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Abstract

It has long been known that the existence of certain superquantum nonlocal corre-
lations would cause communication complexity to collapse. The absurdity of a world in
which any nonlocal binary function could be evaluated with a constant amount of com-
munication in turn provides a tantalizing way to distinguish quantum mechanics from
incorrect theories of physics; the statement “communication complexity is nontrivial”
has even been conjectured to be a concise information-theoretic axiom for characteriz-
ing quantum mechanics. We directly address the viability of that perspective with two
results. First, we exhibit a nonlocal game such that communication complexity col-
lapses in any physical theory whose maximal winning probability exceeds the quantum
value. Second, we consider the venerable CHSH game that initiated this line of inquiry.
In that case, the quantum value is about 0.85 but it is known that a winning prob-
ability of approximately 0.91 would collapse communication complexity. We provide
evidence that the 0.91 result is the best possible using a large class of proof strategies,
suggesting that the communication complexity axiom is insufficient for characterizing
CHSH correlations. Both results build on new insights about reliable classical compu-
tation. The first exploits our formalization of an equivalence between amplification and
reliable computation, while the second follows from an upper bound on the threshold
for reliable computation with formulas of noisy XOR and AND gates.
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1 Introduction

Quantum mechanics is mysterious, so it is appealing to look for a concise information-
theoretic principle that explains quantum mechanical phenomena. One such principle
might be “communication complexity is nontrivial.” That is, two parties with inputs
x ∈ {0, 1}n and y ∈ {0, 1}n respectively should not be able to compute arbitrary functions
f(x, y) with high probability, using only a constant amount of communication (independent
of n).

It is known that the axiom “communication complexity is nontrivial” does in fact rule
out some superquantum phenomena, specifically superquantum success at certain nonlocal
games. For example, consider the famous CHSH game.1 The two players, Alice and Bob,
cannot communicate. Alice and Bob receive independent random bits x and y respectively.
Their goal is to output bits a and b, respectively, so that a⊕ b = x ∧ y.

In a classical world, Alice and Bob can win the CHSH game with probability 3/4 (e.g.
by outputting a, b = 0) and cannot do any better; thus the classical value of the CHSH
game is ωC(CHSH) = 3

4 . If Alice and Bob have access to any nonsignalling correlation—
that is, they can produce correlated bits a and b in any way they like as long as they do
not gain the ability to communicate—then they can win the CHSH game with probability
1; we say that the nonsignalling value of the CHSH game is ωNS(CHSH) = 1. If instead
Alice and Bob share quantum entanglement, they can do something in between ωC and
ωNS: it turns out that the quantum value of the CSHS game is [Cir80]

ωQ(CHSH) =
1

2
+

1√
8
≈ 0.8536.

Work of van Dam [vD13] showed that if Alice and Bob could win the CHSH game with
probability 1, then communication complexity would become trivial. This was extended
by Brassard et al. [BBL+06], who showed that if Alice and Bob could win the CHSH game
with probability greater than 1

2+ 1√
6
≈ 0.908 then communication complexity would become

trivial. Thus, the axiom “communication complexity is nontrivial” in some sense explains
why ωQ(CHSH) < 0.908. Other works have extended the set of nonlocal correlations
known to collapse communication complexity [FWW09, BS09, HR10].

However, so far the axiom “communication complexity is nontrivial” had not pinned
down the exact quantum value for any nonlocal game. For example, in the CHSH game,
there is a gap between the threshold of approximately 0.908 that Brassard et al. obtain
and the true quantum value ωQ(CHSH) ≈ 0.856.

In this paper, we address this question: can the axiom “communication complexity is
nontrivial” be used to explain the quantum value of certain nonlocal games? Along the
way, we formalize a connection to the theory of reliable computation for (classical) circuits

1This game is named after Clauser, Horne, Shimony, and Holt and was introduced implicitly in their
paper [CHSH69].
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with noisy gates, and our results for nonlocal games correspond to new results for reliable
classical computation. We outline our contributions in both areas below.

1.1 Contributions

First, we address the extent to which the axiom “communication complexity is nontrivial”
can explain the quantum value of nonlocal games.

(1) We exhibit a nonlocal game G, for which

ωC(G) < ωQ(G) < ωNS(G),

and for which the axiom “communication complexity is not trivial” precisely pins
down the value ωQ(G). Our game G is fundamental, in the sense that if communi-
cation complexity is trivial in any superquantum theory S, then there is (a version
of) our game G so that ωS(G) > ωQ(G). That is, a superquantum advantage at
the game G makes communication complexity trivial, and meanwhile any universe in
which communication complexity is trivial offers a superquantum advantage at the
game G.

(2) We provide evidence that the axiom “communication complexity is nontrivial” is in
fact not sufficient to pin down the quantum value of the CHSH game itself. In more
detail, in [BBL+06], Brassard et al. essentially use the ability to succeed at the CHSH
game as a noisy AND gate. They show that reliable computation is possible when
circuits are built from these noisy AND gates along with noiseless XOR gates (which
correspond to certain local operations for Alice and Bob). This leads to protocols
that collapse communication complexity. We derive an upper bound on the noise
threshold for reliable computation by formulas of noisy AND and noisy XOR gates.
Assuming a Conjecture 5.4, we are able to use this result about reliable computation
to show that the strategy of [BBL+06] cannot be pursued further: the threshold
of 0.908 is tight for this model of computation. While this result is only a barrier
against one line of attack, it does suggest that the axiom “communication complexity
is nontrivial” may not suffice to explain ωQ(CHSH).

As alluded to in our contribution (2) above, there is a connection to reliable computation
with noisy gates. In that area, we make the following contributions.

(3) Our contribution (2) above can be seen as a result about reliable computation. Con-
sider the following circuit model with noisy gates. Let ∧ε denote a 2-input AND gate
which produces an incorrect answer with probability ε, and let ⊕τ denote a 2-input
XOR gate which produces an incorrect answer with probability τ .2

2Here and in the rest of the paper, for a gate g, gε refers to a version of g which fails with probability
ε. Let Fε,τ be the collection of formulas3 defined on the gate set {∧ε,⊕τ}, where the noise in each ∧ε and
⊕τ gate is independent. Analogously, let Cε,τ be the collection of general circuits defined on the same gate
set, and note that Cε,τ ⊃ Fε,τ .
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Our main technical result is that for all τ > 0, for all ε > 1/6, reliable computation
is impossible in Fε,τ . Note that for ε < 1/6, it is possible to compute any function
using a circuit in Cε,0 with error probability bounded away from 1/2. On the other
hand, for any τ > 0, for any ε ≥ 1/6, there is some function for which this task is
impossible with formulas in Fε,τ . We make a conjecture (Conjecture 5.4) that our
upper bound applies to Cε,τ as well, then show that a topological result (Theorem 2.9)
can be used to extend the bound to the case of noise-free XOR gates applicable to
the construction of [BBL+06].

There has been a great deal of work on pinning down noise thresholds for reliable
computation, which we survey in Section 3. However, most prior work has focused on
symmetric noise, where the noise rate is the same across all gate types. As we discuss
below in Section 2, extending these results to asymmetric noise—and in particular to
include noiseless gates—raises several challenges relative to previous work. Figure 2
depicts how our work fits into existing work, which is summarized in Section 3.

Beyond our primary motivation in quantum mechanics, we believe that the case
of asymmetric gate noise is independently interesting from the perspective of fault-
tolerant computation. We hope that our techniques and results may spur future
research in this direction.

(4) We formalize an equivalence between reliable computation by circuits of noisy gates
and amplification. Informally, an amplifier is a function f : {0, 1}d → {0, 1} so that
when f is fed in random bits x ∈ {0, 1}d with a slight bias away from 1/2, the
output f(x) amplifies that bias. While a relationship between reliable computation
and amplification had been present in prior work, nailing down an equivalence is a
bit subtle, and requires considering the convex hull of circuit classes; to the best of
our knowledge ours is the first work to do this.

Our equivalence between reliable computation and amplification is required in con-
junction with Conjecture 5.4 to establish the threshold in our contribution (3) above.
Further, it leads to the definition and analysis of our game G from contribution (1)
whose quantum value is pinned down by the nontriviality of communication com-
plexity.

1.2 Organization

In Section 2, we state our results in more detail, and give an overview of our proof tech-
niques. In Section 3, we survey related work. In Section 4, we state some additional formal
definitions that we need for our proofs.

In the Sections 5–8, we prove our results. Because the quantum results build on our
results in reliable computation, we begin with those. In Section 5, we prove Lemma 2.6,
which upper bounds the threshold for reliable computation in the class Fε,τ . We also make
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Conjecture 5.4, and show that it implies Theorem 2.4, which gives a sharp noise threshold
for reliable computation in the class Cε,0.

Our proof of Theorem 2.4 relies on Theorem 2.9, which states that for any class of noisy
circuits, the region where reliable computation is impossible is closed; we use Theorem 2.9
as a black box in our proof of Theorem 2.4 and return to it later. In Section 6, we prove
Theorem 2.8, which shows a formal equivalence between reliable computation by circuits
of noisy gates and amplification. In Section 7, we use Theorem 2.8 to prove Theorem 2.9,
which along with Conjecture 5.4 allows us to prove Theorem 2.4 from Lemma 2.6. Finally,
in Section 8, we prove Theorem 2.3, which constructs the game Gk so that ωQ(Gk) is
pinned down by the axiom “communication complexity is nontrivial.”

We conclude in Section 9 with some discussion and future directions.

2 Results and Technical Overview

In this section we state our results more precisely, and give a brief overview of how we
achieve them.

First, in Section 2.1, we introduce a few necessary definitions and discuss the relation-
ship between nonlocality and reliable computation. Then we discuss each of the contribu-
tions from Section 1.1 in more detail. We discuss our results in quantum nonlocality in
Sections 2.2 and 2.3, explaining how they would follow from our results on reliable com-
putation. Then we formally state our results on reliable computation in Sections 2.4 and
2.5, respectively, and give a high-level overview of our proof techniques.

We note that our results and techniques in Sections 2.4 and 2.5 are purely classical,
and can be read without any background in quantum mechanics. In particular, the reader
interested only in our results in classical reliable computation can skip to Section 2.4.

2.1 Relationship between nontrivial communication complexity and re-

liable computation

In our study of nonlocal games, we will consider players Alice and Bob who have joint
access to different sets of bipartite correlations (Definition 4.7). A bipartite correlation
can be thought of as a box that a spatially separated Alice and Bob can use to process
distributed inputs, without providing them the ability to communicate. Alice inputs x,
Bob inputs y, and the box outputs a for Alice and b for Bob according to some distribution
P[a, b|x, y]. Sets of interest include C, the set of all bipartite correlations that are possible
classically; Q, the set of all bipartite correlations that are possible if Alice and Bob share
quantum entanglement; and NS, the set of all nonsignalling bipartite correlations.

In this paper we will consider sets S of bipartite correlations that are closed under all
of the operations that Alice and Bob might want to do to combine elements of S with each
other (for example, composing or taking probabilistic mixtures of correlations); following
[ABL+09], we say that such sets are closed under wirings. The sets C,Q, and NS are all

4



z1 z2

Alice Bob

x1 x2 y1 y2

a b

T (c)(z1, z2)

⊕

Figure 1: Defining a randomized circuit T (c) from a nonlocal correlation c ∈ S.

closed under wirings. A set S of bipartite correlations naturally gives rise to a circuit class
by thinking about how these correlations act on distributed bits. We say that a bit z is
distributed as z = x ⊕ y if Alice holds x and Bob holds y, where x is uniformly random
and y = z ⊕ x. Then we can think of a bipartite correlation acting on inputs x and y as a
gate acting on input z.

In more detail, suppose that c ∈ S is a bipartite correlation that stochastically maps
inputs x,y ∈ {0, 1}t for Alice and Bob respectively to bits a, b ∈ {0, 1}. We can define a
randomized gate T (c) : {0, 1}t → {0, 1} as follows. The gate T (c) takes as input z ∈ {0, 1}t.
Each coordinate zi of z is distributed between Alice and Bob as zi = xi ⊕ yi. Then T (c)
outputs a ⊕ b, where a, b are the output of c acting on x and y. This process is depicted
in Figure 1.

Given a convex set S of bipartite correlations that is closed under wirings, we can
define4 the set T (S) to be the set of circuits one can make out of the gates {T (c) : c ∈ S}
(see Definition 4.9).

Our goal is to understand which sets S of bipartite correlations cause communication
complexity to be trivial. We will do so by studying when the (noisy) circuit model T (S)
supports reliable computation.

Definition 2.1. A (noisy) circuit model C supports reliable computation with ad-

vantage δ0 > 0 if for all n > 0, for all Boolean functions f : Fn
2 → F2, there exists a

circuit c ∈ C such that for each possible input x ∈ Fn
2 ,

(−1)f(x) (P[c(x) = 0] − P[c(x) = 1]) ≥ δ0, (1)

where the probability is over the randomness in c.

4Technically, Definition 4.9 takes the convex hull of circuits comprised of {T (c) : c ∈ S} gates; if S is
closed under wirings then this distinction does not matter, as per Proposition 4.10.
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We say that C supports reliable computation if there exists a δ0 > 0 so that C
supports reliable computation with advantage δ0.

We will say that a set S of bipartite correlations causes communication complexity
to become trivial if there is some way for Alice and Bob to use the correlations in S,
along with shared randomness and arbitrary local computation, to compute any function
with high probability with constant communication complexity. That is, there are some
constants ε > 0 and t ≥ 1 so that for any n and for any f : {0, 1}n × {0, 1}n → {0, 1},
the following holds. There is some protocol ΠS for Alice and Bob so that ΠS uses t bits
of communication (in either direction), and so that for any inputs x,y ∈ {0, 1}n for Alice
and Bob respectively,

P[ΠS(x,y) = f(x,y)] ≥ 1/2 + ε.

Our starting point is the observation, implicit in [BBL+06], that if T (S) supports
reliable computation, then S causes communication complexity to become trivial. In fact, it
is not hard to see that the converse is true as well. Thus, we have the following proposition.

Proposition 2.2. Suppose that C ⊆ S ⊆ NS and that S is closed under wirings. Then
S causes probabilistic communication complexity to become trivial (in the sense described
above) if and only if T (S) supports reliable computation.

The proof of Proposition 2.2 follows similar logic to [BBL+06]. For completness, we
include a proof in Appendix A. The basic idea behind the connection is as follows. If
T (S) supports reliable computation, then in particular T (S) contains a circuit Amp :
{0, 1}t → {0, 1} that acts as an amplifier (Definition 4.6). That is, given independent
random bits z1, . . . , zt with bias p > 1/2 (resp. p < 1/2), Amp(z1, . . . , zt) outputs a bit
a that is very likely to be 1 (resp. 0).5 Suppose that Alice and Bob want to compute
some function f : {0, 1}n × {0, 1}n → {0, 1}. It turns out that Alice and Bob can, using
only classical techniques and without communicating, obtain bits x1, . . . , xt and y1, . . . , yt
so that for each i, xi ⊕ yi has a very slight bias towards the correct answer. However,
this bias shrinks as n grows. To amplify their success so that this bias is a constant,
Alice and Bob use S, as shown in Figure 1, to obtain bits a and b respectively so that
a⊕ b = Amp(x1⊕ y1, . . . , xt⊕ yt). Then a⊕ b is very likely to be equal to the correct value
of f . Finally, Alice sends the single bit a to Bob, who outputs a⊕ b.

Due to Proposition 2.2, for the rest of the paper we will in fact take “T (S) supports
reliable computation” as the definition of trivial probabilistic communication complexity
(Definition 4.11).

With the connection between trivial communication complexity and reliable computa-
tion established, we continue with an overview of our main results in both nonlocality and
in reliable communication.

5Indeed, Amp is simply the circuit that implements the Majority function.
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2.2 A nonlocal game whose quantum value is the threshold for nontrivial

communication complexity

Our main result in this section is the following.

Theorem 2.3 (A game whose quantum value is the threshold for nontrivial communication
complexity). There exists a sequence of 2-player nonlocal games Gk for k ≥ 1 that satisfies
properties (1-3) below, in which S is any set of bipartite nonsignalling correlations closed
under wirings and such that S ⊇ Q.

1. For all k ≥ 1, ωC(Gk) < ωQ(Gk) < 1.

2. Fix any k ≥ 1. If ωS(Gk) > ωQ(Gk), then S has trivial probabilistic communication
complexity.

3. If S has trivial probabilistic communication complexity, then there exists some k ≥ 1
such that ωS(Gk) > ωQ(Gk).

The proof of Theorem 2.3 is in Section 8, and we sketch the intuition below. In Sec-
tion 2.5 below, we state Theorem 2.8, which roughly says that reliable computation is
equivalent to containing an amplifier. Inspired by this, we define the amplification game
Ampk as follows. Alice and Bob get x,y ∈ {0, 1}2k+1 respectively, and their goal is to
output a, b so that

a⊕ b = Maj(x⊕ y),

where ⊕ is applied coordinate-wise. The inputs x and y are drawn from a distribution so
that success at the amplification game using the correlations S translates into an amplifier
in T (S). Since, by Theorem 2.8, amplification is equivalent to reliable computation, this
translates to reliable computation for T (S), which in turn, via Proposition 2.2, translates
into trivial probabilistic communication complexity. Formalizing these connections imply
that the family Ampk satisfies properties 2 and 3 of Theorem 2.3.

However, it turns out that property 1 of Theorem 2.3 is not satisfied: ωC(Ampk) =
ωQ(Ampk). This is disappointing if the goal is to use the axiom “communication complexity
is nontrivial” to pin down ωQ(Ampk), because it also pins down ωC(Ampk). To obtain
our game Gk as in Theorem 2.3, we use Ampk along with the Mermin-Peres magic square
game [Mer90, Per90] in order to make a game which retains properties 2 and 3, but which
also has a gap between ωC(Gk) and ωQ(Gk).

2.3 The approach of Brassard et al. cannot be improved

Our next result is that the approach of Brassard et al. in [BBL+06] cannot be improved.
Recall from the introduction that [BBL+06] shows that, if ωS(CHSH) > 0.908 for some set
S of bipartite correlations, then communication complexity is trivial in any world where S is
allowed. The hope would be to extend this result to replace 0.908 with ωQ(CHSH) ≈ 0.854.
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If this were the case, then the axiom “communication complexity is nontrivial” could pin
down the quantum value of the CHSH game.

Unfortunately, we provide evidence that the approach of [BBL+06] cannot be improved.
As per Proposition 2.2, [BBL+06] show that T (S) supports reliable computation for any
S that allows Alice and Bob to win the CHSH game with probability greater than 0.908.
Their approach is to show that for any such S, T (S) contains the gates {∧ε,⊕0} for ε < 1/6.
Then they show how to build an amplifier as a formula on these gates.

The hope to improve the result of [BBL+06]—to replace the threshold 0.908 with a
smaller number—was to make an amplifier out of {∧ε,⊕0} for ε ≥ 1/6. However, our
main technical result, Theorem 2.4, shows that assuming a certain conjecture, this task is
impossible. Specifically, we show that the class Fε,τ of formulas on {∧ε,⊕τ} gates does
not support reliable computation for any ε > 1/6, τ > 0, and conjecture (Conjecture 5.4)
that this bound applies to circuits as well. In particular (using Theorem 2.8 about the
equivalence between amplification and reliable computation), this would imply Cε,τ does
not contain an amplifier, and due to Theorem 2.9, these thresholds can be sharpened to
include ε ≥ 1/6, τ ≥ 0.

Theorem 2.4, assuming Conjecture 5.4, rules out the approach of [BBL+06], but there
are still two avenues open. First, Conjecture 5.4 may be false. Second, one could hope to
use the more of the class T (S) than just {∧ε,⊕0} gates. However, there are reasons to
be pessimistic about both of these avenues. First, Conjecture 5.4 is directly analogous to
conjectures made by authors who have used the same general technique to upper bound
the threshold for formulas [EP98, Pip88, Ung07]. To the best of our knowledge, there are
no classes of gates known for which the true threshold for circuits is known to lie above the
bound that this technique gives for formulas. Second, although we cannot currently rule
it out, we would find it surprising if there were a more efficient way of using the ability
to succeed at the CHSH game than to create noisy AND gates. As one example of work
in this direction, a nontrivial “adaptive” protocol was introduced by [PPK+09] and used
to show that the ability to win the CHSH game better than quantum mechanics violates
a principle they termed information causality. This same protocol was later employed by
[Mor16], who applied it to violating non-trivial communication complexity but could not
improve on the threshold value found by [BBL+06]. Thus, our results suggest that the
axiom “communication complexity is nontrivial” may not pin down ωQ(CHSH).

2.4 Sharp thresholds for reliable computation in Cε
Having explained the implications of our results on reliable computation for nonlocality,
we now explain these results themselves. We begin with our main technical result, which
is that the noise threshold for reliable computation using formulas on {∧ε,⊕0} is ε = 1/6.

In fact, we show something stronger, in that we allow probabilistic mixtures of formulas.
That is, for a class of probabilistic circuits C, we define conv C to be the set of probabilistic
circuits obtained as distributions on elements of C. With this notation, our main theorem
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in this section is as follows.

Theorem 2.4 (Sharp threshold for reliable computation). Let ε ∈ [1/6, 5/6]. Let Cε be the
class of circuits on {∧ε,⊕0}. Assuming Conjecture 5.4, conv Cε does not support reliable
computation.

The work of [BBL+06] implies that Cε supports reliable computation for all ε < 1/6.
Thus, Theorem 2.4 is tight. The proof of Theorem 2.4 is given in Section 5.

Remark 2.5 (NOT gates). A noise-free ⊕0 gate may be used to construct a noise-free
unary ¬ (NOT) gate, by setting one of the input wires to 1. Thus, Cε also includes ¬0.

In fact, our entire proof (including Lemma 2.6 below which does not include noiseless ⊕0

gates) goes through in the presence of ¬0 gates, and implies the slightly stronger statement
that, defining the circuit model Cε,τ,0 of circuits from the gate set {∧ε,⊕τ ,¬0}, conv Cε,τ,0
does not support reliable computation for any ε ∈ [1/6, 5/6], τ ∈ [0, 1]. See Remark 5.3.

The reason we need to consider convex hulls is for the connection to nonlocality, de-
scribed in Section 2.3. A noisy circuit corresponds to a strategy for the CHSH game, for
which Alice and Bob are allowed shared randomness and hence can execute probabilistic
mixtures of strategies.

The main ingredient in the proof of Theorem 2.4 is the following lemma.

Lemma 2.6. Let Fε,τ be the class of formulas on {∧ε,⊕τ}, and suppose that ε ∈ (1/6, 5/6),
and τ ∈ (0, 1). Fix ∆ > 0 and let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a function that is computable
with probability at least 1/2 + ∆ by functions in conv Fε,τ . Then f depends on at most a
constant number of inputs.

The proof of Lemma 2.6 is given in Section 5. Our proof may be viewed a probabilistic
analogue of an argument first presented by Pippenger, which reduces the problem of formu-
las reliably computing functions that depend on many arguments to the problem of deep
formulas computing a function of a single argument [Pip88]. The proof idea is as follows.
Let f be some function. We show that for any distribution on formulas C ∈ convFε,τ ,
there is some variable Xi that f depends on, which appears reasonably deep, on average,
in the formulas in the support of C. This means that Xi must pass through many noisy
gates before reaching the output, which implies that C cannot compute f too accurately.
While the basic idea is similar to the argument of [Pip88], since we consider distributions
on formulas and also allow for arbitrarily small τ > 0, new ideas are required to establish
Lemma 2.6.

We make Conjecture 5.4, which states that Lemma 2.6 applies to circuits as well as
formulas. Conjecture 5.4 and Lemma 2.6 come close to establishing Theorem 2.4. Indeed,
since there are functions which depend on more than a constant number of inputs (for
example, the AND of n bits), Conjecture 5.4 and Lemma 2.6 imply that such functions
cannot be computed in conv Cε,τ with any constant probability larger than 1/2, provided
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that ε ∈ (1/6, 5/6) and τ ∈ (0, 1). The final step to the proof of Theorem 2.4 is to handle
the case of (ε, τ) ∈ {1/6, 5/6} × {0, 1}. We do this by showing that the set of (ε, τ) for
which conv Cε,τ does not support reliable computation is closed.

Remark 2.7 (The difference between Theorem 2.4 and Lemma 2.6). While Lemma 2.6
and Conjecture 5.4 are a key step to Theorem 2.4, there is still a big gap. The proof of
Lemma 2.6 crucially relies on being able to take ε > 1/6 and τ > 0, where the inequalities
are strict. In particular, Lemma 2.6 is clearly false if we take τ = 0, as the example of the
parity function shows. Since τ = 0 is the setting we care about for our application, the step
from Lemma 2.6 to Theorem 2.4 is important.

Our proof that the “non-reliable computation region” is closed uses a characterization—
which may be of independent interest—of those circuit models C whose convex hulls conv C
support reliable computation. More precisely, we formalize the relationship between am-
plification and classical fault-tolerant computation. We discuss this formalization more in
the next section.

2.5 Equivalence between reliable computation and amplification

We say that a function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} is an amplifier (Definition 4.6) if it amplifies
the probability of a 1 (resp. 0) when given as input i.i.d. bits which are slightly biased
towards 1 (resp. 0). The relationship between amplifiers and reliable computation has been
implicitly exploited in previous work. However, making this relationship explicit (which
turns out to be somewhat involved), is helpful in proving Theorem 2.4. Moreover, it has
applications to nonlocal games, as discussed in Sections 2.2 and 2.3. We hope that this
formalization will be useful for other questions in fault-tolerant computation.

We establish the relationship between reliable computation and amplification with the
following theorem. Note that this theorem applies to arbitrary circuits, not just formulas.

Theorem 2.8 (Equivalence between reliable computation and amplification). Let C denote
a circuit model closed under composition. Then conv C supports reliable computation if and
only if conv C contains both an amplifier and a ¬κ gate for κ < 1/2.

Further, given a circuit model C such that conv C supports reliable computation, there
exists a constant s such that for any function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} computable by a depth-d
circuit of noiseless NAND gates, f can be computed by a depth-(s ·d) circuit in conv C with
failure probability bounded away from 1/2.

Theorem 2.8 may be viewed as a generalization of a number of results of a similar flavor
which have been proven, explicitly or implicitly, for specific circuit models [vN56, ES99,
HW91, ES03, ES03, EP98, Ung07, BBL+06]. However, to the best of our knowledge no
equivalence in this generality has been stated before; perhaps this is because previous work
has not explicitly considered convex hulls of circuit models.
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The depth statement in Theorem 2.8 (the “Further” clause) is closely related to many
classical results on the depth and size complexity overhead for fault-tolerance, for example
[Pip85, DO77]. Our result in Theorem 2.8 differs from previous work in that it holds
whenever reliable computation is possible (as opposed to for some fixed noise level or gate
set). To the best of our knowledge, the depth statement in Theorem 2.8 is not an immediate
consequence of prior work.

One direction of Theorem 2.8 is straightforward. Supposing conv C supports reliable
computation, it can reliably compute the majority function on k variables Maj(k); for
sufficiently large k this leads to an amplifier in conv C.

The other direction is more involved. If conv C contains an amplifier and a ¬κ gate
for κ < 1/2, then one can construct a map that behaves similarly to a NAND gate, and
use this map to reliably compute an arbitrary Boolean function. Since the depth of this
approximate NAND gate is constant (for fixed κ), this means that the depth of any fault-
tolerant formula is only a constant factor larger than the depth of the noise-free formula.
We prove Theorem 2.8 in Section 6.

For our purposes, Theorem 2.8 is useful for two reasons. First, it is useful in formalizing
the connection to nonlocal games, as discussed below. Second, Theorem 2.8 makes it easy
to prove the following Theorem 2.9, which provides the last part of the proof of Theorem 2.4
that we outlined above in Section 2.4.

Theorem 2.9. Let Cε denote a circuit model on a gate set G which includes a noisy gate
gε. Let I ⊆ [0, 1] denote the set of ε for which conv Cε does not support reliable computation
(varying the noise on gε and keeping all other gates in G fixed). Then I is closed.

Notice that Theorem 2.9 directly implies that there exists a nonzero noise threshold for
any circuit model that is closed under convex combinations and based on a functionally
complete set of logic gates.

The proof of Theorem 2.9 is a simple consequence of Theorem 2.8. Suppose that
Cε = conv Cε supports reliable computation. Then Theorem 2.8 implies there is an amplifier
and a ¬κ gate for κ < 1/2 in Cε. Using some elementary analytical lemmas, one can show
that these finite circuits retain their nature despite a sufficiently small “nudge” in the noise
rate ε, and hence applying Theorem 2.9 again, the resulting circuit model still supports
reliable computation. We prove Theorem 2.9 in Section 7.

3 Related Work

In this section, we briefly review related work. We begin with related work in quantum
mechanics, and then discuss related work in classical fault-tolerant computation.
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3.1 Axiomatization of Quantum Mechanics

Features of quantum mechanics like the uncertainty principle and quantum entanglement
have perplexed scientists since its early days, ultimately requiring a wholesale reconsider-
ation of information theory and the limits of computation. At the same time, quantum
mechanics lacks the equivalent of the clear and concise physical principles from which
Einstein derived special relativity. Instead, it is usually presented as a highly effective
mathematical framework without prior or deeper justification. Given its radical impli-
cations for the definition and behavior of information, there have been several proposals
for sets of information-theoretic axioms that can be used to derive quantum mechanics.
Examples include those of Hardy [Har01] as well as Mueller and Masanes [MM16]. While
those efforts are enlightening in many ways, they don’t directly address one of the most
profound features of quantum mechanics, quantum nonlocality. However, the concise and
uncontroversial requirement that “communication complexity is not trivial” is known to
place stringent constraints on that nonlocality, so it is intriguing to consider whether the
requirement could function as an axiom precisely delineating the limits of quantum me-
chanics [vD13, BBL+06, BS09].

The work of van Dam [vD13] established that the ability to win the CHSH game with
probability 1 (that is, access to a so-called Popescu-Rohrlich (PR) box) causes commu-
nication complexity to be trivial. As discussed above, the work of Brassard, Buhrman,
Linden, Méthot, Tapp, and Unger [BBL+06] extended this result to apply to success
probability greater than 0.908. However, there is still a gap between this value and
ωQ(CHSH) ≈ 0.8536.

The work of Forster, Winkler and Wolf [FWW09] shows that certain superquantum
correlations on the boundary of the NS polytope can be distilled into perfect PR boxes, and
thus also collapse communication complexity.6 Brunner and Skrzypczyk [BS09] considered
adding noise to these correlations and extended this set of superquantum correlations
that collapse communication complexity (which we will call the distillable set). Allcock,
Brunner, Linden, Popescu, Skrzypczyk, and Vértesi [ABL+09] introduced the notion of a
set of correlations remaining closed under wirings; they exhibited convex sets of correlations
without this property.

The distillable set has points arbitrarily close to a vertex of the polytope of classical
correlations C. Unfortunately this does not produce a nonlocal game whose quantum
value is exactly limited by the requirement that communication complexity be nontrivial.
Geometrically, this is because supporting hyperplanes of Q at points of intersection between
Q and the boundary of the distillable set are supporting hyperplanes of NS itself. Therefore
superquantum advantage at such games is not possible in any (possibly superquantum)
theory.

Other works have computed the optimality of distillation protocols, shown impossibility

6Distillation protocols are descriptions of wirings that combine multiple “weaker” nonlocal correlations
such that the new correlation is more useful (e.g., for playing the CHSH game).
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results within restricted settings (e.g., for nonadaptive procedures), and exhibited closed
sets of superquantum correlations [DW08, Sho09, For11, HR10, LVN14].7 One might have
hoped to improve the construction of Brassard et al. [BBL+06] by first distilling slightly
superquantum noisy PR boxes to obtain better ones, which would then collapse commu-
nication complexity. However, prior work has yet to discover a distillation procedure for
noisy PR boxes, or to rigorously rule out that one exists.

Navascués, Guryanova, Hoban, and Aćın [NGHA15] introduced the set Q̃ of “almost-
quantum” correlations, which strictly contains Q and has nontrivial communication com-
plexity. This result implies there are many superquantum correlations which do not collapse
communication complexity, and that other principles beyond “communication complexity
is nontrivial” are required to discriminate points between Q and NS \ Q. On the other
hand, since ωQ̃(CHSH) = ωQ(CHSH), this left open the possibility that ωQ(CHSH) is
the maximum value consistent with nontrivial communication complexity.

3.2 Fault-tolerant Computation from Noisy Gates

Fault-tolerant computation by circuits has been studied extensively since von Neumann’s
work in the 1950’s. A central question in this area is how noisy the gates can get before
reliable computation is impossible. In general, stronger bounds on the noise threshold
have been obtained for formulas rather than general circuits; following this line of work,
Theorem 2.4 holds only for formulas, although we conjecture that a similar result holds
for circuits as well. Almost all work8 that we are aware of in fault-tolerant computation
focuses on symmetric noise.

Modern work in the symmetric case goes back to the work of von Neumann in 1956,
who showed that reliable computation is possible using noisy 3-majority gates which fail
independently with probability ε ≤ 0.0073 [vN56]. Since then, there has been a great deal
of work; we summarize the best results in this setting in Table 1.

To gain some intuition for these results, it is helpful to understand amplification, which
we discussed in Sections 1 and 2 and which we define formally in Section 4. All of the
positive results that we are aware of go through amplifiers. That is, these works construct
an amplifier out of the target gate set and then use that, perhaps along with other gates,
to establish a method for reliable computation. For example, von Neumann [vN56] used a

noisy 3-input majority gate Maj
(3)
ε as an amplifier; both Hajek and Weller [HW91] as well

as Evans and Schulman [ES03] also used Maj
(k)
ε as an amplifier, and used noisy XNANDε

gates along with this amplifier to improve von Neumann’s result to give a sharp threshold
for k-input gates for odd k. Evans and Pippenger [EP98] and Unger [Ung07] used the

7[HR10] also extended the distillable set.
8We note that one exception to the symmetric noise paradigm is [Ung10] which shows that if an adversary

gets to decrease the noise heterogeneously from gate to gate, fault tolerant computation actually becomes
harder.
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ε (NAND noise)

τ (XOR noise)

RC = “reliable computation”

RC by formulas, [EP98]

RC by circuits, [BBL+06]

no RC by formulas, this work

no RC by circuits (†)
no RC by formulas, [EP98, Ung07]

no RC by circuits, [ES99]

negative results

RC by formulas seems unlikely [EP98, Ung07]
likely negative results

RC by circuits seems unlikely [ES99]

positive results

Figure 2: Map of (ε, τ ) parameter space indicating regions which have been shown to support reliable
computation or not (positive and negative results respectively). The negative result (†) for ε ≥ 1/4 is a
consequence of the fact that there exist functions for which communication complexity is nontrivial. If
one believes the (reasonable) hypothesis that increasing noise will not enable reliable computation, then
impossibility results for ε = τ = α0 < 1/2 also imply impossibility results for α0 ≤ ε, τ ≤ 1/2, and these
are depicted by the dashed boxes labeled “likely negative results.” Some prior work has focused on the
functionally complete NAND gate in noisy circuit models, which is why the ε axis above corresponds to
noise on the NAND gate. For our results, as explained in Remark 2.5, the distinction between AND and
NAND does not matter.
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Noise Model Source Circuit model Bounds on threshold
ε0

Symmetric Noise

[ES99] All circuits of ε-noisy
gates of fan-in k

ε0 ≤ 1
2 − 1

2
√
k

[HW91, ES03] Formulas of ε-noisy
gates of odd fan-in k

ε0 = 1
2 − 2k−1

k( k−1
k/2−1/2)

[EP98, Ung07] Formulas of ε-noisy
gates of fan-in 2

ε0 = 3−
√
7

4 ≈ 0.08856

Asymmetric Noise

[BBL+06] Formulas of {∧ε,⊕0}
gates

ε0 ≥ 1/6

This work Formulas of {∧ε,⊕τ}
gates

∀τ > 0, ε0 ≤ 1/6

Table 1: Summary of best results on thresholds in both the symmetric and asymmetric case. Above, ε0
represents the noise threshold so that if ε < ε0 then reliable computation is possible, but if ε ≥ ε0 then
it is impossible.

amplifier
NANDε(NANDε(X0,X1),NANDε(X2,X3)), (2)

along with more NANDε gates to establish reliable computation for any ε < ε0 = 3−
√
7

4 .
The work of [EP98] showed a matching upper bound for reliable computation by formulas of
noisy NANDε gates, assuming noisy inputs, showing that reliable computation is impossible
when ε > ε0 under these assumptions. Finally [Ung07] extended the impossibility result
to also include the case where ε = ε0, removed the assumption that the inputs are noisy,
and generalized the result to computation by the formulas of all 2-input ε-noisy gates. As
we explain further in Section 3.1, the limit on nonlocality from nontrivial communication
complexity is derived in [BBL+06] using the following amplifier:

((X0 ⊕X2) ∧ε (X0 ⊕X1)) ⊕X0 (3)

Because all of the positive results go through amplifiers, it is natural to wonder whether
there is a deeper connection between the amplifiers and reliable computation in a circuit
model, and this is what we show in Theorem 2.8. Although such a connection is implicit
in prior work, to the best of our knowledge it has not been made rigorous. This may be
because the equivalence is easier to formulate and prove using conv C rather than C itself.

4 Formal Definitions

In this section we formally define a few notions that we will need to prove our main results.
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4.1 Fault-Tolerant Computation by Circuits of Noisy Gates

Definition 4.1 (Formula). Let G = (V,E) be a directed tree, so that every node has out-
degree at most 1 and in-degree either 2 or 0. Let X = {Xi : i ∈ [n]} be a set of variables.
Let G be a set of (possibly noisy) two-input binary gates. Let L : V → {0, 1} ∪X ∪ G be a
labeling function so that L(v) ∈ X ∪ {0, 1} if and only if v is a leaf. Otherwise, L(v) ∈ G.

A formula on the gate set G acting on input variables X is given by a tuple (G,L) for
such a labeling function L. We use r(F ) to denote the root vertex of G, which corresponds
to the output gate of the formula F .

Remark 4.2 (Restriction to two-input gates). In this work we only consider gate sets
G which contain only two-input gates, and so for convenience our definition of a formula
reflects this restriction. We note that a unary ¬ gate can be included in this definition by
including appropriately modified versions of two-input gates in G.

Note that G may include noisy gates, in which case a formula built with gates from
G induces a stochastic map: a stochastic map from {0, 1}n to {0, 1} is a function f :
{0, 1}n → [0, 1], where we interpret f(x) = p as “f(x) outputs 1 with probability p.”
For notational convenience, we will often identify a formula F with the stochastic map it
induces.

Definition 4.3 (Mixture of Formulas). A mixture of formulas C is a probability dis-
tribution over a N formulas. We may write the stochastic map of C as

C =

N∑

j=1

pjFj

where Fj is the stochastic map corresponding the the j’th formula, which is chosen with
probability pj.

Definition 4.4 (Depth). Given a formula F = (G,L) and a vertex v ∈ V (G), the depth

d(v) of the vertex v is the length of the path from v to the root of G. The depth d(F ) of

the formula F is defined as maxv∈V (G) d(v). For a mixture of formulas C =
∑N

i=1 piFi,
we define the depth d(C) of the mixture of formulas C as d(C) = maxi∈[N ] d(Fi).

Definition 4.5 (Dependence in Boolean functions). Given a Boolean function f : {0, 1}n →
{0, 1}, we say that f depends on Xi if there exist constants c1, ..., ci−1, ci+1, ..., cn ∈ {0, 1}
such that

f(c1, ..., ci−1, 0, ci+1..., cn) 6= f(c1, ..., ci−1, 1, ci+1..., cn). (4)

Let S ⊆ [n] be the largest set such that f depends on Xi for each i ∈ S. If |S| = k, we
say that f depends on k inputs.
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p

Af (p)

p0

p0

Figure 3: f is an amplifier away from p0.

Definition 4.6 (Amplifiers). The amplification function of a (possibly stochastic) map
f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} is the polynomial9

Af (p) = PXi∼Ber(p)[f(X1, ...,Xn) = 1] (5)

where the probability is over both the inputs X1, . . . ,Xn, which are i.i.d. Bernoulli(p)
random variables, and the function f . We say f is an amplifier if ∃p0 ∈ (0, 1) such that

Af (p0) = p0 and A′
f (p0) > 1.

In this case, we say that f amplifies away from p0.

An amplification function Af for an amplifier f is shown in Figure 3.

4.2 Bipartite Correlations and Nonlocal Games

As discussed in the introduction, we will allow Alice and Bob the ability to sample from
nonsignalling correlations.

Definition 4.7. A bipartite nonsignalling correlation (also called a box or strategy)
(A,B,X, Y, p) consists of finite input and output alphabets A,B,X, Y along with a function
p : A×B×X × Y → [0, 1] which defines a probability distribution over a, b conditioned on
x, y,

P[a, b|x, y] = p(a, b, x, y),

and which satisfies the no-signalling condition:

∀x ∈ X,∀y, y′ ∈ Y,∀a ∈ A,
∑

b∈B
p(a, b, x, y) =

∑

b∈B
p(a, b, x, y′)

∀x, x′ ∈ X,∀y ∈ Y,∀b ∈ B,
∑

a∈A
p(a, b, x, y) =

∑

a∈A
p(a, b, x′, y).

The set of all bipartite nonsignalling correlations is denoted NS.

9Notice that Af (p) =
∑

x∈{0,1}n p|x|(1− p)n−|x|Pf [f(x) = 1] is a polynomial in p of degree at most n.
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This no-signalling conditions enforce that neither party may alter the distribution ob-
served by the other.

Two important subsets of NS are C, the set of bipartite classical correlations, and Q,
the set of bipartite quantum correlations.

Definition 4.8. The set C of bipartite classical correlations achievable with shared ran-
domness is the set

C = conv

{

(A,B,X, Y, p) : p(a, b, x, y) =

{

1 q(x) = a and r(y) = b

0 otherwise
, q : X → A, r : Y → B

}

.

The set Q of bipartite quantum correlations is the set

Q =
⋃

n,k

{
(p(a, b, x, y)) : p(a, b, x, y) = 〈ψ|Ax

a ⊗By
b |ψ〉 , |ψ〉 ∈ HA ⊗HB,∀xy, {Ax

a}a, {By
b }b POVM

}
.

Above, POVM stands for “Positive Operator-Valued Measure.” POVMs represent
general quantum measurements. In our paper, we will not use make use of the technical
definition of Q directly, but it is worth mentioning that this definition corresponds to
what have been called the quantum spatial correlations, in contrast to the more general
commuting-operator model. In fact, our results hold in either model because communication
complexity is nontrivial in both. We note that C includes correlations that give Alice and
Bob access to shared randomness.

We have the inclusions C ( Q ( NS, and for fixed finite A,B,X, Y , the sets NS and
C are polytopes [BLM+05].

Given a set C ⊆ S ⊆ NS of bipartite correlations, Alice and Bob may use correlations
c ∈ S as steps in a larger computation. In particular, they may compose different cor-
relations in S along with local computations, shared randomness, and so on. Allcock et
al. [ABL+09] defined any correlation that Alice and Bob can make by “wiring” together
correlations in S to be the set wirings(S). If S = wirings(S), S is said to be closed

under wirings. The sets S,Q, and NS are all closed under wirings.
We are interested in when Alice and Bob can use correlations in S to collapse commu-

nication complexity. As discussed in Section 2.1, given a set S that is closed under wirings,
Alice and Bob can use it to collapse communication complexity if and only if T (S) supports
reliable computation. The transformation T is depicted in Figure 1. This transformation
was also used in [BBL+06], and we formally define it as follows.

Definition 4.9. Let n ≥ 1. Let c = (A,B,X, Y, p) be a bipartite nonsignalling correlation
with output alphabets A = B = {0, 1}m and input alphabets X = Y = {0, 1}n. Then T (c)
is the stochastic map d : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}m defined by

P[d(z) = w] = Pu∼{0,1}n [XOR(c(u,u ⊕ z)) = w] , (6)
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That is, w ∼ d(z) is the random variable in which u is sampled uniformly from {0, 1}n,
then a,b ∈ {0, 1}m are sampled from c(u,u ⊕ z), and then w is set to a⊕ b, in which ⊕
acts elementwise.

If S is a set of bipartite nonsignalling correlations, we define the following circuit model:

T (S) = conv{circuits from gates in {T (c) : c ∈ S}}.

Above, we defined T (S) as the convex hull of circuits formed out of gates T (c) so that
c ∈ S. This description is necessary to talk about T (S) as a circuit model, but fortunately,
when S is closed under wirings, T (S) has a simpler description.

Proposition 4.10. Let S be a set of bipartite nonsignalling correlations so that C ⊆ S
and S is closed under wirings. Then

T (S) = {T (c) : c ∈ S}. (7)

Proof. First, we observe that {T (c) : c ∈ S} ⊆ T (S) trivially. For the other direction,
suppose that d is a circuit with gates from {T (c) : c ∈ S}. Thus, d is obtainable by wiring
together correlations in S, and so d ∈ wirings(S). Since S is closed under wirings, d ∈ S.10

This establishes that {circuits from gates {T (c) : c ∈ S}} ⊆ {T (c) : c ∈ S}. Finally, since
C ⊆ S and S is closed under wirings, S is also closed under probabilistic mixtures, which
implies that T (S) ⊆ {T (c) : c ∈ S}.

As per Proposition 2.2, S collapses communication complexity (in the sense described
in Section 2.1) if and only if T (S) supports reliable computation. To that end, we will
actually define trivial probabilistic communication complexity in this language.

Definition 4.11. For a set S of bipartite nonsignalling correlations which is closed under
wirings and such that C ⊆ S, S has trivial probabilistic communication complexity

if and only if the circuit model T (S) supports reliable computation.

Alice and Bob will utilize nonsignalling correlations to play nonlocal games. Formally,
we define a nonlocal game as follows.

Definition 4.12. A two-player nonlocal game G = (X,Y,A,B, π,D) consists of finite
sets of possible questions X and Y for the two players, finite sets A and B of possible

10We note that there is a slight subtlety here, which is that when when two gates T (c) and T (c′) are
composed, this is not the same as directly wiring together the correlations c and c′. In more detail, directly
wiring the outputs of c to the inputs of c′ would mean that if c outputs x, y so that x⊕y = z, then c′ would
take as input x and y. However, composing T (c) and T (c′) and then translating back to the correlations
c and c′ means that the outputs x, y of c would be reshared as x′ ⊕ y′ = z, and then x′, y′ would be the
inputs to c′. Fortunately, Alice and Bob can simulate this using shared randomness (which they have since
C ⊆ S and S is closed under wirings), by defining x′ = x⊕ r and y′ = y ⊕ r for a uniformly random bit r.
Thus the composition of T (c) and T (c′) is of the form T (d) for some d ∈ wirings(S) = S.
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answers, a probability distribution π : X × Y → [0, 1] over the questions, and a predicate
D : X × Y ×A×B → {0, 1}. Given a set of correlations S, we define the S-value of the
game G by

ωS(G) := sup
c∈S

Px,y∼π[D(x, y, c(x, y)) = 1],

in which the supremum is over c ∈ S for which the input and output alphabets match those
of G, and in which the probability is also over the randomness of c. That is, ωS(G) is the
optimal success probability when the game is played with access to correlations in S.

We will need the following ways to combine two nonlocal games. The first is the
conjunction of two games. Informally, the conjuction G1 ∧ G2 is the game in which Alice
and Bob must play both G1 and G2 at the same time, and win a round only if they answer
correctly for both G1 and G2.

Definition 4.13. For two nonlocal games G1, G2 with Gi = (Xi, Yi, Ai, Bi, πi,Di), the
conjunction G1 ∧G2 is the nonlocal game

G1 ∧G2 = (X1 ×X2, Y1 × Y2, A1 ×A2, B1 ×B2, π1 ⊗ π2,D1 ⊗D2) .

Here, (π1 ⊗ π2)((x1, x2), (y1, y2)) = π1(x1, y1)π2(x2, y2), and similarly for D1 ⊗D2.

The second is the mixture of two games. Informally, the mixture qG1 + (1− q)G2 is the
game in which with probability q, Alice and Bob must play G1 and with probability 1− q,
they must play G2. For each round, Alice and Bob are told which game they must play.

Definition 4.14. For two nonlocal games G1, G2 with Gi = (Xi, Yi, Ai, Bi, πi,Di), for
q ∈ [0, 1], the mixture qG1 + (1 − q)G2 is the nonlocal game

qG1 + (1 − q)G2 = (X1 ⊔X2, Y1 ⊔ Y2, A1 ⊔A2, B1 ⊔B2, π,D)

in which

π(x, y) =







qπ1(x, y) x ∈ X1, y ∈ Y1
(1 − q)π2(x, y) x ∈ X2, y ∈ Y2
0 otherwise

,

and similarly

D(x, y, a, b) =

{

D1(x, y, a, b) x ∈ X1, y ∈ Y1, a ∈ A1, b ∈ B1

D2(x, y, a, b) otherwise
.

Finally, we define the trivial game.

Definition 4.15. The trivial nonlocal game GT has X = Y = A = B = {⊥} for some
unique symbol ⊥, and π(⊥,⊥) = D(⊥,⊥,⊥,⊥) = 1.

20



∧ε r(F )

X1 ⊕τ

X2 ∧ε

X2X4L−1(X2)

Figure 4: An example of a formula F in Fε,τ . In this example, we have ρ(F,X2) = 2, because the first
occurence of X2 is at depth 2; ρ(F,X3) = ∞, since X3 never appears; and ρ(F,X4) = 3.

5 Proof of Theorem 2.4: Sharp threshold for reliable com-

putation

In this section we prove Theorem 2.4. We begin by proving Lemma 2.6, which we restate
below.

Lemma (Lemma 2.6, restated). Let Fε,τ be the class of formulas on {∧ε,⊕τ}, and suppose
that ε ∈ (1/6, 5/6), and τ ∈ (0, 1). Fix ∆ > 0 and let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a function that
is computable with probability at least 1/2 + ∆ by functions in conv Fε,τ . Then f depends
on at most a constant number of inputs.

To prove Lemma 2.6, we begin by showing in Lemma 5.1 below that in any probabilistic
mixture of noisy formulas, there is some variable which is on average at high depth. Next
we show in Lemma 5.2 that a certain quantity related to the bias on a wire decays by a
constant factor at each gate. Finally we put these two lemmas together in Section 5.3 to
prove Lemma 2.6. In Section 5.4 we show how to use Lemma 2.6 and Theorem 2.9 to prove
Theorem 2.4.

5.1 The “Depth” of Variables in Mixtures of Formulas

In this section, we prove Lemma 5.1, stated below, which roughly says that in any mixture
of formulas, there is some variable Xi with large depth. Before we state the lemma, we
introduce some notation.

Let C =
∑N

j=1 pjFj be a mixture of formulas Fj . Let X = {X1, . . . ,Xn} be the set of
inputs to C. Thus, the set of inputs to each Fj is some subset of the variables in X.

For a formula F = (G,L) and Xi ∈ X, Define the rank ρ(F,Xi) by

ρ(F,Xi) = min
v∈L−1(Xi)

d(v)
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where by convention ρ(F,Xi) = ∞ if the set is empty. Above, recall that d(v) is the depth
of vertex v in the graph G, and L−1(Xi) is the set of leaves in G that are labeled with the
input variable Xi. An example of the notation is given in Figure 4.

Lemma 5.1. There is a function f(θ, k) so that

lim
k→∞

f(θ, k) = 0 ∀θ ∈ (0, 1)

and so that the following holds. Fix any θ ∈ (0, 1). Let C =
∑N

j=1 pjFj be mixture of N
formulas, so that each Fj is composed of two-input gates. Suppose that C takes as input
the variables X = {Xi : i ∈ [n]}. Choose any nonempty subset S ⊂ X, and let k = |S|.
Then there exists a variable Xi ∈ S for which

N∑

j=1

pjθ
ρ(Fj ,Xi) ≤ f(θ, k)

Proof. Both [Pip88] and [EP98] proved simpler statements of a similar nature for for-
mulas, rather than for mixtures of formulas. For that purpose, the upper bound of
∑k

i=1

∑

v∈L−1(Xi)
2−ρ(F,Xi) ≤ 1 sufficed. Since we allow convex combinations of formu-

las, and also may have θ > 1/2, we require a new argument to obtain an o(1) bound.
Fix a formula F and a nonempty subset S ⊂ X, and let k = |S|. We define the sum

Wθ as follows:
Wθ(F ) =

∑

X∈S
θρ(F,X). (8)

We will upper bound Wθ(F ). Let d = d(F ) be the depth of F . We may write Wθ(F )
alternatively as

Wθ(F ) =

d∑

s=0

nsθ
i

in which ns is the number of variables Xi ∈ S so that ρ(F,Xi) = s. Because there are
at most 2s variables at the depth s level of the tree, ns ≤ 2s. Consider the optimization
problem

maximize
d∑

s=0

nsθ
s

subject to
d∑

s=0

ns = k

and to 0 ≤ ns ≤ 2s ∀s ∈ {0, ..., d}.
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Clearly Wθ(F ) is bounded above by the optimal value of this problem. Moreover, it is not
hard to see that the optimal value of this problem is attained by concentrating all weight
of the ns on the lowest levels of s, subject to the constraint that ns ≤ 2s. This implies that

Wθ(F ) ≤
{

(2θ)log2(k+1)−1
2θ−1 θ 6= 1/2

log2(k + 1) θ = 1/2
. (9)

Now consider the convex combination of formulas C =
∑N

j=1 pjFj . We extend the
formula for Wθ in the natural way:

Wθ(C) =

N∑

j=1

pj

k∑

i=1

θρ(Fj ,Xi) =
∑

Xi∈S

N∑

j=1

pjθ
ρ(Fj ,Xi).

Since
∑N

j=1 pj = 1, our upper bound still applies:

Wθ(C) =
∑

Xi∈S

N∑

j=1

pjθ
ρ(Fj ,Xi) ≤

{
(2θ)log2(k+1)−1

2θ−1 θ 6= 1/2

log2(k + 1) θ = 1/2

which implies that for some Xi ∈ S,

N∑

j=1

pjθ
ρ(Fj,Xi) ≤

{
(2θ)log2(k+1)−1

k(2θ−1) θ 6= 1/2
1
k log2(k + 1) θ = 1/2

Clearly the bound in the θ = 1/2 case is o(1). The bound in the θ 6= 1/2 case may be
rearranged as

(2θ)log2(k+1) − 1

k(2θ − 1)
=

(k + 1)log2(2θ) − 1

k(2θ − 1)
.

Since θ ∈ (0, 1), 2θ < 2, log2(2θ) < 1, this bound is o(1) as well.

5.2 Bias Reduction by Deep Formulas

In this section, we prove Lemma 5.2 below, which says roughly that the bias (that is, the
amount of signal) on each wire decays at every noisy gate.

Fix a formula F = (L,G) ∈ Fε,τ that is univariate, meaning its input wires are labeled
with only constants or a single variable Xi. That is, L(V ) ⊆ {Xi, 0, 1} ∪ {∧ε,⊕τ}.

Let v ∈ G denote some internal vertex of F , let g = L(v) be the gate that occurs at
v, let A,B denote the input wires to g, and let C denote its output wire. For (w,W ) ∈
{(a,A), (b,B), (c, C)}, define

w(F,Xi) :=
1

2
E[W |Xi = 1] +

1

2
E[W |Xi = 0]
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a = a(F,Xi) = 1
2E[A|Xi = 1] + 1

2E[A|Xi = 0]

δa = δa(F,Xi) = E[A|Xi = 1] − E[A|Xi = 0]
g

A B

C F

Xi 1 Xi 1 0 Xi

Figure 5: The notation used for Lemma 5.2.

and
δw(F,Xi) := E[W |Xi = 1] − E[W |Xi = 0]

where the probabilities are over the randomness of the gates in the subformula below W
only. Notice that this makes the probabilities for A,B independent since F is a formula.
This notation is illustrated in Figure 5. For notational clarity, we will omit the arguments
of all δw and w when they are clear from context.

We shall now consider expressions for the quantities δc, c in terms of the quantities
δa, a, δb, b. To simplify notation, we will rename c to d if g = ∧ε and rename c to e if
g = ⊕τ . The following expressions (which hold for any F,Xi) are not hard to derive and
follow from the independence of the noise on the subformulas beneath A and B:

d = (1 − 2ε)

[

ab+
1

4
δaδb

]

+ ε

δd = (1 − 2ε)(bδa + aδb)

e = (1 − 2τ)

[

−2ab− 1

2
δaδb + a+ b

]

+ τ

δe = (1 − 2τ)((1 − 2a)δb + (1 − 2b)δa).

With this notation out of the way, we state the main lemma in this section, which
implies that the bias on a wire decays with the depth of that wire in the circuit. In
particular, this will imply that inputs that are too deep cannot have a very big effect on
the output of the circuit.

Lemma 5.2 (Weight Decay). For all (ε, τ) ∈ (1/6, 5/6)× (0, 1), there exists θ ∈ [0, 1) such
that for all a, b ∈ (0, 1), δa, δb ∈ [−1, 1], |δa| + |2a− 1| ≤ 1, |δb| + |2b− 1| ≤ 1,

max

{ |δd|
1 − |2d− 1| ,

|δe|
1 − |2e− 1|

}

≤ θmax

{ |δa|
1 − |2a− 1| ,

|δb|
1 − |2b− 1|

}

. (10)
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Proof. We prove Lemma 5.2 in two cases, depending on whether the maximum on the left
hand side is attained by d (an ∧ε gate) or by e (a ⊕τ gate). We assume that (ε, τ) ∈
(1/6, 1/2] × (0, 1/2]; this is without loss of generality as explained in Remark 5.3.

The ∧ε case. If ε = 1/2, then δd = 0 and we are done. Thus, we assume that ε ∈
(1/6, 1/2). Defining σ := 1

1−2ε , and noting that for any ε ∈ (1/6, 1/2) we have 1
1−2ε >

3
2 , it

suffices to show that for all σ > 3/2,

sup
|δb|

1−|2b−1|
≤ |δa|

1−|2a−1|
≤1

|bδa + aδb|
σ − |2ab+ 1

2δaδb − 1| −
|δa|

1 − |2a− 1| < 0.

This holds if and only if

sup
|δb|

1−|2b−1|
≤ |δa|

1−|2a−1|
≤1

1 − |2a− 1|
|δa|

|bδa + aδb| +

∣
∣
∣
∣
2ab+

1

2
δaδb − 1

∣
∣
∣
∣
< σ

which in turn holds if and only if

sup
|δb|

1−|2b−1|
≤ |δa|

1−|2a−1|
≤1

max
s0,s1∈{−1,1}

{

(1 − |2a− 1|)s0
(

b+ a
δb
δa

)

+ s1

(

2ab+
1

2
δaδb − 1

)}

≤ 3

2
.

(11)
For fixed s0, s1, δa, a, this is an affine function in b, δb whose extrema are obtained on the
feasible set boundary, which is the surface defined by

|δb|
1 − |2b− 1| =

|δa|
1 − |2a− 1| ,

and so for some s2 ∈ {−1, 1}, the optimal point of (11) has

δb = s2
1 − |2b− 1|
1 − |2a− 1|δa.

Plugging this back in to (11) we must show

sup
|δb|

1−|2b−1|
≤ |δa|

1−|2a−1|
≤1

max
s0,s1,s2∈{−1,1}

{

(1 − |2a− 1|)s0
(

b+ as2
1 − |2b− 1|
1 − |2a− 1|

)

+

s1

(

2ab+
1

2
δ2as2

1 − |2b− 1|
1 − |2a− 1| − 1

)}

≤ 3

2
. (12)

The criterion (12) can be established numerically by checking many cases. More precisely,
we notice that for fixed a, δa, s0, s1, s2, this is an affine function of b, |2b−1| whose extrema
with respect to b must occur at either a critical point (which only occurs at 2b − 1 = 0)
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or an endpoint of the interval b ∈ [0, 1]. The function depends on δa only with a quadratic
term, so its maximum with respect to δa must occur at either a critical point (which only
occurs at δa = 0) or an endpoint of the interval δa ∈ [−(1−|2a−1|), 1−|2a−1|]. Evaluating
the 72 expressions obtained by substituting

(b, δa, s0, s1, s2) ∈ {0, 1/2, 1} × {−(1 − |2a− 1|), 0, 1 − |2a− 1|} × {−1,+1}3,
we find 7 distinct functions of a (up to overall sign):

±
(

−2 a+
1

2
|2 a− 1| +

1

2

)

(13)

±1 (14)

± (2 a− |2 a− 1|) (15)

±
(

−2 a− 1

2
|2 a− 1| +

3

2

)

(16)

± (2 a+ |2 a− 1| − 2) (17)

±
(

1

2
|2 a− 1| − 3

2

)

(18)

±
(

1

2
|2 a− 1| +

1

2

)

(19)

Since these are all affine in a and |2a − 1|, the maximum with respect to a must occur at
either a critical point (which only occurs at 2a − 1 = 0) or at an endpoint of the interval
a ∈ [0, 1]. Checking the 21 cases resulting from substituting a ∈ {0, 1/2, 1} into the seven
equations (13)-(19), we have that the maximum is 3

2 , when a = 1/2. Therefore (11) holds,
and we are done with this case.

The ⊕τ case. If τ = 1/2, then δe = 0 and we are done. Thus we assume that τ ∈ (0, 1/2).
Defining µ := 1

1−2τ , and noting that ∀τ ∈ (0, 1/2), 1
1−2τ > 1, it suffices to show that for all

µ > 1,

sup
|δb|

1−|2b−1|
≤ |δa|

1−|2a−1|
≤1

|(2a− 1)δb + (2b− 1)δa|
µ− |δaδb + (2a− 1)(2b − 1)| −

|δa|
1 − |2a− 1| < 0.

Reparameterizing with xa := 2a− 1 and xb := 2b− 1, this becomes:

sup
|δb|

1−|xb|
≤ |δa|

1−|xa|
≤1

|xaδb + xbδa|
µ− |δaδb + xaxb|

− |δa|
1 − |xa|

< 0.

Using the triangle inequality, along with the fact that |δaδb|+ |xaxb| ≤ 1 ≤ µ, it suffices to
show

sup
|δb|

1−|xb|
≤ |δa|

1−|xa|
≤1

|xaδb| + |xbδa|
µ− |δaδb| − |xaxb|

− |δa|
1 − |xa|

< 0
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which is equivalent to

sup
xa,δa,xb,δb∈[0,1], δb

1−xb
≤ δa

1−xa
≤1

xaδb + xbδa
µ− δaδb − xaxb

− δa
1 − xa

< 0

sup
xa,δa,xb,δb∈[0,1], δb

1−xb
≤ δa

1−xa
≤1

(xaδb + xbδa)
1 − xa
δa

+ δaδb + xaxb < µ (20)

The expression (20) is affine in δb, so the extrema must occur for δb on the boundary of

the feasible set; that is, the extrema occur at δb ∈
{

0, δa
1−xb
1−xa

}

. The case where δb = 0

simplifies the expression to xb ≤ 1, which holds trivially by the constraints. Therefore, it
suffices to show that

sup
xa,δa,xb∈[0,1], δa

1−xa
≤1

xa(1 − xb) + xb(1 − xa) + δ2a
1 − xb
1 − xa

+ xaxb ≤ 1

Since 1−xb
1−xa

≥ 0, the expression above is maximized when δa = 1−xa is as large as possible,
which means that it suffices to show that:

sup
xa,xb∈[0,1]

xa(1 − xb) + xb(1 − xa) + (1 − xa)2
1 − xb
1 − xa

+ xaxb ≤ 1.

Finally, this last expression simplifies to read

sup
xa,xb∈[0,1]

1 ≤ 1

which is true.
This finishes the proof of this case, and of the lemma.

Remark 5.3. Notice that Equation (10) of Lemma 5.2 is invariant under mapping (w, δw) 7→
(1−w,−δw), for any w ∈ {a, b, c, d, e}. This implies that the proof goes through even if we
are allowed to apply unary noise-free ¬ gates. In particular, this implies that checking the
case of (ε, τ) ∈ (1/6, 1/2] × (0, 1/2] suffices to complete the proof of Lemma 5.2.

5.3 Proof of Lemma 2.6

Now we put Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2 together to prove Lemma 2.6.

Proof of Lemma 2.6. Fix ∆ > 0. Fix ε ∈ (1/6, 1/2], τ ∈ (0, 1/2]. For n = 2, 3, . . . , let
f (n) : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} denote a sequence of Boolean functions so that f (n) depends on
all n inputs. Let C(n) ∈ convFε,τ denote a sequence of mixtures over N (n) formulas on n
inputs in Fε,τ . Now fix n and write

C(n) = C =

N∑

j=1

pjFj ,
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where as above we shall drop the dependence on n for clarity. By Lemma 5.1, there exists
a choice of input Xi such that ∀θ ∈ [0, 1),

∑

j

pjθ
ρ(Fj ,Xi) ≤ o(1). (21)

Fix this i. Let q ∈ {0, 1}n−1 denote some bitstring such that

f (q1, . . . , qi−1, 0, qi+1, . . . , qn) 6= f (q1, . . . , qi−1, 1, qi+1, . . . , qn) .

Note that such a bitstring q exists since f depends on all of its inputs. Let

Q = C (q1, . . . , qi−1,Xi, qi+1, . . . , qn) .

Let Ej = Fj (q1, . . . , qi−1,Xi, qi+1, . . . , qn) so that

Q =

N∑

j=1

pjEj .

Define
δ(Ej ,Xi) = E[Ej |Xi = 1] − E[Ej|Xi = 0].

Now, since there are ρ(Ej ,Xi) gates between each input labeled Xi and the output r(Ej),
Lemma 5.2 implies that there exists θ ∈ [0, 1) so that

|δ(Ej ,Xi)| ≤ θρ(Ej ,Xi). (22)

Now

|δ(Q,Xi)| =

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

N∑

j=1

pjδ(Ej ,Xi)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤
N∑

j=1

pj|δ(Ej ,Xi)|

≤
N∑

j=1

pjθ
ρ(Ej ,Xi)

=

N∑

j=1

pjθ
ρ(Fj ,Xi)

≤ o(1),

where above we have used the triangle inequality, Equation (22), the fact that ρ(Ej ,Xi) =
ρ(Fj ,Xi), and Equation (21).
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By the definition of δ and Q (and un-fixing n and i), this implies that for sufficiently
large n, there is some i and q so that

∣
∣
∣E

[

C(n) (q1, . . . , qi−1, 1, qi+1, . . . , qn)
]

− E
[

C(n) (q1, . . . , qi−1, 0, qi+1, . . . , qn)
]∣
∣
∣ < ∆,

which implies that f (n) is not reliably computed by these C(n) with advantage ∆.
Finally, we conclude Lemma 2.6. Indeed, suppose that f (n) is a sequence of functions

which depends on any super-constant number of inputs, and let g(n) denote the restriction
of f (n) to the inputs on which it depends. Then g(n) is a family of functions that depends on
all of its inputs, and the argument above applies. Therefore, any sequence f (n) of functions
which is reliably computed by a sequence of formula mixtures C(n) ∈ convFε,τ depends on
at most a constant number of inputs.

5.4 Proof of Theorem 2.4

Conjecture 5.4. The bound of Lemma 2.6 applies to circuits as well as formulas. That
is, letting Cε,τ denote the class of circuits on {∧ε,⊕τ}, suppose that ε ∈ (1/6, 5/6) and
τ ∈ (0, 1). Fix ∆ > 0 and let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a function that is computable with
probability at least 1/2+∆ by functions in conv Cε,τ . Then f depends on at most a constant
number of inputs.

Finally we prove Theorem 2.4, assuming Conjecture 5.4 and Theorem 2.9, which we
prove in Section 7.

Lemma 2.6 and Conjecture 5.4 imply that conv Cε,τ does not support reliable computa-
tion for any (ε, τ) ∈ (1/6, 5/6) × (0, 1). Now for all τ ∈ (0, 1), Theorem 2.9 applied to Cε,τ
with respect to the noisy gate ∧ε implies that Cε,τ does not support reliable computation
for all ε ∈ [1/6, 5/6]. Now, for all ε ∈ [1/6, 5/6], Theorem 2.9 applied to Cε,τ with respect to
the noisy gate ⊕τ implies that Cε,τ does not support reliable computation for all τ ∈ [0, 1].
Thus, Cε,τ does not support reliable computation for all ε, τ ∈ [1/6, 5/6] × [0, 1], which
proves the theorem.

6 Proof of Theorem 2.8: Equivalence between reliable com-

putation and amplification

In this section, we prove Theorem 2.8, which we restate below.

Theorem (Theorem 2.8, restated). Let C denote a circuit model closed under composition.
Then conv C supports reliable computation if and only if conv C contains both an amplifier
and a ¬κ gate for κ < 1/2.
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Further, given a circuit model C such that conv C supports reliable computation, there
exists a constant s such that for any function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} computable by a depth-d
circuit of noiseless NAND gates, f can be computed by a depth-(s ·d) circuit in conv C with
failure probability bounded away from 1/2.

Note that Theorem 2.8 does not apply to formulas, which are not closed under com-
position. This is the reason that cannot apply Theorem 2.9 to tighten the threshold from
Lemma 2.6 directly, but must first move to the realm of circuits via Conjecture 5.4.

Before we prove Theorem 2.8, we state one definition which generalizes the amplification
function to a multivariate polynomial. That is, we substitute each variable with a possibly
differently biased coin.

Definition 6.1 (Amplification function for multiple biases). For a gate g : Fk
2 → F2, let

ψg(p1, . . . , pk) = PXi∼Ber(pi) [g(X1, . . . ,Xk) = 1] .

Proof of Theorem 2.8. Fix γ > 0, and suppose that conv C supports reliable computation
with advantage γ. We wish to show that conv C contains an amplifier and a ¬κ gate for
κ < 1/2. Letting κ = 1

2(1 − δ0) < 1/2, we see that ¬κ ∈ C ⊆ conv C by Definition 2.1.
Next we show that conv C contains an amplifier. Since conv C supports reliable com-

putation with advantage γ > 0, for all odd n there exists cn ∈ conv C such that for all
x ∈ Fn

2 ,

Pcn[Majn(x) = cn(x)] ≥ 1

2
+ γ (23)

where the probability is taken over the stochastic behavior of cn. Letting |x| denote the
weight of bitstring x, we may write

Acn(p) =
∑

x∈Fn
2

p|x|(1 − p)n−|x|Pcn [cn(x) = 1]

which implies that the derivative A′
cn(p) of Acn(p) satisfies

A′
cn(p) =

∑

x∈Fn
2

(

|x|p|x|−1(1 − p)n−|x| − p|x|(n− |x|)(1 − p)n−|x|−1
)

Pcn [cn(x) = 1]

=
∑

x∈Fn
2

p|x|−1(1 − p)n−|x|−1 (|x|(1 − p) + (n− |x|)p)Pcn [cn(x) = 1]

and hence plugging in p = 1/2,

A′
cn(1/2) =

∑

x∈Fn
2

|x| − n/2

2n−2
Pcn [cn(x) = 1]. (24)
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We split the sum over all bitstrings into those above and below weight n/2 and apply
inequality (23) to find

A′
cn(1/2) ≥

(n−1)/2
∑

k=0

k − n/2

2n−2

(
n

k

)(
1

2
− γ

)

+

n∑

k=(n+1)/2

k − n/2

2n−2

(
n

k

)(
1

2
+ γ

)

≥
(n−1)/2
∑

k=0

k − n/2

2n−2

(
n

k

)(
1

2
− γ

)

−
(n−1)/2
∑

k=0

k − n/2

2n−2

(
n

k

)(
1

2
+ γ

)

= γ

(n−1)/2
∑

k=0

(
n

k

)
n/2 − k

2n−1
.

Using k
(
n
k

)
= n

(
n−1
k−1

)
, this reads

A′
cn(1/2) ≥ nγ

2n



1 +

(n−1)/2
∑

k=1

((
n

k

)

− 2

(
n− 1

k − 1

))




=
nγ

2n



1 +

(n−1)/2
∑

k=1

((
n− 1

k

)

−
(
n− 1

k − 1

))




=
nγ

2n

(
n− 1

(n− 1)/2

)

.

For large n, this lower bound is asymptotic to

A′
cn(1/2) & γ

√
n

2π
. (25)

To ensure that our amplifier is appropriately balanced, we define the mixture bn for each
n as:

bn :=







1
2Acn(1/2)

cn +
(

1 − 1
2Acn (1/2)

)

0 1/2 < Acn(1/2) ≤ 1

cn Acn(1/2) = 1/2
1

2(1−Acn (1/2))
cn +

(

1 − 1
2(1−Acn (1/2))

)

1 0 ≤ Acn(1/2) < 1/2.

(26)

It is easy to show from this piecewise definition that for all n,

Abn(1/2) =
1

2

as desired, and that the derivative of the amplification function of (26) satisfies

1

2
A′

cn(1/2) ≤ A′
bn(1/2) ≤ A′

cn(1/2).
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By equation (25), since γ is strictly greater than 0, there exists finite n such that A′
cn(1/2) >

2, implying A′
bn

(1/2) > 1. Therefore there exists an amplifier away from 1/2 in conv C.
To prove the other direction, we must show that given an amplifier away from 1/2,

as well as the ¬κ gate for κ < 1/2, we may compute any Boolean function f : Fn
2 → F2

with bounded error independent of n. We will first introduce some notation. Recall from
Definition 6.1 that for a stochastic map M , ψM : [0, 1]k → [0, 1] is defined by

ψM (p1, ..., pk) = PXi∼Ber(pi)[M(X1, ...,Xk) = 1]

Now consider a tree T of NAND gates with leaves labeled by constant bits and variables
(later we will use the fact that any Boolean function can be represented by such a T ). We
call T a NAND tree. Our strategy will be to replace each NAND gate in T with a stochastic
map N that behaves like a NAND gate; Claim 6.2 below guarantees that an appropriate
map exists.

Claim 6.2. Let C denote a circuit model closed under composition. Suppose C contains
an amplifier and a ¬κ gate for some κ < 1/2. Then there exists β ∈ (0, 1/2], an integer
m ≥ 1, and a map N ∈ conv C such that N takes 2m inputs and so that the following holds.
Letting

I− =

[
1

2
− β,

1

2
− β

2

]

I+ =

[
1

2
+
β

2
,
1

2
+ β

]

,

we have

ψN((I−)m × (I−)m) ⊆ I+ (27)

ψN((I+)m × (I−)m) ⊆ I+

ψN((I−)m × (I+)m) ⊆ I+

ψN((I+)m × (I+)m) ⊆ I−.

We prove Claim 6.2 in Appendix B, and for the rest of the current proof we will use
this map N with the associated β and 2m inputs, and take I+ and I− as in the statement
of the claim.

Let fT denote the Boolean function computed by NAND tree T . Using N, we recursively
define a transformation J that takes T to a stochastic map J (T ) ∈ conv C. For ℓ ∈ [0, 1],
let Nℓ denote the map

Nℓ := ℓx +
1 − ℓ

2
(0 + 1). (28)

For a depth 0 tree T we define J (T ) = N2β. (Notice that a depth 0 NAND tree has no
NAND gates at all, and thus is either a constant 0 or 1, or is the literal Boolean variable
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J

NAND

A B

=
N

J (A) J (A) J (B) J (B)· · · · · ·

Figure 6: The J function is defined recursively, by replacing the top NAND gate in a NAND tree T by
a map N. Since N takes 2m inputs, we must duplicate the input subtrees m times and apply J to each
copy.

x.) Then we define J (T ) recursively according to the process shown in Figure 6. That is,
given a depth-n NAND tree T , we write T = NAND(A,B), where A,B are NAND trees
of depth at most n− 1. Then we recursively define

J (T ) = N(J (A),J (A), . . . ,J (A),J (B), . . . ,J (B)) (29)

where there are m copies each of J (A) and J (B).

Remark 6.3 (Depth complexity). Note that given d(N), the maximum circuit depth of
the map N, it is clear that

d(J (T )) = d(N)d(T ).

Therefore, for fixed κ, there is only a constant factor increase in depth complexity for the
fault-tolerant circuit over the original NAND tree. This establishes the second part of the
theorem.

Now we prove the theorem by induction, with the inductive hypothesis that for all
depth-n NAND trees T ,

∀X ∈ F
number of inputs to fT
2 PJ (T )[J (T )(X) = fT (X)] ∈ I+. (30)

First we prove the base case, for depth n = 0. Using the base case of our recursive
construction, we see that for any depth-0 T that J (T ) = N2β. It is not hard to see that

ψN2β
(0) ∈ I−

and
ψN2β

(1) ∈ I+

which establishes (30) for n = 0.
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For the inductive step, assume that (30) holds for all NAND trees of depth at most n.
Let T be a depth-(n+ 1) NAND tree, so that T = NAND(A,B) where A and B are both
NAND trees. By our definition (29) of J ,

P [J (T )(X) = fT (X)] = P [N(J (A), . . . ,J (A),J (B), . . . ,J (B)) = fT (X)] .

Suppose that
fT (X) = NAND(A(X), B(X)) = 0,

which means that (A(X), B(X)) = (1, 1). Then by the inductive hypothesis (30),

P [J (A)(X) = 1] ∈ I+

and the same for B, and so

1 − P [J (T )(X) = fT (X)] = 1 − P [N(J (A), . . . ,J (A),J (B), . . . ,J (B))(X) = fT (X)]

= 1 − P [N(J (A), . . . ,J (A),J (B), . . . ,J (B))(X) = 0]

= P [N(J (A), . . . ,J (A),J (B), . . . ,J (B))(X) = 1]

∈ ψN((I+)m × (I+)m)

⊆ I−

by the definition of N in Claim 6.2. Aobve, we are using the fact that T is a tree to say
that each copy J (A)(X) and J(B)(X) are independent. Notice that the only randomness
here is over the noisy gates, and so it does not matter that the (deterministic) inputs X

are the same for each copy. This implies that in the case that fT (X) = 0,

P [J (T )(X) = fT (X)] ∈ I+.

On the other hand, suppose that

fT (X) = NAND(A(X), B(X)) = 1,

which means that (A(X), B(X)) ∈ {(0, 0), (0, 1), (1, 0)}. If it is, for example, (0, 1), then
we have

P [J (A)(X) = 1] ∈ I− and P [J (B)(X) = 1] ∈ I+,

so
P [N(J (A), . . . ,J (A),J (B), . . . ,J (B))] ∈ ψN((I−)m × (I+)m) ⊆ I+

and a similar statement holds for (1, 0) or (0, 0), by the definition of N. So in this case as
well we have

P [J (A)(X) = fT (X)] ∈ I+.

This establishes the inductive hypothesis for n+ 1.
By induction, we conclude that (30) holds for all NAND trees T of any depth. But

this immediately implies that conv C supports reliable computation with advantage β.
Moreover, by Remark 6.3, it does so with constant factor overhead in depth complexity
(for fixed κ). This proves the theorem.
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7 Proof of Theorem 2.9: The set that does not support re-

liable computation is closed

In this section we prove Theorem 2.9, which we restate below.

Theorem (Theorem 2.9, restated). Let Cε denote a circuit model closed under composition
on a gate set G which includes a noisy gate gε. Let I ⊆ [0, 1] denote the set of ε for which
conv Cε does not support reliable computation (varying the noise on gε and keeping all other
gates in G fixed). Then I is closed.

The basic idea is to make use of Theorem 2.8. In particular, if Cε supports reliable
computation, then conv Cε contains an amplifier and a noisy ¬ gate. We will show that if
ε is perturbed slightly to ε′, then the amplifier remains an amplifier and the noisy ¬ gate
remains a noisy ¬ gate. We will conclude that Cε′ also supports reliable computation.

In order to make this intuition precise, we will need a few basic analytical lemmas,
which we prove in Section 7.1. Then we prove Theorem 2.9 in Section 7.2.

7.1 Analysis Lemmas

Lemma 7.1. Let f : R2 → R be Lipschitz continuous. Fix a, b ∈ R. Then the function g
defined by

g(y) = min
x∈[a,b]

f(x, y)

is continuous.

Proof. Since f is Lipschitz continuous, there exists a constant K > 0 such that ∀∆y, y ∈ R

and x ∈ [a, b],
−K|∆y| + f(x, y) ≤ f(x, y + ∆y) ≤ K|∆y| + f(x, y)

Therefore, ∣
∣
∣
∣

min
x∈[a,b]

f(x, y + ∆y) − min
x∈[a,b]

f(x, y)

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ K|∆y|

and
|g(y + ∆y) − g(y)| ≤ K|∆y|

which implies the limit lim∆y→0 g(y + ∆y) = g(y).

Lemma 7.2. Let f ∈ R[x, y] be a bivariate polynomial such that for some x0 ∈ (a, b)
and y0 ∈ R, f(x0, y0) = 0, and (∂xf)(x0, y0) > 0. Then ∃δ > 0 such that for all y′ with
|y′ − y0| < δ, there is some x′ ∈ (a, b) so that

f(x′, y′) = 0 and (∂xf)(x′, y′) > 0.
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Proof. We will make use of the fact that f and all of its derivatives are Lipschitz continuous.
Since (∂xf)(x0, y0) > 0, by continuity of ∂xf there exist x1 ∈ (a, x0) and x2 ∈ (x0, b) such
that

f(x1, y0) < 0 < f(x2, y0)

and
min

x∈[x1,x2]
(∂xf)(x, y0) > 0.

Then by continuity of f there exists δ1 > 0 such that for all y′ with |y′ − y0| < δ1,
f(x1, y) < 0 < f(x2, y). The intermediate value theorem implies ∃x′ ∈ (x1, x2) such that
f(x′, y′) = 0. By Lemma 7.1, there exists δ2 > 0 such that for all y′ with |y′ − y0| < δ2,
minx∈[x1,x2](∂xf)(x, y) > 0. Then setting δ = min(δ1, δ2) we are done.

7.2 Proof of Theorem 2.9

Before proving Theorem 2.9, we need one more observation.

Observation 7.3. Let Cε and gε ∈ G be as in the statement of Theorem 2.9. Let C =
∑N

j=1 pjFj be a mixture of circuits Cj ∈ Cε, so C ∈ conv Cε. Then viewing the amplification
function AC(p) as a function of ε as well as p, AC is a polynomial in ε and p.

Proof. First, we write

AC(p) = PXi∼Ber(p)[C(X1, . . . ,Xn) = 1]

=
∑

x∈{0,1}n
p|x|(1 − p)n−|x|PC [C(x) = 1],

where |x| denotes the weight of x, to see that this is indeed a polynomial in p. Next, we
claim that for any circuit D ∈ Cε with at most d gε gates, and for any fixed x ∈ {0, 1}n,
P[D(x) = 1] is a polynomial in ε of degree at most d. Indeed,

P[D(x) = 1] =
∑

e∈{0,1}d
ε|e|(1 − ε)d−|e|P[F |e(x) = 1],

where F |e means the circuit D where every gε gate has been replaced with either g or ¬g
according to e. Returning to C =

∑N
j=1 pjFj , we have

PC [C(x) = 1] =
N∑

j=1

pjP[Cj(x) = 1]

which is again a polynomial in ε of degree at most d. Thus, AC(p) is a polynomial in p of
degree at most n and a polynomial in ε of degree at most d.
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Finally, we prove Theorem 2.9 using the lemmas above.

Proof of Theorem 2.9. Let Cε and gε ∈ G be as in the statement of the theorem. Suppose
that conv Cε0 supports reliable computation. We will show that for any ε sufficiently close
to ε0, conv Cε also supports reliable computation.

By Theorem 2.8, conv Cε0 supports reliable computation if and only if it contains an
amplifier and a ¬κ0 gate for some κ0 < 1/2. Let Mε0 , Nε0 ∈ conv Cε0 denote these mixtures
of formulas, respectively, and define Mε and Nε in the natural way by replacing the gε0
gates in Mε0 and Nε0 with gε gates. We will show that there exists δ > 0 such that for all
ε′ satisfying |ε′ − ε0| < δ, Mε′ remains an amplifier and Nε′ provides a noisy ¬ gate.

Since Mε0 , Nε0 are mixtures of circuits, Observation 7.3 implies that the amplification
functions AMε(p) and ANε(p) are polynomials of finite degree in p, ε. Thus, Lemma 7.2
will apply.

First, we show that Nε remains a noisy ¬ gate for ε sufficiently close to ε0. Notice that
a stochastic map f : {0, 1} → {0, 1} represents ¬κ for κ < 1/2 if and only if

Af (1/2) = 1/2 and
∂

∂p
Af (1/2) < 0. (31)

Indeed, letting p0 := P[f(0) = 1] and p1 := P[f(1) = 1], a computation shows that

Af (1/2) =
1

2
(p0 + p1) and

∂

∂p
Af (1/2) = p1 − p0. (32)

What it means to represent ¬κ for κ < 1/2 is precisely that that p0 = 1 − κ, p1 = κ for
κ < 1/2, which given (32) is equivalent to (31).

By Lemma 7.2, with f(ε, p) = −ANε(p) + 1/2 (thought of as a bivariate polynomial in
p and ε), there exists δ1 > 0 such that for all ε′ with |ε′ − ε0| < δ1, there is some p′ ∈ (0, 1)
so that

ANε′
(p′) = 1/2 and

∂

∂p
ANε′

(p′) < 0.

Choose c ∈ {0, 1} and λ ∈ [0, 1] so that

p′ =
1 − (−1)cλ

2
,

and let 1c : {0, 1} → {0, 1} denote the constant-c function. Now consider the mixture

N ′ = λ(Nε′ ◦ 1c) + (1 − λ)Nε′ ,

where ◦ denotes composition. That is, with probability λ, N ′ behaves like a Nε′ gate with
its input fixed to c, and with probability 1 − λ, N ′ behaves like a Nε′ gate. It’s not hard
to see that

AN ′(p) = ANε′
(λc+ (1 − λ)p),
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which given our choice of c and λ implies that AN ′(1/2) = ANε′
(p′), and in particular

ANε′
(1/2) = 1/2 and

∂

∂p
ANε′

(1/2) < 0.

Therefore by the equivalence above, N ′ is equivalent to ¬κ′ for some κ′ < 1/2.
Next we show that Mε remains an amplifier for ε close to ε0. By definition, Mε is an

amplifier if and only if there exists p0 ∈ (0, 1) such that

AMε(p0) − p0 = 0

and
∂

∂p
AMε(p0) − 1 > 0.

By Lemma 7.2, with f = AM − p, there exists δ2 > 0 such that for all |ε′ − ε0| < δ2, there
is some p′ ∈ (0, 1) so that

AMε′
(p′) = p′ and

∂

∂p
AMε(p′) > 1.

Therefore, for any ε′ so that |ε′ − ε0| < min(δ1, δ1), conv Cε′ contains an amplifier and a
gate ¬κ′ for some κ′ < 1/2. By Theorem 2.8 again, conv Cε′ supports reliable computation
for all ε′ ∈ [0, 1] such that |ε′ − ε0| < min(δ1, δ2). This implies that the set of ε so that
conv Cε supports reliable computation is the intersection of an open set and the interval
[0, 1], and hence the set of ε ∈ [0, 1] so that conv Cε does not support reliable computation
is closed.

8 Proof of Theorem 2.3: A game whose quantum value is

the threshold for nontrivial communication complexity

In this section, we prove Theorem 2.3, which we restate below.

Theorem (Theorem 2.3, restated). There exists a sequence of 2-player nonlocal games Gk

for k ≥ 1 that satisfies properties (1-3) below, in which S is any set of bipartite nonsignalling
correlations closed under wirings and such that S ⊇ Q.

1. For all k ≥ 1, ωC(Gk) < ωQ(Gk) < 1.

2. Fix any k ≥ 1. If ωS(Gk) > ωQ(Gk), then S has trivial probabilistic communication
complexity.

3. If S has trivial probabilistic communication complexity, then there exists some k ≥ 1
such that ωS(Gk) > ωQ(Gk).

First we will construct a game that satisfies properties (2-3) but not (1). Then we will
apply a technical manipulation to produce a game that satisfies (1-3).
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8.1 The Amplification Game

We begin with a game that we can the Amplification Game, which satisfies properties (2-3)
of Theorem 2.3.

Definition 8.1. Fix k ≥ 1. Let n = 2k + 1. Let X = Y = {0, 1}n. Let A = B = {0, 1}.
Let the decision predicate D : X × Y × A × B → {0, 1} be defined by D(x,y, a, b) =
1 [(a⊕ b) = Majn(x⊕ y)]. Let π : X × Y → [0, 1] denote the following probability distribu-
tion:

π(x,y) =
|n− 2|x⊕ y||
2n+1n

( n−1
(n−1)/2

) .

Then the Amplification Game denoted Ampk is the nonlocal game (A,B,X, Y, π,D).

Recall that in Definition 4.12 the supremum is restricted implicitly to correlations
whose input and output alphabets match those of the game. We now introduce some new
notation to make this explicit. For a set S of bipartite nonsignalling correlations, and for
an integer k ≥ 1, we will denote by Sk the set of correlations in S with input alphabets
X = Y = {0, 1}k and output alphabets A = B = {0, 1}. We will denote by T (S)k the set
of circuits in T (S) which take k input bits and produce one output bit.

Recall that for a set S of bipartite nonsignalling correlations we have defined T (S) as
a circuit model:

T (S) = conv{circuits from gates in {T (c) : c ∈ S}}.

This is done to ensure the applicability of Theorem 2.8 as a black box. Now in the case
that S ⊇ Q ⊇ C, and S is closed under wirings, by Proposition 4.10, T (S) may be more
simply expressed as

T (S) = {T (c) : c ∈ S}. (33)

Further, it is a trivial consequence of Equation (33) that in our new notation,

T (S)k = {T (c) : c ∈ Sk}. (34)

In the following proofs we will consider sets S which satisfy these properties and hence, for
which Equations (33) and (34) apply.

Definition 8.2. Let c = (A,B,X, Y, p) be a bipartite nonsignalling correlation, and let
G = (A,B,X, Y, π,D) be a nonlocal game. Define the c-value of G as

Ωc(G) := Px,y∼π[D(x, y, c(x, y)) = 1]

where the probability is also over the randomness of c.
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Note that under Definition 8.2, given a game G with input alphabets X = Y = {0, 1}k
and output alphabets A = B = {0, 1} we may rewrite the S-value (from Definition 4.12)
with our new notation as:

ωS(G) = sup
c∈Sk

Ωc(G).

Definition 8.3 (Bernoulli Distribution over Distributed Bits). Let x⊕y ∼ Ber(p)n denote
random variables x,y ∈ {0, 1}n sampled from the following probability distribution:

P[x,y|x⊕ y ∼ Ber(p)n] =
1

2n
p|x⊕y|(1 − p)n−|x⊕y|.

Notice that Definition 4.9 and Definition 8.3 imply that for a bipartite nonsignalling
correlation c with binary outputs we have

AT (c)(p) = Pz∼Ber(p)n [T (c)(z) = 1] = Px⊕y∼Ber(p)n [XOR(c(x,y)) = 1].

In the following Claim 8.4 and its Corollary 8.5, we explain what will turn out to be
an optimal classical strategy for playing Ampk.

Claim 8.4 (Distributed Identity and ¬ Gates from Classical Correlations). There exist
correlations c, d ∈ C with input alphabets X = Y = {0, 1} and output alphabets A = B =
{0, 1} such that

A′
T (c)(1/2) = 1 (35)

and
AT (d)(p) = 1 − p (36)

Proof. Let c ∈ S1 denote the local correlation in which Alice and Bob output their input
bits x and y. Then

AT (c)(p) = Px⊕y∼Ber(p)[XOR(c(x, y)) = 1]

= Px1⊕y1∼Ber(p)[XOR(x1, y1) = 1]

= p.

Therefore

A′
T (c)(p) =

dp

dp
= 1

and so c satisfies Equation (35), and clearly c ∈ S1.
Now consider the classical correlation d in which Alice outputs ¬x and Bob outputs y.

Then

AT (d)(p) = Px⊕y∼Ber(p)n [XOR(c(x,y)) = 1]

= Px⊕y∼Ber(p)n [x1 ⊕ y1 ⊕ 1 = 1]
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= 1 − p,

and so d satisfies Equation (36), and clearly d ∈ S1. Note that this implies that T (d) is a
noise-free ¬ gate.

Corollary 8.5. Let S be a set of bipartite nonsignalling correlations such that S ⊇ C. Fix
any integer k ≥ 1. Then

sup
u∈T (S)k

A′
u(1/2) ≥ 1.

Proof. Let S be as above. Because any gate in a circuit model is itself a valid circuit, for
any c ∈ S, T (c) ∈ T (S). In particular we will fix the c ∈ S such that A′

T (c)(1/2) = 1,
which is guaranteed to exist by Claim 8.4 because S ⊇ C. Then since this c has input and
output alphabets X = Y = A = B = {0, 1}, the gate T (c) ∈ T (S)1. If k = 1, we simply
set v = T (c) ∈ T (S), and noting that by definition of sup, A′

v(1/2) provides the desired
lower bound:

sup
u∈T (S)k

A′
u(1/2) ≥ A′

v(1/2) = 1.

If k > 1, then since T (S) is a circuit model we may build a circuit b which takes input
variables X1, ...,Xk, throws away inputs X2, ..Xk, and returns T (c)(X1). This yields

A′
b(1/2) = A′

T (c)(1/2),

and since b ∈ T (S)k this implies

sup
u∈T (S)k

A′
u(1/2) ≥ 1.

Claim 8.6. Let S be a set of bipartite nonsignalling correlations closed under wirings and
such that S ⊇ C. Then S has TPCC if and only if there exists c ∈ T (S) such that

A′
c(1/2) > 1 (37)

Proof. Recall that by Claim 8.4, any such set S ⊇ C satisfies ¬ ∈ T (S). Also recall that
by definition, the circuit model T (S) is closed under composition and also under convex
combinations.

Now first suppose there exists c ∈ T (S) satisfying Equation (37). Then by Lemma B.2,
since ¬ ∈ T (S), there also exists m ∈ T (S) such that m is an amplifier away from 1/2. By
Theorem 2.8, this implies that T (S) supports reliable computation, which implies that S
has TPCC by Definition 4.11.

Conversely, suppose that S has TPCC. By Definition 4.11, this implies that T (S)
supports reliable computation. By Theorem 2.8, this implies that there exists u ∈ T (S)
such that u is an amplifier. By Lemma B.4, since ¬ ∈ T (S), there also exists c ∈ T (S) such
that c is an amplifier away from 1/2, and so by definition c satisfies Equation (37).
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Claim 8.7. Let k ≥ 1, let n = 2k+1, and let c = (A,B,X, Y, p) be a bipartite nonsignalling
correlation such that A = B = {0, 1}n and X = Y = {0, 1}. Then the following holds:

A′
T (c)(1/2) =

n
( n−1
(n−1)/2

)

2n−1
× [2Ωc(Ampk) − 1]. (38)

Less formally, Claim 8.7 relates Alice and Bob’s win probability for the game Ampk

played using correlation c (on the right hand side of (38)), to their ability to amplify n
distributed bits (away from 1/2) by feeding them through c (on the left hand side of (38)).

Proof. We begin with the expression on the left:

A′
T (c)(1/2) =

d

dp
Px⊕y∼Ber(p)n [XOR(c(x,y)) = 1]

∣
∣
∣
∣
p=1/2

=
d

dp

∑

x,y∈{0,1}n

1

2n
p|x⊕y|(1 − p)n−|x⊕y|P[XOR(c(x,y)) = 1]

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
p=1/2

=
d

dp

∑

z∈{0,1}n

1

2n
p|z|(1 − p)n−|z| ∑

x∈{0,1}n
P[XOR(c(x, z ⊕ x)) = 1]

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
p=1/2

=
∑

z∈{0,1}n

1

2n
(|z| − pn)p|z|−1(1 − p)n−|z|−1

∑

x∈{0,1}n
P[XOR(c(x, z ⊕ x)) = 1]

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
p=1/2

=
∑

z∈{0,1}n

2|z| − n

2n−1

∑

x∈{0,1}n

1

2n
P[XOR(c(x, z ⊕ x)) = 1]

=
∑

z∈{0,1}n

2|z| − n

2n−1
Px∼{0,1}n [XOR(c(x, z ⊕ x)) = 1]

=
∑

z∈{0,1}n
|z|<n/2

2|z| − n

2n−1

(
1 − Px∼{0,1}n [XOR(c(x, z ⊕ x)) = Majn(z)]

)

+
∑

z∈{0,1}n
|z|>n/2

2|z| − n

2n−1
Px∼{0,1}n [XOR(c(x, z ⊕ x)) = Majn(z)]

=
∑

z∈{0,1}n
|z|<n/2

2|z| − n

2n−1
+

∑

z∈{0,1}n

|n− 2|z||
2n−1

Px∼{0,1}n [XOR(c(x, z ⊕ x)) = Majn(z)]
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=
1

2n−1







∑

z∈{0,1}n
|n− 2|z||Px∼{0,1}n [XOR(c(x, z ⊕ x)) = Majn(z)] +

∑

z∈{0,1}n
|z|<n/2

(2|z| − n)






,

and noting that
∑

z∈{0,1}n
|z|<n/2

(2|z| − n) = −n
( n−1
(n−1)/2

)
, this may be expressed as

=
n
( n−1
(n−1)/2

)

2n−1



2
∑

z∈{0,1}n

|n− 2|z||
2n

( n−1
(n−1)/2

)Px∼{0,1}n [XOR(c(x, z ⊕ x)) = Majn(z)] − 1





=
n
( n−1
(n−1)/2

)

2n−1



2
∑

x,y∈{0,1}n

|n− 2|x⊕ y||
2n+1n

( n−1
(n−1)/2

)P[XOR(c(x,y)) = Majn(x⊕ y)] − 1





=
n
( n−1
(n−1)/2

)

2n−1



2
∑

x,y∈{0,1}n
π(x,y)P[D(x,y, c(x,y)) = 1] − 1





=
n
( n−1
(n−1)/2

)

2n−1
(2Ωc(Ampk) − 1) .

Claim 8.8. The game Ampk satisfies conditions (2) and (3) of Theorem 2.3.

Proof. Let S be any set of bipartite nonsignalling correlations such that S ⊇ Q and S is
closed under wirings. (Note that this includes the case where S = Q, and this case will be
useful below.)

Now rearranging Equation (38), we have that

ωS(Ampk) = sup
c∈Sk

Ωc(Ampk) =
1

2
+

2n−2

n
(

n−1
(n−1)/2

) sup
c∈Sk

A′
T (c)(1/2)

=
1

2
+

2n−2

n
( n−1
(n−1)/2

) sup
u∈T (S)k

A′
u(1/2). (39)

in which we have used Equation (34). Since S ⊇ C, Corollary 8.5 applies to give the lower
bound

sup
u∈T (S)

A′
u(1/2) ≥ 1,

which implies by (39) that

ωS(Ampk) ≥ 1

2
+

2n−2

n
( n−1
(n−1)/2

) . (40)
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Now we would like to compute the quantum value ωQ(Ampk). The arguments above
apply to the specific case where S = Q, and so (40) gives the lower bound

ωQ(Ampk) ≥ 1

2
+

2n−2

n
(

n−1
(n−1)/2

) .

On the other hand, suppose for contradiction that ωQ(Ampk) > 1
2 + 2n−2

n( n−1
(n−1)/2)

. Then there

exists c ∈ Q such that Ωc(Ampk) > 1
2 + 2n−2

n( n−1
(n−1)/2)

. Substituting this Ωc into Equation (38)

immediately gives
A′

T (c)(1/2) > 1.

Since T (c) ∈ T (Q), Claim 8.6 implies that Q has trivial probabilistic communication
complexity. However, Q does not have trivial probabilistic communication complexity.11

This provides a contradiction, so we must have the upper bound ωQ(Ampk) ≤ 1
2+ 2n−2

n( n−1
(n−1)/2)

.

Combining this upper bound with our lower bound, we have computed the exact quantum
value12:

ωQ(Ampk) =
1

2
+

2n−2

n
( n−1
(n−1)/2

) . (41)

Now that we have computed the quantum value ωQ(Ampk) we return to the case of a
general set S ⊇ Q which satisfies the conditions of Theorem 2.3. We will show that the
sequence of games Ampk satisfies Property 2 and Property 3 of Theorem 2.3.

Proof that Ampk satisfies Property 2 of Theorem 2.3: Fix any k ≥ 1, and let
n = 2k + 1. Suppose ωS(Ampk) > ωQ(Ampk). Then by Equation (41), this implies

ωS(Ampk) >
1

2
+

2n−2

n
(

n−1
(n−1)/2

) .

Then by definition there exists c ∈ S such that

Ωc(Ampk) >
1

2
+

2n−2

n
( n−1
(n−1)/2

) .

Substituting this Ωc into Equation (38) immediately gives

A′
T (c)(1/2) > 1.

Since T (c) ∈ T (S), Claim 8.6 implies that S has trivial probabilistic communication com-
plexity.

11This is well-known; [CVDNT98] provides a specific proof for the inner product function.
12Since Ampk is a nonlocal computation game, we could have also computed ωQ(Ampk) using the tech-

nique in [LPSW07], in which it was shown that quantum mechanics gives no advantage for nonlocal com-
putation.
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Proof that Ampk satisfies Property 3 of Theorem 2.3: Conversely, suppose that
S has trivial probabilistic communication complexity. Then by Claim 8.6, there exists
k ≥ 1, c ∈ T (S)k such that

A′
c(1/2) > 1. (42)

Fix this k and c. Equation (42) implies that

sup
c∈T (S)k

A′
c(1/2) > 1,

which by (39) gives

ωS(Ampk) >
1

2
+

2n−2

n
( n−1
(n−1)/2

) .

Then by (41), for this k,
ωS(Ampk) > ωQ(Ampk).

It is not hard to see that the approach we have just taken to calculate ωQ(Ampk) also
works out for calculating ωC(Ampk), and that it turns out to be the case that

ωC(Ampk) = ωQ(Ampk).

In fact, this equality also follows directly from a previous result by [LPSW07]. Therefore
it turns out that Ampk does not satisfy property (1) of Theorem 2.3, which is that there
should be some quantum advantage over classical correlations for playing the game.

To complete the proof of Theorem 2.3, we will use the following Lemma 8.9, which is
proven in Section 8.2:

Lemma 8.9. Let G denote a 2-player nonlocal game. There exists another game G′ which
satisfies the following:

1. For any set of correlations S ⊃ Q closed under composition and restriction,

ωS(G′) > ωQ(G′) ⇔ ωS(G) > ωQ(G).

2. ωQ(G′) > ωC(G′).

Less formally, this says that there is a game G′ with nonzero quantum advantage, such
that correlations giving superquantum advantage at the game G′ can be used along with
classical correlations to give superquantum advantage at playing the original game G.

We now complete the proof of Theorem 2.3 using Lemma 8.9.
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Proof of Theorem 2.3. For k ≥ 1, let MagicAmpk be the game defined by modifying Ampk

according to Lemma 8.9. Let S be any set of bipartite nonsignalling correlations such that
S ⊇ Q and S is closed under wirings.

Proof of Property 1: By property (2) of Lemma 8.9, for all k ≥ 1, MagicAmpk

satisfies
ωQ(MagicAmpk) > ωC(MagicAmpk).

Therefore the sequence of games Gk = MagicAmpk satisfies condition (1) of Theorem 2.3.
Proof of Property 2: Fix any k ≥ 1. Suppose that ωS(MagicAmpk) > ωQ(MagicAmpk).

We will now use property (1) of Lemma 8.9, which implies that

ωS(MagicAmpk) > ωQ(MagicAmpk) ⇔ ωS(Ampk) > ωQ(Ampk). (43)

By Equation (43), ωS(Ampk) > ωQ(Ampk). By Claim 8.8, Ampk satisfies property (2) of
Theorem 2.3 and therefore S has trivial probabilistic communication complexity. Therefore
the sequence of games Gk = MagicAmpk satisfies property (2) of Theorem 2.3.

Proof of Property 3: Finally, suppose that S has trivial probabilistic communication
complexity. By Claim 8.8, Ampk satisfies property (3) of Theorem 2.3 and therefore
there exists some k ≥ 1 such that ωS(Ampk) > ωQ(Ampk). By Equation (43), for this
k we have that ωS(MagicAmpk) > ωQ(MagicAmpk). Therefore the sequence of games
Gk = MagicAmpk satisfies property (3) of Theorem 2.3.

8.2 Adding Quantum Advantage to a Nonlocal Game: The Magic Am-

plification Game

By Claim 8.8, the Amplification Game provides a tight limit on quantum nonlocality in
any world in which communication complexity is nontrivial, satisfying a key motivation
of [vD13, BBL+06]. On the other hand, part of the motivation that these authors had
for investigating the CHSH game was that this game has some quantum advantage but
no perfect quantum strategy. Intuitively, why would nature be strictly more nonlocal
than classical strategies, but stop short of still greater nonlocality? In this respect, the
Amplification Game falls short of the CHSH game because it has no quantum advantage.
This turns out to be easy to rectify by building a new game from Ampk, the trivial game
GT (Definition 4.15), and a pseudo-telepathy game M . A pseudo-telepathy game is a
nonlocal game for which there is no perfect classical strategy, but there exists a perfect
quantum strategy. The idea is that if we require Alice and Bob to play both M and Ampk

at the same time, then the resulting game could inherit some quantum advantage from M
and the special properties from Ampk pertaining to communication complexity. To make
this idea precise requires some fine-tuning because we can merely bound the value of the
new nonlocal game.

There are many pseudo-telepathy games, and [BBT05] provide a nice catalogue. Al-
though for our purposes it will suffice that pseudo-telepathy games exist, for completeness
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we describe one pseudo-telepathy game in detail here: the Mermin-Peres magic square
game, [Mer90, Per90]13, which we denote M . The inputs are x, y ∈ {1, 2, 3}. Alice and
Bob must return bit vectors a and b respectively with a,b ∈ {0, 1}2. The bits returned
must satisfy a linear system of equations mod 2, which depends upon the inputs x, y. In
particular, we say that a matrix A ∈ F3×3

2 is a “magic square” if each column sums to 1 and
each row sums to 0. A magic square cannot exist, since summing all the entries gives 0 = 1.
Alice and Bob must return the first two bits of row x and column y, respectively, such that
the verifier is convinced that these bits came from a magic square. More precisely, there
must exist some completion of the partial row and column a and b such that the inter-
secting bit agrees and the parity constraints are satisfied. Since no magic square exists, it
holds that ωC(M) = 8/9. Surprisingly, ωQ(M) = 1, making M a pseudo-telepathy game.

We begin with a two basic observations about the S-value of conjunctions and mixtures
of two games G1, G2, in the case that S is closed under wirings. Note that there exists a
wiring of any correlation used to play G1∧G2 which can be used to play G1 with at least the
same win probability, giving an upper bound. Further, we may use two correlations which
play G1 and G2 independently to play the conjunction G1∧G2. This gives Observation 8.10:

Observation 8.10. Let S ⊇ C be a set of bipartite nonsignalling correlations closed under
wirings. Then

ωS(G1)ωS(G2) ≤ ωS(G1 ∧G2) ≤ min{ωS(G1), ωS(G2)},

in which G1 ∧G2 is the conjunction (Definition 4.13).

Next consider the mixture (1− q)G1 + qG2. Recall that in the mixture, the players are
told each round which game they must play. Any correlation which plays the mixture may
thus be restricted to play either G1 or G2, allowing the supremum in Definition 4.12 to be
rewritten to yield Observation 8.11:

Observation 8.11. Let S ⊇ C be a set of bipartite nonsignalling correlations closed under
wirings. Then

ωS((1 − q)G1 + qG2) = (1 − q)ωS(G1) + qωS(G2),

in which (1 − q)G1 + qG2 is the mixture (Definition 4.14).

Now we may prove Lemma 8.9.

Lemma (Lemma 8.9, restated). Let G denote a 2-player nonlocal game. There exists
another game G′ which satisfies the following:

1. For any set of correlations S ⊃ Q closed under composition and restriction,

ωS(G′) > ωQ(G′) ⇔ ωS(G) > ωQ(G).

13also see [Mer93, Ara02a, Ara02b, Ara04]
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2. ωQ(G′) > ωC(G′).

Proof. Fix G = (X,Y,A,B, π,D). Let M = (AM , BM ,XM , YM , πM ,DM ) be a pseudo-
telepathy game, which by definition has ωC(M) < 1 and ωQ(M) = 1. For q ∈ (0, 1] define
the new game:

Gq := (qG+ (1 − q)GT ) ∧M.

Let ℓ = (A⊔{⊥}, B⊔{⊥}, (A⊔{⊥})×AM , (B⊔{⊥})×BM , f) ∈ C be the local correlation
which will simply discard the outputs for the game M :

f(a, b, (aq, aM ), (bq, bM )) =

{

1 a = aq and b = bq

0 otherwise
.

We will now demonstrate that for any q ∈ (0, 1], G′ = Gq along satisfies condition (1)
of Lemma 8.9. Fix any q ∈ (0, 1] and let S be any set of correlations such that S ⊇ Q, S
is closed under wirings, and ωS(G′) > ωQ(G′). Then since S ⊇ Q, ωS(M) ≥ ωQ(M) = 1
and the upper and lower bounds from Observation 8.10 both become tight, giving

ωS(Gq) = ωS(qG+ (1 − q)GT ). (44)

By Observation 8.11 and since ωS(GT ) = 1 the right side may be expressed as

qωS(G) + (1 − q)ωS(GT ) = qωS(G) + 1 − q. (45)

Combining (44) and (45) we have

ωS(Gq) = qωS(G) + 1 − q.

Since Q is itself closed under wirings, this applies to Q as well, and we have

ωQ(Gq) = qωQ(G) + 1 − q. (46)

For all q > 0, this implies the following equivalence:

ωS(Gq) > ωQ(Gq) ⇔ qωS(G) + 1 − q > qωQ(G) + 1 − q ⇔ ωS(G) > ωQ(G),

which demonstrates that Gq satisfies condition (1) of Lemma 8.9.
Next we show that there exists a choice of q ∈ (0, 1] so that Gq satisfies condition (2)

of Lemma 8.9, which requires that

ωC(Gq) < ωQ(Gq).

The upper bound in Observation 8.10 gives

ωC(Gq) ≤ ωC(M).
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There are two cases: either ωC(G) > ωC(M) or ωC(G) ≤ ωC(M).
Case 1: If ωC(G) > ωC(M), then we set q = 1 and find that

ωC(Gq=1) ≤ min{ωC(G), ωC(M)} = ωC(M) < ωC(G) ≤ ωQ(G) = ωQ(Gq=1),

in which we have used the upper bound of Observation 8.10, then the fact that C ⊂ Q,
and finally Equation (46) for the case of q = 1. Therefore

ωC(Gq=1) < ωQ(Gq=1)

as desired.
Case 2: Otherwise ωC(G) ≤ ωC(M). Then we may define the constant

q0 :=
1 − ωC(M)

1 − ωC(G)
,

and because ωC(G) ≤ ωC(M) < 1, q0 ∈ (0, 1]. Notice that for any q ∈ (0, q0), by Observa-
tion 8.11 and since ωC(GT ) = 1,

ωC(qG+ (1 − q)GT ) = 1 − q(1 − ωC(G)) > 1 − q0(1 − ωC(G)) = ωC(M).

Combining with the upper bound from Observation 8.10 we have

ωC(Gq) ≤ min{ωC(M), ωC(qG+ (1 − q)GT )} = ωC(M). (47)

Meanwhile we can lower bound the quantum value using Observation 8.10 combined with
Observation 8.11 and the fact that ωQ(M) = 1:

ωQ(Gq) ≥ ωQ(qG+ (1 − q)GT ) = 1 − q(1 − ωQ(G)) > 1 − q0(1 − ωQ(G)).

Since Q ⊇ C, 1 − ωQ(G) ≤ 1 − ωC(G) which implies

1 − ωQ(G)

1 − ωC(G)
≤ 1

⇒ q0(1 − ωQ(G)) =
1 − ωC(M)

1 − ωC(G)
(1 − ωQ(G)) ≤ 1 − ωC(M)

⇒ 1 − q0(1 − ωQ(G)) ≥ 1 − (1 − ωC(M)) = ωC(M).

which we combine with Equation (47) to give

ωQ(Gq) > ωC(Gq)

as desired.
Therefore there exists a choice of q ∈ (0, 1] so that Gq satisfies condition (2) of

Lemma 8.9. Recall that for any such q, Gq also satisfies condition (1). Therefore Lemma 8.9
is proven with G′ = Gq.
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9 Conclusion and Future Work

We investigated the extent to which the axiom “communication complexity is nontrivial”
can explain the quantum value of nonlocal games, along the way developing new results
about reliable classical computation with noisy gates. On the quantum side, we have shown
that there is a game G so that ωQ(G) is precisely explained by the axiom “communication
complexity is nontrivial”; and we have provided evidence that the approach of [BBL+06]
cannot show a similar statement for the CHSH game. On the reliable computation side, we
have shown that the class Fε,τ of formulas made from ∧ε and ⊕τ gates does not support
reliable computation for any ε ∈ (1/6, 5/6) and τ ∈ (0, 1). Assuming Conjecture 5.4, and
combined with previous work of [BBL+06], this implies that the noise threshold for Cε is
exactly 1/6. To prove our results, we have developed new tools for reasoning about fault-
tolerant computation with asymmetric noise, including formalizing the tight relationship
between amplifiers and fault-tolerant computation.

We conclude with a few open questions and directions for future work.

1. Establishing that “communication complexity is nontrivial” is not enough

to explain ωQ(CHSH). We have shown that the approach of Brassard et al. in
[BBL+06] likely cannot be pushed further. However, this does not rule out all ap-
proaches; in particular, it could be that there is a way to use the CHSH correlation
in way other than to create noisy AND gates. It would be interesting to rule out any
approach (or to find an approach that works!)

2. An analogous result for circuits. As with previous results about formulas (eg,
[EP98, Ung07]), we conjecture (Conjecture 5.4) that the same threshold of ε = 1/6
that we have proved for formulas also holds for circuits. The assumption of formulas
only comes in in the proof of Lemma 2.6, where we use the fact that the noise in the
subtrees beneath two different inputs is independent. It would be interesting to see
if this assumption could be relaxed by investigating the nature of the dependencies
which arise in general circuits.

3. Results for general asymmetric gate noise. We have studied the gate set
{∧ε,⊕τ} for the case that τ is arbitrarily small or τ = 0. However, it remains open

for general τ > 0. The parameter regime where (ε, τ) ∈
(
3−

√
7

4 , 1/6
)

×
(

0, 3−
√
7

4

)

is

of particular interest. Indeed, as shown in Figure 2, we understand what happens on
the boundaries of this region, but do not know what happens in the interior.

4. Relationship to quantum fault-tolerant computation. Theorem 2.8 may be
viewed as an upper bound on the overhead required for reliable computation: regard-
less of the noise rate, there will only ever be a constant blow-up in the depth of the
circuit when using noisy gates to compute reliably.
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It is interesting to consider the analogous question in quantum computation, where
realistic gate implementations will have significant gate noise necessitating fault-
tolerance techniques in order to scale. Despite the resulting enormous amount of work
on fault-tolerant quantum computation, it is not known whether a corresponding
statement about constant blow-up in depth applies in the quantum setting.

It is possible that there are multiple distinct thresholds in the quantum case: one noise
threshold below which quantum circuits can reliably compute with minimal overhead,
and a higher noise threshold below which quantum circuits can reliably compute at
all. Indeed, a trivial version of the statement is almost certainly true; one limit of
maximally asymmetric gate noise simply turns a quantum computer into a noiseless
classical computer. Such a computer could simulate quantum computation but only
with exponential overhead as far as we know. More interestingly, the possibility
of multiple thresholds is supported, for example, by the work of [VHP05] which
shows that circuits of sufficiently noisy quantum gates are efficiently simulatable by
a classical circuit. It is also consistent with the best known constructions for fault-
tolerant quantum computing.14 Specifically, in order to obtain fault-tolerance with a
constant factor overhead in quantum circuit depth, the best current construction has
a threshold that is orders of magnitude worse than thresholds from proposals with
super-constant overhead [FGL18, Got14] .

It may well be that a quantum version of Theorem 2.8 exists, meaning there re-
main major improvements to be found in quantum fault tolerance that will achieve
constant depth overhead at high noise rates. That would be an exciting and likely
technologically important discovery. On the other hand, the story may simply be
more complicated in the quantum setting, with multiple thresholds depending on the
scaling of the overhead cost, which would be a sharp contrast to what happens for
reliable classical computation.
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Appendices

A Proof of Proposition 2.2: Connection between nontrivial

communication complexity and reliable computation

In this section we outline the proof of Proposition 2.2, which we repeat below.

Proposition (Proposition 2.2, restated). Suppose that C ⊆ S ⊆ NS and that S is closed
under wirings. Then S causes probabilistic communication complexity to become trivial (in
the sense described in Section 2.1) if and only if T (S) supports reliable computation.

Proof. We begin by explaining why, if T (S) supports reliable computation, then S renders
communication complexity trivial. This direction follows the reasoning of [BBL+06].

Suppose that Alice and Bob would like to compute f(u,v). It is not hard to see
that using only shared randomness, Alice and Bob can always come up with bits x and y
respectively so that the marginals of each of x and y are uniform, and so that

P[x⊕ y = f(u,v)] ≥ 1

2
+ γn,

where γn > 0 may depend on n. Indeed, suppose that Alice and Bob flip n shared random
coins to get r. Bob assumes that u = r, and computes y = f(r,v). Alice produces
a single bit x which is 0 if indeed u = r, and otherwise is uniformly random. Then
P[x⊕ y = f(u,v)] ≥ 1

2 + 1
2n .

However, Alice and Bob are after a success probability of 1/2 + ε for some constant
ε > 0. Thus, they would like to amplify their success probability. If T (S) supports reliable
computation, then in particular T (S) contains a circuit Amp : {0, 1}t → {0, 1} that acts as
an amplifier (Definition 4.6). That is, given independent random bits z1, . . . , zt with bias
p > 1/2 (resp. p < 1/2), Amp(z1, . . . , zt) outputs a bit a that is very likely to be 1 (resp.
0). Indeed, Amp is simply the circuit that implements the Majority function.

Alice and Bob repeat the procedure above t times independently to obtain x1, . . . , xt
and y1, . . . , yt. Then they can use protocol using S that corresponds to the amplifier
Amp ∈ T (S) to obtain final bits x and y so that

x⊕ y = Amp(x1 ⊕ y1, . . . , xt ⊕ yt) = Amp(z1, . . . , zt).

Finally, Alice sends the single bit x to Bob, who outputs x ⊕ y. By construction, Bob’s
output is very likely to be equal to f(u,v).

For the other direction, suppose that Alice and Bob can use S to compute any function
with t bits of communication each and with probability at least 1/2 + ε for some constants
ε > 0 and t ≥ 0. We claim that, without loss of generality, the communication can come
in the form of a single bit a that Alice sends to Bob at the end of the computation, and
moreover that Bob outputs a⊕ b for some bit b that he has computed locally.
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Indeed, suppose that there is a protocol Π for Alice and Bob to compute f(u,v) with
the guarantees above, where Bob outputs the final answer. Suppose that, in Π, Alice
would send the bits a1, . . . , at to Bob, and Bob would send the bits b1, . . . , bt to Alice.
Then consider the following modification of Π. Alice and Bob use shared randomness
to obtain random bits r1, . . . , rt, q1, . . . , qt. Alice assumes that b = q and computes her
responses a accordingly. If a = r, then Alice sends Bob the bit a = 0; otherwise she sends a
uniformly random bit a. Meanwhile, Bob assumes that a = r and computes his responses
b and the outcome ΠB(r,b,v) of running the protocol Π on Alice’s assumed responses
and his own input and responses. Then Bob also computes a bit y which is 0 if b = q

and uniformly random otherwise and sets b = y ⊕ ΠB(r,b,v). Finally, Bob outputs a⊕ b.
If Π correctly computed f(u,v) with probability at least 1/2 + ε, then this new protocol
computes f(u,v) with probability at least 1/2 + ε · 2−2t. Since t is a constant, Alice and
Bob still compute f with a constant advantage.

Now let g : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be any function, and define f(u,v) := g(u⊕v), where ⊕ is
defined coordinate-wise. Then there is a strategy Π for Alice and Bob to compute f using
the correlations in S; we assume that Π has the form described above. Since S is closed
under wirings and the only communication in Π is in the form of a single bit at the end of
the protocol, there is some correlation c ∈ S so that Π consists of using c(u,v) to obtain
bits a, b for Alice and Bob respectively; then Alice sends a to Bob and Bob outputs a⊕ b.

Then the single gate T (c) reliably computes the function g. Indeed, we have

P[T (c)(z) = g(z)] = P[T (c)(u⊕ v) = g(u ⊕ v)] = P[c(u,v) = f(u,v)] ≥ 1/2 + ε.

Since g was arbitrary, T (S) can compute any function with constant advantage, mean-
ing that T (S) supports reliable computation.

B Proof of Claim 6.2: Existence of the map N

B.1 Theory of Amplification

In this section we collect a few useful definitions and preliminary lemmas to reason about
amplifiers. The full proof of Claim 6.2, given in Section B.3, will make use of these defini-
tions and generalizations of the lemmas.

We begin with a useful definition, which defines the dual of a stochastic map c. Below,
for stochastic maps f : {0, 1}k → {0, 1} and g : {0, 1}m → {0, 1}, we use the notation f ◦ g
to mean the function f ◦ g : {0, 1}mk → {0, 1} given by

(f ◦ g)(x(1), . . . ,x(k)) = f(g(x(1)), . . . , g(x(k)))

where each x(j) ∈ {0, 1}m.

Definition B.1 (Dual). The dual of a stochastic map c is defined by dual(c) = ¬ ◦ c ◦ ¬.
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Note that the dual has amplification function

Adual(c)(p) = A¬(Ac(A¬(p))) = 1 −Ac(1 − p).

Our first lemma shows that if there is any stochastic c ∈ conv C with A′
c(1/2) > 1, then

there is some other stochastic map in conv C that amplifies away from 1/2.

Lemma B.2. If there exists a circuit c ∈ conv C such that A′
c(1/2) > 1, and ¬ ∈ conv C,

then ∃f ∈ conv C such that A′
f (1/2) > 1, Af (1/2) = 1/2.

Proof. Defining the stochastic map f as the uniform distribution over c and dual(c), we
have

Af (p) =
1

2
(Ac(p) + 1 −Ac(1 − p))

which implies that

Af (1/2) =
1

2
, A′

f (1/2) = A′
c(1/2) > 1

and therefore f ∈ conv C is an amplifier away from 1/2.

Next we show how to convert an amplifier away from a point p0 to one which amplifies
away from 1/2.

Lemma B.3. Let C denote a set of circuits closed under composition and including the
constant functions 0, 1. Let p0 ∈ (0, 1) and suppose that there is some c ∈ C so that

A′
c(p0) > 1, Ac(p0) = p0.

Then there exists f ∈ conv C so that

A′
f (1/2) > 1, Af (1/2) = 1/2.

Proof. Suppose we have a stochastic map c taking n inputs that amplifies away from a
point p0 ∈ (0, 1) \ {1/2}. We will show how to construct a stochastic map f that amplifies
away from 1/2. If p0 < 1/2, we may instead choose the stochastic map dual(c) ∈ conv C
that amplifies away from 1 − p0. Hence, without loss of generality we assume p0 > 1/2.
For r < 1, let

mr = r · x + (1 − r) · 1
denote the stochastic map on a single input bit x which returns 1 with probability 1 − r
and x with probability r. The amplification function of mr is

Amr (p) = rp+ 1 − r.

It is easy to see that Ac◦mr = Ac ◦Amr . Choosing r = 2(1 − p0) < 1, we have that

Ac◦mr(1/2) = Ac(p0) = p0
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and
A′

c◦mr
(1/2) = 2(1 − p0)A

′
c(p0).

Since 2(1−p0) ∈ (0, 1), as long as A′
c(p0) >

1
2(1−p0)

we will have A′
c◦mr

(1/2) > 1. With this

in mind, we wish to construct an amplifier b ∈ conv C away from p0 so that A′
b(p0) > 1

2(1−p0)
.

Define c◦k to be the stochastic map

c◦k := c ◦ c ◦ ... ◦ c
︸ ︷︷ ︸

k times

,

so c◦k takes nk inputs. The amplification function of c◦k is given by

Ac◦k(p) = Ac ◦ Ac ◦ ... ◦Ac
︸ ︷︷ ︸

k times

.

This implies that that for all k ≥ 1, the value and derivative at p0 obey

Ac◦k(p0) = p0,

A′
c◦k(p0) =

[
A′

c(p0)
]k
. (48)

In particular, since A′
c(p0) > 1, (48) implies that there is some k′ so that

A′
c◦k′

(p0) >
1

2(1 − p0)
.

Choosing b = c◦k
′

for this k′, we have

A′
b◦mr

(1/2) = 2(1 − p0)A
′
c(p0)

k > 1.

Then by Lemma B.2, conv C contains an amplifier f away from 1/2.

B.2 Self-Dual Amplifier Lemma

We will first prove Lemma B.4, stated below, which extends Lemma B.2 to show that if
conv C contains an amplifier and a ¬κ gate then there is a self-dual amplifier away from
1/2 in conv C. Then we will prove Claim 6.2 using Lemma B.4.

Lemma B.4. If C contains an amplifier and a ¬κ gate for some κ < 1/2, then there exists
c ∈ conv C such that c is an amplifier away from 1/2 and Ac(p) = 1 −Ac(1 − p).

Proof. Suppose there exists and amplifier Amp ∈ conv C such that Amp amplifies away
from p0. We wish to construct c ∈ conv C such that c amplifies away from 1/2 and
Ac(p) = 1−Ac(1−p). We will reuse some ideas from the proof of Lemma B.3. Without loss
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of generality, assume p0 > 1/2. Let 0,1 denote the constant 0 and 1 function respectively.
Let x denote the identity function on one bit. First define the “noise gate” Nℓ, as the
stochastic map

Nℓ := ℓx +
1 − ℓ

2
(0 + 1), (49)

which has amplification function

ANℓ
(p) = ℓp+

1 − ℓ

2
. (50)

We will reuse the mr map defined in the proof of Lemma B.3,

mr := rx + (1 − r)1 ∈ conv C.

As in the proof of Lemma B.3 we will set r = 2(1−p0) and make use of the stochastic map

Amp◦k ◦m2(1−p0).

Recall that this map satisfies:

AAmp◦k ◦m2(1−p0)
(1/2) = p0 (51)

A′
Amp◦k ◦m2(1−p0)

(1/2) = 2(1 − p0)A
′
Amp(p0)

k. (52)

We will use the following mixture as our self-dual amplifier away from 1/2:

c =
1

2

[

¬κ ◦
(

Amp◦k ◦m2(1−p0)

)

◦ ¬κ + N1−2κ ◦
(

Amp◦k ◦m2(1−p0)

)

◦ N1−2κ

]

. (53)

Note that 1 − 2κ > 0 because κ < 1/2. We will now show that for any κ < 1/2, we
may choose sufficiently large k such that c is an amplifier away from 1/2 with Ac(p) =
1 −Ac(1 − p). The amplification function of ¬κ is

A¬κ(p) = (1 − κ)(1 − p) + κp = 1 − κ− (1 − 2κ)p. (54)

Check that 1/2 is a Fixed Point of Ac(p): First, we verify that Ac(1/2) = 1/2.
Clearly,

A¬κ(1/2) = ANℓ
(1/2) =

1

2
,

and by (51), plugging in (54) and (50), we find that

Ac(1/2) =
1

2

[
A¬κ(p0) +AN1−2κ(p0)

]

=
1

2
[1 − κ+ p0(2κ − 1) + κ+ (1 − 2κ)p0]
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=
1

2

and so this condition is satisfied for any choice of k.
Check that c is Self-Dual: Next we show that

Ac(p) = 1 −Ac(1 − p).

This condition holds as long as

Ac = Adual c = A¬◦c◦¬. (55)

To verify this condition, we will first compute the composition of ¬ with the noise gate and
noisy ¬ gate, enabling us to compute Adual c. The composition of ¬ with the noise gate
N1−2κ is

A¬◦N1−2κ(p) = (1 − 2κ)(1 − p) +
2κ

2
= 1 − κ− (1 − 2κ)p = A¬κ ,

which implies further that

A¬◦¬κ = A¬◦¬◦N1−2κ = AN1−2κ ,

giving us the ¬ composition with the noisy ¬ gate. Using these composition relations, it
is easy to verify equation (55). Specifically, we have that

Adual c = A 1
2
¬◦[¬κ◦(Amp◦k ◦m2(1−p0))◦¬κ+N1−2κ◦(Amp◦k ◦m2(1−p0))◦N1−2κ]◦¬ (56)

= A 1
2 [¬◦¬κ◦(Amp◦k ◦m2(1−p0))◦¬κ◦¬+¬◦N1−2κ◦(Amp◦k ◦m2(1−p0))◦N1−2κ◦¬]

= A 1
2 [N1−2κ◦(Amp◦k ◦m2(1−p0))◦N1−2κ+¬κ◦(Amp◦k ◦m2(1−p0))◦¬κ]

= Ac

and therefore c is self-dual for any choice of k.
Check that c satisfies A′

c(1/2) > 1: Finally, we must show that we may choose k
such that A′

c(1/2) > 1. We compute the derivative of the amplification function of one
term in equation (53),

AN1−2κ◦(Amp◦k ◦m2(1−p0))◦N1−2κ
(p) = κ+ (1 − 2κ)AAmp◦k ◦m2(1−p0)

(κ+ (1 − 2κ)p)

which gives

A′
N1−2κ◦(Amp◦k ◦m2(1−p0))◦N1−2κ

(p) = (1 − 2κ)2A′
Amp◦k ◦m2(1−p0)

(κ+ (1 − 2κ)p)

A′
N1−2κ◦(Amp◦k ◦m2(1−p0))◦N1−2κ

(1/2) = (1 − 2κ)2A′
Amp◦k ◦m2(1−p0)

(1/2),
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which by equation (52) becomes

A′
N1−2κ◦(Amp◦k ◦m2(1−p0))◦N1−2κ

(1/2) = 2(1 − 2κ)2(1 − p0)A
′
Amp(p0)

k.

Since (1 − 2κ)2, (1 − p0) > 0 and A′
Amp(p0) > 1, there exists finite k0 such that for all

k ≥ k0,
A′

N1−2κ◦(Amp◦k ◦m2(1−p0))◦N1−2κ
(1/2) > 1.

The derivative at 1/2 is the same for the amplification function of both terms in (53)
because they are dual to each other. Therefore we choose k = k0 and have that c ∈ conv C
is a self-dual amplifier away from 1/2.

B.3 Proof of Claim 6.2

Recall Claim 6.2:

Claim (Claim 6.2, restated). Let C denote a circuit model closed under composition. Sup-
pose C contains an amplifier and a ¬κ gate for some κ < 1/2. Then there exists β ∈ (0, 1/2],
an integer m ≥ 1, and a map N ∈ conv C such that N takes 2m inputs and so that the
following holds. Letting

I− =

[
1

2
− β,

1

2
− β

2

]

I+ =

[
1

2
+
β

2
,
1

2
+ β

]

,

we have

ψN((I−)m × (I−)m) ⊆ I+

ψN((I+)m × (I−)m) ⊆ I+

ψN((I−)m × (I+)m) ⊆ I+

ψN((I+)m × (I+)m) ⊆ I−.

Proof of Claim 6.2. First, by Lemma B.4, we can construct a self-dual amplifier c ∈ conv C
away from 1/2 using Amp and ¬κ. Let p0, p1 ∈ (0, 1) \ {1/2} denote the two fixed points
of Ac(p) adjacent to p = 1/2, with p0 < 1/2 < p1. Notice that these exist because c is an
amplifier, and further that by the self-duality of c, p0 = 1 − p1.

To construct N, we choose any β such that 0 < β < min
{
p1 − 1

2 ,
1
2 − p0

}
= p1 − 1

2 .
Next we will need some ingredients. The first ingredient is the noise gate Nℓ, which was
defined in equation (49), restated here:

Nℓ := ℓx +
1 − ℓ

2
(0 + 1).
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The noise gate will be useful for ensuring that inputs have sufficient noise to occupy I−∪I+.
The second ingredient is Dr,s, which accepts two input bits x1, x2, and is similar to an ∧

gate. For j ∈ {1, 2}, Let xj denote the map accepting 2 input bits (x1, x2) and outputting
the jth input xj. Then we define the stochastic map Dr,s : F2

2 → F2 as the mixture

Dr,s := r0 + s1 +
1 − r − s

2
(x1 + x2) .

The final ingredient is a reordering map Rn, which we need just for notational purposes.
For a positive integer n, the map

Rn : F2n
2 → F2n

2

is defined by

(Rn(x))k =

{

xk/2 k even

xn+(k+1)/2 k odd

for k = 1, . . . , 2n. For example, R4(11110000) = 01010101. We will use Rn to ensure that
the inputs are in the right order to satisfy equation (27). As noted at the beginning of this
appendix, we have been using the shorthand c ◦ c′ to mean c ◦ (c′)⊗n when c : Fn

2 → F2 and
c′ : Fm

2 → F2; below, for g : F2n
2 → F2, we will use g ◦Rn to mean composition in the usual

sense (not using our shorthand).
Now we can construct N. We will use the following map, parametrized by ℓ0, ℓ1, r, s, k:

Nr,s,ℓ0,ℓ1,k =
[

Nℓ1 ◦ c◦k ◦ Nℓ0 ◦ ¬κ ◦Dr,s

]

◦ Rrk . (57)

This satisfies Nr,s,ℓ0,ℓ1 ∈ conv C. Let c take r inputs. Then Nr,s,ℓ0,ℓ1 takes 2rk inputs.
Therefore, the following Claim B.5 implies Claim 6.2:

Claim B.5. For all β ∈ (0, p1 − 1
2 ) and κ < 1/2, there exist ℓ0, ℓ1 ∈ (0, 1], and r, s ∈ [0, 1]

with r+s < 1, and k ≥ 1 such that Nr,s,ℓ0,ℓ1,k as defined in equation (57) satisfies equation
(27).

Proof. Analyzing the Dr,s map, we see that for inputs xj ∼ Ber(12 + κk) for j ∈ {1, 2} and
r, s, we have

Dr,s ∼ Ber(q) for q =
1 + κ1 + κ2

2
(1 − r − s) + s.

We would like to choose r and s so that 1/2 < q if and only if κ1, κ2 > 0, while q < 1/2
otherwise. For all inputs (12 + κ1,

1
2 + κ2) ∈ (I− ∪ I+)2 such that there is some j ∈ {1, 2}

such that κj < 0, we have

κ1 + κ2 ≤ −β
2

+ β =
β

2
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and we require

q ≤ 1 + β
2

2
(1 − r − s) + s < 1/2

which happens if and only if

s <
1 − (1 + β

2 )(1 − r)

1 − β
2

. (58)

For all inputs (12 + κ1,
1
2 + κ2) ∈ (I− ∪ I+)2 such that κ1, κ2 > 0, we have

κ1 + κ2 ≥ β

and we require

q ≥ 1 + β

2
(1 − r − s) + s > 1/2

which happens if and only if

s >
1 − (1 + β)(1 − r)

1 − β
. (59)

If our choice of r, s satisfies both (58) and (59), then the output bit will have positive
bias if and only if both input bits have positive bias, so Dr,s will function effectively similar
to an ∧ gate. We will choose r = 1/4 and show that we may always choose s (depending
on β) so that (58) and (59) are satisfied. With r = 1/4, our requirements on s become

s >
1 − 3β

4 (1 − β)

and

s <
3β − 2

4 (β − 2)
.

Since we must have s ∈ [0, 1 − r], there exists a suitable choice of s to satisfy both (58)
and (59) for each β ∈ (0, 1/2] if and only if the following three inequalities are satisfied:

1 − 3β

4 (1 − β)
≤ 3

4
,

0 ≤ 3β − 2

4 (β − 2)
,

1 − 3β

4 (1 − β)
≤ 3β − 2

4 (β − 2)
.

We note that β ≤ p1 − 1/2 ≤ 1/2, and it is not hard to see that the above are satisfied for
any β ≤ 1/2.

Thus, for our β, there exists r, s ∈ [0, 1] such that r + s ≤ 1, and denoting D := Dr,s

with this choice of r, s, D satisfies the following:

ψD ((I− × I−) ∪ (I− × I+) ∪ (I+ × I−)) ⊆ [0, 1/2) (60)
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ψD (I+ × I+) ⊆ (1/2, 1].

It is also straightforward to show that for κ < 1/2, the following are satisfied:

ψ¬κ([0, 1/2)) ⊆ (1/2, 1] (61)

ψ¬κ((1/2, 1]) ⊆ [0, 1/2).

Therefore ¬κ ◦D satisfies the following:

ψ¬κ◦D ((I− × I−) ∪ (I− × I+) ∪ (I+ × I−)) ⊆ (1/2, 1] (62)

ψ¬κ◦D (I+ × I+) ⊆ [0, 1/2).

Fixing any ℓ0 ∈ (0, β), we have that Nℓ0 ◦ ¬κ ◦D satisfies

ψNℓ0
◦¬κ◦D ((I− × I−) ∪ (I− × I+) ∪ (I+ × I−)) ⊆ (1/2, 1/2 + β/2] (63)

ψNℓ0
◦¬κ◦D (I+ × I+) ⊆ [1/2 − β/2, 1/2)

With all our outputs as Bernoulli random variables occupying (p0, 1/2) ∪ (1/2, p1), we can
amplify using c◦k. Let ∆ := p1 − 1

2 = 1
2 − p0. In particular, there exists sufficiently large k

such that, denoting

S− = (I− × I−) ∪ (I− × I+) ∪ (I+ × I−)

S+ = I+ × I+

we have

ψc◦k◦Nℓ0
◦¬κ◦D

(

Srk
−
)

⊆ (1/2 + ∆/2, 1/2 + ∆] (64)

ψc◦k◦Nℓ0
◦¬κ◦D

(

Srk
+

)

⊆ [1/2 − ∆, 1/2 − ∆/2)

and choosing ℓ1 := β
∆ we have that

ψNℓ1
◦c◦k◦Nℓ0

◦¬κ◦D(Srk

− ) ⊆ I+ (65)

ψNℓ1
◦c◦k◦Nℓ0

◦¬κ◦D(Srk
+ ) ⊆ I−.

Inserting the reordering map prior to evaluation changes the ordering of the domains spec-
ified in equation (65), so that

ψNr,s,ℓ0,ℓ1,k

(

((I−)r
k × (I−)r

k
) ∪ ((I−)r

k × (I+)r
k
) ∪ ((I+)r

k × (I−)r
k
)
)

⊆ I+

ψNr,s,ℓ0,ℓ1,k

(

(I+)r
k × (I+)r

k
)

⊆ I−

as desired.
Therefore letting N =

[
Nℓ1 ◦ c◦k ◦ Nℓ0 ◦ ¬κ ◦D

]
◦ Rrk , we have the map N ∈ conv C

accepting 2rk inputs and satisfying relations (27). This proves Claim B.5, which completes
the proof of Claim 6.2.
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