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It has been an open question in deep learning if fault-tolerant computation is possible: can
arbitrarily reliable computation be achieved using only unreliable neurons? In the mammalian
cortex, analog error correction codes known as grid codes have been observed to protect states
against neural spiking noise, but their role in information processing is unclear. Here, we use
these biological codes to show that a universal fault-tolerant neural network can be achieved if the
faultiness of each neuron lies below a sharp threshold, which we find coincides in order of magnitude
with noise observed in biological neurons. The discovery of a sharp phase transition from faulty
to fault-tolerant neural computation opens a path towards understanding noisy analog systems in
artificial intelligence and neuroscience.

Early in the development of computer science, it was
unknown if unreliable hardware would make the con-
struction of reliable computers impossible. Whenever
a component failed, the resulting error had to be cor-
rected by additional components that were themselves
likely to fail. Inspired by ideas from error correction, the
notion of fault-tolerant computation resolved this issue in
standard frameworks of classical and quantum computa-
tion [1–7]. In these settings, every computation is evalu-
ated by a sequence of faulty components such as Boolean
gates (e.g. AND, OR, NOT). If each component’s prob-
ability of failure falls below a sharp threshold, a strict
criterion defining fault-tolerant computation is provably
satisfied: computations of any length can be performed
with arbitrarily low error.

Here, we consider a noisy neuron as the fundamental
component of computation. In artificial intelligence, it is
unresolved [8] if neural networks can satisfy the criterion
of fault tolerance. In neuroscience, although observations
of the mammalian brain show that neural representations
are protected against analog noise [9–11], it is unknown if
such error-correcting mechanisms are powerful enough to
theoretically perform computations with arbitrarily small
error. We resolve both open questions by demonstrating
a phase transition into the regime of fault-tolerant neural
computation using biological error correction codes.

We make the notion of fault tolerance precise through
von Neumann’s original result for fault-tolerant Boolean
formulas, which perform universal computation using
Boolean gates [1]. Each gate in the original error-free
formula is replaced by a logical gate composed of many
physical gates that each fail with some fixed probability
p. The logical gate is built with error correction such
as the repetition code: data is repeated in bundles of
three and majority voting determines the outcome. De-
spite the voting itself being performed by faulty physi-
cal gates, von Neumann showed via a recursive repetition
code (see Supplementary Information Sec. I) that a fault-
tolerant Boolean formula can be constructed if the failure
probability p falls below some threshold p0. In general,

the value of p0 depends on the model of computation
under study [2–6], e.g. Ref. [4] demonstrated a noise

threshold for reliable computation of p0 = 3−
√
7

4 ≈ 0.09
for Boolean formulas constructed from 2-input NAND
formulas, which are sufficient for universal computation.
More broadly, the formal concepts of fault-tolerant com-
putation and its associated threshold can be stated as
follows:

Digital fault tolerance. A Boolean formula
containing N (error-free) gates can be simu-
lated with probability of error at most ε using
O(N logb(N/ε)) faulty gates for some positive
constant b. Each gate may fail with probabil-
ity p for p < p0, where p0 is independent of N
and independent of the depth of the desired
formula.

The digital computation setting of traditional fault
tolerance strongly contrasts the analog computation
paradigm of the brain, where neurons operate using con-
tinuous rather than discrete values. While synaptic fail-
ure of neurons produces digital-like errors [12, 13] that
may be satisfactorily treated by an extension of von Neu-
mann’s construction (Fig. 1), neurons also experience
analog noise. The neural spiking of biological axon out-
put is subject to additive Gaussian noise with a Fano
factor of around one [14]. The dominant modes of noise
are thus parameterized by two parameters: the probabil-
ity p of synaptic failure, and the standard deviation σ of
neural output. In a digital setting, a repetition code of
size N exponentially suppresses errors in N . However,
for N neurons in the presence of analog noise, repeti-
tion only reduces noise by σ/

√
N , rendering naive fault

tolerance protocols inadequate (see Supplementary Infor-
mation Sec. III).

To formalize the analog biological setting of compu-
tation, we adopt the framework of artificial neural net-
works, which have been shown to be universal approx-
imators of continuous functions [15] and have experi-
enced wide success in applications resembling cognitive
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FIG. 1. (A) Logical activation function for a fault-tolerant neural network in the presence of synaptic failure. Focusing on
a network with ReLU (rectified linear unit) activation functions ReLU(x) = max(0, x), we model synaptic failure through a
faulty ReLUp that outputs 0 with probability p. The recursive concatenation procedure of digital fault tolerance is extended

to construct a logical ReLU at concatenation level `+ 1 (denoted ReLU
(`+1)
p ) from logical ReLUs at level `, with the base case

ReLU
(0)
p = ReLUp. The gates denoted Med

(`)
p indicate a median operation that is composed of ReLU

(`)
p s and used to correct

errors (see Supplementary Information Sec. II). (B) The logical error probability of ReLU
(`)
p (x) on random inputs x ∈ [−1, 1]

as determined by numerical simulation. The pseudothresholds (red crosses) occur when the error probability intersects that of
` = 0; they converge exponentially to the threshold p0 ≈ 3.72% (vertical black line) with increasing `.

tasks [16]. Following biological inspiration [17], the stan-
dard artificial neuron takes input through synapses and
passes output along an axon to subsequent neurons.
The resilience of artificial neural networks to errors has
been limited primarily to demonstrations of robustness to
weight perturbations or other noise, and hardware fault
tolerance in neuromorphic computing [18–23], without
considering biologically-motivated noise nor addressing
the formal notion of fault tolerance analogous to digital
fault tolerance defined above.

We will ultimately prove the following result by using
biological error-correcting mechanisms for neural compu-
tation:

Neural network fault tolerance. A
Boolean formula of N (error-free) gates can
be simulated by a neural network with proba-
bility of error at most ε using only faulty neu-
rons. The output of each neuron is subject to
additive Gaussian noise with mean zero and
variance σ2; each synapse entering a neuron
fails with probability p; a neuron admits at
most a fixed number of synapses. There ex-
ist nonzero thresholds p0 and σ0 such that if
p < p0 and σ < σ0, simulating the formula
requires O(N log(N/ε)) faulty neurons.

In particular, we employ biological error codes known
as grid codes that have been experimentally demon-
strated to successfully store error-corrected representa-
tions of states such as an animal’s location [10]. Unlike
the repetition code, the grid code achieves exponentially
small error at asymptotically finite information rates, sat-
urating the Shannon bound [24] and allowing effective

error correction against Gaussian neural spiking noise.

A

B

Maximum

likelihood decoding


x = 0.5

FIG. 2. (A) Example encoding performed by the grid code
over M = 15 moduli {λ1, . . . , λ15}. (B) Example decoding
of phases representing x = 0.5. The possible decodings al-
lowed by a given phase (indicated by a unique color for each
λj) are periodic. Each decoded phase is subject to Gaussian
noise (inset). Since the phases constructively add at the true
decoded value, maximum likelihood estimation is performed
by selecting the decoded value with the highest signal.

Studies of the entorhinal cortex in mammals show that
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FIG. 3. (A) Logical neuron decomposed into physical neurons to achieve fault-tolerance in the presence of analog noise. The
neuron receives encoded neural outputs from the previous layer and performs a computation with time advancing to the right.
The logical weights ai are applied in the codespace, and the decoder recovers xk to perform error correction. The encoder (red)
performs a logical activation function (e.g. ReLU) using appropriate weights back to the codespace. (B) Encoder functions
e(xk) that induce appropriate logical activation functions to implement common Boolean gates. All logical weights ai are set
to unity when implementing a Boolean gate. (C) Analog fault-tolerant neural network implementing multiplication, and the
equivalent digital Boolean circuit (inset). Two 2-bit binary numbers b0b1 and b′0b

′
1 are one-hot encoded as input to the noisy

neural network, and the output product c0c1c2c3 may be estimated with arbitrarily small error by increasing the number of
moduli (M = 5 moduli illustrated). The grid code corrects Gaussian neural spiking noise in each logical neuron due to the
decoder (blue); neural encoders evaluate AND gates (orange) and XOR gates (green) to perform computation using encoder
activation functions (shown in B); additional decoders and encoders are used to generated error-corrected copies of neural states
(black).

lattice neural firing patterns may correspond to the en-
coding of a given number xk from a discrete set of possi-
ble values that lie within a fixed interval [0, X). The grid
cells represent a set of phases through the encoder

Enc [xk] :=

{
e(xk)

λj
mod 1

}M

j=1

, (1)

which is defined over M relatively prime integers {λj}Mj=1

referred to as moduli [9, 10]. In the original grid code,
e(xk) is chosen to be the identity, corresponding to a saw-
tooth function that ultimately represents xk. Here, we
instead perform computation in the codespace by select-
ing e to perform a logical activation function. In general,
we denote the vector of M phases produced by the en-
coder as φ := Enc [xk] = {φj}.

In the limit maxj λj � X forX �∏M
j=1 λj , the phases

are well-approximated as being drawn uniformly at ran-
dom. This provides a sensitive encoding that changes
significantly if the input is slightly perturbed (Fig. 2a).
Since each codeword consists of a vector of phases with
the period of each φj determined by λj , decoding corre-
sponds to the constructive interference of summed phases
to yield the correct decoded position (Fig. 2b). This al-
lows the encoder and decoder of a grid code to be imple-
mented directly with a neural network, approximating
maximum likelihood estimation over codewords.

An ideal decoder Dec [φ] would perform maximum like-

lihood estimation (MLE) to recover the most probable
xk0 given a codeword φ. For ease of presentation, we
modify the original biologically inspired neural decoder
that approximates MLE [11] to a simpler but function-
ally equivalent form. Given phases φ = {φj}, the true
position xk0 is recovered by the MLE decoder

Dec [φ] := arg max
xk

M∑

j=1

cos

[
2π

(
xk
λj
− φj

)]
. (2)

To implement the MLE decoder with a neural network,
the angle difference is decomposed via the standard iden-
tity cos(α− β) = cosα cosβ + sinα sinβ. To estimate
arg maxxk

, we use a step activation function with a
tuned threshold based on the number of moduli, re-
placing winner-take-all dynamics with a simpler local-
ized activation function (see Supplementary Information
Sec. VII). At the end of a successful decoding, the out-
put neuron at index k0 will be one-hot encoded to have
value 1 while all other output neurons will have value 0.
However, noise will introduce imperfections: every neu-
ron in the encoder and decoder are subjected to noise
throughout every step of the error correction process,

e.g. Ẽnc [xk] := {e(xk)/λj + ξj mod 1} for normally dis-
tributed ξj ∼ N (0, σ).

We show fault tolerance for a neural network with
Gaussian-distributed weights (see Supplementary In-
formation Sec. V) as well as a neural network with
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Gaussian noise + synaptic failure

(universal neural gate) Gaussian noise (neural two-bit multiplication)
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Logical error probability

Fault-tolerant

computation

FIG. 4. (A) Fault tolerance threshold for a neural implementation of a universal Boolean gate (NAND gate). A sharp phase
transition enables a fault-tolerant neural network to perform arbitrarily long computations with arbitrarily small error if the
noise of each physical neuron (probability of synaptic failure and neural spiking noise) falls below the threshold. Regions in
blue support fault-tolerant computation, while regions in red cause faulty computation. The color is determined by the logical
NAND error probability ε0 ≈ 0.09 required to achieve an arbitrarily low logical error using the optimal NAND fault tolerance
construction [4]. (B) Numerical simulation of the number of neurons required to perform two-bit multiplication with logical
error probability ε in the presence of Gaussian noise σ2 (and zero probability of synaptic failure). We confirm the analytic

scaling O(eaσ
2

N log(N/ε)).

weights and activation functions chosen to implement any
Boolean formula (Supplementary Information Secs. V,
VI). A logical neuron is formed by interleaving compu-
tations in the codespace with error correction to control
the propagation of errors (Fig. 3a). The application of

the decoder error-corrects the noisy codeword φ̃, and the
re-encoding completes the computation via the logical
activation function. Explicitly, we project the set of en-

coded phases φ̃ back to codewords φ̃′ = Ẽnc
[
D̃ec

[
φ̃
]]

.

Due to the cyclicity of the encoding from modular arith-
metic, the phases φ̃′ represent a codeword corresponding
to some xk in a condensed codespace smaller than the
original [0, X) space, generating a non-polynomial logical
activation function that enables universal approximation
of arbitrary continuous functions [15].

Here, unlike in the original grid code, the evaluation
of arg maxxk

in the decoder may be evaluated over a set
{xk} that corresponds to a larger space than spanned by
Enc [xk]; this active role in computation by the decoder
will allows computation to take place directly between
phases in the codespace via logical weights. Moreover,
to remain protected against digital-like errors caused
by synaptic failure, we will ultimately place the entire
grid code within a concatenated repetition code; conse-
quently, computation never leaves the codespace despite
the presence of grid decoder blocks.

With i.i.d. Gaussian noise ξ ∼ N (0, σ) applied to the
output of each physical neuron, the logical neuron is al-
lowed to fail with probability ε (the logical error). A
careful treatment of the noise for Gaussian-distributed
logical weights (see Supplementary Information Sec. V)

and neural implementations of the encoder and decoder
(following Fig. 3a) shows that to leading order in ε� 1,
the number of moduli λj required to achieve a given log-
ical error probability is

M(ε) ≈ eaσ2

(1 + 2σ2) log (1/ε) , (3)

where a is a constant independent of the noise or er-

ror correction overhead. The O(eaσ
2

) dependence on the
spiking noise originates from the constructive interfer-
ence of the grid code: noisy phases for the true decoding

contribute to a neuron with mean activation Me−aσ
2/2,

while the incorrect decoding yields a mean activation of
zero. Although the noise produces neural activations of
variance O(σ

√
M), there always exists sufficiently large

M to identify the correct decoding. Hence, a fault-
tolerant neural network can be constructed under the
presence of arbitrarily large noise using O(eaσ

2

) physical
neurons for constant a, if each physical neuron is allowed
unbounded fan-in.

However, in biological networks, the highest neural
connectivity is observed in Purkinje cells, which admit
∼ 2 × 105 synapses [25]; to implement this fan-in con-
straint, we limit the number of moduli to 105. Addi-
tionally, as discussed earlier, biological neurons also ex-
perience stochastic synaptic failure with some probabil-
ity p. Both of these effects cause the logical neuron
to fail with some fixed finite probability, which can be
dealt with using standard fault tolerance techniques from
classical computing. We use the logical neuron to con-
struct standard Boolean gates by choosing the encoder
function e(xk) (Fig. 3b). Using the analysis of 2-input
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NAND gates by Evans and Pippenger [4], we recover
the fault tolerance threshold for arbitrary Boolean for-
mulas by invoking the logical NAND neuron threshold of
ε0 = (3−

√
7)/4 ≈ 0.09.

We find a phase transition that describes the thresh-
old for fault tolerance (Fig. 4a). In the lower region of
logical error ε < ε0, fault-tolerant computation is pos-
sible for Boolean formulas of arbitrary size; in the up-
per region of ε > ε0, the fault-tolerant construction does
not hold. Analytic estimates show the region of fault-
tolerance is bounded by a synaptic failure probability
of p0 ≈ 0.176 and Gaussian neural spiking noise with
standard deviation σ0 ≈ 0.225 (see Supplementary In-
formation Sec. VII); numerical simulation shows close
agreement. We confirm that O(N log(N/ε)) neurons suf-
fice (Fig. 4b, left) for fault tolerance through numeri-
cal simulation of fault-tolerant two-bit multiplication us-
ing neural AND and XOR gates (Fig. 3c); similarly, the

O(eaσ
2

) neurons expected in the absence of connectiv-
ity constraints by Eq. 3 is numerically verified (Fig. 4b,
right).

The fault-tolerant phase of computation agrees in or-
der of magnitude with the extent of noise observed in
biological neurons: the artificial neural network is fault-
tolerant at p ≈ 0.1 and σ ≈ 0.2, while biological neurons
experience p ≈ 0.5 and σ ≈ 1 [12–14]. However, our
result only places a lower bound on the fault-tolerance
threshold; a more effective neural fault-tolerant construc-
tion may be possible. In particular, while the neural
network fault tolerance theorem is phrased in terms of
digital Boolean gates composed of analog neurons, Eq. 3
holds for a general construction of neural networks with
Gaussian-distributed weights (see Supplementary Infor-
mation Sec. V). This standard form of artificial neural
networks provides a more direct analog approach to com-

putation without introducing logical digital gates, and it
may ultimately realize a more efficient path towards a
threshold for the fault-tolerant phase of neural computa-
tion.

Framed against the slowing pace of Moore’s Law
and increasingly prohibitive energy costs of deep learn-
ing [26, 27], the efficiency of biological computation
places central importance on a deep understanding of
noisy analog systems. The brain is a canonical exam-
ple of a noisy analog system that is more energy-efficient
than traditional faultless computation; by demonstrat-
ing the existence of fault-tolerant neural networks, our
work provides a concrete path towards leveraging the
favorable properties of such analog neural networks in
a neuromorphic setting [28–30]. In aggregate, these re-
sults are suggestive of the power of naturally occurring
error-correcting mechanisms: while the presence of fault-
tolerant computation in the brain remains uncertain, we
conclude that experimentally observed neural error cor-
rection codes are sufficient to achieve arbitrarily reliable
computation.
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I. DIGITAL FAULT TOLERANCE VIA
CONCATENATED REPETITION CODE

We begin by presenting an adaptation of the original
construction of a fault-tolerant Boolean gate via a re-
cursive concatenation of repetition codes, initially pro-
posed in [1] and more rigorously discussed in [2]. To
best explain this scheme, let us consider a Boolean gate
B(x), where x may denote multiple bits (for instance
NAND(x0, x1)), and its faulty counterpart Bp that fails
(i.e. outputs the incorrect bit) with probability p. We
would like to construct a fault-tolerant version of Bp

whose error can be decreased arbitrarily for p < p0. This
is achieved by devising a recursive concatenation scheme
wherein a logical B gate is constructed from physical
B gates, these being the faulty Bp gates. In particu-
lar, a logical B gate at concatenation level-ℓ, which we

denote by B
(ℓ)
p , is recursively defined by a mapping of

gates at concatenation level ℓ − 1, with the base case

B
(0)
p (x) = Bp. In this mapping, B

(ℓ)
p is defined as a rep-

etition code acting on multiple outputs of B
(ℓ−1)
p , such

that the error suffered by B
(ℓ)
p is less than that of B

(ℓ−1)
p

for p < p0.
In the seminal work on fault tolerance, von Neumann

employed a ternary repetition code, in which a logical bit
is encoded as a bundle of physical bits. At concatenation

level ℓ, each bundle consists of 3ℓ physical bits, and its
corresponding logical bit may be decoded as the majority
of its physical bits; for instance, 110 encodes the logical
bit 1 at concatenation level ℓ = 1. In this manner, the

inputs and outputs to B
(ℓ)
p (x) are bundles of size 3ℓ, and

the output is correct if its physical bits decode to the
correct logical bit.

The recursive mapping from B
(ℓ)
p to B

(ℓ+1)
p is defined

by this ternary repetition code: the inputs to B
(ℓ+1)
p ,

which are bundles of size 3ℓ+1, are linearly partitioned
into three bundles of size 3ℓ, which are then sent through

B
(ℓ)
p gates in parallel to generate nine independent output

bundles (each also of size 3ℓ). To correct possible errors
in the output bundles, these bundles are then split into
three groups of threes, each of which is passed through a
(faulty) majority voting gate, and the resulting outputs
are recombined into a bundle of size 3ℓ+1 which repre-

sents the final output of B
(ℓ+1)
p . The majority voting

gate is constructed from B
(ℓ)
p gates, and hence is also im-

perfect; its explicit construction depends on the Boolean
gate of interest and influences the fault tolerance thresh-

old. In general, the fewer B
(ℓ)
p ’s in the majority gate, the

larger the threshold.

For clarity, we depict the application of this fault tol-
erance protocol to a NAND gate in Fig. S1. The specific
arrangement of the wires fed into the majority voting
gates is chosen is to prevent error propagation and pro-
duce a nonzero threshold. Not all arrangements will yield
a nonzero threshold in the limit ℓ → ∞; von Neumann’s
original presentation even suggests randomly permuting
these wires. As the NAND gate is universal for Boolean
computation, this construction enables arbitrarily accu-
rate computation of any Boolean function from faulty
NAND gates if the failure probability p lies below the
threshold p0.

II. FAULT TOLERANCE AGAINST SYNAPTIC
FAILURE VIA CONCATENATED REPETITION

CODE

In this section, we describe the details of how the afore-
mentioned concatenated repetition code may be adapted
to devise a fault-tolerant neural network robust against
synaptic failure. We consider a neural network con-
structed from rectified linear unit (ReLU) activation
functions, where ReLU(x) = max(0, x) on real inputs
x. In this case, synaptic failure may be modelled by re-
placing each ReLU with a faulty ReLU that fails with
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Bundle of 
size 

Partition into
3 bundles
of size

FIG. S1. The recursive concatenation scheme, based on a repetition code, used to construct a NAND at concatenation level

ℓ + 1 (denoted NAND
(ℓ+1)
p ) from NAND’s at level ℓ, with the base case NAND

(0)
p = NANDp. The gates denoted MAJ

(ℓ)
p

indicate a majority voting operation, whose construction is illustrated in the inset. Note how the fault-tolerant ReLU of Fig. 2
of the main text is a generalization of this construction.

probability p:

ReLUp(x) =

{
ReLU(x) with probability 1− p

0 with probability p
(S1)

Like von Neumann’s error model for Boolean gates, the
output of this faulty ReLU is reliably incorrect with some
probability, and thus its errors may be corrected by em-
ploying a concatenated repetition code.

The aim is thus to construct a fault-tolerant ReLU ac-
tivation function, or equivalently a fault-tolerant neuron.
We will employ a concatenated ternary repetition code
analogous to that presented above, replacing each logi-
cal Boolean gate at level ℓ with a logical ReLU at level

ℓ, which we denote by ReLU(ℓ)
p . However, there is one

important distinction in our construction: as inputs and
outputs are now analog instead of binary, we will inter-
pret the logical value carried by a bundle as the median
of its values. Accordingly, the majority voting gate in
the original repetition code is replaced by a median gate,
which will appropriately correct single errors. The com-
plete recursive scheme is depicted in the main text in
Fig. 1.

What remains is to construct the median operation out
of ReLU’s. At concatenation level ℓ, we are interested in
computing the median of three bundles, each of size 3ℓ.

Denoting this quantity as m = Med(ℓ)p (a, b, c), it may be
computed with the following network of depth three:

x = ReLU(ℓ)
p (a− b)

y = ReLU(ℓ)
p (−a+ c+ x)

z = ReLU(ℓ)
p (b− c+ x)

m = ReLU(ℓ)
p (a+ b− c+ y − z).

(S2)

While the final ReLU is not strictly necessary for the

computation of the median, it is included to prevent error
propagation from the inputs and achieve fault tolerance.
As a result, this median works only on positive inputs,
but this is admissible as the output of ReLUℓ

p (which is
input into the median) is necessarily non-negative. We
also note that this median construction employs skip con-
nections to perform its computation.
As demonstrated in the main text, this construction

ultimately produces a fault-tolerant ReLU neuron with
threshold p0 ≈ 3.72%. The straightforward assembly of
individual fault-tolerant neurons provides a fault-tolerant
neural network protected against synaptic failures.

III. COMPARISON OF REPETITION FOR
DISCRETE VERSUS ANALOG

FAULT-TOLERANCE

While the repetition code is sufficient to arrive at
digital fault-tolerance when subject to bit-flip errors or
synaptic failure, it is insufficient for analog computation
in the presence of additive Gaussian noise. Key to this
is the O(polylog(1/ϵ)) scaling with respect to the desired
output error rate ϵ in the definition of fault-tolerance.
For Boolean (more generally discrete) random vari-

ables, suffering from i.i.d. bit-flip errors at a rate p < 1/2,
a repetition code of size M reduces errors exponentially
as ∼ pM . Given a target error rate ϵ, it is sufficient to
choose

M ∼ log 1
ϵ

log 1
p

. (S3)

Using the concatenation scheme described in Section I
and the union bound to reduce errors toN/ϵ, we find that

this translates to the desired O(N logb(N/ϵ)) scaling in
the definition of fault-tolerance so long as the error rate
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is below a threshold p0 that is dependent on the details
of the error correcting circuit.

For analog variables, the repetition code does not sup-
press errors strongly enough to achieve this scaling. For
additive Gaussian noise with standard deviation σ, a rep-
etition code of size M suppresses errors not exponentially
in M , but only as ∼ σ/

√
M . For a target standard devi-

ation ϵ, the code size is required to scale as

M ∼
(σ
ϵ

)2
. (S4)

Analog computation using the repetition code would re-
quire an asymptotic lower bound of Ω(poly(1/ϵ)) re-
sources, and thus does not meet our definition of fault-
tolerance. In order to achieve analog fault-tolerance, we
must make use of a stronger error correcting code.

IV. SUMMARY OF GRID CODES

For reference, we will now provide a self-contained
exposition of the original grid code results [3–5]. The
codespace is defined by a set of M relatively prime inte-
gers (“moduli”) denoted {λj}Mj=1.

In a noiseless setting setting, the grid code encoder
maps an element xi0 from a set of discrete values {xi}
over a fixed domain 0 ≤ xi < X to a codeword of phases
ϕ := Enc [xi0 ] for encoder

Enc [xi0 ] :=

{
ϕj =

e(xi0)

λj
mod 1

}
, (S5)

where the function e(xi0) ∈ [0, X) is chosen to be the
identity to simply represent xi0 ; we will later choose non-
identity e to perform computation. The choice of rela-
tively prime moduli ensures, by consequence of the Chi-

nese Remainder Theorem, that all x ∈ [0,
∏M

j=1 λj) are
encoded into distinct codewords. Restricting our domain

as above, with X ≪∏M
j=1 λj , allows the remaining phase

space to be used for error correction. To maintain the fa-
vorable error-correcting properties of the grid code, the
xi’s are chosen to satisfy xi ≪ X; and the minimum spac-
ing between codewords ∆x := mini ̸=j |xi − xj | is chosen
such that maxj λj ≪ ∆x. More generally, when e(xi0)
is not the identity function, the same condition must be
upheld for ∆x given by mini̸=j |e(xi) − e(xj)| such that
e(xi) ̸= e(xj). In this limit, two codewords encoding ran-
domly sampled x1, x2 ∈ [0, X) (or e(x1) and e(x2)) are
well-approximated by i.i.d. samples of a uniform distri-
bution [5].

In the presence of Gaussian neural spiking noise, the
noiseless encoder Enc [xi0 ] is replaced by the noisy en-
coder

Ẽnc [xi0 ] =

{
ϕ̃j =

e(xi0)

λj
+ ξ mod 1

}
, (S6)

for i.i.d. ξ ∼ N (0, σ) sampled for each phase.

We now show that the described decoding procedure,
illustrated in Fig. 2b of the main text, is indeed per-
forming maximum likelihood estimation. If x is known
to belong to a discrete set of values {xi}, the estimated
decoding x̂ is given by maximizing the conditional prob-
ability

x̂ = argmax
xk

P (ϕ|xk). (S7)

The likelihood function is a wrapped normal distribu-
tion

P (ϕ|xk) ∝
M∏

j=1

exp

(
− 1

2σ2
∥Enc [xk]j − ϕj∥2

)
, (S8)

where ∥x∥ ≡ min{|x|, 1 − |x|} denotes the distance be-
tween phases. The likelihood function is well approxi-
mated by the more tractable circular normal function in
the limit of σ ≪ 1 by

P (ϕ|xk) ∝
M∏

j=1

exp

(
1

2πσ2
cos

[
2π

(
xk

λj
− ϕj

)])
. (S9)

Comparing Eq. S9 and Eq. 2 in the main text, we see
that the neural network is maximizing the likelihood.
We now summarize an analysis of the grid code’s dis-

tance. Since the M phases ϕj fall between 0 and 1, the
coding space is the unit hypercube [0, 1]M ; due to unit
modulo, the coding space satisfies periodic boundary con-
ditions and thus corresponds to the M -torus. The cod-
ing line [0, X) is thus a set of parallel line segments in
the hypercube. In general, error correction codes may
be described as a hypersphere packing problem: each
codeword corresponds to an origin of a sphere in a high-
dimensional space, and errors that fall within the radius
of the sphere are correctable to the true codeword. Here,
the grid code is a hypersphere packing problem in the
M − 1 dimensional hyperplane perpendicular to the cod-
ing line segments. Under this formalism, we arrive at a
scaling of the minimum distance between line segments
with the number of phases for fixed X of dmin = Θ(

√
M)

[5], denoting an asymptotic bound on dmin from both
above and below. Our choice of λ ≪ ∆x ensures that
each Enc [xi] lies within a different line segment and
therefore is also separated by at least dmin, and conse-
quently any perturbation in the phase space less than
dmin/2 is correctable using the maximum likelihood de-
coder.

V. FAULT-TOLERANT GAUSSIAN-WEIGHTED
NEURAL NETWORK

We now provide details of the computation showing
the number of physical neurons required to suppress ar-
bitrary Gaussian noise. We assume an error model where
ξ ∼ N (0, σ) is added to the output of each neuron, rep-
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resenting the noise associated with neural spikes in a bi-
ological setting. We will be encoding an xk0

that is guar-
anteed to belong to a discrete set of S values {xk = k∆x}
for k = 0, . . . , S − 1, such that (S − 1)∆x < X for some

X. The moduli must satisfy λj ≪ X ≪∏M
j=1 λj for rela-

tively prime λj , and thus xk/λj ∼ U(0, 1) for random xk.
Additionally, we take both the number of moduli M and
the number of neurons m0 connected from the previous
layer to be much larger than one, allowing application of
the central limit theorem.

Taking advantage of the periodicity of the grid code
due to the periodicity of the phases, we introduce a
smaller range of values [0, X ′) compared to the full range
of the standard grid code [0, X). To remain consistent
with the assumptions stated above, we require λj ≪
X ′ ≪ ∏M

j=1 λj . Moreover, in order to maintain proper-
ties of modular arithmetic, we restrict the logical weights
to integer weights ai ∈ Z such that

∑
i |ai| ≤ X/X ′.

In order to implement a ReLU activation function, we
choose the logical activation function

e(xi) =

{
0 (xi mod X ′) < X ′/2

(xi −X ′/2) mod X ′ (xi mod X ′) ≥ X ′/2,

(S10)
as shown in Fig. S2. This may be implemented by choos-

ing weights on the physical neurons W enc
ij = e(xi)

λj
mod 1

(red connections in Fig. 2a of the main text). However,
we assume that the logical weights ai are approximately
normally distributed from a Gaussian distribution with
standard deviation α. (In Sec. VI, logical weights will
be set to unity to implement Boolean gates.)

x

e(
x i
)

FIG. S2. Rectified linear unit (ReLU) activation function for
X ′ = X/2. The logical ReLU activation function e(xi) used in
the encoder (Eq. S10) allows the fault-tolerant neural network
to implement the standard ReLU activation function.

The general construction of the logical neuron (Fig. 3a
of the main text) is as follows. A previous layer of logi-
cal neurons passes to the logical neuron a set of encoded
phase vectors, where the ith input neuron is denoted θ(i).
Each input neuron θ(i) encodes a quantity that lies in
[0, X ′) in the decoded space. A series of logical weights
are applied, mapping directly from grid code phases to
grid code phases. Due to the unit modulo of the grid
code, this will ultimately cause a sawtooth-like activa-
tion function in the decoded space. Explicitly, this unit
modulo is realized by sine and cosine activation functions
in the next stage of the logical neuron: the decoder. The
decoder has two roles in the logical neuron. Firstly, it

performs error correction, following the grid code formal-
ism described above. Secondly, it performs computation,
introducing a nonlinearity via sine and cosine functions
that impose the periodicity of the phase encoding. More-
over, the decoder does not return to the original [0, X ′)
space; instead, it corresponds to the standard grid code
decoder over the larger space [0, X), allowing the appli-
cation of logical weights to decode to valid values. In the
final stage of the logical neuron, we apply an encoder that
returns to [0, X ′) by choosing appropriate weights that
implement a logical activation function. Consequently,
much like the decoder, the encoder both plays a role sim-
ilar to the original grid code (i.e. taking xi to a vector
of phases) and is directly involved in the computational
aspect of the logical neuron.
Throughout the logical neuron, synaptic failures may

occur, increasing the logical error probability of the final
output. Although the grid code can correct all analog
errors of the form of Gaussian additive noise applied to
the neural spiking output, these synaptic failures cannot
be reliably corrected. In the standard neural network
described in this section, we do not address the synap-
tic failures. However, in the neural implementation of
the NAND gate (Sec. VII), we apply the standard fault-
tolerant NAND construction of Evans and Pippenger [6]
to correct for synaptic failures. This also provides a
reconciliation with von Neumann’s traditional approach
to fault tolerance, where all computations occur within
the codespace: a fully fault-tolerant neural network is
achieved by combining the traditional concatenated rep-
etition code and the grid code, ensuring that the com-
putation does indeed remain in a protected codespace
throughout the entire computation.
The above framework is now made explicit to demon-

strate the fault-tolerant properties of the logical neu-
ron. Working in the codespace, the m0 neurons from
the previous layer connected to the logical neuron are
represented by codewords Enc [x1] , . . . ,Enc [xm0

]. Let-

ting Enc [xi] = {θ(i)j } for j = 1, . . . ,M , we must map

from the m0 ×M neurons in {Enc [xi]} to a single set of
phases {ϕj} such that our activation function is applied
after decoding and re-encoding (since the encoder applies
the ReLU activation function). By assigning weights

Wij = ai from θ
(i)
j to ϕj with a linear activation function

and bias −X′

λj

∑
i:ai<0 ai, we obtain phases in the absence

of noise:

ϕj =

(∑

i

aiθ
(i)
j

)
−
(
X ′

λj

∑

i:ai<0

ai

)
. (S11)

Adding in noise, a noisy encoding thus generates phases

θ̃
(i)
j . Each of the S neurons over the discretized decoded
space have noise ξ, and each is multiplied by approxi-
mately uniformly distributed weights due to the phases
over the moduli. Applying the central limit theorem to∑S

i=1 uξ for u ∼ U(0, 1), we find mean zero noise with
variance σ2 ·S/3. (For simplicity of notation, we drop the
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subscript on each ξ denoting the i.i.d. random variables.)
Adding the noise of the codespace neuron to the noise ac-

quired from the plaintext neuron, we find θ̃
(i)
j = θ

(i)
j +ξ+ζ

for ζ ∼ N (0, σ
√

S/3). Inserting noise in Eq. S11, we have

ϕ̃j =

[
m0∑

i=1

aiθ̃
(i)
j

]
−
(
X ′

λj

∑

i:ai<0

ai

)
+ ξ

= ϕj + ξ +

m0∑

i=1

ai(ξ + ζ).

(S12)

Applying the central limit theorem to the noise interact-
ing with the neural network weights ai, we find that the
mean vanishes and Var [

∑m0

i=1 ai(ξ + ζ)] = 1
3Sm0α

2σ2.
To simplify notation, we introduce the variable a =
4π2(1 + Sm0α

2/3).

The error correction ϕ̃′ = Ẽnc
[
D̃ec

[
ϕ̃
]]

will produce

the correct codeword with error ξ on each phase — as

was assumed in the logical neuron input — if Dec
[
ϕ̃
]

identifies the correct value. The decoder shown in Fig.
3a of the main text uses two layers, which we now make
explicit. The first layer multiplies each ϕj with weight
2π; the second layer uses periodic activation functions
to compute sin(2πϕj) and cos(2πϕj) respectively mul-

tiplied with weights W sin
jk = sin

(
2π xk

λj

)
and similarly

W cos
jk = cos

(
2π xk

λj

)
. After applying the final step acti-

vation function to obtain a decoding, the error is ‘reset’

if the decoding D̃ec
[
ϕ̃
]
is successful: the logical neuron

will not propagate any additional noise into future com-
putations. Evaluating all noise contributions, we have

Dec
[
ϕ̃
]
= argmax

k
f(k), (S13)

f(k) : = ξ +
M∑

j=1

[f1(j, k) + f2(j, k)] , (S14)

where

f1(j, k) = sin

(
2π

xk

λj

)[
sin
(
2πϕ̃j

)
+ ξ
]
, (S15)

f2(j, k) = cos

(
2π

xk

λj

)[
cos
(
2πϕ̃j

)
+ ξ
]
, (S16)

and as usual each ξ is sampled i.i.d.
Suppose that the correct neuron value corresponds to

k = k0. For the decoder to identify the correct neuron via
a threshold cutoff, we require f(k0) > f(k ̸= k0) for all
k. If the mean of the correct neuron is greater than the
mean of each incorrect neuron, a threshold will exist to
distinguish the correct decoding from incorrect decodings
in expectation. We use this to gain an analytical scaling
for M(ϵ) here; a more detailed treatment of the threshold
is found in the analysis of the logical NAND.

The key observation is that the noiseless phases ϕj are

given by ϕj = xk0
/λj mod 1. At k = k0, this phase

aligns with the neural network weights sin
(
2π

xk0

λj

)
or

cos
(
2π

xk0

λj

)
. On the other hand, at all k ̸= k0, the

neural network weights are sine or cosine of a uniformly
distributed random variable.
Formalizing this argument, we find that the true de-

coding is centered away from zero:

f(k0) ∼ N
(
Me−aσ2/2,

√
M

(
1

2
+

1

2
e−2aσ2 − e−aσ2 + σ2

)
+ σ2

)
,

(S17)
while the incorrect decoding is centered at zero:

f(k ̸= k0) ∼ N
(
0,

√
M

(
1

2
+ σ2

)
+ σ2

)
, (S18)

where both distributions are seen to have standard devi-
ations O(

√
M). Upper-bounding the maximum element

drawn from the distribution of f(k ̸= k0) out of S draws
using Jensen’s inequality and a union bound, we find that

fmax(k ̸= k0) : = E[max draw of f(k ̸= k0)] (S19)

≤
√

[M(1 + 2σ2) + 2σ2] logS. (S20)

Finally, to determine if argmaxk returns a value other
than k0, we compute the probability that this exceeds
f(k0):

Pr[logical neuron fails] = Pr[f(k0) < fmax(k ̸= k0)]

≤ 1

2
erfc

e−aσ2/2M −
√

[M(1 + 2σ2) + 2σ2] logS√
M
(
1 + e−2aσ2 − 2e−aσ2 + 2σ2

)
+ 2σ2

.

(S21)
Expanding in small ϵ and taking M,aσ2 ≫ 1, we find
that

M(ϵ) ≈ log(1/ϵ)
[
eaσ

2

(1 + 2σ2) + e−aσ2 − 2
]

≈ eaσ
2

(1 + 2σ2) log (1/ϵ) ,
(S22)

consistent with Eq. 7 of the main text. The number of
neurons is linear in the number of moduli due to the
structure of the logical neuron (see Fig. 3a of the main
text).

VI. DEMONSTRATION OF BOOLEAN GATES
WITH MODIFIED ACTIVATION FUNCTIONS

While the neural network presented above is a uni-
versal approximator of continuous functions due to the
use of a ReLU activation function, we demonstrate the
flexibility of the fault-tolerant network construction and
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implement different activation functions amenable to the
implementation of Boolean gates. (The ReLU neural net-
work is shown to implement Boolean formulas in the fol-
lowing subsection.) By constructing a universal set of
Boolean gates with fault-tolerant neural networks, any
Boolean circuit can be implemented up to arbitrarily
small error in the presence of arbitrarily large noise.

A natural construction for Boolean gates emerges if
additional encoders that implement different activation
functions are introduced. We will show how to gener-
ate the activation functions in Fig. 3b of the main text,
which will ultimately allow the neural implementation of
a multiplier circuit (Fig. S3 and Fig. 3c).

b0
b1

c0

c1

c2

c3

b1'
b0'

FIG. S3. Two-bit multiplication circuit decomposed into six
AND gates and two XOR gates. As shown in Fig. 4 of the
main text, a fault-tolerant neural network assembled of neu-
ral Boolean gates satisfies the fault-tolerant neural network

theorem with O
(
eO(σ2)

)
physical neurons. Two 2-bit binary

numbers b0b1 and b′0b
′
1 are provided as input to the circuit,

and the output product c0c1c2c3 is returned. Here, the 0 in-
dex denotes the least significant bit.

Define two logical input bits A,B ∈ {0, a}, interpret-
ing 0 as False and a as True. Letting ∆x = a, the
decoder Dec [ϕ] will only decode to the set of variables
{x1 = 0, x2 = a, x3 = 2a}. For notational convenience,
we define codeword vectors

ϕa :=

{
ϕj =

a

λj
mod 1

}
, (S23)

ϕ0 :=

{
ϕj =

0

λj
mod 1

}
. (S24)

Beginning with a NOT gate, define the NOT encoder
Enc¬ [x1] = ϕa and Enc¬ [x2] = Enc¬ [x3] = ϕ0. As be-
fore, this corresponds to a neural network with weights
given by the codeword vectors. To compute ¬A, we sim-
ply compute Enc¬ [Dec [A]] to apply the error correction
and re-encode into the codespace with a NOT computa-
tion.

To implement AND and OR gates, we require an ad-
ditional layer of unity weights, giving ϕi = θAi + θBi . Ap-

plying the decoder will give either 0, a or 2a based on
the cases (A,B) ∈ {(0, 0)}, {(a, 0), (0, a)} or {(a, a)} re-
spectively. The AND encoder is given by Enc∧ [x1] =
Enc∧ [x2] = ϕ0 and Enc∧ [x3] = ϕa, and the OR encoder
is given by Enc∨ [x1] = ϕ0 and Enc∨ [x2] = Enc∨ [x3] =
ϕa.

Although AND, OR, and NOT form a universal gate
set, we also include XOR for direct use in the two-bit
multiplier, given by Enc⊕ [x1] = Enc⊕ [x3] = ϕ0 and
Enc⊕ [x2] = ϕa. Using these neural gates, we implement
the two-bit multiplier shown in Fig. S3.

VII. DEMONSTRATION OF LOGICAL NAND
THRESHOLD USING RELU ACTIVATION

FUNCTION

Above, we used natural constructions of Boolean gates
through a careful choice of activation function in the
codespace. For completeness, we demonstrate here the
universality of the fault-tolerant neural network with a
ReLU activation function and construct a NAND gate,
which allows the implementation of arbitrary Boolean
formulas. As seen in the NAND gate activation function
of Fig. 3b, the NAND activation function is the opposite
of the standard ReLU activation function. Hence, unlike
the construction for Boolean formulas described in the
previous section, we choose 0 to correspond to the True
state and a to the False state. This makes the ReLU ac-
tivation function equivalent to the direct implementation
of a NAND gate.

Repeating the noisy logical neuron analysis but with
logical weights ai = 1 and three decoder neurons, a sim-
ilar analysis shows that Eq. S17 is replaced by

fNAND(k0) ∼ N
(
M · e

−6π2σ2

erf6(
√
2πσ)

512π3σ6
,

√
M

(
1

2
+ σ2 − ζ

)
+ σ2

)
,

(S25)

for

ζ =
e−12π2σ2

erf12
(√

2πσ
)
− 4π3σ6e−24π2σ2

erf6
(
2
√
2πσ

)

262144π6σ12
.

(S26)
However, Eq. S18 remains unchanged, i.e.

fNAND(k ̸= k0) ∼ N
(
0,

√
M

(
1

2
+ σ2

)
+ σ2

)
. (S27)

Repeating the analysis above to estimate
Pr[fNAND(k0) < fNAND(k ̸= k0)] yields the num-
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ber of moduli

M(ϵ) ≈ 262144π6e12π
2σ2

σ12
(
4σ2 + 1

)
log
(
3
ϵ

)

erf12
(√

2πσ
) (S28)

= O
(
eaσ

2

log(1/ϵ)
)
, (S29)

consistent with the result for a Gaussian-weighted neural
network.

Establishing maximum neural connectivity simply
amounts to requiring M ≤ M0 for fixed M0. This limits
the amount of Gaussian noise that can be corrected, since
the moduli cannot be arbitrarily increased. Additionally,
to account for synaptic failure with probability p, mod-
ifications are required for Eqs. S25 and S27. While a
functional synapse with additive Gaussian neural spiking
error returns value y+ ξ, a synaptic failure returns value
0. We proceed to treat each case of the effect of synaptic
failure for each possible type of synapse in Fig. 3a of the
main text. The goal is to find an upper bound on the
probability that the logical NAND fails, corresponding
to a lower bound on the threshold for synaptic failure.

Considering the synapses from the decoder neurons
xi to the new logical phases ϕ′

j (i.e. the final layer of
Fig. 3a, a failed synapse may originate from the correct
decoder neuron or an incorrect decoder neuron. We ig-
nore the failed synapse from an incorrect decoding, con-
sistent with upper-bounding the failure probability. If
the correct decoding fails, the encoded phase may not
fire. In the application of logical weights to the logical
phase of the next neuron (i.e. the first layer of Fig. 3a),
the synapse with a logical weight ai may similarly fail.
The two phenomena of a correct decoder synapse failing
and a logical weight synapse failing produce the same

outcome: an input phase θ
(1,2)
i may fail. The effect of

only a single input phase (e.g. θ
(1)
i ) failing is different

from the effect of both input phases failing (i.e. θ
(1)
i and

θ
(2)
i ). If one input phase fails, the logical phase ϕi as-
sumes a uniformly random value from 0 to 1. This has
no impact on fNAND(k ̸= k0), but it reduces the mean
of fNAND(k = k0) by removing a modulus and requires
adjustment of the standard deviation by the inclusion
of a random phase. If both input phases fail, the log-
ical phase does not fire. Hence, a modulus is removed
from both fNAND(k ̸= k0) and fNAND(k = k0). In total,
4Mp(1 − p) single input phases are expected to fail and
2Mp2 double input phases are expected to fail.

Consider the synapses into and out of the sin 2πϕi and
cos 2πϕi. Here, we also find two cases: if there is a failure
of a single sine or cosine, the original distribution must
be compensated by the remaining sine or cosine of the
phase; if there is a failure of both, the modulus is removed
entirely. In expectation, 2Mp(1−p) failures are expected
for the former effect (for each of sine and cosine), and
2Mp2 failures are expected for the latter.

By adding each of the failure modes independently, we
place an upper bound on logical failure due to double-

counting failures that happen sequentially in the net-
work. To evaluate the final distributions f ′

NAND(k ̸= k0)
and f ′

NAND(k = k0) that account for synaptic failure,
we assume a large number of moduli M ≫ 1 and apply
the central limit theorem. This produces a new set of
distributions, e.g.

f ′
NAND(k ̸= k0) = N

(
0,

√
σ2 − 1

2
M(2p(p+ 1)− 1) (2σ2 + 1)

)
.

(S30)

We now provide a more careful treatment of the activa-
tion function required for the error correction step of the
logical neuron. In a biological discussion of the grid code,
winner-take-all dynamics are often used to describe the
decoding process [5]. However, for transparency in the
treatment of noise, we demonstrate how a step activa-
tion function can replace winner-take-all dynamics with
a simpler decoder.

Since f ′
NAND(k ̸= k0) is centered at zero with standard

deviation O(
√
M), and f ′

NAND(k = k0) is centered at

O(M) with standard deviation O(
√
M), we may choose

a cutoff c that maximizes the probability of distinguish-
ing between correct and incorrect decodings. Since there
are three decoding neurons, a correct decoding requires
the two incorrect neurons sampled from f ′

NAND(k ̸= k0)
to lie below c and the correct neuron to sampled from
f ′
NAND(k = k0) to exceed c. Evaluating such probabili-
ties is straightforward due to f ′

NAND being normally dis-
tributed in both cases. This is performed analytically in
Fig. 4a for the dashed line, while the cutoff is estimated
numerically in the shaded region.

Evaluated explicitly in terms of neural spiking noise
standard deviation σ and probability of synaptic failure
p, the probability that the logical NAND neuron succeeds
is given by

1

8

(
erf

(
c√

2σ2 −M(2p(p+ 1)− 1) (2σ2 + 1)

)
+ 1

)2

×

erfc

{(
512π3cσ6 − e−6π2σ2

M(2(p− 3)p+ 1)erf
(√

2πσ
)6)

/[
−
(
2M(p(3p− 7) + 1)e−24π2σ2

(
e12π

2σ2×

erf
(√

2πσ
)12

− 4π3σ6erf
(
2
√
2πσ

)6))

− 262144π6σ12
(
M(2p(p+ 1)− 1)

(
2σ2 + 1

)
− 2σ2

) ]1/2
}
,

(S31)
where the decoding step activation function cutoff c is ob-
tained by maximizing the probability of success over all
possible values of c. To obtain the fault-tolerance thresh-
old in Fig. 4a, we apply the result of Evans and Pip-
penger [6] for fault-tolerant Boolean formulas of NAND
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gates, which are possible if and only if the NAND prob-
ability of failure is below ϵ0 = (3 −

√
7)/4. Accordingly,

the quantity in Eq. S31 is compared to the threshold
at M = 105 (per the neural connectivity constraint of
Purkinje cells [7]), allowing a threshold contour to be
determined in σ and p.

VIII. COMPARISON OF DISCRETE AND
ANALOG THRESHOLDS FOR

FORMULA-BASED COMPUTATION

Finally, we analyze a simple analog model of Boolean
formula-based fault-tolerant computation which estab-
lishes a baseline for comparing discrete and analog
thresholds. This is independent of neural computation,
but rather serves as a pedagogical comparison of digi-
tal and analog computation that allows analog Gaussian
noise to be translated into the well-known failure prob-
ability thresholds of Evans and Pippenger [6] using 2-
input NAND gates. Accordingly, the thresholds found
below do not correspond to fault-tolerant neural network
thresholds.

For the following analysis, we consider a binary al-
phabet encoded into real-valued signals {−1, 1} corre-
sponding to the Boolean 0 and 1 respectively. For con-
venience we define the Boolean NAND to operate on our
alphabet, and therefore it can be viewed as a function
NAND : {−1, 1}×{−1, 1} → {−1, 1}. There is consider-
able freedom in defining the analog NAND gate. We will
choose to analyse the noise thresholds of two represen-
tative candidates, dNAND and aNAND defined below,
and argue that these are extremal in the sense that all
other reasonable definitions of the analog NAND result
thresholds intermediate to the ones presented.

−2 −1 0 1 2

E[X]

−1.5

−1.0

−0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

E
[Y

]

aNAND

dNAND

FIG. S4. A comparison of the denoiser response derived from
the two proposed analog NAND gates.

First, consider the dNAND defined as follows:

dNANDσ(x, y) := NAND(sgn(x), sgn(y)) + ξ, (S32)

where NAND is the noiseless Boolean NAND defined
above, and sgn is the sign function. One can verify that a
formula composed of dNAND gates works exactly a dis-
crete NAND with an effective error rate ϵ = Pr[ξ ≥ 1].
Therefore denoising is successful as long as

1

2

[
1− erf

(
1

σ
√
2

)]
< ϵ0, (S33)

where ϵ0 = 3−
√
7

4 denotes the threshold of [6]. Numeri-
cally, we find a corresponding analog threshold of σ < σ∗

d
for σ∗

d ≈ 0.7409.

For comparison, consider the aNAND gate defined as
follows:

aNANDσ(x, y) :=
1− x− y − xy

2
+ ξ (S34)

where ξ ∼ N (0, σ2). Note that for σ = 0 the analog
NAND gate behaves as a noiseless NAND. In this no-
tation, the balanced depth-2 binary tree denoiser used
by Evans and Pippenger [6] is written

Denoiseσ(x1, x2, x3, x4) =

aNANDσ(aNANDσ(x1, x2), aNANDσ(x3, x4)).
(S35)

We would like to analyze the behavior of the de-
noiser for real-valued i.i.d. random variables Xi with
E[Xi] = x ∈ {−1, 1} and Var(Xi) = α2. Define
Y := Denoiseσ(X1, X2, X3, X4); note that E[Y ] is a quar-
tic polynomial in x plotted in Fig. S4. One finds that the
denoising operation is unbiased (i.e. E[Y ] = x) and has
variance that depends on x: for x = −1,

Var(Y ) =
1

64

(
α8 + 8α4

(
σ2 + 4

)
+ 16σ2

(
σ2 + 12

))
,

(S36)
and for x = +1,

Var(Y ) =
1

64

(
α4 + 8α2 + 4σ2

)2
+ σ2. (S37)

Denoising is successful if Var(Y ) < α2 for x ∈ {−1, 1}.
As in the discrete case, for σ < σ′

a, the denoiser has two
fixed points, with the lower one being stable. At the de-
noising threshold, a saddle-node bifurcation occurs and
denosing is no longer possible. Numerically, we find the
denoising threshold for the aNAND to be at σ′

a ≈ 0.3929.
For fault-tolerant computation, we require not only that
denoising can be done successfully, but that at least one
step of computation can be applied between denoising
stages without exceeding the capacity of our denoiser.
In terms of the denoising fixed points, we require that a
single aNAND gate with input variances near the lower
fixed point produces a resulting value that below the up-
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per fixed point. The critical case is that where aNAND is
given inputs of opposite value. Numerically we find that
computation is possible below σ∗

a ≈ 0.3385.
As in the discrete case, computation below threshold is

possible with minimal overhead. Since we are assuming
a formula-based model of computation, the overhead in
question corresponds to an increase in depth. To arrive
a rough estimate of the overhead required for denoising,
note that the distance between the upper and lower fixed
points for gate noise σ below threshold is Θ(σ∗

a
2 − σ2);

additionally, each denoising step reduces the variance by

a factor 1 − Θ(1). Therefore, we find a modest depth
increase by factor

La = Θ

(
1

σ∗
a
2 − σ2

log

(
1

σ∗
a
2 − σ2

))
, (S38)

which establishes a fault-tolerance theorem for Boolean
formulas composed of noisy analog NAND gates and is a
similar form to the factor found by Evans and Pippenger
[6] for the case of computation with discrete NAND gates.
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