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On the Complexity of Hazard-Free Formulas

Leah London Arazi∗ Amir Shpilka∗

Abstract

This paper studies the hazard-free formula complexity of Boolean functions.
As our main result, we prove that unate functions are the only Boolean functions for which the

monotone formula complexity of the hazard-derivative equals the hazard-free formula complexity
of the function itself. Consequently, every non-unate function breaks the so-called monotone
barrier, as introduced and discussed by Ikenmeyer, Komarath, and Saurabh (ITCS 2023).

Our second main result shows that the hazard-free formula complexity of random Boolean
functions is at most 2(1+o(1))n. Prior to this, no better upper bound than O(3n) was known.
Notably, unlike in the general case of Boolean circuits and formulas, where the typical complexity
matches that of the multiplexer function, the hazard-free formula complexity is smaller than
the optimal hazard-free formula for the multiplexer by an exponential factor in n.

Additionally, we explore the hazard-free formula complexity of block composition of Boolean
functions and obtain a result in the hazard-free setting that is analogous to a result of Karch-
mer, Raz, and Wigderson (Computational Complexity, 1995) in the monotone setting. We
demonstrate that our result implies a lower bound on the hazard-free formula depth of the
block composition of the set covering function with the multiplexer function, which breaks the
monotone barrier.
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1 Introduction

Hazards are a critical issue in the design of combinational circuits, which are key components in
digital systems, realizing Boolean functions in the physical domain. A combinational circuit consists
of gates connected by electrical wires. When setting voltage at the inputs, the signal propagates
through the gates and wires until it reaches the output gate. This propagation involves inevitable
signal delays, which may vary on each path in the circuit. As a result, when the inputs change,
some gates may respond faster than others, potentially leading to static hazards. A static hazard
occurs when an input change causes a momentary fluctuation in the output, when the output is
expected to remain constant.

Hazards in combinational circuits can cause unpredictable system behavior. While they can
be mitigated by introducing delays, our focus is on designing circuits whose structure inherently
prevents hazards. Huffman was the first to provide hazard-free formula implementation for all
Boolean functions, achieving a size of O(

√
n·3n) [Huf57]. There is a broad body literature on hazard-

free computation, and we refer the interested reader to [McC86, IKL+19, IKS23] and references
therin.

The study of hazards involves Kleene’s three-valued logic, which extends the standard Boolean
values 0/1 by introducing a third symbol, u, representing an undefined or unstable value.

Definition 1.1 (Kleene three-valued logic [Kle52]). Kleene’s three-valued strong logic of indetermi-
nacy extends the two-valued Boolean logic by a third value u. The Boolean values {0, 1} are called
“stable” and u is called “unstable”. The De Morgan gates are appropriately extended, as shown in
Table 1.

or 0 u 1

0 0 u 1
u u u 1
1 1 1 1

and 0 u 1

0 0 0 0
u 0 u u
1 0 u 1

not 0 u 1

1 u 0

Table 1: Extended De Morgan gates.

Using this definition, we can view any Boolean circuit or formula as taking an input x ∈ {0, u, 1}n
and outputting a value in {0, u, 1}. Since Boolean circuits always output Boolean values when given
a Boolean input, only a subset of all ternary functions, f : {0, u, 1}n → {0, u, 1}, can be computed
by such circuits. [Muk72] refers to these functions as natural functions.

Definition 1.2 (
u≤ [Muk72]). The relation

u≤ is a partial order in which u
u≤ 1, u

u≤ 0 and 0, 1 are

not comparable. For x, y ∈ {0, u, 1}n, we denote x
u≤ y if for every i ∈ [n], xi

u≤ yi.
1

Definition 1.3 (Natural function). A function f : {0, u, 1}n → {0, u, 1} is called a natural function
if it satisfies the following:

• f preserves stable values, i.e., for every Boolean input x ∈ {0, 1}n we have f(x) ∈ {0, 1}.

• f is monotone with respect to
u≤. Intuitively, replacing stable bits in an input with u can only

cause the output to change to u.

1As usual, [n] := {1, . . . , n}.
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Since the extended De Morgan gates are monotone with respect to
u≤ and preserve stable values,

it can be shown that:

Proposition 1.4 ([Muk72, Theorem 3]). A function f : {0, u, 1}n → {0, u, 1} can be calculated by
a Boolean circuit if and only if f is natural.

We are now ready to present the abstraction of hazards using ternary algebra. We follow the
basic definitions and notations from [IKL+19]:

Definition 1.5 (Resolution). Let x ∈ {0, u, 1}n. A resolution y ∈ {0, 1}n of x is obtained by
replacing every occurrence of u in x by either 0 or 1. We denote by R(x) the set of all resolutions

of x. Stated differently, R(x) := {y ∈ {0, 1}n | x u≤ y}.
Definition 1.6 (Hazard). Let C be a Boolean circuit. C has a hazard at input x ∈ {0, u, 1}n if and
only if C(x) = u and there exists b ∈ {0, 1} such that for every y ∈ R(x), it holds that C(y) = b.

In words, there is a hazard at input x ∈ {0, u, 1}n if the function is constant on every resolution
of the input x (i.e., regardless of how the unstable coordinates are resolved into stable values, the
output remains unchanged), yet the circuit still outputs u. Put differently, a hazard-free circuit
outputs u if and only if the output cannot be determined solely by the stable bits.

Definition 1.7 (Hazard-free circuit). Let C be a Boolean circuit. C is said to be hazard-free if for
every x ∈ {0, u, 1}n, C does not have a hazard at x.

An equivalent way of defining a hazard-free circuit is by the ternary function it computes. A
circuit is considered hazard-free if it calculates the hazard-free extension of f :

Definition 1.8 (The hazard-free extension). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a Boolean function. The
hazard-free extension of f , denoted f̃ : {0, u, 1}n → {0, u, 1}, is defined as follows:

f̃(x) =











0, if f(y) = 0 for all y ∈ R(x),

1, if f(y) = 1 for all y ∈ R(x),

u, otherwise.

It can be easily proved that the hazard-free extension is a natural function. By examining the
truth tables in Table 1, we observe that the extended De Morgan gates are hazard-free. However,
circuits composed of these gates do not necessarily retain the hazard-free property.2

[IKL+19] showed a profound correspondence between monotone complexity and hazard-free
complexity. Recall that a Boolean function is monotone if changing the value of an input coordinate
from 0 to 1 cannot change the value of the function from 1 to 0. Monotone functions can be
computed by monotone circuits, which are circuits that do not use negation gates. Using the
hazard-derivatives method, which we discuss next, they proved that for monotone functions, the
hazard-free complexity and the monotone complexity are identical.

Theorem 1.9 (Hazard-free and monotone circuit complexity are equivalent [IKL+19, Theorem
1.3]). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a monotone Boolean function, then:

sizeuC(f) = size+C(f),

where size+C(f) and sizeuC(f) denote the minimal size of a monotone Boolean circuit and a hazard-
free circuit computing f , respectively.

2For example, a Boolean circuit exhibiting hazards is shown in [IKL+19, Figure 1].
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In fact, [Juk21] further proved that an optimal hazard-free circuit for a monotone function
must be a monotone circuit. As superpolynomial lower bounds for monotone circuits [Raz85,
AB87, Tar88] are known, [IKL+19] used Theorem 1.9 to prove lower bound on the hazard-free
circuit complexity of monotone functions whose Boolean circuit complexity is only polynomial.

While Theorem 1.9 only concerns monotone functions, [IKL+19] found a striking connection
between hazard-free complexity and monotone complexity for all Boolean functions. They defined
the hazard-derivative of a Boolean function f , denoted df(x; y), where x ∈ {0, 1}n is a point and
y ∈ {0, 1}n is the change applied to x. For a fixed x ∈ {0, 1}n, the function df(x; y) is a monotone
Boolean function in y, which indicates whether perturbing x according to u · y causes f̃ to output
an unstable value (see Definition 2.2). The importance of this definition stems from the fact that,
for a fixed x, the monotone complexity of df(x; ·) is upper bounded by the hazard-free complexity
of f . Moreover, every hazard-free circuit (or formula) for f can be tweaked to yield a monotone
circuit (or formula) for df(x; ·).3

Theorem 1.10 (The hazard-derivative lower bound [IKL+19, Theorem 4.11]). Let f : {0, 1}n →
{0, 1} be a Boolean function and x ∈ {0, 1}n be a fixed Boolean input, then:

size+C(df(x; ·)) ≤ sizeuC(f) and size+F (df(x; ·)) ≤ sizeuF (f),

where size+F (f) and sizeuF (f) denote the minimal size of a monotone Boolean formula and a hazard-
free formula computing f , respectively.

[IKL+19], and later [Juk21], provided examples of non-monotone Boolean functions that have
polynomial-sized Boolean circuits but whose hazard-derivatives require large monotone circuit com-
plexity, thereby establishing strong lower bounds on the hazard-free circuit complexity of these func-
tions. This motivates the study of the hazard-free model as a bridge between monotone complexity
and Boolean circuit complexity.

We note that until [IKL+19], hazard-free lower bounds were proved only for restricted models
such as hazard-free depth 2 circuits [Eic65, ND95].

Additionally, [IKL+19, Theorem 1.3] proved that the hazard-derivative method yields tight
bounds for monotone Boolean functions. That is, size+C(df(x; ·)) = sizeuC(f) and size+F (df(x; ·)) =
sizeuF (f) for monotone functions when x = 0̄. This raises the following intriguing question.

Question 1.11. Is there a criterion that determines whether the hazard-derivative method yields
an exact lower bound? If so, is this criterion easy to verify?

The monotone barrier. [IKL+19, Juk21] obtained exponential lower bounds on the hazard-
free computation of many Boolean functions using Theorem 1.10. However, there are Boolean
functions for which the hazard-derivative method fails to provide optimal lower bounds on hazard-
free complexity due to the low monotone complexity of the hazard-derivatives. [IKS23] highlights
this issue and refers to it as the monotone barrier. They define breaking the monotone barrier as
achieving stronger lower bounds than those obtained by the hazard-derivative method.

As an example of a result that breaks the monotone barrier, [IKS23] note that the hazard-
derivatives of the parity function on n variables, XORn, are simply OR functions on n literals,

3[IKL+19, Theorem 4.11] only speaks about circuit size, but the same proof holds for formulas as well. Corol-
lary 3.12 also proves the claim for formulas.

3



which have trivial formulas of size n. On the other hand, it is known that the De Morgan formula
complexity of XORn is Ω(n2), while it is not hard to see that any formula for XORn is hazard-free.

To quantify the gap between the hazard-free complexity of a given Boolean function and the
monotone complexity of its hazard-derivatives, we define a measure, similar to those defined in
[Juk21, Section 7], which we refer to as the monotone gap.

Definition 1.12 (The monotone gap). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a Boolean function. The
monotone gap of f is defined as:

mono-gap(f) :=
sizeuF (f)

max
x∈{0,1}n

size+F (df(x; ·))
.

For example, the monotone gap of XORn is Ω(n). In an attempt to understand the power of
the hazard-derivative method (or its weaknesses), we need to determine by how much a function
breaks the monotone barrier.

Question 1.13. Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a Boolean function. How large can mono-gap(f) be?
What is mono-gap(f) for a typical Boolean function?

The hazard-free KW game. To overcome the monotone barrier, [IKS23] studied a generaliza-
tion of the classic Karchmer-Wigderson game [KW90] in the hazard-free setting (see Section 2.3
for background on KW games).

Definition 1.14 (Hazard-free KW game [IKS23, Definition 4.4]). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a
Boolean function. The hazard-free Karchmer-Wigderson game of f , denoted KWu

f , is defined as

follows: Alice receives x ∈ {0, u, 1}n such that f̃(x) = 1, Bob receives y ∈ {0, u, 1}n such that
f̃(y) = 0, and their goal is to output a coordinate i ∈ [n] such that xi 6= yi and xi, yi 6= u.

As KWu
f ⊆ f̃−1(1) × f̃−1(0) × [n], and every x ∈ f̃−1(1) and y ∈ f̃−1(1) are valid inputs4,

KWu
f has a potentially larger set of inputs than the classic game. As a result, the communication

matrix may be more complex. The hazard-free KW game preserves a tight connection between
the underlying communication problem complexity and the optimal hazard-free formula depth and
size.

Theorem 1.15 ([IKS23, Theorem 4.6]). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a Boolean function. Then,

depthuF (f) = CC(KWu
f ) and sizeuF (f) = mono-rec(KWu

f ),

where depthuF (f) is the depth of the shallowest hazard-free formula computing f , CC(R) is the
communication complexity of the relation R, and mono-rec(R) is the minimal number of leaves in
a protocol that solves R.

Consequently, communication complexity methods can be used to prove lower bounds on hazard-
free formulas. Using this approach, [IKS23, Theorems 5.8, 5.12] determined the exact hazard-free
formula size of the multiplexer function.

4There must exist a coordinate i ∈ [n] such that xi 6= yi and xi, yi are stable. Otherwise, x, y have a common
resolution, in contradiction to Definition 1.8.
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Definition 1.16 (The multiplexer function [IKS23]). The multiplexer function MUXn :
{0, 1}n+2n → {0, 1} is defined as follows:

MUXn(s, x) = xbin(s),

where s ∈ {0, 1}n and x ∈ {0, 1}2n .

Theorem 1.17 (Hazard-free formula size for the multiplexer function [IKS23, Exact Bounds]).

sizeuF (MUXn) = 2 · 3n − 1.

This result also breaks the monotone barrier, since the hazard-derivatives of the multiplexer
function have quasi-linear monotone formula complexity.

Proposition 1.18 (Hazard-derivatives of the multiplexer function [IKS23, Proposition 3,1]). For
every (s, x) ∈ {0, 1}n+2n , the function dMUXn(s, x; ·, ·) : {0, 1}n+2n → {0, 1} has a monotone
formula of size at most (n+ 1)2n.

Another interesting observation is that, for a monotone function, the hazard-free KW game
captures the monotone formula complexity.

Theorem 1.19 ([IKS23, Theorem 4.11]). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a monotone Boolean function.
Then, KWu

f and KW+
f are equivalent.

Consequently, the size and depth of an optimal hazard-free formula are identical to those of its
monotone counterpart. This provides a proof of Theorem 1.9 for formulas instead of circuits.

A universal upper bound. An immediate consequence of Theorem 1.17 is that any Boolean
function f can be implemented by a hazard-free formula of size 2 · 3n − 1. Indeed, since

f(x) = MUXn(x, f(0, 0, . . . , 0), . . . , f(1, 1, . . . , 1)),

the hazard-free formula for the multiplexer, when hardwired the truth table of f , gives a hazard-free
formula for f . This result is the first to break the O(

√
n · 3n) upper bound of Huffman [Huf57].

We note that this state of knowledge is much poorer compared to what is known for hazard-free
circuits. Analogous to [Sha49, Mul56], Jukna proved that any Boolean function has a hazard-free
circuit of sizeO(2n/n), which matched the lower bound one obtains from counting arguments [Juk21,
Section 7]. In particular, for a typical (i.e., random) Boolean function sizeuC(f) = Θ(sizeC(f)).

On the other hand, counting arguments give a lower bound of order Ω(2n/ log n) for the size
of the hazard-free formula of a random Boolean function, whereas Theorem 1.17 only implies an
O(3n) upper bound. Thus, there is an exponential gap between the two bounds. This naturally
leads to the following question.

Question 1.20. Denote with sizeuF (n) the maximal hazard-free complexity of an n-bit Boolean
function. What is the asymptotic value of sizeuF (n)? What is sizeuF (f) of a typical (random)
Boolean function?

5



The hazard-free KRW conjecture. Karchmer, Raz and Wigderson [KRW95] introduced the
KRW conjecture as an approach for establishing super-polynomial lower bounds for De Morgan
formulas. Proving this conjecture would imply P 6⊆ NC1. A detailed discussion can be found in
[Mei20].

To state the conjecture, we define the block-composition of two Boolean functions f : {0, 1}n →
{0, 1} and g : {0, 1}m → {0, 1} as

f ⋄ g(X) := f(g(X1), . . . , g(Xn)),

where X is a n×m Boolean matrix, and Xi ∈ {0, 1}m is the i’th row of X. For a Boolean function
f , we denote with depthF (f) the depth of the shallowest formula computing f .

Conjecture 1.21 (The KRW conjecture [KRW95]). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} and g : {0, 1}m →
{0, 1} be non-constant Boolean functions. Then it holds that:5

depthF (f ⋄ g) ≈ depthF (f) + depthF (g).

Following Theorem 2.24, the conjecture can be rephrased as:

CC(KWf⋄g) ≈ CC(KWf ) + CC(KWg).

Roughly, the conjecture states that the smallest depth formula for computing f ⋄ g is obtained
from the composition of the shallowest formula for f and the shallowest formula for g.

The monotone version of the KRW conjecture is most related to the hazard-free setting due to
the connection to the hazard-derivative, which is a monotone function.

Conjecture 1.22 (Monotone KRW conjecture [KRW95]). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} and g :
{0, 1}m → {0, 1} be monotone Boolean functions. Then the following holds:

depth+F (f ⋄ g) ≈ depth+F (f) + depth+F (g).

[KRW95] observed that the monotone KW game can be played on the prime implicants and
implicates (see Definition 2.8) of the monotone function, aligning well with the results concerning
the hazard-free KW game, as presented in Theorem 1.19. Moreover, for monotone functions f :
{0, 1}n → {0, 1} and g : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}, one can describe the prime implicants (implicates) of f ⋄g
using the prime implicants (implicates) of f and g. This observation yields the following reduction,
where ⊗ denotes the direct sum of relations, as in Definition 2.19:

Lemma 1.23 ([KRW95, Lemma 4]). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} and g : {0, 1}m → {0, 1} be monotone
Boolean functions, then:

KW+
f ⊗KW+

g ≤ KW+
f⋄g.

In [RMN+24, Theorem 3.1], Conjecture 1.22 was proved for monotone inner functions g whose
depth complexity can be lower-bounded by a lifting theorem.

We next state an analogous conjecture in the hazard-free setting.

5We use ≈ instead of ≥ as we can allow a less exact inequality, see [KRW95, GMWW17].
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Conjecture 1.24 (Hazard-Free KRW conjecture). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} and g : {0, 1}m → {0, 1}
be non-constant Boolean functions. Then the following holds:

depthuF (f ⋄ g) ≈ depthuF (f) + depthuF (g).

Similarly to [DM18, RMN+24], we state a stronger version of the conjecture on the formula size.

Conjecture 1.25 (Hazard-free strong KRW conjecture). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} and g : {0, 1}m →
{0, 1} be non-constant Boolean functions. Then the following holds:

sizeuF (f ⋄ g) ≈ sizeuF (f) · sizeuF (g).

1.1 Our results

Unateness and the monotone barrier. We provide a complete answer to Question 1.11 by
proving that the hazard-derivative method yields exact lower bounds only for unate Boolean func-
tions. Monotone functions are a subset of unate functions, which increase or decrease monotonically
in each variable (see Definition 2.15). Determining whether a function is unate can be easily done
by inspecting its truth table.

Theorem 1.26 (Unateness as a criterion). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a non-constant Boolean
function. Then, there exists x ∈ {0, 1}n such that:

size+F (df(x; ·)) = sizeuF (f),

if and only if f is a unate function.

We prove this result by analyzing the hazard-free KW game of the function and its hazard-
derivatives. See Section 1.2 for more details.

A universal formula upper bound for most Boolean functions. We prove that the hazard-
free formula size of a random Boolean function is 2(1+o(1))n. This gives an exponential improvement
over the best known O(3n) upper bound of [IKS23]. It is important to note that the upper bound of
[IKS23] holds for all functions, so it is conceivable that some functions require hazard-free formula
size larger than 2(1+o(1))n. Even if this is the case, then neither counting arguments nor the hazard-
derivative method, which can only provide a lower bound of at most 2n, will be able to prove
it.

Theorem 1.27 (A universal upper bound for most Boolean functions). For a random Boolean
function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}, we get that with high probability:

2n

log n
≤ sizeuF (f) ≤ 2n · n(1−o(1)) logn.

Thus, we demonstrate that, unlike Boolean circuits, Boolean formulas, and hazard-free circuits
– where the typical complexity matches that of the multiplexer function – the hazard-free formula
complexity is smaller than the optimal hazard-free formula for the multiplexer function by an
exponential factor in n.

The proof of Theorem 1.27 relies on two other results that are interesting on their own. The
first shows that, with high probability, the hazard-derivatives of a random Boolean function do not
have too large monotone formulas. In particular, this significantly breaks the monotone barrier.

7



Proposition 1.28. Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a random Boolean function. With high probability,
f(x) breaks the monotone barrier with the following gap:

mono-gap(f) = ω

(

2n

nlogn

)

.

The second ingredient is an upper-bound using hazard-derivatives. We denote by P
(f)
1 and P

(f)
0

the set of prime implicants and prime implicates of f , respectively. We say that p ∈ P
(f)
1 derives

x ∈ {0, 1}n if p
u≤ x. We also denote the implicants that derive x with P

(f)
1 |x, and define P

(f)
0 |x

analogously (see Section 2.2 for definitions).

Theorem 1.29 (Hazard-derivatives upper bound). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} and let X0 ⊆ f−1(0)
and X1 ⊆ f−1(1). Then,

if P
(f)
0 =

⋃

x∈X0

P
(f)
0 |x, then it holds that sizeuF (f) ≤

∑

x∈X0

size+F (df(x; ·)).

Similarly,

if P
(f)
1 =

⋃

x∈X1

P
(f)
1 |x, then it holds that sizeuF (f) ≤

∑

x∈X1

size+F (df(x; ·)).

We also provide an example in Section 4.2.1 that shows that Theorem 1.29 yields tight bounds
for range functions (functions that accept all inputs whose weight is within some range).

Composition of hazard-free functions. Following [KRW95], we establish a lower bound on
the hazard-free complexity of block-composition of functions and demonstrate how it can be used
to break the monotone barrier.

Proposition 1.30 (Lower bound via direct sum). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a monotone Boolean
function. Let g : {0, 1}m → {0, 1} a Boolean function. Let Φ : X × Y → Z and Ψ : X ′ × Y ′ → Z ′

be functions such that Φ reduces to KW+
f and Ψ reduces to KWu

g . Then, the following holds:

CC(KWu
f⋄g) ≥ log(Rank(MΦ)) + log(Rank(MΨ)).

As an application, we prove a lower bound on the depth of the composition of the set covering
function and the multiplexer function (see Section 5 for definitions).

Proposition 1.31 (Composition of a set covering and the multiplexer function). Let MUXm be
the multiplexer function and MCk,n be the set covering function, such that k = c log n for some
suitable constant c > 0. Then,

depthuF (MCk,n ⋄MUXm) ≥ log(3m) + log

(

n

c log n

)

≥ log(3) ·m+Ω(c(log n)2).

Finally, we note that Andreev’s function, exhibits a larger mono-gap than the XOR function.
However, similar to the XOR function, we do not have a separation between the formula size and
the hazard-free formula size of Andreev’s function.

Proposition 1.32 (Andreev’s function has near quadratic monotone gap).

mono-gap(ANDREEVk,m) = Ω

(

n2

log n

)

.
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1.2 Proof overview

We first present the outline of the proof of Theorem 1.26, which states that size+F (df(x; ·)) =
sizeuF (f), if and only if f is a unate function.

Our proof relies on the framework of hazard-free KW games and consists of two main steps.
First, we demonstrate how to derive the prime implicates and prime implicants of the hazard-
derivatives of a Boolean function from those of the function itself. We further prove that the
communication matrix for the KW game of the hazard-derivative is a submatrix of the communica-
tion matrix for the hazard-free KW game of the original function (see Section 3.1). In the second
step, we analyze the communication matrix of the hazard-free KW game of the function and show
that if the function is unate, then it can be reduced to the communication matrix of a suitable
hazard-derivative. If the function is not unate, we prove that any protocol must have more leaves
than the optimal protocol for any of its derivatives (see Section 3.2).

Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a Boolean function, and x ∈ {0, 1}n a fixed Boolean input such that

f(x) = b ∈ {0, 1}. Recall that pb ∈ P
(f)
b derives x if pb

u≤ x, and P
(f)
b |x represents the subset of

elements deriving x. We study the hazard-free KW game, restricted to the prime implicants and
prime implicates of f (see Theorem 3.1).

In the first step of the proof, we consider several communication matrices. LetMKWu
f
represent

the communication matrix of the hazard-free KW game of f . Let Mx be the submatrix of MKWu
f

with labels P
(f)
¬b ×P

(f)
b |x, and MKWu

df(x;·)
denote the communication matrix of the hazard-free KW

game of df(x; ·).
Using our characterization of the prime implicants and prime implicates of df(x; ·), we prove in

Proposition 3.10 that MKWu
df(x;·)

is a submatrix of Mx, so both MKWu
df(x;·)

and Mx are submatrices

of MKWu
f
, as illustrated in Figure 1a. We note that this can be viewed as an alternative proof for

Theorem 1.10 for formulas.

Mx
P

(f)
¬b

P
(f)
b

|x P
(f)
b

\ P
(f)
b

|x













MKWu
df(x;·)













(a) MKWu
f
, Mx and MKWu

df(x;·)
.

P
d=¬xi
¬b

P
d=xi
¬b

Pd=u
¬b

P
(f)
b

|x P
(f)
b

\ P
(f)
b

|x













Mx











Rec

(b) MKWu
f

for a non-unate f .

Figure 1: Sketch of MKWu
f
.

Next, we make a simple but important observation in Lemma 2.21: certain rows can be removed
from a communication matrix without affecting its complexity. Specifically, a row r can be removed
if there exists another row r′ in the matrix such that every entry of r′ is a subset of the matching
entry in r. In Proposition 3.13, we show that removing these rows from Mx results in MKWu

df(x;·)
.

Hence, Mx and MKWu
df(x;·)

are equivalent in terms of communication complexity. This concludes

the first stage of the proof.
To complete the proof we have to show that the communication complexity of Mx equals that
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of MKWu
f

if and only if f is unate. Similarly to the proof that a monotone function equals one

of its hazard-derivatives, we prove that for a unate function f , there exists some x′ such that
Mx′ =MKWu

f
.

The proof of the second direction requires more work. Let f be a non-unate function. Consider a
coordinate d ∈ [n] that demonstrates that f is not unate. Let s ∈ {0, u, 1}, a ∈ {0.1} and denote by

P d=s
a the subset of P

(f)
a for which the d’th coordinate equals s. By examining the prime implicants

and the prime implicates of f , we prove in Proposition 3.15 that for every protocol solving KWu
f ,

there exists a monochromatic rectangle Rec ⊆ P d=xi

¬b × (P
(f)
b \ P (f)

b |x) in the partition induced by
the protocol (xi is the i’th coordinate of x). In addition, Rec must be colored with d, as illustrated
in Figure 1b. Therefore, removing the leaf associated with Rec from the protocol tree results in a
protocol for Mx that has one less leaf. This implies that there must be some gap in the number of
leaves in the optimal protocol, thus proving the claim.

The proof of Theorem 1.27 also consists of two steps. First, we prove Proposition 1.28, show-
ing that for a random Boolean function, any hazard-derivative has a monotone formula that is
not too large. This stems from the observation that, with high probability, a random function is
not constant on any large Boolean subcube. The second steps consists of proving Theorem 1.29,
which gives a weak converse to Theorem 1.10: Building on the analysis of MKWu

f
discussed above,

we prove that MKWu
f
can be decomposed into submatrices, each with communication complexity

bounded from above by that of a specific hazard-derivative. By combining this with the upper
bound on the monotone complexity of hazard-derivatives, we complete the proof of Theorem 1.27.

The proofs of Propositions 1.30, 1.31 and 1.32 are more direct. For the first, we follow the
argument of [KRW95, Lemma 4] to obtain KW+

f ⊗KWu
g ≤ KWu

f⋄g (see Lemma 5.3). The proof of
Proposition 1.31 then follows from plugging known upper bounds into Proposition 1.30. The proof
of Proposition 1.32 is rather straightforward and follows from analyzing the hazard-derivatives of
Andreev’s function.

1.3 Organization of the paper

In Section 2, we present some basic definitions and required background regarding hazard-free com-
putation, as well as the implicates and implicants of Boolean functions, with a focus on monotone
and unate functions. Additionally, we provide background on communication complexity and prove
the simplification lemma (Lemma 2.21). In Section 3, we study the KW hazard-free game of the
hazard-derivative and prove our first main result (Theorem 1.26). Section 4 contains the proof of
the universal upper bound for most Boolean functions (Theorem 1.27), as well as the proof that a
random Boolean function exhibits a large mono-gap (Proposition 1.28), and the hazard-derivatives
upper bound result (Theorem 1.29). In Section 5, we study the composition of Boolean functions in
the hazard-free setting and prove Proposition 1.30. We also demonstrate its applicability by prov-
ing Proposition 1.31. Section 6 contains the proof of Proposition 1.32. We conclude by presenting
some open problems in Section 7.
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2 Preliminaries

For an integer n, we set [n] := {1, . . . , n}. For x, y ∈ {0, 1}n, we denote x ≤ y if for every i ∈ [n],
xi ≤ yi (as integers).

6 A Boolean function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} ismonotone if for every x, y ∈ {0, 1}n
such that x ≤ y it holds that f(x) ≤ f(y).

A (De Morgan) Boolean circuit is a directed acyclic graph in which nodes of in-degree 0 are
labeled with input variables, and each internal node is labeled with one of the Boolean operations
{∧,∨,¬}, where the first two have fan-in 2 and the third has fan-in 1. Nodes of fan-out 0 are called
outputs. An output gate computes a Boolean function in the natural way. A (De Morgan) formula
is a circuit whose graph is a tree. As in Definition 1.7, we say that a formula is hazard-free if it has
no hazards.

A circuit (formula) is monotone if it does not involve ¬ gates. Each monotone circuit (formula)
computes a monotone function, and each monotone function can be computed by a monotone
circuit (formula). From now on, we only speak of De Morgan circuits and formulas, and so we shall
drop the term “De Morgan”.

The size of a Boolean circuit C, denoted size(C), is defined as the number of vertices and edges
in the underlying graph. The depth of a Boolean circuit C, denoted depth(C), is defined as the
length of the longest directed path from an input to an output gate. The size of a formula F ,
denoted size(F ), is defined as the number of leaves in the underlying tree.

We denote the minimal size of a circuit computing f by sizeC(f), and the minimal depth of a
formula computing f by depthF (f). We add a superscript from {u,+} to the notation whenever
we work in the hazard-free (u) or the monotone (+) setting, respectively. For example, depthuF (f)
is the minimal depth of a hazard-free formula computing f .

2.1 The hazard-derivative

We first define the XOR operation in the context of hazard-free computation.

Definition 2.1 (XOR operation). We use + to denote the XOR operation in the hazard-free setting.
Let b, s ∈ {0, u, 1}, then:

b+ s :=











0, b = s and b, s 6= u,

1, b 6= s and b, s 6= u,

u, otherwise.

Computing x+ y for x, y ∈ {0, u, 1}n is done coordinatewise.

Definition 2.2 (The hazard-derivative of a natural function [IKL+19, Definition 4.3]). Let f ∈
{0, u, 1}n be a natural ternary function. The hazard-derivative of f , denoted df : {0, 1}2n → {0, 1},
is defined as follows:

∀x, y ∈ {0, 1}n.df(x; y) =
{

0, if f(x+ uy) = f(x),

1, if f(x+ uy) = u.

Where for every i ∈ [n]:

(x+ uy)i =

{

xi, if yi = 0,

u, if yi = 1.

6Note the difference with Definition 1.2 in which 0 and 1 are incomparable, whereas here u is not included in the
ordering.
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For a Boolean function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}, we define df := df̃ .

It is not difficult to see that the hazard-derivative is a monotone function, as if we perturb more
bits in x, we are more likely to have two resolutions on which f outputs different values.

Lemma 2.3 (The hazard-derivative is monotone [IKL+19, Lemma 4.8]). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be
a Boolean function and x ∈ {0, 1}n be a fixed input, then df(x; ·) is a monotone Boolean function.

Definition 2.4 (Natural vector function). A function f : {0, u, 1}n → {0, u, 1}m is called a natural
vector function if there exist natural functions f1, . . . , fm : {0, u, 1}n → {0, u, 1}, such that for every
x ∈ {0, u, 1}n we have f(x) = (f1(x), . . . , fm(x)).

For a natural vector function f : {0, u, 1}n → {0, u, 1}m, the hazard-derivative is defined as
df(x; y) = (df1(x; y), . . . ,dfm(x; y)).

Lemma 2.5 (The chain rule [IKL+19, Lemma 4.9]). Let f : {0, u, 1}n → {0, u, 1}m, g : {0, u, 1}m →
{0, u, 1}k and h : {0, u, 1}n → {0, u, 1}k be natural vector functions such that h = g ◦ f , then it
holds that:

dh(x; y) = dg(f(x); df (x; y)).

2.2 Implicants and implicates

We define the implicants and implicates of a Boolean function using ternary algebra. We shall make
heavy use of the following notation.

Definition 2.6. Denote the result of replacing the i’th bit of x with b ∈ {0, u, 1} by x|i  b:

x|i  b := ∀j ∈ [n].(x|i  b)j =
{

xj, j 6= i,

b, j = i.

Similarly, denote the result of replacing all the occurrences of s ∈ {0, u, 1} with b ∈ {0, u, 1} by
x|s⇐b:

x|s⇐b := ∀j ∈ [n].(x|s⇐b)j =

{

xj, xj 6= s,

b, xj = s.

Definition 2.7 (Implicants and implicates of a Boolean function). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a

Boolean function. We define the implicants of f , denoted by I
(f)
1 , and the implicates of f , denoted

by I
(f)
0 , as follows:

I
(f)
1 := f̃−1(1),

I
(f)
0 := f̃−1(0).

Definition 2.8 (Prime implicants and prime implicates of a Boolean function). Let f : {0, 1}n →
{0, 1} be a Boolean function. We say x ∈ {0, u, 1}n is a prime implicant of f if the following holds:

• x is an implicant of f .

• For every stable bit xi ∈ {0, 1} in x, we have f̃(x|i  u) = u.

A prime implicate is defined analogously. We denote the set of prime implicants of f by P
(f)
1 and

the set of prime implicates of f by P
(f)
0 .
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Proposition 2.9. Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a Boolean function. Let p1 ∈ P
(f)
1 and p0 ∈ P

(f)
0 .

Let i, j ∈ [n] such that (p1)i 6= u and (p0)j 6= u. Then,

1. There exists q0 ∈ P (f)
0 such that i is the only different and stable coordinate of q0 and p1.

2. There exists q1 ∈ P (f)
1 such that j is the only different and stable coordinate of q1 and p0.

Proof. We prove (1), the proof of (2) is interchangeable. Denote b := (p1)i ∈ {0, 1}. Consider
p′1 = p1|i  u. Since p1 is a prime implicant, we have f̃(p′1) = u and therefore there exists z ∈ R(p′1)

such that f(z) = ¬b. Let q0 ∈ P
(f)
0 such that z ∈ R(q0). As p′1

u≤ z and q0
u≤ z, z agrees with p1

and q0 on every stable coordinate except i. We must have (q0)i = ¬(p1)i = ¬b, as otherwise p1, q0
would have a common resolution. Therefore, the i’th coordinate is the only different and stable
coordinate.

2.2.1 Monotone Boolean functions

The implicants and implicates of a monotone Boolean function can be studied by considering only
the maximal and minimal resolutions with respect to ≤.

Definition 2.10 (The maximal and the minimal resolutions w.r.t ≤). Let x ∈ {0, u, 1}n. We call
x̂ := x|u⇐1 the maximal resolution of x with respect to ≤ and x̌ := x|u⇐0 the minimal resolution
of x with respect to ≤.

Lemma 2.11 (Implicants and implicates of a monotone function). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a
monotone Boolean function. Let p ∈ {0, u, 1}n, then:

1. p ∈ I
(f)
1 if and only if f(p̌) = 1.

2. p ∈ I
(f)
0 if and only if f(p̂) = 0.

Proof. We prove (1), the proof of (2) is analogous. p ∈ I
(f)
1 if and only if ∀z ∈ R(p).f(z) = 1. Since

f is monotone w.r.t ≤ and p̌ ∈ R(p) is minimal w.r.t ≤, the later holds if and only if f(p̌) = 1.

Lemma 2.12 (Prime Implicants and prime implicates of a monotone function). Let f : {0, 1}n →
{0, 1} be a monotone Boolean function. Let p ∈ {0, u, 1}n and denote S := {i ∈ [n] : pi 6= u}, then:

1. p ∈ P
(f)
1 if and only if f(p̌) = 1 and for every i ∈ S it holds that f(p̌|i  0) = 0.

2. p ∈ P
(f)
0 if and only if f(p̂) = 0 and for every i ∈ S it holds that f(p̂|i  1) = 1.

Proof. We prove (1), the proof of (2) is similar. By Definition 2.8, p is a prime implicant of f if and

only if p ∈ I
(f)
1 and ∀i ∈ S.f̃(p|i  u) = u. By Lemma 2.11, we get p ∈ I

(f)
1 if and only if f(p̌) = 1,

so it is left to prove ∀i ∈ S.f̃(p|i  u) = u if and only if ∀i ∈ S.f(p̌|i  0) = 0:
⇒ Let i ∈ S. Assume toward contradiction that f(p̌|i  0) = 1. As p̌|i  0 is the minimal resolution

w.r.t ≤ of p|i  u, it follows from Lemma 2.12 that f̃(p|i  u) = 1, a contradiction since f̃(p|i  u) = u.
⇐ Let i ∈ S. Assume f(p̌|i  0) = 0. Since p̌, p̌|i  0 ∈ R(p|i  u) we have f̃(p|i  u) = u.

Corollary 2.13. Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a monotone Boolean function, then:

1. Every p1 ∈ P
(f)
1 satisfies p1 ∈ {1, u}n.
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2. Similarly, P
(f)
0 ⊆ {0, u}n.

Proof. We prove (1), the proof of (2) is similar. By Lemma 2.12, if there exists a coordinate i ∈ [n]
such that (p1)i = 0 then p̌1 = p̌1|i  0, and hence p̌1|i  u is also an implicant, in contradiction to the
choice of p1.

2.2.2 Unate Boolean functions

Next, we prove basic properties of the prime implicants and prime implicates of unate Boolean
functions.

Definition 2.14 (Unate function in xi). A Boolean function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} is positive unate
in xi if for all x ∈ {0, 1}n the following holds:

f(x|i  0) ≤ f(x|i  1).

Similarly, a function is negative unate in xi if for all x ∈ {0, 1}n the following holds:

f(x|i  0) ≥ f(x|i  1).

We say f is unate in xi if f is either positive or negative unate in xi.

Definition 2.15 (Unate function). A Boolean function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} is unate if it is unate
in x1, . . . , xn.

The next lemmata are analogous to Lemma 2.11. For completeness, we give their proof in
Appendix B.

Lemma 2.16 (The prime implicants of a unate Boolean function in xi). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}
be a Boolean function. Then:

1. f is positive unate in variable xi if and only if there is no p1 ∈ P
(f)
1 such that (p1)i = 0.

2. f is negative unate in variable xi if and only if there is no p1 ∈ P (f)
1 such that (p1)i = 1.

Lemma 2.17 (The prime implicates of a unate Boolean function in xi). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}
be a Boolean function. Then:

1. f is positive unate in variable xi if and only if there is no p0 ∈ P
(f)
0 such that (p0)i = 1.

2. f is negative unate in variable xi if and only if there is no p0 ∈ P (f)
0 such that (p0)i = 0.

2.3 Communication complexity

In this section, we provide some basic notation and definitions from communication complexity.
We assume familiarity with the basic concepts, but for completeness, we give some basic definitions
in Appendix A. See [KN96, RY20] for text books on communication complexity.

For a relation R ⊆ X × Y × Z, we denote by CC(R) the minimal communication complexity
required to solve R. Any protocol P that solves a relation R ⊆ X × Y × Z induces a partition
of X × Y into R-monochromatic rectangles. The number of rectangles, denoted mono-rec(P ), is
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the number of the leaves in P . We denote by mono-rec(R) the minimum of mono-rec(P ) among
all protocols P that solve R. We shall abuse notation and use CC(M) or mono-rec(M) instead of
CC(R) or mono-rec(R) when M is the communication matrix of R.

Let R ⊆ X×Y ×Z be a relation and let a protocol P for R. Say there exists an input (x, y) for
which there is only one valid output, z∗ ∈ Z. Since P solves R, (x, y) reaches a leaf in the protocol
tree that is labeled with z∗. The associated rectangle is referred as a z∗-uniform rectangle:

Definition 2.18 (z∗-uniform combinatorial rectangle). Let R ⊆ X × Y × Z be a communication
problem. Let Rec be a R-monochromatic rectangle. We call Rec a z∗-uniform rectangle if there
exists an entry (x∗, y∗) ∈ Rec such that {z ∈ Z : (x∗, y∗, z) ∈ R} = {z∗}.

Let R ⊆ X × Y × Z and R′ ∈ X ′ × Y ′ × Z ′ be relations. We say that R is reducible to R′,
denoted R ≤ R′, if there exist functions φ1 : X → X ′, φ2 : Y → Y ′ and ψ : Z ′ → Z such that for
every x ∈ X, y ∈ Y and z′ ∈ Z ′

(φ1(x), φ2(y), z
′) ∈ R′ ⇒ (x, y, ψ(z′)) ∈ R.

It is clear that if R ≤ R′ then CC(R) ≤ CC(R′).
We shall also need the notion of direct sum of two relations.

Definition 2.19 (Direct sum of relations [KRW95, Definition 2]). Given two relations R ⊆ X ×
Y × Z and R′ ⊆ X ′ × Y ′ × Z ′, we define the direct sum of R and R′ as:

R⊗R′ ⊆ (X ×X ′)× (Y × Y ′)× (Z × Z ′),

where ((x1, x2), (y1, y2), (z1, z2)) ∈ R⊗R′ if and only if (x1, y1, z1) ∈ R and (x2, y2, z2) ∈ R′.

It is clear that if S ≤ R and S ′ ≤ R′, then: S ⊗ S ′ ≤ R⊗R′ and CC(S ⊗ S ′) ≤ CC(R⊗R′).
The rank lower bound also implies that CC(R⊗R) ≥ log(Rank(MR)) + log(Rank(MR′)), where
MR and MR′ are the communication matrices of R and R′, respectively.

Simplification lemma for communication matrices. We next present a lemma that will be
important in our analysis of the communication matrices of the hazard-derivatives.

Let Z be a finite subset. Denote by P(Z) the power set of Z. Let M ∈ P(Z)k×ℓ and M ′ ∈
P(Z)k

′×ℓ be matrices with entries in P(Z) such that k ≥ k′. Additionally, let X,Y be sets such
that X ,X ′ ⊆ X are the row labels and Y,Y ′ ⊆ Y are the column labels of M and M ′, respectively.
Note that the row and column labels of M and M ′ are allowed to be different. The matrices M
and M ′ can be naturally associated with communication problems.

Definition 2.20 (A sub-row and a super-row). Let M and M ′ be matrices as in the above settings.
Let i ∈ [k] and i′ ∈ [k′]. We say that a row M ′

i′ is a sub-row of Mi if the following holds:

∀j ∈ [ℓ].M ′
i′,j ⊆Mi,j.

We say that Mi is a super-row in M ′ if there exists some i′ ∈ [k′] such that M ′
i′ is a sub-row of Mi.

Lemma 2.21 (Communication matrix simplification). Let M and M ′ be matrices as in the above
setting. Without the loss of generality, assume that the rows in M and M ′ are distinct. Moreover,
assume:
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1. For every i ∈ [k], Mi is a super-row in M ′.

2. For every i′ ∈ [k′] there exists i ∈ [k] such that M ′
i′ =Mi.

Then,
mono-rec(M) = mono-rec(M ′),

CC(M) = CC(M ′).

Proof. Let P ′ be a protocol for M ′. We construct a protocol P for M as follows: let x ∈ X be
Alice’s input and y ∈ Y be Bob’s input. Say x is the label for the i’th row of M , and y is a label
for the j’th column in M . From assumption 1, there exists i′ ∈ [k′] such that M ′

i′ is a sub-row of
Mi. Say x′ ∈ X ′ is the label for the row M ′

i′ . Note that Alice can translate x to x′ without any
knowledge of Bob’s input. Bob, independently of Alice’s input, translates y to y′ ∈ Y ′, the label
of the j’th column in M ′. Next, Alice and Bob run P ′(x′, y′) and output the same answer. From
Definition 2.20 and the definition of a deterministic protocol, we get that P ′(x′, y′) ∈M ′

i′,j ⊆Mi,j,
hence P returns a correct answer. Therefore, mono-rec(M ′) ≥ mono-rec(M), CC(M ′) ≥ CC(M).

The claim follows, since by assumption 2 we get M ′ is a submatrix ofM and so mono-rec(M) ≥
mono-rec(M ′) and CC(M) ≥ CC(M ′) is immediate.

2.3.1 Karchmer-Wigderson games

Karchmer and Wigderson [KW90] showed an equivalence between the depth and size of a formula
and the cost of an associated communication search problem, both in the general setting and the
monotone setting.

Definition 2.22 (KW game [KW90]). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a Boolean function. The
Karchmer-Wigderson game of f , denoted KWf , is the following communication problem: Alice
receives x ∈ {0, 1}n such that f(x) = 1, Bob receives y ∈ {0, 1}n such that f(y) = 0 and their goal
is to determine a coordinate i ∈ [n] such that xi 6= yi.

Note that for a Boolean function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}, the communication problem can be
defined as the relation KWf ⊆ X × Y × Z where X = f−1(1), Y = f−1(0) and Z = [n].

Remark 2.23 (The communication matrix of KW game). According to Definition A.3, the com-
munication matrix MX ,Y

KWf
is defined such that each entry (MX ,Y

KWf
)i,j contains the set of coordinates

where x(i) and y(j) differ:

∀i ∈ [k], j ∈ [l].(MX ,Y
KWf

)i,j = {z ∈ [n] : (x(i) + y(j))z = 1}.

We use x(i) + y(j) := {z ∈ [n] : (x(i) + y(j))z = 1} as an abbreviated notation.

Theorem 2.24 (Communication vs. formula [KW90]). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a Boolean
function. Then,

depthF (f) = CC(KWf ) and sizeF (f) = mono-rec(KWf ).

Similarly, a monotone version of the game is defined, with the distinction that Alice and Bob
must output a coordinate where Alice’s input has a 1 and Bob’s input has a 0. This version of the
game captures the complexity of monotone computation:
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Definition 2.25 (Monotone KW game [KW90]). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a monotone Boolean
function. The Monotone Karchmer-Wigderson game of f , denoted KW+

f , is the following commu-
nication problem: Alice receives x ∈ {0, 1}n such that f(x) = 1, Bob receives y ∈ {0, 1}n such that
f(y) = 0 and their goal is to determine a coordinate i ∈ [n] such that 1 = xi 6= yi = 0.

Theorem 2.26 (Communication vs. monotone formula [KW90]). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a
monotone Boolean function. Then,

depth+F (f) = CC(KW+
f ) and size+F (f) = mono-rec(KW+

f ).

3 Tightness of the hazard-derivative method

In this section, we extend the hazard-derivative lower bound method of [IKL+19] to hazard-free
formulas. We show that the hazard-derivative method yields exact bounds if and only if the function
is unate, thus proving Theorem 1.26. Hence, whether a function is unate or not, can be seen as a
criterion to breaking the monotone barrier, which in particular answers Question 1.11.

3.1 KW game of the hazard-derivative

We first recall the definition of the hazard-free KW game.

Definition 1.14 (Hazard-free KW game [IKS23, Definition 4.4]). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a
Boolean function. The hazard-free Karchmer-Wigderson game of f , denoted KWu

f , is defined as

follows: Alice receives x ∈ {0, u, 1}n such that f̃(x) = 1, Bob receives y ∈ {0, u, 1}n such that
f̃(y) = 0, and their goal is to output a coordinate i ∈ [n] such that xi 6= yi and xi, yi 6= u.

[IKS23] proved that the communication complexity of KWu
f does not decrease even if it is played

only on the prime implicants of f , denoted by P
(f)
1 , and the prime implicates of f , denoted by

P
(f)
0 .

Theorem 3.1 ([IKS23, Theorem 4.9]). For any Boolean function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}, the com-
munication complexity of KWu

f remains unchanged even if we restrict Alices’s input to the prime
implicants of f and Bob’s input to the prime implicates of f .

For the remainder of the paper, we abuse notation and use KWu
f as the notation of the restricted

game. Following the notations in Definition A.3, we define the Communication matrix of the KWu
f

game.

Definition 3.2 (Communication matrix of KWu
f ). The communication matrix of KWu

f , denoted

MX ,Y
KWu

f
, is defined as follows: Every entry of MX ,Y

KWu
f

contains the set of all stable coordinates in

which x(i) and y(j) differ:

∀i ∈ [k], j ∈ [l].(MX ,Y
KWf

)i,j = {d ∈ [n] : (x(i) + y(j))d = 1}.

We use (x(i)+y(j))|u⇐0 := {z ∈ [n] : (x(i)+y(j))z = 1} as an abbreviated notation. When X = P
(f)
1

and Y = P
(f)
0 , we denote MKWu

f
:=M

P
(f)
1 ,P

(f)
0

KWu
f

.
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We prove insights on the structure of the KWu communication matrices of the hazard-derivatives.
Our main observation is that for every f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} and x ∈ {0, 1}n, the communication
matrix of KW+

df(x;·) is a submatrix of MKWu
f
.

Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a non-constant Boolean function and let x ∈ {0, 1}n be a fixed
Boolean input such that f(x) = b ∈ {0, 1}. We begin with studying the prime implicants and
prime implicates of df(x; ·), since they are the inputs of the hazard-free KW game for df(x; ·).
We show how to infer P

(df(x;·))
1 and P

(df(x;·))
0 from P

(f)
1 and P

(f)
0 . In fact, every q1 ∈ P

(df(x;·))
1

is generated by one (or more) p¬b ∈ P
(f)
¬b , and every q0 ∈ P

(df(x;·))
0 is generated by exactly one

pb ∈ P
(f)
b . This translation preserves the set of stable and different coordinates between p¬b and

pb, the generators of q1 and q0, respectively.

Definition 3.3. We say that pb ∈ P
(f)
b derives x if pb

u≤ x. We denote the subset of P
(f)
b that

derives x by P
(f)
b |x.

Lemma 3.4 (The prime implicates of the derivative).

P
(df(x;·))
0 = {pb + x : pb ∈ P

(f)
b |x}.

Proof. ⊆: Let q0 ∈ P
(df(x;·))
0 . Let q̂0 be the maximal resolution of q0 as in Definition 2.10. By

Lemma 2.3 and Corollary 2.13, we have that q0 ∈ {0, u}n and therefore, q0 = uq̂0. Following

Lemma 2.12, q0 ∈ P
(df(x;·))
0 if and only if:

1. df(x; q̂0)) = 0.

2. For every coordinate i ∈ [n] such that (q0)i 6= u, it holds that df(x; q̂0|i  1)) = 1.

Assumption 1 implies that f̃(x + uq̂0) = f(x) = b. By assumption 2, for every i ∈ [n] that is
a stable coordinate in q0, we get f̃(x + u(q̂0|i  1)) = f̃(x + (uq̂0)|i  u) = f̃((x + uq̂0)|i  u) = u. As
a coordinate i is stable in x + uq̂0 if and only if it is stable in uq̂0, it follows from uq̂0 = q0 that

(x+ uq̂0) ∈ P
(f)
b .

Denote pb := x+ uq̂0. It follows that pb + x = (x+ uq̂0) + x = uq̂0 = q0 and pb
u≤ x as required.

⊇: Let pb ∈ P
(f)
b |x. Denote q := pb + x. As x ∈ R(pb), we have for every i ∈ [n]:

(q)i =

{

0, (pb)i 6= u,

u, (pb)i = u.
(1)

We show that q ∈ P
df(x;·)
0 by proving the conditions of Lemma 2.12 hold. First, following (1) and

Definition 2.10, we have x+uq̂ = x+q = pb. Since pb ∈ P
(f)
b , we have f̃(x+uq̂) = f̃(pb) = f(x) = b

and therefore df(x; q̂) = 0.
Next, let i ∈ [n] be a stable coordinate in q. By the definition of q, it is also a stable coordinate

in pb. Since x + u(q̂|i  1) = (x + uq̂)|i  u = pb|i  u, and pb ∈ P
(f)
b , we have f̃(x + u(q̂|i  1)) =

f̃(pb|i  u) = u and therefore df(x; q̂|i  1) = 1.

Before studying the structure of the prime implicants of df(x; ·), we prove the following auxiliary
lemma:
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Lemma 3.5. Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a Boolean function, and let x ∈ {0, 1}n be a fixed Boolean

input such that f(x) = b ∈ {0, 1}. Then, q1 ∈ P (df(x;·))
1 if and only if q1 ∈ {1, u}n and the following

z ∈ R(x+ uq̌1) is the only resolution for which f(z) = ¬b:

z := ∀i ∈ [n].(z)i =

{

xi, (q̌1)i = 0,

¬xi, (q̌1)i = 1.

Proof. ⇒ By Lemma 2.12 it holds that:

1. f̃(x+ uq̌1) = u.

2. for every i ∈ [n] such that (q1)i 6= u, f̃(x+ u(q̌1|i  0)) = f(x) = b.

Assume toward contradiction there exists z′ ∈ R(x+ uq̌1) such that z′ 6= z and f(z′) = ¬b. There
exists j ∈ [n] such that zj 6= (z′)j . For every i ∈ [n], when (q̌1)i = 0 we have that zi = (z′)i = xi.
Hence, (q̌1)j = 1, (z′)j = xj, zj = ¬xj and (q1)j = 1. Therefore, z′ ∈ R(x + u(q̌1|j  0)) and by
assumption 2, f(z′) = b in contradiction. As f̃(x + uq̌1) = u, it must be the case that f(z) = ¬b.
Corollary 2.13 completes the proof.

⇐ Since x, z ∈ R(x + uq̌1), it holds that f̃(x + uq̌1) = u, implying df(x; q̌1) = 1. Let i ∈ [n]
such that (q1)i 6= u, so (q1)i = 1 and (q̌1)i = 1. Since R(x + u(q̌1|i  0)) ( R(x + uq̌1) and
z 6∈ R(x + u(q̌1|i  0)) we get from our assumption that f̃(x + u(q̌1|i  0)) = f(x) = b. Hence,

df(x; q̌1|i  0) = 0. Following Lemma 2.12, we get q1 ∈ P
(df(x;·))
1 .

Lemma 3.6 (The prime implicants of the derivative).

P
(df(x;·))
1 ⊆ {(p¬b + x)|0⇐u : p¬b ∈ P

(f)
¬b } ⊆ I

df(x;·)
1 .

Proof. Let q1 ∈ P
(df(x;·))
1 . Following Corollary 2.13, we have q1 ∈ {1, u}n. Let z ∈ R(x+ uq̌1) such

that f(z) = ¬b as in Lemma 3.5. Let p¬b ∈ P (f)
¬b such that p¬b

u≤ z.7 By Lemma 3.5, for i ∈ [n] we
have that:

(p¬b + x+ q̌1)i =











u, (p¬b)i = u,

xi + xi + 0 = 0, (p¬b)i 6= u, (q̌1)i = 0,

¬xi + xi + 1 = 0, (p¬b)i 6= u, (q̌1)i = 1.

This implies that if (p¬b + x)i = 1 then (q̌1)i = 1. We next show that this is an if and only
if statement: Assume toward contradiction that there exists i ∈ [n] such that (p¬b)i = u and

(q̌1)i = 1. Then z′ = z|i  xi
satisfies p¬b

u≤ z′ so f(z′) = ¬b. As (q̌1)i = 1 we have zi = ¬xi and so
(z′)i 6= zi. Since z

′ ∈ R(x+ uq̌1) and z
′ 6= z we get a contradiction to Lemma 3.5.

Consequently, (p¬b + x)i = 1 ⇐⇒ (q̌1)i = 1 ⇐⇒ (q1)i = 1. Since q1 ∈ {1, u}n, we get

(p¬b + x)|0⇐u = q1. This holds for every q1 ∈ P
(df(x;·))
1 , so we get the first containment.

Let p¬b ∈ P
(f)
¬b and denote p := (p¬b + x)|0⇐u. We prove that p ∈ I

df(x;·)
1 . As df(x; ·) is

monotone, following Lemma 2.11 it is enough to show that p̌ satisfies df(x; p̌) = 1. Therefore, we
prove that f̃(x+ up̌) = u. Indeed, for every i ∈ [n]:

(x+ up̌)i =

{

u, (p¬b)i = ¬xi,
xi, (p¬b)i = xi or (p¬b)i = u.

7There may be several p¬b ∈ P
(f)
¬b such that p¬b

u

≤ z′ as in Example 3.7. For this reason we can get strict

containment P
(df(x;·))
1 ( {(p¬b + x)|0⇐u : p¬b ∈ P

(f)
¬b } in such cases.
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Let x′ ∈ {0, 1}n such that:

x′i :=

{

(p¬b)i, (p¬b)i 6= u,

xi, (p¬b)i = u.

Clearly, x′ ∈ R(p¬b), therefore f(x′) = ¬b. Moreover, x′, x ∈ R(x+ up̌) and so f̃(x+ up̌) = u.

Example 3.7 (In Lemma 3.6 equality does not necessarily hold). We present a simple example

where P
(df(x;·))
1 6= {(p¬b + x)|0⇐u : p¬b ∈ P

(f)
¬b }. Consider f : {0, 1}3 → {0, 1} such that f−1(1) =

{000, 001, 011, 111}. It is not hard to see that P
(f)
1 = {u11, 0u1, 00u}. When setting x0 := 110, we

get b := f(x0) = 0 and:

{(p¬b + x0)|0⇐u : p¬b ∈ P
(f)
¬b } = {uu1, 1u1, 11u}.

Clearly, 1u1 is not a prime implicant of df(x0; ·), since uu1 is also an implicant. Therefore,

{uu1, 1u1, 11u} 6= P
(df(x0;·))
1 .

Lemma 3.8. Let x ∈ {0, 1}n. Assume without the loss of generality f(x) = 0. Let q1 ∈ P
(df(x;·))
1

and q0 ∈ P
(df(x;·))
0 . According to Lemma 3.6 and Lemma 3.4 there exist p1 ∈ P

(f)
1 and p0 ∈ P

(f)
0 |x

such that q1 = (p1 + x)|0⇐u and q0 = p0 + x. Then, for every d ∈ [n] the following holds:

(q1 + q0)d = 1 ⇐⇒ (p1 + p0)d = 1.

Proof. (q1 + q0)d = 1 iff8 (q1)d = 1, (q0)d = 0 iff (p1)d = ¬xd, (p0)d = xd iff9 (p1)d, (p0)d 6= u and
(p0)d 6= (p1)d iff (p1 + p0)d = 1.

Proposition 3.9. Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a Boolean function, and let M represent the commu-

nication matrix for KWu
f . Denote the row labels of M by P

(f)
1 := {p(1)1 . . . , p

(k)
1 } and the column

labels by P
(f)
0 := {p(1)0 , . . . , p

(l)
0 }. Then, for a monotone f , all rows and columns in M are distinct.

Proof. We prove the rows are distinct. The proof for distinct columns is similar. Let i 6= j ∈ [k].

By Corollary 2.13, we have p
(i)
1 , p

(j)
1 ∈ {1, u}n. W.l.o.g there exists d ∈ [n] such that (p

(i)
1 )d = 1

and (p
(j)
1 )d = u. By Proposition 2.9, there exists p

(i′)
0 ∈ P

(f)
0 such that the only different stable

coordinate in p
(i′)
0 and p

(i)
1 is d. Therefore, Mi,i′ = {d}, but d 6∈Mj,i′ as (p

(j)
1 )d = u.

Proposition 3.10. Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a non-constant Boolean function. For every x ∈
{0, 1}n, MKWu

df(x;·)
is a submatrix of MKWu

f
.

Proof. Fix x ∈ {0, 1}n. Without the loss of generality, assume f(x) = 0. Denote the rows labels

of MKWu
df(x;·)

by P
(df(x;·))
1 = {q(1)1 , . . . , q

(k)
1 } and the column labels by P

(df(x;·))
0 = {q(1)0 , . . . , q

(l)
0 }.

Similarly, denote the row labels of MKWu
f

by P
(f)
1 = {p(1)1 , . . . , p

(K)
1 } and the column labels by

P
(f)
0 = {p(1)0 , . . . , p

(L)
0 }.

To prove the claim, we show that for every i ∈ [k] there exists π(i) ∈ [K] and for every j ∈ [l]
there exists σ(j) ∈ [L] so that (MKWu

df(x;·)
)i,j = (MKWu

f
)π(i),σ(j). In other words, if we only consider

8By Corollary 2.13, df(x; ·) is a monotone function.
9By our assumptions we have that p0

u

≤ x.
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the set of rows I = {π(i) : i ∈ [k]} and the set of columns J = {σ(j) : j ∈ [l]} then we get that,
up to reordering, MKWu

df(x;·)
= MKWu

f
|I×J . Indeed, note that if such π and σ exist, then by

Proposition 3.9, π and σ must be injective.

Let i ∈ [k]. Lemma 3.6 implies that there exists π(i) ∈ [K] such that q
(i)
1 = (p

(π(i))
1 + x)|0⇐u.

Similarly, let j ∈ [l], then by Lemma 3.4, there exists σ(j) ∈ [L] such that q
(j)
0 = p

(σ(j))
0 + x. By

Lemma 3.8, we have (MKWu
df(x;·)

)i,j = (MKWu
f
)π(i),σ(j), which implies the claim.

Remark 3.11. Observe that in the proof of Proposition 3.10, for every j it holds that p
(σ(j))
0 ∈

P
(f)
b |x. Thus, MKWu

df(x;·)
is actually a submatrix of another submatrix of MKWu

f
whose labels are

P
(f)
1 × P

(f)
0 |x.

Corollary 3.12. Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a non-constant Boolean function and let x ∈ {0, 1}n
be a fixed Boolean input. It holds that

size+F (df(x; ·)) ≤ sizeuF (f).

Proof. Fix x ∈ {0, 1}n. Say P is a protocol that solves KWu
f . By Proposition A.7, we get that P

induces a partition of MKWu
f
to KWu

f–monochromatic rectangles. We proved in Proposition 3.10

that MKWu
df(x;·)

is a submatrix of MKWu
f
, and so the partition that P induces on MKWu

f
is also

a valid10 partition of MKWu
df(x;·)

. Note that df(x; ·) is a monotone Boolean function according to

Lemma 2.3. The claim follows since:

sizeuF (f)
Theorem 1.15

= mono-rec(KWu
f ) ≥ mono-rec(KWu

df(x;·)) (2)

Theorem 1.19
= mono-rec(KW+

df(x;·))
Theorem 2.26

= size+F (df(x; ·)).

We now prove another important observation regarding MKWu
df(x;·)

. Let M be the submatrix

of MKWu
f
with labels P

(f)
1 × P

(f)
0 |x. Using Lemma 2.21, we show that the protocol complexity of

MKWu
df(x;·)

is equal to that of M . The intuition comes from Lemma 3.6, where we prove that for

every p¬b ∈ P
(f)
¬b it holds that (p¬b + x)|0⇐u ∈ I

df(x;·)
1 . Moreover, for every p¬b and the associated

(p¬b + x)|0⇐u we get that the corresponding rows in M and MKWu
df(x;·)

, respectively, are equal.

Some of the implicants p¬b are prime implicant of the derivative, but not all of them, as illustrated
in Example 3.7. The rows that “disappear”, are those associated with p¬b for which (p¬b + x)|0⇐u

is not a prime implicant of the hazard-derivative. Therefore, (p¬b + x)|0⇐u contains less u’s, and
the associated row in M can potentially have more valid answers. These rows are super rows in
MKWu

df(x;·)
.

Proposition 3.13. Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} and x ∈ {0, 1}n such that f(x) = 0. We denote by

M the submatrix of MKWu
f
with labels P

(f)
1 ×P

(f)
0 |x. We also denote the communication matrix of

KWu
df(x;·) by M

′ :=MKWu
df(x;·)

. The following holds:

mono-rec(M) = mono-rec(M ′),

CC(M) = CC(M ′).
10A partition that can be induced by a protocol.
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Proof. Following Lemma 3.4, we denote the column labels of M by P
(f)
0 |x := {p(1)0 , . . . , p

(ℓ)
0 } and

the column labels of M ′ by P (df(x;·))
0 := {p(1)0 + x, . . . , p

(ℓ)
0 + x}. We prove that the assumptions of

Lemma 2.21 hold for M,M ′, k := |P (f)
1 |, k′ := |P (df(x;·))

1 |, ℓ := |P (f)
0 |x| and the KWu

f relation. By
Remark 3.11, we get that M ′ is a submatrix of M , so assumption 2 of Lemma 2.21 holds.

We now prove that for every i ∈ k, Mi is a super-row in M ′. Let i ∈ [k] and let p1 ∈ P
(f)
1 be

the associated row label in M . Following Lemma 3.6 we have (p1 + x)|0⇐u ∈ I
(df(x;·))
1 , so there

exists q1 ∈ P
(df(x;·))
1 such that q1

u≤ (p1 + x)|0⇐u. We prove that the row associated with q1 in

M ′ is a sub-row of Mi. By the first inclusion in Lemma 3.6, there exists p̃1 ∈ P
(f)
1 such that

q1 = (p̃1 + x)|0⇐u. We denote by ĩ ∈ [k] the row index of p̃1 in M . According to Lemma 3.8, the
row associated with p̃1 in M and the row associated with q1 in M ′ are equal, so it is enough to

show that Mĩ is a sub-row of Mi. Let j ∈ [ℓ] and p
(j)
0 ∈ P

(f)
0 |x be the associated column label in

M . Recall that p
(j)
0

u≤ x. Let a coordinate d ∈ [n]. Since (p̃1 + x)|0⇐u
u≤ (p1 + x)|0⇐u, we have

(p̃1)d = ¬xd ⇒ (p1)d = ¬xd, and so:

d ∈Mĩ,j ⇒ (p̃1 + p
(j)
0 )d = 1 ⇒ (p̃1)d = ¬xd, (p(j)0 )d = xd

⇒ (p1)d = ¬xd, (p(j)0 )d = xd ⇒ (p1 + p
(j)
0 )d = 1 ⇒ d ∈Mi,j.

As for every j ∈ [ℓ], Mĩ,j ⊆ Mi,j, Mi′ is a sub-row of Mi, therefore, assumption 1 of Lemma 2.21
holds.

3.2 Unateness as a criterion

We prove the proposition below by applying Proposition 3.13, which immediately shows that the
hazard-derivative lower bound method is tight for unate functions.

Proposition 3.14 (Unate functions do not break the monotone barrier). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}
be a non-constant unate Boolean function. Then, there exists x ∈ {0, 1}n such that:

size+F (df(x; ·)) = sizeuF (f).

Proof. A unate function is positive or negative unate in each of it’s variables. By Lemma 2.17, it is
not possible for a unate function to have two prime implicates with stable and different coordinates.

Hence, there exists x′ ∈ {0, 1}n that satisfies P
(f)
0 |x′ = P

(f)
0 . In particular, P

(f)
1 × P

(f)
0 |x′ =

P
(f)
1 × P

(f)
0 . Following Proposition 3.13, we get:

CC(MKWu
f
) = CC(MKWu

df(x′;·)
),

mono-rec(MKWu
f
) = mono-rec(MKWu

df(x′;·)
).

We conclude, as in Equation (2), that sizeuF (f) = size+F (df(x
′; ·)).

The opposite direction requires more work. Using “fooling-set” arguments, we show that for
a non-unate function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}, there are two entries in MKWu

f
that cannot be in

the same KWu
f -monochromatic rectangle. However, this special structure does not appear in the

communication matrices of the hazard-derivatives of f , allowing us to show a gap of at least one
rectangle.
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Proposition 3.15. Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a non-unate Boolean function. Then, there exists a

coordinate d ∈ [n], p1, q1 ∈ P
(f)
1 and p0, q0 ∈ P

(f)
0 such that:

1. (p1)d = 0, (p0)d = 1 and d is the only different and stable coordinate between p1 and p0.

2. (q1)d = 1, (q0)d = 0 and d is the only different and stable coordinate between q1 and q0.

Proof. As f is non-unate, there exists d ∈ [n] such that f is not positive or negative unate in xd.
Hence, there exist z, s ∈ {0, 1}n such that:

f(z|d  0) > f(z|d  1), f(s|d  1) > f(s|d  0).

Therefore, there exist p1, q1 ∈ P (f)
1 such that p1

u≤ z|d  0 and q1
u≤ s|d  1. By Proposition 2.9, there

exist p0, q0 ∈ P
(f)
0 such that only the d’th coordinate in p1, p0 and in q1, q0 is stable and different.

As 0 = (p1)d 6= (q1)d = 1, we conclude that 1 = (p0)d 6= (q0)d = 0 and the claim follows.

We can divide the prime implicants of a non-unate f according to the value of the d’th coordinate:

P
(f)
1 = P d=1

1 ∪P d=0
1 ∪P d=u

1 . We use the same notations for the prime implicates, with P
(f)
0 instead

of P
(f)
1 . We proved in Proposition 3.15 that P d=1

1 , P d=0
1 , P d=1

0 , P d=0
0 6= ∅, therefore we have the

following picture:

P d=1
1

P d=0
1

P d=u
1

P d=1
0 P d=0

0 P d=u
0

p0 . . . q0 . . . . . .
















































q1 d d, ...

... d, ... d, ...

p1 d d, ...

... d, ... d, ...

...

Figure 2: Sketch of MKWu
f
for a non-unate f .

Empty entries do not contain the d’th coordinate. We use the notation ′d, . . .′ when there may
be stable coordinates other than d on which the row labels and column labels differ.

Proposition 3.16. Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a non-unate Boolean function. Then for every
x ∈ {0, 1}n, it holds that:

size+F (df(x; ·)) < sizeuF (f).

Proof. Let d ∈ [n], p0, p1, q0, q1 be as in Proposition 3.15. Let x ∈ {0, 1}n. Assume without the
loss of generality that f(x) = 0 and xd = 0. We denote by M ′ the communication matrix for the
monotone KW game of df(x; ·). We denote by M the submatrix of MKWu

f
with column labels

P
(f)
0 |x ⊆ P d=0

0 ∪ P d=u
0 . According to Proposition 3.10 and Remark 3.11, M ′ is a submatrix of M .
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Let P be a protocol for MKWu
f
. As the d’th coordinate in p0, p1 is the only coordinate that is both

stable and different, there exists a d-uniform rectangle Rec as in Definition 2.18, which contains

(p1, p0), in the partition induced by P . Moreover, Rec has to be a subset of P
(f)
1 × P d=1

0 .
Next, consider the following protocol P ′ for M ′: Alice and Bob follow P , but since P ′ operates

only on P
(f)
1 × (P d=0

0 ∪ P d=u
0 ), we may get empty leaves which can be removed. We must have

removed the leaf associated with Rec, so:

mono-rec(P ′) < mono-rec(P ).

As before, the claim follows from Theorem 1.15, Theorem 1.19 and Theorem 2.26.

The proof of Theorem 1.26 follows immediately from Proposition 3.14 and Proposition 3.16.

4 A universal upper bound for most Boolean functions

In this section, we study the hazard-free formula complexity of random Boolean functions. While
these functions have maximal formula complexity in the standard setting, we show that their
hazard-derivatives are significantly simpler. This observation reveals a considerable gap between the
hazard-free complexity of a random function and the monotone complexity of its hazard-derivatives.
Consequently, random functions break the monotone barrier in a strong way, thus answering Ques-
tion 1.13.

Combining this result with Theorem 1.29, we derive an 2(1+o(1))n upper bound for the hazard-
free formula complexity of random functions. This greatly improves upon the best-known upper
bound for arbitrary functions, currently O(3n).

4.1 The hazard-derivative of a random Boolean function

Definition 4.1. We say that f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} is a random function if it is sampled uniformly
at random among all Boolean functions on n variables. Alternatively, we can think as generating
f by sampling, for every x ∈ {0, 1}n, a value f(x) ∈ {0, 1} uniformly and independently.

It is well known that the formula complexity of a random function is maximal.

Theorem 4.2 ([RS42, Sha49]). For any ǫ > 0, almost all Boolean functions on n variables require

formula size of at least (1−ǫ)2n

logn .

Since sizeuF (f) ≥ sizeF (f), an immediate consequence of Theorem 4.2 is that with high prob-
ability, a random Boolean function over n variables requires hazard-free formulas of size at least
Ω( 2n

logn).
In contrast, we expect the hazard-derivatives of a randomly sampled function to have low

monotone complexity. Hazard-derivatives indicate whether the function’s output changes when
perturbing a fixed input. As more bits in the input are perturbed, the probability that the function’s
output would not change is low, since there are a lot of resolutions. Consequently, the derivative’s
output is likely to be 1, making the hazard-derivative nearly constant.

In what follows, we denote the weight of x ∈ {0, u, 1}n as |x| := |{i : xi = 1}|.
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Lemma 4.3 (P
(df(x;·))
1 for a random f tend to have more unstable bits). Let x ∈ {0, 1}n and let

q1 ∈ {0, u, 1}n be fixed such that |q1| = k. The probability that q1 ∈ P
(df(x;·))
1 , for a random Boolean

function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}, is (12)
2k−1.

Proof. By Lemma 3.5, q1 ∈ P
(df(x;·))
1 if and only if q1 ∈ {1, u}n and there exists exactly one

z ∈ R(x+uq̌1) such that f(z) = ¬f(x). The probability of this event is 2 ·(12 )|R(x+uq̌1)| = 2 ·(12 )2
k

=

(12 )
2k−1.

Lemma 4.4. A random Boolean function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}, sampled uniformly at random,
satisfies that with high probability, for every x ∈ {0, 1}n:

size+F (df(x; ·)) =
nlogn

log n(1−o(1)) logn
.

Proof. Fix x ∈ {0, 1}n. Taking the union bound over all q1 ∈ {0, u, 1}n with weight k > log n and
using Lemma 4.3, we get:

Pr[∃q1 ∈ P
(df(x;·))
1 , |q1| > log n] ≤

∑

logn<k≤n

Pr[∃q1 ∈ P
(df(x;·))
1 , |q1| = k] ≤

≤
∑

logn<k≤n

(

n

k

)(

1

2

)2k−1

.

Taking the union bound over all Boolean inputs of length n, we get:

Pr[∃x, q1 ∈ P
(df(x;·))
1 , |q1| > log n] ≤ 2n ·

∑

logn<k≤n

(

n

k

)(

1

2

)2k−1

≤ 2n+1 ·
∑

logn<k≤n

nk
(

1

2

)2k

=
∑

logn<k≤n

(

1

2

)2k−(k logn+n+1)

≤ 11n ·
(

1

2

)2log n+1−((log n+1) logn+n+1)

=
n

2Ω(n)
.

By the calculation above, we have that with high probability, all prime implicants of all hazard-
derivatives of f are of weight at most log n. Fix x ∈ {0, 1}n. It holds that:

df(x; y) =
∨

p1∈P (df(x;·))
1

∧

(p1)i=1

yi.

This is a monotone DNF formula for df(x; ·), where each term is a prime implicant. Since the
weight of all prime implicants is at most log n, each term contains at most log n literals. The
number of prime implicants is upper bounded by

logn
∑

k=1

(

n

k

)

≤ log n ·
(

n

log n

)

≤ log n ·
(

en

log n

)logn

=
nlogn

log n(1−o(1)) logn
,

where in the last inequality we used the well known estimate
(a
b

)

≤ (ea/b)b where e is the basis of

the natural log. Hence, we get a monotone formula of size nlog n

logn(1−o(1)) logn .

11Since g(k) = 2k − (k log n+ n+ 1) is monotone increasing in k.
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The proof of Proposition 1.28, which we restate for ease of reading, follows immediately.

Proposition 1.28. Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a random Boolean function. With high probability,
f(x) breaks the monotone barrier with the following gap:

mono-gap(f) = ω

(

2n

nlogn

)

.

Proof. By Theorem 4.2, for the majority of Boolean functions it holds that sizeuF (f) ≥ sizeF (f) =
Ω( 2n

logn). Combining this with Lemma 4.4, we conclude the result.

This provides a strong answer to Question 1.13, showing that the gap can be exponential in the
number of variables.

4.2 Hazard-derivatives upper bound

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.29, which upper bounds the hazard-free formula size in terms
of the monotone formula size of several of its hazard-derivatives, corresponding to inputs that cover
all the prime implicates of f (or prime implicants, by considering ¬f).

We leverage this result to obtain an improved upper bound on the hazard-free formula com-
plexity of random Boolean functions, thus proving Theorem 1.27 (see Theorem 4.5). Furthermore,
Theorem 4.5 demonstrates that the upper bound in Theorem 1.29 is not too far from the truth for
random Boolean functions. We then provide an example showing that Theorem 1.29 can yield a
tight bound.

To ease the reading, we repeat the statement of Theorem 1.29.

Theorem 1.29 (Hazard-derivatives upper bound). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} and let X0 ⊆ f−1(0)
and X1 ⊆ f−1(1). Then,

if P
(f)
0 =

⋃

x∈X0

P
(f)
0 |x, then it holds that sizeuF (f) ≤

∑

x∈X0

size+F (df(x; ·)).

Similarly,

if P
(f)
1 =

⋃

x∈X1

P
(f)
1 |x, then it holds that sizeuF (f) ≤

∑

x∈X1

size+F (df(x; ·)).

Proof. All derivatives are monotone Boolean functions (Lemma 2.3), so following Theorem 1.19, it
is enough to prove:

sizeuF (f) ≤
∑

x∈X0

sizeuF (df(x; ·)).

We design a protocol P for KWu
f that has at most

∑

x∈X0
mono-rec(MKWu

df(x;·)
) many leaves.

Let MKWu
f
be the communication matrix for the KWu

f game. Note that the column labels of

this matrix are P
(f)
0 . We denote X0 = {x(1), . . . , x(k)} and partition P

(f)
0 to ≤ k distinct subsets

A1, . . . , Ak ⊆ P
(f)
0 according to X0:

A1 := P
(f)
0 |x(1) ,
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Ai := P
(f)
0 |x(i) \

i−1
⋃

j=1

Aj.

It is easy to see that:

P
(f)
0 =

k
⋃

i=1

Ai,

and for every i ∈ [k]:

Ai ⊆ P
(f)
0 |x(i) .

Therefore, if we consider the protocol P that starts with partitioning MKWu
f
into distinct subma-

trices of MKWu
f
with labels P

(f)
1 ×Ai, denoted as Mi, we get:

mono-rec(MKWu
f
) ≤

∑

x∈X
mono-rec(Mi).

Since each Mi is contained in the corresponding submatrix of MKWu
f
, which is labeled by P

(f)
1 ×

P
(f)
0 |x(i) , it follows from Proposition 3.13 that mono-rec(Mi) ≤ mono-rec(MKWu

df(x(i);·)

), and thus

the claim follows.
The proof for the case where the implicants are covered follows by considering ¬f , since

sizeuF (f) = sizeuF (¬f) and df(x; ·) = d(¬f)(x; ·) for every x.

As a corollary, we get a universal upper bound on the hazard-free formula complexity of random
Boolean functions, which in particular proves Theorem 1.27.

Theorem 4.5 (A universal upper bound for most Boolean functions). For a random Boolean
function f , we get that with high probability, for a minimally sized X such that

P
(f)
0 =

⋃

x∈X
P

(f)
0 |x,

the following holds:

(

∑

x∈X
size+F (df(x; ·))

)1−o(1)

≤ sizeuF (f) ≤
∑

x∈X
size+F (df(x; ·)).

In particular, for a random Boolean function f , with high probability, we get that:

2n

log n
≤ sizeuF (f) ≤ 2n · nlogn

log n(1−o(1)) logn
.

Proof. The claims follow immediately from Theorem 4.2, Lemma 4.4 and Theorem 1.29.
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4.2.1 Tight bound for range functions

Here, we prove that Theorem 1.29 can give exact bounds. We consider the special case where

there exists x0 ∈ {0, 1}n such that P
(f)
0 = P

(f)
0 |x0 ∪ P

(f)
0 |¬x0 . Later, we discuss a family of explicit

functions that satisfy the above property.

Proposition 4.6. Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a non-constant Boolean function. If there exists

x0 ∈ {0, 1}n such that P
(f)
0 = P

(f)
0 |x0 ∪ P

(f)
0 |¬x0, then:

sizeuF (f) = size+F (df(x0; ·)) + size+F (df(¬x0; ·)).

Proof. Let P a protocol for KWu
f and letM :=MKWu

f
. Let Rec = A×B be a KWu

f -monochromatic

rectangle in the partition induced by P (in particular, A ⊆ P
(f)
1 and B ⊆ P

(f)
0 ). We first prove

that Rec ⊆ P
(f)
1 × P

(f)
0 |x0 or Rec ⊆ P

(f)
1 × P

(f)
0 |¬x0 . Indeed, assume toward contradiction that

B ∩ P (f)
0 |x0 6= ∅ and B ∩ P (f)

0 |¬x0 6= ∅. Hence, there exist p1 ∈ P
(f)
1 , p0 ∈ P (f)

0 |x0 and q0 ∈ P
(f)
0 |¬x0

such that (p1, p0), (p1, q0) ∈ Rec. Since Rec is KWu
f -monochromatic there must exist d ∈ [n] such

that d ∈Mp1,p0 ∩Mp1,q0 . Meaning (p1)d 6= (p0)d and (p1)d 6= (q0)d and (p1)d, (p0)d, (q0)d are stable.
Therefore, (p0)d = (q0)d. This is a contradiction, since p0 derives x0 and q0 derives ¬x0, their stable
coordinates must be different.

Next, we prove that every protocol P for KWu
f can start, without increasing the number of

leaves, with partitioning P
(f)
0 to P

(f)
0 |x0 and P

(f)
0 |¬x0 . We present a protocol P ′ for KWu

f . Bob

starts by partitioning P
(f)
0 to P

(f)
0 |x0 and P

(f)
0 |¬x0 , this step requires 1 bit of communication. After

this step, Alice and Bob follow P on the inputs in P
(f)
1 × P

(f)
0 |x0 or P

(f)
1 × P

(f)
0 |¬x0 , according to

the first bit, and return the obtained answer.

We denote by Px0 the protocol P played only on inputs in P
(f)
1 × P

(f)
0 |x0 , and by P¬x0 the

protocol P played only on inputs in P
(f)
1 × P

(f)
0 |¬x0 . Since every monochromatic rectangle in the

partition induced by P is contained in exactly one of these inputs subsets, we can eliminate leaves
in Px0 and in P¬x0 that the players would never reach. We get:

mono-rec(P ) = mono-rec(Px0) + mono-rec(P¬x0) = mono-rec(P ′). (3)

Notice that Px0 and P¬x0 are protocols for the submatrices of MKWu
f
with labels P

(f)
1 ×P

(f)
0 |x0

and P
(f)
1 × P

(f)
0 |¬x0 , respectively. According to Proposition 3.13, these submatrices are equivalent

in terms of communication complexity to MKWu
df(x0;·)

and MKWu
df(¬x0;·)

, hence, we get:

mono-rec(Px0) ≥ sizeuF (KW+
df(x0;·)), (4)

mono-rec(P¬x0) ≥ sizeuF (KW+
df(¬x0;·)). (5)

Following (3), (4), (5) and Theorem 1.19 we have:

sizeuF (f) ≥ size+F (df(x0; ·)) + size+F (df(¬x0; ·)). (6)

Theorem 1.29 implies that the lower bound in (6) is tight.
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We next present an example of an explicit function that satisfies the assumption of Proposi-
tion 4.6.

Definition 4.7 (Threshold and Range functions). Let k ∈ [n]. A threshold-k function T n
k :

{0, 1}n → {0, 1} is defined such that T n
k = 1 iff x1 + · · ·+ xn ≥ k.

Let a, b ∈ [n] such that 0 < a < b ≤ n. We call Rn
a,b an a-b-range function, if for every

x ∈ {0, 1}n, Rn
a,b(x) = 1 iff a ≤ x1 + · · ·+ xn < b. In other words, Rn

a,b(x) = T n
a (x) ∧ ¬T n

b (x).

Lemma 4.8 (Prime implicants and prime implicates of range functions). Let Rn
a,b : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}

be an a-b-range function for some a, b. Let p ∈ {0, u, 1}n. We denote the number of 1s in p by n1
and the number of 0s in p by n0. Then:

1. p ∈ P
(Rn

a,b
)

1 if and only if n1 = a and n0 = n− (b− 1).

2. p ∈ P
(Rn

a,b
)

0 if and only if n0 = 0 and n1 = b or n1 = 0 and n0 = n− (a− 1).

Proof. We prove Property 2, since Property 1 can be proved similarly.
It is clear that if an input satisfies Property 2 then it is an implicate. To prove that these are

the only prime implicates consider p ∈ P
(Rn

a,b
)

0 . In order for p to be an implicate of Rn
a,b, every

resolution must have at most a− 1 1s or at least b 1s. Therefore, we have to set at least n− (a− 1)
coordinates of p to 0 or at least b coordinates of p to 1. Naturally, the minimal implicates with

respect to
u≤ are those with n0 = 0 and n1 = b or n1 = 0 and n0 = n− (a− 1).

Lemma 4.9. Let Rn
a,b : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be an a-b-range function for some a, b, then:

dRn
a,b(0̄; ·) = T n

a ,

dRn
a,b(1̄; ·) = T n

n−(b−1).

Proof. Note that Rn
a,b(0̄) = 0 and Rn

a,b(1̄) = 0. Considering Lemma 4.8, we calculate the prime
implicants and prime implicates of dRn

a,b(0̄; ·):

• Following Lemma 3.6, every p ∈ P
(Rn

a,b
)

1 has a 1s and n − (b − 1) 0s. Therefore, (p + 0̄)|0⇐u

would have exactly a 1s. Hence, we get that all
(n
a

)

choices of a 1s from n bits are a subset
of the implicants of dRn

a,b(0̄; ·).

• Let p ∈ P
(Rn

a,b
)

0 . As in the previous lemma, we denote n0 as the number of 0s and n1 as the
number of 1s in p. Following Lemma 3.4, p derives 0̄ iff n1 = 0, n0 = n− (a− 1). Therefore,
p0 ∈ {0, u, 1}n is a prime implicate of dRn

a,b(0̄; ·) iff p0 has exactly n− (a− 1) 0s.

It is not difficult to prove that the prime implicants and the prime implicates above are the ones
of T n

a .
Similarly, we follow the above steps on dRn

a,b(1̄; ·) to get that the implicates are those with
exactly b 0s, and the prime implicants are those with exactly n− (b− 1) 1s.

Proposition 4.10 (Tight lower bound for range functions). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be an a-b-range
function, then:

sizeuF (f) = size+F (T
n
a ) + size+F (T

n
n−(b−1)).
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Proof. Lemma 4.8 implies the following for x0 := 0̄:

P
(Rn

a,b
)

0 = P
(Rn

a,b
)

0 |0̄ ∪ P
(Rn

a,b
)

0 |1̄.

We derive the claim following Proposition 4.6 and Lemma 4.9.

5 Composition of Boolean functions in hazard-free setting

In this section, we prove Proposition 1.30, which establishes a lower bound on the communication
complexity of the hazard-free KW game for the composition of a monotone function with an
arbitrary inner function. This result is inspired by [KRW95, Lemma 4], which obtains a similar
result in the monotone setting. By Theorem 1.19, the monotone KW game is equivalent to the
hazard-free KW game, enabling us to extend the proof of [KRW95] to a partially hazard-free setting.
The lower bound is then derived through a reduction to the direct sum of functions, as shown in
[KRW95, Corollary 5].

The hazard-free KW game is played on the prime implicants (and implicates). We show in
Proposition 5.1 that the prime implicants (and implicates) of the composed function, f ⋄ g, can be
derived from the prime implicants (and implicates) of f and g.

We first introduce some notation. For s1 ∈ {0, u, 1}n and s2 ∈ {0, u, 1}m, we denote as s1 · s2
the concatenation of s1 and s2. Let g : {0, u, 1}m → {0, u, 1} be a ternary function, and let
X ∈ {0, u, 1}nm be a ternary n×m matrix. For brevity, we denote g[X] := (g(X1), . . . , g(Xn)) and
dg[X;Y ] := (dg(X1;Y1), . . . ,dg(Xn;Yn)), where Xi is the i’th row of X.

Proposition 5.1 (Prime Implicants of composition). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} and g : {0, 1}m →
{0, 1} be Boolean functions. Then P ∈ P

(f⋄g)
1 ⊆ {0, u, 1}nm if and only if:

1. g̃[P ] ∈ P
(f)
1 .

2. For every i ∈ [n], if g̃(Pi) = b ∈ {0, 1} then Pi ∈ P
(g)
b . Otherwise, Pi = um.

We also need the following simple lemma, which shows that the hazard-free extension of the
block composition of two Boolean functions is the same as the block composition of their hazard-
free extensions. We define the block composition of ternary functions exactly as in the Boolean
case.

Lemma 5.2 (Hazard-free extension of composition). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} and g : {0, 1}m →
{0, 1} be Boolean functions. Then:

f̃ ⋄ g = f̃ ⋄ g̃.

We defer the proof to Appendix C.

Proof of Proposition 5.1. Following Lemma 5.2, we refer to f̃ ⋄ g̃ and f̃ ⋄ g interchangeably.

⊆: Let P ∈ P
(f⋄g)
1 . Clearly, f̃ ⋄ g(P ) = f̃ ⋄ g̃(P ) = f̃(g̃[P ]) = 1. Condition 1 now follows from

Definition 2.8.
Let i ∈ [n]. We prove that condition 2 is satisfied. Let j ∈ [m] such that Pi,j is stable. P is

a prime implicant of f ⋄ g, hence, f̃ ⋄ g̃(P |i,j  u) = u. We conclude that g̃(Pi) = b ∈ {0, 1} and
g̃(Pi|j  u) = u, otherwise, the output of f̃ ⋄ g̃ would not change. Since Pi,j is stable if and only if
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(Pi)j is stable, we get that every Pi with some stable coordinate is a prime implicant (if g̃(Pi) = 1)
or implicate (if g̃(Pi) = 0) of g.

⊇: Let P ∈ {0, u, 1}nm that satisfies conditions 1 and 2. Condition 1 implies that f̃ ⋄ g̃(P ) =
f̃(g̃[P ]) = 1, and so P is an implicant of f ⋄ g. Let (i, j) ∈ [n]× [m] such that Pi,j is stable. Denote

P ′ = P |(i,j)  u. We conclude from condition 2 that there exists b ∈ {0, 1} such that Pi ∈ P
(g)
b .

Therefore, g̃(P ′
i ) = u and f̃ ⋄ g̃(P ′) = f̃(g̃[P ′]) = f̃(g̃[P ]|i  u) = u since g̃[P ] is a prime implicant of

f .

We use Proposition 5.1 to obtain an analog of [KRW95, Lemma 4].

Lemma 5.3 (Direct sum is reducible to KWu
f⋄g). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a monotone Boolean

function, and let g : {0, 1}m → {0, 1} be a Boolean function. Then, it holds that:

KW+
f ⊗KWu

g ≤ KWu
f⋄g.

Proof. Let φ : {0, u, 1}n × {0, u, 1}m → {0, u, 1}nm be the following function: given pf ∈ {0, u, 1}n
and pg ∈ {0, u, 1}m, φ(pf , pg) returns P ∈ {0, u, 1}nm such that:

∀i ∈ [n].Pi :=

{

pg, (pf )i 6= u,

um, otherwise.

Let ψ : [nm] → [n]×[m] be the following function: given k ∈ [nm], ψ(k) = (
⌊

k−1
m

⌋

+1, k−m·(
⌊

k−1
m

⌋

)).

We next show that every k ∈ [nm], (p
(1)
f , p

(1)
g ) ∈ P

(f)
1 × P

(g)
1 and (p

(0)
f , p

(0)
g ) ∈ P

(f)
0 × P

(g)
0 satisfy:

(φ(p
(1)
f , p(1)g ), φ(p

(0)
f , p(0)g ), k) ∈ KWu

f⋄g ⇒ ((p
(1)
f , p(1)g ), (p

(0)
f , p(0)g ), ψ(k)) ∈ KW+

f ⊗KWu
g .

Corollary 2.13 implies that p
(1)
f ∈ {1, u}n. From Proposition 5.1, it follows that φ(p

(1)
f , p

(1)
g ) ∈ P

(f⋄g)
1 .

Similarly, φ(p
(0)
f , p

(0)
g ) ∈ P

(f⋄g)
0 . Let k ∈ [nm] be a valid answer for KWu

f⋄g on the aforementioned

inputs. From the definition of hazard-free KW game, k is a coordinate where φ(p
(1)
f , p

(1)
g ) and

φ(p
(0)
f , p

(0)
g ) are both stable and different. Hence, from the definition of φ, i =

⌊

k−1
m

⌋

+1 is an index

of a row that satisfies 1 = (p
(1)
f )i 6= (p

(0)
f )i = 0. Moreover, the entry corresponding to k in the i’th

row is j = k −m(i − 1), and it must be the case that (p
(1)
g )j 6= (p

(0)
g )j and they are both stable.

Therefore, ψ(k) is a valid answer for KW+
f ⊗KWu

g , as required.

We are now ready to prove Proposition 1.30, which we restate to ease the reading.

Proposition 1.30 (Lower bound via direct sum). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a monotone Boolean
function. Let g : {0, 1}m → {0, 1} a Boolean function. Let Φ : X × Y → Z and Ψ : X ′ × Y ′ → Z ′

be functions such that Φ reduces to KW+
f and Ψ reduces to KWu

g . Then, the following holds:

CC(KWu
f⋄g) ≥ log(Rank(MΦ)) + log(Rank(MΨ)).

Proof. The claim follows from Lemma 5.3 and the rank lower bound method in communication
complexity (see Lemma A.10).
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As an application of Proposition 1.30, we prove a lower bound on the hazard-free formula depth
of the set covering function composed with the multiplexer function. The set covering function is
also used in [KRW95, Theorem 13], where it is composed with itself.

Definition 5.4 (Set covering MCk,n [Kar89, Example 5.2.1]). Given a bipartite graph G = (U ∪
V,E) with |U | = |V | = n we have MCk,n(G, k) = 1 ⇐⇒ there exists a U ′ ⊆ U such that |U ′| = k
and every node in V has a neighbor in U ′.

It is not hard to see that MCk,n is monotone (in the edge set of G). Moreover, the disjointness
function reduces to KW+

MCk,n
.

Definition 5.5 (The disjointness function). Let P([n]) denote all subsets of [n], and let Pl([n])
denote all subsets of [n] of size l:

• Let In : P([n])×P([n]) → {0, 1} where In(S, T ) = 0 ⇐⇒ S ∩ T = ∅.

• For l ≤ n/2, let Il,n : Pl([n])×Pl([n]) → {0, 1} where Il,n(S, T ) = 0 ⇐⇒ S ∩ T = ∅.

Theorem 5.6 (Il,n is reducible to set covering [Raz90], [Kar89, Theorem 5.2.1]). Let k = c log n
for some suitable c > 0. Then Ik,n ≤ KW+

MCk,n
.

[IKS23] proved that the subcube-intersectn reduces to KWu
MUXn

.

Definition 5.7 (subcube-intersect [IKS23, p.15]). Let subcube-intersectn : {0, u, 1}n ×{0, u, 1}n →
{0, 1} be a function such that subcube-intersect(x, y) = 1 if and only if x and y have a common
resolution.

Lemma 5.8 ([IKS23, Lemma 5.10]). The subcube-intersectn communication problem reduces to the
communication problem KWu

MUXn
with no extra cost.

Since both Il,n and subcube-intersectn are functions, the communication complexity of the
associated problem can be lower bounded by the rank of the corresponding matrices.

Theorem 5.9 ([Kan72]).

Rank(MIn) = 2n,Rank(MIl,n) =

(

n

l

)

.

Lemma 5.10 ([IKS23, Lemma 5.12]). Rank(Msubcube-intersectn) = 3n for every n ≥ 1.

Proposition 5.11 (Composition of the set covering and multiplexer functions). Let MUXm be the
multiplexer function as in Definition 1.16. Let MCk,n be the set covering function as in Defini-
tion 5.4, such that k = c log n for some suitable constant c > 0 as in Theorem 5.6. Then,

depthuF (MCk,n ⋄MUXm) ≥ log(3m) + log

(

n

c log n

)

≥ log(3) ·m+Ω(c(log n)2).

Proof. By Lemma 5.8, we have KWu
MUXm

≥ subcube − intersectm. Theorem 5.6 shows that
MCk,n ≥ Ik,n. Following Proposition 1.30, we get:

CC(KWu
MCk,n⋄MUXm

) ≥ log(Rank(Msubcube−intersectm)) + log(Rank(MIk,n)).
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By Lemma 5.10 and Theorem 5.9, we get:

log(Rank(Msubcube−intersectm)) + log(Rank(MIk,n)) =

log(3m) + log

(

n

k

)

≥ log(3) ·m+ k · log
(n

k

)

= log(3) ·m+ c log2 n− c log(n) log(c log n) =

log(3) ·m+ (1 + o(1))c log2 n.

The claim now follows from Theorem 1.15.

Remark 5.12. As MCk,n is monotone, it equals its hazard-derivative at 0̄, which is also the
“hardest” derivative (this can be inferred from the proof of Theorem 1.10). Hence, a formula for
the hazard-derivative of MCk,n ⋄ MUXm can be obtained from composing the monotone formula
for MCk,n with that of the hazard-derivative of MUXm (recall Lemma 2.5). As shown in [IKS23,
Proposition 3.1], every hazard-derivative of MUXm, has a formula of depth m+⌈log(m+ 1)⌉. Thus,
every hazard-derivative of MCk,n ⋄MUXm has a monotone formula of depth

⌈

log
(

n
k

)⌉

+ ⌈log n⌉ +
⌈log k⌉ + m + ⌈log(m+ 1)⌉, which for our setting of parameters would give a lower bounds of
m + (1 + o(1))c log2 n, which is worse than what Proposition 5.11 yields. Thus, Proposition 5.11
breaks the monotone barrier.

Remark 5.13. Since we are using a monotone outer function, the advantage that we can get
compared to the monotone barrier must come from the inner function. Thus, Proposition 1.30
cannot yield better results from the point of view of the monotone barrier than those of the inner
function.

6 Andreev’s function

[IKS23] observed that the XORn function requires formulas of size Θ(n2), while its derivative is
simply the OR function. This gives mono-gap = Ω (n). In this section, we prove that Andreev’s

function gives mono-gap of Ω
(

n2

logn

)

.

Definition 6.1 (Andreev’s function [And87]). Andreev’s function, with parameters k,m ∈ N, is a
Boolean function over n = 2k + km variables:

ANDREEVk,m : {0, 1}2k × {0, 1}km → {0, 1}.

Andreev’s function receives as inputs f ∈ {0, 1}2k and X ∈ {0, 1}km, a truth table of a Boolean
function over k bits and a Boolean k ×m matrix, respectively:

ANDREEVk,m(f,X) := (f ⋄XORm)(X),

where XORm : {0, 1}m → {0, 1} is the parity function over m bits:

XORm(x) := x1 + · · · + xm.

In the rest of this section, we shall use the following parameters n := 2k + km, k := log(n/2),
and m = n

2 log(n/2) .
12

12We can take k and n to be powers of 2 so we ignore ceiling and floors for readability.
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H̊astad was the first to prove a near-cubic lower bound on the formula complexity of Andreev’s
function [H̊as98] using the random restriction technique. Later, Tal [Tal14] improved the analysis

to obtain the currently best lower bound of Ω
(

n3

log2 n log logn

)

. This lower bound is tight up to the

log log n factor.

Theorem 6.2 (Andreev’s function requires cubic formulas [Tal14, Theorem 7.2]).

Ω

(

n3

log2 n log log n

)

≤ sizeF (ANDREEVk,m) ≤ O

(

n3

log2 n

)

.

As sizeuF (f) ≥ sizeF (f), this lower bound also holds in the hazard-free setting. We next bound
the complexity of the hazard-derivatives of Andreev’s function.

Fact 6.3 (Parity has linear hazard-derivatives). For every x, y ∈ {0, 1}m, it holds that
dXORm(x; y) =

∨m
i=1 yi.

We denote dXORm(y) := dXORm(x; y), since the hazard-derivative of XORm w.r.t to x does
not depend on x.

Claim 6.4 (Andreev’s function has near linear derivatives). For every f ∈ {0, 1}2k and X ∈
{0, 1}km, it holds that:

size+F (dANDREEVk,m(f,X; ·, ·)) = (k + 1)2k + km = O(n log(n)).

Proof. By Definition 1.16, we have:

ANDREEVk,m(f ;X) = (f ⋄XORm)(X) = f(XORm[X]) = MUXk(f,XORm[X]).

Let f ∈ {0, 1}2k and X ∈ {0, 1}km. We describe a monotone formula for the hazard-derivative

of ANDREEVk,m w.r.t to f and X, denoted dANDREEVk,m(f,X; ·). Let t ∈ {0, 1}2k be a pertur-
bation for f and Y ∈ {0, 1}km be a perturbation for X. Since the hazard-derivative of XORm does
not depend on x, by Fact 6.3 we get:

XORm[X] + udXORm[Y ] =

= (XORm(X1) + udXORm(X1;Y1), . . . ,XORm(Xn) + udXORm(Xn;Yn)) =

= XORm[X + uY ].

Therefore, it holds that:

dANDREEVk,m(f,X; t, Y ) = 1 ⇐⇒

˜ANDREEVk,m(f + ut,X + uY ) = u ⇐⇒

M̃UXk(f + ut,XORm[X + uY ]) = u ⇐⇒

M̃UXk(f + ut,XORm[X] + udXORm[Y ]) = u ⇐⇒
dMUXk(f,XORm[X]; t,dXORm[Y ]) = 1.

Hence, we can use a monotone formula for dXORm[Y ], which is a simply k disjoint ORm for-
mulas, that feed into the monotone formula for dMUXk(f,XORm[X]; t, y), as described in Propo-
sition 1.18.
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Corollary 6.5 (Andreev’s function has near quadratic monotone gap).

mono-gap(ANDREEVk,m) = Ω

(

n2

log n

)

.

Proof. Immediate result of Theorem 6.2 and Claim 6.4.

7 Open problems

The most obvious open problem is determining whether the universal hazard-free formula size upper
bound in the worst case is equal to that of a random function.

Question 7.1. Is it true that for every Boolean function n : {0, 1} → {0, 1}, sizeuF (f) ≤ 2(1+o(1))n?

Another interesting question is whether our Theorem 1.26 also holds for circuits.

Question 7.2. Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} be a non-constant Boolean function. Is it true that there
exists x ∈ {0, 1}n such that:

size+C(df(x; ·)) = sizeuC(f),

if and only if f is a unate function?

The validity of the KRW conjecture in the hazard-free setting is also an intriguing question.
Many previous works on the KRW conjecture have considered restricted versions to gain intuition
and develop tools, including [KRW95, HW93, EIRS01, GMWW17, KM18, Mei20], among others.
We believe that the hazard-free KRW conjecture presents an interesting restricted model to study,
with potential applications to all Boolean functions.

Conjecture 1.24 (Hazard-Free KRW conjecture). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} and g : {0, 1}m → {0, 1}
be non-constant Boolean functions. Then the following holds:

depthuF (f ⋄ g) ≈ depthuF (f) + depthuF (g).

Finally, we consider block compositions with the XOR function. Recall that the hazard-free
complexity of XORn is equal to its standard formula complexity. Additionally, its prime implicants
and prime implicates are f−1(1) and f−1(0), respectively, meaning its hazard-free and the classic
KW games are equivalent. This naturally leads to the question of whether the lower bound proof
of Dinur and Meir [DM18] can be adapted to the hazard-free setting. Specifically, we wonder if, in
the following theorem, one can replace sizeF with sizeuF .

Theorem 7.3 (Composition over parity [DM18, Theorem 3.1]). Let f : {0, 1}k → {0, 1} be a
non-constant Boolean function. Then:

sizeF (f ⋄ XORm) ≥ sizeF (f) · sizeF (XORm)

2Õ(
√
k+logm)

,

where Õ(t) := O(t · logO(1) t).
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A Communication complexity

We consider Yao’s communication model. We mostly follow definitions from [KN96]
When the communication problem is defined as a function Φ : X × Y → Z, Alice and Bob

must output a unique value f(x, y) for every input (x, y). However, communication problems can
be generalized to relations, where for some inputs (x, y), there may be multiple valid outputs.

Definition A.1 (Communication problem [KN96, Definition 5.1]). Let X,Y and Z be arbitrary
finite sets. Let R ⊆ X × Y ×Z be a relation. The communication problem R is defined as follows:
Alice receives x ∈ X, Bob receives y ∈ Y and they have to output some z ∈ Z such that (x, y, z) ∈ R.

Note that there can be illegal inputs (x, y) for which no z satisfies (x, y, z) ∈ R. Since such
inputs are never given to Alice and Bob, we can assume that every z ∈ Z is a valid answer.

Definition A.2 (Communication protocol [KN96, Definition 1.2]). A protocol P over domain
X × Y with range Z is represented as binary tree where each internal node v is labeled either by a
function av : X → {0, 1} or by a function bv : Y → {0, 1}, and each leaf is labeled with an element
z ∈ Z. For every node v in the protocol tree, we denote by Nv as the set of inputs (x, y) that reach
this node.
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The protocol P is said to calculate a relation R ⊆ X×Y ×Z [KN96, Definition 5.2] if, for every
legal input (x, y) ∈ X × Y , the protocol reaches a leaf marked by a value z such that (x, y, z) ∈ R.

The cost of the protocol P , denoted CC(P ), is the height of the binary tree, which is the
maximum number of bits sent in the worst-case scenario.

Definition A.3 (Communication matrix). Let R ⊆ X × Y × Z be a communication problem. Let
X = (x(1), . . . , x(k)) and Y = (y(1), . . . , y(l)) be an arbitrary ordering of the elements of X and Y ,
respectively. The communication matrix of R, denoted MX ,Y

R ∈ P(Z)k×l, is defined as follows:

∀i ∈ [k], j ∈ [l].(MX ,Y
R )i,j = {z ∈ Z : (x(i), y(j), z) ∈ R}.

We sometimes refer to X as the row labels and to Y as the column labels of the matrix.

Definition A.4 (Combinatorial rectangle [KN96, Definition 1.12]). A combinatorial rectangle in
X × Y is a subset Rec ⊆ X × Y , such that Rec = A×B for some A ⊆ X and B ⊆ Y .

Definition A.5 (R-monochromatic rectangle [KN96, Definition 5.3]). Let R ⊆ X × Y × Z be a
relation. A combinatorial rectangle Rec = A×B is a R-monochromatic rectangle if there exists a
value z ∈ Z, such that for every (x, y) ∈ A×B either (x, y, z) ∈ R or (x, y) is an illegal input.

The following propositions, proven in [KN96] for communication problems that are functions,
also apply to relations:

Proposition A.6 (Protocol leaf as a R-monochromatic rectangle [KN96, Proposition 1.14]). Let
R ⊆ X × Y ×Z be a relation. Let P be a protocol that solves R. Let ℓ be a leaf in P ’s binary tree,
then Nℓ is a R-monochromatic rectangle.

Proposition A.7 (Protocol as a partition [KN96, Proposition 5.4]). Any protocol P that solves
a relation R ⊆ X × Y × Z induces a partition of X × Y into R-monochromatic rectangles. The
number of rectangles, denoted mono-rec(P ), is the number of the leaves in P .

Remark A.8. Every protocol P induces a partition, but not every partition can be induced by
protocol. An example is given in [KN96, Figure 2.1].

Definition A.9 (Communication complexity of a relation [KN96, Definition 1.2] [KN96, Definition
5.2]). Let R ⊆ X × Y ×Z be a relation. The communication complexity of R, denoted CC(R), is
the minimum cost of P over all protocols that compute R. Another complexity measure we consider
is the minimum number of leaves in P over all protocols that compute R, denoted mono-rec(R).

When the associated relation is a Boolean function, we have the following rank lower bound.

Lemma A.10 (Rank lower bound [KN96, Lemma 1.28]). For any function f : X × Y → {0, 1} it
holds that:

CC(f) ≥ log2(2Rank(Mf )− 1),

mono-rec(f) ≥ 2Rank(Mf )− 1.
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B Missing proofs from Section 2

We restate and prove Lemma 2.16.

Lemma 2.16 (The prime implicants of a unate Boolean function in xi). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}
be a Boolean function. Then:

1. f is positive unate in variable xi if and only if there is no p1 ∈ P
(f)
1 such that (p1)i = 0.

2. f is negative unate in variable xi if and only if there is no p1 ∈ P (f)
1 such that (p1)i = 1.

Proof. We prove (1), as (2) can be proved analogously.

⇒ Assume toward contradiction that there exists p1 ∈ P
(f)
1 such that (p1)i = 0. Since f is

positive unate in xi, then for every z ∈ R(p1) it holds that:

1 = f(z) ≤ f(z|i  1).

Hence, p1|i  u ∈ I(f)1 , in contradiction to our assumption that p1 is a prime implicant of f .
⇐ Assume toward contradiction f is not positive unate in xi. Therefore, there exists z ∈ {0, 1}n

such that:
0 = f(z|i  1) < f(z|i  0) = 1.

Hence, there exist p1 ∈ P
(f)
1 and p0 ∈ P

(f)
0 such that p1

u≤ z|i  0 and p0
u≤ z|i  1. We must have

(p1)i = 0, otherwise, (p1)i = u and then we get f(z|i  1) = f(z|i  0) = 1.

The proof of Lemma 2.17 is similar.

C Missing proof from Section 5

Here we prove Lemma 5.2. For the proof we require the next simple lemma.

Lemma C.1. Let g : {0, 1}m → {0, 1} be a ternary function. Let P ∈ {0, u, 1}nm be a ternary
n×m matrix. Then:

R(g̃[P ]) = {g[Z] : Z ∈ R(P )}.

Proof. ⊆: Let z ∈ R(g̃[P ]) = R((g̃(P1), . . . , g̃(Pn))). Let i ∈ [n]. We show that there exists
Zi ∈ R(Pi) such that g(Zi) = zi. Indeed, if g̃(Pi) = zi, we can choose any Zi ∈ R(Pi). Otherwise,
g̃(Pi) = u. Therefore, we can choose Zi ∈ R(Pi) such that g(Zi) = zi. Hence, we get that the
matrix Z, whose rows are Z1, . . . , Zn, satisfies that Z ∈ R(P ) and g[Z] = z as required.

⊇: Let Z ∈ R(P ). Assume toward contradiction that g[Z] 6∈ R(g̃[P ]). Since g[Z] is Boolean,
there must exist some b ∈ {0, 1} and i ∈ [n] such that (g̃[P ])i = g̃(Pi) = b and (g[Z])i = g(Zi) = ¬b.
As Zi ∈ R(Pi), by Definition 1.8 we have that g(Zi) = b, a contradiction.

We now restate and prove Lemma 5.2.

Lemma 5.2 (Hazard-free extension of composition). Let f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} and g : {0, 1}m →
{0, 1} be Boolean functions. Then:

f̃ ⋄ g = f̃ ⋄ g̃.
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Proof. Let P ∈ {0, u, 1}nm be a ternary input and let b ∈ {0, 1}. By Definition 1.8 and Lemma C.1,
we have:

f̃ ⋄ g(P ) = b

⇐⇒ ∀Z ∈ R(P ).f ⋄ g(Z) = b

⇐⇒ ∀Z ∈ R(P ).f(g[Z]) = b

⇐⇒ ∀z ∈ R(g̃[P ]).f(z) = b

⇐⇒ f̃(g̃[P ]) = b

⇐⇒ f̃ ⋄ g̃(P ) = b.
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