]), where Mk[pub] runs M [pub] for
k steps. Output Γ = {M̃k}k∈[λ].

• Evaluation: Given an input x, run M̃1[pub], M̃2[pub], . . . on x until one finds i ∈ [λ] such that
M̃i[pub] ̸= ⊥.

It is easy to see that security follows from the functionality equivalence between M0,k[pub](x) =
M1,k[pub](x). Polynomial slowdown follows from the fact that if 2i−1 < RT(M [pub], x) ≤ 2i, then
Mi[pub](x) ̸= ⊥. Therefore, the program halts in time∑i

j 2
j = O(2i) = O(RT(M [pub], x)).
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5 Equivalence between Succinct IO, Witness Encryption and SNARGs

In this section, we show an equivalence (up to standard assumptions) between the existence of
• input-succinct (resp. fully succinct) IO with PV-proof of correctness,
• witness-succinct (resp. fully succinct) witness encryption with PV-proof of correctness, and
• andwitness-succinct (resp. fully succinct) non-adaptive SNARGswithPV-proof of correctness

and uniqueness.
We first define witness encryption and SNARGs along with these efficiency guarantees in Section 5.1,
and then present the main theorem in Section 5.2.

5.1 Definitions

In this section, we recall the definition of witness encryption [GGSW13] and succinct non-interactive
arguments (SNARGs), and introduce terminology for encryption time and ciphertext size.

Syntax. A witness encryption scheme for NP is a tuple of algorithms (Enc,Dec):
• Enc is a probabilistic algorithm that takes as input a security parameter λ, a machine R,

instance x, a witness length bound n, and a bit b. It outputs a ciphertext ct.
• Dec is a deterministic algorithm that takes as input a a machineR, an instance x, a witness w

and a ciphertext ct. It outputs a bit b or ⊥.
Definition 5.1 (Witness encryption). A witness encryption scheme (Enc,Dec) for NP satisfies the
following properties:

• Correctness: For every machineR, instance x, witness w satisfying |w| ≤ n ≤ 2λ,R(x,w) = 1
and RT(x,w) ≤ 2λ, bit b ∈ {0, 1}, we have that

Pr
[
Dec(R, x, w, ct) = b : ct← Enc(1λ,R, x, n, b)

]
= 1 .

We say that the scheme is N -correct for a function N(λ) ≤ 2λ if the above only holds for
n ≤ N(λ).

• Efficiency: On all inputs within the stated bounds:
– The running time of Enc is poly(λ, |R|, |x|, n).
– The running time of Dec is poly(λ,RT(R, (x,w))).
– Witness-succinctness: The scheme is witness-succinct if the running time of Enc is poly(λ,
|R|, |x|), independent of the witness-length bound n.

– Full succinctness: The scheme is fully succinct if it is witness-succinct and |ct| = poly(λ, |R|).
Thus encryption may take time polynomial in the instance length, while the ciphertext
size is independent of that length.

• Security: For every poly-size A and polynomial p, there exists a negligible function µ such
that for every λ, machineR, instance x and bounds n ≤ p(λ) such that

– |R|, |x| ≤ p(λ).
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– For every w,R(x,w) = 0.
we have that

Pr

[
A(ct) = b :

b← {0, 1}
ct← Enc(1λ,R, x, n, b)

]
≤ 1

2
+ µ(λ) .

Later in the section, when we writeWE.Enc andWE.Dec on a longer stringm ∈ {0, 1}ℓ, we mean
encrypting and decryptingm bit-by-bit.
Definition 5.2. We say that a witness encryption scheme (Enc,Dec) has a PV proof of completeness
if its correctness can be formalized in theory PV as function symbols:(

ct = Enc(1λ,R, x, n, b; r) ∧
|w| ≤ N(λ) ∧ Uclock(1t,R, (x,w)) = 1

)
⊢PV Uclock(1q(λ,t),Dec, (R, x, w, ct)) = b.

where q is some PV-definable polynomial.

Syntax. A succinct non-interactive argument (SNARG) system for NP consists of algorithms
(Gen,P,V) with the following syntax:

• SNARG.Gen is a probabilistic algorithm that takes as input a security parameter λ, a relation
R (represented as a Turing machine), a time bound t, an instance length bound nx and a
witness length bound nw. It outputs a common reference strings crs.

• SNARG.P is a deterministic algorithm that takes as input the common reference strings crs, a
relationR, an instance x and a witness w. It outputs a proof Π.

• SNARG.V is a deterministic algorithm that takes as input the common reference strings crs, a
machineR, an instance x and proof Π. It outputs a bit indicating if it accepts or rejects.

Definition 5.3 (SNARG). A succinct non-interactive argument system for NP (Gen,P,V) satisfies
the following properties:

• Correctness: For every λ, nx, nw ≤ 2λ, machineR, instance x, witnessw such thatR(x,w) = 1
and bounds |x| ≤ nx, |w| ≤ nw where RT(R, (x,w)) ≤ 2λ, we have that

Pr

[
V(crs,R, x, π) = 1 :

crs← Gen(1λ,R, nx, nw),
π ← P(crs,R, x, w)

]
= 1 .

• Efficiency: On all inputs within the stated bounds:
– The running time of Gen is poly(λ, |R|, nx, nw).
– The running time of P is poly(λ, |R|, nx, nw).
– The running time of V is poly(λ, |R|, nx).
– Witness-succinctness: The scheme is witness-succinct if the running time of Gen is poly(λ,
|R|, nx) and |Π| = poly(λ, |R|, nx), both independent of the witness-length bound nw.

– Full succinctness: The scheme is fully succinct if it is witness-succinct, the running time of
Gen is poly(λ, |R|), and |Π| = poly(λ, |R|). Thus setup time, CRS size, and proof size are
independent of both length bounds, while verification may take time polynomial in the
instance-length bound.
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• Non-adaptive Soundness: For every poly-size A and polynomial p, there exists a negligible
function µ such that for every λ, machineR, instance x and bounds nx, nw ≤ p(λ) such that

– |R|, |x| ≤ p(λ).
– For every w,R(x,w) = 0.

we have that

Pr

[
V(crs,R, x, π) = 1 :

crs← Gen(1λ,R, nx, nw),
π ← A(crs)

]
≤ µ(λ) .

Definition 5.4 (SNARG with unique proofs.). A succinct non-interactive argument system for NP
(Gen,P,V) has unique proofs if for every machineR, instance x, pair of witnesses w1, w2 such that
R(x,w1) = 1,R(x,w2) = 1 and bounds nx ≥ |x|, nw ≥ max(|w1|, |w2|) we have that

Pr

 π1 = π2 :
crs← Gen(1λ,R, nx, nw),
π1 ← P(crs,R, x, w1),
π2 ← P(crs,R, x, w2)

 = 1 .

Definition 5.5 (SNARG with PV proof of completeness). We say that a succinct non-interactive
argument system (Gen,P,V) has a PV proof of completeness if its correctness can be formalized in
theory PV as function symbols:

crs← Gen(1λ,R, nx, nw)
∧ |w| ≤ nw

∧ Uclock(1t,R, (x,w)) = 1

∧ π ← Uclock(1q(λ,t),P, (crs,R, x, w))

 ⊢PV (1← V(crs,R, x, π))

where q is some PV definable polynomial.
Definition 5.6 (SNARG with PV proof of uniqueness). We say that a succinct non-interactive
argument system (Gen,P,V) has a PV proof of uniqueness if the following can be formalized in
theory PV as function symbols:

crs← Gen(1λ,R, nx, nw)
∧ |w1|, |w2| ≤ nw

∧ Uclock(1t,R, (x,w1)) = 1
∧ Uclock(1t,R, (x,w2)) = 1

∧ π1 ← Uclock(1q(λ,t),P, (crs,R, x, w1))

∧ π2 ← Uclock(1q(λ,t),P, (crs,R, x, w2))

 ⊢PV (π1 = π2).

where q is some PV definable polynomial.
Remark 5.7 (Augmenting the definitions for succinct WE and SNARGs). For WE schemes and
SNARGs that are witness-succinct, we can remove the bounds n and nw on the witness size from the
parameters of Enc and Gen, respectively, and instead fix these bounds to 2λ (or N(λ) if the scheme
is onlyN -correct). For SNARGs that are fully succinct, we can additionally remove the instance size
bound nx and fix it in the same way. We additionally modify WE security and SNARG non-adaptive
soundness to hold for these fixed bounds, while keeping the adversaries, relation descriptions, and
challenge instances polynomial-sized in λ.
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5.2 Main Theorem

Theorem 5.8. Let N(λ) ≤ 2λ be a function. Assuming the existence of:
• poly(N,λ)-correct and secure fully succinct EF-IO (Definition 4.4) with a PV proof of correctness, as

well as one-way functions,
• poly(N,λ)-secure PV-friendly SSB hash,

we have that the following statements are equivalent:
(I) There exists an N -correct fully succinct (resp. input-succinct) IO with PV-proof of correctness.
(II) There exists an N -correct fully succinct (resp. witness-succinct) WE with PV-proof of correctness.
(III) There exists an N -correct fully succinct (resp. witness-succinct) non-adaptive SNARGs with unique

proofs and PV-proofs of both correctness and uniqueness.

5.2.1 From Succinct Witness Encryption to Succinct IO

As we discussed in Section 2.2, we will show that the following construction is a poly(N)-correct
input-succinct (resp. fully succinct) IO is secure. Let ef-IO be a fully succinct EF-IO scheme.

Padding. Let m = |M |. By witness-succinctness, we have that the size of PM0,M1,ct is bounded by
a fixed polynomial L(λ,m, |pub|) whenever |M0| = |M1| = m. We choose L large enough to also
accommodateM , and pad both programs to this length. These bounds depend only on the input to
the real obfuscator.

If the WE scheme is fully succinct, the ciphertext size is independent of |pub|, and we can choose
L = L(λ,m). In particular, the size padding preserves full succinctness. We pad the runtime to
match the hybrids.

Construction. We define the input-succinct (resp. fully succinct) IO scheme as follows: on input
1λ, and machineM [pub],

• LetMpad beM with the above size and runtime padding.
• Output ef-IO(1λ,Mpad[pub]).

PV Correctness. The PV correctness follows directly from the PV correctness of the underlying
EF-IO scheme and the correctness of the padding.

Security analysis. Consider M0, M1 and pub such that for all x, M0[pub](x) = M1[pub](x) and
RT(M0[pub], x) = RT(M1[pub], x). We proceed in a few hybrids.

Hb, 1 Output ef-IO(1λ,Mpad
b [pub]).

Hb, 2 Define the following language:

L =

{
(M0,M1, pub) :

∃x ∈ {0, 1}≤N(λ) such that M0[pub](x) ̸= M1[pub](x).
or RT(M0[pub], x) ̸= RT(M1[pub], x)).

}
LetRL denote the corresponding TM that decides the relation of L. We sample the obfusca-
tion in this experiment as follows:
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• Sample s ← {0, 1}λ. Let r = G(s), where G : {0, 1}λ → {0, 1}p is a PRG that expands
λ bits to p bits, where we choose p to be the length of the randomness required by the
WE scheme in the next step. We prove that this is indistinguishable from the previous
hybrid in Claim 5.9.

• Sample ct←WE.Enc(1λ,RL, (M0,M1, pub), N(λ), b ; r).
• Construct the following machine PM0,M1,ct[pub]: On input x,

– IfM0[pub](x) = M1[pub](x) and the two runtimes are equal10, outputM0[pub](x).
– Else, compute β ←WE.Dec(RL, (M0,M1, pub), x, ct). Output Mβ[pub](x).

• Pad PM0,M1,ct as described above and output pub, ef-IO(1λ, PM0,M1,ct[pub]).

Hb, 3 This hybrid is identical to Hb, 2, except that we sample r ← {0, 1}p uniformly when generating
ct, instead of setting r = G(s).

It suffices to show that H0,1 and H1,1 are indistinguishable. For each b ∈ {0, 1}, indistinguisha-
bility of Hb,2 and Hb,3 follows from PRG security. By witness-succinctness, p and the encryption
time are polynomial in λ, |M0|, |M1|, |pub|, and the remaining computation is also polynomial-time.
By assumption, we know that (M0,M1, pub) /∈ L. Therefore, indistinguishability of H0,3 and H1,3

follows from witness encryption security, since the output depends on b only through ct. It remains
to show the following claim.
Claim 5.9. For b ∈ {0, 1}, for all polynomial-sized adversaries A, we have that:∣∣Pr [ A(Π) = 1 : Π← Hb, 1

]
− Pr

[
A(Π) = 1 : Π← Hb, 2

]∣∣ ≤ negl(λ).

Proof. We rely on ef-IO security to make this claim. First, we will show the following claim in PV:

∀M0,M1, pub, ct, b, s, x,(
ct = WE.Enc(1λ,RL, (M0,M1, pub), N(λ), b;G(s))

)
→Mpad

b [pub](x) = PM0,M1,ct[pub](x).

We sketch the proof here.

• By definition, for all x,Mpad
b [pub](x) = Mb[pub](x).

• IfM0[pub](x) = M1[pub](x) and the runtimes are equal, then PM0,M1,ct[pub](x) = Mb[pub](x).

• If M0[pub](x) ̸= M1[pub](x) or the runtimes are not equal, then x is a valid witness for
(M0,M1, pub) ∈ L.

• If ct = WE.Enc(1λ,RL, (M0,M1, pub), N(λ), b;G(s)), by correctness ofWE, we have that

WE.Dec(RL, (M0,M1, pub), x, ct) = b.

• Therefore, PM0,M1,ct[pub](x) = Mb[pub](x).
• Hence, for all x, PM0,M1,ct[pub](x) = Mb[pub](x).
• By transitivity, PM0,M1,ct[pub](x) = Mpad

b [pub](x).
Therefore, we can invoke ef-IO security to complete the proof of indistinguishability.

10Note that this can be checked in time O(min(RT(M0[pub], x),RT(M1[pub], x)))
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Efficiency. Witness-succinctness bounds the encryption time and the number of random bits used
in Hb, 2 by poly(λ, |M0|, |M1|, |pub|), independently ofN(λ). Thus the PRG expansion and ciphertext
generation in that hybrid take polynomial time. The remaining size bottleneck is the program
PM0,M1,ct, whose description has size poly(λ, |M0|, |M1|, |ct|).

• If WE is witness-succinct, then |ct| = poly(λ, |M0|, |M1|, |pub|). Hence, the obfuscation size is
poly(λ, |M0|, |M1|, pub), i.e. it is input-succinct (but not description-succinct).

• If WE is fully succinct, then |ct| = poly(λ, log |M0|, log |M1|, log |pub|). Then the obfuscation is
also fully succinct.

This completes the proof.

5.2.2 From Succinct IO to Succinct Witness Encryption

In this section, we show that the folklore construction (Algorithm 3) of WE from IO preserves full
succinctness and PV proof of correctness.

Algorithm 3 Fully succinct WE scheme given a fully succinct IO scheme.
WE.Enc(1λ,R, x, n,m): On input the relationR, instance x, witness length bound n and message
m,

• Construct the following program Pm[R, x](·): on input w,
– ifR(x,w) = 1, the outputm.
– else, output ⊥.

• Compute Π = iO(1λ, Pm, pub = (R, x)).
• Output Π.

WE.Dec(R, x, w, ct) : On inputR, instance x, witness w and ct = Π:
• Computem← Π[R, x](w), and outputm.

Proof of security. Semantic security follows trivially from the fact that for x /∈ L, Pm0 [R, x](·) ≡
Pm1 [R, x](·) are both zero functions. Therefore, we can invoke fully succinct iO security to argue
that:

iO(1λ, Pm0 [R, x]) ≈c iO(1
λ, Pm1 [R, x]).

PV proof of correctness. Assuming that the underlying iO scheme has a proof of correctness.
Then, it is clear that:

• Uclock(1t,R, (x,w)) = 1 implies that Uclock(1q1(t), Pm[R, x], w) = m for some polynomial q1.
• By correctness of iO, there exists q2 such that

Uclock(1q2(t),Π[R, x], w) = Uclock(1q1(t), Pm[R, x], w) = m.

• By definition, we have that Uclock(1q2(t),WE.Dec, (R, x, w,Π)) = m, completing the proof.
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Efficiency. Input-succinctness of the underlying IO bounds encryption time by poly(λ, |R|, |x|),
independently of the witness-length bound, so the resulting WE is witness-succinct. If the IO
scheme is fully succinct, the ciphertext additionally has size poly(λ), yielding fully succinct WE.

Witness Encryption with correctness with respect to digest. Looking forward to the next section,
we will rely on the fact that Algorithm 3, when instantiated via Algorithm 1 (which we showed is
universal), has the following form: the ciphertext ct = (hk, h,Γ)where hk is a hash key under some
hash function Hash, h = Hashhk(R, x), and Γ is an obfuscated program. Moreover, the following
stronger correctness property which can be shown in PV:

(hk, h,Π)←WE.Enc(1λ,R, x, n,m)
|x′| = |x|

Hashhk(R, x′) = h
R(x′, w) = 1

→WE.Dec(R, x′, w, ct) = m.

In words, if x and x′ have the same hash value under Hashhk, then any witness of x′ can also be
used to decrypt the ciphertext.

5.2.3 From Succinct IO to Unique-SNARGs with Short CRS

In this section, we describe how to construct SNARGs with a short CRS assuming succinct IO. The
construction and analysis are based on the subsequent work of [FJM+26].

Ingredients. We use the following ingredients in our construction.

• A input-succinct (resp. fully succinct) IO scheme iO. Recall from Section 5.2.2 that this implies
a witness encryption scheme (WE.Enc,WE.Dec) whose correctness holds with respect to a
digest of the instance.

• A puncturable PRF family (PPRF.Gen,PPRF.Eval,PPRF.Punc).
• A one-way function f .

We present the construction in Algorithm 4.

PV correctness and Uniqueness. We first argue the correctness. First, it is easy to see that if
Uclock(1t,R, (x,w)) = 1, then there exists a polynomial q1 such that one can prove in PV that
Uclock(1q(λ,t), PK,hk[R], (x,w)) = PPRF.Eval(K,Hashhk(R, x)). By the correctness of the iO there
exists a polynomial q2 such that Uclock(1q2(λ,q1(λ,t)), P̃ [R], (x,w)) = PPRF.Eval(K,Hashhk(R, x)). Fi-
nally, it is easy to see that VK,hk[R](x,PPRF.Eval(K,Hashhk(R, x))) = 1. This completes the proof
of correctness.

The proof of uniqueness follows from the fact that if R(x,w) = 1 then π = PPRF.Eval(K,
Hashhk(R, x)), which is indepenent of w.

Soundness. LetL denote the language corresponding to the NP relationR. Consider some x∗ /∈ L.
First, we consider the following sequence of hybrids which modify the distribution of the common
reference string.
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Algorithm 4 Witness-succinct (resp. fully succinct) SNARG from input-succinct (resp. fully
succinct) IO.
SNARG.Gen(1λ,R, nx, nw) :

• Setup hash key:
– Sample (hk, h,Π) ← WE.Enc(1λ,R, 0nx , nw, 0

nπ), where nx is the input length bound,
nw is the witness length bound, and nπ = poly(λ) is the length of the SNARG proof.

• Construct CRS.
– SampleK ← PPRF.Gen(1λ).
– Construct the following prover algorithm:

PK,hk[R](x,w) :
∗ IfR(x,w) = 0, output ⊥.
∗ Else, let h← Hashhk(R, x).
∗ Output PPRF.Eval(K,h).

Pad the runtime and size of the program to match the program in H5.
– Construct the verification algorithm:

VK,hk[R](x, π) :
∗ Let h← Hashhk(R, x).
∗ If f(π) = f(PPRF.Eval(K,h)), accept. Else, reject.

Pad the runtime and size of the program to match the program in H4.
– Let P̃ ← iO(1λ, PK,hk[R]) and Ṽ ← iO(1λ, VK,hk[R]).
– Output crs = (P̃ , Ṽ ).

SNARG.P(crs,R, x, w): Output P̃ [R](x,w).
SNARG.V(crs,R, x, π): Output Ṽ [R](x, π).
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H1 Sample crs← SNARG.Gen(1λ,R, nx, nw).
H2 Let h∗ ← Hashhk(R, x∗). Let K∗ ← PPRF.Punc(K,h∗), and let y∗ = PPRF.Eval(K,h∗). Con-

sider the following modified prover and verifier algorithms.

Prover algorithm. PK∗,hk,h∗,y∗ [R](x,w) :

• IfR(x,w) = 0, output ⊥.
• Else, let h← Hashhk(R, x).

– If h = h∗, output y∗.
– Else, output PPRF.Eval( K∗ , h).

Verifier algorithm. VK∗,hk,h∗,y∗ [R](x, π) :

• Let h← Hashhk(R, x).
• If h = h∗,

– If f(π) = f(y∗), accept. Else, reject.
• If h ̸= h∗,

– If f(π) = f(PPRF.Eval( K∗ , h)), accept. Else, reject.

Sample P̃ ← iO(1λ, PK∗,hk,h∗,y∗ [R]) and Ṽ ← iO(1λ, VK∗,hk,h∗,y∗ [R]). Indistinguishability fol-
lows from functionality equivalence of the programs in both hybrids.

H3 This hybrid is identical to the previous, except we sample y∗ as uniformly random (rather than
as PPRF.Eval(K,h∗)). Security follows from the puncturable PRF security.

H4 In this hybrid, let z∗ = f(y∗). Change the verification algorithm as follows:

VK∗,hk,h∗,z∗ [R](x, π) :

• Let h← Hashhk(R, x).
• If h = h∗,

– If f(π) = z∗ , accept. Else, reject.
• If h ̸= h∗,

– If f(π) = f(PPRF.Eval(K∗, h)), accept. Else, reject.

Sample P̃ ← iO(1λ, PK∗,hk,h∗,y∗ [R]) and Ṽ ← iO(1λ, VK∗,hk,h∗,z∗ [R]). Indistinguishability fol-
lows from functionality equivalence of the programs in both hybrids.

H5 Now, sample ct = (hk, h∗,Π) ← WE.Enc(1λ,R, x∗, nw, y
∗). We now sample the prover algo-

rithm as follows:
PK∗,hk,h∗,ct(x,w):

• IfR(x,w) = 0, output ⊥.
• Else, let h← Hashhk(R, x).
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– If h = h∗, output WE.Dec(R, x, w, ct) .
– Else, output PPRF.Eval(K∗, h).

Sample P̃ ← iO(1λ, PK∗,hk,h∗,ct[R]) and Ṽ ← iO(1λ, VK∗,hk,h∗,z∗ [R]).
To see that the new algorithm is functionally equivalent to the previous algorithm, we use the
stronger correctness of the witness encryption as guaranteed in Section 5.2.2: If Hashhk(R, x) =
Hashhk(R, x∗) andR(x,w) = 1, then,

WE.Dec(R, x, w, ct) = y∗.

Therefore, we can rely on iO security.
H6 This hybrid is identical to the previous, except that we sample ct = (hk, h∗,Π)←WE.Enc(1λ,

R, x∗, nw, 0 ) instead. This follows from the witness encryption ciphertext indistinguishability
since x∗ /∈ L.

Using one-way function security. Note that H6 can be sampled given just a one-way function
challenge z∗. In this hybrid, any accepting proof for x∗ yields a one-way function pre-image.
Therefore, by the security of the one-way function and indistinguishability of H1 and H6, we have
that any cheating P∗ produces a proof for x∗ with probability negl(λ).

Efficiency. It is easy to see that one can pick the SNARG proof length nπ = poly(λ). The size of the
crs is dominated by the size of the obfuscated prover algorithm. The size of the obfuscated prover
program is O(|K∗|, |ct|) = O(poly(λ), |ct|).

• If iO is input-succinct, thenWE is witness-succinct. Therefore, the size of the crs is poly(λ, nw).

• If iO is fully succinct, thenWE is also fully succinct. Therefore, the size of the crs is poly(λ).

5.2.4 From Unique-SNARGs with Short CRS to Succinct Witness Encryption

Finally, we show thatwitness-succinct (resp. fully succinct) Unique-SNARGs implywitness-succinct
(resp. fully succinct) witness encryption. This transformation is from the work of [CPW23], which
shows how to construct a witness encryption scheme given a unique witness map (an object they
defined). Since unique-SNARGs give us such a unique witness map, and their transformation
applies to us. In Appendix C, we show that their construction preserves succinctness as well as PV
correctness.
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6 Succinct Computational Secret Sharing

In this section, we present our succinct computational secret sharing schemes. We first recap the
definition of computational secret sharing (CSS) in Section 6.1. In Section 6.2, we present a succinct
CSS construction for monotone functions which have PV proofs of monotonicity. We then give
some instantiations in Section 6.3. Finally, we show in Section 6.4 how to extend our construction
and analysis to capture CSS for non-deterministic monotone functions.

6.1 Definitions

We first introduce some definitions, following the terminology from the work of [KNY14, ABI+23].
Throughout this section, we will use the following notation. For x, y ∈ {0, 1}n, we write x ⪰ y

if for all i ∈ [n], xi ≥ yi. For an x ∈ {0, 1}n, we denote by Sx the subset {i : xi = 1}. We say that a
function P : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} is monotone if for all x, y ∈ {0, 1}n such that x ⪰ y, if P (x) = 0, then
P (y) = 0.

For a non-deterministicMP : {0, 1}n×{0, 1}m → {0, 1}, we define P (x) = 1 if and only if there
exists some w ∈ {0, 1}m such thatMP (x,w) = 1. We say thatMP is a monotone non-deterministic
function if the corresponding function P is monotone.

Computational secret sharing. We now recall the definition of computational secret sharing.
Definition 6.1 (Authorized sets and access structures). Consider a set ofn parties, and let x ∈ {0, 1}n
be an indicator vector denoting a subset Sx = {i : xi = 1} of the parties. Given a boolean function
P : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}, we say a set Sx is authorized if P (x) = 1. The set P then represents an access
structure, comprising all authorized sets Sx.

We can now define a computational secret sharing scheme for a function P .
Definition 6.2 (Computational secret sharing). A computational secret sharing (CSS) scheme for a
class of monotone programs F is a pair of algorithms CSS = (CSS.Share,CSS.Recon) such that:

• CSS.Share(1λ, 1n, P, s)→ (pp, sh1, . . . , shn). This is a randomized polynomial time algorithm
which takes as input the security parameter λ, the number of parties n, a monotone program
P ∈ F and a secret s ∈ {0, 1}, and outputs public parameters pp, and n shares {shi}i∈[n]. Each
share shi is given to party i, and pp is a public string available to all parties.

• CSS.Recon(P, x, pp, {shi}i∈Sx)→ s. This is a deterministic algorithm which takes as input a
program P , a string x ∈ {0, 1}n indicating a subset of parties of [n], public parameters pp, and
a subset of shares {shi}i∈Sx . The algorithm outputs a secret s ∈ {0, 1}.

We require a CSS scheme to additionally satisfy the following properties.
Correctness. For every λ ∈ N and secret s ∈ {0, 1}, for x ∈ {0, 1}n, and a program P such that

P (x) = 1, we have that

Pr
[
s← CSS.Recon(P, x, pp, {shi}i∈Sx) : (pp, sh1, . . . , shn)← CSS.Share(1λ, 1n, P, s)

]
= 1.

Security. Consider the following game between a non-uniform adversary A of size poly(λ), and a
challenger:
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• On input 1λ, 1n and P , A chooses an input x ∈ {0, 1}n such that P (x) = 0. It sends
x to the challenger.

• The challenger chooses s ∈ {0, 1}, and computes shares

(pp, sh1, . . . , shn)← CSS.Share(1λ, 1n, P, s).

Send pp, {shi}i∈Sx to A.
• A outputs a bit b.
• Challenger accepts if s = b and P (x) = 0.

We say the scheme is secure if the probability that Awins (i.e. the challenger accepts) is at
most 1/2 + negl(λ) for large enough λ.

We first consider deterministic monotone functions P . We will consider non-deterministic func-
tions in Section 6.4.

PV proofs of monotonicity. We now characterize the classes of monotone functions that admit
proofs of monotonicity in Theory PV. Looking forward, for these classes, we will derive results
based only on fully succinct EF-IO.
Definition 6.3 (Monotone function families with PV proofs of monotonicity). We say that a family
F of deterministic monotone functions has a PV proof of monotonicity if the following conditions
hold:

• Given a programP , there exists a polynomial timemachineMemberF such thatMemberF (P ) =
1 if and only if P ∈ F .

• There is a PV proof that:  MemberF (P ) = 1
∧ P (x) = 0
∧ ∂Less(y, x)

 ⊢PV (P (y) = 0).

where ∂Less(y, x) is a PV function formalizing y ⪯ x.
In words, the above condition says that for P ∈ F , one can prove that P is indeed a monotone
function.

Zero-certificate complexity of a monotone function. We recall the standard notion of certificate
complexity for Boolean functions (see, e.g., [AB09]). In the monotone setting, a natural zero-
certificate for an input xwith P (x) = 0 is a dominating input y ⪰ x such that P (y) = 0 (equivalently,
one may take y to be a maximal zero-input, or maxterm). Traditional monotone zero-certificate
complexity measures such a certificate combinatorially. In our setting, we instead consider a
refinement of this notion in which the size of the zero-certificate is measured by its time-bounded
conditional Kolmogorov complexity given P , rather than by its Hamming weight.
Definition 6.4 (t-Time-bounded Conditional Kolmogorov complexity). The t-time bounded condi-
tional Kolmogorov complexity of a string x ∈ {0, 1}∗ given a string z ∈ {0, 1}∗, denoted by Kt(x|z),
is the length of the shortest program and input pair (Π, y) such that Π[z](y) outputs x in time t(|x|).
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We now define zero-complexity of a monotone function in terms of conditional Kolmogorov
complexity.
Definition 6.5 (t-Time Zero-Complexity of a Monotone Function). Given a monotone function
P : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}, we define the zero-certificate complexity of P to be

ZKt(P ) := max
x∈{0,1}n:P (x)=0

(
min

y:y⪰x,P (y)=0
Kt(y|P )

)
,

whereKt is the t-time bounded Kolmogorov complexity, as defined in Definition 6.4.
It is easy to see that for t ≤ poly(n), P : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}, ZKt(P ) ≤ n + O(1) since Kt(y|P ) ≤

n+O(1) for all n-bit strings y.
Remark 6.6. We note that it might be potentially inefficient to compute the corresponding programs
matching the certificate complexity given the program P and input x. However, looking forward,
this program will only show up in the security analysis.

6.2 Secret Sharing Scheme for Functions with PV Proofs of Monotonicity

Our construction will utilize the following main ingredients.
• A statistically binding commitment scheme with PV proof of binding (Definition 3.16): b ∈ {0, 1},

pk← Com.Gen(1λ),
c← Com.Enc(pk, b; r)

 ⊢PV ∀r′, c ̸= Com.Enc(pk, 1− b; r′).

where r′ on the RHS is a free variable (i.e. the proof holds for all r′). Note that we refer to the
output of Com.Gen as pk rather than a common reference string for notational convenience in
the description of our algorithm.

• A somewhere statistically binding hash family with PV proof of binding (Theorem 3.21),
where the input alphabet is the range of commitments produced by the commitment scheme
from the previous bullet point.

• A fully succinct EF-IO scheme iO (Definition 4.4).
• A PRG G.

In the following, let P : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a monotone function.
For notational convenience, we will let our CSS.Share algorithm take as input additional param-

eters 1ℓ and t. We choose t = poly(λ, |P |, n), where the polynomial may depend on the fixed family
F and is large enough to bound the running times of P on n-bit inputs and ofMemberF . We take
ℓ ≥ ZKt(P ) (as defined in Definition 6.5). Recall that one can always choose ℓ = n.

CSS.Share(1λ, 1n, P, s, (1ℓ, t)):

• Construct commitments.

– Sample pk← Com.Gen(1λ).
– For i = 1, 2, . . . , n, sample randomness ri ← {0, 1}λ, and comi ← Com.Enc(pk, 1; ri).
– Sample hk ← SSB.Gen(1λ), and compute dig ← SSB.Hash(hk, (com1, . . . , comn)). If
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dig = ⊥, set ρi = ⊥ for every i ∈ [n]; otherwise, let ρi denote the local opening from dig
to comi.

– For i ∈ [n], set πi = (comi, ρi, ri).

• Construct obfuscated program.

– Sample pp← {0, 1}ℓ.
– Consider the programMpk,hk,dig,s[pub = (P, pp)]which on input x ∈ {0, 1}n and {πi}i∈Sx

does the following:
∗ If dig = ⊥, output s.
∗ Abort if P (x) = 0.
∗ For each i ∈ Sx:

· Parse πi = (comi, ρi, ri).
· Check that SSB.Ver(hk, dig, comi, ρi) = 1.
· Check that comi = Com.Enc(pk, 1; ri).
· Abort if any test fails.

∗ If P (x) = 1, then output s. Else, output ⊥.
Pad the program to have runtime poly(RT(P, x), n, t, λ), where the exact poly depends
on the programs in the security analysis.

– Set Γ = ef-IOρ,T (Mpk,hk,dig,s, pub := (P, pp)), where ρ = poly(λ) and T = poly(λ, t).

• Create shares:

– Set shi = {πi,Γ}.
– Output (pp, {shi}i∈[n]).

CSS.Recon(P, x, pp, {shi}i∈Sx):

• Parse (πi,Γ)← shi for i ∈ Sx.
• Compute s← Γ[pub = (P, pp)](x, {πi}i∈Sx).

• Output s.

Theorem 6.7 (Succinct secret sharing for P). Assuming

• fully succinct EF-IO (as in Definition 4.4),
• statistically-binding commitment schemes with PV proof of binding (Definition 3.16),
• index-hiding somewhere statistically binding hash family with PV proof of binding (Theorem 3.21),
• pseudorandom-generators,

there exists an n-party computational secret sharing for deterministic monotone function families F which
have PV proofs of monotonicity (Definition 6.3) such that for P ∈ F :

• Public parameters consist of a uniformly random string of length ZKt(P ) for some time-parameter t.
• Each share size is poly(λ, log n, log |P |), where P ∈ F is the access structure for the scheme.
• The reconstruction algorithm runs in time poly(RT(P, x), n, t, λ).
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Proof. Recall that in this setting, the function P is deterministic, and the obfuscated program does
not take any input w.

Correctness follows from the correctness of the hash openings and obfuscation when dig ̸= ⊥,
and from the first instruction of the obfuscated program when dig = ⊥. In the security analysis
below, all hybrid experiments output ⊥ immediately if dig = ⊥. By correctness of the hash family,
this changes the real experiment with only negligible probability.

Fix a monotone function P ∈ F , and suppose the adversary picks some y ∈ {0, 1}n such that
P (y) = 0. Consider a string z ∈ {0, 1}n such that Sz ⊇ Sy, and P (z) = 0, and Kt(z|P ) ≤ ZKt(P ),
and let (Π, τ) be the program achieving this time-bounded Kolmogorov complexity, i.e. z ← Π[P ](τ)
in time t. We will use this program Π in our proof.

We will first outline the main hybrids in the proof.

H1 Construct the pp and shares {shi}i∈S as in the real scheme.
H2 In the CSS.Share algorithm, sample the commitments instead as follows:

• For i = 1, 2, . . . , n, sample randomness ri ← {0, 1}λ. For i ∈ Sy, sample comi ←
Com.Enc(pk, 1; ri). For i /∈ Sy, sample comi ← Com.Enc(pk, 0 ; ri).

In words, we change the commitments corresponding to the hidden shares to commitments to
zero rather than 1. Since the randomness {ri}i∈Sy

is hidden from the adversary’s view, we can
invoke the computational hiding property of the commitment scheme.

H3 Switch pp from a uniform random string to be (Π, τ) ⊕ G(sk) (recall Π[P ](τ) outputs some
z ∈ {0, 1}n in time t), for some PRG seed sk. This follows from PRG security.

H4 Sample a PRG seed sd, and use sd to sample all {ri}i∈[n] and sk (i.e. G(sd)→ (r1, . . . , rn, sk)).
This follows from the pseudorandomness of the PRG.

H5 In this hybrid, we change the program that is being obfuscated to the following program
M ′

pk,hk,dig,s, sd
[pub = (P, pp)]which works as follows on input x ∈ {0, 1}n and {πi}i∈Sx :

• Abort if P (x) = 0.
• Expand sd to (r′1, . . . , r

′
n, sk) using the PRG G.

• Compute (Π, τ)← pp⊕G(sk), and z ← Π[P ](τ).
• For each i ∈ Sx:

– Parse πi = (comi, ρi, ri).
– Check that SSB.Ver(hk, dig, comi, ρi) = 1.
– Check that comi = Com.Enc(pk, 1; ri).
– Abort if any test fails.

• If P (x) = 1, then output s. Else, output ⊥.

Since the program is simply padded with additional, independent computation, one can show
that the two machines are (O(1), poly(t, λ))-EF-equivalent. Therefore, we can rely on EF-IO
security.

H6 In this hybrid, we change the program that is being obfuscated to the following programwhich
works as follows on input x ∈ {0, 1}n and {πi}i∈Sx :
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• Abort if P (x) = 0.
• Expand sd to (r′1, . . . , r

′
n, sk) using the PRG G.

• Compute (Π, τ)← pp⊕G(sk), and z ← Π[P ](τ).
• For i /∈ Sz , compute com′

i ← Com.Enc(pk, 0; r′i).
• For each i ∈ Sx:

– Parse πi = (comi, ρi, ri). If i /∈ Sz , replace comi with com′
i .

– Check that SSB.Ver(hk, dig, comi, ρi) = 1.
– Check that comi = Com.Enc(pk, 1; ri).
– Abort if any test fails.

• If P (x) = 1, then output s. Else, output ⊥.
Lemma 6.8. H5 ≈c H6.

This is the most involved step in the proof. At a high level, we will rely on the PV-friendliness
of the SSB and the fact that {comi}i can be computed. We prove this lemma in Section 6.2.1.

H7 We now change the obfuscated program as follows. The new program M ′′
pk,hk,dig,s,sd[pub =

(P, pp)] on input x ∈ {0, 1}n and {πi}i∈Sx :

• Abort if P (x) = 0.
• Expand sd to (r′1, . . . , r

′
n, sk) using the PRG G.

• Compute (Π, τ)← pp⊕G(sk), and z ← Π[P ](τ).
• For i /∈ Sz , compute com′

i ← Com.Enc(pk, 0; r′i).
• For each i ∈ Sx:

– Parse πi = (comi, ρi, ri). If i /∈ Sz , replace comi with com′
i.

– Check that SSB.Ver(hk, dig, comi, ρi) = 1.
– Check that comi = Com.Enc(pk, 1; ri).
– Abort if any test fails.

• If Sx ̸⊆ Sz, abort.
• If P (x) = 1, then output s. Else, output ⊥.

This follows from thePV proof of statistical binding of the commitment scheme and the security
of (poly(λ), poly(t, λ))-EF security of EF-IO.

H8 Add the check that P (z) = 0 in the obfuscated program. This is PV-equivalent by construction
of P, (Π, τ) and z.

H9 At this point, it is clear that the last line of the program is only reached if Sx ⊆ Sz and if
P (z) = 0. We can now change the obfuscated program to one that always outputs⊥, therefore
removing s from the view of the adversary.
We can argue this via PV-equivalence of the programs by relying on the fact that F is a
deterministic monotone function class with a PV proof of monotonicity.

At this point, the secret s is no longer in the view of the adversary, and the adversary only has a 1
2

probability of guessing s. Therefore, by the indistinguishability of the hybrids, we have that the
CSS scheme is in fact secure for monotone families with proofs of monotonicity.
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6.2.1 Proof of Lemma 6.8

We proceed in a few hybrids.

H5, j, 1 In this hybrid, we change the program that is being obfuscated to the following program
which works as follows on input x ∈ {0, 1}n and {πi}i∈Sx :

• Abort if P (x) = 0.
• Expand sd to (r′1, . . . , r

′
n, sk) using the PRG G.

• Compute (Π, τ)← pp⊕G(sk), and z ← Π[P ](τ).
• For i /∈ Sz , compute com′

i ← Com.Enc(pk, 0; r′i).
• For each i ∈ Sx:

– Parse πi = (comi, ρi, ri). If i /∈ Sz and i < j , replace comi with com′
i.

– Check that SSB.Ver(hk, dig, comi, ρi) = 1.
– Check that comi = Com.Enc(pk, 1; ri).
– Abort if any test fails.

• If P (x) = 1, then output s. Else, output ⊥.

H5, j, 2 Switch the SSB key to be binding on comj (i.e. the jth index). Indistinguishability follows
from SSB index-hiding.

H5, j, 3 In this hybrid, we instead obfuscate the following program:

• Abort if P (x) = 0.
• Expand sd to (r′1, . . . , r

′
n, sk) using the PRG G.

• Compute (Π, τ)← pp⊕G(sk), and z ← Π[P ](τ).
• For i /∈ Sz , compute com′

i ← Com.Enc(pk, 0; r′i).
• For each i ∈ Sx:

– Parse πi = (comi, ρi, ri). If i /∈ Sz and i ≤ j , replace comi with com′
i.

– Check that SSB.Ver(hk, dig, comi, ρi) = 1.
– Check that comi = Com.Enc(pk, 1; ri).
– Abort if any test fails.

• If P (x) = 1, then output s. Else, output ⊥.
We establish indistinguishability via EF-IO security. If j ∈ Sz , then the programs are clearly
EF-equivalent. We therefore consider the case where j /∈ Sz . Let params = (hk, dig, pk, sd).
DefineR(params, aux = (r, j, com′

j)) to first expand sd to (r′1, . . . , r′n, sk) usingG, and output
1 if

(hk, td)← SSB.TGen(1λ, j; r),

com′
j = SSB.Ext(hk, td, dig) = Com.Enc(pk, 0; r′j).

Let Q(1)
params be the program in the previous hybrid, and let Q(2)

params be the program in this
hybrid. The above follows via the PV proof of the fact that:

R(params, aux) = 1 ⊢PV
Q

(1)
params[pub = (P, pp)](x, {πi}i∈Sx) = Q

(2)
params[pub = (P, pp)](x, {πi}i∈Sx).
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We sketch the proof below:

• If R(params, aux) = 1, one can use the PV proof of binding to establish that if
SSB.Ver(hk, dig, comj , ρj) = 1, then comj = SSB.Ext(hk, td, dig).

• By definition of R, com′
j = Com.Enc(pk, 0; r′j), which is the commitment recomputed

by the programs.
• Therefore, the check comj = Com.Enc(pk, 1; rj) occurs only if comj = com′

j .
• Therefore, the output of the two programs is equivalent.

Hence, we can use (poly(λ), poly(λ, t))-EF-equivalence to invoke EF-IO security.

Clearly H5,j,3 ≡ H5,j+1,1, H5 ≡ H5,1,1 and H6 ≡ H5,n,3. Therefore, the indistinguishability follows via
a hybrid argument.

6.3 Instantiations of Theorem 6.7

In this section, we show how Theorem 6.7 applies to the class of monotone circuits (Section 6.3.1)
and the bipartite matching access structure (Section 6.3.2).

6.3.1 Monotone circuits

Recall that a circuit C : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} is a monotone circuit if it only consists of ∧ and ∨ gates (no
¬ gates).

Lemma 6.9 (PV proof of monotonicity of monotone circuits). The monotonicity of monotone circuits
can be proven in Cook’s theory PV. Namely, the following statement can be proven in PV:

(MonoCirc(C) = 1 ∧ ∂Less(x, y) = 1)→ ∂Less(U(C, x), U(C, y)) = 1,

where MonoCirc is a PV function deciding whether a circuit is a monotone circuit, ∂Less(x, y) is a PV
function deciding whether every entry of the truth assignments x is less than or equal to the corresponding
entry of y, and U(C, x) is a universal Turing machine formalized as a PV function that computes C(x).

Proof Sketch. Weprove this by an induction argument on the size of themonotone circuitC. Without
loss of generality, we can always assume that U(C, x) not only outputs C(x), but also all the
intermediate wire values during the execution of C(x).

Base Case. The base case of the induction is the case whenC only consists of a single gate. Namely,
the circuit C takes a bit from the input and outputs it directly. In this case, U(C, x) = At(x, i) for
some index i, where At(x, i) is the PV function that takes x and i as input and outputs the i-th bit in
the binary representation of x. Clearly, we have

U(C, x) = At(x, i) ≤ At(y, i) = U(C, y),

since ∂Less(x, y) = 1→ At(x, i) ≤ At(y, i) can be proven in PV.
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Induction Step. Let g be an output gate of C, and let C ′ be the circuit C with g removed. In the
induction step, we assume the theorem holds for C ′ and now we prove the theorem for C. By
induction hypothesis, we have (MonoCirc(C ′) = 1 ∧ ∂Less(x, y) = 1)→ ∂Less(U(C ′, x), U(C ′, y)) =
1.

The input wire values of g are two output bits in U(C ′, ·). Let their indices be i, j, respectively.
Then the output of g can be expressed as g(At(U(C ′, ·), i),At(U(C ′, ·), j)). Since g is either an ∧ or
an ∨, we can derive in PV that

g(At(U(C ′, x), i),At(U(C ′, x), j)) ≤ g(At(U(C ′, y), i),At(U(C ′, y), j))

from ∂Less(U(C ′, x), U(C ′, y)) = 1. This proves that the output value of g is also monotone, which
finishes the induction step.

Finally, we argue that each step in the above mathematical proof can be formalized in PV.
Specifically, the induction step can be formalized using the induction rule (See Appendix A.1). This
finishes the proof sketch.

6.3.2 Bipartite matching access structure

We now show that we can also construct succinct secret sharing for the bipartite matching access
structure.

Definition 6.10 (Matching access structure). Let Gn for even n be the complete undirected graph
with n vertices and (

n
2

) edges. A perfectmatching in the graph is a subset of edgesE of size |E| = n/2
such that each v ∈ V appears in exactly one edge in E. Then, Γgeneral is the access structure which
takes input E ∈ {0, 1}(n2), and

Γgeneral(E) =

{
1 if E contains a perfect matching.
0 otherwise.

One can efficiently implement Γgeneral via Edmonds’ matching algorithm [Edm65].

Definition 6.11 (Bipartite matching access structure). In a bipartite matching access structure, we
instead consider the graph Gn,n which is a complete undirected bipartite graph on V1, V2, each of
size n. We say that a matching access structure is bipartite if we instead consider the bipartite graph
Gn,n on 2n vertices. Then,

Γ(E) =

{
1 if E contains a perfect matching.
0 otherwise.

One can efficiently implement Γ via the augmenting-path algorithm (see [CL12] for details).

Lemma 6.12 (PV proof of monotonicity of bipartite matching access structure, [CL12]). The mono-
tonicity of the bipartite matching access structure can be proven in theory PV. Namely, the following statement
can be proven in PV:

∂Less(x, y) = 1→ (Γ(x) = 1→ Γ(y) = 1)

where ∂Less(x, y) is a PV function deciding whether every entry of the truth assignments x is less than or
equal to the corresponding entry of y.
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Proof. Let Hungarian be the PV function formalizing the augmenting-path algorithm of finding the
perfect matching in a bipartite graphE. The work [CL12] formalized the correctness of augmenting-
path algorithm in PV. Hence, we have the following formulas proven in PV:

Γ(E) = 1→ (Hungarian(E) = w → Verify(E,w) = 1), (4)
Verify(E,w′) = 1→ Γ(E) = 1 (5)

where w is the variable denoting the matching outputted by Hungarian, and Verify is a PV function
verifying whether a given matching w is a perfect matching in E.

Now, consider any two bipartite graphs x, y ∈ {0, 1}n2 with 2n vertices and ∂Less(x, y) = 1. If
Γ(x) = 1, then we have Hungarian(x) = w → Verify(x,w) = 1. Hence, w is a perfect matching in x,
and from ∂Less(x, y) = 1, we know that x is a subgraph of y. Therefore, we also haveVerify(y, w) = 1.
Applying Equation (5), we derive that Γ(y) = 1. This finishes the proof.

This proof can be formalized in PV because the key step in the above argument (Verify(x,w) =
1 ∧ ∂Less(x, y) = 1)→ Verify(y, w) = 1 can be formalized in PV.
Remark 6.13. By a similar argument, if one can show that Edmonds’ algorithm for matchings
[Edm65] has a PV proof of correctness, then one can show that Γgeneral (for general graphs) has a
PV proof of monotonicity.

Moreover, we show that the zero-complexity of this matching access structure is in fact better
than the trivial bound of n2.
Lemma 6.14 (Zero-complexity of bipartite matching access structure.). There exists t = poly(n) such
that: ZKt(Γn,n) ≤ 2n+O(1).

Proof. Consider the bipartite graph G on vertex sets V1 and V2. Consider any set E ⊆ V1 × V2 that
does not contain a perfect matching. Then, by Hall’s marriage lemma, this is true if and only if
there exists S ⊆ V1 such that |NE(S)| < |S|, where NE(S) denotes the set of all neighbors of S in
the subgraph defined by E. In other words, E contains no edges from S × (V2 \NE(S)). Consider
the zero-certificate obtained by the following procedure:

• Take as input S and V2 \NE(S).
• LetW = S × (V2 \NE(S)).

• OutputW (i.e. the complement of the graph).
Let Z denote the output of the above algorithm. Clearly, Kt(Z) ≤ 2n + O(1), for t = O(n2). By
definition, E is a subgraph of Z. Moreover, it is clear by construction that NZ(S) = NE(S), and
hence |NZ(S)| < |S|. Therefore, Z does not have a perfect matching either, and Γn,n(Z) = 0.

The above gives a procedure for constructing a zero-certificate for any E withKt complexity
2n+O(1).
Corollary 6.15. From the same assumptions as in Theorem 6.7, there exists an n2-party secret sharing
scheme for the bipartite matching access structure Γn,n with:

• a public share which is a random string of size 2n,
• individual shares of size poly(λ, log n).

Proof. Combining Theorem 6.7 with Lemma 6.12 and Lemma 6.14, the result follows immediately.
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6.4 Secret Sharing for NP via Fully Succinct IO

Via a nearly identical construction and security proof, one can construct a secret sharing scheme for
NP via fully succinct IO (rather than EF-IO) where the shares are independent of the size of the
policy.

Recall that for a non-deterministic monotone NP relationMP : {0, 1}n × {0, 1}m → {0, 1}, we
define the induced access structure P : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} by setting P (x) = 1 if and only if there
exists some w ∈ {0, 1}m such thatMP (x,w) = 1. One can extend the CSS definition to capture the
NP setting by allowing the reconstruction algorithm Recon to additionally take a witness w as input.
Theorem 6.16 (Succinct secret sharing for NP). Assuming

• fully succinct IO,
• statistically-binding commitment schemes,
• index-hiding somewhere statistically binding hash family,
• pseudorandom-generators,

there exists an n-party computational secret sharing for all monotone function families F such that for an
access structure P ∈ F induced by a monotone NP relationMP :

• Public parameters consist of a uniformly random string of length ZKt(P ) for some time parameter t.
• Each share size is poly(λ, log n, log t, log |MP |).
• The reconstruction algorithm runs in time poly(RT(MP , (x,w)), n, t, λ).

We state the full construction, with the main differences highlighted in blue. Consider a mono-
tone NP relationMP : {0, 1}n×{0, 1}m → {0, 1}with induced access structure P : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}.

CSS.Share(1λ, 1n, P, s, (1ℓ, t)):

• Construct commitments.

– Sample pk← Com.Gen(1λ).
– For i = 1, 2, . . . , n, sample randomness ri ← {0, 1}λ, and comi ← Com.Enc(pk, 1; ri).
– Sample hk ← SSB.Gen(1λ), and compute dig ← SSB.Hash(hk, (com1, . . . , comn)). If
dig = ⊥, set ρi = ⊥ for every i ∈ [n]; otherwise, let ρi denote the local opening from dig
to comi.

– For i ∈ [n], set πi = (comi, ρi, ri).

• Construct obfuscated program.

– Sample pp← {0, 1}ℓ.
– Consider the programMpk,hk,dig,s[pub = (P, pp)]which on input x ∈ {0, 1}n,w ∈ {0, 1}m

and {πi}i∈Sx does the following:
∗ If dig = ⊥, output s.
∗ Abort ifMP (x,w) = 0.
∗ For each i ∈ Sx:

· Parse πi = (comi, ρi, ri).
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· Check that SSB.Ver(hk, dig, comi, ρi) = 1.
· Check that comi = Com.Enc(pk, 1; ri).
· Abort if any test fails.

∗ IfMP (x,w) = 1, then output s. Else, output ⊥.
Pad the program to have runtime poly(RT(MP , (x,w)), n, t, λ), where the exact poly
depends on the programs in the security analysis.

– Set Γ = iO(Mpk,hk,dig,s, pub := (P, pp)).

• Create shares:

– Set shi = {πi,Γ}.
– Output (pp, {shi}i∈[n]).

CSS.Recon(P, x, w, pp, {shi}i∈Sx):

• Parse (πi,Γ)← shi for i ∈ Sx.
• Compute s← Γ[pub = (P, pp)](x,w, {πi}i∈Sx).

• Output s.

Proof sketch of Theorem 6.16. Correctness and the convention that all security hybrids abort on hash
failure are as in the proof of Theorem 6.7.

The first few hybrids H1 to H7 are identical (except that all checks against P (x) are now checks
againstMP (x,w)). However, since we are relying on fully succinct iO for all Turing machines, we
do not require the corresponding PV proof of binding of the commitment scheme/SSB scheme to
assert PV-equivalence. At this point, the obfuscated program is as follows:

• Abort ifMP (x, w ) = 0.
• Expand sd to (r′1, . . . , r

′
n, sk) using the PRG G.

• Compute (Π, τ)← pp⊕G(sk), and z ← Π[P ](τ).
• For i /∈ Sz , compute com′

i ← Com.Enc(pk, 0; r′i).
• For each i ∈ Sx:

– Parse πi = (comi, ρi, ri).
– Check that SSB.Ver(hk, dig, comi, ρi) = 1.
– If i /∈ Sz , replace comi with com′

i. Check that comi = Com.Enc(pk, 1; ri).
– Abort if any test fails.

• If Sx ̸⊆ Sz , abort.
• IfMP (x, w ) = 1, then output s. Else, output ⊥.

By construction, we know that P (z) = 0. Therefore, by monotonicity of P , we have that P (x) = 0
for all x ⪯ z. Since the last line of the program is only reached if x ⪯ z, we conclude that there
does not exist any witness w such thatMP (x,w) = 1. Hence, the above program is functionally
equivalent to one that always outputs ⊥. One can then rely on iO security to replace the obfuscated
program with one that does not contain s, therefore completing the proof.
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7 Necessary Padding and High-Rate Obfuscation

In this section, we first give a general template algorithm to overcome “necessary padding” via a
public random string, as in Algorithm 5. We then introduce a notion of “γ-closeness”, and we show
how to analyze Algorithm 5 in these settings in Lemma 7.2 and Theorem 7.3. We then show several
corollaries to high-rate obfuscation in Section 7.2.

7.1 Construction and Analysis

We first give a general construction for necessary padding in Algorithm 5.

Ingredients. For this construction, we will need two main ingredients:

• An IO scheme iO, which is either description-succinct, fully succinct, or fully succinct only
for PV-equivalent machines (as guaranteed by Theorem 4.5). Looking forward, we will get
different efficiency and security guarantees based on which notion of IO we use.

• A puncturable PRF family (PPRF.Gen,PPRF.Eval,PPRF.Punc). We will additionally assume
that the family has a PV proof of correctness (as defined in Definition 3.13), as this is achieved
by the standard GGM construction of PRFs from one-way functions (see Lemma 3.14).

Construction. We can now describe the construction in Algorithm 5. In words, the algorithm
takes as input a padding parameter 1ℓ, and pads the input program M to size ℓ by sampling a
uniformly random string of length ℓ− |M |. We show that this strategy is in fact sound.

When URS is omitted from the syntax, it is sampled uniformly at random from {0, 1}ℓ−|M |,
whereM denotes the secret part of the split-description programM [pub].

Definition 7.1 (γ-closeness). Let M1[pub] = {M1,λ[pubλ]}λ and M2[pub] = {M2,λ[pubλ]}λ be a
pair of Turing machine families with split descriptions satisfying that for all x, RT(M1[pub], x) =
RT(M2[pub], x).

• We say that M1[pub] and M2[pub] are adjacent if M1,λ and M2,λ are functionally equivalent,
and their descriptions only differ by a constant number of bits (not necessarily of the same
size).

• We say thatM1[pub] andM2[pub] are close if we can transition between them via a polynomial-
size sequence of adjacentmachines. That is, if there exists ℓ = poly(λ) andM ′

1, . . . ,M
′
ℓ such that

M1[pub] = M ′
1[pub], M2[pub] = M ′

ℓ[pub] and for every i, M ′
i [pub] and M ′

i+1[pub] are adjacent.
• We say thatM1[pub] andM2[pub] are γ-close for a function γ(λ) if they are close via a sequence

M ′
1, . . . ,M

′
ℓ such that maxi |M ′

i | ≤ γ.

Lemma 7.2. Suppose one-way functions exist. Consider programs M0 = {M0,λ}λ and M1 = {M1,λ} that
are adjacent (i.e. differ in at most τ = O(1) bits). Then,

padO(1λ,M0[pub], 1
γ) ≈c padO(1λ,M1[pub], 1

γ)

for γ ≥ max(|M0|, |M1|). Moreover, the size of the program Γ← padO(1λ,M0[pub], 1
γ) is as follows:

• Assuming fully succinct IO, |Γ| = γ + poly(λ, τ, log γ).
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Algorithm 5 iOwith Padding via a Uniform Random String (URS)
Parameters:

• Let ℓ be some padding parameter for the unobfuscated program.
• Let τ = O(1) denote an upper bound on the number of bits that change in the adjacent-

machine hybrids.
• Let Pad(M, 1κ) denote a program which is functionally equivalent toM of size |M |+ κ.

padO(1λ,M [pub], 1ℓ,URS):
• Let S = |M |.
• Sample k ← PPRF.Gen(1λ) such that PPRF.Eval(k, y) ∈ {0, 1}.
• Let ct = {M[i] ⊕ PPRF.Eval(k, i)}i∈[S].
• Truncate URS to length ℓ− |M |.
• Set r = ct||URS.
• LetUk,S be themachine that takes as public input (pub, r) and input x and does the following:

– Parse r = (ct,URS) by taking the first S bits of r to be ct.
– Ignore URS, and computeM ← {ct[i]⊕ PPRF.Eval(k, i)}i∈[S].
– OutputM [pub](x).

Moreover, pad the runtime of Uk,S to match the runtime of the programs in the hybrids of
Lemma 7.2.

• Let Γ = iO.Obf(1λ,Pad(Uk,S , 1
κ), (pub, r)), where κ = poly(λ, τ, log ℓ) is chosen large enough

for the hybrids in Lemma 7.2.
• Output (Γ, r).

• Assuming description-succinct IO, |Γ| = γ + poly(λ, τ, n, log γ), where n is a bound on the input
length supported by Γ.

Proof. The efficiency guarantees follow in a straightforward way from the efficiency guarantees
of fully succinct/description-succinct IO. It suffices to show security. Throughout this proof,M[i]

denotes the ith bit of the description ofM , whereasM [pub] denotesM run with public input pub.
Suppose we have two functionally equivalent adjacent machinesM0[pub] andM1[pub]where

|Mb| = Sb. Without loss of generality, suppose that S0 ≥ S1 and let S := S0. Suppose that the two
machines differ on indices i1, . . . , iτ ∈ [S]. Let I = {ij}j∈[τ ]. Let β(0)

j = M0[ij ], and let β(1)
j = M1[ij ]

if ij ≤ S1 and β
(1)
j = ∅ otherwise. We use the shorthand Lb = {β

(b)
j }j∈[τ ].

H1 Sample (Γ, r)← padO(1λ,M0[pub], 1
γ) as in Algorithm 5.

H2 Hardcode I, L0, L1 in the obfuscated program. This is clearly functionally equivalent (and in
fact EF-equivalent) to the previous hybrid because we have only added additional bits to the
program. Hence, this follows from iO security.

H3 Change the obfuscated program to the following program:
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Uk,S0,S1,I,L0,L1 :

• Parse r = (ct,URS) by taking the first S0 bits of r to be ct.
• For ij ∈ I , setM[ij ] = β

(0)
j .

• For i /∈ I , setM[i] ← ct[i]⊕ PPRF.Eval(k, i).
• Output M [pub](x).

By construction, we know that for ij ∈ I , β(0)
j = ct[ij ]⊕PPRF.Eval(k, ij). Therefore, this is func-

tionally equivalent to the previous hybrid (and in fact EF-equivalent) and indistinguishability
follows from iO security.

H4 Compute k{I} ← PPRF.Punc(k, I), and hardcode k{I} instead of k in the obfuscated program.
This follows from the fact that the obfuscated program does not need PPRF.Eval(k, ij) for
ij ∈ I , and by the correctness of the PPRF family. Therefore, this is functionally equivalent
to the previous hybrid (and in fact EF-equivalent by Lemma 3.14) and indistinguishability
follows from iO security.

H5 For ij ∈ I , switch ct[ij ] to PPRF.Eval(k, ij)⊕ β
(1)
j if ij ≤ S1, and switch to a uniformly random

bit if ij > S1.
This follows from punctured key indistinguishability (note that the adversary only sees the
punctured key k{I}).

H6 In this hybrid, we change the obfuscated program to use L1 instead of L0.

Uk{I},S0,S1,I,L0,L1
:

• Parse r = (ct,URS) by taking the first S1 bits of r to be ct.

• For ij ∈ I and ij ≤ S1, setM[ij ] = β
(1)
j .

• For i ≤ S1 and i /∈ I , setM[i] ← ct[i]⊕ PPRF.Eval(k{I}, i).
• Output M [pub](x).

It is clear that the obfuscated program in the previous hybrid is functionally equivalent to M0,
and the program in this hybrid is functionally equivalent to M1. Therefore, the two programs
are functionally equivalent by the fact that M0[pub] ≡ M1[pub]. Hence, indistinguishability
follows from iO security.

H7 Replace the punctured key k{I}with the original key k in the obfuscated program. Indistin-
guishability follows from the (PV) correctness of the puncturing.

H8 Sample (Γ, r)← padO(1λ,M1[pub], 1
γ). This is indistinguishable from the previous hybrid by

doing the hybrids in reverse and relying on IO security.
This completes the proof of security.

Theorem 7.3. Consider two programsM0 = {M0,λ}λ and M1 = {M1,λ} that are γ(λ)-close. Then,

padO(1λ,M0[pub], 1
ℓ) ≈c padO(1λ,M1[pub], 1

ℓ)
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for ℓ ≥ γ. Moreover, the size of the program depends on the version of IO used, just as in Lemma 7.2.

Proof. IfM0 andM1 are γ(λ)-close, by definition, then there exists a sequenceM ′
1,M

′
2, . . . ,M

′
n for

n = poly(λ) such that M ′
i and M ′

i+1 are adjacent and maxi |M ′
i | ≤ γ. By Lemma 7.2, sinceM ′

i and
M ′

i+1 are adjacent,
padO(1λ,M ′

i [pub], 1
ℓ) ≈c padO(1λ,M ′

i+1[pub], 1
ℓ).

Therefore, by a hybrid argument, we have the desired result.

7.2 Applications to High-Rate Obfuscation

Rate-1 Null IO. Recall the notion of null IO [WZ17, GKW17], where we only require security for
programs that are equivalent to the all-zeros program (note that this still requires correctness for
all programs).
Definition 7.4 (Null IO for Programs with Split Description). We say that an IO scheme as in
Definition 4.1 is a null IO scheme if it satisfies the following weaker security guarantee: For every
poly-size A and polynomial p, there exists a negligible function µ such that for every λ,M0,M1 and
bounds n ≤ p(λ) such that

• |M0| = |M1| ≤ p(λ), and |pub| ≤ p(λ).

• For every input x ∈ {0, 1}≤n, it holds thatM0[pub](x) = M1[pub](x) = 0 andRT(M0[pub], x) =
RT(M1[pub], x).

For technical reasons, our rate-1 null IO result will only apply to programs M [pub] whose
runtime f(x) = RT(M [pub], x) has a small description. For simplicity, we will restrict our attention
to polynomial TMsM for which there exists a polynomial q such that RT(M [pub], x) = q(|x|). We
will call such machines “runtime-regular”. We say a null IO scheme is secure for runtime-regular
programs if Definition 7.4 satisfies security for pairsM0[pub] andM1[pub]which are runtime-regular.
Theorem 7.5 (Rate-1 Null IO). Suppose one-way functions exist. Then, there exists null IO for runtime-
regular programs with the following efficiency: in the correctness experiment of Definition 4.1,

• assuming fully succinct IO, |M̃ | = |M |+ |desc(p)|+ poly(λ),

• assuming description-succinct IO, |M̃ | = |M |+ |desc(p)|+ poly(n, λ)

where p is the polynomial which describes the runtime of M [pub], and desc(p) is the size of the program
which describes p.

Proof. We consider the following Null IO algorithm which uses padO (Algorithm 5).

O(1λ, 1n,M [pub]):

• Construct the following machine U which on input (pub, b, P, x):

– If b = 0, output P [pub](x).
– Else if b = 1, output 0.

Clearly, U has size O(1).
• LetUb,M [pub] = U(pub, b,M, ·) be the TMU with b = 0, P = M hardcoded and pub as public
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input. Clearly, Ub,M has a description of size |M |+O(1).
• Output padO(1λ, Ub,M [pub], 1γ), where γ = |Ub,M |.

Let ℓ = |M |, and let the polynomial p describe the runtime of M [pub]. Let Z be the program of
size ℓwhich on input x, performs p(|x|) dummy steps and then outputs 0. It suffices to show that
a program U0,M is (|M |+O(1))-close to the zero function U0,Z , and the result then follows from
Theorem 7.3. Indeed, consider the following sequence:

1. Start with U0,M .
2. Switch the bit b to 1 to get U1,M .
3. Switch the program P fromM to Z one bit at a time, therefore obtaining U1,Z .
4. Switch the bit b to 0 to get U0,Z .

The above sequence demonstrates that U0,M and U0,Z are indeed (|M |+O(1))-close.

Batch-obfuscation. We now consider an IO scheme that takes a batch of k ≤ poly(λ) programs
M1, . . . ,Mk, and obfuscates them simultaneously to obtain a program Π, with the property that
Π(i, x) = Mi(x). We say that the batch obfuscation scheme is secure if

O(1λ, (M1, . . . ,Mk)) ≈c O(1λ, (M ′
1, . . . ,M

′
k)).

for k ≤ poly(λ), where for all i, Mi ≡M ′
i and |Mi| = |M ′

i |.
Theorem 7.6. Suppose one-way functions exist. Then, there exists a batch-IO that obfuscates k ≤ poly(λ)
programs Γ← O(1λ,M1, . . . ,Mk) with the following efficiency:

• Assuming fully succinct IO,

|Γ| =
∑
i∈[k]

|Mi|+max
i∈[k]
|Mi|+ poly(λ, log k).

In particular, assuming that |M1| = |M2| = · · · = |Mk|, we have |Γ| = (k+ 1)|Mi|+ poly(λ, log k),
giving rate k

k+1 .
• Assuming description-succinct IO,

|Γ| =
∑
i∈[k]

|Mi|+max
i∈[k]
|Mi|+ poly(λ, n, log k)

where n is an upper bound on the input length supported by Γ.

Proof. We first construct a batch-obfuscation scheme using padO (Algorithm 5).

O(1λ,M1, . . . ,Mk):

• Construct the machine U which takes as input

– a bit b ∈ {0, 1},
– an index α ∈ [k] ∪ {⊥},
– k + 1 programs P1, . . . , Pk+1,
– input index j ∈ [k] and instance x
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and does the following:

– If b = 0, output Pj(x).

– If b = 1,
∗ if j = α, output Pk+1(x).
∗ else, output Pj(x).

• Let Û be the program UM1,...,Mk
with the following variables hardcoded:

– Set b = 0, α = ⊥.
– For j ∈ [k], set Pj = Mj .
– Set Pk+1 = ⊥ (which is O(1) bits).
– Leave j and x as free variables.

• Let ℓ = maxi |Mi|, and let γ = |Û |+ ℓ.
• Output padO(1λ, Û [∅], 1γ) (i.e. this gives a URS of size ℓ).

Efficiency follows directly from Theorem 7.3. To show security from fully succinct IO/description-
succinct IO, it suffices to show that UM1,...,Mk

is γ-close to UM ′
1,...,M

′
k
. For j = 0, . . . , k − 1, consider

the following sequence of programs:

Hj, 1 Program is UM ′
1,...,M

′
j ,Mj+1,...,Mk

(where b = 0, α = ⊥, Pk+1 = ⊥).

Hj, 2 Switch α one bit at a time to set α = j + 1.

Hj, 3 Hardcode Pk+1 one bit at a time to be M ′
j+1. It is clear that this does not influence the

functionality of the program. (Note that the description of this new program is at most γ by
construction, since we are hardcoding at most ℓ additional bits.)

Hj, 4 Switch b = 0 to b = 1. This follows from the fact that ∀x,Mj+1(x) = M ′
j+1(x).

Hj, 5 Switch Pj+1 one bit at a time to M ′
j+1. It is clear that this does not influence the functionality

of the program.
Hj, 6 Switch b = 0. This follows from the fact that Pj+1 ≡ Pk+1.

Hj, 7 Switch α to ⊥ and free the variable Pk+1, one bit at a time. At this point, the program is
equivalent to UM ′

1,...,M
′
j ,M

′
j+1,Mj+2,...,Mk

.

Therefore, it is clear that the programs are γ-close and we can indeed invoke security of Theorem 7.3.

7.3 Improving EF-IO Rate

In this section, we show how to use Theorem 7.3 to improve the rate of input-succinct EF-IO.

Theorem 7.7 (Input-succinct pv-IO with rate-1 in uniform EF Proof). Assuming description-succinct
IO and sub-exponential LWE, there exists an input-succinct (ρ, T )-EF-secure IO scheme (as in Theorem 3.9)
where iOρ,T (1

λ,M) has size ρ+ 2|M |+ poly(λ).
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Proof (sketch). Recall that in the construction of JJ22 (Theorem 3.9, [JJ22, Figure 11]), the program
being obfuscated is padded to size ρ in order to accommodate the programMEF which outputs
the uniform EF proof of equivalence, as well as both M0 and M1. Moreover, other than the hybrids
which introduce/deleteM0,M1,MEF, all other hybrids are of the following form:

• the hybrid performs a cryptographic switch (not relying on iO security), or
• changes the program in at most poly(λ) positions (e.g. puncturing PRF keys, hardcoding

indices, etc) and uses iO security (i.e. invokes iO security for programs which are ρ+ |M0|+
|M1|+ poly(λ)-adjacent).

Therefore, using description-succinct padO with padding parameter ρ+ |M0|+ |M1|+ poly(λ) in
place of iO for circuits in the construction of JJ22, we obtain a construction with a public random
string of size |MΠ|+ |Mb|, and an obfuscation of size |Mb|+ poly(λ).
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A Cook’s Theory PV

This section is taken largely from [JJ22, Li25].
Cook introduced a theoryPV [Coo75] to capture the intuition of feasibly constructive proofs (i.e.,

polynomial-time reasoning). PV is an equational theory, i.e., each statement in PV asserts that two
terms are equal. Moreover, it allows the introduction of new function symbols by recursive definition
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(i.e., Cobham’s definition of polynomial-time functions [Cob65]). Hence, any polynomial-time
function is definable in PV [Coo75]. Moreover, commonly used arithmetical operations such as
addition, multiplication, and modulus functions can also be defined in PV. Their related properties
such as commutative law, associative law, etc. can be proven in PV [Bus86].

We recall the formalization of PV following [Li25], based on Cook’s formulation of PV from
[Coo75]. In PV, both function symbols and proofs are generated inductively in tandem, and
each is assigned a nonnegative integer called its order. We begin with the base level, which spec-
ifies the objects of order 0. The language includes a constant symbol ε, and function symbols
s0(x), s1(x), ◦(x, y),TR(x), and ITR(x, y) of order 0. Here and throughout, variables such as x, y
range over the domain of PV, namely the natural numbers represented as binary strings in {0, 1}∗.
Terms of order i are built by applying order-i function symbols to variables and previously con-
structed terms, together with the constant ε, and equations of order i are expressions of the form
s = twhere s, t are terms of order i. The behavior of the order-0 function symbols is specified by
the following equations:

x ◦ ε = x, x ◦ si(y) = si(x ◦ y) i ∈ {0, 1}, (A.1)
TR(ε) = ε, TR(si(x)) = x i ∈ {0, 1}, (A.2)

ITR(x, ε) = x, ITR(x, si(y)) = TR(ITR(x, y)) i ∈ {0, 1}. (A.3)

Introducing Function Symbols. A new function symbol f can be introduced in PV in the following
two ways.

• (Composition). The first way is to define

f(x1, x2, . . . , xk) = t,

where t is a term with variables x1, x2, . . . , xk.
• (Recursion). The second way is to recursively define the function on the dyadic notion (i.e.

Cobham’s characterization of polynomial-time functions [Cob65]). Specifically, for existing
function symbols g, h1, h2, k1, k2 in PV, define the following equations as defining equations

f(0,y) = g(y), (6)
f(x||i,y) = hi(x,y, f(x,y)), i = 0, 1, (7)

where y = (y1, . . . , yk) is a series of k variables. Then how f is computed for any x,y is fully
specified. To avoid any undecidability issue, PV further requires that the output length of f is
bounded by a polynomial. To ensure this, Cook requires that “|hi(x,y, z)| ≤ |z|+ |ki(x,y)|”
is provable in PV, where | · | is the length of the dyadic presentation.

The inference rules are the following. Here, t, u, v are any terms, x is any variable, and y =
(y1, y2, . . . , yk) is any tuple of k ≥ 0 variables. f is any function symbol (we will define later).

• R1: t = u ⊢ u = t.
• R2: t = u, u = v ⊢ t = v

• R3: t1 = u1, t2 = u2, . . . , tk = uk ⊢ f(t1, t2, . . . , tk) = f(u1, u2, . . . , uk).

93



• R4: t = u ⊢ t(v/x) = u(v/x). Here, the notation “t(v/x)” means replacing each occurrence of
the variable x with the term v. “u(v/x)” is defined in the same way.

• R5: E1, E2, . . . , E6 ⊢ f1(x,y) = f2(x,y), where E1, E2, . . . , E6 are the defining equations (7)
for f1, f2, with the same function symbols g, h1, h2.

PV proofs for arithmetic. The work of [Bus86] shows that basic arithmetic operations such as
+,−, ·, /, ⌊·⌋,≤ can be introduced in Cook’s theory PV [Coo75] as function symbols, and their basic
laws such as commutativity, associativity, distributivity, etc. can be proven in PV.

A.1 Theory PV1

The following is taken nearly verbatim from [JJ22].
In the same work [Coo75], Cook also introduced a theory PV1 in which formalizing proofs

is easier than PV. [Coo75] showed that the theory PV1 is a conservative extension of PV, which
means that any theorem proven in PV1 can also be proven in PV. Hence, in this work, we do not
distinguish PV and PV1.

The theory PV1 contains all variables, function symbols, and terms in PV. Furthermore, it
contains formulae, which are either equations, or truth-functional combinations of equations, using
“∧,∨,¬,→,↔”, which express “and”, “or”, “negation”, “implication”, and “equivalence”.

The axioms of PV1 are defined as follows. Here, x is a variable, t, u, ti, ui are terms.
• E1: t = t

• E2: t = u→ u = t

• E3: t = u ∧ u = v → t = v

• E4: (t1 = u1 ∧ . . . ∧ tk = uk)→ f(t1, . . . , tk) = f(u1, . . . , uk), where f is a function symbol in
PV.

• E5: x = y ↔ x||i = y||i, i = 0, 1

• E6: ¬(x||0 = x||1)
• E7: ¬(0 = x||i), i = 0, 1

• Defining Functions: Defining equations for any function symbol in PV are axioms in PV1.
Moreover, PV1 allows defining multi-variable functions via recursion as follows. Let g00, g01,
g10, {hij , kij}i,j∈{0,1} be function symbols. Then a new function symbol f can be defined by
the following defining equations.

f(0, 0, z) = g00(z)

f(0, y||j, z) = g01(z), j = 0, 1

f(x||i, 0, z) = g10(z), i = 0, 1

f(x||i, y||j, z) = hij(x, y, z, f(x, y, z)), i, j ∈ {0, 1}

Moreover, LESS(hij(x, y, z, u), u ⋆ kij(x, y, z)) = 0, i, j ∈ {0, 1} needs to be provable in PV.
Finally, the definitions of the initial functions TR, ⋆,⃝⋆ , and LESS are also axioms of PV1.

• Tautology: The truth-functionally valid formulae of PV1 are axioms.
The inference rules of PV1 are as follows.
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• Substitution. A ⊢ A(t/x), where A is a formula in PV1, t is a term and x is a variable. Here,
we use A(t/x) to denote the formula Aσ, where σ is the substitution σ : x 7→ t.

• Implication. A1, A2, . . . , Ak ⊢ B, where the formula B is a truth-functional implication of
formulae A1, . . . Ak.

• k-Induction. {A(0/xi)}i∈[k], {A→ A(x1||j1/x1, . . . , xk||jk/xk)}j1,j2,...,jk∈{0,1} ⊢ A, where A is
a formula of the variables x1, . . . , xk.

B PV proofs of relevant constructions

In this section, we give sketches to argue that the relevant constructions that we use in our work
have PV proofs.

B.1 Statistical Binding Property of SSB Hash Construction of [OPWW15], [KLVW23]

In this section, we show that the SSB of [OPWW15], [KLVW23] instantiated via the rate-1 oblivious
transfer of [DGI+19] has a PV proof of the binding property.

Lemma B.1. The rate-1 string OT construction of [DGI+19] from the LWE assumption with super-
polynomial modulus (with light modifications) has a PV proof of completeness with verifiable correctness,
i.e. there exists an algorithm Valid such that the following holds for every sender random tape rS :

⊢PV



crs← OT.Gen(1λ, 1ℓ)
∧mR ← OT.Com(crs, b; r)

∧mS ← OT.Send(crs,mR, x0, x1; rS)
∧mS ̸= ⊥

∧ |x0| ≤ ℓ, |x1| ≤ ℓ
∧ x← OT.Receive(crs, r,mS)

→ x = xb

Proof. We give the construction of [DGI+19] in Algorithm 6. We write rS ∈ {0, 1}λ for the sender’s
random tape, which is sampled uniformly in a randomized execution of the OT protocol. We argue
the correctness of the algorithm (in the case where the hash algorithm does not abort). Take q to
be even, and interpret the arithmetic below modulo q. Write distq(z, a) = minm∈Z |z − a+mq| for
circular distance modulo q, and let E = B(2ℓ+ λ). The rounding function ⌊z⌉2 changes value at
q/4 and 3q/4modulo q.

We bound the abort probability as in [DGI+19, Theorem 4.7]. Replacing the PRF outputs
with uniform elements of Zq incurs a loss of at most ℓεPRF, where εPRF is the PRF distinguishing
advantage. Each zt is then uniform, so its boundary check fails with probability at most (4E + 2)/q.
By a union bound, we have that

εOT(λ, ℓ) ≤
ℓ(4B(2ℓ+ λ) + 2)

q
+ ℓεPRF.

This bound holds for every fixed pair of sender inputs and either receiver choice. We choose q/B =
Γ(λ)ω(1), with k, log q = poly(λ), and assume LWE hardness at these parameters against poly(Γ(λ))-
size adversaries. We instantiate the internal PRFs with distinguishing advantage negl(Γ(λ)) against
such adversaries. The above bound is then negl(Γ(λ)), uniformly for ℓ ≤ poly(Γ(λ)).

95



Algorithm 6 Rate-1 String OT construction from [DGI+19].
OT.Gen(1λ, 1ℓ): For j = 1, . . . , 2ℓ+ λ, choose a random aj,b ← Zk

q .
• Set

A :=

(
a1,0 a2,0 . . . ,a2ℓ+λ,0

a1,1 a2,1 . . . ,a2ℓ+λ,1

)
OT.Com(crs, β) :

• For t ∈ [ℓ],

– st ← Zk
q and for j = 1, . . . , 2ℓ+ λ and b ∈ {0, 1}, set

uj,b = sTt aj,b + 1j=β·ℓ+t · b · ⌊q/2⌋+ ej,b

where ej,b ← [−B,B], for some parameter B which we will choose later.
• Set

Bt :=

(
u1,0 u2,0 . . . u2ℓ+λ,0

u1,1 u2,1 . . . u2ℓ+λ,1

)
• Sample a PRF key Kt.
• Set ekt := (Bt,Kt) and tdt := (st,Kt).

• Set mR := ({ekt}t∈[ℓ]) and td = {tdt}t∈[ℓ].
OT.Send(crs,mR, x0, x1; rS) :

• Set y = x0||x1||rS , using the supplied tape rS ∈ {0, 1}λ.
• Compute h =

∑2ℓ+λ
j=1 aj,y[j].

• For each t ∈ [ℓ]:
– Compute αt =

∑2ℓ+λ
j=1 uj,y[j].

– Compute zt ← αt + PRFKt(h). If distq(zt, q/4) ≤ E or distq(zt, 3q/4) ≤ E, abort and
output ⊥.

– Compute γt = ⌊zt⌉2, where the notation ⌊z⌉2 = ⌊z · 2/q⌉ (mod 2) denotes the rounding
function.

• OutputmS = (h, {γt}t∈[ℓ]).
OT.Receive(crs, td,mS) :

• For t ∈ [ℓ]:
– Compute γ0 =

⌊
sTt h+ PRFKt(h)

⌉
2
and γ1 =

⌊
sTt h+ PRFKt(h) + q/2

⌉
2
.

– If γt = γ0, set yt = 0. Else, set yt = 1.
Output y1, . . . , yℓ.
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We now sketch the PV proof of correctness. We prove the correctness of the tth bit of the
output of OT.Receive. This proof only uses basic properties of linear algebra which are provable in
PV [Bus86, SC04].

αt =

2ℓ+λ∑
j=1

uj,y[j] =

2ℓ+λ∑
j=1

(
sTt aj,y[j] + ej,y[j] + 1j=βℓ+ty[j] · q/2

)
= sTt h+

2ℓ+λ∑
j=1

(
ej,y[j]

)
+ y[βℓ+ t] · q/2

= sTt h+ xβ[t] · q/2 +
2ℓ+λ∑
j=1

(
ej,y[j]

)
Let et =

∑2ℓ+λ
j=1 ej,y[j] and at = sTt h+ PRFKt(h). Since each error is B-bounded, |et| ≤ E, and the

above calculation gives
zt = at + xβ[t] · q/2 + et (mod q).

If the check introduced in blue does not abort, moving from zt to zt − et crosses neither rounding
boundary, including across the modular wraparound. Hence

γt = ⌊zt⌉2 = ⌊at + xβ[t] · q/2⌉2 = ⌊at⌉2 ⊕ xβ[t].

Since the receiver computes γ0 = ⌊at⌉2, its output bit is exactly xβ[t]. The strict distance from
the boundaries also excludes rounding ties. These claims reduce to integer inequalities and case
analysis on the two rounding intervals (multiplying by four to avoid fractional endpoints), and can
therefore be formalized in PV. This proves correctness whenever the sender does not abort.
Lemma B.2. Suppose that there exists a rate-1 string OT construction that has a proof of completeness for
every sender random tape rS , i.e.

⊢PV



crs← OT.Gen(1λ, 1ℓ)
∧mR ← OT.Com(crs, b; r)

∧mS ← OT.Send(crs,mR, x0, x1; rS)
∧mS ̸= ⊥

∧ |x0| ≤ ℓ, |x1| ≤ ℓ
∧ x← OT.Receive(crs, r,mS)

→ x = xb

Then, the resulting two-to-one somewhere statistically binding hash via the transformation in [KLVW23],
using a short-seeded PRF to generate the sender’s randomness as described below, has a proof of statistical
binding.

⊢PV


(hk, td)← Two-SSB.TGen(1λ, 1ℓ, b)
∧ h← Two-SSB.Hash(hk, (x0, x1))

∧ h ̸= ⊥
∧ y = Two-SSB.Ext(hk, td, h)

→ (y = xb).

Proof sketch. Recall the transformation of [KLVW23]. Let d = d(λ, ℓ) be the sender random-tape
length of the rate-1 string OT scheme (d = λ for Algorithm 6). Let F = {Fσ} be a PRF with a
seed of length poly(λ), whose inputs are unambiguous encodings ⟨x0, x1⟩ of sender-input pairs and
whose outputs have length d. Following [KLVW23, Lemma 4.5], we include an independent public
seed in the hash key and construct the two-to-one SSB scheme as follows:
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• Two-SSB.TGen(1λ, 1ℓ, b) : Compute crs← OT.Gen(1λ, 1ℓ) andmR ← OT.Com(crs, b; r). Inde-
pendently sample a PRF seed σ. Set hk = (crs,mR, σ) and td = (b, r). Output (hk, td).

• Two-SSB.Gen(1λ, 1ℓ) : Run (hk, td)← Two-SSB.TGen(1λ, 1ℓ, 0) and output hk.
• Two-SSB.Hash(hk, (x0, x1)) : Parse hk = (crs,mR, σ) and compute

rS = Fσ(⟨x0, x1⟩), h← OT.Send(crs,mR, x0, x1; rS).

Output h, including ⊥ if the sender aborts.
• Two-SSB.Ext(hk = (crs,mR, σ), td = (b, r), h) : Output OT.Receive(crs, r, h).

Determinism, succinctness, and receiver-choice hiding follow as in [KLVW23, Lemma 4.5].
For the PV proof of binding, substitute the polynomial-time term Fσ(⟨x0, x1⟩) for rS in the OT

correctness statement. Whenever h ̸= ⊥, this gives Two-SSB.Ext(hk, td, h) = OT.Receive(crs, r, h) =
xb, as desired.

Correctness with a public PRF seed. The derandomization step of [KLVW23, Lemma 4.5] incurs
only the PRF distinguishing error. Thus, for every fixed sender-input pair (x0, x1) and either
receiver-choice mode,

Pr
[
Two-SSB.Hash(hk, (x0, x1)) = ⊥

]
≤ εOT(λ, ℓ) + εF (λ, ℓ),

where εOT uniformly bounds the OT abort probability with uniform sender coins and εF is the PRF
distinguishing error. The probability is over key generation, with the input pair fixed beforehand.

Taking F to be Γ-secure with negl(Γ(λ)) advantage bounds εF as required. Combining this with
the bound on εOT above gives the required correctness error.

The tree composition follows [KLVW23, Lemma 4.5], with independent keys and PRF seeds
at each level. Under our abort convention, a union bound over the fewer than 2k internal nodes
accounts for the total error for a message with k blocks.

B.2 Correctness of Obfuscation Construction of [JJ22]

In this section, we give a sketch of a PV proof of correctness for the JJ22 pviO construction for Turing
machines. We first recall the main ingredients used in the JJ22 construction (as listed in Section 7.4
of [JJ22]), and argue how to instantiate these with PV proofs of correctness:

(i) Leveled fully homomorphic encryption.
Thework of [JKLM25] showed that Gentry-Sahai-Waters [GSW13] (with aminormodification
where the LWE errors are sampled from truncated Gaussians) can be used to implement a
leveled FHE scheme with PV-correctness.

(ii) Sub-exponential IO scheme for circuits.
The work of [JKLM25] shows that assuming sub-exponential IO and sub-exponential LWE,
one can construct an IO scheme with PV-correctness.

(iii) Somewhere extractable batch-arguments. The somewhere extractable batch argument (se-
BARG) is constructed generically using probabilistically checkable proofs, somewhere ex-
tractable hash functions, and correlation intractable hash functions. The correctness of those
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building blocks can all be formalized in PV. The construction of seBARG for k statements is
recursive, and the recursion depth is log2 k. Hence, the correctness proof of seBARG needs
to argue inductively over the layers of the recursion. This induction can be formalized in PV
since PV allows a polynomial induction rule.

(iv) Somewhere extractable hash with local openings.
The work of [JKLM25] shows that the local opening property of Merkle trees instantiated with
any hash function has a proof of completeness. Therefore, instantiating a somewhere extractable
hash via a Merkle tree using a Two-SSB as in Appendix B.1 preserves this property.

(v) Puncturable PRFs.
We will not need any proofs of correctness involving the puncturing property in the proof of
completeness. Therefore, there is no explicit correctness property needed for the proof.

At a high level, the construction of JJ22 follows a gate-by-gate obfuscation template (similar to
Yao’s garbled circuit). Intuitively, each gate g is obfuscated to obtain O(g), which takes as input
authenticated ciphertexts, along with hashes, local openings and BARG proofs, verifies these hashes
and proofs, and outputs an authenticated ciphertext. Therefore, assuming the PV-correctness of
the underlying primitives, one can see that O(g) (see Figure 7 of [JJ22]) outputs an authenticated
encryption of the “true” output of g if the inputs to O(g) are “true” authenticated encryptions of
the input wires. At the end, the decryption key for the output wire is given, and hence one can
retrieve the output. We can induct over the topological ordering of the circuit to prove that the final
output is correct.

B.3 Correctness of Succinct Witness Encryption [BDJ+25]

In this section, we give an informal sketch of the proof of correctness for the fully succinct witness
encryption construction of [BDJ+25, Section 7.3]. For full details of the construction, we refer the
reader to [BDJ+25].

Given a pseudorandom obfuscation algorithm PRO (more specifically doubly-PRO) that is
correct, it is easy to see that the construction of succinct witness encryption in [BDJ+25, Section 7.3]
has a straightforward proof of completeness. Therefore, it suffices to argue that thePRO construction
of [BDJ+25] has a proof of completeness. Recall that [BDJ+25] follow the following template in
their construction:

1. Construct xPRO: Consider a circuit C with truth-table of size 2n. The xPRO scheme runs in
time poly[2n], and outputs an obfuscation Π of size Π ≤ 2n(1−ϵ) for ϵ > 0. Moreover, the depth
of this algorithm is poly[|C|, λ].

2. Delegate with output-compressing Laconic Function Evaluation: Now, we want to reduce
the obfuscator runtime from 2n to slightly sublinear by delegating the bulk of the computation
to the evaluator.

3. Bootstrapping: To obtain a full-fledged (d)PRO scheme, they apply a bootstrapping theorem
similar to XiO bootstrapping [AJ15, BV15, LPST16].

Since this template is very close to the template of iO constructions from XiO, we will draw
inspiration from the recent work of [JKLM25] that shows how to take a sub-exponential IO scheme
and convert it into one that has a PV-proof of correctness (by additionally assuming sub-exponential
LWE).
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• In the xPRO step, since the algorithm is allowed to run in time 2n and depth poly[λ, |C|], one can
first compute an obfuscation Π, and then brute-force check on every input that Π(x) = C(x).
If any of the checks fail, simply output C. This additional check does not ruin the efficiency of
xPRO. This clearly has a PV-proof of correctness (a similar technique was used in [JKLM25]).

• In the delegation step, there are two main tools:

– Blind garbled circuits [BLSV18]: This is a special variant of Yao’s garbled circuits. There-
fore, following a similar proof as was done in [JKLM25] for garbled circuits, one can
prove the correctness of blind garbled circuits in PV.

– Laconic function evaluation [QWW18]: While this does not have perfect completeness,
[BDJ+25, Section 5.4] gives a way to “verify correctness” of the protocol11. Since they
show the verifiable correctness via simple linear algebra, we can show the correctness of
the protocol in PV.

• The bootstrapping step is identical to that of iO, so we can obtain a PV proof of this step in an
identical manner as was done in [JKLM25].

C Deferred Proof from Section 5.2.4

In this section, we complete the proof of Section 5.2.4. This transformation is from the work of
[CPW23], which shows how to construct a witness encryption scheme given a unique witness
map (an object they defined). Since unique-SNARGs give us such a unique witness map, their
framework applies to us.

Here, we recap the construction so thatwe can argue that the constructionmaintains succinctness,
and that the construction has a PV proof.

We refer the reader to [CPW23] for the security analysis.

PV proof of correctness. Suppose the underlying SNARG has a PV proof of uniqueness, i.e. the
proof that

⊢PV (R(x,w0) = 1 ∧R(x,w1) = 1)→ (SNARG.Prove(crs, x, w0) = SNARG.Prove(crs, x, w1))

Then, we can argue that the witness encryption is correct as follows:

(i) (crs, s, r, β)←WE.Enc(1λ,R, x,m ∈ {0, 1}; t, r, rSNARG).
(ii) crs = SNARG.Gen(1λ,RG; rSNARG).
(iii) β ← ⟨r, π⟩ ⊕mwhere π ← SNARG.P(crs, (x, s), t).
(iv) s = G(t)→ RG((x, s), t) = 1.

(v) By uniqueness of the SNARG, we have ∀w,

RG((x, s), w) = 1→ SNARG.P(crs, (x, s), w) = π

(vi) In particular, the proof generated during encryption is the unique proof for (x, s).
11This is similar to how we argued the verifiable correctness of the rate-1 OT scheme in Appendix B.1.
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Algorithm 7 A witness encryption scheme from a unique-SNARG. This transformation follows that
of [CPW23] for unique witness maps to witness encryption.
WE.Enc(1λ,R, x,m ∈ {0, 1}; t, r, rSNARG) :

• Let G : {0, 1}λ → {0, 1}2λ be a length-doubling PRG.
• Define a new relationRG as follows:

RG((x, s), w) =

{
1 ifR(x,w) = 1 or s = G(w).

0 otherwise.

• Sample crs← SNARG.Gen(1λ,RG; rSNARG).

• Sample t← {0, 1}λ, and let s = G(t).
• Compute π ← SNARG.P(crs, (x, s), t).
• Sample r ← {0, 1}|π|, and let b← ⟨r, π⟩ (i.e. this is the Goldreich-Levin hardcore bit).
• Output (crs, s, r, b⊕m).

WE.Dec(ct = (crs, s, r, b), x, w):
• IfR(x,w) = 0, output ⊥.
• Compute π ← SNARG.P(crs, (x, s), w).
• Output b⊕ ⟨r, π⟩.

(vii) R(x,w) = 1→ RG((x, s), w) = 1 by definition ofRG.
(viii) R(x,w) = 1→ SNARG.P(crs, (x, s), w) = π.
(ix) R(x,w) = 1→WE.Dec(ct, x, w) = β ⊕ ⟨π, r⟩.
(x) By construction,R(x,w) = 1→WE.Dec(ct, x, w) = m.

Efficiency. It is easy to see that the size of the encryption is |crs|+ |π|+ poly(λ). If the SNARG is
witness-succinct, i.e. |crs| = poly(λ, nx) and |π| = poly(λ, nx), then the ciphertext is also witness-
succinct, as desired. If the SNARG is fully succinct, then the ciphertext size is poly(λ), as desired.
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