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We construct a local decoder for the 2D toric code using ideas from the hierarchical
classical cellular automata of Tsirelson and Gács. Our decoder is a circuit of strictly
local quantum operations preserving a logical state for exponential time in the presence
of circuit-level noise without the need for non-local classical computation or commu-
nication. Our construction is not translation invariant in spacetime, but can be made
time-translation invariant in 3D with stacks of 2D toric codes. This solves the open
problem of constructing a local topological quantum memory below four dimensions.
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1 Introduction
Fault tolerant quantum computation is a necessary ingredient for building a scalable quantum
computer. The first proof of fault tolerance with a constant threshold, due to Aharonov and Ben-
Or [1, 2] as well as Knill, Laflamme, and Zurek [3], involved encoding a quantum circuit with a
concatenated code. Later, topological codes like the surface and toric code [4, 5] were introduced for
storing quantum information, and have since remained one of the leading practical schemes thanks
to high thresholds, low-weight stabilizers, and simple prescriptions for fault-tolerant gates. More
recently, qLDPC codes with superior encoding rates and distances were proposed [6] and provide
promising alternatives for architectures operating on some amount of geometric non-locality.

However, none of the existing approaches, apart from circuit concatenation [7], are currently
known to be truly scalable in three or fewer spatial dimensions while remaining fault tolerant. For
true scalability, locality and speed limitations in classical computation and communication need
to be included. For example, in an architecture that supports non-local connections, the amount
of time needed to implement these operations (such as bringing atoms together to implement a
gate in cold atom/trapped ion architectures) may not be able to compete with the noise rate in
the limit of infinite system size.

Thus, the interplay between fault tolerance and locality has remained a fundamental question
that has not been addressed in full generality. This paper focuses on understanding whether
a topological quantum memory can operate in a geometrically local way in three dimensions or
below and preserve encoded information for a long time. While we approach this question from
a purely theoretical point of view, its resolution has potentially important practical implications,
since backlogs due to the need for global decoding [8] has increasingly become a problem in current
quantum devices.

One of the existing end-to-end fault-tolerant quantum computation schemes is due to Aharonov
and Ben-Or [1, 2], who use concatenated codes [9, 1]. Their construction becomes fully local
when classical computation responsible for error correction is treated as a part of the circuit to
be concatenated. Many of the details are fleshed out by Gottesman [7], and additional details
regarding classical locality are discussed in his upcoming book Ref. [10]. A crucial feature of the
concatenated codes prescription is that it relies on procedures like fault-tolerant measurement,
which requires a qubit overhead whose function is to store intermediate information needed to
infer measurement outcomes. These qubits must then be incorporated in the next level of circuit
concatenation, resulting in a rather complicated local fault-tolerance scheme.

It could be possible to have a model where quantum information is encoded in a topological code.
A paradigmatic example of a topological code is the Kitaev’s surface code [4]. In four dimensions
and higher, some topological codes are passive self-correcting quantum memories (such as the 4D
toric code [5, 11]). Such a memory can encode logical information at a non-zero temperature and
usually admits a local fault tolerant scheme (also known as a local decoder) via a set of explicitly
local rules which preserves the encoded logical qubit for a time diverging in the limit of large
system size even in the presence of noise. However, local decoders are only known for topological
codes that possess exclusively membrane-like excitations, which so far is only known to be possible
in an unphysical number of spatial dimensions (four and higher). While topological memories in
lower spatial dimensions are generally believed to not be finite-temperature quantum memories,
this does not rule out the existence of a local decoder for such memories.

A reason to believe that low-dimensional topological codes can possess local decoders is due
to results in the field of reliable local classical computation. In the past, several schemes of local
rules have been proposed to stabilize a classical bit of information in the presence of noise. The
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problem of reliable classical computation from unreliable components was first introduced by von
Neumann [12], who proposed a solution based on self-simulating automata (also referred to as a
universal self-replicating machine) [13], although this construction was non-local.

The most famous example of a local scheme that realizes a reliable classical memory is Toom’s
rule [14] which preserves the classical bit encoded in a 2D classical repetition code. This rule has
been adapted to construct local quantum decoders for the 4D toric code [15, 16] since the errors
that create islands of membranes can be shrunk similarly to the error domains in the 2D repetition
code. However, in the 2D toric code, errors can be revealed only through their point-like defects,
which is more similar to the 1D classical repetition code. Unfortunately, the “entropy versus
energy” argument in statistical mechanics forbids the existence of a finite-temperature ordered
phase in 1D. However, these arguments do not rule out the possibility of reliably storing a bit
of information using non-thermalizing dynamics, which do not obey detailed balance and thus
do not equilibrate to a Gibbs state. An example of such a 1D dynamical system was shown by
Gács in a beautiful paper [17] and [18]1, which relied on hierarchical (renormalization group-like)
methods to eliminate islands of errors. Gács’s construction has other striking properties, such as
being translation invariant, being stable to asynchrony of local clocks (and thus implementable
in continuous time), and possessing a constant encoding rate. However, the details of Gács’s
construction are rather complicated and the local state space requires, as a rough estimate, between
224 and 2400 states [19]. It remains an outstanding open challenge to propose a quantum scheme
that is similar to Gács’s, and operates in a physical number of spatial dimensions (three or less).
The only other example of a fault-tolerant classical memory in one dimension that is known to us
is the lesser-known Tsirelson’s automaton [20] that was proposed prior to Gács’s construction and
was the inspiration, along with the Gács automaton, for the quantum fault tolerance theorem using
concatenated codes [2]. Tsirelson’s automaton, which features heavily in our work, preserves one
bit of information in a repetition code for a long time, but strongly breaks translation symmetry
in space and time.

From the physics perspective, having a new example of a local fault-tolerant quantum memory
would have interesting implications for non-equilibrium quantum phases of matter. Geometric
locality is an important assumption for physical systems. Unlike zero-temperature gapped phases
of matter in low dimensions, where phase equivalence has been relatively well understood and a
conjectured classification has been put forward, very little is known about low dimensional stable
phases of matter in the non-equilibrium setting (circuit or Lindbladian dynamics), such as general
no-go theorems, notions of phase equivalence, and a conjectured classification. Gács automaton,
in particular, should constitute a stable phase under any valid classification, but it has not been
studied from this perspective because of its complexity; Tsirelson’s automaton has not been either.
A fully local quantum fault-tolerant memory (that remains local even without needing to reliably
store classical bits on the side) is another especially interesting example of a stable non-equilibrium
quantum phase of matter.

In this paper, we use Tsirelson’s automaton [20], which provides a simpler starting point than
Gács’s automaton, and generalize it to construct a local “quantum automaton” for the 2D toric
code. Operationally, our decoder consists of small local components that measure checks of the toric
code in a local region at each time step and apply local feedback2. The measurement outcomes are
discarded a constant number of timesteps after having been collected, and thus our construction
does not require the help of a reliable classical computer to process or store the measurement
outcomes. These local operations are composed in such a way that the same action is simulated
(via “self-simulation”) at a growing hierarchy of length scales, thus, implementing error correction
at all scales. As we discuss in “Comparison with earlier literature”, Subsec. 1.2, we are not aware
of another quantum construction in fewer than four dimensions where this is the case.

Our 2D decoder lacks translation invariance in both space and time, i.e. the entire hierarchy
of operations in the circuit is “hardwired”. However, we show how to get rid of the hardwiring by
making our construction time-translation invariant in 3D using a stack of 2D toric codes. This

1See also the newer and improved version at https://arxiv.org/abs/math/0003117.
2Note that measurements perform the role of “cooling” the system, since it is known that unitary/reversible

operations alone do not suffice for reliably preserving a quantum memory [21]. To avoid measurements entirely, one
could replace local measurement-and-feedback framework with local unitary gates and ancilla reset.
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constitutes the first example of a local fault tolerant scheme for a topological memory in below four
spatial dimensions. Moving forward, it should be possible to eventually turn the 3D construction
into a fault-tolerant and universal local quantum computer based on topological codes, as we discuss
in the “Outlook” section 1.3 below.

1.1 Overview of main results and structure of the paper
We will provide an informal but self-contained discussion of the main results in the paper and
reference appropriate sections where these results are proved.

Starting point: one-dimensional automaton

In Sec. 2, we discuss Tsirelson’s classical automaton, which stores one bit of information encoded
in a repetition code and is built using a few elementary gadgets and a recursive substitution rule.
We briefly review Tsirelson’s original results in Subsec. 2.1. We then show that, with a minor
modification, we can interpret this automaton as repeated circuit concatenation, see Subsec. 2.2.
This modern approach makes it easy to see why Tsirelson’s automaton is fault-tolerant, and also
allows one to borrow the methods from quantum concatenated codes [22, 23]. We provide a very
concise proof that Tsirelson’s automaton is fault-tolerant in Subsec. 2.3.

The elementary gadgets of Tsirelson’s automaton are:

(1.1)

where the left gadget acts as an identity, the middle gadget swaps the state of two bits, and the
right gadget performs a majority vote Maj on a 3-bit block and copies the output three times.
All three operations are treated as gates; the third operation is treated as a gate but also as an
error-correction (EC) gadget.

One then constructs a concatenated circuit repeatedly concatenating the circuit with a 3-bit
repetition code and replacing gates in the circuit with “fault-tolerant” versions FT (·), shown below:

(1.2)

The logical action of FT (G) on 3-bit code blocks acts as an encoded version of G and can tolerate
any single qubit fault within it. A level-n fault-tolerant simulation of any circuit is then defined
in the standard way:

Definition 1.1 (Fault tolerant simulation; informal). A fault-tolerant simulation of a circuit of
elementary gadgets C, denoted FT (C), is a circuit wherein each gate G is replaced with its fault-
tolerant version FT (G), and a layer of EC gadgets is inserted between layers of fault-tolerant
gates. A repeated fault tolerant simulation of a circuit C, denoted FTn(C), is the circuit formed
from the recursion FTn(C) = FT (FTn−1(C)).
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Tsirelson’s automaton is defined as the circuit consisting of T applications of FTn(I). Denoting
the system size to be L = 3n, this automaton is fault-tolerant under the bit-flip noise:

Theorem 1.1 (Informal, Tsirelson [20]). Let s(t) denote a bit string describing the value of each
bit after T repetitions of Tsirelson’s automaton on L bits. At a low enough rate of (bit flip) noise
and starting from the initial state where ∀i, si(0) = 1, we have

P (D(s(T )) = 1) ≥ 1 − T · exp
(
−αLβ

)
(1.3)

where D(·) : {0, 1}L → {0, 1} is a decoder that implements a hierarchical majority vote to determine
the logical state, with α and β = log3 2 positive constants.

We prove this statement in Subsec. 2.3, and extend the result to a more general noise model. We
estimate the threshold numerically in Subsec. 2.4.

Repetition code as a stabilizer code

Tsirelson’s automaton is a promising starting point because it is a local circuit preserving the
codestate of the classical 1D repetition code for superpolynomial in L duration of time. The 1D
repetition code has an important similarity to 2D topological codes in that its error syndrome can
be viewed as a set of points that have to be matched for decoding. However, in the quantum case,
one cannot use an automaton that directly reads off the state of each qubit before operating on
them. Instead, we need to use a logical information-non-revealing approach called “measurement
and feedback model”.

Definition 1.2 (Informal, stabilizer quantum automaton). A (noisy) stabilizer quantum automa-
ton for a stabilizer code is a sequence of local operations that, at each timestep: (a) measures
stabilizer generators of the code, thereby obtaining syndromes, (b) applies local Pauli feedback op-
erators which only depend on a local (O(1)) neighborhood of syndromes, (c) discards syndromes
and applies local stochastic noise.

We show that Tsirelson’s automaton can be formulated in this way by recasting the classical
1D repetition code as a stabilizer code with stabilizer group generated by ZiZi+1. Placing qubits
on edges of a 1D lattice, the presence of a nontrivial syndrome at a vertex is denoted below:

(1.4)

We can rewrite elementary gadgets so that they operate by measuring syndrome and applying
feedback:

• I0: identity gate;

• T0: “splits the error”. If a nontrivial syndrome is present at vertex v, this gadget applies a
Pauli-X operator to two qubits adjacent to the vertex:

(1.5)

One can check that in the computational basis, this operation is identical to SWAP.

• M0: a “matching” operation, which applies X to an edge if both endpoints contain nontrivial
syndrome (thereby merging the two syndrome points):

(1.6)
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The measurement-and-feedback version of the earlier Maj (error correction) gadget will now be a
composite gadget that we call R0 (“recovery” operation), that is decomposed in 5 steps:

We can now define a new version of Tsirelson’s automaton where the elementary gadgets I, SWAP
and Maj are replaced with I0, T0, and M0. We also write down fault tolerant simulations FT (I0),
FT (T0), and FT (M0). This version of the 1D construction is explained in detail in Subsec. 3.3. We
also prove its fault-tolerance in Sec. 4, wherein we also establish some of the new proof techniques
that will be needed for our toric code automaton.

A useful intuition about the operation of the automaton can be gained by considering the
following example. Consider an input with some bits flipped (shown in red); and act on it with
a noiseless implementation of gadgets R0 that cover the lattice (which is roughly equivalent to
FT (I0)), and its higher-level simulations, FT (R0) and FT 2(R0). This is shown below:

In each case, the output consists of blocks of codewords of a concatenated repetition code. In the
top figure, it is a 3-bit repetition code, in the middle figure a 9-bit repetition code, and in the
bottom figure a 27-bit repetition code. As a consequence, the syndrome in the output state is
pinned to the closest syndrome configuration of a superlattice corresponding to the concatenation
level. We call this a coarse-graining action that occurs at all levels of the construction. The reader
may draw some parallels with the real-space renormalization methods.

Quantum automaton: summary of assumptions

Let us start this section by clarifying several key assumptions that we make throughout the paper:

(1) We assume a p-bounded gadget error model (a local stochastic noise model), where an arbi-
trary error channel can act in the support of each elementary gadget during its operation.

See Def. 2.8 for the classical automaton and Def. 3.3 for the quantum one. This error model only
requires that the probability of a particular configuration of errors is suppressed exponentially in
the size of the configuration. It also automatically incorporates the effects of measurement errors,
because in a local automaton, the effect of a measurement error is equivalent to failing the output of
an elementary gadget. In addition, since the toric code is a CSS code, we can split error correction
into separate phase-flip and bit-flip correcting processes. Therefore, when explaining how error
correction works, we focus on the bit-flip (Pauli-X) part of noise. The phase-flip correction works
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analogously, except on the dual lattice. Both operations are then combined to run in parallel,
resulting in the full quantum automaton.

Another assumption is:

(2) The qubits are located on the links of a square lattice, the bit-flip noise syndrome points live
on the vertices of the lattice, and the face-flip noise syndrome points live on the faces.

which we believe is inessential, and that there should exist a generalization of our automaton for
any self-similar cellulation. Generalizing our construction to this case, as well as to more general
cellulations and codes, is an interesting problem for future research. Finally, we make the following
assumption:

(3) In all dimensions, our decoders are assumed to be run in discrete time, with all sites of the
automaton updating in unison at each time step.

This is an important assumption, and generalizing our construction to continuous time/local clocks
will require ideas from Gács’s automaton; we discuss this in the Outlook, Subsec. 1.3. Nevertheless,
we believe it should be possible to achieve this.

Our construction in two dimensions will be a hardwired circuit, similarly to Tsirelson’s automa-
ton in 1D. We then show how to obtain a time-translation invariant (but not spatially translation
invariant) automaton by introducing one extra spatial dimension.

Hardwired rule: 2D toric code automaton

Although the toric code cannot be obtained from code concatenation, there is still a simple way
of understanding how the fault-tolerant simulation operates. Similarly to Tsirelson’s automaton
action on syndrome points, our automaton can be understood to dynamically coarse-grain the error
configuration. We assign superlattices in the square-lattice toric code that correspond to each level
of the simulation hierarchy. We define a level-k superlattice to be a square lattice whose primitive
cells have size 3k × 3k, and level-k coarse-grained error syndromes to be syndromes restricted to
live on vertices of a level-k superlattice:

A suitable dynamics for coarse-graining in the toric code is one where errors continuously evolve
to the closest coarse-grained configuration at each scale, while performing error correction at lower
scales, as illustrated below. At the smallest 3×3 scale, we will have a generalized R0 gadget whose
output must be coarse-grained at level 1, i.e.:

(1.7)
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where the black dots correspond to locations of vertex syndrome points (violation of vertex stabi-
lizers of the toric code, of the Z⊗4 type), and the edges highlighted red have been acted upon by
X-type noise. Then, at all levels, we expect to observe the following behavior:

At the largest scale, with probability close to 1, an initial error pattern must eventually be cleaned
up, assuming it is sampled from a p-bounded noise model for sufficiently small p.

Inspired by this intuition, we can now formulate a simple set of criteria according to which a
candidate for a fault-tolerant toric code automaton should operate:

(1) We require an “error correction” gadget R0 defined on a 3 × 3 patch of cells and built from
elementary gadgets that involve local measurement and feedback. This gadget has to be able
to clean up small enough errors and otherwise output a configuration coarse-grained at level
1.

(2) To simulate this operation at larger scales, we must design fault-tolerant gadgets FT (·) for
each elementary gadget, defined as circuits built out of elementary operations. Their action
should be a scaled-up version of that of the respective elementary gadget. To control error
spread, we also require them to satisfy additional properties.

(3) The automaton is obtained by iterated fault-tolerant simulation of a given circuit of elemen-
tary operations FTn(C).

These are quite generic and are also required of any concatenated circuit-based construction (such
as Tsirelson’s automaton). The main elements of our construction (which satisfy (1-3) above and
exhibit the desired coarse-graining dynamics) are below:

• I0: elementary identity gadget, acting on a given qubit.

• T h/v
0 : horizontal/vertical syndrome “splitting”. On a two-dimensional square lattice, we

now have two versions of some types of gates for two possible orientations. If a nontriv-
ial syndrome is present at vertex v, this gadget applies a Pauli-X operator to two qubits
horizontally/vertically adjacent to the vertex:

• Mh/v
0 : horizontal/vertical “matching” operation, which appliesX to an edge if both endpoints

contain nontrivial syndrome (thereby merging the two syndrome points on a horizontal/ver-
tical link):
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• R0: error correction (“recovery”) gadget. We first define auxiliary vertical/horizontal gadgets
R

v/h
0 pictorially as:

(1.8)

In the pictures above, the sequence of gates in R
v/h
0 acts in six steps displayed from left to

right. In terms of these gadgets, R0 can be expressed as the following 48-step operation

R0 = (Rh
0 ◦Rh

0 ◦Rv
0 ◦Rv

0)2. (1.9)

This gadget has the action that we depicted in Eq. 1.7.

• We also construct the FT (·) version of each elementary gadget. This is done in a very similar
way to the one-dimensional case. We do not summarize this here but direct the interested
reader to Sec. 3.

• Our choice of gadgets has the following property: syndromes within and on boundaries of
gadgets do not have any effect on syndromes outside the gadget. This property is imposed
because in 2D, neighboring gadgets can interact on a one-dimensional boundary, and we
would like to minimize the spread of correlations.

Thus, we can consider a circuit C which is expressed through elementary operations I0, T h/v
0 and

Mh/v
0 , and the error correction gadget R0. We define fault-tolerant simulation FT k(C) similarly

to Def. 1.1. The toric code automaton is then a repeated application of circuit FTn(I0) T times,
where n = log3 L, and the circuit operates on a L× L torus.

We prove fault tolerance of our construction in Sec. 5. We find that to achieve error suppression
from a p-bounded error model to an O(p2)-bounded error model, we need to perform a constant
number k levels of fault-tolerant simulation. Every time we perform k levels of simulation, we say
that we implement a single step of an outer simulation. We call the simulation that is performed
within these k levels the inner simulation. To make proofs easier, we slightly modify how we
perform the inner simulation in comparison to the outer one, which we explain in detail in Sec. 3.
However, the main idea explained above does not change.

For the proof of fault tolerance, we introduce a modification of the exRecs method, which is
necessary due to the fact that neighboring gadgets have overlapping support and that the toric code
cannot be viewed as a concatenated code3. We then introduce the notion of gadget nilpotence (see
Def. 4.4), which determines how many levels ℓ of simulation one must go up for a single elementary
gadget failure to not affect the operation of the simulated gadget. With the help of an exhaustive
computer-aided search (the full code is available at [25]), we find that gadget nilpotence must hold
at ℓ = 6, which is likely a loose upper bound. We then show that the error model changes from
p-bounded noise to O(p2)-bounded noise every time we go up some constant number k levels up
in the hierarchy, i.e. every time we perform k iterations of the (inner) fault-tolerant simulation
procedure, where the number k is a constant related to the nilpotence level. For the toric code
automaton, a generous analytical estimate is k ≤ 34. However, in reality, a much smaller number
of levels would suffice (our tentative numerical results suggest that for an i.i.d. Pauli X and Z
qubit error model, one could have k = 2, and accounting for measurement errors might lead to
k = 3). The construction and proof in the paper are intended to be a proof of principle result, and
optimizing the proof (and the performance of the automaton) is an interesting future direction.

3Colloquially speaking, our approach can be viewed as a hybrid between the exRecs method and Gács’s sparsity-
based method [17, 24].
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The main theorem that we prove can be summarized as follows:

Theorem 1.2 (Informal, fault tolerance of toric code automaton). Construct the iterated fault
tolerant simulation of it FT log3 L(I′). Assuming a p-bounded gadget error model, there exist positive
constants A, γ such that the logical error rate is (Apγ)L⌊(log3 2)/k⌋-bounded where k ≤ 34.

From this suppression, we then show that the logical failure probability remains suppressed on
the order of exp(−αLβ) for some positive constants α, β for an exponential amount of time in Lβ

so long as the noise rate is below O(A−1/γ). We remark that during this time, the state evolved
under our automaton has the following unusual property: if it is fault-tolerantly terminated by
destructive on-site Pauli measurements, the logical state can be correctly recovered from these
measurements without needing the spacetime history of past measurements. This is strikingly
different from logical state readout with the usual methods (which, in addition, would require
storing a spacetime measurement record for time proportional to the distance of the code). Thus,
the logical state remains efficiently recoverable even after an exponentially long time. In addition,
we show that a toric code logical state can be fault-tolerantly initialized in poly(L) time.

Numerical simulations of the noisy operation of our construction are shown in Sec. 5.5; these
results are tentative because the spacetime volume of the circuits grows exponentially with the
level of the hierarchy, and we did not optimize our construction for performance. Nevertheless,
already after few iterations of the simulation, one can see the suppression of the effective logical
error rate as one increases the hierarchy level.

Time-translation invariant construction in 3D

Finally, in Sec. 6 we make our construction time-translation invariant by going to three spatial
dimensions. For this, we consider 2T layers, each hosting a different toric code state, stacked in
three dimensions with periodic boundary conditions. The even-numbered layers (with index 2t)
are equipped with idle gadgets that act at each timestep, while the odd-numbered layers (with
index 2t + 1) apply the gadget action of a 2D toric code automaton corresponding to timestep t.
After applying either the gadget or an idle, we then transversally swap the pair of layers 2t and
2t+1 (and transversally swap 2t+1 and 2t+2 during the next timestep). This is shown in Fig. 12.
The result is that the O(L) toric code states move through the third dimension while effectively
experiencing the action of the 2D toric code automaton, but with a time-independent operation
applied at each site. The reason this construction is fault-tolerant is that the additional SWAP
gates are transversal, and a failure of such a gate, followed by measurements of stabilizers of each
toric code, can be absorbed into a p-bounded gadget error model. This construction is capable of
encoding O(T ) logical qubits, which matches the encoding rate of the 2D toric code.

1.2 Comparison with earlier literature
We now provide a brief comparison between the decoder constructed in this work and the earlier
literature. To this end, we first summarize below the most relevant aspects of our construction:

1. The results of stabilizer measurements are used immediately and locally to perform feedback,
and are then discarded, i.e. measurement results are communicated only an O(1) distance
in both space and time.

2. In 2D, our decoder is “hardwired”. This means that each site of the automaton has access to
a reliable read-only classical memory (“instruction set”) on each site with O(logL) bits. In
3D, no such hardwiring is required.

3. In all dimensions, our decoders are assumed to be run in discrete time, with all sites of the
automaton updating in unison at each time step.

For the 2D toric code, we emphasize that the O(logL) bits per site needed to store the instruction
set for the gates can be computed in advance once and for all: no new computation needs to be
done during the working of automaton, which after initialization proceeds in an entirely parallelized
way (as any truly scalable decoding scheme must). Our first example is what is achievable using
concatenated circuits:
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• The approach of concatenated codes by Aharonov et al. [1, 2, 7] implies the existence a
“hardwired” fault-tolerant quantum computer already in 1D. By using the trick explained at
the end of the previous subsection, this gives a time- (but not space-) translation-invariant
scheme in 2D.

To the best of our knowledge, all existing approaches in the literature that use topological codes
require either classical computation that uses an additional O(logL) bits per qubit, or makes use
of classical feedback acting non-locally in time over a time scale at least as long as O(logL).4
We now briefly review earlier work on decoders for topological memories, highlighting the most
relevant proposals, and focusing on codes in three or fewer spatial dimensions.

• In Ref. [26], a local cellular automaton decoder was proposed for the 3D toric code only for
the membrane (flux) sector of the code and not the charge sector. Thus, this example does
not constitute a decoder for a full quantum memory.

In the 2D toric code (or in the charge sector of the 3D toric code), the standard algorithm used for
decoding is minimum weight perfect matching (MWPM). This achieves a threshold quite close to
optimal [5], but requires nonlocal information about all syndromes as input, and has a worst-case
time complexity scaling polynomially in L, since it is not fully parallelizable. Decoding schemes
that attempt to parallelize MWPM [27] are more local from a practical standpoint but still require
classical communication that leads to a poly(L) slowdown.

Several other constructions combine renormalization group ideas and matching [28, 29, 30], and
are more relevant for the purposes of comparison with our construction:

• Of particular note is the decoder introduced by Harrington in Ref. [28], which was also
analyzed in detail in Ref. [16]. This is a renormalization group-based decoder based on
Gray’s simplified model of the Gács automaton [19] which operates assuming a constant
speed of classical communication, but requires an unbounded density of classical bits per
qubit and assumes noiseless classical computation. In particular the construction utilizes
O(logL) classical bits per qubit that are used to make decisions and employ feedback over a
time window of O(logL)5. Harrington’s decoder is also no longer fault tolerant if the values
stored in these classical bits experience errors. It was speculated that some of these issues
could be overcome by employing more sophisticated ideas from Gács’s construction, but no
explicit proposal was put forward. Furthermore, the argument in Ref. [28] does not appear
to rigorously prove fault tolerance in the presence of transient faults (a proof of a simpler
version which makes the additional assumption of instantaneous classical communication was
given in Ref. [31]). Numerical studies appear to indicate a threshold [28, 16] assuming the
classical part of the decoder is noiseless.

• Other decoders based on renormalization group ideas, such as those of Refs. [29, 30], operate
non-locally in space on a scale of size O(logL).

• A rather different line of approach is found in “field-based decoders”. These decoders operate
according to a dynamics that uses a local field updated according to a Poisson equation which,
when the field is updated quickly enough, causes long-range attractive interactions between
syndromes, thus preventing them from moving far apart and causing a logical error. This
tactic was first suggested in Ref. [5] and was studied numerically in [32]. In this construction,
a 2D (or 3D) cellular automaton is used to induce the attractive interaction by mimicking
a discretized “gravitational” field. In order for the interaction to be long-ranged enough to
produce sufficient suppression of logical errors, the processing speed of this automaton was
shown to necessarily diverge polylogarithmically in L.

4The ubiquity of O(logL) factors in these constructions usually stems from the fact that in a p-bounded noise
model, the largest size errors one needs to correct in order to ensure a threshold are of size O(logL).

5The fact that Harrington’s decoder requires access to a read/write memory—as opposed to our read-only
memory—also implies that unlike our model, Harrington’s does not appear to admit a straightforward time-
translation-invariant extension in three dimensions (for reasons discussed in Sec. 6).
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We note that we do not know how to modify any of these constructions to be fault tolerant,
local, and time-translation invariant even if we allow to go up by one dimension. This feature
further distinguishes our construction from the existing ones.

1.3 Outlook and discussion
Our work opens up many new avenues for local decoders in quantum codes and for studying
the fundamental interplay between fault tolerance and locality in quantum systems. Below, we
highlight several classes of interesting questions.

(1) Further generalizations of the toric code automaton.

A simple starting point would be to generalize our construction to the surface code on manifolds
with different cellulations (for example, the triangular lattice) and to open boundary conditions.

It also appears that there can be generalizations to subsystem topological codes [33] as well as
Floquet codes [34], which would be interesting as the local decoder would not be simply measuring
commuting checks of a stabilizer code; likely the ideas in Ref. [35] could help construct these
generalizations. Another generalization would be to other Abelian topological codes, and more
interestingly, to non-Abelian topological codes. In the latter case, a good starting point would be
non-Abelian topological models based on solvable groups, whereby repeatedly fusing a collection
of anyons allows one to eventually fuse to the vacuum. A local decoder (even a hardwired one) for
such a non-Abelian topological code would have the same advantage over the Harrington decoder-
inspired construction in [31] as our construction has to Harrington’s decoder.

An intriguing possibility would be a local decoder (perhaps even a translation invariant one)
for Haah’s cubic code [36], where logical operators have a fractal-like structure. Additionally, it
might be possible to design a simpler rule for the 2D toric code on a hyperbolic manifold (a very
simple rule for the 4D hyperbolic toric code was presented in Ref. [37]).

(2) An automaton for practical local error correction.

It remains to estimate the threshold of our automaton under various types of realistic error models.
Under the i.i.d. on-site Pauli noise of strength p, the threshold noise strength pc appears to be
rather small, with the numerics of Sec. 5.5.2 suggesting6 pc ≲ 10−4.

Our construction was designed for the purpose of proving fault tolerance, not necessarily to
optimize pc. Thus, in the future it will be important to explore how large one can make pc. In
addition, there is a big space of possible schemes that should have similar properties to ours but
could have much better performance, especially at smaller scales. For example, one could construct
error correction procedures on a slightly larger unit cell which could provide larger suppression
of the error rate and a simulation scheme that achieves error suppression for every level of the
hierarchy (rather than every k levels). In addition, it is of practical benefit to find constructions
that work on system sizes that are not powers of a given integer as well as to adapt the construction
to different lattices and architectures.

(3) A quantum version of Gács’s automaton.

The construction of a local quantum automaton generalizing Gács’s classical automaton is an open
problem. Any fault-tolerant local quantum automaton in three dimensions or less that possesses
even some of the following features on top of our construction would constitute an important
advance toward solving this problem: (i) translation invariance in both space and time; (ii) con-
stant encoding rate; (iii) operating in continuous time; (iv) a local model for universal quantum
computation. Each of these points is an important open challenge.

We are optimistic about (ii) being readily achievable if spacetime translation invariance is
allowed to be violated. Some progress towards (ii) and (iv) was made in Ref. [38] using code
concatenation (a local and constant rate reliable classical memory is required for the operation of
this proposal but one was not constructed).

6The fact that our automaton is naturally defined only on systems of linear sizes that are powers of 3 makes it
difficult to pinpoint pc using only the modest system sizes considered in Sec. 5.5.2.
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Our construction might possibly be extended to realize (i) and (iv) in the future. The spacetime
structure of the rules of our automaton resembles self-similar tiling which could be possible to
generate in a local and translation-invariant way [39]. However, the bits needed to generate this
structure must also be reliable, which poses a significant challenge.

To make progress towards (iv), a universal local quantum computer, one can use the 3D version
of our automaton, which can be modified to allow for the implementation of constant-depth local
unitary gates. Achieving the real part of Clifford gates this way is relatively simple; for complex
Clifford gates, one would need to modify our construction to work in the presence of boundaries. For
a non-Clifford gate, which would complete a universal set of gates, the most natural approach would
be to use a two-dimensional spacetime protocol [40, 41] implementing a logical non-Clifford gate
on copies of toric codes. It may be possible to achieve local error correction in these protocols by
constructing generalizations toD4 topological order in the presence of domain walls and boundaries.
This would be an interesting future direction.

As for (iii), i.e. a continuous time version of our construction, it could be possible to use Toom’s
rule (which itself does not rely on synchronicity) to synchronize neighboring clocks in 2D and thus
fight possible errors that arise due to asynchrony [42]. In addition, some interesting attempts that
were not based on hierarchical methods were presented in 3D in Ref. [43] which used some older
techniques in Ref. [44].

(4) Constraints on local and scalable fault tolerance.

One interesting question would be whether there are fundamental bounds we can place on quantum
systems that are locally fault tolerant. For example, the quantum extension of Gács construction
would yield a system undergoing local dynamics which encodes a constant rate of quantum infor-
mation fault tolerantly. This would get around the Bravyi-Poulin-Terhal (BPT) bound [45] for
local stabilizer models by virtue of the stabilizers in such a construction not being local. The con-
struction in Ref. [38], if implemented locally, would overcome this bound by the same argument.
Thus, we know that spatial locality likely does not place any fundamental limit on the encoding
rate. However, this still remains to be rigorously shown.

It is also an interesting question whether all low-dimensional and local schemes of fault tolerance
necessarily require a hierarchical construction. One early proposal for a non-hierarchical classical
one-dimensional memory was the Gács-Kurdyumov-Levin automaton [46], but this was shown to
lack a threshold in the presence of generic noise [47]. Finally, if we want to develop a physical
model for local fault tolerance, we would want such a system to be governed by some kind of
universal Linbladian which robustly encodes an input program and fault tolerantly performs a
computation. Understanding how to move towards such a result would (we believe) constitute an
important advance in the theory of quantum fault tolerance.

(5) Consequences for non-equilibrium physics.

Our results also have interesting implications for quantum many-body physics, where geometric
locality is a natural physical constraint. Our construction provides an example of a completely
stable open quantum system below four dimensions, and we are currently unaware of any other
examples that are stable to arbitrary (but weak) noise. It will be interesting to see how this example
fits into a more general classification of stable phases in open quantum systems, the definition and
understanding of which is still in its infancy (see e.g. [48]).

An important comment is that the dynamics implemented by our circuit is fundamentally non-
equilibrium in character, in that it does not satisfy detailed balance, and does not have a thermal
steady state. This is an example of how (both classical and quantum) systems that break detailed
balance can exhibit ordered phases in lower dimensions than systems undergoing thermalizing
dynamics, which obey detailed balance. Classically, we are aware of an example obeying detailed
balance which robustly stabilizes a single bit of information in 3D (the classical Ising gauge theory,
see Ref. [49]) which can be decoded using ideas in Ref. [50]. It would be interesting to prove a no-go
theorem in lower dimensions or to understand how exactly detailed balance must be broken to lead
to ordered phases. In the quantum case, it would interesting if one could construct a self-correcting
quantum memory below four dimensions, either by constructing a 3D topological stabilizer code,
or by studying random Hamiltonians with non-commuting terms.
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From the perspective of non-equilibrium statistical mechanics, one interesting question is the
nature of the phase transition that occurs in Tsirelson’s automaton when the noise strength is
tuned across the threshold value pc. Since there is no ordering in 1D (locally-interacting) models
of equilibrium statistical mechanics, such a transition in the non-equilibrium setting is rather
exotic. With symmetric noise, this transition is associated with the spontaneous breaking of the
Z2 spin-flip symmetry in the system’s non-equilibrium steady state. Numerics finds this transition
to be continuous, likely corresponding to a new critical point that will be explored in future work.

2 Tsirelson’s automaton and proof of its fault tolerance
In this section, we review the construction of a fault-tolerant one-dimensional automaton by
Tsirelson [20] that will inspire our toric code decoder. We then modify Tsirelson’s original con-
struction slightly, which allows us to provide a fault tolerance proof using the extended rectangles
method introduced by Aliferis, Gottesman, and Preskill [22, 23]. This proof is much simpler than
the original approach taken by Tsirelson and provides a framework for the rest of the paper. The
local automaton that Tsirelson proposed operates on a one-dimensional line of interacting bits and
can reliably store a single logical bit for an exponential amount of time in a power α > 0 of the
system size. Though the construction is rather simple, it lacks translation-invariance in both space
and time, and operates in discrete time.

We now introduce a number of basic definitions which will be used in the remainder of this
work. In this section, we will let L denote a finite 1D lattice of bits, with one bit living at each
site of L.

Definition 2.1 (State). A classical state is a configuration of bit values s ∈ {0, 1}|L|, where |L| is
the total number of bits. We will write s(t) = (s1(t), s2(t), ..., s|L|(t)), where each si(t) ∈ {0, 1}. A
t-history of classical states Ht,s(0) is a set of states {s(0), s(1), · · · , s(t)} up to time t.

Definition 2.2 (Classical noise). A classical noise model is given by the conditional PDF p(·, t|Ht−1,s(0)),
which is a distribution over spatial locations x at fixed time t conditioned on the t-history of states
Ht−1,s(0) = (s(0), s(1), s(2), · · · , s(t−1)). The noise model operates by assuming that the state s(t)
is noisy at locations x1,x2, · · · ,xn with probability distribution p(x1,x2, · · · ,xn, t|Ht−1,s(0)).

An i.i.d. noise model is one where p(·, t|Ht−1,s(0)) = p(·, t) and p(x1,x2, · · · ,xn, t) =
∏n

i=1 qi,
where qi is the probability of flipping the bit at xi.

Throughout the paper, we will refer to the set of spacetime points where the noise occurs as
E, and will say that E constitutes a particular “noise realization”.

We will use the word “gadget” to refer to the operation of some rule with noise.

Definition 2.3 (Gadget). A classical gadget over a spatial region R ⊂ L is a map G : {0, 1}|R| ×
E → {0, 1}|R|, which locally rewrites the values of bits in region R according to a predetermined
rule, subject to noise flipping bit values in E. The region R will be referred to as the spatial support
of gadget G.

Definition 2.4 (Composition of gadgets). Gadgets can be composed one after another in a se-
quence. The gadget G2 ◦ G1 : {0, 1}|R| × E → {0, 1}|R| is a map, where R is the union of the
spatial supports of G1 and G2, such that G1 is applied to the input, and is then followed by G2.
Note that the ordering of a sequence of gadgets in all expressions will always be read from right to
left (in figures, however, time will run either bottom to top or left to right).

If two gadgets G1 and G2 occur at the same time and their actions on an input can be paral-
lelized, then we will write their combined action as G1 ⊗G2.

Definition 2.5 (Automaton). A classical automaton AC is a circuit of (classical) gadgets, each
having spatial support of size O(1), where the union of spatial supports of the gadgets cover the
lattice L. The gadgets are generally assumed to be noisy. As a depth-t circuit of gadgets, a classical
automaton (subject to a particular noise realization) maps an input classical configuration s(0) to
an output configuration s(t).

Definition 2.6 (Damage). Consider a classical automaton AC of depth t with noise realization
E and another automaton ÃC that is a noiseless version of AC . For a given input s(0) and time
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0 < t0 ≤ t, let the states obtained by running these automata up to time t0 be s(t0) and s̃(t0),
respectively. The damage at time t0 with respect to noise realization E is defined to be the set
{x| s(x, t0) ⊕ s̃(x, t0) = 1}.

We will refer to an automaton as hardwired if it applies gadgets in a non time-translation
invariant way:

Definition 2.7 (Hardwiring). We say that an automaton A is hardwired if the elementary gadgets
G ∈ A of the automaton are applied in a time-dependent manner. The instruction set specifying
this time dependence is always assumed to not be subject to noise.

In this paper, we will work with p-bounded noise models (also called local stochastic noise
models), which are more general than i.i.d. noise models:

Definition 2.8 (p-bounded classical noise). For an automaton of depth t, let a classical noise
realization E be a random subset of the set of spacetime coordinates L×[0, t] (since time is discrete,
it is understood that [0, t] ≡ [0, t] ∩ Z). The noise model is said to be p-bounded if for any A ⊆ L,
we have

P[A ⊆ E] ≤ p|A|. (2.1)

In the paper, we will be using several p-bounded noise models. One of them will act on
individual (qu)bits, in which case L will be the spacetime lattice of (qu)bits, and the other one
will be a gadget noise model, where each gadget can experience an arbitrary error, in which case
L will denote the set of spacetime coordinates of all gadgets. The use of p-bounded noise (rather
than i.i.d. noise) is essential because the operation of the automata introduce noise correlations
that cannot be captured with an i.i.d. noise model.

2.1 Tsirelson’s automaton
A non-hardwired fault tolerant 1D classical automaton was found by Gács in the seminal work [17,
18], which refuted the ‘positive rates’ conjecture in statistical mechanics and dynamical sys-
tems [51]. While Gács’ automaton is extremely complicated, the task of fault tolerantly storing a
single bit in 1D turns out to be significantly simplified if one allows for hardwiring. This was first
noticed by Tsirelson [20], who constructed a hardwired automaton defined by a set of ‘substitu-
tion’ rules. His construction is designed to be hierarchically self-simulating, in a way we will make
precise below.

Definition 2.9 (Elementary gadgets). The elementary gadgets of Tsirelson’s automaton consist
of an ‘idle’ gadget X0, a ‘swap’ gadget Y0, and an ‘error correction’ gadget Z0. In the absence of
noise, their actions are defined as follows:

X0(s1) = s1, Y0(s1, s2) = (s2, s1) (2.2)

and
Z0(s1, s2, s3) = (Maj(s1, s2, s3),Maj(s1, s2, s3),Maj(s1, s2, s3)), (2.3)

and are pictorially denoted below:

(2.4)

Thus X0 acts as the identity, Y0 swaps its inputs, and Z0 performs a majority vote of its inputs
and broadcasts three copies of the result.

Tsirelson then defined higher-level gadgets (Xn, Yn, Zn), which are built from elementary gad-
gets and behave the same way as the elementary gadgets but at a larger ‘scale’. The higher-level
gadgets are defined recursively through the following substitution rules:
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Definition 2.10 (Simulated gadgets). The simulated gadgets of Tsirelson’s automaton at level n,
denoted by Xn, Yn, and Zn, are defined through Xn−1, Yn−1, and Zn−1 via the substitution rules
(where time progresses from bottom to top)

(2.5)

These substitution rules uniquely determine (Xn, Yn, Zn) in terms of the elementary gadgets (X0, Y0, Z0).
We will call n the level of the respective gadget.

The pattern of Yn−1 swaps appearing in the substitution rule for Zn is designed to redistribute
the bits so that the majority vote at higher scales can be implemented in a local way

Finally, we can define Tsirelson’s automaton:

Definition 2.11 (Tsirelson’s automaton). Given a 1D line of L bits, denoting n = log3 L (or
n = log3 2L, n = log3 L+ 1, respectively), Tsirelson’s automaton for X, Y or Z gadget consists of
applying the simulated gadget Xn, Tn or Zn repeatedly in time.

The depth of the circuit implementing Tsirelson’s automaton when Xn is repeated T times is
Llog 6/ log 3 ·T . It is the same for the automaton corresponding to Yn or Zn. The bit that Tsirelson’s
automaton stores is encoded using the recursive majority function (which is the function computed
by a noiseless Zn gadget).

Definition 2.12 (Decoder for Tsirelson’s automaton). The decoder for Tsirelson’s automaton is
a noiseless circuit Dn : {0, 1}3n → {0, 1} which performs recursive majority vote on bit strings of
length 3n. Explicitly, Dn acts on bit strings via

D1(s1, s2, s3) = Maj(s1, s2, s3)
Dk(s1, ..., s3k ) = D1(Dk−1(s1, ..., s3k−1), Dk−1(s3k−1+1, ..., s2×3k−1), Dk−1(s2×3k−1+1, ..., s3k ))

(2.6)

Assuming a local p-bounded error model where the noise is supported on bits (this noise model
is defined in Prop. 2.1), Tsirelson [20] proved a stronger version of the following statement:

Theorem 2.1 (Tsirelson [20]). Denote si(t) to be the value of the ith bit after T repetitions of
Tsirelson’s automaton applied to the initial state si(0) = 1 ∀ i. Then under a p-bounded noise
model, provided p is smaller than some value pc

P (D(s(T )) = 1) ≥ 1 − T · exp
(
−αLβ

)
(2.7)

for positive constants α and β.
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Figure 1: The evolution of an input state with randomly chosen damage under a noise-free level-2 error correction
gadget Z2. As in other figures, time goes from bottom to top. White squares represent 0 and and gray squares
represent 1.
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By symmetry, this also holds if the initial state is si(0) = 0. This implies that Tsirelson’s
automaton can remember a bit of information for infinite time in the limit L → ∞.

This theorem was originally proved in Ref. [20] by explicitly studying how the joint distribution
of errors evolves under the automaton. It is likely that this method does not readily generalize for
other constructions. Thus, of the goals of this section is to provide a simpler, more modern, and
generalizable proof that makes use of the extended rectangles formalism, which was also originally
used to provide a simpler proof of fault tolerance for the concatenated code scheme [22]. Before
proceeding with the proof, let us provide some informal intuition for why Tsirelson’s construction
works.

First, we need a more general discussion of stable cellular automaton dynamics. In order to
stabilize a certain logical state, such an automaton must be able to correct domains of errors
created by the noise. For a generic configuration of noise, the largest spatial domain of errors
observed at any given time can scale with the system size L as ∼ logL, which diverges as L → ∞.
In two (or more) dimensions, there exist ways of locally correcting these large domains quickly
enough. One way is to use Toom’s rule [14], which shrinks domains in a time proportional to their
linear size. The reason this can be done locally is because boundaries of error domains form loops,
and the curvature of these loops can be determined locally.

However, in one dimension, an analogous rule is not possible given that boundaries of error
domains are point-like (this is also the reason why there are no ordered phases in 1D classical
locally-interacting systems in equilibrium). Thus, Tsirelson’s automaton must operate based on a
different rule: rather than trying to shrink domains of errors, it instead operates using a “divide
and conquer” strategy. The only error domains eliminated directly by the automaton are those of
length 1 (which are cleaned up by local majority votes). Larger domains, instead of being directly
shrunk, are instead fragmented into smaller domains which are then isolated from each other.
These domains recursively continue to be fragmented and isolated until they become small enough
to be directly corrected (see Fig. 1).

Consider first how the gadgets operate at low levels. Every operation X1 consists of a Z0
followed by three columns of X0. This means that X1 takes three bits as an input, computes their
majority vote (i.e. error corrects), and then broadcasts this value to all three outputs. Y1 starts
by applying a Z0 to two blocks of three bits, and then swapping both blocks. This is equivalent
to implementing a fault tolerant swap operation on a pair of encoded bits. Finally, Z1 starts
with applying Z0 to three blocks of qubits and redistributing the output via swaps so that each
output block contains one bit from each input block. As an explicit example, consider the action
of a clean Z1 on the input state ‘000 101 000’. Applying majority votes (Z0 gadgets) turns this
into ‘000 111 000’, and the redistribution performed by the pattern of swaps then turns this into
‘010 010 010’. The action of Z1 thus fragments the minority domain of errors into three pieces,
which are distributed among each of the three output blocks. Following this with a final layer of
local majority votes (Z0 gadgets) completely eliminates the minority domain.

The elimination of errors at larger scales occurs in a self-similar fashion, repeating the same
action at each scale recursively (‘hierarchically’). An illustration of how an input error configuration
gets self-similarly cleaned up at level 2 is shown in Fig. 1.

2.2 A modification of Tsirelson’s automaton
We will now introduce a minor modification of Tsirelson’s construction, which is readily amenable
to the extended rectangles method [22, 23] for proving fault tolerance. This modification also allows
us to define the notion of a fault tolerant simulation and interpret the action of the automaton as
repeated fault tolerant simulation of a 3-bit repetition code.

Each gadget in the modified automaton is analogous to a ‘gate’ from quantum computation,
with higher-level gadgets being defined in a way resembling transversal application of lower-level
gadgets:

Definition 2.13 (Modified elementary and simulated gadgets). Define the modified elementary
gadgets X0 = X0, Y0 = Y0, and Z0 = Z0 to be the same as in Tsirelson’s original construction.
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Define the (modified) gadgets X1, Y1, and Z1 to be

(2.8)

We call X , Y, and Z-type gadgets ‘gate gadgets’.

In the new notation (note the difference in the typeface), X0, Y0 and Z0 are now viewed as
1-, 2-, and 3-bit gates, respectively. The new X1 and Y1 are the same as in Tsirelson’s original
construction, except that they lack the first layer of Z0 gadgets. Z1 is the same as Tsirelson’s
gadget repeated twice, with the first layer of Z0 gadgets removed. The reason why we define
Z1 differently from Tsirelson’s Z1 is that, as previously mentioned, Z1 is designed to operate
analogously to transversal gates. Namely, the level-1 majority vote is implemented by performing
majority votes between encoded inputs in a bitwise manner (i.e. the first majority vote acts on
the first bit of each of the encoded inputs). To do this completely locally, we first use a sequence
of swaps to bring the desired bits together, apply the majority vote, and send the bits back to
their original locations. The transversal nature of this operation ensures that an error confined to
a single block of 3 bits does not affect the logical output.

We note that the circuits for X1 and Y1 gadgets have depth 6, while that for Z1 has depth 11.
Nevertheless, as we will see, an automaton compiled from these gadgets will have well-defined depth
despite the gadgets having different depth, because Z-type gadgets never occur simultaneously with
X or Y-type gadgets. If this were not the case, one can always add extra idle steps to equalize the
depths.

Nest, we define the notion of a fault tolerant simulation of a circuit C.

Definition 2.14 (Fault tolerant simulation). Define EC1 = Z0. A fault tolerant simulation of a
circuit C comprised of X0, Y0, and Z0 gadgets, denoted FT (C), is a circuit wherein (a) each bit in C
is replaced by a block of 3 bits, (b) each X0 is replaced with FT (X0) = EC1◦X1◦EC1, (c) each Y0 is
replaced with FT (Y0) = EC1◦Y1◦EC1, and (d) each Z0 is replaced with FT (Z0) = EC1◦Z1◦EC1,
and finally (e) one of the two EC1 gadgets is removed between each pair of consecutive gate gadgets.

Definition 2.15 (Repeated fault tolerant simulation). A repeated fault tolerant simulation of a
circuit C, denoted FTn(C), is a new circuit formed from the iteration FTn(C) = FT (FTn−1(C)),
with FT 0(C) = C and FT 1(C) = FT (C).

We emphasize that the adjective in the term “fault tolerant simulation” is used to indicate
that the simulation’s aim is produce a circuit with same logical action as the original one that
can tolerate certain faults (for example, sparse single-qubit or single-gadget faults), but the fault
tolerance in the conventional meaning of this term is only achieved upon repeated simulation and
is a property that we subsequently prove.

We also introduce an element that we call the ‘ideal decoder’. The ideal decoder is a noise-free
gadget which performs ideal error correction. It will play an important role in the proofs.

Definition 2.16 (ideal decoder). An ideal decoder on 3k-bit state s = (s1, ..., s3k ) is defined to be
Dk from Eq. (2.6). D1 will be schematically shown as

(2.9)
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For a noiseless input state where each three bits is viewed as a 3-bit encoded noiseless input, the
following graphical identity holds for the ideal decoder acting after noise-free simulated gadgets,
which illustrates the self-similar nature of the construction:

(2.10)

(2.11)

To further illustrate how self-simulation works, let us show how a hierarchical application of
the ideal decoder can reduce the circuit level by level. One application of an ideal decoder reduces
FTn(C) to FTn−1(C). An explicit example of this is shown in Fig. 2. In this example, the input
circuit is FT 2(Z0); upon pushing a layer of ideal decoders through the circuit, we obtain FT (Z0).
Pushing another layer of ideal decoders through the circuit yields Z0. Thus, pushing layers of the
ideal decoder through repeatedly reveals which circuit is being simulated at every level.

In our subsequent proof, we replace Tsirelson’s originalXn, Yn, and Zn with FTn(X0), FTn(Y0)
and FTn(Z0), respectively, which we call the modified Tsirelson automaton:

Definition 2.17 (Modified Tsirelson’s automaton). Given a 1D line of L bits, denoting (or n =
log3 2L, n = log3 L + 1, respectively), the modified Tsirelson’s automaton for X, Y or Z gadget
consists of applying the simulated gadget FTn(XT

0 ), FTn(Y T
0 ) or FTn(ZT

0 ) where T is the number
of repetitions.

This modification is rather minor, amounting to repeating each Zk twice as compared to
Tsirelson’s original construction. However, as we show in the next subsection, one can prove
fault tolerance by directly using the exRecs method for quantum concatenated codes.

2.3 Proof of fault tolerance
We will now prove that the modified Tsirelson’s automaton is fault tolerant using the extended
rectangles (exRecs) method. Because in this section we use the exRecs method in its unchanged
form, we only provide a brief summary of the most used concepts in App. B. We encourage the
reader to revisit the literature [22, 23] for a more comprehensive introduction7. In particular, we
will be extensively using the following concepts from this method: Gate and EC properties, good
and correct exRecs, bad exRecs and truncation, ideal and ∗-decoders, as well as the techniques

7A comprehensive introduction can also be found in notes written by Gottesman that will eventually be published
in the form of a book [10].
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Figure 2: A circuit for F T 2(Z0) followed by two rounds of hierarchical application of the ideal decoder. Pushing

each layer of decoders gives the sequence of circuits F T 2(Z0)
D⊗9

1−→ F T (Z0)eff
D⊗3

1−→ (Z0)eff′ . For convenience,
the Z gadgets before and after pulling ideal decoder through are highlighted in blue.
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used to prove Theorem B.1. When proving fault tolerance for the toric code automaton we will
need to modify the exRecs method, for which the appropriate definitions will be provided when
needed.

Let us start by considering the same error model as in Tsirelson’s original paper and show that
exRec properties hold for our modified gadgets. Let us refer to the states of the bits at spacetime
locations corresponding to the inputs and outputs of each elementary gadget as wires (gadgets
have both incoming and outcoming wires). In the wire error model, errors occur only in the wires
between consecutive gadgets.

Proposition 2.1 (Properties of modified Tsirelson’s gadgets under wire error model). Assume a
p-bounded error model (the “wire error model”) where

• Any wire can fail (including the input and output wires in X0, Y0 and Z0 gadgets);

• The action of all level-0 gadgets is perfectly reliable.

Then, the gate gadgets X1, Y1 and Z1 satisfy Gate A and Gate B properties with t = 1, and the
EC gadget Z0 satisfy EC A and EC B properties with t = 1 (these properties are defined in Def.
B.2).

Proof. All the properties can be seen by inspecting respective gadgets. One can also see that if we
did not choose to change the action of the original Z1, the property Gate B would not hold for it;
an explicit example of this can be seen by considering the gate B property with an error-free Z1
acting on the input state 111 100 000.

Under this noise model, one can think about errors as occurring between the application reliable
(noiseless) elementary gadgets. We will now prove fault tolerance of Tsirelson’s automaton under
the wire error model:

Theorem 2.2 (FT of modified Tsirelson’s automaton with wire error model). Consider a classical
circuit C defined on 1 bit consisting of T idle operations, i.e. C = X T

0 . Construct the repeated
fault-tolerant simulation FTn(C). Assuming the error model in FTn(C) to be the wire error model
from Prop. 2.1, then it achieves fault-tolerant simulation of C with a (Ap)2n-bounded wire error
model for some constant A. The probability that the initial logical state s(0) in the simulated circuit
C will get corrupted in time T is bounded by

P(Dn(s(T )) ̸= Dn(s(0))) ≤ T · (Ap)2n

(2.12)

Proof. Consider the situation where an exRec for either X1, Y1, or Z1 is bad. For a X1-type
exRec, the minimal event causing it to be bad has probability O(p2). For a Y1-type exRec, the
minimal event also has probability O(p2). However, while for Y1 the minimal event failing any
of the simulated wires (i.e. the encoded output state on one of the triples of outgoing wires) has
a probability O(p2), the minimal event failing both simulated outputs has a probability O(p4).
Thus, pulling a ∗-decoder through a bad exRec containing Y1 corresponds to a simulation of Y0
with an A′p2-bounded error model.

Let us similarly determine the error model resulting from pulling a ∗-decoder through a Z1-type
bad exRec. By direct verification, we note that the failure of a single simulated wire (in either
the input or output) occurs with probability O(p2). To check consistency with a A′p2-bounded
wire error model, we need to show that two simulated wires fail with probability O(p4). However,
naively it seems like there are events where two wire failures can cause two simulated wire failures.
For example, consider the scenario where the encoded input is 111 000 000; then an error with
probability p2 can cause an output (after the ideal decoder) of 111 111 111. The output in the
absence of the error would be 000 000 000. Thus, the outputs in the presence and absence of the
error differ on all three encoded bits. However, this error is equivalent to simply failing an additional
input wire. This is because, such an input failure, which occurs with probability p2 would cause
the input 111 110 000, which exits the gadget as 111 111 111. This is still consistent with an A′p2-
bounded error model. Further examination shows that an error with probability at most O(p4)
can cause two simulated wires to fail, even taking into account the kinds of equivalences described
above. Thus, the error model experienced by the simulated Z0 is majorized by a A′p2-bounded
wire error model.

Accepted in Quantum 2026-04-28, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 22



Now that we know that the wire failures in each bad exRec obey an A′p2-bounded error model,
we need to show that the error model for the entire simulated circuit FTn(C) is Ap2-bounded for
some constant A. Upon pulling a layer of ∗-decoders through, if a simulated wire has an error,
it must have been a part of a bad extended rectangle. For a given set W of locations on wires,
call EW an event where there is a failure in each location w in W . Suppose that EW was caused
by a set {Rw} of exRecs being bad. There are many possible choices for such a scenario because
different noise realizations lead to different truncations (determined by Algorithm 2 in App. B,
which determines the assignment of good and bad exRecs), and thus, to the different coverings of
the circuit with exRecs. Therefore, we can sum over all such scenarios:

P (EW ) =
∑

{Rw}

P (EW occurred due to badness of Rw) (2.13)

All bad exRecs can be chosen to be disjoint by the truncation procedure (see App. B for a more
detailed discussion). Because the noise model is A′p2-bounded for each bad exRec, we can upper
bound the sum of probabilities on the right-hand side as

P (EW ) ≤
∑

{Rw}

A′|W |p2|W | ≤ (23A′p2)|W |, (2.14)

where in the second inequality we used the fact that the possible number of truncations of any
exRec is at most 2k with k ≤ 3 because Tsirelson’s construction requires at most 3-bit gates.
Therefore, the error model for the entire circuit is Ap2-bounded for A = 8A′.

Having proved that one level of simulation results in error suppression, we iterate the FT
simulation n times (sequentially pulling decoders past the circuit at higher and higher levels).
Upon doing so, the new error model is a pk-bounded wire error model after k iterations, with

pk ≤ Ap2
k−1; p0 = p (2.15)

Solving this recurrence gives Apn ≤ (Ap)2n . Since the error model for C is (Ap)2n -bounded
(removing the extra factor of A−1 since A > 1), the probability of a logical failure upon union
bounding over T repetitions of the simulated X0 gate completes the proof.

Above, we proved fault tolerance only for the FTn(X T
0 ) automaton; however, a proof for the Y0

and Z0-generated automata is completely analogous. The result above implies a threshold value of
p for the modified Tsirelson automaton which is lower bounded by A−1. Tsirelson’s Theorem 2.1
for the modified automaton is reproduced by setting n = O(log3 L).

Next, let us now assume a more realistic noise model where both wires and gadgets can fail,
and the noise is p-bounded (when a gadget fails, it is allowed to produce an arbitrary output, and
p-boundedness means that if M is a set of gadgets that fail in a certain noise realization, then that
noise realization occurs with probability ≤ p|M |). We call this error model a gadget error model.
Then we can show the following:

Corollary 2.1 (FT of modified Tsirelson automaton with gadget error model). Consider the same
circuit C = X T

0 as in Theorem 2.2. Assuming a p-bounded gadget error model for the circuit
FTn(C), for n ≥ 1, the simulated circuit C experiences a (Ap)2n−1-bounded wire error model for
some constant A.

Proof. We will show that for any circuit C′, a FT (C′) with gadget failure model simulates C′

with wire error model instead. By expressing FTn(C) = FT
(
FTn−1(C)

)
, and identifying C′ =

FTn−1(C), we see that the n levels of noisy-gadget simulation of the original circuit are analogous
to n − 1 levels of noisy-wire simulation of the original circuits instead, for which we then can use
Prop. 2.1 and Theorem 2.2.

A single simulation FT (C) operates effectively with t = 0 (where the definition of t is provided
in App. B). Therefore, any exRec containing even one error is bad. The gate and EC conditions
hold only when there are no errors at all. Consider a bad exRec containing one of the gadgets. For
X1, the minimal event has simply O(p) probability. For Y1, by inspection, one sees that the bad
exRec induces an error model in the simulated Y0 that is A′p-bounded on the wires. For exRec
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containing Z1, by a similar consideration to Theorem 2.2, we get A′p-bounded error model on the
wires. Thus, we have shown that FT (C′) simulates C′ with the A′p wire error model instead, which
concludes the proof.

Finally, we remark that Tsirelson in fact proved a stronger result for his automaton in [20],
namely, that the state input into the automaton is preserved at each site i with some constant
probability (which he bounds by 3/4 from below). A similar result could likely be derived from
our Thm. 2.2 by considering an (inverted) discrete lightcone of gadgets extending to the past from
the point i at a given time t, similarly to Tsirelson’s original proof.

2.4 Numerics for Tsirelson’s automaton
In this subsection we provide a numerical estimate of the threshold in Tsirelson’s original automaton
by simulating its performace with Monte Carlo numerics.8 Our numerics will employ the “wire
error model” of Prop. 2.1 which we model at the circuit level as an i.i.d. noise of strength p.
Explicitly, at a given time t of the circuit evolution, we 1) noiselessly apply the gates applied by
the automaton between times t and t+ 1, and then 2) apply noise: with probability p, each spin is
replaced by a Bernoulli random variable with mean (1 + η)/2, with the noise being biased towards
the si = 0 (si = 1) logical state if η > 0 (η < 0). See [25] for code generating the data in the plots
to follow.

2.4.1 Decoding fidelity
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Figure 3: Logical fidelities in Tsirelson’s automaton after T = 50 repetitions of the error-correcting gadget Xn

subjected to iid wire noise, shown for unbiased noise (η = 0, left) and maximally biased noise (η = 1, right).
Changing the value of T does not appreciably shift the threshold point, but does modify the value of F at which
the crossing occurs. The initial state in the maximally biased case is chosen to be the logical state disfavored
by the bias of the noise.

The threshold value pc is easiest to establish by initializing the system in a logical state and
computing the expected time over which the system retains the memory of its initial conditions.
To this end, we define the logical fidelity F (T ) as the probability for ideal decoding to succeed
after T repetitions of Xn:

F (T ) = min
s(0)

P(D(s(T )) = D(s(0))). (2.16)

Here the minimum over initial states is needed in the case of biased noise, where it selects out the
logical state with the shortest lifetime.

A threshold can be deduced from the L dependence of F measured after a fixed (L-independent)
number of applications of Xn, where n = log3(L). As shown in Fig. 3, for unbiased noise we find
a transition at pc|η=0 ≈ 0.0144, while for maximally biased noise the threshold is approximately

8The numerics to follow are run for Tsirelson’s original automaton, rather than our modified version, which
requires larger circuit depth, making it less convenient for numerical study.
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halved: pc|η=1 ≈ 0.0065. In an i.i.d. gadget failure model with rate p, we observe a similar
threshold of pc|gadget ≈ 0.008.

2.4.2 Relaxation time
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Figure 4: Relaxation times near threshold in Tsirelson’s automaton for unbiased noise. The dashed lines are fits
to the scaling given in (2.18).

To evaluate the lifetime of the memory at noise rates below the threshold, we define the re-
laxation time trel as the average time, measured in a number of applications of Xn rather than in
circuit depth (the time measured in circuit depth will be T times an exponential in n, which will
be poly(L, T )), at which ideal decoding fails:

trel = E[min
s(0)

min{T : D(s(T )) ̸= s(0)}], (2.17)

where E is taken over noise realizations. Below threshold, the relaxation time scales as trel =
(pc/p)Lλ

for constant λ > 0. For Tsirelson’s automaton with a wire error model our fault tolerance
theorem gives λ = ln(2)/ ln(3), producing the scaling behavior

trel ∼ p−2log3(L)
. (2.18)

Fig. 4 shows that this functional form is indeed obeyed quite well when p < pc.

2.5 Generalization to other codes
We will briefly discuss a generalization of the modified Tsirelson’s automaton by replacing the
majority vote procedure with error correction of a different code. Let C be a (small) classical
linear code with parameters [n, k, d], and define the operation EC(s1, s2, · · · , sn) to be an error
correction operation that maps the input bit string s1, s2, · · · , sn to the closest codeword specified
by the parity check matrix H of the code. As in Tsirelson’s construction, define X0 to be an idle
operation, Y0 to be a swap of two bits, and Z0 = EC(s1, s2, · · · , sn) which acts on blocks of n bits.
By performing a similar fault tolerant simulation as before, we will obtain a concatenation scheme
for the code C. This will result in a hierarchical decoder for the code with the parity check matrix

H ′ =


H ⊗ I ⊗ I...⊗ I
L⊗H ⊗ I...⊗ I
L⊗ L⊗H...⊗ I

...
L⊗ L⊗ L...⊗H

 (2.19)

where ⊗ denotes the tensor product for parity check matrices and L is the logical generator matrix.
This corresponds to a classical tensor-product code (not to be confused with tensor products of
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chain complexes frequently used in quantum codes) with parameters [nℓ, kℓ, dℓ] if the simulation
is iterated ℓ times.

Let us construct the fault-tolerant gadgets. We define EC1 = Z0. FT (X0) is defined on n
bits and is a circuit of idles for depth 2n − 1. FT (Y0) is defined on 2n bits and is a pattern of
swaps and idles designed to function in a transversal way, i.e. the operation results in a bitwise
swap of the first block of n bits with the second. Similarly to Tsirelson’s construction, it will be a
‘diamond-shaped’ pattern of swaps whose depth is 2n− 1.

Finally, the gadget FT (Z0) acts on n blocks of n bits. The first part of this gadget brings the
j-th bit of block s to the s-th location in j-th block for all j and s using a pattern of swaps and
idles9. The gadget then applies Z0 on each resulting n-bit block. Finally, the circuit performs the
same sequence of swaps and idles as in the first step. This way, it implements Z0 transversally
(bitwise) between each block. The fault tolerant simulation procedure then follows from Def. 2.14
and the discussion afterward.

As mentioned at the beginning of Sec. 2.2, Tsirelson’s automaton corresponds to choosing C
to be the 3-bit repetition code. Since in general the information will be encoded in a [nℓ, kℓ, dℓ]
code, by choosing the code C that encodes more than one logical bit, i.e. k > 1, we obtain a
one-dimensional classical memory encoding a power-law number of bits.

The proof of fault tolerance using the exRecs method goes through essentially unchanged re-
gardless of C10, and one can prove that the probability of incorrectly decoding a logical bit is

P(D(s(T )) ̸= D(s(0))) ≤ T · (Ap)(t+1)l

, (2.20)

where A is a constant, t = ⌊(d−1)/2⌋, and the ∗-decoder D is defined by a hierarchical application
of EC in complete analogy to (2.6).

3 The toric code automaton
In this section, we introduce the toric code automaton. We start by defining the measurement
and feedback model that will be used in the rest of the paper. We show that a general p-bounded
error model can be reduced to studying a p-bounded gadget error model for Pauli-X and Z errors
separately. We refer to this error model as a decoupled error model. For the rest of the paper, we
will be studying the automaton under the decoupled error model.

After a brief high-level discussion of the construction, we show how to recast Tsirelson’s au-
tomaton in terms of the measurement and feedback model and use this perspective to construct a
basis of elementary gadgets for the toric code automaton. Finally, we describe how the toric code
automaton can be assembled from these elementary gadgets.

3.1 Measurement and feedback automaton and decoupled error model

Here, we will informally present the most important definitions and results from Appendix A,
which contain all of the details and proofs justifying the noise model that we study in the rest of
the paper.

The main model for the quantum automaton that we study is the measurement and feedback
model, whereby at each time step we measure all stabilizer generators, apply a feedback operator
depending on syndromes, and apply a quantum noise channel.

9More precisely, let the n2 bits be arranged on a line with the bit positions indexed by an integer j ∈ {0, . . . , n2 −
1}. Writing j = j1n+ j2, with j1,2 ∈ {0, . . . , n}, the circuit of swaps and idles sends the bit at location j1n+ j2 to
the location j2n+ j1. The specific way in which this circuit is implemented is not important, but one such ‘greedy’
implementation yields a depth (2n2 − 4n+ 3 + (−1)n+1)/2.

10We remark that this approach also straightforwardly generalizes to the case when we concatenate error correction
circuits for several classical codes Ci = {C1, C2, . . . }. For this, one would need to introduce a family of error
correction gadgets Z(i)

0 . It may be possible that the fault tolerance property could still hold if one takes a family
of codes with growing parameters such that the resulting tensor-product code has a constant rate, similarly to
Refs. [18] and [38]. We leave this question as well as its generalization to the quantum setting to future work.
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Definition 3.1 (Measurement and feedback model; informal). A measurement and feedback model
is a quantum dynamical system that takes a stabilizer group S and at time step t:

(a) Measures all stabilizer generators, obtaining syndromes σ,

(b) Applies the feedback operator Ft(σ) conditioned on the syndrome measurements,

(c) Discards the syndrome measurement outcomes, and

(d) Applies noise channel Et.

The measurement and feedback model does not yet reference locality. For this, we define the
notion of a stabilizer quantum gadget, which is an operation that consists of a O(1)-sized region of
stabilizer measurements followed by feedback that only depends on measurement outcomes in this
region, followed by noise (see Defs. A.6 and A.7 for the formal definition). We can then define a
stabilizer quantum automaton by chaining together the action of many local stabilizer quantum
gadgets.

Definition 3.2 (Stabilizer quantum automaton; informal). A stabilizer quantum automaton for
a stabilizer code S = ⟨gi⟩ and a given noise model is a depth-t circuit of local stabilizer quantum
gadgets associated with S that evolves an initial density matrix ρ(0) to a density matrix ρ(t).

We will simply call the stabilizer quantum automaton an “automaton”. In App. A, we argue
that due to stabilizer measurements being performed at every timestep, the effect of general noise
can be reduced to studying a simpler model where the noise applies a Pauli operator Ot at timestep
t and the feedback operator Ft(σ) is also a Pauli operator. Furthermore, for noise that can be
described as a p-bounded qubit or p-bounded gadget error model, the effective Pauli error model
after this simplification can be described by what we call a p-bounded decoupled gadget error
model. We provide definitions of p-bounded gadget error model and the p-bounded decoupled
gadget error model below:

Definition 3.3 (p-bounded gadget error model; informal). A gadget error model is p-bounded if,
given noise realization with a set of noise locations E, an associated set of failed gadgets FE, and
any subset of gadget locations Ag, it satisfies

P[Ag ⊆ FE ] ≤ p|Ag|. (3.1)

Definition 3.4 (p-bounded decoupled gadget error model; informal). Consider a noise realization
with noise locations E and noise operator history {O1,O2, · · · ,OT } with Ot = O(X)

t O(Z)
t . We

partition E = EX ∪EZ so that EX and EZ denote sets of the spacetime locations of qubits marked
for being possibly acted upon by X and Z operators, respectively, and

⋃
t supp(O(X)

t ) ⊆ EX and⋃
t supp(O(Z)

t ) ⊆ EZ .
Specify sets of failed elementary gadgets FEX

= {F (X)
1 , F

(X)
2 , . . . , F

(X)
T } and FEZ

= {F (Z)
1 , F

(Z)
2 , . . . , F

(Z)
T }

such that each individual gadget f (X/Z) ∈ F
(X/Z)
t shares support with EX/Z , and EX/Z is contained

in the union of supports of the gadgets in FEX/Z
.

For each time step t, we can choose a decomposition O(X/Z)
t =

∏
i O(X/Z)

t,i where each O(X/Z)
t,i is

contained in the support of f (X/Z)
t,i ∈ F

(X/Z)
t . The corresponding noise model is a p-bounded decou-

pled gadget noise model if, for any subsets of spacetime locations of X-type and Z-type elementary
gadgets AX and AZ ,

P[(AX ⊆ FEX
) ∧ (AZ ⊆ FEZ

)] ≤ p|AX |+|AZ |. (3.2)

As a technical note, the p-bounded gadget error model and p-bounded decoupled gadget error
model should also include the adjective “approximate error model”, see Def. A.1. An approximate
error model will have a noise history (see Lemma A.1 for a definition) that never applies a logical
operator at any fixed time step. From standard percolation arguments, we can prove that an
approximate error model is close in total variation distance to the non-approximate error model.
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Later on in the text, we may use the adjective “approximate error model” to reinforce this technical
subtlety.

The gadgets of the toric code automaton will be chosen to be X-type and Z-type, see Def. A.15.
For X(Z)-type gadgets, one makes Z(X)-stabilizer measurements in some O(1)-sized region, and
performs X(Z) Pauli feedback based on these measurement outcomes. Moving forward, we will be
heavily relying on (a quantum) notion of damage:

Definition 3.5 (Damage). Call |ϕ⟩ the initial logical state of a stabilizer automaton with stabilizer
group S. Consider a state |ψ⟩ = O |ϕ⟩ where O is a Pauli operator. We call any operator O′ such
that O′O ∈ S the damage of the state |ψ⟩.

Since we only need to study the toric code automaton under a decoupled noise model, the
following fact holds:

Fact 1. Run the toric code automaton with X and Z-type gadgets experiencing a decoupled gad-
get noise model for T time steps. Sample a noise realization with a history of noise operators
{O1,O2, · · · ,OT }, and assume that the initial state is a toric code state of the form O(X)

in O(Z)
in |ψ⟩

where O(X/Z)
in are the input damage operators and |ψ⟩ is a syndrome-free initial logical state of the

toric code.
Then, the total operator applied by the automaton (i.e. due to both its feedback and the noise)

under this noise realization can be determined by running the X and Z-type automata whose outputs
give the operators O(X)

tot,T and O(Z)
tot,T , and multiplying these operators together.

This reduces the analyzes to studying two separate X and Z automata, which significantly
simplifies the ensuing analysis.

3.1.1 Classical gadget maps

While we defined gadgets of an automaton to be quantum operations that measure stabilizers and
apply feedback on the system, let us introduce a slightly different way of describing their action
which we will extensively use throughout the paper. We focus on an X-automaton operating under
a p-bounded decoupled gadget error model. We can map it to a classical problem corresponding to
the dynamics of X-error syndromes on the lattice. The following definition and proposition makes
this precise:

Definition 3.6 (Classical gadget map). Consider a state ρt with definite syndrome σ experiencing
a noise realization E with syndrome ε. Define ρ′

t+1 to be the state after applying the noisy ele-
mentary gadget G. We note that, under a decoupled gadget error model, the state ρ′

t+1 will have
definite syndrome, which we denote σ′. Then, we define G[σ, ε] to be a classical map acting on σ
that produces σ′.

For any pair of neighboring gadgets G1 and G2, their joint operation is determined by running
them simultaneously and following the prescription above. For a non-elementary gadget G, we
define the associated classical action G[σ, ε] to be one that composes the classical actions of its
constituent elementary gadgets.

We will also use the notation G[σ] = G[σ,∅] to refer to the noiseless gadget operation on a
state with syndrome σ.

We will use both the operator and the syndrome picture to analyze the properties of the toric
code automaton and its gadgets. For the syndrome picture, we will utilize the classical maps
associated with gadgets.

3.2 Basic idea behind the construction
Let us now discuss the high-level idea behind our construction. Unlike in a classical automaton,
it is impossible to directly measure the state of an individual qubit in a quantum code without
affecting the stored logical state. Instead the automaton can only measure stabilizers, thereby
revealing information about the errors, but not the logical state of the code. Therefore, the
measurement and feedback model is the most natural model which will not destructively measure
the underlying quantum state.
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In fact, one can recast Tsirelson’s automaton as a stabilizer measurement and feedback model,
which we do explicitly in Subsec. 3.3. The corresponding stabilizer code is simply the classical
repetition code. We then introduce the concepts of a coarse-grained lattice for each level that the
automaton operates at, and we will see that the EC gadget either cleans up an error if it is small
enough or otherwise coarse-grains it to live on a lattice of a larger scale. This process then repeats
self-similarly. Assuming a low noise rate, repeating this map at higher and higher scales cleans
up error configurations. To show that the probability of a logical error is small, we can appeal to
probabilistic properties of p-bounded noise at low noise rates by using methods similar to Gács’
sparsity bound [17, 24]. In particular, with high probability, an error configuration sampled from a
p-bounded noise model can be hierarchically grouped into clusters, where each level-ℓ cluster has a
characteristic size growing with ℓ, and different clusters are sufficiently separated from one another.
A fault-tolerant automaton should be able to handle large clusters at a given level even when new
smaller clusters of errors are dynamically appearing. To do this, it must eliminate smaller error
clusters at a faster rate than larger ones.

Notice that these ideas are very general; they are not specific to Tsirelson’s automaton and are
independent of the spacetime dimension. Therefore, we can use them as a framework for building
an automaton for the toric code, wherein error configurations in X and Z sectors simultaneously
undergo a similar coarse-graining action described above.

We will construct the X-type automaton, and our goal will be to consider the X-type noise and
protect the state against the X-type logical errors. As discussed before, the Z-type automaton will
be defined analogously except on a dual lattice and will have the same properties. To explain how
our toric code automaton functions, we begin by defining the primitive gadgets that appear in its
construction. One naive starting point for building such an automaton would be to independently
run appropriate analogues of the 1D Tsirelson automaton along each row and column of the lattice.
This approach fails to be fault tolerant for reasons explained in Sec. 3.5.1. We have not been able
to find a way to implement a fault tolerant toric code automaton with (the measurement and
feedback versions of the) 1D swap and majority vote gates.

Our construction instead departs from this naive idea in two places. The first place is by
decomposing the 1D majority vote gate used in the measurement and feedback version of the
Tsirelson’s automaton into the syndrome-operating analogue of the ‘swap’ gate and a new type of
‘match’ gate, which pairs up nontrivial syndromes on neighboring sites. The second place is in
defining an EC gadget which acts on 3×3 cell groups of the toric code lattice. Our EC gadget is
constructed by running a version of Tsirelson’s Z0 gadget vertically and horizontally, and coupling
the two operations with match gates inserted at certain times. This EC gadget will be designed to
either eliminate errors in its support or to send syndromes to the corners of the 3 × 3 cell. We will
then describe how to make this construction hierarchical, using two procedures we call the inner
and outer simulations.

3.3 Stabilizer approach to Tsirelson’s automaton
Tsirelson’s automaton performs error correction of a repetition code:

Definition 3.7 (1D repetition code). A repetition code on a one-dimensional line of L qubits is a
stabilizer code, with the stabilizer group generated by Ai+1/2 = ZiZi+1, where i labels an edge and
i+ 1/2 labels an adjacent vertex.

In the spirit of quantum stabilizer codes, we will also formally use the term ‘qubit’ instead of
‘bit’, even though the repetition code is classical.

In the measurement and feedback approach, the SWAP gate is analogous to a new elementary
gate gadget we will refer to as T0(v). We will use the notation G(x) where x is either a spatial or
a spacetime coordinate associated with the gadget (depending on the context), which should not
be confused with the usage of square brackets to indicate the classical gadget action as in G[σ, ε]
from Def. 3.6. This gate gadget is defined as follows:

Definition 3.8 (T0 for modified Tsirelson’s construction). Let v+ 1/2 denote the edge to the right

Accepted in Quantum 2026-04-28, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 29



from the vertex labeled v on the 1D lattice. The action of the T0(v) gadget is:

T0(v) =
{
I if Zv−1/2Zv+1/2 = 1
Xv−1/2Xv+1/2 if Zv−1/2Zv+1/2 = −1

(3.3)

Namely, it (i) measures the Zv−1/2Zv+1/2 check, (ii) applies Xv−1/2Xv+1/2 if the measurement
outcome was −1, and (iii) does nothing otherwise. Given the F2-valued syndromes, we can alter-
natively define the associated classical action T0(v)[σ,∅] in the syndrome picture as

(σv−1, σv, σv+1) T0(v)[σ,∅]−→

{
(σv−1, σv, σv+1), if σv = 0
(σv−1 ⊕ 1, σv, σv+1 ⊕ 1), if σv = 1

(3.4)

One can directly verify that in terms of bits, this action is equivalent to the action of the ‘swap’
gate Y0(v). We schematically depict the nontrivial action of this gate gadget as:

(3.5)

where the black dot denotes the presence of a nontrivial syndrome.
Next, we discuss the majority vote gadget. Unlike in Tsirelson’s construction, rather than using

SWAP and majority as a basis, we will use a different (and equivalent) basis of gates. As mentioned
above, this is done because it is not natural to perform error correction in the 2D toric code using
only 1D majority vote gates. Instead, we will perform error correction in 2D by starting with a
grid of intersecting 1D Tsirelson automata, decomposing each 1D majority vote into a sequence of
swap and the new ‘match’ gates, and then adding match gates coupling different rows / columns
during the action of each 1D majority vote. How exactly this is done will be explained in Sec. 3.5.1.
First however, we will define the match gate.

A match gate M0(e) centered on the qubit labeled e is defined as follows:

Definition 3.9 (M0 for modified Tsirelson’s construction). The elementary M0(e) gadget is de-
fined as

M0(e) =
{
Xe if Ze−1Ze = −1 and ZeZe+1 = −1
I otherwise

(3.6)

i.e. if two nontrivial syndromes are present from measuring checks sharing qubit e, the syndromes
are matched by flipping the value of the qubit shared by both of the checks. In terms of syndromes,
the associated classical action M0(e)[σ,∅] is defined as:

(σe−1/2, σe+1/2) M0(e)[σ,∅]−→

{
(0, 0) if σe−1/2 = σe+1/2 = 1
(σe−1/2, σe+1/2) otherwise

(3.7)

We schematically depict the nontrivial action of this gate as:

(3.8)

Note that instead of showing the action of T0 and M0 in spacetime like was done earlier, we just
show one time step at a time. This new notation will be useful for the toric code case where the
circuits are two-dimensional and a direction illustration of their spacetime action is not feasible.

Definition 3.10 (Support of a gadget: 1D repetition code). Define the location of a syndrome in
a 1D repetition code to be the vertex e+1/2 for which the syndrome is the measurement outcome of
stabilizer generator ZeZe+1. The support of a gadget G, denoted supp(G), is the set of spacetime
locations that the gadget nontrivially depends on.

Fact 2. The majority gate Z0 can be written in terms of T0 and M0 as

Maj(e− 1, e, e+ 1) ≡ Z0(e− 1, e, e+ 1) = M0(e) T0(e+ 1/2) M0(e) T0(e− 1/2) M0(e) (3.9)
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Schematically, this looks like

(3.10)
Finally, we denote the elementary ‘idle’ gate gadget as I0. We emphasize that the action of the

I0, T0 and Z0 on product states is identical to that of X0, Y0 and Z0, respectively. Thus, using the
measurement and feedback paradigm, we can write the modified Tsirelson’s automaton in terms
of the new gadgets I0, T0, and M0 (with Z0 replaced with the decomposition shown above) with
otherwise the same substitution rules introduced in Sec. 2.

In the following, we will also use the following interpretation of the majority vote gadget. This
gadget removes any single-bit error (a pair of domain walls separated in space by distance 1)
within its support. If there is only a single domain wall inside its support, the gadget will move the
domain wall to its nearest end. We call the latter action “coarse-graining the error configuration” (a
concept that we discuss more formally shortly). This accounts for all possible input configurations
because there are only two possible locations for domain walls within the support of Z0.

This almost completes the new fault-tolerant prescription for expressing a circuit C as defined
in Def. 2.14. The definitions of I1 and T1 as well as EC remain the same as those of X1 and Y1
when interpreted as a substitution rule. We define FT (M0) = EC1M1EC1, where M1 is defined
as:

(3.11)

with each blue rectangle in the middle of the circuit denoting an M0 gadget. It operates similarly
to the modified Z1, except the sixth step is now an application of M⊗3

0 rather than Z⊗3
0 . Similarly

to Z-type gadgets in the original construction, M-type gadgets only occur simultaneously with
the gadgets of the same type, and are never combined with I or T gadgets. Therefore, we do not
need to require that the M gadgets have the same depth as I and T .

Finally, the fault-tolerant simulation is defined in the same way as in Sec. 2.

3.4 Basic definitions for the toric code automaton
As mentioned previously, we will discuss only the bit-flip (X) error correcting part of the automaton
in the rest of the paper since the phase-flip error correction has an identical implementation after
passing to the dual lattice and exchanging X ↔ Z. Therefore, the only stabilizer measurements
featured here will be the Av-stabilizer measurements, and thus, L0 will be from now on the set of
all vertices on the lattice. We will use the notation v = (vx, vy) for the coordinates of the vertex
v, and denote qubits adjacent to the vertices by half-integer coordinates, such as (vx + 1/2, vy) for
a qubit on a horizontal edge adjacent connecting (vx, vy) with (vx + 1, vy). We will also use e to
denote qubit locations when convenient.

We start by introducing the basis of gadgets for our automaton, which are very similar to the
T and M gadgets that we introduced for the stabilizer-based treatment of Tsirelson’s automaton.
The difference is that the T0 and M0 gadgets now live in two dimensions, and we define a horizontal
(‘h’) and vertical (‘v’) action for them. They are designed so that, expressed through their action
on syndromes, they have the same action as their one-dimensional counterparts.
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Definition 3.11 (Elementary T gadget for the toric code). The action of the T h
0 (w) gadget, where

w ∈ L0 is defined as

T h
0 (w) =

{
I if Aw = 1
Xwx−1/2,wy

Xwx+1/2,wy
if Aw = −1

(3.12)

Namely, it (i) measures the Aw stabilizer and (ii) applies a horizontal Xwx−1/2,wy
Xwx+1/2,wy

operator if the measurement outcome was −1 and does nothing otherwise. In the syndrome picture,
we can define the associated classical action T h

0 (w)[σ,∅] as

(σwx−1,wy
, σwx,wy

, σwx+1,wy
) T h

0 (w)[σ,∅]−→ (σwx−1,wy
⊕ σwx,wy

, σwx,wy
, σwx+1,wy

⊕ σwx,wy
) (3.13)

T v
0 is defined as a π/2-rotated version of T h

0 , so that x and y are exchanged in the above
definition; the ‘h’ (horizontal) or ‘v’ (vertical) superscript accordingly stands for the orientation of
the feedback action. Intuitively, the action of T h

0 (v) broadcasts information about the syndrome
present at location v to its left and right neighboring vertices (and for T v

0 (v), to the the top and
bottom vertices neighboring v).

We now define the “match” gate for the toric code.

Definition 3.12 (Elementary M gadget for the toric code). The Mh
0 (e) gadget is defined as

Mh
0 (e) =

{
Xe if Aex−1/2,ey

= −1 and Aex+1/2,ey
= −1

I otherwise
(3.14)

i.e. if two nontrivial syndromes are present from measuring the two checks sharing qubit e, the
syndromes are matched by applying X to the qubit. In terms of syndromes, the associated classical
action Mh

0 (e)[σ,∅] is defined as:

(σex−1/2,ey
, σex+1/2,ey

) Mh
0 (e)[σ,∅]−→

{
(0, 0) if σex−1/2,ey

= σex+1/2,ey
= 1

(σex−1/2,ey
, σex+1/2,ey

) otherwise
(3.15)

Pictorially, the gadgets T h
0 and Mh

0 have the following nontrivial action:

(3.16)

Mv
0 is defined as a π/2-rotated version of Mh

0 . One can see that these gadgets are defined very
similarly to the case of the repetition code, except that stabilizers Av that are measured also have
support on adjacent vertical qubits.

We note that these new gadgets, although mimicking certain properties of Tsirelson’s gadgets
from the perspective of syndromes, no longer have the same interpretation in terms of their action
on error configurations. In particular, while Tsirelson’s T0 operation is equivalent to swapping the
states of two bits, T h/v

0 in the toric code no longer has this interpretation: this is because the
syndrome no longer detects the difference between two qubits, but rather whether the parity of the
states of four neighboring qubits is even or odd. Consider an example of T h

0 acting on an input
configuration containing a horizontal error string:
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(3.17)
In fact, the action shown above is equivalent to the outcome of the syndrome-operating version
of Y0 in Tsirelson’s automaton because the error is restricted to the same 1D line as the gadget’s
feedback.

However, consider an example with a different input operator corresponding to the same syn-
drome configuration:

(3.18)

In this case, the effect of Th
0 creates an additional perpendicular string. Note that the two input

error configurations in the examples above are equivalent since they are related to one another
by application of a stabilizer. This example illustrates that, because the error strings acting on
the codestates of the toric code can be deformed by stabilizers without affecting the state, it is
more meaningful to analyze the evolution of syndromes under the automaton than the evolution
of operators.

3.5 The construction
To build a hierarchical automaton for the toric code, we need to introduce a hierarchy of scales
for the toric code first. In the earlier sections, the discussion was similar in spirit to concatenated
codes, wherein a 3k qubit repetition code stabilized by Tsirelson’s automaton could be viewed as
a k-fold concatenation of 3-qubit repetition code with itself. This was necessary in order to apply
the exRecs method for proving fault tolerance of the construction. However, there is no obvious
analogous point of view of the toric code as the toric code cannot be viewed as code concatenation
of a number of small codes. Therefore, our hierarchy will be based on the spatial structure of error
configurations instead.

Definition 3.13. Consider the toric code defined on a square lattice as in Def. A.14. We define
the following hierarchy of cells:

• Plaquettes of the lattice are called 0-cells and denoted C0,p, where p = (px, py) is the coordi-
nate of plaquette p;

• Colonies of neighboring 3×3 groups of 0-cells, such that the 0-cell C0,(3px+1),(3py+1) is located
at the center are called, 1-cells and denoted C1,p;

• Colonies of neighboring 3×3 groups of (k−1)-cells, such that the (k−1)-cell Ck−1,(3px+1),(3py+1)
is located at the center, are called k-cells and denoted Ck,p.

We also define a k-link to be the set of locations on a side of a k-cell. The collection of vertices at
the corners of all 0-cells of the lattice is denoted Σ0, and the collection of vertices at the corners
of all k-cells of the lattice is denoted Σk. We will refer to the lattice formed by vertices in Σk and
the collection of all k-links as the k-frame.

Definition 3.14 (Coarse-graining). A coarse-grained state at level k is a state whose nontrivial
syndromes lie entirely in Σk. We also call such a state a “level-k encoded state”. A gadget is said
to have a coarse-graining action at level k if a noise-free version of it maps a state with nontrivial
syndromes in Σ0 to a state with nontrivial syndromes entirely in Σk.
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3.5.1 A two-dimensional “majority vote”

The toric code is a two-dimensional code; however, since error syndromes are point-like, they
bear some resemblance to the syndromes of the repetition code, which are also point-like. As
such, we would like to construct an error correction gadget that will play a role analogous to
that of the error correction gadget EC1 ≡ Z0 featured in Tsirelson’s automaton. In Tsirelson’s
construction, this was achieved by majority vote, but for quantum codes like the toric code, there
is no natural ‘majority vote’ operation. We instead need a gadget whose action mimics the action
of the majority vote from the perspective of its action on error syndromes. The desired gadget,
which we call EC1 ≡ R0 (R for ‘recovery’), is defined through its action on a 1-cell. In particular,
we require that it erase single errors that are within its support, defined to be the 1-cell it operates
on, together with its boundaries. Otherwise, the remaining syndrome is coarse-grained to the next
level. This R0 is thus in some sense a natural two-dimensional generalization of Z0.

Let us now construct the R0 gadget with the desired action as a circuit of I0, T h/v
0 and Mh/v

0
gate gadgets. There is no unique choice for R0, but we endeavored to make a choice which is
simple, and for which proving fault tolerance is not too complicated.

Definition 3.15 (R0). Define the auxiliary gadgets Rv/h
0 pictorially as

(3.19)

In the pictures above, the gadget is shown together with its qubit support, and the sequence of gates
in R

v/h
0 acts in six steps displayed from left to right.

In terms of these gadgets, R0 is the following 48-step operation

R0 = (Rh
0 ◦Rh

0 ◦Rv
0 ◦Rv

0)2 (3.20)

Remark 1. The alternative definition

R′
0 = Rh

0 ◦Rh
0 ◦Rv

0 ◦Rv
0 (3.21)

which is simply half of R0, would also be a suitable EC gadget. However, using the doubled version
of R′ greatly simplifies the proof of the EC A condition for the toric code automaton (Prop. 5.3).
This is the only place where the difference between R′ and R will be important: apart from the
proof of the EC A condition, all properties shown in this paper for R-type gadgets also hold for
R′-type gadgets.

Because of the overlap of the support of neighboring gadgets, for composite gadgets, we will
adopt a new definition of their action that reflects the fact that the gadgets always tile the entire
lattice:

Definition 3.16 (Action of a non-elementary gadget). Consider the automaton at time step t,
which can be represented as a set of gadgets spatially covering the entire lattice. The action of
gadget G at time t is the operation of the entire automaton at time t restricted to the support of
G.

This definition differs from simply performing the operation of the elementary gadgets compris-
ing the non-elementary gadget; in particular, we also include the effect of the neighboring gadgets
on the boundaries of the non-elementary gadget. For example, the operation of a single composite
gadget (say R0) is normally defined so that no level-0 gadgets act on its north and east boundaries.
This is done such that we can tile the entire lattice with gadgets in a well-defined way. However,

Accepted in Quantum 2026-04-28, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 34



when analyzing properties of gadgets (which will be done extensively in Sec. 5), we always assume
that these gadgets are part of a layer of gadgets spatially covering the lattice, and thus, we cannot
ignore the level-0 gadgets in the composite gadget’s north and east boundaries. Thus, we will
always be assuming operation of level-0 gadgets on all boundaries of higher-level gadgets when
analyzing their properties.

The action of R0 cleans up a single 0-link input error and has a level-1 coarse-graining action
otherwise. Let us illustrate this with a few input-output configurations (computed assuming no
errors occur during the action of R0):

(3.22)

To summarize, any single input 0-link error is removed, as shown in two examples in the first
column. The second column shows two examples of ‘corner errors’ (this is an error caused by two
X errors that form a right angle so that the syndromes lie on diagonally opposing corners of a
0-cell). These are either completely erased or turn into errors on 1-links. Finally, the third column
shows two examples of larger sized input errors which get coarse-grained to the nearest sites in Σ1.

Let us provide an informal explanation of how the R0 gadget operates. In our explanation
we will instead consider the shorter gadget R′

0 as opposed to R0, ignoring the artificial doubling
following Remark 1. If we ignore steps 3 and 6, Rv

0 is a set of disjoint vertical majority votes on
three columns. A direct application of such a one-dimensional majority vote would not behave well
in two dimensions: it would turn some of the corner errors into corner errors with syndromes on
Σ1. This is undesirable because a self-similar gadget operating like this would indefinitely grow a
single corner error. Steps 3 and 6—rounds of M0 gadgets oriented perpendicularly to the preceding
rounds of T0—are introduced to treat specifically this issue.

As an explicit example, let us consider a version of R0 where the additional rounds of M0 are
skipped, and run this on a corner-shaped input error:

where we show the syndromes of the output state as well as the total operator acting on the state
at the end of each indicated time step (eliminating closed loops as they correspond to stabilizers).
At step 4, the syndromes are already too far separated to be corrected afterwards. Let us consider
the action of the actual R0 gadget on the same input state to see the effect of Mh

0 in step 3:

The perpendicular applications of M bring the syndromes close to one another by step 4, allowing
them to be eventually annihilated. One can gain further intuition for the operation of R0 by
examining its action on different input syndrome configurations. Two repetitions of Rv

0 (and
similarly, Rh

0 ) are needed to properly coarse-grain errors in two dimensions. For example, a corner
error will undergo some nontrivial change under the first Rv

0 but the syndromes will not be fully
coarse-grained until the second Rv

0 has been applied.
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Remark 2. An exhaustive numerical search [25] reveals that R0 acting on a syndrome-free input
state with a single link error anywhere in its spacetime support, followed by a noise-free application
of R0, yields a syndrome-free state. The same property holds for the shorter version R′

0.

Finally, let us remark that, unlike in Tsirelson’s automaton, the spatial supports of the neigh-
boring R0 gadgets covering the entire lattice overlap on the boundaries of the 1-cells11, which is
impossible to avoid. This makes the analysis more difficult than in the one-dimensional case, where
neighboring majority votes had disjoint support. As noted in Def. 2.4, we will still use the ⊗ sym-
bol to compose overlapping gadgets in space (at a fixed point in time) so long as their operation
can be parallelized.

3.5.2 Fault-tolerant simulation: inner simulation

We will now define the (X part of the) fault-tolerant simulation for the toric code automaton.
It will be based on the error-correcting gadget R0 and fault-tolerant versions of the gate gadgets.
However, the fault tolerant prescription will not be as simple as the one discussed in Sec. 2. Instead,
the simulation is divided into two parts. First, from the level-0 error correction and gate gadgets,
we construct error correction and gate gadgets at some fixed level k using a prescription we call the
inner simulation. The EC and gate gadgets obtained from the procedure will be shown to satisfy
certain EC and gate properties that we will discuss in later sections. We then use these gadgets as
primitives for an outer simulation (the language is borrowed from inner and outer codes from code
concatenation), which is a conventional fault-tolerant prescription for the circuit, corresponding to
a generalization of the procedure in Sec. 2. The inner simulation scheme is used because we need
to go k levels up at a time to suppress the error rate from p to (Ap)2, while the outer simulation
scheme is used to provide further error suppression similarly to standard circuit concatenation12.

For the rest of the paper, we will refer to I, T , and M-type gadgets as gate gadgets or simply
gates (not to be confused with unitary gates). We also have conditions similar to the Gate A and
Gate B conditions in mind when designing these gadgets: this will be discussed in detail in Sec. 5.

We start by discussing inner simulation. First, we define I1, T v/h
1 and Mv/h

1 . I1 is defined
simply as a repetition of I0 gadgets layered over a single 1-cell for 5 time steps. T v/h

1 and Mv/h
1

are defined such that their action restricted to configurations on k-frame is analogous to that of
T v/h

0 and Mv/h
0 , respectively (see below).

Definition 3.17. T h
1 is defined to operate in the same way as 3 parallel rows of Tsirelson’s T1

applied horizontally (c.f. Def. 2.13). Pictorially, it is:

(3.23)
Similarly, T v

1 is defined to be three parallel columns of Tsirelson’s T1 applied vertically13. In the
pictures above, the gadget is shown together with its qubit support.

Next, we define the M1 gate.

11In spacetime, the supports of their constituent level-0 gadgets do not overlap – this is why R0 gadgets can tile
the entire space and do not require additional staggering in time.

12It is quite likely that we do not need two separate types of simulations and can get away with just using the outer
simulation at all levels. This would clearly be much more elegant. Then, one would simply perform k iterations
of the outer simulation to achieve error suppression p → Ap2 and continue to perform outer simulation to further
amplify the error suppression. Unfortunately, by the time we realized this, circa 50 pages of existing proofs that
were tailored to the inner and outer simulation prescription would need to be rewritten. Thus, we decided to leave
this modification as an exercise for the interested reader.

13One may observe that since coarse-grained syndrome configurations only lie on the corners of the 1-cell, it
is unclear whether T0’s acting in the bulk of the gadget is necessary. However, this is in fact important because
we want the operation of T h

1 to be unaffected in the presence of single-qubit transient errors. If this error acts
perpendicularly to the action of T0’s, it has support in the bulk and can result in large output damage due to the
operation of T h

1 . To avoid this, it turns out the additional T0’s are required in the bulk.
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Definition 3.18. Mh
1 is defined to be 3 parallel rows of Tsirelson’s M1 (Eq. (3.11)) applied hori-

zontally. Similarly, Mv
1 is defined to be three parallel columns of Tsirelson’s M1 applied vertically.

The qubit support of this gadget is defined in Def. A.7.

Having introduced I1, T v/h
1 and Mv/h

1 , we now define the inner simulation, which shows how
to construct higher-level gate gadgets In, T v/h

n and Mv/h
n , as well as error-correcting gadgets ECn

at different levels for n ≤ k. We will call k the level of inner simulation.
Moving forward, we will introduce the notation C[G(1), G(2), ...] as a shorthand where C[a, b, c]

is some fixed circuit composed of basis operations {a, b, c..}, and C[G(1), G(2), ...] is obtained by
substituting {a, b, c..} with gadgets G(1), G(2), ... . A circuit C[G(1)

k ,G(2)
k ,G(3)

k , ...] composed only
from gadgets at level k will often be shorthanded as G[Gk].

For the definition below, the relevant circuits will be the level-1 gadgets defined in Defs. 3.17
and 3.18 via elementary gadgets, namely I1 = I1[I0, T h/v

0 ,Mh/v
0 ], T h/v

1 = T h/v
1 [I0, T h/v

0 ,Mh/v
0 ],

Mh/v
1 = Mh/v

1 [I0, T h/v
0 ,Mh/v

0 ], and the error correction gadget R0 = R0[I0, T h/v
0 ,Mh/v

0 ].

Definition 3.19 (Inner fault tolerant simulation). Define the level-1 error correction gadget to be

EC1 = R0[I0, T h/v
0 ,Mh/v

0 ]. (3.24)

We recursively define the gate and EC gadgets at level n ≤ k to be

ECn = R0[EC⊗KI
n−1 ◦ In−1, EC

⊗KT
n−1 ◦ Tn−1, EC

⊗KM
n−1 ◦ Mn−1] ◦ EC⊗9

n−1 (3.25)

where KG is the number of 0-cells in the support of the level-0 version of the associated gadget
Gn−1. We can write this in shorthand as

ECn = R0[EC⊗KG′
n−1 ◦ G′

n−1] ◦ EC⊗9
n−1, (3.26)

For the simulated gadgets:

Gn = G1[EC⊗KG′
n−1 ◦ G′

n−1] ◦ EC⊗9KG
n−1 . (3.27)

One can interpret these definitions as a substitution rule where gadgets at level n are formed by
constructing the sequences R0[·] and G1[·] using level n−1 gate gadgets (instead of level 0 gadgets),
and inserting level n− 1 EC gadgets in between consecutive level n− 1 gate gadgets.

We remark that the inner simulation is slightly different from the conventional fault tolerant
simulation FT (·) defined in Sec. 2. In particular, the recursive construction of gadgets (Eqs. (3.26)
and (3.27)) used in the inner simulation is slightly different. The inner simulation and the conven-
tional fault tolerant simulation are identical if the inner simulation is comprised of precisely one
level (i.e. n = 1); however, when one compares FTn−1(G1) and Gn (the latter corresponding to
n levels of inner simulation), as well as FTn−1(EC1) and ECn for n > 1, the gadgets obtained
using the FT (·) prescription and the inner simulation differ by the inner simulation’s additional
repetitions of ECi (i ≤ n− 2) gadgets in between certain gates. With these additional repetitions,
the proofs of certain properties are slightly simpler than they would be otherwise.

Definition 3.20 (Supports of level-n gadgets: toric code). Define the qubit supports of level-0
gadgets suppq(G0) to be the qubits whose relative position is shown in the following figure:

(3.28)

The supports of T v
0 (v) and Mv

0(e) can be obtained by a 90◦ rotation of that of T h
0 (v) and Mh

0 (e),
respectively.
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We also define the vertex support suppv(G0) of the gadget to be the set of all vertices appearing
in the figures above for gadget G0.

The qubit (vertex) supports of a level-n gate suppq(v)(Gn) and a level-n error-correction gadget
suppq(v)(ECn) are the set of all the level-0 links (vertices) contained in the qubit (vertex) support
of all level-0 gadgets that comprise the level-n gadget.

Notice that, in this context, when we talk about gadget support we mean spatial support, i.e.
set of locations in space at a fixed point in time.

Our definition of gadget support is counter-intuitive to some extent as it is tailored to correctly
capture the effect of noise on the simulated gadgets. To explain this, consider the definition of level-
0 gadget support. First, the qubits that enter the stabilizer measurements required for the gadget
do not appear in the support. This is because we assume that, while the measurement outcome
can be erroneous, it does not explicitly apply errors on the qubits involved in the measurement.
Next, the support includes qubits that the gadget applies the feedback to as well as additional
qubits. This is because the action of the gadget at some higher level k involves qubits on more
k-cells than 0-cells in the corresponding level-0 gadget. Thus, when ‘renormalized’ to level 0, the
possible errors that a level-k gadget failure can induce necessarily fit in a larger qubit support.

In the automaton, the elementary gadgets always tile the plane, as we have already discussed
in Def. 3.16. The non-elementary gadgets of the inner simulation are defined in a way that the
action of neighboring gadgets can be parallelized, and therefore we can also introduce layers of
non-elementary gadgets:

Definition 3.21 (Layer of gadgets). We define L(Gn) to be a layer of level-n gadgets in the au-
tomaton corresponding to covering the space with the level-n gates Gn or error correction gadgets
ECn.

We note that the actions of neighboring gadgets can be parallelized and do not require staggering
in time. We will often be abusing notation, when, for example, part of the plane is tiled with T h/v

n

gates and another is tiled with In gates, in which case the notation for such a layer could be
L(T h/v

n ) or L([T h/v
n , In]) (and similarly for T -gate layers); the former notation will be adopted

whenever this will not cause ambiguity.
We also define a restriction of a syndrome configuration to a region, which will be used in later

sections:

Definition 3.22 (Restriction). For σ ∈ F|L0|
2 , the restriction of σ to the spatial region V , denoted

σ|V ∈ F|L0|
2 is defined such that

σ|V (x) =
{
σ(x), x ∈ V,

0, x /∈ V.
(3.29)

For ε ∈ F|L0|
2 × [0, T ], the restriction of ε to the region V over the course of time t ∈ [0, T ],

denoted ε|V is defined such that

ε|V (x, t) =
{
ε(x, t), (x, t) ∈ V × [0, T ],
0, (x, t) /∈ V × [0, T ].

(3.30)

For a layer of gadgets L(G)[σ, ε] (where each gadget G is a circuit of elementary gadgets of depth
T ) with input syndrome σ and noise realization ε, the restriction of the layer of gadgets to the region
V over the course of its operation, denoted L(G;V )[σ, ε] is defined to be the output syndrome of
a modified operation of gadgets where the input syndrome is restricted to V , and at each time
step t ∈ [0, T ], all constituent elementary gadgets are applied, the operator to the corresponding
noise realization is applied (without restricting to V ), and all syndromes outside of V are set to 0.
Namely, the entire operation of the layer of gadgets is restricted to the spatial support given by V ,
and not just the output. Note that by definition, L(G;V )[σ, ε]

∣∣
V

= L(G;V )[σ, ε]. Similarly, we can
define a restriction of an operation of a single gadget G[σ, ε] to V , which we denote as (G;V )[σ, ε].

The following Lemma establishes an important property of level-n gadgets of the inner simula-
tion:
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Lemma 3.1. Acting on an arbitrary input state, the first half of the noiseless gadget ECn (under-
stood in terms of the action of a layer of these gadgets restricted to the support of a single ECn,
see Def. 3.16) will coarse-grain the input so that all non-trivial syndromes have support in Σn.

Furthermore, the noiseless gadgets Mh/v
n and T h/v

n , restricted to their support, map coarse-
grained states at level n to coarse-grained states at level n so that scaled-down (by factor 3n)
versions of the syndromes effectively undergo the action of Mh/v

0 and T h/v
0 .

Proof. We provide the proof of the statement for n > 1 in Subsec. 5.1 after introducing additional
tools that will make the proof much simpler. The full proof will be inductive, but here we will
prove the base case, corresponding to n = 1.

For the base case, we study the first half of the EC gadget, i.e. (EC1)1/2 = R′
0 = Rh

0 ◦ Rh
0 ◦

Rv
0 ◦ Rv

0 . First, let us show that after two repetitions of Rv
0 , all the syndromes will be moved

to the top and bottom 1-links. We verify that the syndromes on the left and right 1-links will
be coarse-grained to their corners already after one application of Rv

0 since the operation of the
gadget on these two links is identical to Tsirelson’s Z0 and the syndromes away from these links
will not add or remove any additional syndromes on these links during the operation of Rv

0 . In
addition, the syndromes that are already on the top and bottom 1-links, will either remain there
or be cleaned up and will not affect the rest of the gadget. A brute-force computer search then
shows that input syndromes on the middle 4 vertices of the gadget will be supported on the top
and bottom 1-links after two rounds of Rv

0 .
Next, two rounds of Rh

0 are applied to an input state whose syndromes are all on top and
bottom 1-links. However, the operation of Rh

0 on those 1-links is identical to Tsirelson’s Z0 and
thus all syndromes will be coarse-grained to Σ1. Moreover, if the input syndrome configuration
has already been coarse-grained to lie in Σ1, the output syndrome configuration will be the same.

In addition, we verify through a brute-force computer search that T h/v
1 or Mh/v

1 acting on a
syndrome configuration with nontrivial syndromes in Σ1 will also output a syndrome configuration
with nontrivial syndromes in Σ1, with their action corresponding to the respective action of T h/v

0
and Mh/v

0 . This proves the base case.

In addition, the first half of the ECn gadget self-similarly reproduces the behavior of the R′
0

gadget albeit at a proportionally larger scale (for the definition and discussion of R′
0, see the

discussion following Def. 3.15). This means that ECn does not simply bring the syndromes to the
locations in Σn, but also, for small enough deviations of the input syndrome configuration from
Σn, will bring the configuration to the closest coarse-grained one.

3.5.3 Fault-tolerant simulation: outer simulation

Having defined the inner simulation and fixing some level k for it, we can now finally define the
outer simulation, associated with the fault tolerant prescription F̃ T (·), where the tilde is used to
emphasize that this prescription, unlike the FT (·) prescription from Sec. 2, relies on the gadgets
obtained from the inner simulation.

Definition 3.23 (Outer fault tolerant simulation). Given a circuit C ≡ C[I0, T h/v
0 ,Mh/v

0 ], we use
the shorthand C[G0] similarly to Def. 3.19. Assuming the inner simulation level is k and using it
to define the corresponding gate and EC gadgets Gk and ECk, the outer fault-tolerant simulation
of C is defined as

F̃ T (C) = C[ẼC
⊗KG ◦ Gk] ◦ ẼC

⊗K
(3.31)

where ẼC = ECk and K is the number of 0-cells in the support of the circuit C. This definition
can be understood as the original circuit with the level-0 gate gadgets replaced with the level-k gate
gadgets from the inner simulation, and ECk inserted between consecutive level-k gate gadgets.

A repeated fault tolerant simulation of a circuit C, denoted F̃ T
n
(C), is a new circuit formed

from the iteration F̃ T
n
(C) = F̃ T (F̃ T

n−1
(C)), with F̃ T

0
(C) = C and F̃ T

1
(C) = F̃ T (C).

Now, we can finally define the toric code automaton based on the inner and outer fault tolerant
simulations:
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Definition 3.24 (2D toric code automaton). Given an inner simulation level k and a positive
integer T , the toric code automaton is a n-fold outer simulation F̃ T

n
(IT

0 ) (with the simulated
circuit being IT

0 ) that operates on an L× L torus where L = 3nk.

By construction, the toric code automaton is a local measurement and feedback automaton.
Ignoring the difference in the choice of error correction and gate gadgets, the outer simulation is
otherwise analogous to the usual fault tolerant simulation in Sec. 2. We note that if k = 1, F̃ T
becomes the usual fault tolerant prescription of Defs. 2.14 and 2.15.

We also emphasize that the inner and outer fault tolerant simulation procedures are slightly
different: the outer simulation is built similarly to the inner one, except that by design, there are
no extra repetitions of ẼC gadgets at any level of the simulation. For the inner simulation, we
instead assume fixed circuits for gadgets Gk, ECk that are then composed together to construct
higher-level circuits, which incurs extra repetition of lower-level EC gadgets. The fixed-circuit
convention is convenient when proving some of the properties of these gadgets. As an illustration,
consider the inner simulation circuit for I2 preceded and followed by EC2 (because I2 will always
appear flanked by EC2 for any higher-level inner simulation):

EC2 ◦ I2 ◦ EC2 = EC2 ◦ (EC⊗9
1 ◦ I⊗9

1 )5 ◦ EC⊗9
1 ◦ EC2 (3.32)

compared to a k = 1 outer simulation (i.e. the usual fault-tolerant simulation) repeated twice
(where EC ≡ EC1):

FT 2(I0) = FT (EC ◦ I1 ◦ EC)
= EC[ECKG ◦ G1] ◦ (EC⊗9 ◦ I⊗9

1 )5 ◦ EC[ECKG ◦ G1] ◦ EC⊗9.
(3.33)

These circuits are only partially expanded for brevity. However, they already illustrate the following
point: the circuit for the inner simulation shown in Eq. (3.32) is identical to the circuit for the
usual fault-tolerant simulation in Eq. (3.33) except that some of the layers of EC1 gadgets are
now repeated. This is seen, for example, by recalling that EC2 must also start and end with EC1
layers and it is additionally either preceded or followed with EC1 in Eq. (3.32). At higher levels
of simulation, this repetition occurs at higher levels as well.

As discussed in an earlier footnote, we expect that it should be enough to introduce the outer
simulation with k = 1 (which is the standard fault tolerant simulation prescription) which is then
repeated nk times as opposed to n times to account for needing k iterations to obtain p → Ap2 error
suppression. However, in this paper, we will be using the inner and outer simulation formalism.

3.5.4 Ideal decoder

In this subsection, we will define the (X-type) ideal decoder used for the toric code automaton.
Let us first define an ideal decoder that works for a usual fault tolerant prescription FT (·) for
the toric code (i.e. k = 1), which already requires nontrivial generalization in comparison to
concatenated codes. We then generalize this definition upon incorporating inner simulation with
k > 1. First, we need to discuss a map that performs a coarse-graining action, which we will refer
to as a pushforward map. We note that the pushforward map and the ideal decoder are not actual
operations that appear in the automaton, but rather are tools that will help us carry out the fault
tolerance proof.

Definition 3.25 (Pushforward map). Assume that we are given a toric code state in H3N ×3N that
can be written as OX |ψ⟩, where |ψ⟩ is a syndrome-free initial logical state of the toric code on a
lattice of size 3N × 3N , and OX is a tensor product of Pauli X operators such that the syndromes
σ of OX |ψ⟩ are supported on Σ3N ×3N

1 (i.e. are coarse-grained to level 1; the superscript 3N × 3N

indicates the size of the lattice). A valid pushforward map Φ : H3N ×3N → H3N−1×3N−1 is one
which outputs a new toric code state O′

X |ψ′⟩ such that

1. |ψ′⟩ is a syndrome-free logical state of the toric code on a lattice of size 3N−1 × 3N−1 that
is the same logical state as |ψ⟩ (expressed as a superposition in a chosen logical basis, say of
logical Z operators, of a toric code on the appropriate-sized lattice);
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2. Syndromes of O′
X , which we denote by σ′ ∈ Σ3N−1×3N−1

0 , correspond in location with σ;

3. The operator O′
X is chosen such that the operator φ(O′

X)OX is an element of the stabilizer
group, where φ denotes a natural pullback from lattice of size 3N−1 × 3N−1 to the 1-frame of
a 3N ×3N lattice. The natural pullback, for example, maps the operator X acting on a 0-link
of the 3N−1 × 3N−1 lattice to X ⊗X ⊗X acting along the associated 1-link of the 3N × 3N

lattice.

Informally speaking, the pushforward map implements a coarse-graining procedure: assuming a
toric code state with nontrivial syndromes on Σ1, we shrink the lattice by a factor of 3 but maintain
the same pattern of syndromes (now on Σ0), while making sure that no non-trivial logical operation
was applied during this process (see point 3 above). An example of a configuration of syndromes
and the corresponding action of the pushforward map is shown below:

(3.34)

We first define an ideal decoder D1 that would work for a conventional prescription for fault
tolerant simulation. From it, we define a level-k decoder, which we will show to be appropriate for
our modified prescription based on inner and outer simulations.

Definition 3.26 (Ideal decoder for k = 1 inner simulation). Assume a noisy toric code state
|ψ3N ×3N ⟩ defined on a lattice with linear dimension 3N whose X-error syndromes we denote as
σ ∈ Σ3N ×3N

0 . A level-1 ideal decoder D(N)
1 : H3N ×3N → H3N−1×3N−1 is a two-step map consisting

of:

1. Application of noiseless L(EC1) ≡ EC⊗3N−1×3N−1

1 gadgets to the input toric code state
|ψ3N ×3N ⟩ producing a new state L(EC1) |ψ3N ×3N ⟩ with syndromes σ1 ∈ Σ3N ×3N

1 (error cor-
rection), and

2. A pushforward map Φ (Def. 3.25) applied to L(EC1) |ψ3N ×3N ⟩ (coarse-graining).

An ideal level-n decoder is defined to be a hierarchical application of n levels of ideal decoder D1,
i.e.

D(N)
n = D

(N−n+1)
1 ◦ ... ◦D(N)

1 . (3.35)

Moving forward, we will keep the superscript (N) implicit to indicate that the ideal decoder tiles
the entire toric code lattice. We will also use the following notation to indicate the two-step action
of the ideal decoder:

D1 = ΦL(EC1) (3.36)

More informally, the first step of the ideal decoder cleans small enough errors fitting in the sup-
port of R0 and otherwise coarse-grains the error configuration to have syndrome support in Σ1. A
pushforward map is then applied. This process is repeated until the lattice is shrunk to some small
size. Therefore, this operation hierarchically eliminates errors at different scales, first eliminating
errors at small scales before doing so at larger scales. As reviewed previously, similar approaches
such as renormalization group-based decoders have been proposed for topological codes (see e.g.
Refs. [30, 29]), but these constructions assume instantaneous and reliable classical computation,
thus suffering from a large amount of non-locality.

Finally, we define the ideal decoder that will be used for the outer simulation.
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Definition 3.27 (Ideal decoder for the outer simulation for the toric code). Assuming an inner
simulation with fixed k ≥ 1, define the ideal decoder for the outer simulation using a similar
procedure to that in Def. 3.27. In particular, the ideal decoder D̃ is defined to be

D̃ = ΦkL(ẼC) (3.37)

and the associated hierarchical decoder of level n is defined to be a repeated application of the ideal
decoder n times:

D̃n = D̃ ◦ · · · ◦ D̃ = ΦkL(ẼC) ◦ · · · ◦ ΦkL(ẼC) (3.38)

where the sizes of the tiling and the domain of action of Φ change appropriately to reflect the
change of the size of the lattice as in Def. 3.27.

This is an appropriate decoder for the outer simulation as it is designed to coarse-grain by
k levels at a time. When formulating the generalization of the exRecs method for the toric code
(which we do in Sec. 5), we will be pulling levels of hierarchical D̃ through the system, corresponding
to each outer fault tolerant simulation applied to the circuit.

We once again emphasize that the pushforward is not a physical operation but rather a con-
venient tool for analyzing the automaton in the presence of noise. In particular, the point of this
map is to reduce the size the size of the lattice on which the state is defined while preserving the
logical state and downscaling the operators acting on it. To achieve this for the toric code, the map
needs to be global and “omniscient”: it cannot be expressed through disjoint local operations and
requires knowledge of the encoded logical state. Similarly, the ideal decoder should not be viewed
as an actual decoder in the canonical sense, but rather as a mathematical tool that first performs
an operation of coarse-graining to level k before applying a k-fold pushforward map. These tools
are useful for the proofs, as they will allow us to compute the noise model that the automaton
experiences as we “undo” levels of the simulation. We note that, in contrast to the toric code, the
ideal decoder for concatenated codes can be decomposed into a tensor product of local actions,
resulting in a much simpler analysis.

3.6 Summary of remainder of the paper
From here on, we will consider a toric code that is initialized in a clean logical state on an L× L
lattice (we will discuss fault-tolerant initialization and readout later in Sec. 5.4), and we apply the
toric code automaton T times (defined as simultaneous operation of type-X and type-Z circuits
F̃ T

n
(IT

0 ) obtained by an outer fault tolerant simulation). The simulation used to construct the
circuit makes use of level-k gadgets that are determined by the inner fault tolerant simulation.

In subsequent sections, we will prove the fault tolerance of this automaton in the presence of
p-bounded gadget noise. In particular, we show that at small enough p, the probability of a logical
error occurring at at time step t is less than t times an exponentially small quantity in Lα with
some constant α > 0. For this, we will consider the X-type automaton separately first and will
show that it is fault tolerant in its logical sector (i.e. it protects against X-type logical error)
under a p-bounded decoupled gadget error model. Showing this will constitute the majority of
subsequent sections and the majority of the proof as well. Finally, we will show a simple corollary
showing that the full quantum toric code automaton is fault tolerant.

To prove the fault tolerance of the X-type automaton, we will develop a modification of the
exRecs method. We will then show for some constant k corresponding to the level of the inner
simulation, the outer fault tolerant prescription F̃ T (·) simulates a noisy circuit with O(p2)-bounded
(X-type) gadget noise, i.e. achieving error suppression.

The strategy of the proof will be slightly different than the one we used for Tsirelson’s au-
tomaton. In addition, parts of the proof will be performed by computer-aided search following a
very simple algorithm that we explain in detail. The domains of operation of neighboring gadgets
overlap, and separate blocks of code do not directly make sense as small codes in the context of the
toric code. Therefore, extra care is put into dealing with the effect of overlapping gadget supports.
In addition, the action of each level of the hierarchical ideal decoder is global for the toric code
(specifically, the pushforward map requires global information about the state to properly operate),
which is very dissimilar to Tsirelson’s automaton and to concatenated codes.
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To determine k, we introduce the notion of gadget nilpotence, which formalizes the notion that
an elementary-level gadget failure inside another gadget Gℓ at some level ℓ with a coarse-grained
input will not disturb the operation of the gadget. We will provide a computer-aided proof of
this property for I, T and EC gadgets at level greater or equal to 3 and for the M gadget at
level greater or equal to 6 (which is probably a loose upper bound). Once gadget nilpotence is
established, we use this property along with a modification of the exRec method to provide an
estimate of k and show that it is O(1) (our very loose estimate gives k ≤ 34 but in reality the
required value is likely much smaller, e.g. 3 or 4 based on the trends seen in numerics). Our
modification of the exRecs method treats extended rectangles as overlapping in both space and
time since neighboring gadgets in the toric code have overlapping support14. We also modify filters
used in the original exRec method to m-cell filters, which project onto states with damage operator
confined to a m-cell, as opposed to projecting onto states that are simply some distance from a
codeword. This bears some resemblance to the sparsity-based proof method of Gács [17], which
utilizes a decomposition of an error set into burst errors at different scales.

Moving forward, we first test a simple version of this approach on the measurement and feedback
version of Tsirelson’s automaton in Sec. 4. This introduces some parts of our method on a simpler
example before taking on the more complicated task of proving fault tolerance of the toric code
automaton, which we do in Sec. 5. It also proves some important results that will be used in
Sec. 5.

4 Fault tolerance of measurement and feedback Tsirelson automaton
This section serves as a warm-up for the proof of fault tolerance of the toric code automaton.
Here, we approach the construction of the automaton for the repetition code in a largely analogous
way to that for the toric code. We consider a measurement and feedback automaton for the
stabilizer description of the repetition code, and follow an analogous inner and outer fault tolerant
simulation prescription as for the toric code. While the approach is more cumbersome, it will form
the necessary skeleton for the proof in the toric code case. In addition, some of the results in this
section will also be used in the main proof for the toric code automaton.

We will use the elementary gadgets and level-1 gadgets presented in Sec. 3.3. The basis for
the gates is now formed by the elementary gadgets I0, T0, and M0; we also use specifically the
composite gadget Z0 shown in Eq. (3.10), consisting of 5 steps of application of M0 and T0-
type gadgets. The inner simulation is defined analogously to Subsec. 3.5.2, except with EC1 =
Z0[I0, T0,M0] and using the gadgets of Tsirelson’s automaton as opposed to those of the toric
code. The outer simulation F̃ T (·) is defined as in Subsec. 3.5.3, with similar changes to adapt
it for Tsirelson’s automaton, and removing the layer notation in the definition (namely, every
occurrence of a layer of gadgets L(G) is now simply replaced with a standalone gadget G).

We assume some fixed level k of inner simulation, which is used to obtain the gadgets Gn and
En with n ≤ k. We then slightly modify the (standard) Gate and EC conditions used in the exRecs
method to apply it to the outer simulation. In particular, we will need to introduce a filter that
selects out states with damage that is constrained to a bounded spatial region, which we will call
a cell filter:

Definition 4.1 (Cell filter on k-cells). An m-cell filter is the map that projects onto states s ∈ F|L|
2

on a k-cell that such that there exists a codeword c ∈ F|L|
2 where non-zero bits of s⊕c are supported

in a single m-cell.

We also use the same definition (with appropriately removed layer notation) for the ideal
decoder as in Def. 3.27. In figures, we will use the same symbol for it, except with a label k
standing for the level of inner simulation.

Definition 4.2. (Gate and EC conditions with cell filters) For a fixed level of inner simulation k
and fixed integer m, we define the following gate conditions for level-k gate gadgets Gk (where G0

14This would not be true for concatenated codes
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is a K-qubit gate for some K), and with circuit diagrams being read from left to right):

with
∑

i mi + sm ≤ m as well as mi ∈ {0,m} and s ∈ {0, 1}. The m-cell filters are shaded dark to
distinguish them from regular filters. For ẼC = ECk, we define the (EC A/B)k,m conditions via

with s ∈ {0, 1}. In both conditions, s labels the number of level-0 gadget failures inside a given
element. Here and in the rest of the paper, the equality between circuit diagrams holds up to an
application of an operator in the stabilizer group of the code to the output state.

In the definition above, we distinguish these new conditions from the old versions in App. B
by the subscripts in (ECA/B)k,m and (Gate A/B)k,m. Throughout the rest of the paper, we will
often omit these subscripts, in which case the reader should always assume that we are using the
conditions for cell filters.

The following proposition indicates that the new EC and Gate conditions are still sufficient for
showing goodness of exRecs:

Proposition 4.1. The following identity holds for s+ s′ + s′′ ≤ 1 for any single-qubit gate G0:

and for
∑

i si + s′ +
∑

i s
′′
i ≤ 1 for a K-qubit gate G0:

Defining a truncated extended rectangle as one without one or more of the trailing EC gadgets,
the following identity holds for s+ s′ ≤ 1:

There are several scenarios for truncated rectangles for multi-qubit gates, which schematically
can be summarized as follows:
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and

for
∑

i si + s′ +
∑

j s
′′
j ≤ 1

Proof. The chain of equalities outlined in App. B can be used in this case, with the old EC and
Gate properties replaced with the new ones. For the truncated case, one can replace the missing EC
gadgets with noiseless ones as described in App. B, and the remainder of the proof is identical.

The concept of an ∗-decoder and its action when an exRec is bad (i.e. when there are two or
more gadget failures) is also adopted from the original exRec formulation (see App. B) with the
change D → D̃.

Lemma 4.1 (Error suppression). Consider an inner simulation for Tsirelson’s elementary gadgets
for fixed k and associated outer simulation F̃ T (·), and assume that the gate and EC gadgets Gk

and ẼC satisfy (Gate A/B)k,m and (EC A/B)k,m for some k and m ≤ k. Then, for a classical
circuit C, if the error model in F̃ T (C) is a p-bounded gadget error model, then the resulting circuit
simulates C with an (Ap)2-bounded gadget error model for some constant A.

Proof. Same as the proof in App. B if we treat F̃ T as the fault-tolerant simulation with new fault
tolerant gate and EC prescriptions, except using the new Gate and EC conditions.

Definition 4.3. Gadget G (which can be either gate Gn or ECn with n ≤ k, or a composite gadget
comprised of them) is said to act linearly on a subset Σ of syndrome locations if, for any input
syndrome σ ∈ F|suppv(G)|

2 and any other syndrome pattern τ ∈ F|suppv(G)|
2 , the following property

holds:
G[σ, ε] = G[τ |Σ] ⊕G[τ |Σ ⊕ σ, ε], (4.1)

where ⊕ denotes vector addition in F2. If a given vertex v is a location where G acts linearly, v is
said to be a linear vertex of G.

As we will see below, for many of the level-k gadgets appearing in our automaton, all or most
of the level-k coarse-grained vertices are linear vertices. The upshot of this is that the linearity
property then guarantees that the effect of the noise on the operation of gadgets will not depend
on the level-k coarse-grained part of the input state, as long as the syndromes are at linear points.
This fact will considerably simplify the proof of fault tolerance for the toric code automaton.

Proposition 4.2 (Linearity properties). The following properties hold:

(1) ECn and In act linearly on the set of level-n syndrome locations;

(2) Tn acts linearly on the set of level-n syndrome locations;

(3) Mn acts linearly on a subset of level-n syndrome locations, which are the two endpoints of
its support.

Proof. We will first prove (1) and (3) together with a weaker version of (2) where we show that
Tn acts linearly on a subset of level-n syndrome locations corresponding to the two endpoints.

To prove this, we will need the following fact. Suppose that during the operation of some non-
elementary gadget G, a particular vertex v is always an endpoint of any constituent elementary
gadget appearing during the operation of G whose support includes v. In this case, we claim that
v is a linear vertex. To show this, we define the notion of control vertices of an elementary gadget,
which are vertices whose syndromes influence the feedback operator that the elementary gadget
applies. It is clear that the control vertices for the T0 and M0 gadgets are the middle vertex
and the middle two vertices, respectively. The presence or lack of syndromes at the endpoints
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of these gadgets does not affect what feedback operator the elementary gadget applies (so that
these vertices are linear vertices of T0 and M0, respectively). Then, for any such vertex v, the
total feedback operator applied by G is independent of the syndrome at this vertex. Denoting the
vertex by v,

G[σ, ε] = G[τ |v] ⊕G[τ |v ⊕ σ, ε], (4.2)
thus proving linearity for this vertex.

Next, we provide a proof by induction that ECn, Mn, Tn, and In act linearly on their endpoints;
in particular, that the endpoints satisfy the above criterion. We have already seen that this is true
for the endpoints of the level-0 gadgets. To prove the induction step, we assume the statement is
true for level-n gadgets and prove it for level-n + 1 gadgets. To do so, we write the level-n + 1
gadgets in terms of the level-n gadgets. We note that by inspecting the recursive substitution
rule, the endpoints of level-n+ 1 gadgets are always endpoints of level-n gadgets. Therefore, if the
endpoints of the level-n gadgets are always non-control vertices for elementary gadgets, the same
must hold for the level-n+ 1 gadgets, completing the proof.

We finally will prove that the midpoint level-n vertices of Tn are also linear vertices; this case
needs to be analyzed separately because some of the Tn−1 gadgets appearing in Tn have these
vertices in their interior (in other words, these are their “control” vertices, i.e. the feedback of
the gadgets can be conditioned on the syndromes in these vertices). We will first use the fact
that, from its definition, T0 is a reversible gate, and satisfies the property that T0[σ1 ⊕ σ2, ε] =
T0[σ1,∅]⊕T0[σ2,∅]⊕T0[0, ε]. Similarly, for a circuit C of purely T0 gates, C[σ1 ⊕σ2, ε] = C[σ1,∅]⊕
C[σ2,∅] ⊕ C[0, ε]. Our induction hypothesis will be that

Tn[τ |Σn
⊕ σ, ε] = Tn[τ |Σn

] ⊕ Tn[σ, ε],

and we will prove an analogous property at level n+1. We have already shown the base case when
n = 0. Using the substitution rule for the modified Tsirelson’s automaton, we may write Tn+1 in
terms of Tn with layers of ECn inserted in between. By the induction hypothesis and due to the
fact that In has linear vertices at its endpoints, for each layer of Tn and In gates (denote one such
layer by [In, · · · , Tn]), we can write

[In, · · · , Tn][τ |Σn ⊕ σ, ε1] = [In, · · · , Tn][τ |Σn ] ⊕ [In, · · · , Tn][σ, ε1], (4.3)

where ε1 denotes restriction of noise to that particular time step, and where the first term impor-
tantly has support only on the level-n vertices (due to the coarse-graining action of Tn and In).
During the layers of ECn, linearity holds at the level-n vertices, so an identical statement to the
above equation can be made about such layers.

Applying layer by layer and repeating this identity, we find that Tn+1[τ |Σn⊕σ, ε1] = Tn+1[τ |Σn ]⊕
Tn+1[σ, ε1], and further restricting τ |Σn

to τ |Σn+1 proves the induction step.15

In addition to linearity, another important idea that we will utilize in the fault tolerance proof
is the idea of gadget nilpotence, which essentially quantifies how good gadgets are at performing
error correction:

Definition 4.4 (Gate nilpotence). Let G0 be a K-qubit gate. A gate gadget Gℓ is said to be nilpotent
if for ε = syn(O) where O is a Pauli operator supported within a single level-0 gadget located in
Gℓ, and for σ = σ|Σℓ

, we have
(EC⊗K

ℓ ◦ Gℓ)[σ, ε] = Gℓ[σ],

where EC⊗K
ℓ are assumed to be noise-free. A gadget G is said to be nilpotent at level ℓ if Gℓ is

nilpotent.

More informally, if a gadget is nilpotent at level ℓ, a single level-0 gadget failure within a level-ℓ
version of the gadget (assuming the input syndrome configuration is coarse-grained at level ℓ) is
eliminated, either during the operation of the gadget or by the subsequent noiseless error correction
gadgets afterward. Note that the nilpotence level ℓ refers to the number of iterations of the inner
simulation needed for the desired error suppression.

15In fact, this proves an even stronger property for the Tn gadgets, in particular, that all points in Σn−1 are
linear.
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To prove fault tolerance, we will need to establish the nilpotence (ideally at as low a level as
possible) of the distinct gates that make up the error correction gadgets. The following lemma
establishes this:

Lemma 4.2. The following gadgets are nilpotent: (a) I is nilpotent at level 1, (b) T is nilpotent
at level 1, (c) I is nilpotent at level 2, (d) T is nilpotent at level 2, and (e) M is nilpotent at level
2.

Proof. We will be using the terms “clean input” or “damage-free input” to denote a configuration
of syndromes with no nontrivial syndromes.

First, we show the following fact. If a gate G (where G0 is a K-bit gate) is nilpotent at level
ℓ and Gℓ is a part of a different gadget G′

i with i > ℓ, then a single level-0 gadget failure located
within the support of Gℓ in an otherwise noise-free gadget G′

i cannot change the output of G′
i. To

prove this, we can write G′
i in terms of level-ℓ EC and gate gadgets. Since the Gℓ where the failure

occurs is preceded by a noise-free EC⊗K
ℓ gadget, then the input syndromes to this Gℓ must be

coarse-grained at level ℓ. Next, because i > ℓ, Gℓ must be followed by EC⊗K
ℓ which is noise-free by

assumption that there is only one fault in G′
i. Thus, by nilpotence, we can replace Gℓ[σ, ε] → Gℓ[σ]

and the gadget failure will not affect the output of G′
i.

Due to the linearity of endpoints of gadgets, the proof for statements (a-d) does not depend
on the syndromes at the linear points. Calling σ the input syndromes and σℓ the input syndromes
restricted to linear points, we can evolve the gadget G assuming the input σ ⊕ σℓ, and F2 add the
gadget action G[σℓ] at the end.

(a) Consider EC1◦I1[σ, ε]. The only gate failures in the support of I1 that are possible are those
of I0 gadgets; therefore, the output damage is limited to at most one bit (i.e. whose syndromes
are contained in a 0 cell). This is cleaned up by the noiseless EC1 at the end. Together with the
linearity of I1 on the level-1 coarse-grained syndromes, this gives (a).

(b) Next, consider EC⊗2
1 ◦ T1[σ, ε]. Similarly, the possible failures in the support of T1 are

limited to either I0 or T0. In the former case, one finds that the output damage is limited to
one bit; in the latter, the output damage has support on two bits, with each bit belonging to a
different 1-cell. As a result, the noise-free EC⊗2

1 at the end restores the correct coarse-grained
configuration.

(c) We can write
EC2 ◦ I2 = EC2 ◦ (EC⊗3

1 ◦ I⊗3
1 )5 ◦ EC⊗3

1 (4.4)

One possible level-0 gadget failure occurs within the support of an I1; from (a) and the fact from
beginning of this proof, such failures are inconsequential. Another possible level 0 failure is within
EC1 (excluding the last layer of EC1), which will produce damage whose support is at most on a
single 1-cell; the support of the damage is left unchanged by I1s and is coarse-grained to level 1 by
the subsequent noise-free EC1s. Finally, it is eliminated by the noise-free EC2 at the end. If the
level 0 failure occurs within the last EC1, the damage due to this failure will also be supported in
at most a single 1-cell and will be erased by the subsequent noise-free EC2.

(d) We can write

EC⊗2
2 ◦ T2 = EC⊗2

2 ◦ (EC⊗6
1 ◦ [I1, ...T1])5 ◦ EC⊗6

1 (4.5)

where (EC⊗6
1 ◦[I1, ...T1])5 stands for layers where I1 and T1 gadgets are applied in some combination

that we do not specify. If the failure occurs in the support of I1 or T1, by properties (a) and (b)
and the fact from the beginning of the proof, the damage is cleaned by the subsequent layer of
EC⊗6

1 . If one of the gadgets within the support of EC1 fails, the output damage will still have
support within a 1 cell after the subsequent I1 or T1 gadgets16. The damage will finally be coarse-
grained to level 1 by the subsequent EC1, and will remain coarse-grained at level 1 and fitting
within a 1-cell until it is eliminated by the final noise-free EC2. Similarly to part (c), if the level 0
failure occurs within the last EC1, the damage due to this failure will be erased by the subsequent
noise-free EC2.

16To see this, note that by direct verification, a single gadget failure in EC1 will lead to damage with support on
a 1-cell. A single layer of clean I1 and T1 following this will at most transport the damage to a different 1-cell.
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(e) We can write

EC⊗3
2 ◦ M2 = EC⊗3

2 ◦ (EC⊗9
1 ◦ [I1, ...T1])5 ◦ EC⊗9

1 ◦ M⊗3
1 ◦ (EC⊗9

1 ◦ [I1, ...T1])5 ◦ EC⊗9
1 (4.6)

where, as before, (EC⊗9
1 ◦ [I1, ...T1])5 denotes (now different) layers of level-1 identity and swap

gates. We are not able to use the linearity property anymore to remove non-trivial input syndromes
in Σ2 because these syndromes can be located where M2 acts non-linearly.

If a level-0 gadget failure occurs at any point after the layer of M⊗3
1 , then the damage right

after any subsequent layer of EC⊗9
1 (or the noise-free layer of EC2) will be coarse-grained at level

1 and will fit in a 1-cell. Then, same considerations as in previous parts apply, since the remaining
gates to be applied consist entirely of I1, T1, and EC1.

If the failure occurs at any point before the layer of M⊗3
1 , we note that the damage before

the layer of M⊗3
1 will always fit in an 1-cell. This is because the gadgets I1 and T1 are nilpotent

against level-0 failures within them, and failure of any of the EC1 gadgets produces damage
contained within a single 1-cell (which we call m = 1 damage). We note that m = 1 input damage
continues to remain m = 1 damage under any sequence of clean I1, T1, and EC1 (since the action
of a single one of these gadgets does not grow the size of the damage beyond a 1-cell). Hence this
case – as well as the final remaining case where the level-0 failure occurs within the M⊗3

1 layer –
reduces to studying the M⊗3

1 layer with either input damage fitting in a 1-cell or a clean input
with a single level-0 gadget failure inside M⊗3

1 . By explicitly checking all possible scenarios of
this, we find that in all of them, the output damage will have support at most the size of a single
M1 gadget (which is the size of a 2-cell). After the following layer of EC1 gadgets, the resulting
damage will be coarse-grained to level 1 and will fit in a single 2-cell. Thus, we can reduce the
level by 1, mapping the problem of considering M2 with a level-2 input and a single failed M1 in
the middle layer to considering an M1 gadget with a level-1 input and a single failed M0 in the
middle layer. Such a failure is cleaned up after running the rest of the gadget and following with
a noise-free EC and we thus find that M2 is nilpotent.

We emphasize that while M2 is nilpotent, M1 is not; this is the reason why our proof of fault
tolerance in this setting must go up by several levels. As an explicit example demonstrating this,
consider EC⊗3

1 M1 acting on the input state 111 000 000, with a fault occurring in the first T0
gate to be applied (c.f. the circuit for M1 given in (3.11)). This produces the state 111 001 100
after the first layer of the circuit constituting M1. The action of the rest of EC⊗3

1 ◦ M1 on this
configuration produces the output 111 111 000, which contains a logical error (a similar problem
does not afflict M2 due to the nilpotence of T1).

We are now ready to prove the Gate and EC conditions for the present set of gadgets.

Proposition 4.3. Assume an inner and outer fault tolerant prescription where all elementary
gadgets undergo p-bounded gadget error model (where each of the gadgets I0, T0, and M0 can fail).
Then:

1. The gate gadgets Ik, Tk and Mk satisfy (Gate A)k,m and (Gate B)k,m properties and

2. The ẼC = ECk gadget satisfies (EC A)k,m and (EC B)k,m properties

for k ≥ 3 and m = 1 (c.f. Def. 4.2).

In the following, we will split the proof into separate parts, one for each property. In several
places we will prove slightly stronger results with k = 2.

Proof (EC B). We will show EC B for k = 2, and m = 1. The definition of the EC B property
allows for either a single or no level-0 gadget failures to occur within the support of the EC gadget;
in the former case, the input can be taken to be properly coarse-grained at level k.

Consider first the case where the failure occurs inside the EC gadget. Since the input syndromes
are supported on Σk and ECk acts linearly on these locations, and since ECk[σ|Σk

] = σ|Σk
, for

the purposes of demonstrating EC B we can assume that we are given a clean codeword as input.
We can write EC2 as

EC2 = EC⊗3
1 ◦ M1 ◦ EC⊗3

1 ◦ T1I1 ◦ EC⊗3
1 ◦ M1 ◦ EC⊗3

1 ◦ I1T1 ◦ EC⊗3
1 ◦ M1 ◦ EC⊗3

1 (4.7)
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If the level-0 failure occurs in the support of one of the T1 or I1 gate gadgets, it is inconsequential
because of their nilpotence (Lemma 4.2). If it is located inside any of the EC1 or M1 gadgets,
one can directly verify that the output damage of EC2 is contained within a single 1 cell (the fact
that the input is coarse-grained at level 2 is necessary for this to be true). This damage will be
cleaned up by an ideal level-2 decoder.

Now let us consider the case when s = 0 and m = 1. The first layer of EC⊗3
1 inside of EC2 will

coarse-grain this damage to level 1. Then, treating this as an input, the operation of the remainder
of the gadget is equivalent to level reducing by 1, in which case the damage fits in a 0-cell and the
remaining operation of the gadget is equivalent to EC1 which cleans up such an input. This is
again consistent with a 1-cell filter acting on the output, which proves EC B for k = 2, m = 1.

Finally, let us show (EC B)3,1 is true given that (EC B)2,1 is true. First, EC3[σ, ε] can be
expressed through level 2 gates and EC gadgets. When s = 1, m = 0 and the failure occurs inside
one of the level 2 gates, it is inconsequential because of the nilpotence property (Lemma 4.2). If
the error occurs within any of the EC2 gadgets, we use the fact that (EC B)2,1 holds. Therefore,
the failure either has no effect or it causes 1-cell damage at the output of the EC2 gadget. If this
is the last EC2 in the circuit for EC3, this proves the claim. Otherwise, the damage is input into
the subsequent level-2 gate, wherein it is coarse-grained to level 1 by the first layer of clean EC1
in the level-2 gate. Therefore, we can formally reduce the level by 1 and consider this damage as
level-0 input damage to a level-1 gate. If the gate is I or T , the output damage still fits in a 0-cell,
which means (going back up one level) it is cleaned up by the subsequent EC2. If the gate is M,
one can explicitly check that the damage is either cleaned up or remains unchanged, in which case
it will be cleaned up by the subsequent EC2. This concludes the proof of (EC B)3,1.

Proof (Gate A). We first will show a stronger property, namely (Gate A)2,1. We will assume the
gate gadget acts on K bits. Consider first the case s = 1, and mi = 0 for i = 0, · · · ,K. By
Lemma 4.2, I2, T2 and M2 are nilpotent, i.e. EC2 ◦ I2[σ, ε] = I2[σ], EC⊗2

2 ◦ T2[σ, ε] = T2[σ] and
EC⊗3

2 ◦ M2[σ, ε] = M2[σ]. According to the same logic as in the proof of EC B, if ε occurs before
the last layer of EC1 in either of the gate gadgets, then T2[σ, ε] = T2[σ] and M2[σ, ε] = M2[σ]. If
ε occurs during the last layer of EC1 in either of the gate gadgets, then it causes damage confined
to at most a single 1-cell, consistent with an 1-cell filter acting on the output.

We now consider the case s = 0, and mi = 1 for some i, i.e. when the input damage (relative to
the nearest level-2 coarse-grained configuration) is contained within a single 1-cell. After the first
layer of EC1, the syndromes lie entirely in Σ1. The operation of the remainder of both gadgets can
be then understood by reducing the level by 1, i.e. by considering T1 and M1 with input damage
contained in a 0-cell. The output will have damage contained at most in a 0-cell per each 1-cell,
which when going back up 1 level is consistent with m = 1.

Finally, (Gate A)3,1 property follows from (Gate A)2,1 by similar considerations to those in the
proof of EC B.

Proof (Gate B). Assume the gate gadget acts on K bits. For the case s = 1, and mi = 0 for i =
0, · · · ,K, this condition follows from nilpotence of all gates at level 2 together with (EC B)2,1 and
considerations from the proof of Gate A. The output state is thus equivalent to having undergone a
noiseless gate with possible 1-cell damage at the end. The ideal decoder can eliminate this damage.
The case s = 0, and mi = 1 can be similarly analyzed.

Proof (EC A). First, we express EC3 through level-2 gadgets only, assuming a single level-0 gadget
failure and now an arbitrary input state. The circuit starts with a layer of EC⊗9

2 , and we denote
t0 to be the point in time right after this layer.

Consider first the situation when the level-0 gadget failure occurs after t0. In that case, the
first layer of EC⊗3

2 is error-free, and the state at t0 is coarse-grained at level 2. A level-0 gate
failure then must occur in the support of one of the subsequent level-2 gates G2 or inside one of
the subsequent layers of EC⊗3

2 . From Lemma 4.2, we know that in the former case, the state
is not changed. If the failure occurred in the support of one of the EC⊗3

2 layers, we combine
considerations for k = 2 from the proofs of (EC B)2,1 and (Gate A)2,1 to find that the damage is
limited to the support of a 1-cell after each gate or EC2 layer. This is consistent with adding a
1-cell filter at the end.
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Consider now the case when the level-0 gadget failure occurred before t0 (i.e. in the support of
one of the EC2 gadgets). For reference, this gadget is written out in Eq. (4.7). If the level-0 gadget
failure occurred within the first layer of EC⊗9

1 , the output of one of these EC1 gadgets contains
arbitrary damage in its support and the damage is coarsed-grained to level 1 for the other EC1
gadgets. A brute-force computation (by a computer algebra software; see App. C.1) shows that
the output of the subsequent EC1 ◦ M1 gadget has the property that there exists (a non-unique)
input configuration which is coarse-grained to level 1 that would cause the same output. Let us
refer to this property as producing a reversible output. Choosing a level-1 coarse-grained input
with such an output, the action of the gadget with the level-0 failure can be replaced by the action
of the gadget on this input, which will be coarse grained at level 3, fulfilling the EC A condition.

Next, consider the case when the gadget failure occurs within the first layer of EC⊗3
2 , in

particular after the first layer of EC⊗9
1 and before the last layer of EC⊗9

1 . Because the first layer
of EC1 gadgets is noise-free, if the fault occurs either in the support of subsequent I1 or T1, due to
the nilpotence of those gates, it has no consequence. If it occurs elsewhere, the damage will fit in
a 2-cell and after the last layer of EC⊗9

1 (which is noise-free) the damage is coarse-grained to level
1. Considering the entire EC3 gadget, we see that the input to the first M2 is now coarse-grained
at level 2 apart from one 2-cell where the input is coarse-grained at level 1. This reduces to the
consideration in the previous paragraph upon reducing the level by one, i.e. we replace M2 with
M1 and EC3 with EC2. The M1 in question produces a reversible output, which is equivalent to
a level-1 coarse-grained input to EC2 and a noise-free operation of EC2. This damaged is clearly
coarse-grained at level 2, which upon undoing level reduction, corresponds to being coarse-grained
at level 3.

Finally, if the error occurred in the last layer of EC⊗9
1 (within the first layer of EC⊗3

2 ), the
output is unchanged under an 1-cell filter. After the next gate followed by the next layer of EC2 the
additional damage will be cleaned up, as per the (Gate A)2,1 and (EC B)2,1 properties. Therefore,
(EC A)k,m holds for k = 3 and m = 1.

This proves the Proposition.

Having established the EC and Gate properties, fault tolerance readily follows:

Corollary 4.1. Consider a classical circuit C on 1 bit which consists of T idle operations. Con-
struct a fault-tolerant circuit corresponding to n repetitions of the outer simulation (F̃ T )n(C) with
inner simulation level k = 3 and m = 1. Assuming a p-bounded gadget error model in (F̃ T )n(C),
C experiences an error model that is a (Ap)2n-bounded wire error model for some constant A. The
probability that the initial logical state b(0) will get corrupted in time T is

P
(
D̃n(s(t = T )) ̸= D̃n(s(t = 0))

)
≤ T · (Ap)2n

(4.8)

Proof. With k = 3 and m = 1, both EC and Gate properties are satisfied by the previous Lemma.
Consider a circuit C and its fault tolerant simulation F̃ T (C). Proposition 4.1 indicates that if the
gadget error model in F̃ T (C) is p-bounded, adding a layer of ideal decoder and pulling it through
the circuit, the gadget error model for C is Ap2-bounded. Starting from (F̃ T )n(C) and iterating
this n times as done in the first proof of fault tolerance for the modified Tsirelson’s automaton gives
a (Ap)2n -bounded gadget failure model. By a union bound, P

(
D̃n(s(t = T )) ̸= D̃n(s(t = 0))

)
≤

T · (Ap)2n . Selecting n = (log3 L)/k = (log3 L)/3 shows that the memory lifetime is exponential
in a power of L.

5 Fault tolerance of the toric code automaton
The full toric code automaton is constructed in Sec. 3. It is a measurement and feedback circuit
consisting of simultaneous action of a layer of X- and Z-type elementary gadgets which, according
to Remark 6, can be defined to operate under a general p-bounded gadget error model. From the
analysis in Appendix A, see Sec. 3.1 for a summary of the results, we can reduce this to studying
a decoupled gadget error model. In this error model, the X-gadgets apply X-type feedback and
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noise operators only, and Z gadgets, similarly, apply Z-type feedback and noise. Fact 1 shows
that under this error model the operation of the full toric code automaton can be reduced to
considering separate X and Z automata. At the end of this section in Corollary 5.4, we finally
explain how fault tolerance of the full toric code automaton follows from that of the X and Z
automata separately.

Therefore, most of this section will be devoted to showing the fault tolerance of theX part of the
toric code automaton, which is comprised of X-type gadgets that apply Pauli X feedback only and
experience Pauli X noise. To construct this automaton, we use the inner and outer fault tolerant
simulation prescription. We then develop a modification of the extended rectangles method, prove
that it can be used to derive the appropriate error suppression as a function of the number of fault
tolerant simulations, and use this show the fault tolerance of the X-type automaton.

The rest of this section is structured as follows. The main difficulty in proving the fault
tolerance of X-type automaton is that the supports of neighboring gadgets must overlap, which
can cause interactions between the operations of the gadgets and enable errors to spread (this
is not an issue for standard circuit concatenation). In Subsec. 5.1, we explore a property we call
syndrome confinement, which allows us to show that the interaction between any pair of neighboring
gadgets in our construction is limited to the boundary between them, and moreover, this region
of interaction cannot influence error syndromes in the rest of space. This property is needed to
adapt the extended rectangles method to the setting of the toric code automaton. In addition, the
ideal decoder has to operate in a global way for the toric code (due to the global nature of the
pushforward map), while the ideal decoder for Tsirelson’s automaton is local. To deal with these
challenges, we introduce the notion of spatial truncation and appropriately adapt the concepts of
∗-decoders and the Gate and EC conditions. This is done in Subsec. 5.2.

Having developed a modified exRecs formalism for the toric code, we show that fault tolerance
follows from Gate and EC conditions, and finally, in Subsec. 5.3, we show that these conditions
hold for the gadgets comprising the toric code automaton. To show that these properties hold,
we use the strategy partially developed in the previous section via the measurement-and-feedback
version of Tsirelson’s automaton. Namely, we introduce the notion of nilpotence for the toric code
gadgets and provide a computer-aided proof of this property. We show that there exists a level
k for the inner simulation such that the associated outer simulation achieves error suppression.
Upon a single iteration of the outer simulation, the original circuit is simulated with p̃-bounded
noise, where p̃ ∼ (Ap)2. Repeated outer simulation thus achieves (quasi)exponential suppression
of the logical error rate with the system size. Finally, we also discuss fault-tolerant initialization
and readout in Subsec. 5.4, and discuss some preliminary numerical results in Subsec. 5.5.

5.1 Confinement of syndromes
For the reasons explained above, we will focus on X-type gadgets and drop the X label for the
remainder of the text unless otherwise specified. To deal with gadgets that act on overlapping
domains, we introduce a property that we call confinement. In our proof, we interchangeably work
with physical operators (which are supported on qubit locations, i.e. the links of the lattice) and
error syndromes (located on the vertices of the lattice). This is because some of the arguments are
easier to formulate using operators, while others are easier to formulate using syndromes.

It is more natural to think of confinement in the syndrome language. Intuitively speaking, the
input syndromes and the syndromes created due to noise in a confinement region cannot affect
the syndromes outside of it. If the overlap of the supports between two neighboring gadgets is a
confinement region, then the gadgets can “interact” in this region, but what happens in this region
cannot influence syndromes elsewhere. Such a property will limit how neighboring gadgets can
affect each other’s operation and thus will play an important role in proving fault tolerance. The
gadgets that we introduced for the toric code automaton were designed so that any two neighboring
gadgets overlap on confinement regions only.

Definition 5.1 (Confinement). Consider a layer of gadgets L(G) of some level n within the toric
code automaton. A subset Λ ∈ L0 of syndrome locations is called a confinement region if for input
syndrome σ ∈ F|L0|

2 and Pauli noise realization with syndrome ε, we have

L(G)[σ, ε] = η
∣∣
Λ ⊕ L(G; L0 \ Λ)[σ, ε] (5.1)
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where η
∣∣
Λ = L(G)[σ, ε]

∣∣
Λ. Recall that the notation L(G; L0 \ Λ) is defined in Def. 3.22. Syndromes

in Λ are said to be confined.

If Λ is a confinement region for a layer L(G) of the toric code automaton, we will often simply
say that Λ is a confinement region for G.

The “non-communication” property between the neighboring gadgets that overlap on confine-
ment regions will be made more precise below. Although the confinement region can be arbitrarily
shaped, for simplicity of presentation, we restrict ourselves to the case (relevant for the toric code
automaton) where any two level-n neighboring gadgets overlap on n-links, which are confinement
regions for the associated layer of gadgets.

Remark 3. From this point on, we assume that the gadgets of the toric code automaton (i.e. the
gate Gn and ECn gadgets) have support on connected regions and that neighboring gadgets can
overlap on a union of n-links or on points in Σn. We also assume that that overlap between any
two gadgets is a confinement region for the associated layer of gadgets and the corners of any
gadgets are linear vertices; this is proved in Prop. 5.1 for the toric code automaton.

Fact 3 (Confinement separates the bulk from the boundary). Consider a layer of level-n gates
L(G) as well as a certain level-n gadget G1 in this layer with vertex support Λ1 and boundary ∂Λ1.
Assume that overlap between G1 and any other gadget Gi in the same layer overlaps on a set of
boundary n-links that we denote as λ1i, i.e. suppv(G1) ∩ suppv(Gi) = λ1i. We also assume that
the boundary of the gadget G1, denoted ∂Λ1 = ∪iλ1i, is a confinement region. Then, we have

L(G)[σ, ε] = η|∂Λ1 ⊕ (G1; Λ1 \ ∂Λ1)[σ, ε] ⊕ L(G; L0 \ Λ1)[σ, ε]. (5.2)

where η|∂Λ1 = L(G)[σ, ε]|∂Λ1 .

Proof. Because ∂Λ1 is a confinement region, we can write by definition

L(G)[σ, ε] = η
∣∣
∂Λ1

⊕ L(G; L0 \ ∂Λ1)[σ, ε] (5.3)

Because of the assumption that all gadgets overlap on boundaries only, for any gadget Gi ̸= G1,
we can write suppv(G1) ∩ suppv(Gi) ∩ (L0 \ ∂Λ1) = ∅. Thus, the operation of L(G; L0 \ ∂Λ1)
factors as such:

L(G; L0 \ ∂Λ1)[σ, ε] = (G1; Λ1 \ ∂Λ1)[σ, ε] ⊕ L(G; L0 \ Λ1)[σ, ε]. (5.4)

This proves the fact.

Fact 4 (Confinement implies non-communication). Consider a layer of level-n gadgets L(G) and
any two neighboring level-n gadgets G1 and G2 in this layer, which have vertex supports Λ1 and
Λ2 respectively. The pair of gadgets overlap on boundary n-links only and each such n-link is a
confinement region with respect to L(G). Call ∂Λ1 and ∂Λ2 the set of boundary vertices of the two
gadgets respectively. Then,

L(G)[σ, ε] = η|∂Λ1∪∂Λ2 ⊕ (G1; Λ1 \ ∂Λ1)[σ, ε] ⊕ (G2; Λ2 \ ∂Λ2)[σ, ε] ⊕ µ
∣∣
L0\(Λ1∪Λ2) (5.5)

where η and µ are some syndrome vectors that generally depend on the input syndromes, noise,
and the operation of the layer of gadgets. The supports are illustrated below:
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Proof. Using the previous fact with respect to the gadget G1, we can write

L(G)[σ, ε] = η′|∂Λ1 ⊕ (G1; Λ1 \ ∂Λ1)[σ, ε] ⊕ L(G; L0 \ Λ1)[σ, ε]. (5.6)

where η′|∂Λ1 = L(G)[σ, ε]|∂Λ1 . Therefore,

L(G)[σ, ε]|Λ1\∂Λ1 = (G1; Λ1 \ ∂Λ1)[σ, ε]. (5.7)

Analogously, for the second gadget, using the same logic gives

L(G)[σ, ε]|Λ2\∂Λ2 = (G2; Λ2 \ ∂Λ2)[σ, ε]. (5.8)

Finally, we can write

L(G)[σ, ε] = L(G)[σ, ε]|∂Λ1∪∂Λ2 ⊕ L(G)[σ, ε]|Λ1\∂Λ1 ⊕ L(G)[σ, ε]|Λ2\∂Λ2 ⊕ L(G)[σ, ε]|L0\(Λ1∪Λ2)

= η|∂Λ1∪∂Λ2 ⊕ (G1; Λ1 \ ∂Λ1)[σ, ε] ⊕ (G2; Λ2 \ ∂Λ2)[σ, ε] ⊕ η|L0\(Λ1∪Λ2)

where in the first equality, we simply decomposed the output of a layer of gadgets over non-
overlapping regions. In the second equality, we used Eqs. (5.7) and (5.8) and defined η|∂Λ1∪∂Λ2 =
L(G)[σ, ε]|∂Λ1∪∂Λ2 and η|L0\(Λ1∪Λ2) = L(G)[σ, ε]|L0\(Λ1∪Λ2). This completes the proof of the fact.

As stated above, boundary segments of every gadget in the toric code automaton are confine-
ment regions. We will now prove this fact:

Proposition 5.1. Consider the toric code gadgets obtained from inner simulation described in
Subsec. 3.5.2, and recall the definition of gadget linearity in Def. 4.3. The following statements
are true:

1. Each n-link λ in the support of ECn is a confinement region with respect to a layer L(ECn).

2. The ECn gadget is linear on all n-frame vertices Σn in its support.

3. Each n-link (or union of links) highlighted in blue in the picture below is a (separate) con-
finement region for layers of In, T h

n and Mh
n gadgets, respectively:

where the links that are shown in gray are the (n−1) links of the lattice. Note that confinement
regions corresponding to the top and bottom links T h

n and Mh
n are a union of two or three

horizontal n-links. For T v
n and Mv

n, the confinement regions are found similarly by a 90◦

rotation.

4. In, T h
n and Mh

n act linearly on the n-frame vertices shown below:

where the links that are shown in gray are the (n− 1) links of the lattice. For T v
n and Mv

n,
the linear points are obtained by a 90◦ rotation.
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Proof. We first will prove the claim regarding linearity. In the proof of Prop. 4.2, we first proved
that if during the operation of some non-elementary gadget a particular vertex is always an endpoint
of any constituent elementary gadget, then such a vertex is a linear vertex. This fact is also true for
the toric code for the same reason as given in Prop. 4.2, except that endpoints of gadgets become
their corners.

First, we show that the corner vertices of the level-n gadgets In, Tn, and Mn are linear vertices.
We show the aforementioned fact using induction on n. When n = 0, this is true by definition
of elementary gadgets. We then assume that this is true for n. We write In+1, Tn+1, and Mn+1
in terms of In, Tn, and Mn and note that corner vertices of In+1, Tn+1, and Mn+1 are always
corner vertices of In, Tn, and Mn, thus proving the induction step.

Finally, we prove that for Tn, the two remaining level-n vertices are linear vertices. We follow
the proof in Prop. 4.2. However, now one must write Tn+1 in terms of a 2D circuit of Tn and In

interspersed with layers of ECn; noting that the corner vertices of ECn are linear vertices, the
proof follows otherwise identically to that in Prop. 4.2.

Next, we prove the claim about confinement regions. We first show the following fact. Consider
a subset of vertices λ during the operation of a layer of gadgets L(Gn). For an elementary gadget
G0, define the feedback support suppf (G0) to be the three vertices in the bottom border of T h

0 ,
the four vertices in the bottom border of Mh

0 and the two vertices in the bottom border of I0 as
shown in the figure in Def. 3.20. For vertically oriented gadgets, the feedback support is rotated
accordingly. The use of the term ‘feedback support’ refers to the set of sites where syndromes can
be modified due to the action of the gadget. We claim that λ is a confinement region with respect to
a layer of Gn if any elementary level-0 gadget G0 during the operation of a layer of Gn gadgets with
suppf (G0) ̸⊆ λ has the property that suppf (G0)∩λ is a subset of corners of G0. In other words, this
means that the feedback support of G0 is either contained in λ or overlaps with it on linear vertices
of G0. Assuming this, calling λ the complement of λ, we have L(G0)[σ, ε]|λ = L(G0)[σ|λ, ε|λ]|λ.
Applying the same logic layer by layer, after the entire operation of L(Gn), we get

L(Gn)[σ, ε] = (L(Gn);λ)[σ, ε] ⊕ L(Gn)[σ, ε]|λ, (5.9)

and setting η|λ = L(Gn)[σ, ε]|λ, this proves that λ is a confinement region.
Next, we will show that the above property is true for the boundary n-links of each of the

gadgets, thereby proving the proposition. This can be shown by induction. First, consider L(G1)
for G1 = I1, T1,M1. By direct inspection, the boundary 1-links of these gadgets have the property
that any elementary gate that applies feedback at this boundary is either M0 and T0 whose feedback
is contained entirely in a 1-link; otherwise, it is a level-0 gadget whose corners are contained in the
1-link. This also holds for EC1, thereby proving the base case. Then, suppose the fact is true for
L(Gn) where Gn = In, Tn,Mn. We may write L(Gn+1) in terms of L(Gn) interspersed with layers
of L(ECn). The boundaries of the level-n + 1 gadgets are always boundaries of the constituent
level-n gadgets, and therefore the fact must be true for the level-n + 1 gadgets. This proves the
induction step, and thus the claim regarding confinement regions.

We now have all the tools needed to complete the proof of Lemma 3.1, which states that the
first half of a noiseless ECn gadget coarse-grains input syndromes to Σn, and that Mh/v

n , T h/v
n act

on coarse-grained states in a way analogous to the action of Mh/v
0 , T h/v

0 . We complete this proof
below, and additionally show the statement of the Lemma in the case when the gadgets tile the
entire lattice.

Proof. (Proof of Lemma 3.1)
First, we will show the base case for n = 1 except now for the case when the lattice (or some

connected subregion) is tiled with level-1 gadgets rather than for a single gadget restricted to its
support. Suppose we tile the lattice with EC1 gadgets. Then, the set of 1-links are confinement
regions for EC1 (as well as Rv

0 and Rh
0 ) and therefore, one can evolve the syndromes in the bulk

of these gadgets independently of syndromes on the boundaries of these gadgets and assume an
arbitrary syndrome configuration on the boundary. After the first Rv

0 there will be no syndromes
remaining in the bulk as per the simpler argument (for part of the base case of Lemma 3.1) from
Sec. 3. The remaining syndromes will be confined to the boundaries, and the next round of Rv

0
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will coarse-grain these syndromes to level-1 vertices for the vertical boundaries, since the action of
Rv

0 restricted to the boundary is the same as that of Tsirelson’s 1D error correction gadget. The
remaining syndromes on the horizontal boundaries will be coarse-grained at level 1 by the next
two rounds of Rh

0 . The base case for the gadgets T1 and M1 is much simpler: these gadgets are
either stacked horizontally or vertically and correspond to stacks of gadgets that apply feedback
(similar to that of Tsirelson’s gadgets) on 1D lines each, which will send a level-1 syndrome input
to a level-1 syndrome output corresponding to the action of a stack of appropriate level-0 gadgets.

Next, we show the induction step. We can write ECn in terms of a sequence of gate gadgets
Gn−1 and a layer of ECn−1 gadgets covering the lattice between each gate gadget. By the induction
step, after the first layer of ECn−1, the syndromes are coarse-grained to level-(n − 1). Thus, we
can study the action of the rest of the gadget by “reducing the level” by n− 1. By the induction
hypothesis, Gn−1 on such a coarse-grained input will keep the syndromes coarse-grained at level
n − 1 and the action will correspond to the action of G0. Thus, level reduction allows us to
formally view (n − 1)-level frame as an effective level-0 lattice, where each gate Gn−1 is replaced
with a corresponding level-0 gate, and each ECn−1 gadget has no effect, and thus can be ignored.
Upon performing level reduction on the entire ECn, we obtain an effective circuit for EC1 which
coarse-grains the syndromes by the analysis in the base case.

Finally, we must prove that Mh/v
n and T h/v

n will have the correct operation on coarse-grained
syndrome configurations assuming the induction hypothesis. Once again, we write Mh/v

n and T h/v
n

in terms of Mh/v
n−1, T h/v

n−1 , and ECn−1. Since the nontrivial syndromes are coarse-grained to live in
Σn, we can perform an analogous form of level reduction by n− 1 levels to show that this analysis
is equivalent to that of Mh/v

1 and T h/v
1 , which is dealt with by the base case.

Finally, we prove the following fact for the toric code automaton which will be very useful later
on.

Fact 5. Consider a covering of the lattice with level-n gadgets corresponding to a particular step
of the toric code automaton. Call two neighboring gadgets G1 and G2 and Λ12 the vertices they
overlap on. Call the supports of the two gadgets R1 and R2. Then,

L(G)[σ, ε]|Λ12\∂Λ12 = (G1 ⊗G2; (R1 ∪ R2) \ ∂(R1 ∪ R2))[σ, ε]|Λ12\∂Λ12 (5.10)

Proof. We first note that each boundary of a level-n gadget is a separate confinement region for
level-n gadgets by Prop. 5.1. Furthermore, if Λ1 and Λ2 are the union of all boundary segments of
gadgets G1 and G2, then Λ1 ∪Λ2 is a confinement region. This follows directly from the arguments
in Prop. 5.1. In addition, calling R1 ∪ R2 ≡ R, we can write the outer boundary for the pair of
gadgets as (∂R1 ∪∂R2)\(∂R1 ∩∂R2) ≡ ∂R. It is a confinement region as it is a union of boundary
segments of G1 and G2.

Applying Fact 4, with this choice of confinement region, we find

L(G)[σ, ε] = η ⊕ (G1 ⊗G2; (R1 ∪ R2) \ ∂R)[σ, ε] ⊕ L(G; L0 \ (R1 ∪ R2 \ ∂R))[σ, ε], (5.11)

where η = L(G)[σ, ε]|∂R. Restricting the output to Λ12 \ ∂Λ12 ⊂ R \ ∂R proves the fact.

This implies that the syndromes on a boundary between two gadgets (minus the endpoints of
the boundary) can be reconstructed only by knowing the syndromes in the bulks of both of the
gadgets.

5.2 Modification of the exRecs method
5.2.1 Main definitions

Now, we will define the technology needed to extend the exRecs method to the (X-part of the)
toric code automaton. We will assume a fixed level k for inner simulation throughout. Let us first
establish some definitions that we will use to count the number of faults due to noise:

Definition 5.2 (Failure in the support of a gadget). We say that a level-0 gadget failed in the
support of a ECn or Gn gadget if a failure occurred on this level-0 (elementary) gadget and the
gadget’s support lies entirely within the support of the ECn or Gn gadget.
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Definition 5.3 (exRec). Assuming some fixed level k for inner simulation, an exRec for a gate
Gk consists of a spacetime region corresponding to the operation ẼC

⊗K
◦ Gk ◦ ẼC

⊗K
where K is

the number of k-cells in the spatial support of Gk. We say that such an exRec is centered at gadget
Gk. We call suppq(R) the spatial qubit support of an exRec R.

Definition 5.4 (Good/bad exRecs). An exRec is good if the number of level-0 gadget failures in
its spacetime support is ≤ 1. Otherwise, it is bad.

We will utilize exRecs to prove the error suppression property for the fault-tolerant prescription
F̃ T (·) corresponding to inner simulation. Notice that the exRecs for the toric code gadgets overlap
not only in time but also in space, specifically on k-links. Thus, in addition to dealing with spatial
truncation, we will also need to utilize a modified procedure for dealing with temporal truncation.
Temporal truncation as well as the prescription for “pulling” the ∗-decoder through the layers of
simulation will be explained in Subsec. 5.2.3.

We first introduce the concept of spatial truncation:

Definition 5.5 (Spatial truncation). A spatially truncated exRec for gadget Gk is one where one
or more k-links or sites in Σk are removed from the exRec’s spatial support throughout the temporal
duration of the exRec.

Denoting by Λ the spatial region that is removed and the set of times corresponding to the
operation of the exRec by τ , the truncation region of an exRec is a spacetime region of removed
links and sites Λ × τ .

Definition 5.6 (Good/bad truncated exRecs). Consider a spatially truncated exRec R centered
around gadget Gk. Count the faults belonging to this exRec in the following way. For each failure
of an elementary gadget G(i)

0 fully contained in ẼC
⊗K

◦ Gk ◦ ẼC
⊗K

, consider the restriction of
the associated operator O applied by these gadgets (including noise) to the truncated boundary λ
with the bad exRec that is causing truncation. If supp(O) ⊆ λ, we formally count the fault of this
gadget towards the neighboring bad exRec that caused the truncation. Otherwise, we count this fault
towards the truncated exRec under consideration.

We will use the following algorithm for exRec assignment:

Algorithm 1 (Assigning support to exRecs). Assume a fixed level k for the inner simulation and
let the associated outer simulation applied to circuit C yield the simulated circuit F̃ T (C). Call T
the depth of C. We use the time index t to enumerate the layers of the simulated level-k gates Gk

associated to the gates in C. Then:

1. Construct exRecs associated with gates Gk at a specific time slice t ≤ T .

2. Pick an arbitrary order to traverse the exRecs in space at this time slice. If a given exRec is
bad, spatially truncate all surrounding exRecs at the same time slice which have overlapping
spatial support with the given bad exRec.

This assigns support and good and bad labels for the last layer of exRecs in a given simulated circuit
(illustrated in Figure 5).

As we will see shortly, in order to pull layers of the hierarchical ideal decoder (Def. 3.27) through
a simulated circuit, we first use the algorithm above to assign supports of exRecs and mark them
as good and bad and then pull the ideal decoder through this layer. We then repeat this process
layer by layer.

To explain this in more depth, we need to introduce the ∗-decoder, which will work analogously
to its operation in the usual exRecs method (see Def. B.6 and discussion afterwards), except that
now it is applied to an entire layer of exRecs at once:

Definition 5.7 (∗-decoder for the toric code). Assume a fixed level k for the inner simulation and
the associated outer simulation prescription that we use to obtain a simulated circuit F̃ T (C) and
run Algorithm 1 to label good and bad exRecs and perform truncation. We append a ∗-decoder D̃∗

at the end of the circuit and define its operation to be:
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Figure 5: Schematic showing an outer simulation for the toric code automaton and the outcome of one appli-
cation of Algorithm 1. The truncation region is schematically shaded dark. In this figure and in the rest of the
paper, the crossed wires are used to schematically denote multiple qubits in the support of the operations.

(a) For the layer of exRecs that directly precedes the decoder, the decoder stores the syndromes
of the noise operators applied in their spacetime support in its classical register, and

(b) applies an ideal decoder D̃.

The output of the ∗-decoder is the output of the ideal decoder D̃ together with a classical register
containing the data in (a). Partial tracing out the classical register, this defines a quantum channel
supported on qubits of the outputs of bad exRecs.

Similarly to the ideal decoder, the ∗-decoder is not an actual physical operation but rather
a mathematical tool that we will use to ‘undo’ levels of simulation in the toric code automaton.
Schematically, the ∗-decoder’s operation can be summarized as follows:

where the block on the left stands for the layer of exRecs, and the blue outgoing wire stands for
the register with classical information. On the right, the operation of the star decoder can be
written as an ideal decoder that consists of applying a noiseless layer of ẼC followed by a k-fold
pushforward map Φk (which is just k applications of Φ), along with the relevant classical register.

We will also need to define a different notion of a filter than the one used for concatenated
codes. Recall that the role of a filter is to project onto a subspace of states that are not too “far”
from a codestate at the corresponding level of the simulation. A natural way to define this for
the toric code is to compare the state with a level-k coarse-grained version obtained by applying
L(ECk). Thus, for each k-cell, we define an m-cell filter (with m ≤ k − 1) to project on the
subspace of states that differ from their coarse-grained version by an operator (call it O′) whose
support fits in an m-cell. We also define a ∅-filter as the filter that forbids the state to differ from
a level-k coarse-grained state.

However, the definition that we present below is somewhat more involved than this description
to account for the fact that neighboring k-cells share boundaries. In this case, we first need to
specify which filters are assigned to all neighboring cells (if any). Considering boundaries of a
specific k-cell Ck with an m-cell filter, there are several scenarios. For a given boundary, if there
is no filter on the other k-cell that shares this boundary, then we allow anything to happen on
the boundary. If there is another m-cell filter or ∅-filter on the other k-cell, the m-cell within Ck

containing O′ is allowed to touch the shared boundary. This applies to every k-cell with a filter.
All these scenarios are summarized in the definition below and in Fig. 6.
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Figure 6: A pair of k-cells C(i)
k and C(i+1)

k with various types of cell filters. The type of the cell filter imposed
on C(i)

k and C(i+1)
k cell is indicated at the top. All other k-cells (i.e. outside of the ones depicted) have no

filter assigned to them. The check marks indicate that the state passes the appropriate filter, and the cross
marks indicate that it does not. For the examples that pass the filter configuration, for each cell with an
m-cell filter, there exists a relative damage operator O′ at level k (i.e. an operator relating the state to its
level-k coarse-grained version) that fits inside an m-cell, shaded in red. For the examples that do not pass the
filter configuration, any relative damage operator violates the filter conditions. The red boxes show m-cells
containing the support of a relative damage operator.

Definition 5.8 (m-cell filter at level k for the toric code). We say that a layer of filters has been
added or assigned to a toric code state |ψ⟩ with syndrome σ if each k-cell with k > m17 has been
assigned an m-cell filter, ∅-cell filter, or no filter. Each filter associated with a given k-cell Ck is a
projector onto the subspace of states that satisfy the conditions below. We will say a state “passes”
the filter if it is in the image of the associated projector.

Suppose the state |ψ⟩ is related to the initial logical state |ϕ⟩ of the toric code by |ψ⟩ = O |ϕ⟩,
with syndrome configuration σ. Assuming a filter assignment, we obtain a level-k coarse-grained
syndrome configuration by applying a noiseless error correction layer L(ECk)[σ]. We denote by Ocg

the product of all feedback operators applied by L(ECk). Define an equivalence class of operators
[Ocg] = {O : OOcg ∈ S}. For the filter conditions under a given filter assignment to be met, we
require that there exists an operator O′ ∈ [Ocg] with qubit support M , such that the following is
satisfied.
For each cell Ck that has an m-cell filter:

• M ∩ (Ck \ ∂Ck) fits within an m-cell. Here, supports are taken to be on qubits rather than
vertices.

• For every boundary Λ between Ck and a neighboring cell C′
k:

(i) If the neighboring cell C′
k has an m-cell filter, then there exist m-cells Cm ∈ Ck and

C′
m ∈ C′

k such that:
M ∩ Λ = ((M ∩ Cm) ∪ (M ∩ C′

m)) ∩ Λ. (5.12)

(ii) If the neighboring C′
k has a ∅-cell filter, then there exists an m-cell Cm ∈ Ck such that:

M ∩ Λ = (M ∩ Cm) ∩ Λ. (5.13)

• If there is no filter on the neighboring cell C′
k, no condition is imposed on the boundary Λ.

For each cell Ck that has a ∅-cell filter:

17Unless otherwise specified, k coincides with the level of inner simulation for the toric code automaton.
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• M ∩ (Ck \ ∂Ck) = ∅.

• For every boundary Λ between Ck and a neighboring cell C′
k:

(i) If the neighboring cell C′
k has an m-cell filter, then there exists an m-cell C′

m ∈ C′
k such

that:
M ∩ Λ = (M ∩ C′

m) ∩ Λ. (5.14)

(ii) If the neighboring C′
k has a ∅-cell filter, then

M ∩ Λ = ∅. (5.15)

(iii) If there is no filter on C′
k, no condition is imposed on Λ.

We will use a convention where m = 0 will stand for ∅-filter, whereas m ≥ 1 will stand for an
m-cell filter. The operator Ocg in the definition above relates the syndrome configuration of the
state |ψ⟩ to the level-k coarse-grained version of this syndrome configuration.

Thus, in the presence of a layer of filters, all k-cells can be grouped into a set of contiguous
clusters where each k-cell in a cluster is covered by either an m-cell or ∅-cell filter, and k-cells
not in any cluster do not have a filter assignment. The conditions in Def. (5.8) are imposed on
the syndrome configuration in the interior of each contiguous cluster minus its boundary, since no
constraint is imposed on boundaries of clusters or k-cells not in any cluster. A cluster formed by
two k-cells C(i)

k and C(i+1)
k is shown in Fig. 6 along with examples of damage configurations that

either pass or do not pass a pair of adjacent filters of a given type.
Moving forward, when a state |ψ⟩ = O |ϕ⟩ from the definition above passes an m-cell filter,

we will also say that the damage O passes the m-cell filter. We will refer to the operator O′

from the definition above as relative damage at level k. When we say that the damage has been
“removed” or “cleaned up” at level k, we mean that a correction operation O′′ has been applied by
the automaton so that O′O′′ ∈ S.

We can now define the EC and gate properties for the toric code automaton:

Definition 5.9 ((Gate)k,m and (EC)k,m conditions for toric code). Consider a layer of level-k
gadgets. For the (Gate A)k,m conditions, as well as the (Gate B)k,m and (EC B)k,m conditions,
we assume a layer with ∅ or m-cell filters present on each k-cell in the input state (see Def. 5.8).

The (Gate A)k,m and (EC A)k,m conditions append a layer of cell filters after the layer of level
k gadgets via

where we schematically show the input and output qubits as doubled lines (which, in reality, include
qubits shared between the supports of neighboring k-cells). s(i) denotes the number of failures of
elementary gadgets within the corresponding level-k gadget and m

(i)
j ∈ {0,m} determines the size

of the cell filter imposed on the j-th k-cell in the support of i-th gadget. In addition, we require that∑K(i)

j=1
m

(i)
j

m + s(i) ≤ 1 for each gadget in (Gate A)k,m and s(i) ≤ 1 in (EC A)k,m. If this holds, a(∑K(i)

j=1 m
(i)
j + s(i)m

)
-cell filter is assigned to the output cells of each gate G(i)

k . For the (EC A)k,m

condition, a (s(i)m)-cell filter is assigned to the output k-cell for each ẼC gadget.
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For the (Gate B)k,m and (EC B)k,m conditions, each gate or ẼC gadget in the layer satisfies
the following conditions:

where the triangle represents the ideal decoder. For the (Gate B)k,m, we assume that the condition∑K(i)

j=1
m

(i)
j

m + s(i) ≤ 1 is fulfilled for each gate gadget. For the (EC B)k,m condition, we similarly
assume that m(i)

m + s(i) ≤ 1 is fulfilled for each gadget.

The A-type condition is imposed on a whole layer of gadgets at once because all cell filters are
determined simultaneously (since information about which filter to place depends on neighboring
filters). In addition, because the ideal decoder is global, its action cannot be separated into disjoint
blocks, and, as a consequence, the B-type condition is also imposed on the entire layer.

Note also that for the EC B and Gate B conditions (we will largely omit the subscript k,m for
convenience) one pulls the entire layer of gadgets through the ideal decoder as opposed to pulling
one codeblock at a time like for concatenated codes18.

5.2.2 Confinement in the operator language

For the proof of our main theorem, we will need to translate ideas like confinement to the operator
perspective. In this subsection, we discuss what the confinement property implies for operators
that are applied due to the action of the gadget.

Recall that an elementary gadget acting at time t applies local Pauli feedback Ft conditioned
on the syndromes of the input state in its support, followed by the application of the Pauli noise
operator Pt restricted to its support. The total operator applied as a consequence of the gadget
action is their product PtFt. In the toric code automaton, elementary gadgets are defined such that
a whole layer of them at time t can operate simultaneously. As a consequence, to determine the
result of their operation, we can consider each of them independently and then add their outputs.
This cannot be done for composite gadgets because they share boundaries. As a result, we can still
define the operator applied due to the action of a composite gadget but now we have to consider
an entire layer of gadgets at once:

Definition 5.10 (Operator applied by composite gadget). Consider a layer of gadgets, denoted
L(G). Define t = t0 to be the start of the layer of gadgets and t = t1 to be the end. For a
noise realization H with operator history P⃗ = {P1, ...PT } (see Def. A.10) and an input state with
syndrome σ, call {Ft(σt)}t1

t=t0
to be the Pauli feedback operators applied by the layer of gadget at

each timestep (which depend on the gadgets, input syndrome and the noise).
Define the operator O[σ, P⃗ ; L(G)] to be

∏t1
t=t0

PtFt(σt), which is the cumulative operator applied
by the operator history and the gadget feedback. We will often omit the argument L(G) since it can
usually be deduced from the context.

18An alternative definition of EC B and Gate B condition where one pulls the action of separate gadgets through
the ideal decoder (which would look much more similar to the one in the original exRecs method) could also work.
However, it requires a set of careful definitions because the supports of gadgets overlap. As we will shortly see, the
layer-wise definition of these conditions adopted here is sufficient and provides a simpler framework for proving fault
tolerance.
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We will also denote OR[σ, P⃗ ; L(G)] to be the restriction of the operator O[σ, P⃗ ; L(G)] to the
qubits in the region R. In particular, we can write it as

∏t1
t=t0

Pt

∣∣
RFt(σt)

∣∣
R.

Recall that, unless otherwise specified, we assume all operators applied due to noise and feed-
back are of the Pauli-X type.

Definition 5.11 (Restriction of operator arguments). Consider an input state with syndromes σ
and noise realization H with noise operator history P⃗ = {P1, · · · , PT }. Consider also a spatial
region Q. Define O

[
σ
∣∣
Q, P⃗

∣∣
Q; L(G)

]
to be the operator applied by the layer of gadgets L(G) as-

suming that input syndromes are restricted to the vertices in Q and the noise is restricted to the
qubits in Q. The notation P⃗

∣∣
Q stands for {P1

∣∣
Q, · · · , PT

∣∣
Q}.

Note that restricting operator arguments to a given region is not the same as performing the
restriction at the end.

Lemma 5.1 (Operator confinement part 1). Consider a layer of level-k gadgets L(Gk) of the toric
code automaton acting on an input state with syndromes σ along with a noise realization H with
operator history P⃗ . Call Rj the qubit support of a gadget G(j)

k . Fixing a particular gadget G(i)
k , let

Λ be the set of k-links in the boundary of Ri, define the extended operator support Qi of G(i)
k to be

Qi = Ri ∪

 ⋃
j: Rj∩Ri⊆Λ

Rj

 . (5.16)

where we introduce the notation Rj = Rj \ ∂Rj. Then

ORi [σ, P⃗ ; L(Gk)] = ORi [σ
∣∣
Qi
, P⃗
∣∣
Qi

; L(Gk)]. (5.17)

Proof. The proof is split into two steps. First, we show that the operator ORi
[σ, P⃗ ; L(Gk)] only

depends on syndromes and noise realization restricted to Ri. Then we show that the operator
Oλij

[σ, P⃗ ; L(Gk)] supported on the boundary λij (which is a set of k-links) between Ri and Rj

only depends on syndromes and the noise in the region Ri∪Rj ∪λij . The Lemma then immediately
follows because

ORi
= ORi

[σ, P⃗ ; L(Gk)] ⊗

⊗
j

Oλij
[σ, P⃗ ; L(Gk)]

 .

To show the first step, we write ORi
[σ, P⃗ ; L(Gk)] =

∏t1
t=t0

Pt

∣∣
Ri
Ft

∣∣
Ri

. We first argue that the
feedback operators in the qubit support of Ri only depend on syndromes in this region. Any level-0
constituent gadget which is a part of higher-level gadget of the toric code automaton either (a) is
conditioned on vertices in region Ri and applies feedback with qubit support in this region or (b) is
conditioned on vertices in one of the boundary λij and applies feedback with qubit support on λij

(an induction-based proof of this is essentially given in the proof of Proposition 5.1). Restricting
to Ri, we see that the total feedback operator must be conditioned on syndromes supported in Ri.
The syndromes in this region at each time step will depend on the input syndromes in Ri and the
syndromes of the noise operators Pt for t = [t0, t1] restricted to Ri, which we denote εRi

. Because
εRi

can be uniquely determined by restricting the operator itself to Ri (i.e. Pt

∣∣
Ri

), we have

ORi
[σ, P⃗ ; L(Gk)] = ORi

[σ
∣∣
Ri
, P⃗
∣∣
Ri

; L(Gk)]. (5.18)

Next, we argue that Oλij [σ, P⃗ ; L(Gk)] depends only on syndromes in Ri ∪ Rj ∪ λij . First, we
note that endpoints of λij are linear vertices of all gadgets of level s ≤ k by Proposition 5.1, and
thus the operator that is applied along the link does not depend on syndromes at these points.
Using Proposition 5.1, we note that the region ∂Ri ∪ ∂Rj \λij is a confinement region. Therefore,
using Fact 3 for this region as well as the observation that the level-0 gadgets that apply feedback
supported on qubits in λij are only conditioned on syndromes in λij , we write

Oλij
[σ, P⃗ ; L(Gk)] = Oλij

[σ
∣∣
Ri∪Rj∪λij

, P⃗
∣∣
Ri∪Rj∪λij

; L(Gk)]. (5.19)
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Finally, using that the union of the regions Ri ∪ Rj ∪λij for all j (i.e. corresponding to all gadgets
G(j)

k neighboring G(i)
k ) is Qi, we obtain the statement of the Lemma.

Lemma 5.2 (Operator confinement part 2). Under the assumptions of the previous Lemma, con-
sider instead the truncated support of the gadget G(i)

k defined as R̃i = Ri \ Λ̃ where Λ̃ = {λj} is the
subset of the set of four boundaries that are truncated. Then, the following holds:

OR̃i
[σ, P⃗ ; L(Gk)] = OR̃i

[σ
∣∣
Q̃i
, P⃗
∣∣
Q̃i

; L(Gk)] (5.20)

where the “truncated” extended operator support is defined as

Q̃i = Qi \
⋃

j: Ri∩Rj⊆Λ̃

Rj . (5.21)

Namely, we remove the supports of gadgets that neighbor with G(i)
k over the truncated boundaries.

Proof. First decompose

OR̃i
= ORi\∂Ri

⊗

 ⊗
j:λij /∈Λ̃

Oλij


and apply considerations from the proof of previous Lemma to each of the operators in the tensor
product.

5.2.3 Proof of the modified exRecs method

In this subsection, we will finally prove that, given a circuit C for the X-type automaton, one
iteration of X-type outer fault tolerant simulation F̃ T (C) which experiences a p-bounded decoupled
gadget error model will result in an Ap2-bounded decoupled gadget error model for C. This will
be shown assuming that the automaton gadgets satisfy the Gate and EC conditions from Def. 5.9
for some k,m. The proof will require us to heavily use the operator language rather than the
syndrome language, and the results of the previous subsection will be useful. In general, iterating
this fault tolerant simulation will ensure exponential logical error suppression and a threshold. In
the next subsection, we will prove that the particular gadgets that we use satisfy the gate and EC
properties, and after combining the X and Z sectors of error correction together, will then prove
a threshold for the full quantum automaton.

Proposition 5.2. Consider an inner simulation and an associated outer simulation F̃ T (·). As-
sume that the gate and error correction gadgets satisfy (Gate)k,m and (EC)k,m for some k corre-
sponding to the inner simulation level and some m.

Consider a layer of level-k gates along with leading and trailing layers of the level-k EC gadget,
which we will denote L(ẼC) ◦ L(Gk) ◦ L(ẼC). Follow this layer by an ideal hierarchical level-k
decoder which we denote D̃. If all exRecs covering L(ẼC) ◦ L(Gk) ◦ L(ẼC) are good, then

D̃ ◦ L(ẼC) ◦ L(Gk) ◦ L(ẼC) = L(G0) ◦ D̃ ◦ L(ẼC) (5.22)

where each level-0 gate gadget in L(G0) on the right hand side is the level-reduced and noiseless
version of the associated level-k gate gadget.

Proof. As reviewed in Prop. B.1, the proof from [23] can be adapted almost verbatim to prove this
proposition: specifically, EC and Gate conditions are applied in the same way as in the proof of
Prop. B.1. The only difference is that an entire layer of gadgets is pulled through the ideal decoder
simultaneously whenever EC B or Gate B conditions are applied.

Before proving a version of the above result that allows for some bad exRecs to be present, we
need an additional definition that will suitably modify the operation of a layer of gadgets whenever
the layer intersects with the support of bad exRecs. This procedure replaces the usual truncation
procedure in the conventional exRecs formalism, which is discussed in App. B.
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Definition 5.12 (Temporal truncation). Assume a fault-tolerant simulation of circuit C of ele-
mentary gates using the inner and outer simulation prescription of Secs. 3.5.2 and 3.5.3.

Consider a layer of exRecs corresponding to Ltr(ẼC) ◦ L(Gk) ◦ Lle(ẼC), where we label the
leading and trailing layers of error correction gadgets as ‘le’ and ‘tr’, respectively. Assume that
the L(Gk), Ltr(ẼC), and the succeeding layer of level-k gates (not contained in the layer of exRecs
under consideration) are start at times t0, t1 and t2, see Fig. 7. The following procedure proceeds
backward in time.

Suppose that t0 labels the latest time slice for which exRecs centered at this timeslice have not
been temporally truncated. We run Algorithm 1 to label and spatially truncate the exRecs in this
layer. We then define temporal truncation as a procedure that removes all level-0 gadget failures
in all bad exRecs centered at time t0. We denote this by replacing Ltr(ẼC) ◦ L(Gk) ◦ Lle(ẼC) with
L̃t0

tr(ẼC) ◦ L̃t0(Gk) ◦ L̃t0
le(ẼC). If, upon performing this procedure from later times to earlier ones,

the last Lle(ẼC) was instead L̃t2
le(ẼC) (i.e. having been modified by temporal truncation at t219),

the result after temporal truncation at t0 is denoted as L̃t0,t2
tr (ẼC) ◦ L̃t0(Gk) ◦ L̃t0

le(ẼC).

Let us provide some intuition behind the temporal truncation procedure. To determine the
error model in the simulated circuit and show the error rate suppression, we will “pull” the ∗-
decoder backward in time through the circuit. Similarly to concatenated codes, this first requires
us to introduce some notion of truncation such that the spacetime supports of bad exRecs do not
overlap with any other exRecs (we have already introduced the notion of spatial truncation, which
does not fully solve this issue). In addition, unlike for concatenated codes, “pulling” the ∗-decoder
through a single exRec is not well-defined. Instead, we pull the ∗-decoder through an entire layer
of exRecs at a time.

For the toric code, we will need to use temporal truncation to appropriately pull the ∗-decoder
through the circuit; see Theorem 5.1 for a more precise description of this. For all bad exRecs
in a given layer, we will determine the effect of faults in them as compared to the output of the
temporally truncated circuit. The difference is captured by some operator O. Thus, the output
after this layer of exRecs is equivalent to the output of a temporally truncated layer of exRecs
and subsequent application of O. We then move the operator O past the ∗-decoder to obtain a
coarse-grained operator O′. We are left with a temporally truncated layer of exRecs (which are
now all good) followed by the ∗-decoder, and we can pull the ∗-decoder past the layer of gadgets
inside these exRecs by Prop. 5.2. In the remaining circuit, the last layer of EC gadgets (i.e.
immediately followed by the ∗-decoder) is now temporally truncated. However, the EC gadgets
that experience the effect of truncation have the same effect as the subsequent noiseless EC within
the ∗-decoder. Thus, the outcome is analogous to what one would obtain using conventional
truncation for concatenated codes. A more precise understanding of why this method works is
provided in Theorem 5.1 and its proof.

Fig. 7 provides an illustration of temporal truncation being implemented twice, once at timestep
t2 followed by another time at timestep t0.

Now, we are finally prepared to prove the main result of this subsection. Recall that we are
restricting our attention to either an X-type or Z-type automaton. Consider a circuit C for one
of these automaton and its fault-tolerant simulation F̃ T (C), the latter of which is subjected to
a p-bounded gadget error model. We will show that after appending a ∗-decoder to the end of
F̃ T (C), and pulling the ∗-decoder through exRecs layer by layer, the resulting circuit simulates C
with an Ap2-bounded gadget error model, where A is a constant. For this, let us first show the
result for a single iteration of pulling the decoder.

Theorem 5.1 (Pulling D̃∗ through one layer of outer simulation). Assume a fault-tolerant sim-
ulation of circuit C of elementary gates using the inner and outer simulation of Secs. 3.5.2 and
3.5.3. Assume F̃ T (C) operates with noise realization H (and associated noise operator history P⃗ )
sampled from a a p-bounded gadget error model. Assume also that the assumption in Remark 3
holds and (Gate A,B)k,m and (EC A,B)k,m conditions from Def. 5.9 are satisfied for some k
corresponding to the inner simulation level and some m.

19Note also that temporal truncation will lead to reassignment of good/bad exRecs during the next iteration of
the algorithm.
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Figure 7: Illustration to Def. 5.12 of temporal truncation. We start with (a) a simulation where timestamps
t0, t1 and t2 are indicated and the leading and trailing ẼC layers are shown for one of the gate layers. Starting
temporal truncation from the latest time in the circuit as described in the definition, we eventually arrive at (b),
showing the layer of gates at time t2 and the preceding layer of error correction truncated according to exRecs
at the associated time. (c) Next, the truncation is performed for time t0, which involves leading and trailing
error correction layers. Since L(ẼC) participates in exRecs centered at both times t0 and t2, it is truncated at
each of these times accordingly.
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Consider the last layer of simulation centered on gates at time slice t0 (where the succeeding
layer of gates occurs at time t2) consisting of L̃t2

tr(ẼC) ◦ L(Gk) ◦ Lle(ẼC) with the last layer of EC
gadgets temporally truncated. If t0 is the last layer of the entire simulation, no t2 truncation is
assumed.

Run the Algorithm 1 to label exRecs centered at gates at time t0 as good or bad, and perform
spatial truncation. Add a ∗-decoder after this layer of exRecs, resulting in D̃∗ ◦ L̃t2

tr(ẼC) ◦ L(Gk) ◦
Lle(ẼC). Pulling the layer of ∗-decoder past L̃t2

tr(ẼC) ◦ L(Gk) results in:

(1) The layer of gates L(G0) following the ∗-decoder, followed by application of some noise op-
erator supported on each of the spatial regions corresponding to bad exRecs.

(2) The layer of leading gadgets truncated due to bad exRecs centered at time slice t0; i.e., this
layer of gadgets is replaced by L̃t0

le(ẼC);

(3) If the original circuit experiences a p-bounded gadget error model, the resulting gadget error
model acting after L(G0) is an Ap2-bounded gadget error model for some constant A.

Therefore:

D̃∗ ◦ L̃t2
tr(ẼC) ◦ L(Gk) ◦ Lle(ẼC) = L(E(G0)) ◦ L(G0) ◦ D̃∗ ◦ L̃t0

le(ẼC) (5.23)

where E is an Ap2-bounded gadget error model (discussed in point (3) above).

Before proceeding with the proof, let us make a remark regarding why we replace the layer of EC
gadgets before the ideal decoder with a temporally truncated one, i.e. L̃t2

tr(ẼC) ◦ L(Gk) ◦ Lle(ẼC).
Consider the full circuit C and add a ∗-decoder to this circuit at the end, in which case the trailing
layer of ẼC gadgets will not be truncated. Pulling the ∗-decoder according to Thm. 5.1 once
will result in a new and shortened circuit where the EC layer before the ∗-decoder is temporally
truncated. In addition, the ∗-decoder is now followed by a layer of reduced-level gates experiencing
a noise model with suppressed error rate. We then repeat this process and pull the ∗-decoder layer
by layer through the entire circuit. From Thm. 5.1, we thus obtain the simulated circuit with an
Ap2-bounded error model. This last conclusion will be formalized in a Corollary after the proof of
the Theorem.

Figure 8: Layers of gadgets L̃t2
tr(ẼC) ◦ L(Gk) ◦ Lle(ẼC) followed by a ∗-decoder L(D∗

k). Also shown are the
state of the toric code at the various timesteps that are utilized in the proof of the Theorem. The temporally
truncated layer of error correction gadgets is shaded in gray.

Proof. We will show that we can pull all bad exRecs in a given layer past the ∗-decoder simulta-
neously, inducing an error model for the simulated level-0 gadgets in these regions. Pulling the
remaining (good) exRecs past the ∗-decoder produces noiseless level-0 gadgets. In this proof, where
it does not cause ambiguity, we will use notation for regions to denote their qubit support.
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Denoting an input stabilizer state to the entire layer L̃t2
tr(ẼC) ◦ L(Gk) ◦ Lle(ẼC) by |ψin⟩ (see

Fig. 8 for reference), we write:

|ψ1⟩ ≡ L̃t2
tr(ẼC) ◦ L(Gk) ◦ Lle(ẼC) |ψin⟩ = OtrunL̃t0,t2

tr (ẼC) ◦ L̃t0(Gk) ◦ L̃t0
le(ẼC) |ψin⟩ , (5.24)

where Otrun is some operator whose properties we will determine momentarily 20.
Comparing the exRecs in Eq. 5.24, we see that they differ only by removing faults in the

spacetime supports of bad exRecs centered at time t0. Consider connected regions of good exRecs
and note that each connected region must have its boundary truncated. Using Lemma 5.2, we then
conclude that the restriction of the total operator applied by the circuit L̃t2

tr(ẼC)◦L(Gk)◦Lle(ẼC)
to any such connected region of good exRecs can only depend on the syndrome and noise in its
interior. However, the syndrome and noise in its interior is the same in the circuit L̃t0,t2

tr (ẼC) ◦
L̃t0(Gk) ◦ L̃t0

le(ẼC), and thus, we conclude that Otrun is supported in the union of supports of all
bad exRecs. We can thus decompose this operator as:

Otrun =
⊗

i

OB(i)
bad
, (5.25)

where B(i)
bad is the spatial support of i-th bad exRec and we assume that some arbitrary resolution

has been picked for every pair of operators that share support, and each operator OB(i)
bad

is supported

in B(i)
bad. Operators OB(i)

bad
are, by definition, any operators that produce the decomposition in

equation above. According to Lemma 5.1, each of these operators must exhibit the following
dependence:

OB(i)
bad

= OB(i)
bad

[σ
∣∣
Q(i)

bad
, P⃗ t2

∣∣
Q(i)

bad
] (5.26)

where, assuming that the boundary of B(i)
bad is Λi, Q(i)

bad is the extended spacetime support associated
with the i-th bad exRec, defined in the equation below:

Q(i)
bad = B(i)

bad ∪

 ⋃
j: Rj∩B(i)

bad⊆Λi

Rj

 , (5.27)

where as before Rj = Rj \∂Rj , and Rj is the spatial support of the j-th exRec (good or bad). The
notation P⃗ t2 denotes an operator history where the level-0 gadget errors associated with temporal
layer truncation at t2 have been removed.

We will now consider the action of the ∗-decoder on the state |ψ1⟩. We start by decomposing the
∗-decoder into an action of a layer of L(ẼC), followed by a k-fold pushforward map Φk (Def. 3.25),
i.e. D̃∗ = ΦkL(ẼC) (which is schematic notation since we have not included components like the
classical register). The action of the noiseless L(ẼC) layer which is the first part of ∗-decoder
yields (see Fig. 8 for reference):

|ψ2⟩ ≡ L(ẼC) |ψ1⟩ = O′
trunL(ẼC) ◦ L̃t0,t2

tr (ẼC) ◦ L̃t0(Gk) ◦ L̃t0
le(ẼC) |ψin⟩ , (5.28)

where O′
trun is an operator whose syndromes are coarse-grained at level k and which has the same

support as Otrun. We now will argue that O′
trun in fact has support in bad exRecs only. To

see this, note that |ψ1⟩ and the reference state Otrun |ψ1⟩ (which cancels the Otrun appearing in
Eq. 5.24) have syndromes differing only in the support of bad exRecs. Upon applying L(ẼC),
we know from Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2 that the operator applied in the support of good exRecs
(whose boundaries shared with bad exRecs have been spatially truncated) only depends on the
input syndromes restricted to the (truncated) good exRec and bulks of neighboring good exRecs.
Therefore, comparing the operator applied by L(ẼC) to |ψ1⟩ and the one applied by L(ẼC) to
Otrun |ψ1⟩, we see that they must differ in the support of bad exRecs, implying the same for O′

trun.

20As a notational aside, we do not use ◦ for multiplication of operators, as ◦ is specifically used for composition
of gadgets.
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We consider the action of Φk on |ψ2⟩ and pull the operator O′
trun through the pushforward

map. The effect of this is
ΦkO′

trun = O′
redΦk (5.29)

where, using the definition of the pushforward map, we can write φk(O′
red)O′

trun ∈ S with S the
toric code stabilizer group and φk a k-fold pullback map. From the arguments above, O′

red can be
chosen so that

supp (O′
red) ⊆

⋃
i

B(i)
0,bad (5.30)

where B(i)
0,bad is a region on the reduced lattice associated with B(i)

bad on the original lattice.
We can now write

Φk |ψ2⟩ ≡ ΦkL(ẼC) |ψ1⟩ = O′
redD̃

∗ ◦ L̃t0,t2
tr (ẼC) ◦ L̃t0(Gk) ◦ L̃t0

le(ẼC) |ψin⟩ , (5.31)

Using the fact that since all exRecs on the right hand side are now good, Prop. 5.2 can be used to
pull the layer of level-k gates and EC gadgets through the ideal decoder, to obtain

D̃∗ ◦ L̃t0,t2
tr (ẼC) ◦ L̃t0(Gk) ◦ L̃t0

le(ẼC) |ψin⟩ = L(G0) ◦ D̃∗ ◦ L̃t0
le(ẼC) |ψin⟩ . (5.32)

Combining everything together, we obtain:

Φk |ψ2⟩ = O′
redL(G0) ◦ D̃∗ ◦ L̃t0

le(ẼC) |ψin⟩

= L

(
E(G0);

⋃
i

B(i)
0,bad

)
◦ L

(
G0; Lred

0 \
⋃

i

B(i)
0,bad

)
◦ D̃∗ ◦ L̃t0

le(ẼC) |ψin⟩
(5.33)

where we absorbed the effect of O′
red into the error channel E(G0), and the reduced lattice is denoted

by Lred
0 . The error E denotes the effect of the new simulated gadget error model (see Def. 3.4).

In the simulated error model, the failed simulated gadgets FE,t0 are in one-to-one correspondence
with bad exRecs. The operator O′

red is the total operator applied due to the operator history as
well as the action of the gadget at time t0 and we can assign a set of failed gadgets corresponding
to this operator by partitioning its support over those of the failed gadgets.

What remains now is to determine whether the simulated noise model is Ap2-bounded. The
probability of any extended rectangle being bad is ≤ Ap2 where A is a constant determined by the
maximum number of sites within any type of exRec and the number of possible truncations of an
exRec. The probability that all gadgets in a given set B0 = {G(i)

0 } are faulty is the probability that
all exRecs corresponding to these gadgets are bad, which is ≤ (Ap2)|B0|. This proves the theorem.

Corollary 5.1. Consider a circuit C[I0, T0,M0], and construct the fault tolerant simulation F̃ T (C)
following the prescription outlined in Secs. 3.5.2 and 3.5.3. Assume that the assumptions of The-
orem 5.1 are satisfied. Insert a layer of ∗-decoder at the end of the circuit. If the gadget error
model for F̃ T (C) is p-bounded, then pulling the circuit through the ∗-decoder produces the simulated
circuit C experiencing a gadget error model that is Ap2-bounded for some constant A.

Proof. We push the circuit through the decoder layer by layer. Note that due to the truncation
procedure, if an elementary gadget failure is assigned to a bad exRec, it cannot be assigned to
any good exRecs. Using the results from the last theorem, a noise model will be induced on gates
in C corresponding to bad exRecs in F̃ T (C). The probability that a given exRec is bad is ≤ Ap2

for some constant A, and utilizing a similar argument to that of the previous theorem as well as
the fact that a failure cannot be assigned to multiple bad exRecs, the gadget error model in C is
Ap2-bounded.

Thus, an automaton made out of gadgets satisfying the Gate and EC conditions simulates a
circuit whose noise rate is reduced doubly-exponentially quickly as one goes to higher and higher
levels of simulation. To establish fault tolerance of our toric code automaton, it remains to show
that the EC and Gate conditions are satisfied for the toric code gadgets constructed in Sec. 3.5.
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5.3 Proof of EC and Gate conditions for toric code automaton
Similarly to the analysis of Tsirelson’s automaton in Section 4, in order to prove the EC and Gate
conditions, we will need a suitable generalization of nilpotence for the gadgets in the toric code
automaton. First, we will define the notion of an isolated fault:

Definition 5.13 (Isolated faults). An elementary gadget fault of gadget G0 at spacetime location
x is isolated at level ℓ if one of the following is true:

• There is a composite gadget EC⊗K
ℓ ◦ Gℓ ◦ EC⊗K

ℓ such that the fault is located either within
the leading ECℓ gadgets or within Gℓ, and there are no other faults in the composite gadget
as well as any of the neighboring composite gadgets. In addition, the input state must pass
through a ∅-cell filter acting on ℓ-cells of the composite gadget and its neighboring composite
gadgets. We call the isolation region of this fault the union of spacetime supports of the
composite gadget EC⊗K

ℓ ◦Gℓ ◦EC⊗K
ℓ containing the fault and the supports of the neighboring

composite gadgets.

• The fault is located within an ECℓ gadget that belongs to the very last layer of level-ℓ gadgets of
the toric code automaton, and there are no other faults in this ECℓ gadget and in neighboring
ECℓ gadgets. The input state to this layer of gadgets is assumed to pass through a ∅-cell
filter in the support of the ECℓ gadget with the fault and its neighboring ECℓ gadgets. We
call the isolation region of this fault the union of spacetime supports of the composite gadget
ECℓ containing the fault and the supports of the neighboring composite ECℓ gadgets.

An m-cell damage input to a gate or EC gadget is said to be isolated at level ℓ > m if there
are ∅-cell filters in the supports of its neighbors, and there are no faults in this gadget and its
neighboring gadgets.

Next, we define the nilpotence conditions for the toric code automaton.

Definition 5.14 (Gate and EC nilpotence for the toric code). A gate gadget Gℓ is said to be
nilpotent if for coarse-grained input syndrome σ = σ|Σℓ

, we have

L′(ECℓ) ◦ (L(Gℓ) ◦ L(ECℓ)) [σ, ε] = L′(ECℓ) ◦ L(Gℓ)[σ, ε⊕ ε0], (5.34)

where we assume the noise restricted to the spacetime support of the above circuit to be an isolated
elementary gadget failure in Gℓ that is associated with syndrome ε0, and the prime on the last layer
of ECℓ gadgets denotes that the layer is noise-free in the extended support of Gℓ. The argument
ε⊕ ε0 denotes the noise syndromes where the isolated gadget failure has been removed.

An EC gadget ECℓ is said to be nilpotent if for coarse-grained input syndrome σ = σ|Σℓ
, we

have
L′(ECℓ) ◦ L(ECℓ)[σ, ε] = L′(ECℓ)[σ, ε⊕ ε0], (5.35)

under the same assumptions made above.

Note that there is a difference between this definition and the one used for Tsirelson’s automaton
in Def. 4.4 (which did not have the leading layer of ECℓs on the left hand side of (5.34)), and that
we have additionally separately defined the notion of nilpotence for the EC gadget. Below, we
will provide a much simpler and equivalent definition that we will be utilizing in the proofs of the
main statements.

Lemma 5.3 (Simplified nilpotence conditions). Define a simplified gate nilpotence condition for
Gℓ to be identical to Def. 5.14 except the first two layers L(Gℓ) ◦ L(ECℓ) are assumed to have
precisely one fault which is located in Gℓ and has syndrome ε0, with the final layer of L′(ECℓ) is
noiseless. In particular, the simplified gate nilpotence condition is

L′(ECℓ) ◦ (L(Gℓ) ◦ L(ECℓ)) [σ, ε0] = L′(ECℓ) ◦ L(Gℓ)[σ,∅] (5.36)

An analogous simplified EC nilpotence condition is

L(ECℓ) ◦ L(ECℓ)[σ, ε0] = L′(ECℓ)[σ,∅] (5.37)
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For the toric code automaton, where the assumption in Remark 3 holds, the simplified nilpotent
conditions are the same as the original nilpotence conditions (Def. 5.14) for both gate and EC
gadgets.

Proof. From Fact 4, the output of the gates in the spatial support of the isolation region is in-
dependent of the damage and noise syndromes outside of this region and vice versa. Thus, the
original definition of nilpotence splits into separate statements of Eqs. (5.34) and (5.35) restricted
to be inside and outside the isolation region. Outside the isolation region, the RHS and LHS of
each of these equations are identical. Restricted to the isolation region, the statement is equivalent
to that of simplified Eqs. (5.36) and (5.37). Thus, the original definition of nilpotence follows from
the simplified one.

Moving forward, because the conditions in Remark 3 are indeed satisfied for the toric code
automaton, we will refer to the simplified nilpotence condition as simply the nilpotence condition
moving forward. While we can verify nilpotence by explicitly constructing the circuit of level-0
gadgets for Gℓ, brute-force verification is computationally expensive even when going a modest
number (say, three) levels up. Instead, we will use analytical insight to reduce the search space
while still being able to provide a modest upper bound on the nilpotence level. This will be
discussed in the proof of the gadget nilpotence levels. In addition, some of these ideas are rather
general and can be used in future constructions of fault tolerant automata. Before this, we will
need a useful fact:

Lemma 5.4. If there exists ℓ such that all gate and EC gadgets of the toric code automaton are
nilpotent at level ℓ, then all gate and EC gadgets are nilpotent at all levels ℓ′ > ℓ.

Proof. The proof follows from writing the gadgets Gℓ′ in terms of gadgets at level ℓ. Nilpotence
at level ℓ shows that any single level-0 gadget failure in some G(i)

ℓ ◦ EC(i)
ℓ will be cleaned up by

applying a noiseless layer of ECℓ, which is the subsequent layer of gadgets. In the case where
the fault resides in the last layer of level-ℓ gadgets in Gℓ′ , the subsequent clean layer of ECℓ′ (as
required from the definition of nilpotence) will clean the output damage.

In addition, we will also need a useful definition that keeps track of the location of a level-0
gadget within a higher level gadget:

Definition 5.15 (Address). For a circuit F̃ T (C), define the address of an elementary gadget fault
to be a sequence of gadgets (either EC or gate) of ascending level, written as

[Gk(xk),Gk−1(xk−1), ...,G0(x0)], (5.38)

where supp(Gi−1) ⊂ supp(Gi) and the argument of Gk(xk) denotes a canonical spacetime coordinate
for the location of the level-k gadget. The last element G0 specifies the faulty elementary gadget
and thus, can only be I0, T h/v

0 or Mh/v
0 . We will usually suppress the argument providing the

spacetime coordinate for simplicity.

Before proceeding, we will note a few properties of our construction that will simplify the
analysis. First, we will be proving nilpotence for an isolated fault within a level-ℓ gadget. In
particular, this means that we tile the lattice with level-ℓ gadgets and restrict our consideration
to the support of a single level-ℓ gadget, including level-0 gadgets from the neighboring gadgets
applied at its boundary. Since the surrounding gadgets are noise-free because of fault isolation
and the input is assumed to be level-ℓ coarse-grained, then the neighboring level-ℓ gadgets can at
most add syndromes at the corners of the level-ℓ gadget under consideration. However, we can
neglect syndromes on the linear vertices (because of linearity property). Finally, it suffices to only
consider failures of level-0 gadgets whose support is fully contained within a given level-ℓ gadget.

Lemma 5.5. Assuming a gadget error model, the gate gadgets I, T h/v, and the EC gadget are
nilpotent at level 3 and above. The gate gadget Mh/v is nilpotent at level 6 and above.

Proof. The proof is partially due to a simple computer-aided search that we designed, which we
expect to be relatively general purpose. We present the details of algorithms used for this search
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in App. C.2. In general, we refer the reader to the App. C.2 for a more technical description of
the approach; we will present a ‘big picture’ discussion here.

First, we show the nilpotence of the EC gadget. For this, we consider an ECℓ gadget (with
ℓ ≥ 1) containing a level-0 gadget failure isolated at level ℓ, and assume that the input is coarse-
grained at level ℓ, i.e. non-trivial input syndromes lie in Σℓ. The address of the fault can be written
as:

[ECℓ,G
(aℓ−1)
ℓ−1 , ...,G(a1)

1 ,G(a0)
0 ] (5.39)

where G(ai)
i with ℓ ≥ i ≥ 1 stands for either gate or EC gadgets, and we omit the spacetime

coordinates of each gadget. Additionally, the superscript (ai) keeps track of the associated gadget
type (namely, whether it is I, T h/v, Mh/v or EC-type gadget). Due to linearity of the EC gadget
on the corners of its support, we can assume that the input to ECℓ is syndrome-free and F2 add
the input syndromes to the corners of the output of the gadget at the end.

Assuming ℓ > 1, we can express ECℓ by a sequence of gadgets of the form G(a1)
1 ◦ EC⊗Ka1

1
(where G(a1)

1 is a gate supported on Ka1 1-cells) with a final application of a layer of EC1 gadgets21.
Suppose that the level-0 failure occurs during the operation of a given G(a1)

1 ◦ EC⊗Ka1
1 , which we

will denote as
(

G(a1)
1 ◦ EC⊗Ka1

1

)
[∅, ε0], where ∅ denotes a clean input and ε0 corresponds to

the level-0 gadget failure. This combination of gadgets will always be immediately followed by
a noiseless layer of EC1 gadgets. Using a computer program, we then explicitly compute the
action of the circuit EC⊗Ka1

1 ◦
(

G(a1)
1 ◦ EC⊗Ka1

1

)
[∅, ε0], with the last EC⊗Ka1

1 being noiseless, to

determine the level-1 coarse-grained output in the spatial support of the G(a1)
1 , which we define as

ε1.
Next, we treat this coarse-grained damage with syndrome ε1 as an effective transient error

inside a level-2 gadget G(a2)
2 ◦EC⊗Ka2

2 at a spacetime location indicated in the address. Because it
is coarse-grained at level 1, we can perform level reduction by 1 level, which maps the problem onto
studying a level-0 gadget failure ε(1)

0 = Φ(ε1)22 within an effective level-1 circuit G(a2)
1 ◦EC⊗Ka2

1 =
Φ(G(a2)

2 ◦ EC⊗Ka2
2 ). We subsequently iterate this process for each k and corresponding G(ak)

(which due to the level reduction is always analyzed as a level-0 gadget failure in a level-1 gadget)
to understand how the possible outcomes of gadget failures change as one goes up a level at a
time. Nilpotence is achieved if any input error ε0 eventually shrinks to nothing (i.e. ε(ℓ)

0 = ∅) after
one passes through a finite number of levels ℓ. In our computer-aided search, we loop through all
possible level-0 gadget faults leading to ε0 as well as all possible addresses of the faults; let us now
present a formalism for handling all of these possibilities.

We formalize this procedure by defining a map Γ[G1, ε0] which is a function of the gadget G1
and single failure ε0 of one of its constituent level-0 gadgets. The map outputs the gadget failure
ε

(1)
0 = Φ(ε1) whose action is determined by evolving EC⊗K

1 ◦
(
G1 ◦ EC⊗K

1
)

[∅, ε0] and subsequently
applying the pushforward map Φ. Then, for all types of gadget G0, we define the sets DG0 to be
syndromes of all all possible damage outputs caused by the failing the gadget G0 (which can be
either I0, T h/v

0 or Mh/v
0 ).

We then consider the address of a given failure (Eq. (5.39)) and start with the gadget failure
G(0)

0 located within level-1 gadget G(a1)
1 ◦EC⊗Ka1 . All possible ways to fail the given gadget G(a0)

0
lead to the following set of effective failures of the gadget containing it:

DG(a1)
1

= {ε : ∃ε0 ∈ DG(a0)
0

, Γ[G1, ε0] = ε}. (5.40)

This set collects all possibilities for the output damage syndromes due to any possible failure
occurring in a specific gadget G(a0)

0 located within G(a1)
1 ◦EC⊗Ka1

1 , where the gate types and their
locations are specified by the fault address.

21A similar decomposition exists of ECℓ into G(am)
m ◦ EC⊗Kam

m and a final layer ECm, with m < ℓ.
22The pushforward map was originally defined to act on states, but this action can also be thought of as inducing

a map on syndromes of a state. Thus when we write Φ as acting on a pattern of syndromes σ = σ|Σ1 , the result of
this map is the syndromes of the coarse-grained output state Φ |ψ⟩, where the input state |ψ⟩ has syndrome σ.
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We then iterate this procedure by replacing DG(as)
1

with D
G

(as−1)
0

(which we will henceforth
denote as DG(as)

1
→ D

G
(as−1)
0

) and performing level reduction by one level each time. Upon iterating
this procedure, we find the smallest integer ℓ such that DG(aℓ)

1
= ∅ for all possible addresses of the

fault. The result of the computer-aided search is detailed in App. C.2, which indicates that for
ℓ = 3, any level-0 gadget failure is always cleaned up. We thus can conclude that EC is nilpotent
at level ℓ = 3.

Next, let us determine the level of nilpotence for the gadgets I, T h/v, and Mh/v. Note that if
a gadget failure occurs inside Is and Ts, then because all of the points in Σs are linear for both
gadgets, we can assume a clean input and afterwards F2-add the syndromes obtained from the
clean versions of the same gadgets acting on the true input. Therefore, a completely analogous
approach to the one used for ECℓ can also be used to show nilpotence for both T h/v

ℓ and Iℓ. We
obtain that both these gate gadgets are nilpotent at ℓ = 3.

Finally, we need to check the nilpotence of Mh/v for some level r ≥ ℓ. If the input syndromes
are restricted to lie on the linear points of Mh/v

ℓ (which are the corners of the gadget), a computer-
aided search reveals that this gadget is also nilpotent at level ℓ = 3. However, there are 4 nonlinear
syndrome locations on the coarse-grained lattice, for which we cannot use linearity properties to
reduce the input to a syndrome-free one. Therefore, we cannot use the method described above
for the purpose of checking the nilpotence of Mh/v.

To establish the nilpotence of Mh/v, we start with the combination Mh/v
r ◦ EC⊗3

r with the
assumption that r > ℓ = 3, which we can use to simplify the problem. This is justified as we
will see shortly because the M gate gadget is not nilpotent at level 3 when there is an arbitrary
encoded input on the nonlinear points.

Consider first the scenario when the level-0 fault occurred in the spacetime support of one
of the preceding ECr gates. We note that this gadget is followed by a clean layer of ECr−1

gadgets that start the Mh/v
r gate afterward. Because the input damage is coarse-grained at level

r by assumption, we can use linearity of the corner points of the ECr gadget to move the action
of the input damage to after the first ECr layer has been applied. Then, the nilpotence of all
gadgets inside ECr at level r − 1 ≥ ℓ (including Mh/v

r−1 because the input has now been rendered
syndrome-free) implies that the effect of the level-0 fault is cleaned up.

What remains is to consider the case when the fault occurs during the operation of Mh/v
r

gadget. The address of such fault can be written as

[Mh/v
r ,G(ar−1)

r−1 , ...,G(aq+1)
q+1 ,G(aq)

q ,G(aq−1)
q−1 , ...,G(1)

1 ,G(a0)
0 ] (5.41)

If one of the gadgets G(aq)
q in the address is ECq and q ≥ 4, then we can use nilpotence and linearity

of ECq on points in Σq, from which it immediately follows that the fault will be cleaned up23. If
there is no such EC gadget in the address, we use the following strategy. First, if there is an ECq

gadget present in the fault’s address with q ≤ 3, we consider the gadget Gq that follows it in the
circuit as well as the subsequent layer of ECq gadgets that coarse-grain the output of Gq. Due to
the coarse-graining, we can reduce the level by q, upon which the failure is that of a G0 gadget
located within level-reduced Mr−q. By assumption, all the gadgets in the level-reduced address
must be gate gadgets only (and not EC). Thus, we reduced the problem to considering a level-0
failure of a gadget within Mr−q that at each level is located within a gate (and not EC) gadget.
We then determine the value of r − q under which the nilpotence is achieved in this problem. Let
us call this value α. Since q ≤ 3, we have that r = 3 + α lower bounds the level of nilpotence of
the gadget M.

To formalize this search, we define a new map Γ[G1, σ, ε] which is a function of the gadget G1,
the single level-0 gadget failure ε0, and input damage with syndrome σ ∈ Σ1. This map outputs
the damage with syndrome ε(1)

0 which is determined by performing a two-step procedure. First,
we compute G1[σ, ε] and apply Φ ◦ ECK (where K is the number of 1-cells in the support of G1

23In fact, this reasoning also works for when G(aq)
q is Iq or T h/v

q ; however, our computer code treats all gate
gadgets on the same footing and the EC gadget on a different footing (by expressing it through gate gadgets at
lower levels), and thus, we keep our explanation consistent to the operation of the code.
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and ECK is noiseless) which yields ε′. Then, we separately compute G1[σ,∅] and apply Φ ◦ECK

which yields ε′′. Finally, ε(1)
0 is determined by F2-adding both outcomes: ε(1)

0 = ε′ ⊕ ε′′.
We then consider the address of a given failure (Eq. (5.41)) and analyze the failure of G(a0)

0
located within G(a1)

1 . We define DG(a0)
0

to be all possible failures of the specific gadget G(a0)
0 (which

can be either I0, T h/v
0 or Mh/v

0 ) and then proceed to define

DG(a1)
1

= {ε : ∃ε0 ∈ DG(a0)
0

, ∃σ ∈ Σ̃1[G] : Γ[G1, σ, ε0] = ε}. (5.42)

where Σ̃1[G] are the set of non-linear points of G. We then repeatedly iterate this procedure by
replacing DG(ak)

1
→ D

G
(ak−1)
0

and performing level reduction by one level each time. Upon iterating
this procedure, we want to find the smallest integer r such that for every possible address for the
level-0 gadget failure in Eq. (5.41), and every possible coarse-grained input syndrome σ(r−q) of
the overall gadget, we obtain D

G
(ar−q)
1

= ∅. Once again, this can be computed explicitly with a
computer program; the result in App. C.2, indicates that for r−q ≥ 3, such a level-0 gadget failure
is always cleaned up. Thus, so long as r ≥ 3 + 3 = 6, any level-0 gadget failure will be cleaned up,
therefore proving nilpotence of M at level 6.

Lemma 5.6 (Effective nilpotence level of Tsirelson’s automaton). Under the modified definition
of nilpotence in Def. 5.14, the gadgets of Tsirelson’s automaton obtained using inner fault tolerant
simulation prescription are nilpotent at level ℓT = 3.

Proof. Follows directly from using EC and Gate conditions for Tsirelson’s automaton shown in
Prop. 4.3 at k = ℓT = 3 and m = 1.

The following lemma describes how syndromes, if they are restricted to the boundaries of level-
k gadgets are treated by the automaton, and will be used in our proofs of the modified EC and
gate conditions.

Lemma 5.7. Define an additional modification to the Tsirelson’s automaton (constructed using
inner and outer fault tolerant simulation prescription), which we will refer to as the boundary
Tsirelson automaton (which is the 1D automaton occurring along the boundaries of level-k gadgets):

• EC ′
n;1,2 to be the circuit L(ECn;λn) restricted to any vertical (1) or horizontal (2) n-link

boundary λn;

• I ′
n;T to be the circuit L(T h

n ;λv
n) restricted to any n-link vertical boundary λv

n, and

• I ′
n;M to be the circuit L(Mh

n;λv
n) restricted to any n-link vertical boundary λv

n;

• T ′
n to be the circuit L(T h

n ;λh
n) restricted to any n-link horizontal boundary λh

n in the support
of any of the T h

n gadgets, and

• M′
n to be the circuit L(Mh

n;λh
n) restricted to any n-link horizontal boundary λh

n in the support
of any of the Mh

n gadgets.

The gadgets of this automaton have the following properties. Restricting the supports of the noise
operators to λn only, EC ′

n;1 and EC ′
n;2 have the same coarse-graining property at level n as ECn,

EC A,B properties at k = 3 and m = 1, as well as nilpotence at level ℓT = 3.
The gate gadgets I ′

n;T and I ′
n;M have the same coarse-graining action as In; T ′

n and M′
n have

the same coarse-graining action as Tn and Mn. Note that In, Tn, and Mn denote Tsirelson’s 1D
gadgets and not the toric code automaton gadgets. Additionally, they satisfy Gate A,B properties
at k = 3 and m = 1 (see Prop. 4.3), and nilpotence at level ℓT = 3.

Proof. Considering the circuits in the definition, we see that they are identical to those of our
modification of Tsirelson’s automaton with an addition of idle steps and repeated application of
some of the M gadgets. We note that some of these idle steps appear due to the restriction of
the gadgets Mh/v and T h/v of the toric code automaton to the boundaries that are perpendicular
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to gadget’s orientation; upon restricting to the boundary, the action of the gadget is an idle. In
addition, EC ′ gadgets are doubled in comparison to the EC used in the modification of Tsirelson’s
automaton.

The proofs of the aforementioned properties of the gadgets of Tsirelson’s automaton do not
change upon an addition of extra idle steps and repetition of M gadgets.

In what follows, recall that all gadgets of the toric code automaton are nilpotent at level ℓ = 6,
using the results of the previous Lemmas.

Proposition 5.3 (Level of fault tolerant inner simulation). Consider the fault tolerant inner and
outer simulations introduced in Subsecs. 3.5.2 and 3.5.3. Then, there exists a level k of inner
simulation and an integer 0 < m < k such that:

1. The gate gadgets Ik, T h/v
k and Mh/v

k satisfy the (Gate A)k,m, and (Gate B)k,m properties,
and

2. The ẼC = ECk gadget satisfies the (EC A)k,m and (EC B)k,m properties

defined in Def. 5.9. In particular, setting m = ℓ + 2ℓT + 5 = 17 (ℓ denotes the level of nilpotence
of the toric code gadgets determined in Lemma 5.5 and ℓT denotes the level of nilpotence of the
gadgets of the modified Tsirelson automaton determined in Sec 4) and k = 2m = 34 satisfies the
conditions above.

We will split the proof into separate parts, one for each property. Our proof will share a lot of
similarities with the proof of Lemma 4.3 but will be more complicated. Instead of working with
the actual numerical values for m, we will instead use m = ℓ + 2ℓT + 5, and k = 2m, assuming
that ℓ is the level at which all the gate and EC gadgets of the toric code are nilpotent and ℓT is
the nilpotence level for the Tsirelson’s automaton gadgets. The choice of k = 2m will be made to
ensure that failures in neighboring ẼC gadgets can also be properly cleaned up, as we will see in
the proof. Keeping k, ℓ, and ℓT as variables rather than specifying their numerical values will keep
the proof applicable in case a tighter upper bound on ℓ is found. Otherwise, one can set ℓ = 6,
ℓT = 3 in accordance with Lemma 5.5 and Sec. 4 to obtain m = 17 and k = 34.

Proof (EC B). We begin by showing EC B, i.e. that an ideal decoder can “absorb” a layer of ẼC
gadgets if input damage and noise in the layer satisfy the conditions specified in the definition.
We note that nowhere in the proof of EC B will doubling of the operation of the EC gadget (see
Remark 1) be needed; therefore, this property would still hold if we assumed the “undoubled”
definition for the gadget. This property will be used to formulate a corollary appearing after this
proof.

We split the action of the ideal decoder into Φk ◦ L(ẼC), and denote the noisy layer of error
correcting gadgets in question as Lε(ẼC). Assuming that the input state |ψin⟩ and the layer of
noisy EC gadgets satisfy the conditions of the (EC B)k,m property, we will show that

L(ẼC) ◦ Lε(ẼC) |ψin⟩ = L(ẼC) ◦ L(ẼC) |ψin⟩ = L(ẼC) |ψin⟩ . (5.43)

Here, the first equality directly states that the noise is inconsequential, and the second equality
simply uses the fact that the output of the first layer of noiseless ẼC gadgets already coarse-grains
the input at level k, to which a second repetition of this layer would do nothing.

Using the linearity of vertices in Σk with respect to the ẼC gadget (Prop. 5.1), we can formally
remove the syndromes in Σk, and later F2 add them to the output. Thus we will be only concerned
with the case of a syndrome-free configuration, with no non-trivial syndromes in Σk

Within a layer of ẼC gadgets, the filters in the definition of the EC B condition ensure that
each gadget contains either at most one level-0 gadget failure or its input contains damage which
fits in an m-cell. First consider the case when there is one level-0 gadget failure inside some gadget
ẼC

(i)
isolated at level k and the input is clean in the spatial support of the isolation region, i.e.

si = 1, mi = 0, and sj = 0, mj = 0 for j neighboring i. By the confinement property (Fact 5),
this summarizes the situation of a configuration of faults in L(ẼC) (acting on a syndrome-free
input) which are isolated at level k. We will then show what happens when there are faults in
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neighboring ẼC gadgets (which violates the isolation assumption) and also address the effect of
the input damage. Together, this analysis will prove (EC B)k,m.

We can schematically write:

ẼC ≡ ECk = (ECk−1)⊗9 ◦ [Mv
k−1, ...Ik−1] ◦ (ECk−1)⊗9 ◦ [T h

k−1, ...Ik−1] ◦ (ECk−1)⊗9

◦ ... ◦ (ECk−1)⊗9 ◦ [Mv
k−1, ...Ik−1] ◦ (ECk−1)⊗9 (5.44)

where [Gh/v
k−1, ..., Ik−1] denotes spatially stacked layers of either M or T gate gadgets (along with I

gadgets) which depend on the particular timestep (see (3.19) and (3.20) for the precise sequence of
gates). This circuit of gadgets is then followed by a noiseless layer of ẼC, whose application first
starts with a noiseless layer of ECk−1. Considering a fault that is isolated at level k and using the
assumption that k > ℓ, by nilpotence and Lemma 5.4 (i.e. nilpotence at level ℓ implies nilpotence
at all higher levels), it follows that the effect of such a fault is completely removed by the end of
the noiseless layer of EC⊗9

k−1 gadgets at the latest.
Now we generalize by considering the case when there are level-0 gadget failures in neighboring

ẼC gadgets, with the input state still assumed to be syndrome-free. Later, we will argue how the
analysis of input damage can be reduced to this case. Suppose a level-0 gadget failure occurred
in each of four interacting ẼC gadgets meeting at a corner as shown in Fig. 9. The four failures
are schematically labeled f1, f2, f3, f4 and they need not occur during the same time step. We will
now use the confinement properties (Prop. 5.1 and Facts 4 and 5) to understand the nature of
the interactions between neighboring gadgets in this case. The gadget failure within a given ẼC
can affect the state restricted to the support of this ẼC and its boundary which is a set of four
k-links. However, because of confinement (Fact 4), the syndromes at any of the k-links shared
by neighboring ẼC gadgets cannot affect syndromes in the interior of these gadgets. This means
that when faults occur in neighboring ẼC gadgets, the output syndrome configuration can only
differ from the syndrome configuration in the isolated case at the boundary between the gadgets.
Furthermore, due to Fact 5, the syndromes on a boundary k-link can be determined only from the
damage and noise in two gadgets it is a boundary of.

Consider the effect of failure f1 within the gadget ẼC
(1)

. We can write the ẼC gadgets, along
with the noiseless ẼC gadgets that appear in the following ideal decoder, in terms of gadgets of a
lower level ℓ. Let us assume that the fault f1 occurred within some composite gadget G(1)

ℓ ◦EC⊗K
ℓ

in ẼC
(1)

. If the fault f1 is isolated at level ℓ, its effect would be cleaned up by a similar argument
to that above, which requires a number of steps t1 ≤ 3tℓ (where tℓ is max(t(ECℓ), t(Gℓ)), and t(Gℓ)
denotes the maximum number of timesteps in any gate gadget Gℓ at level ℓ24, and an amount of
space that is at most the spatial support of G(1)

ℓ ◦ EC⊗K
ℓ . Call this spatial region Λ1. We note

that Λ1 ∩∂ suppv(ẼC
(1)

) is at most a segment of a k-link of length 3ℓ+1. This comes from the fact
that the longest side length of a level-ℓ gadget is 3ℓ+1, coming from Mℓ gadget. By confinement
(Fact 3) and nilpotence at level ℓ, nontrivial syndromes away from the boundary suppv(ẼC

(1)
) \

∂ suppv(ẼC
(1)

) will be cleaned up in time t1. However, there still may be syndromes remaining
on the boundary after this time. Thus, the effect of f1 on the boundary can be summarized as
creating additional syndromes in Λ1 ∩ ∂(ẼC

(1)
) for a duration of time t1.

From confinement Fact 5, the syndromes on each k-link depend only on the syndromes and
gadget operation on this link and in the bulks of the gadgets sharing this link (without the rest
of their boundaries). Therefore, each k-link can be considered independently and we focus on the
k-link between gadgets ẼC

(1)
and ẼC

(4)
, namely λ14 = supp(ẼC

(1)
) ∩ supp(ẼC

(4)
) in Fig. 9.

Faults f1 and f4 can both affect the syndrome configuration on the boundary. The effect of each
of these faults deposits syndromes in the regions Λ1 ∩ λ14 and Λ4 ∩ λ14 within temporal intervals
of length t1 each (where Λ4 is defined analogously to Λ1 except for ẼC

(4)
). For Λ1 ∩ λ14 and

Λ4 ∩ λ14 to “interact” with one another, they cannot be spatially further than a distance 3 × 3ℓ

24The factor of 3 in t1 ≤ 3tℓ comes from the fact that an error in a level-ℓ gadget, by nilpotence at level ℓ, can
only be cleaned up after acting with a clean layer of ECℓ. Thus, a loose upper bound on the longest amount of time
an error will be cleaned up in is the depth of EC⊗K ◦ G ◦ EC⊗K , which is 3tℓ.
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from each other25, and the temporal duration of their effects must overlap. This is because if the
damaged regions are further apart than this, the faults that caused them must have been isolated
at level ℓ and thus would then have been cleaned up by nilpotence. Under the operation of the
two neighboring level-k gadgets ẼC

(1)
and ẼC

(4)
, call U the set of spacetime events corresponding

to when nontrivial syndromes are added to λ14 due to the fault as well as the action of gadgets
oriented perpendicularly to λ14. By the arguments above, U fits in a spacetime box of dimension
at most (6tℓ)t × (9 × 3ℓ)x. Additionally, while these syndromes are added to λ14, operations along
λ14 can additionally modify the syndrome configuration, and we must quantify how much the
spacetime support containing nontrivial syndromes will additionally increase by.

Figure 9: (a) Four neighboring ẼC gadgets and level-0 gadget failures f1−4 in their support. (b) Schematic
showing the effect of faults f1 and f4 on the link λ14 between two ẼC gadgets.

We first observe that the action of the ẼC layer restricted to the k-link λ14 is equivalent to
that of the “boundary” Tsirelson automaton of Lemma 5.7 at level k, as discussed in Lemma 5.7.
An important modification are the additional “idle” steps when no feedback operations occur
along the boundary but new syndromes can still be added to the boundary due to gadgets in
the bulk. Call U the set of spacetime events where syndromes are added to the λ14 boundary
due to gadgets supported in the bulk. After the process of adding syndromes from these gadgets
onto the boundary has ended (which, as we discussed above, takes at most 6tℓ timesteps), we
consider the total operator acting on the state and further evolve it under the 1D automaton to
determine how much additional spacetime volume is needed to eliminate it. If both faults f1 and
f4 occurred in gadgets whose support does not contain the corners of the support of ẼC, then the
total number of added syndromes must be even. This follows from the fact that each fault only
creates an even number of syndromes, each gadget action preserves the parity of the number of
syndromes, and after time 6tℓ, syndromes have been removed from supp(ẼC

(1)
) \ ∂ supp(ẼC

(1)
)

and supp(ẼC
(4)

) \ ∂ supp(ẼC
(4)

). Else, the number of syndromes on each k-link can be odd. In
both of these cases, it is possible for us to “clean” the resulting damage (via multiplication by
stabilizers) so that its support is contained entirely on boundary links. Call D1−4 the portion of
the damage supported on λ14.

Now, we determine how large of a spatial box the damage D1−4 can fit in. Since U must fit
in a spacetime box of the size (6tℓ)t × (9 × 3ℓ)x, we will show that the operation of gadgets along
the link will spread the D1−4 operator (we will continue to refer to it as the “damage operator”
throughout its evolution) to fit in the spatial support of two neighboring level-(ℓ+ 4) gadgets. It
will then be coarse-grained to level-(ℓ + 4) by the soonest layer of level-(ℓ + 4) EC gadgets. To
show this, let us utilize a simple “light-cone” argument. The time 6tℓ fits at most 6 gate gadgets
(i.e. not including EC gadgets). A layer of level-ℓ gate gadgets with a layer of preceding level-ℓ EC
gadgets spread the damage operator by at most 3×3ℓ. Therefore, during the time 6tℓ, the damage
operator can at most spread over a spatial extent of 2 × 6 × 3 × 3ℓ. Therefore, the total resulting
damage operator will be contained in an interval of size at most 9 × 3ℓ + 36 × 3ℓ ≤ 3ℓ+4. Then,

25Here, ‘distance’ is defined as the minimum distance between a point in Λ1 ∩ λ14 and a point in Λ4 ∩ λ14.
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we assume that this operator fits in at most a pair of neighboring level-(ℓ + 4) gate gadgets and
is coarse-grained to level-(ℓ + 4) by the subsequent layer of ECℓ+4. We then use level reduction
ℓ + 4 → 0 and k → k − (ℓ + 4), thus resulting in at most two neighboring level-0 gadget failures
inside a level k − (ℓ+ 4) Tsirelson automaton.

Next, find the smallest value of integer q for which both of the level-0 gadget failures reside
in the support of gadget Gq (which could be gate or EC). The value of q is clearly in the range
0 ≤ q ≤ k− (ℓ+ 4). We split the remaining analysis into two cases. First, suppose that q ≥ ℓT + 1.
Since q is the smallest possible level by definition, the faults must belong to supports of different
level-ℓT gadgets. Using nilpotence (this time for the modified Tsirelson automaton, which has
nilpotence level ℓT for all gadgets), we see that the faults are cleaned up separately. Next, suppose
that q ≤ ℓT . Then we assume that the output configuration of gadget Gq fails arbitrarily, and is
subsequently coarse-grained at level q. We perform level reduction by q levels, in which case the
fault becomes a single level-0 gadget failure within a level k− (ℓ+ 4) − q ≥ k− (ℓ+ ℓT + 4) gadget.
By nilpotence, this fault can be cleaned up if k−(ℓ+ℓT +4) ≥ ℓT . Thus, we require k ≥ ℓ+2ℓT +4
for EC B to hold (which is true for our choice m = ℓ+ 2ℓT + 5, and k = 2m).

So far we have shown that EC B holds in the case when there is strictly no input syndromes.
Let us now consider the case when the input syndromes are present (subject to the damage passing
through an m-cell filter for each gadget) but there are no spacetime faults in the (entire) layer.
Expressing ẼC through level-m gadgets, we see that the first layer of ECm will coarse-grain the
damage operator to the corners of a single m-cell. Performing level reduction by m levels, each
input m-cell with non-trivial damage turns into 0-cell input damage within an effective level-(k−m)
EC gadget. If this input damage (which can be viewed as a failure of a level-0 gadget) is isolated
at level ℓ after the level reduction, from nilpotence, it is cleaned up (assuming k − m ≥ ℓ). If
it is not isolated, we use the same argument as in the previous paragraphs. We start with two
level-0 gadget faults within a layer of effective level-(k − m) EC gadgets. In order for a pair of
non-isolated faults to be cleaned up, the total level of the gadgets k − m has to be no less than
ℓ+ 2ℓT + 4 (which is true if we choose m = ℓ+ 2ℓT + 5, and k = 2m).

Finally, we need to consider the case when there is a combination of faults and input damage,
i.e. some ẼC gadgets in Lε(ẼC) are noiseless but there is input damage (i.e. si = 0 and mi = m),
while others experience no input damage but instead have faults in their spacetime support (i.e.
si = 1, mi = 0). The analysis can be simplified to analyzing the interaction between faults
and input damage for each pair of neighboring gadgets. We have already considered interactions
between pairs of faults and between pairs of gadgets with input damage. Thus, what remains is
to consider the joint effect of input damage that is not sufficiently isolated from a level-0 gadget
failure. Reducing the level by m, the input damage that passed an m-cell filter becomes equivalent
to failing a level-0 gadget in the reduced-level ECk−m gadget. In addition, the level-0 gadget failure
can at worst be a level-0 gadget failure in the reduced circuit after the soonest layer L(ECk−m).
This reduces the problem to two level-0 gadget faults in an effective level-(k − m) layer of EC
gadgets. According to the earlier arguments, k ≥ m+ ℓ+ 2ℓT + 4 is sufficient for the effect of these
two faults will be cleaned up.

This completes the proof of the EC B property.

Before proceeding with proving the rest of the parts in Prop. 5.3, let us show a useful corollary
of the EC B property:

Corollary 5.2. Consider a state OmO(k) |ψ⟩, where |ψ⟩ is a logical state, the operator OmO(k)

passes an m-cell filter on all k-cells, and the operator O(k) has syndromes coarse-grained at level
k. A noise-free layer L(ẼC

(1/2)
) acting on this state yields O(k) |ψ⟩.

Proof. We use the remark at the beginning of the proof of EC B saying that the property also
holds for undoubled gadgets. In the proof of EC B we show a stronger property that the m-cell
input damage (in the case when si = 0) is cleared up before the output of the layer of ẼC

(1/2)
,

which we can summarize as L(ẼC
(1/2)

)OmO(k) |ψ⟩ = O(k) |ψ⟩.

With this result, we will continue proving Prop. 5.3.
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Proof (Gate B). We now prove the Gate B property, which, informally, states that a layer of noisy
gates denoted by Lε(Gk) is pulled through an ideal decoder to become noiseless level-reduced gates,
provided the noise and the input damage pass through the filters stipulated in Def. 5.9. Explicitly,
for each level-k gate gadget G(i)

k in the layer, denoting the number of m-cells containing damage

operator within a given k-cell in its spatial support as m
(i)
j

m ∈ {0, 1}, the total number of these

cells in the input as
∑K

j=1
m

(i)
j

m and the number of faults inside the gate as s(i), the condition∑K
j=1

m
(i)
j

m + s(i) ≤ 1 must be satisfied.
We again split the action of the ideal decoder into ΦkL(ẼC), where the layer of error correction

gadgets is noiseless. Assume an input state Oin |ψ⟩ where Oin is the operator that, acting on a level-
k coarse-grained toric code state |ψ⟩, outputs damage that (together with the noise realization,
whose presence is denoted by the index ε), is consistent with the Gate B condition. Then, we will
first show:

L(ẼC) ◦ Lε(Gk) ◦ Oin |ψ⟩ = L(Gk) ◦ L(ẼC) ◦ Oin |ψ⟩ , (5.45)
where on the right-hand side, the layer of gates L(Gk) is noiseless and acts on a level-k coarse-
grained state due to the noiseless L(ẼC) preceding it. Following this state by the pushforward
map Φk, we can move the layer of noiseless gates L(Gk) past the map, due to the state at this
point being coarse-grained at level k. This yields a level-reduced layer of gates L(G0), and thus

ΦkL(ẼC) ◦ Lε(Gk) ◦ Oin |ψ⟩ = L(G0) ◦ ΦkL(ẼC) ◦ Oin |ψ⟩ (5.46)

which would complete the proof.
Thus, we need to argue that Eq. (5.45) holds. We will use similar logic to the proof of the EC B

condition. However, one difference consists of having to account for inputs which are coarse-grained
at level k (recall that in the analysis of EC B, we could assume a clean input due to linearity)
and also in having a different gadget action at the boundaries. Specifically, the action of gadgets
at the boundaries will be a modified Tsirelson automaton according to Lemma 5.7.

To deal with the coarse-grained input, we can neglect input syndromes at linear points of
level-k gadgets (as usual, we can then take these removed input syndromes, act with a noiseless
version of the respective level-k gadget, and F2 add the result to the output at the end), but we
cannot modify syndromes on nonlinear points. Despite this, the same arguments as in the proof
of EC B still hold in the presence of these syndromes. This is because the nilpotence property is
formulated in the presence of a level-k coarse-grained input and the nilpotence level ℓT holds for all
gadgets. In particular, we can follow the proof of EC B – the analysis is essentially identical but
some arguments deserve some mention. First, the construction of the set U of spacetime events
is the same as before. The level reduction argument by ℓ + 4 is also true even in the presence of
input syndromes, and the syndromes from the set U become consecutive level-0 gadget faults after
level reduction. The argument for cleaning up these faults is also identical because definitions like
nilpotence work for coarse-grained input damage. Thus, the faults and the m-cell input damage do
not have any effect on the output after the application of the noiseless L(ẼC) layer in the decoder
(i.e. the left-hand side of Eq. (5.45)). The absence of the effect of the noise is captured by replacing
the original layer of gadgets with the noiseless layer of the same gadgets L(Gk), and the absence
of the effect of the m-cell input damage can be recast as replacing Oin |ψ⟩ with L(ẼC) ◦ Oin |ψ⟩
(i.e. a layer of ẼC gadgets removes damage fitting in an m-cell, which is shown in Corollary 5.2).
Upon these replacements, we can additionally remove the last noiseless layer of L(ẼC) as it has
no effect on the state that is already coarse-grained to level k. This shows equation Eq. (5.45) and
thus the Gate B property.

Proof (Gate A). We now show the Gate A property for the toric code automaton, which states that
if m-cell filters are present before the action of a layer of gates, cell filters can also be added after
the action of the gates if the following condition on noise and input damage is satisfied. Consider
gate gadget Gk, whose spatial support consists of a number of k-cells which we denote with K. If
the number of m-cells containing input damage within the i-th k-cell of Gk is mi

m ∈ {0, 1}, then
the total number of m-cells containing input damage in the support of Gk (i.e.,

∑K
i=1

mi

m ) and the
number of level-0 faults s in Gk must satisfy

∑K
i=1

mi

m + s ≤ 1.
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We will use similar logic to our proof of the EC B and Gate B conditions, this time to show that
the damage will undergo limited spread (i.e. will fit within an m-cell where m = ℓ+2ℓT +5) before
either exiting as an output or being cleaned up completely. There are additional considerations
that we will need to address, namely that we cannot assume a clean layer of ẼC gates coming
from the ideal decoder at the end (unlike in the EC B and Gate B conditions).

First, let us show that when the Gate A conditions are met, the presence of an input m-cell
damage in the support of a given gate G(i)

k cannot lead to an output damage in the support of this
gate; this is true even if this m-cell damage is not isolated from damage or noise in neighboring
level-k gates. As we argued earlier, we can consider each boundary independently of the others.
We then can use a similar argument to that of the proof of EC/Gate B to show that if k is large
enough, the effect of the input damage will be cleaned up. First, we perform reduction by m levels,
causing input damage in the support of G(i)

k , as well as noise or input damage in the supports of
neighboring gates, to turn into an effective level-0 gadget failure. Thus, we consider a level-0 gadget
failure at the very beginning of an effective G(i)

k−m gate that can possibly interact with neighboring
level-0 faults. First, if k − m ≥ ℓ + 1, we note that the damage restricted to regions away from
the boundary of the gadget, such that the damage is isolated, will be cleaned up due to nilpotence
(the additional ‘+1’ is because nilpotence can only be applied after expanding a level-(≥ ℓ + 1)
gate through level-ℓ gadgets). Thus, what is left to show is that the damage at the boundary will
be cleaned up before the output.

Analogously to the proof of EC B and Gate B, the set U (corresponding to spacetime events
of adding syndromes to the boundary due to level-0 gadgets supported in the bulk of neighboring
level-(k−m) gadgets) fits in a spacetime box of size (6tℓ)t ×(9×3ℓ)x. A boundary Tsirelson gadget
of level k ≥ (ℓ+ 2ℓT + 4) + 1 acting along this boundary will be able to clean up the damage due
to events in U . To argue this, we first express this gadget through constituent level-(ℓ+ 2ℓT + 4)
Tsirelson EC ′ and gate gadgets. The presence of noiseless layers of EC ′

ℓ+2ℓT +4 gadgets that follow
the initial layer of EC ′ and gate gadgets allow us to use nilpotence and follow the same reasoning
as in the proof of EC/Gate B. This argues that the effect of the m-cell input damage in G(i)

k will
be fully cleaned up.

Thus, only level-0 gadget failures and their interaction with other level-0 gadget failures in
neighboring level-k gadgets can lead to output damage. Let us show that the spread of the output
damage within a given level-k gate will be contained within an m-cell for an appropriately chosen
value of m. First, if the level-0 gadget failure is isolated at level ℓ, then its effect leads to damage
spreading so that it still fits in a square with side length at most 3 × 3ℓ, and thus, leads to output
damage fitting in an (ℓ + 1)-cell. However, if a level-0 gadget failure within a given level-k gate
gadget is not sufficiently isolated from a fault within another level-k gadget, the damage along
the boundary may grow to have even larger support. As in the proof of EC B, we wait until
the damage from both faults becomes coarse-grained, which, by our loose bound, happens at level
ℓ + 4 (thus we already have to assume m ≥ ℓ + 4). We then perform level reduction by ℓ + 4
levels, and consider a level-reduced Tsirelson automaton at the boundary with two neighboring
level-0 gadget faults. As before, we assume that there exists the smallest level q such that both
faults reside within the same gadget Gq. If q ≥ ℓT + 1, both faults are corrected independently
within level-ℓT gadgets. Then, the damage from each of the faults spreads such that it fits in at
most an (ℓT + 1)-cell. This gives m ≥ (ℓ + 4) + (ℓT + 1). Alternatively, q ≤ ℓT , in which case we
perform an additional level reduction by q levels, and reduce the problem to a single failure of the
Gq gadgets. This single failure may additionally spread by ℓT + 1 levels before being cleaned up
due to nilpotence. Thus, m ≥ (ℓ+ 4) + ℓT + (ℓT + 1) = ℓ+ 2ℓT + 5. This last lower bound is the
largest that we obtained so far, and it determines the acceptable value of m.

Proof (EC A). Finally, we show EC A, which says that if i-th ẼC gadget in a layer L(ẼC)
contains si ∈ {0, 1} faults, its output passes through an sim-cell filter. For this property, we have
to assume that the input state is arbitrary. Here is (the only place) where we will use the doubling
of the ẼC operation that naturally divides ẼC into two periods of its operation, as discussed in
Remark 1.

We will split our analysis into multiple cases. First, consider the case when faults occur only
during the second period of the operation of the entire layer of ẼC. Then, the first period coarse-
grains the input to level k > ℓ by Lemma 3.1. Then, we consider the second period where faults
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fulfilling EC A condition can occur. This situation is covered by the proof of Gate A (arguments
in which are also applicable to EC and not only gate gadgets). Let us now suppose that the faults
only occur during the first period of the entire layer of ẼC. In this case, regardless of what the
output after the first period was, the second period of operation is noiseless. By the coarse-graining
property of a half of the ẼC gadget, it will produce the output that is coarse-grained at level k,
which is also consistent with the statement of EC A. Finally, we are left to consider a scenario
where faults occur during either period in different gadgets.

The case when the faults can occur at any time does not reduce to the first two cases only
if the faults in neighboring ẼC gadgets occurred in different periods, are not sufficiently isolated
in spacetime, and have occurred near the boundary between the gadgets. Due to Facts 4 and 5,
we can restrict our consideration to two neighboring gadgets ẼC

(1)
and ẼC

(2)
, and we assume

without loss of generality that the fault in gadget ẼC
(1)

occurred during the first period and the
fault in neighboring gadget ẼC

(2)
during the second period.

First, let us consider the effect of the fault inside ẼC
(1)

, which we label f1, keeping in mind
that it occurred not far from the boundary shared by ẼC

(2)
and that there is no fault in ẼC

(2)

until the second period of operation. We label the fault inside ẼC
(2)

as f2, and also label the
boundary between the supports of ẼC

(1)
and ẼC

(1)
gadgets as λ12. Let us expand the action of

the layer of ẼC gadgets through constituent level-(k − 1) gadgets. We write:

L(ẼC) = [L′(ECk−1) ◦ · · · ◦ L′(Gk−1) ◦ L′(ECk−1)] ◦ [L(Gk−1) ◦ L(ECk−1) ◦ · · · ◦ L(ECk−1)] ,
(5.47)

where the first and second periods of operation are grouped into square brackets, and the layers
belonging to the second period are additionally marked L′. Consider first the case when f1 occurs
before the last layer of ECk−1 gadgets within the first period of operation. In that case, the
subsequent L(ECk−1) is noiseless and will coarse-grain its input to level k − 1 in its support,
including the boundary λ12 (because there are no faults in the gadgets in the support of the
neighboring ẼC

(2)
that occur during this coarse-graining). Therefore, at the start of second period,

the state is coarse-grained to level-(k − 1) in the bulk of the support of ẼC
(1)

and ẼC
(2)

, as well
as at λ12. Now, we consider the effect of f2 on top of a level-(k − 1) coarse-grained input. If f2
occurred before the last layer of ECℓ gadgets within the last L′(ECk−1) layer, we can use the
fact that this last layer is noiseless, the fact that k − 1 > ℓ, and that the input is thus coarse-
grained at scale > ℓ to apply nilpotence and argue that the fault will be cleaned up. Thus the
output syndrome configuration is the same as the one in which the f2 did not occur during the
second period, thus being coarse-grained at level k due to the coarse-graining property of ẼC. If
f2 occurred in the last layer of ECℓ gadgets, the damage will simply spread to an ℓ-cell, which is
consistent with EC A so long as m > ℓ.

Finally, it is left to consider the case when the fault f1 occurred within the last two layers
operating in the first period, i.e. within L(Gk−1) ◦ L(ECk−1). The input to these layers must be
coarse-grained at level k − 1 (in the region of interest) because the preceding layers must have
been noiseless and include L(ECk−1). We then use the same argument as in the proof of Gate
A, taking into account that the fault f2 happens only in the second period which implies that the
output after the first period must pass through an m-cell filter. Thus, when the second period of
operation starts, the input is coarse-grained at least at level k − 1 up to an ℓ-cell damage in the
support of ẼC

(1)
, after which the fault f2 occurs in the support of ẼC

(2)
. Using the argument

from the proof of Gate A again, we conclude that the effect from the input damage and the fault
will be cleaned up (including at the boundary λ12) as long as (k − 1) − ℓ ≥ ℓ+ 2ℓT + 5 (which is
satisfied if we choose m = ℓ+2ℓT +5, and k = 2m), with the output configuration passing through
the filters in the EC A condition.

This completes the proof of EC A and thus, the proof of the Proposition.

Corollary 5.3. Consider a circuit C on a 0-cell that is T idle operations, i.e. C = IT
0 . Construct

the fault tolerant simulation of it F̃ T (C) satisfying the conditions of previous Proposition (5.3).
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Iterate this construction n times to form F̃ T
n
(C) and apply it to a clean toric code state of size26

L × L with L = 3nk. If the gadget error model for F̃ T
n
(C) is p-bounded, then pulling the circuit

through a hierarchical ∗-decoder produces C with a gadget error model that is (Ap)2n-bounded for
some constant A.

Proof. With the values of k and m in the previous Proposition, both EC and Gate properties are
satisfied. Consider a circuit C and its fault tolerant simulation F̃ T (C). Corollary 5.1 indicates that
if the gadget error model in F̃ T (C) is p-bounded, pulling k levels of hierarchical ∗-decoders through
the circuit yields a gadget error model in the simulated C which is Ap2-bounded. Starting from
F̃ T

n
(C) and iterating this n times gives a (Ap)2n -bounded gadget failure model. From k = 34,

n = 1
34 log3 L for an L× L lattice of qubits, which gives a gadget error model of (Ap)2(log3 L)/34 ≈

(Ap)L0.0186 .

Before presenting the final theorem, we note that we have thus far been only studying a classical
problem corresponding to the operation of X-type toric code automaton, which experiences X-type
errors only. We first need to combine this X-type automaton with the “dual” Z-type automaton:

Corollary 5.4. Consider a circuit C on a 0-cell that is T idle operations, i.e. C = IT
0 . Construct

both the X and Z automata corresponding to the simulation F̃ T
n
(C) on a lattice of size L×L with

L = 3nk, with the full toric code automaton corresponding to simultaneous operation of the X and
Z automata as discussed in Sec. 3.1. We run the full toric code automaton on a clean toric code
initial state, assuming a p-bounded decoupled gadget error model. The full toric code automaton
simulates C with a (Ap)2n-bounded decoupled approximate gadget error model (see Def. A.16) for
some constant A.

Proof. Considering the full toric code automaton, we add hierarchical level-n ∗-decoders at the
end of X- and Z-type automata. We then simultaneously pull both types of decoders through the
circuit.

Let us first discuss what happens when we pull one layer of the hierarchical ∗-decoders D̃ of
X and Z type through the circuit. For each noise realization this is determined by pulling the
∗-decoders for each automata separately and combining the outcomes as in Fact 1. Therefore,
pulling the X- and Z-type ∗-decoders through the entire circuit can be done independently and
this procedure is then repeated until we pull the hierarchical ∗-decoders past the full circuit.

Consider a noise realization with EX , EZ , FEX
, FEZ

sampled from a p-bounded decoupled gad-
get error model. Upon pulling ∗-decoders past one simulation layer, we obtain a layer simulated
elementary gadgets also of X and Z type. Each failed gadget is in one-to-one correspondence to a
bad exRec of X or Z type respectively. Applying this to the outer simulation layer by layer, we
obtain a simulated circuit with decoupled gadget error model. The properties of this error model
are determined by the distribution of bad exRecs of X and Z type. Any X-type exRec is bad if
it contains at least two X-type gadget failures, and any Z-type exRec is then bad if it contains at
least two Z-type gadget failures. The probability that arbitrary sets of X and Z type exRecs AX

and AZ are bad is

P[(AX ⊆ FEX
) ∧ (AZ ⊆ FEZ

)] ≤
∑

aX ,aZ : min. sets
P[aX and aZ ] (5.48)

where aX and aZ are sets of level-0 X and Z gadget failures of minimal size causing all exRecs in
AX and AZ to be bad. Since the minimal event for each exRec is two failures, by p-boundedness
we have

P[aX and aZ ] ≤ p2|AX |+2|AZ |. (5.49)

There are ≤ A|AX |+|AZ | such events, with A a combinatorial factor related to the maximal space-
time volume of the exRecs. Thus

P[(AX ⊆ FX) ∧ (AZ ⊆ FZ)] ≤ (Ap2)|AX |+|AZ | (5.50)

26We assume that L is a power of 3k for simplicity in this proposition, but all the results here and below can be
readily generalized to the case when L is any power of 3 by inserting floor functions in appropriate places.
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thus consistent with an Ap2-bounded decoupled gadget error model. Iterating this n times to pull
the entire hierarchical ∗-decoder through proves the Corollary.

The following corollary summarizes the fault tolerance result in a slightly more general way. In
particular, it states that if the toric code automaton is run for a superpolynomial amount of time,
the logical state can still be “efficiently recovered”.

Corollary 5.5. Assume a syndrome-free initial logical state |ψ⟩ of the toric code on an L × L
lattice of qubits, where L = 3nk for some integer n. We apply the full toric code automaton
F̃ T

n
(C) consisting of a simultaneous operation X and Z circuits as explained in Sec. 3.1 with

C = IT
0 , with the full automaton experiencing a general p-bounded gadget error model, and whose

respective X- and Z-type automata satisfy the assumptions of Prop. 5.3.
Run the automaton for a time t, and if the t did not occur right after a circuit F̃ T

n
(IT ′

0 ) for
some integer T ′ ≤ T , append noiseless gates to complete the circuit to F̃ T

n
(IT ′

0 ). Then, act with
a noiseless layer of F̃ T

n−1
(ẼC) of both X and Z types, producing a state that we call ρt. Then,

ρt is a mixture of syndrome-free logical states of the toric code, and

∥ρt − |ψ⟩⟨ψ|∥1 ≤ T ′(Ap′)2(log3 L)/k

(5.51)

for some constant A, where k = 34 according to Prop. 5.3 and p′ = Cpγ for some positive constants
C, γ.

Proof. By Lemma A.3, the true state ρt is close in trace distance to the state we would obtain
under an approximate noise model (see App. A for the definition of the approximate noise model),
i.e. ∥ρt −ρt,appr∥1 ≤ 2T ′ exp(−KL). Thus, we will consider ρt,appr under a p-bounded approximate
gadget noise model. Furthermore, by Lemma A.4, the resulting approximate gadget noise model
is equivalent to p′ = Cpγ-bounded decoupled gadget noise model, to which we can now apply
Corollary 5.4.

Due to the application of a noise-free layer of F̃ T
n−1

(ẼC) gadgets at the end, the state ρt,appr
is syndrome-free by the coarse-graining property in Lemma 3.1. This state can be written as a
mixture of syndrome-free states from the ensemble {|ψ⟩ , Li |ψ⟩} where Li denotes a logical Pauli
operator (which can be represented as a product of X and Z logical operators).

We now compute the probability that a state drawn from this ensemble is not |ψ⟩, which can be
used to upper bound the trace distance ∥ρt,appr − |ψ⟩⟨ψ|∥1. As mentioned above, if t is not at the
end of a subcircuit F̃ T

n
(IT ′

0 ) for some T ′, we complete the circuit by adding noiseless gates. Since
the noise model is p-bounded for the noisy part of the circuit, this distribution is stochastically
dominated by a p-bounded noise model for the entire circuit that now includes the completion.

First, we notice that applying a round of error correction F̃ T
n−1

(ẼC) at the end (which is
noiseless, and thus, the X and Z sectors decouple trivially) can be viewed as applying ∗-decoders
of X and Z types without the pushforward maps. This is because we can alternatively write
D̃∗n

= ΦkL(ẼC) ◦ · · · ◦ ΦkL(ẼC) = ΦnkL(F̃ T
n−1

(ẼC)). According to Corollary 5.4, if we were to
apply the ∗-decoders to the output of the automaton, the rate of the error model in the simulation
is squared for every level of the outer simulation. In total, we obtain the simulated circuit C
with a (Ap′)2n -bounded error model effectively acting on it. In the final simulated circuit, a fault
of one of the gadgets in C is equivalent to an X or Z-type logical operator, and its probability
must be ≤ C ′T ′(Ap′)2(log3 L)/k by a union bound. This is true even if we remove the pushforward
map at the end. Once we remove the pushforward map, this becomes the probability that a
logical operator has been applied to the state, which is ≤ C ′T ′(Ap′)2n . Thus, we obtain that
∥ρt,appr − |ψ⟩⟨ψ|∥1 ≤ C ′T ′(Ap′)2(log3 L)/k .

Finally, we use Prop. A.1, Lemma A.3, and Lemma A.4 to obtain

∥ρt − |ψ⟩⟨ψ|∥1 ≤ ∥ρt − ρt,appr∥1 + ∥ρt,appr − |ψ⟩⟨ψ|∥1

≤ 2T ′ exp(−KL) + C ′T ′(Ap′)2(log3 L)/k

≤ T ′(A′p′)2(log3 L)/k

(5.52)

for p′ = Cpγ and suitable positive constants K,A,A′, C, γ.
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5.3.1 Fault tolerance for the probabilistic quantum automaton

Until now, we assumed a deterministic quantum automaton model, not the probabilistic model
introduced in Def. A.13. Let us briefly discuss what happens in the probabilistic case and also
in a more general situation where we allow for measurements of operators other than the correct
stabilizer generators. Our arguments will not be rigorous, but one can readily make them rigorous
with more work by incorporating them into the formalism introduced in this paper.

Consider the set V of spacetime locations of vertices associated with the locations of stabilizers
whose measurements have been skipped. If this set is drawn from a p-bounded distribution, with
high probability, one can hierarchically decompose this set into clusters, which, roughly speaking,
are constructed in the following way. Call an (r,R)-isolated cluster in V a set of points in V
that fit in a three-dimensional box with side r and are isolated from any other point in set V by
distance at least R. We can choose positive constants α, β (subject to certain constraints) and
a hierarchy of scales r1 < r2 < · · · < rn < . . . (where the scale growth is between exponential
and double exponential in the level n, i.e. γ < rn+1

rn
< Θ(2ξn) with some γ > 0, 0 < ξ < 2),

such that V =
⋃

n Vn where Vn is the set of all points belonging (αrn, βrn+1)-isolated clusters in
V \(

⋃n−1
i=1 Vi) (i.e. where all the smaller scale clusters have been removed). This is known as sparsity

decomposition, and is due to Gács [17, 24]. Moreover, the p-boundedness of the noise allows us
to upper bound the probability of occurrence of clusters inside each set Vn

27. Consider any given
cluster V (i)

n in Vn. The measurements skipped in this cluster are preceded by the noise channels,
assuming there is an additional p-bounded gadget noise model that the automaton is experiencing.
The noise occurring before the measurements is not projected onto purely Pauli noise due to the
skipped measurements. In addition, for each cluster of events where no measurements occur, the
effect of this noise associated with a given cluster V (i)

n in Vn can spread due to a light cone argument
and will fit in a spacetime box of size α′rn. Let us call the associated spacetime qubit support
of this box Q

(i)
n . We now require a new (α′rn, β

′rn+1)-sparse decomposition R =
⋃

n Rn of all
qubit locations in spacetime (such that the β′rn+1 > 2α′rn) where each cluster R(j)

n at level n in
this new decomposition covers at least one cluster Q(i)

n . Consider a given R
(j)
n , and a timestep

that directly follows it. By definition, the measurements supported on all qubits contained in the
spatial extent of R(j)

n must have occurred. This projects the effect of skipped measurements and
the noise channels that occurred inside R(j)

n onto an approximate noise model associated with a
damage operator O(j)

n supported in this spatial region. Then, one can show that there exists a
gadget error model such that (i) the set of gadget failures inside R(j)

n results in the same output
damage operator O(j)

n in the spatial support of R(j)
n , (ii) the number of such gadget failures is

proportional to the total number of failures in the original error model and finally, that (iii) this
gadget error model is p̃-bounded where p̃ is polynomially related to p. This way, one can reduce
the PCA model to a p-bounded gadget error model.

A slightly more involved scenario happens when a gadget measures the wrong operator. As
mentioned in the discussion after Def. A.13, this assumption is unreasonable if measurements are
being made simultaneously, as only commuting operators can be simultaneously measured. A more
realistic scheme is to split each measurement round into several rounds. First, we measure a set of
stabilizers S1 (with disjoint supports) and then measure another set of stabilizers S2 (with disjoint
supports) so that S1 ∪S2 = S ′ (where S ′ now can differ from the toric code stabilizer group S), and
then we finally apply the feedback. It is now reasonable to talk about errors due to measuring an
incorrect check. However, the same considerations as described above (namely, for a given cluster
we find the soonest slice in time when correct measurements are performed, and collapse the effect
of the noise in the cluster to a damage operator at that time step) should show that this model

27Probably the most elegant way to explain fault tolerance of a renormalization-group based automaton is through
the sparsity decomposition. Consider a decomposition for the set of all error locations E, which we decompose
E =

⋃
n
En. For a given automaton, if we can find parameters such that any isolated cluster of size under αrn is

cleaned up in a spacetime volume that is less than βrn+1 even in the presence of lower-scale clusters, then such an
automaton will correct errors in En at each level of decomposition. Thus, one needs to show that the automaton at
level n can (i) handle isolated error clusters of associated scale and (ii) can in addition tolerate transient smaller-scale
errors while doing so. It would be interesting to prove the fault tolerance of the toric code automaton using this
method, which could result in a significant simplification of the current proof.
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can similarly be reduced to a p̃-bounded gadget error model.

5.4 Fault-tolerant initialization and readout
For a fully end-to-end fault tolerant scheme, we need to address both fault-tolerant initialization
and readout for the toric code. In fact, both these operations in our construction are closely
related to the standard fault-tolerant initialization and readout of the toric code [5], except that
local initialization takes O(poly(L)) time. It is sufficient to show that we can fault-tolerantly
prepare logical states which are eigenstates of the logical Z operators. We show how to prepare
the |00⟩ logical state (defined after Def. A.14). The other eigenstates are obtained by applying a
combination of logical X operators (discussed after Def. A.14 and we refer the reader to Ref. [5]
for a more in-depth discussion) which requires at most an additional depth-2 circuit and can thus
be fault-tolerantly implemented if |00⟩ can.

To prepare the |00⟩ logical state, we first start with the product state |0⟩⊗N (where N = 2L2

for an L × L lattice), and then run the 2D toric code automaton, whose operation starts with
measuring all stabilizers of the toric code. Upon measuring all stabilizers in the first round, we
obtain a state |ψ⟩ which has the property that X-type noise (detected by the measurements of
Z-type star stabilizers) is p-bounded. These errors can be effectively ‘absorbed’ into the first layer
of noisy X-type gadgets with an insignificant change to the noise model; thus, initialization in the
Pauli-X error sector can be essentially treated as noiseless. However, upon measuring the X-type
plaquette stabilizers, the state has an arbitrary distribution of Z-type noise, which need not be
p-bounded for small p.

By the results from Sec. 3.1 and the same arguments as in proofs of Corollaries 5.3 and 5.5, let
us assume a p-bounded decoupled gadget error model and restrict our attention to the operation
of the Z-type toric code automaton. We now show that at times following one full period of the
automaton, the state is effectively equivalent to that which would be realized if we instead started
with the perfectly clean logical state |00⟩28:

Proposition 5.4 (Reliable noisy initialization). Start with the state |0⟩⊗N and run the toric code
automaton F̃ T

n
(C) where C = IT

0 under a p-bounded decoupled gadget error model, on an L × L

torus with L = 3nk. Call ∆ = poly(L) the depth of circuit F̃ T
n
(I0). Due to the assumption about

decoupled gadget error model and Fact 1, we only study the action of the X-type automaton under
a p-bounded gadget error model.

Call ρ∆ the state after time ∆; then, we have

ρ∆ =
∑

O
p(O)O|00⟩⟨00|O (5.53)

where O is a tensor product of Pauli-Z operators. Call mj = m+ (j − 1)k for j = 1, · · · , n, where
m, k are constants that are chosen such that Prop. 5.3 holds. The probability distribution p(·) has
the following property. Sample O ∼ p(·). Then, with high probability, there exists another operator
O′ such that O′O ∈ S such that the following procedure succeeds:

1. Start with j = 1

2. Find a subset of jk-cells such that the operator O′ restricted to the union of their support
passes a layer of mj-cell filters on each of them. Call Cmj the set of mj-cells containing
non-identity Pauli operators in O′ within these jk-cells.

3. Remove non-identity Pauli operators inside these jk-cells, thus updating O′.

4. Increment j → j + 1, and go to step 2.

28That it is this specific logical state with high probability follows from the standard argument from Ref. [5].
Namely, the starting product state is a +1 eigenstate of both logical Z operators. Further operation of the type-Z
automaton can only result in logical errors that possibly apply type-Z operators and thus do not change the logical
state. The X sector has p-bounded noise distribution from the start, and the probability of the logical failure is
close to 0.
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5. When j = n, terminate the algorithm.

We say that this procedure succeeds if the remaining operator O′ = 1. Further, denote by C′
mj

an
arbitrary set of mj-cells. Then,

P(C′
mj

⊆ Cmj
) ≤ (Ap)2j−1|C′

mj
| (5.54)

for some constant A.

This proposition shows that the state ρ∆ obtained after running one period of the toric code
automaton differs from the perfect logical state |00⟩⟨00| by an operator that obeys a certain cluster-
ing/sparsity property. In particular, the operator fits in a union of spacetime regions of increasing
scale; the probability that a region at scale k is needed to enclose the operator is ∼ (Ap)2k

. This
property results in ρ∆ being essentially indistinguishable from a state one would have obtained by
running the noisy automaton on a perfect initial logical state |00⟩⟨00| for the same amount of time.

Proof. First, we will show that, upon removing the part of the damage supported in Cmi
for i < j,

the mj-cell damage in jk-cells (corresponding to Cmj ) occurs according to a (Ap)2j−1 -bounded
distribution. We will do this by a hierarchical application of the EC A property.

First, we show this for j = 1 and will then show how to reduce j > 1 to this case. The case
j = 1 follows from decomposing the circuit before the time t in terms of level-k gadgets (which can
be done by viewing it as a F̃ T

(
F̃ T

n−1
(I0)

)
where F̃ T

n−1
(I0) is viewed as a circuit of elementary

gadgets) and considering the last layer L(ẼC). We can add an m-cell filter or a ∅-cell filter to
the k-cells corresponding to ẼC gadgets that have at most one level-0 gadget failure. Cm1 denotes
the set of m-cells within which the damage is confined. Because the noise is p-bounded, Cm1 must
be sampled from an Ap-bounded distribution for a constant A that depends on the number of
elementary gadgets in ẼC.

Now, we want to prove the statement for j > 1. We show this by ‘removing’ j−1 levels of outer
simulation with the help of an ∗-decoder. For this, consider the last layer of gadgets L(F̃ T

j
(ẼC)) in

the circuit. Let us append (j−1) levels of a hierarchical application of an ∗-decoder to the end of the
circuit. We use the form of the hierarchical decoder D̃∗j−1

= Φ(j−1)kL(F̃ T
j−1

(ẼC)). Let us first
argue that the application of the noiseless L(F̃ T

j−1
(ẼC)) contained in the ∗-decoder eliminates

the same damage as the algorithm in the proposition run up to iteration j−1. This follows from the
iterated (and hierarchical) application of Corollary 5.2 with appropriate level reduction. Consider
the layer of ẼC at the beginning of L(F̃ T

j−1
(ẼC)). This layer eliminates damage supported in

Cm1 and coarse-grains remaining damage to level k. Additionally, any damage in a k-cell remains
within this k-cell after ẼC due to the operator confinement properties. Next, consider the layer
of F̃ T (ẼC) at the beginning of L(F̃ T

j−1
(ẼC)), which eliminates damage supported in Cm2 and

coarse-grains all other damage to level-2k. After repeating this j − 1 times, we obtain that all
damage in Cmi for i ≤ j − 1 is removed, and the rest of the state will be coarse-grained to level ik.
Because of confinement, the damage contained originally in a cell in Cmj will be coarse-grained at
level (j − 1)k but will still be supported at most within the same mj-cell. In addition, damage in
jk-cells that do not permit an mj-cell filter will be coarse-grained to level (j−1)k but the supports
will remain confined within the same jk-cells.

Upon pulling hierarchical ∗-decoder (j − 1) times through the circuit L(F̃ T (I0)) and using
Corollary 5.3, we obtain a simulated circuit which is L(F̃ T (I0)) with an (Ap)2j−1-bounded gadget
noise model. For this effective circuit L(F̃ T (I0)) = L(ẼC) ◦ L(Ik) ◦ L(ẼC), we consider the last
layer of L(ẼC) and repeat the argument for j = 1 to show that the distribution of permissible
locations of filters is also (Ap)2j−1 -bounded. Finally, the permissible locations of m-cell filters in
the simulated circuit are in one-to-one correspondence with the set of cells Cmj

in the original
circuit, thus proving the desired property.

Finally, we want to argue that the algorithm in the proposition statement will eliminate the
damage with high probability after j = n iterations. This follows from the fact that upon pulling a
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level-nk ∗-decoder through, the resulting gadget noise model acting on the simulation is (Ap)2n−1-
bounded, which means that the probability that an error does not fit inside an mn cell is (A′p)2n .
This is the probability of the damage O not being the identity after the algorithm terminates.

Note that the action of a level-nk ∗-decoder on the actual state at time ∆ will produce |00⟩⟨00|
with high probability. This is because the only errors that are capable of changing this state are
Pauli-X type. However, as we discussed, the initialization is effectively noiseless in X-noise sector.
Therefore, the probability of the noise during the period of time [0,∆] applying an X-type logical
operator is bounded by (A′′p)2n

for some constant A′′. The Z-type noise can at worst apply logical
Z operators during this time, which do not affect the encoded state. Finally, other logical basis
states can be obtained by applying X logical operators after the fault-tolerant initialization.

Remark 4. Under the same assumptions as in Prop. 5.4, assume that the initial state is a perfectly
clean logical state of the toric code |00⟩⟨00|. We can apply the same considerations as in the proof
of Prop. 5.4. Thus, upon one full cycle of the toric code automaton, Prop. 5.4 guarantees that
the distribution of damage for the state with noisy initialization is the same as that for perfect
initialization. For all purposes, the noisy initialization produces a state with the same properties
as perfect initialization.

Note that we assumed the approximate noise model in Prop. 5.4 for the brevity of the proof. The
result above can be generalized to a more general p-bounded gadget noise model using Lemma A.3,
similarly to the earlier results in the paper.

The implementation of fault-tolerant readout is similar to the standard techniques. It is again
sufficient to read out in one logical basis, such as that of the Z logical operator (in which case the
outcome is sensitive to the Pauli X component of the noise as well as to measurement errors). One
can prepare an ancilla layer of the toric code in state |00⟩, apply a transversal CNOT operation
between the two layers of the toric code, and destructively measure single-qubit Z operators on
the ancilla layer, reducing this to a state that can then be ported to a reliable classical computer
for reliable logical readout.

5.5 Numerical simulations and a conjecture
In this subsection, we derive an upper bound on the number of level-0 errors required to produce
a logical error in the toric code automaton (which we call an upper bound on ‘minimal weight
failures’). Motivated by exact results from simulations on small system sizes, we conjecture that
this bound is tight. We then show results of Monte-Carlo simulations that support a second
conjecture stating that for several examples of relatively natural p-bounded noise models, this
upper bound appears to control how the memory lifetime scales with p.

5.5.1 Minimal weight failures

To formulate an upper bound on minimal weight failures, we will first define a specific setting in
which errors will be studied. Consider a layer L(ECs) ◦ L(ECs) of gadgets applied to a syndrome-
free logical state. Assume a noise realization H with operator history O⃗ = {O1,O2, . . . ,OT }
applied at each time step satisfying the following properties: (i) each Ot is a product of Pauli X
operators of weight wt, (ii) the weights satisfy

∑T
t=1 wt = w, and (iii) the union of the spacetime

support of all operators is contained within the first L(ECs).
The minimal level-s oriented link failure weight w(s)

link,o with o ∈ {h, v} is the minimum value of
w such that the output state from applying L(ECs) has two syndromes at the endpoints of a single
s-link oriented horizontally (o = h) or vertically (o = v). We will say that this link “fails”. The
minimal level-s failure weight w(s)

link is defined as the maximum of the two oriented failure weights:
w

(s)
link = maxo(w(s)

link,o).
We will also find it useful to define a failure weight for “corner-shaped errors”: we define the

minimal level-s oriented corner failure weight w(s)
c,o , o ∈ {1, 2} as the minimum value of w such that

the output state has two syndromes located at diametrically opposite corners of an s-cell. The
value of o specifies one of two possible orientations for the corner error and the minimal level-s
corner failure weight is w(s)

c = maxo(w(s)
c,o).
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Let us now show that the minimal level-s link and corner failure weights satisfy

w
(s)
link ≤ 2⌊(s+1)/2⌋, w(s)

c ≤ 2⌊(s+2)/2⌋. (5.55)

We will show this by explicitly constructing operator histories that produce the RHS of the
bounds in Eq. (5.55). For an upper bound, it is sufficient to consider an operator history with
support within a single ECs of the layer. First consider s = 1. By Remark 2, both w

(1)
link and

w
(1)
c must be at least 2. Furthermore, for any arrangement of two syndromes on the vertices of a

1-cell, we can construct a weight-2 noise realization that contains errors only at time step 1 which
when acted on by EC1 ◦ EC1 within the layer of gadgets, result in this syndrome configuration.
To show w

(1)
c = 2, consider a particular EC1 labeled by the coordinate of its bottom left corner

(x, y) = (1, 1). An example of a noise realization failing a 1-corner with output syndromes at (1, 1)
and (4, 4) occurs due to an error supported at time t = 1 at locations (1, 2, 1) and (2, 3, 1)(here
(x, y, o) indicates the link that connects the vertex at position (x, y) to that at position (x+ 1, y)
if o = 1 or at position (x, y + 1) if o = 2). Interchanging the x coordinates of these links leads to
an output configuration with syndromes at (4, 1) and (1, 4). Therefore

w
(1)
link = w(1)

c = 2. (5.56)

Next, we will show the following recursion relations:

w
(s)
link ≤ w(s−1)

c , w(s)
c ≤ 2w(s−1)

link . (5.57)

We show these by explicitly constructing errors of a given weight that are supported in the first
half of one of the layers L(ECs−1) inside the noisy layer L(ECs) gadgets (which is then followed
by a noiseless layer of L(ECs) gadgets), and which cause a level-s link or corner failure. We will
use this to upper bound w(s)

link and w(s)
c in terms of w(s−1)

link and w(s−1)
c .

For the bound on w(s)
link, we first show that it is possible to fail both vertically- and horizontally-

oriented s-links by causing a certain level-(s−1) corner failure in the very last layer of noisy ECs−1
gadgets; then, after reducing by s−1 levels, we obtain a 1-corner failure (see Eq. (3.22)) as input to
the second, noiseless, (level-reduced) EC1 gadget. This shows w(s)

link,y ≤ w
(s−1)
c . We note that the

same argument does not go through for w(s)
link,x because ECs is not invariant under π

2 -rotation of
the rules. Indeed, an explicit computer-aided search shows that no input state containing a single
level-0 corner-shaped error can lead to a failed x-oriented 1-link when acted on by a clean EC1.
However, a level-0 corner error occurring after the application of the first pair of Rv layers but in
the first half of operation of EC1 can lead to a coarse-grained level-1 x-link failure in the output
(this follows by using the above discussion regarding w(s)

link,y as well as the fact that first pair of
Rv is followed by a pair of Rh in EC1). This means that there exists a level-(s− 1) corner failure
occurring in a layer of ECs−1 within ECs, such that by a level reduction argument the output is
an x-type s-link failure. Thus w(s)

link,x ≤ w
(s−1)
c and consequently w(s)

link ≤ w
(s−1)
c .

We adopt a similar approach for the bound on w(s)
c by considering an operator history supported

entirely within the first layer L(ECs−1) in L(ECs). The discussion above Eq. (5.56)—in particular,
the examples of errors which act at time t = 1 and lead to level-1 corner failures under R0—then
shows that w(s)

c ≤ 2w(s−1)
link,x ≤ 2w(s−1)

link . As this is true for both orientations of corner errors, this
implies Eq. 5.57, which then yields the desired Eq. 5.55.

We note that the same minimum weight bounds work for FT s−1(EC)29 as for the ECs gadgets.

5.5.2 Numerics and memory lifetime

In this subsection we will numerically study the memory lifetime of the toric code automaton
subjected to several simple examples of p-bounded noise models. Unfortunately, we are unable to
definitively extract a threshold noise strength pc in any of these noise models. This is due to the
fact that our automaton is naturally defined only on systems whose linear dimension is a power

29Note the absence of the tilde: this is the conventional fault tolerant simulation, which is the same as an outer
simulation assuming inner simulation with k = 1.
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of 3, and that increasing this power does not always produce a suppression of the logical failure
rate (although the suppression appears to be much more rapid than the bound derived in our fault
tolerance result). For simple i.i.d Pauli noise, the results below suggest that pc could be as large as
∼ 10−4, but more detailed numerical work (as well as optimization of the gadgets) will be required
to produce a computable estimate.

We will simplify the problem slightly by performing s iterations of the outer simulation (i.e.
setting the level of inner simulation k = 1) and studying how the error suppression depends
on s (which establishes strictly stronger properties than proved analytically in the paper). For
numerical convenience, we will additionally replace EC gadgets with undoubled gadgets EC(1/2)

(we will drop the superscript henceforth), which reduces the overall circuit depth but does not
seem to affect numerical performance. Based on the results in the previous subsection, we also
provide a conjecture stating that the memory lifetime diverges with p → 0 much faster than the
scaling guaranteed by our main fault tolerance result in Eq. (5.51).

In analogy with our discussion for Tsirelson’s automaton in Sec. 2.4, we define the relaxation
time for the toric code automaton as follows:

Definition 5.16 (Relaxation time). Let |ψ⟩ be a logical state of the toric code on a 3s × 3s torus.
Let ρt,Ht

be the state obtained by acting on |ψ⟩⟨ψ| repeatedly with FT s−1(EC) for t time steps
and noise history Ht, followed by a noise-free application of FT s−1(EC). The relaxation time is
defined as:

t
(s)
rel = EHt

[min
t

(t : ρt,Ht
̸= |ψ⟩⟨ψ|)]. (5.58)

The definition of t(s)
rel is phrased in this way (instead of being phrased in terms of ∥ρt −|ψ⟩⟨ψ|∥1)

because it provides a simpler metric for numerics. We will be studying the X logical sector only.
We now define the three error models that will be considered in this subsection.

• i.i.d. qubit error model: defined by applying i.i.d. PauliX (and Z) operators with probability
p on qubits after each time step.

• i.i.d. measurement error model: defined by flipping the syndrome measurement outcome at
a given time step before applying feedback according to an i.i.d. distrbution with probability
p. No other errors occur.

• i.i.d. gadget error model: defined such that each elementary gadget fails arbitrarily based on
an i.i.d. distribution with probability p.

In this subsection, we assume that for the gadget error model, elementary gadgets have the
supports defined in Def. 3.28.

To get an expectation for the scaling of t(s)
rel with p in these error models, we first perform

a similar analysis to the previous subsection to determine minimal weight failures in the i.i.d.
measurement and gadget error models. Define a generalized notion of a weight w for an operator
history to be the total number of failures (measurement or gadget) involved. Using this definition,
the link and corner failures w(s)

link and w(s)
c at s ≥ 1 are otherwise defined in the same way as in the

previous subsection. Then, for s ≥ 2, we can use the same logic as in the previous subsection to
show the same bounds w(s)

link ≤ w
(s−1)
c , w

(s)
c ≤ 2w(s−1)

link .
To produce a more explicit bound, we need to know the values of the minimal failure weights

at s = 1. Consider first the measurement error model. It is not hard to argue analytically that
w

(1)
link = 1 and w(1)

c = 2.30 For the gadget error model, failing an M0 can fail both a level-1 corner
or link, so w(1)

link = w
(1)
c = 1. Solving the recursion relations generated by Eq. 5.57 with these initial

conditions then gives
w

(s)
link ≤ 2⌊(s−s0)/2⌋, w(s)

c ≤ 2⌊(s+1−s0)/2⌋, (5.59)

30A single measurement error on a clean input can only fail a single T h/v
0 gadget in a way which creates two

anyons along a single row or column of the lattice. This can lead to a link failure, but it is straightforward to see
that this can never produce a corner failure. One may also verify that two such T h/v

0 failures can produce a corner
failure (e.g. failures which occur in the second step of the first Rv

0 and the fifth step of the first Rh
0 in EC1).
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Figure 10: Memory times under repeated application of F T s−1(EC) gadgets for s = 1, 2, 3 under the i.i.d.
qubit noise model with noise strength p, showing both the relaxation time t

(s)
rel (left panel) and the relaxation

time normalized by circuit depth of F T s−1(EC), t
(s)
rel /∆s (right panel). The dashed lines are fits to power law

scalings t
(s)
rel ∼ p−2⌊(s+1)/2⌋

suggested by Eq. (5.61). For s = 2 this fit matches the scaling of t
(2)
rel only at the

smallest values of p; at larger values of p the data is better described by a steeper t
(2)
rel ∼ p−3 scaling.

where the offset s = −1 for the qubit noise model, s0 = 0 for the measurement error model, and
s0 = 1 for the gadget error model.

Figure 11: Relaxation times in the toric code automaton under strength-p i.i.d. measurement noise (left) and
i.i.d gadget noise (right). t

(s)
rel is shown normalized by ∆s, the depth of F T s−1(EC). The dashed lines are fits

to power-law scalings suggested by Eq. (5.61), with offsets s0 = 0 for measurement noise and s0 = 1 for gadget
noise.

For the gadget error model, these bounds are tight for s ≤ 3: this follows from w
(3)
link, w

(3)
c ≥ 2

by the nilpotence of FT 2(EC) (see Lemma 5.5). Since the qubit and measurement error models
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can be obtained as special cases of the gadget error model, the minimal failure weights in these
models must be at least as large as those in the gadget error model; together with the above results
regarding w(1)

link/c in these models, this shows that the bounds are saturated at s ≤ 3 for all cases

except possibly for w(3)
link/c and w

(2)
c in the qubit error model, and w

(2)
link, w

(3)
c in the measurement

error model. We have verified that the bounds on the above weights with s = 2 are saturated by
exhaustive numerical search. We were unable to perform a similar search for the above weights
with s = 3, but a Monte Carlo sampling of error configurations suggests that the bounds indeed
remain tight.

At small error rates, we expect the scaling of the relaxation time with p to agree with the
expression that one obtains by assuming that the relaxation time is dominated by the probability
of the smallest-weight configurations, namely t

(s)
rel ∼ p−w

(s)
link . This is a reasonable assumption in

the limit of large system sizes when p/pc ≪ 1 because in that case, minimal-weight events should
dominate the probability of logical failure. With this expectation and our (admittedly limited)
evidence about the tightness of the bounds on minimal-weight events, we propose the following
conjecture:

Conjecture 1. The following statements hold:

1. The bound in Eq. (5.59) is tight for qubit, measurement and gadget error models with model-
specific values of s0.

2. For a p-bounded error model, there exist model-specific positive constants C, γ, s0 such that
the relaxation time t(s)

rel below threshold in the p → 0 limit is determined by the minimum-
weight logical failure event:

t
(s)
rel ∼ (Cpγ)−w

(s)
link ∼ (Cpγ)−2max(0,⌊(s−s0)/2⌋)

. (5.60)

3. For i.i.d. qubit, measurement and gadget error models with error rate p,

t
(s)
rel ∼ p−w

(s)
link ∼ p−2max(0,⌊(s−s0)/2⌋)

(5.61)

where s0 = −1, 0, 1 for qubit, measurement, and gadget error models, respectively.

The factor 1/2 in the exponent of ⌊(s− s0)/2⌋ can be understood as having to go two levels up
each time in order to achieve logical error probability suppression (as opposed to the 34 levels used
in our main fault tolerance result). We now use Monte Carlo simulations to investigate the extent
to which this conjecture is true at small system sizes s ≤ 3. In these numerics, t(s)

rel is estimated
by sampling random noise realizations for a particular error model and running the automaton
until a logical failure (as determined by the result of performing an ideal decoding) occurs. The
results of doing this for the simplest i.i.d. qubit error model are shown in Fig. 10. At the smallest
values of p, a good fit to the scaling predicted by Conjecture 1 with s0 = −1 is observed. For
s = 2 the relaxation time at larger values of p instead scales as t(2)

rel ∼ p−3—faster than the ∼ p−2

scaling predicted from Conjecture 1—with the expected ∼ p−2 scaling appearing to be recovered
at smaller values of p. This crossover is likely attributable to an entropic effect: the number of
ways to fail FT (EC) using three errors may be much larger than the number of ways to fail using
two errors, so Monte Carlo more frequently probes these configurations (such that an expansion of
t
(2)
rem in 1/p reads t(2)

rel ∼ Ap−2 +Bp−3 + · · · with B ≫ A).
Fig. 11 shows relaxation times for the i.i.d. measurement and gadget error models. In both

cases, Conjecture 1 yields good fits to the estimated values of t(s)
rel at the smallest values of p. Similar

to the case of t(2)
rel in the i.i.d. qubit error model, crossovers between a faster-diverging scaling at

larger p to a slower-diverging scaling form at smaller p (which agrees with Conjecture 1) are
observed for s = 2 in the gadget-based noise model (where s0 = 1), and s = 3 in the measurement
error model (where s0 = 0).
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6 Constructing a 3D time translation-invariant memory
In the previous section, we proved that the toric code automaton is fault tolerant. Specifically, a
fault tolerant encoding F̃ T

n
(C) with p-bounded noise simulates C experiencing Ap2n

-bounded noise
(for inner simulation level k ≤ 34). However, the toric code automaton is hardwired, and thus, the
local rules are not specified in a time translation-invariant way. An unfortunate consequence of this
is that in order to implement the automaton, a reliable read-only “program” storing O(logL) bits
is needed per each qubit to encode the instruction set for the level-0 gadgets that are applied at
different points in time. This makes the decoder not intrinsically local since one needs to reliably
and fault tolerantly store this read-only memory as well, which is not possible if the size of the
memory per site diverges in the thermodynamic limit.

Fortuitously, we may get around this issue simply by going one spatial dimension up. This gives
us a simple 3D construction that inherits the properties of the 2D automaton but is fault tolerant
without the need for a logarithmically-sized read-only memory per qubit. This is a fully fault
tolerant and local scheme in discrete time which on an L×L×L′ lattice on a three-dimensional torus
will encode 2L′ logical qubits. Thus, due to the large encoding rate, it is capable of performing
quantum computation as well, which we will not discuss in this paper. The scheme is still not
translation-invariant in space, but this does not contradict locality (in that no read-only memories
of divergent size are required to implement the circuit).

First, we will define the notion of a layering (foliation) for the 2D toric code automaton.

Definition 6.1 (Layering of the toric code automaton). Consider a fault-tolerant circuit F̃ T
n
(I0)

corresponding to one period of the toric code automaton operation. Choosing, for simplicity, L =
3nk, call ∆ = poly(L) the depth of this circuit.

Consider a stack of 2∆ two-dimensional layers in three dimensions with periodic boundary
conditions, forming a lattice of dimensions (L)x × (L)y × (2∆)z. A layering of the toric code
automaton is an assigned spatial pattern of elementary gadgets to the 2∆ layers. Layers with
coordinate z = 2t are associated with elementary gates in the circuit F̃ T

n
(I0) at timestep t, and

layers with coordinate z = 2t+ 1 are associated with a layer of I0 gates.

With the description of the layering above, we can define the 3D automaton for the toric code:

Definition 6.2 (3D automaton for layers of the 2D toric code). Consider a layering of the 2D
toric code automaton with 2∆ layers. Initialize each of the 2∆ layers to each individually host a
logical state of the 2D toric code. The 3D automaton for the toric code applies elementary gadgets
according to the following prescription:

• (t = 4s): Apply the gadgets in each layer determined by the layering, Def. 6.1;

• (t = 4s+1): Apply a transversal swap gate between the layers: SWAP((x, 2t), (x, 2t + 1))
where the notation (x, t) specifies the spatial location x and the layer t. The two arguments
of the swap gate label the spatial locations of the two qubits which are swapped. This step is
labeled ‘SWAPs (even)’ in Fig. 12 because this occurs for even (t− 1)/2.

• (t = 4s+2): Another application of the gadgets in each layer determined by the layering,
Def. 6.1;

• (t = 4s+3): Apply a transversal swap gate SWAP((x, 2t+1), (x, 2t+2)). This step is labeled
‘SWAPs (odd)’ in Fig. 12 because this occurs for odd (t− 1)/2.

This defines a time-periodic operation with period 4.

This also resembles the “Toom layering construction” introduced in [52].
We now provide some intuition for why these steps are necessary. The 3D automaton works by

foliating the toric code automaton in space and moving layers (each corresponding to a toric code)
through the 3D space. The “clock” governing the operation of the 2D automaton is now laid out
along the additional spatial dimension. Consider a “moving frame” that follows any given initial
toric code state as it is acted upon by the automata and is swapped from layer to layer. The toric
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Figure 12: An illustration of the 3D automaton operating on layers of 2D toric code realizing a time translation-
invariant memory of 4∆ logical qubits. This automaton is defined on a three-dimensional torus with dimensions
L × L × 2∆ and operates with a constant period of 4 time steps; ∆ is defined to be the depth of the F̃ T

n
(I0)

circuit of the 2D automaton. In each period of its operation, at even times t, the 3D automaton first applies
elementary gates in individual layers: at spatial position (x, y, z = 2τ) in even-z layers, the rule applies the
same elementary gadgets as the 2D automaton executes at location (x, y) and time τ ; odd-z layers simply idle.
At even times t, the layers are transversely swapped. When (t − 1)/2 is even, the layers with coordinates 2z
with 2z + 1 are swapped (labeled by SWAPS(even)), and when (t − 1)/2 is odd, the layers with coordinates
2z + 1 with 2z + 2 are swapped (labeled by SWAPS(odd)).

code state will then experience the circuit corresponding to the toric code automaton, interspersed
with idle and the timesteps when the entire layer is being transversally swapped.

Let us now explain why 2∆ (rather than ∆) layers are needed. The operation of simultaneously
moving all of the toric code layers by one step cannot be implemented locally (more formally, one
would say that such a one-dimension global shift constitutes a nontrivial one-dimensional QCA
which cannot be implemented with a constant-depth circuit), and the only way to do so is to add
auxiliary layers in between. With an auxiliary set of layers, the shift of all toric code layers is done
in two steps: first, we shift the toric codes from the gadget layer to the auxiliary layer, and second,
we shift the toric codes from the auxiliary layer to the next gadget layer. Half of the toric codes
move through space in the one direction while the other half move in the opposite direction. This is
fine because the toric code automaton rule is symmetric once laid out in an extra dimension. Note
that we impose periodic boundaries in the third dimension so that moving a toric code around the
3D substrate emulates the action of repeatedly applying the 2D automaton circuit.

The proof of fault tolerance of this 3D automaton (in the presence of additional errors that are
possible on identity gates in auxiliary layers and in SWAP gates) follows analogously to the 2D
case:

Theorem 6.1. Consider the 3D automaton defined in Def. 6.2. Assuming a perfect initialization
of each of the 2∆ layers to a logical state of the toric code, so that the layer with coordinate z is in
the state |ψ⟩⟨ψ|. We then run the 3D toric code automaton on this input. We assume a p-bounded
gadget noise model, where, in addition to the usual definition, each SWAP gate is also treated as an
elementary gadget. Then, the state at time t (which will be located at coordinate (z + t) mod 4∆,
denoted ρt, fulfills

∥ρt − |ψ⟩⟨ψ|∥1 ≤ C

⌈
t

4∆

⌉
· (Ap)2(log3 L)/k

(6.1)

where k = 34, and A,C are some constants.

Proof. The proof follows from tracking a given copy of the toric code (“going to a moving frame”)
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as its state is moved along the z direction by swap gates and acted upon by the gadgets of the
automaton and idle steps in between swaps. The swap steps viewed in the “moving frame” become
idle steps. The noise supported on swap gates, upon measuring the stabilizer in the layer we are
tracking and the neighboring layers becomes projected onto correlated Pauli noise on qubits in
the support of the faulty swap gate. For the purposes of analyzing the state in a given layer, the
failures of these gates can be simply viewed as p-bounded noise on individual qubits.

First, consider the layer with z = 0. The action of the 3D automaton viewed in the moving
frame associated with this layer becomes equivalent to repeated application of L(F̃ T

n
(I0)) with

the addition of idle steps and the modification of the noise model. The proofs of Corollary 5.5 and
the properties leading to it apply to this case without major changes.

For the layers initialized at z ̸= 0, the action of the 3D automaton viewed in the moving frame
is similarly equivalent to repeated application of L(F̃ T

n
(I0)) (similarly with addition of idle steps

and the modification of the noise model), except the circuit of L(F̃ T
n
(I0)) starts with its action

at time ⌈z/2⌉, possibly starting with between one and three times steps of idles and swaps. We
denote the circuit that produces the state at time t as L(F̃ T

n
(I0))[z, (z + t) mod 4∆] (where the

arguments correspond to the timesteps when the modified circuit stops and ends. In this case,
we follow the proofs of Corollary 5.3 and 5.5, noting that due to noiseless initialization, we can
formally write |ψ⟩⟨ψ| = L(F̃ T

n
(I0))[0, z] ◦ |ψ⟩⟨ψ|. This completes L(F̃ T

n
(I0))[z, (t + z) mod 4∆]

to L(F̃ T
n
(I0))[0, (t+ z) mod 4∆], where the first z steps are noiseless. The rest of the arguments

in the proofs of Corollary 5.3 and 5.5 apply.

We assumed noiseless initialization in the theorem above. In the case of noisy initialization,
one would similarly start by preparing an appropriate product state on all individual qubits and
then running the automaton for the duration of time t ≥ 8∆ which is needed for each layer to
certainly undergo a complete circuit of L(F̃ T

n
(I0)) at least once. Then, similar considerations to

those in the proof of Prop. 5.4 can be applied to demonstrate reliable initialization.
While the 3D automaton is time-independent, it heavily relies on the assumption of operating

in discrete time. In particular, if we assume that each operation is applied according to some
continuous-time Poisson process, the automaton might no longer have a threshold. As we discussed
in the outlook, this leaves open the important question of whether a local continuous-time quantum
memory exists in a physical number of spatial dimensions.

Finally, let us briefly discuss the PCA model, in which the noise model takes into account
gadgets skipping measurements that they should apply at each time step. Similarly to Sec. 5.3.1, we
will outline an argument but leave a rigorous proof to the future work. In fact, similar arguments
as in Sec. 5.3.1 suffice to show that this effect can be absorbed by a p-bounded gadget error
model with some effective p. However, the supports of these gadgets will more naturally be three-
dimensional. Nevertheless, the correlations between faults in different layers does not affect the
proof of Thm. 6.1 as a p-bounded gadget error model with three-dimensional support is equivalent
to a Cpγ-bounded gadget error model assuming a two dimensional support of gadgets for some
positive constants C, γ.
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A Noise models and X/Z decoupling
We assume that the reader is familiar with the basics of error correction with the toric code (see,
e.g., Ref. [5]), and make only the minimum amount of definitions needed to establish notation.
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A.1 Quantum automata and noise model
Consider a lattice with a qubit on every edge. The local Hilbert space describing the quantum
states of these qubits will be denoted H. We will refer to the collection of all edges of the lattice
as L1. We will be considering stabilizer codes in what follows, which we will refer to using the
notation S = ⟨gi⟩, with gi denoting the generators of the stabilizer group (which we will sometimes
refer to as “checks” of the code). We will only be interested in the situation where S is a topological
stabilizer code, in which case there exists a generating set such that each generator is associated
with some location in space (be it a vertex, edge, or a plaquette of the lattice). The set of all such
locations will be denoted by L0.

When we use the term “quantum noise”, we simply mean a quantum channel:

Definition A.1. Quantum noise Et : L(H) → L(H) acting at time t is a quantum operation

Et(ρ) =
∑

µ

Kt,µρK†
t,µ (A.1)

where
∑

µ K†
t,µKt,µ = 1 and Kt,µ can depend arbitrarily on

⋃
ν{K1,ν , . . . ,Kt−1,ν}.

Definition A.2 (Error syndromes). A syndrome σv ∈ F2 denotes the value of a measurement of
the stabilizer generator (check) at location v ∈ L0: σv = 0 corresponds to a measurement outcome
of 1 and σi = 1 corresponds to a measurement outcome of −1 (“a violated stabilizer”). We say
that there is a non-trivial syndrome at v if σv = 1.

For a stabilizer state |ψ⟩, the syndromes of the state syn(|ψ⟩) is a vector valued in Fn
2 where n

is the number of stabilizer generators (checks), whose ith component is 1 if gi |ψ⟩ = − |ψ⟩ and 0 if
gi |ψ⟩ = |ψ⟩.

Definition A.3 (Syndrome of an operator). Given a stabilizer code S = ⟨gi⟩, the syndrome of a
Pauli operator syn(O) is a vector valued in Fn

2 where n is the number of checks, whose the i-th
component is 1 if [O, gi] = −1 and 0 otherwise. Here, [A,B] = A−1B−1AB denotes the group
commutator.

A non-Pauli operator is associated with a definite syndrome σ if it is a linear combination of
Pauli operators Oi with syn(Oi) = σ.

For a CSS code, it is possible to group syndromes into synX and synZ corresponding to the
outcomes of measurement of Z- and X-type Pauli stabilizers, respectively. A discussion of how
one can formally decouple the errors into X and Z types when analyzing the automaton can be
found in Subsec. 3.1.

Our construction of the toric code automaton utilizes the approach of (local) measurements and
(local) feedback: the automaton measures the local stabilizer generators of the toric code (which
does not modify the logical state), and applies operations conditioned on nearby measurement
outcomes. We call this the “local measurement and feedback model”:

Definition A.4 (Measurement and feedback model). A measurement and feedback model is a
quantum dynamical system that takes a stabilizer group S as input and operates on a lattice of
qubits in the following way. At each time step t, it:

(a) Measures all of the stabilizer generators in L0, obtaining syndromes σ,

(b) Applies the feedback operator Ft(σ) in the Pauli group which is conditioned on the syndrome
measurements,

(c) Discards the syndrome measurement outcomes, and

(d) Applies a noise channel Et with Kraus operators Kt,µ.

As a quantum operation, one step of the measurement and feedback model, which we denote by Mt,
acts on a state ρ via

Mt(ρ) =
∑
σ,µ

Kt,µFt(σ)Π(σ)ρΠ(σ)Ft(σ)K†
t,µ. (A.2)

where Π(σ) is a projection onto the subspace of states with syndrome σ.
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We emphasize that according to (c), measured syndromes do not have to be stored.
A local measurement and feedback model is defined completely analogously, except that the

feedback operator at a given time Ft(σ) factors into a product of local feedback operators where
each operator depends only on syndromes in a local region.

Under the premise of the measurement and feedback model, since all the stabilizer generators
of the code are measured at each time step, the following simplification of the noise model can be
made:

Lemma A.1 (Collapsed noise model). Assume that we start in a syndrome-free logical state |ψ⟩⟨ψ|
(i.e. one with no non-trivial syndromes) of a quantum stabilizer code, run a measurement and
feedback automaton up to time t− 1 and apply the measurement step at time t, obtaining the state
ρt−1. Suppose that ρt−1 can be written as

ρt−1 =
∑
Ht−1

p(Ht−1)
(

t−1∏
τ=1

Ot−τ Ft−τ (σt−τ )
)

|ψ⟩⟨ψ|

(
t−1∏
τ=1

Ot−τ Ft−τ (σt−τ )
)†

≡
∑
Ht−1

p(Ht−1)ρt−1,Ht−1 (A.3)

where p(·) is some probability distribution related to the noise model and Ht−1 is the noise history,
which is a set of pairs {(Oτ , Eτ )}t−1

τ=1, with Oτ an operator having definite syndrome which is
applied by noise at time τ and Eτ a set of qubit locations at time τ where noise can act. We will
also call Hτ = (Oτ , Eτ ). The operators {Fτ }t

τ=1 are feedback operators whose arguments depend
on syndromes of operators O⃗ = {O1, . . . ,Oτ }, and σt is the syndrome of the state ρt−1,Ht−1 .
Together, they satisfy the consistency condition

στ = syn (Oτ−1Fτ−1(στ−1)) ⊕ στ−1 (A.4)

for 1 ≤ τ ≤ t − 1, where σ0 = 0. Thus, ρt−1,Ht−1 = |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ| with |ϕ⟩ having syndrome σt. Because
ρt−1,Ht−1 depends on Ht−1, σt depends on it as well, which we keep implicit.

We then apply the feedback step and noise step of Mt using noise channel Et. After the mea-
surements at time t + 1 have been performed, there exists a probability distribution p(Ht|Ht−1)
such that the effect of the feedback and noise at time t can be equivalently written as the following
CPTP (completely positive and trace preserving) map:∑

σt+1

Π(σt+1)Mt(ρt−1)Π(σt+1) =
∑
Ht

p(Ht|Ht−1)p(Ht−1)OtFt(σt)ρt−1,Ht−1Ft(σt)†O†
t (A.5)

where σt+1 = syn(OtFt(σt)ρt−1,Ht−1Ft(σt)†O†
t ) are the syndromes measured at time t+1, and the

operators Ot can be written as

Ot = α(t)Pt +
∑

i

β(i)(t)LiPt (A.6)

with normalization |α(t)|2 +
∑

i |β(i)(t)|2 = 1, Pt ∈ PN (PN denoting the N -qubit Pauli group)
satisfies syn(Pt) = syn(Ot), and Li is in the set generated by logical X and Z operators of the
stabilizer code (excluding the identity operator). These operators define what we will henceforth
call the collapsed noise model.

Proof. Assuming the form of ρt−1 in the statement, to obtain ρt we first apply the feedback op-
erator ρt−1 →

∑
Ht−1

p(Ht−1)Ft(σt)ρt−1,Ht−1F†
t (σt) since the feedback operator only depends on

syndromes and syn(ρt−1,Ht−1) = σt. We then define ρ̃t−1,Ht−1 = Ft(σt)ρt−1,Ht−1F†
t (σt). Following

Eq. A.2, we then apply noise Et, which acts as

Et

∑
Ht−1

ρ̃t−1,Ht−1

 =
∑
Ht−1

∑
µ

p(Ht−1)Kt,µ(Ht−1)ρ̃t−1,Ht−1K†
t,µ(Ht−1), (A.7)
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and thus after the subsequent round of stabilizer measurements at time step t+ 1, we can write∑
σt+1

Π(σt+1)Mt(ρt−1)Π(σt+1) =
∑

σt+1, µ,
Ht−1

p(Ht−1)Π(σt+1)Kt,µ(Ht−1)ρ̃t−1,Ht−1K†
t,µ(Ht−1)Π(σt+1)

(A.8)

We will now argue that Kt,µ can be replaced by a simpler operator. We are free to decompose Kt,µ

in terms of a basis of operators

Kt,µ(Ht−1) =
∑

ε

ct,µ(ε|Ht−1)Ot,µ(ε) (A.9)

where Ot,µ(ε) is a linear combination of Pauli operators whose syndrome is ε. We note the following
identity∑

σt+1

Π(σt+1)Ot,µ(ε)ρ̃t−1,Ht−1Ot,µ(ε′)Π(σt+1) = δε,ε′Ot,µ(ε)ρ̃t−1,Ht−1Ot,µ(ε′), (A.10)

and therefore, we may write∑
σt+1

Π(σt+1)Mt(ρt−1)Π(σt+1) =
∑

µ,ε,Ht−1

|ct,µ(ε|Ht−1)|2p(Ht−1)Ot,µ(ε)ρ̃t−1,Ht−1O†
t,µ(ε). (A.11)

We then define31 p(Ht|Ht−1) = |ct,µ(ε|Ht−1)|2. Finally, we need to prove the decomposition
of Ot,µ(ε). Consider two operators Pt(ε) and P ′

t (ε), which have the same syndrome ε but have
the property that Pt(ε)P ′

t (ε) is in the stabilizer group. For any density matrix λ with definite
syndromes, we have giλgi = λ for gi any element of the stabilizer group, and we can write
P ′

t (ε)λP ′
t (ε) = Pt(ε)λPt(ε). Then, we can fix some Pt(ε) ≡ Pt, and any operator Ot,µ(ε) ≡ Ot,µ

can be written as a sum of terms of the form LiPt, where Li are generated by the logical operators
of the code. This gives the decomposition in Eq. A.6 for Ot,µ.

Note that the form of the density matrix in Eq. A.3 follows from the result in Lemma A.1 if
we always formally group the next round of measurements with the current step of the operation
of the automaton. In that case, the Lemma above proves the inductive step for the claim that
Eq. A.3 holds at every point in time (the base case of t = 0 is trivial).

The probability distribution p(Ht−1) is over the history of noise locations and operators up
to time t − 1. Since the above statement was formulated for a general channel, p(Ht−1) can be
arbitrary, but in this paper we will be only considering channels where p has a certain p-bounded
property, corresponding to the channel having decaying correlations in spacetime, which we will
discuss shortly below. Furthermore, we can write the effect of t steps of the measurement and
feedback channel followed by a measurement at time t + 1 as Mp,t ◦ Mp,t−1 ◦ · · · ◦ Mp,1(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|)
(where the subscript ‘p’ stands for Pauli), where

Mp,t(ρt−1) =
∑
Ht

p(Ht−1)OtFt(σt)ρt−1,Ht−1Ft(σt)†O†
t . (A.12)

Henceforth, we will be working with the effective channels {Mp,t}32.

Definition A.5 (Noise history/realization). Consider T rounds of measurement and feedback dy-
namics under noise model E, which, due to the discussion above, can be treated as a set of effective
channels Mp,1,Mp,2, · · · ,Mp,T . Then, the noise history (which we also call noise realization)
HT is the trajectory specifying the set of spacetime qubit locations for the noise (also called set of
noise locations) E =

⋃T
t=1 Et and the history of operators O⃗T = {O1,O2,O3, · · · ,OT } (with time

steps indicated by the subscripts) applied due to the noise. Using Lemma A.1, we can write each
Ot = αtPt +

∑
i β

(i)
t LiPt.

31One can see that p(Ht|Ht−1) is a probability distribution over Ht by taking a trace of both sides of∑
µ

K†
t,µKt,µ = 1.

32This essentially can be understood a version of the path integral over trajectories corresponding to different
noise operator histories.
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Based on the definition above, it follows that
⋃T

t=1 supp(Ot) ⊆ E.33 Moving forward, it is
more convenient to deal with a purely Pauli error model. For this, we will need an additional
assumption, with which we can prove the Proposition below:

Proposition A.1 (Approximate noise model). Consider a noise history specified by HT under the
noise model E. By Lemma A.1, we write each Ot = α(t)Pt +

∑
i β

(i)(t)LiPt such that among all
operators in the sum, Pt is the Pauli operator with the smallest weight. Writing

Mp,t ◦ · · · ◦ Mp,1(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|) =
∑
Ht

p(Ht)ρt,Ht
, (A.13)

we introduce an approximate noise model that modifies the probability distribution in the effective
operation of the measurement and feedback automaton in the following way:

Mp,appr,t ◦ · · · ◦ Mp,appr,1(|ψ⟩⟨ψ|) =
∑
Ht

q(Ht)ρt,Ht
, (A.14)

where q is defined such that q(Ht) = 0 for each Ht where at least one component of O⃗t =
{O1,O2, . . . ,Ot} has β(i) ̸= 0 and q(Ht) = p(Ht)/η otherwise, where η is a global normaliza-
tion factor. Further assume that for a given noise history, the probability that Hτ = (Oτ , Eτ )
has β(i)

τ ̸= 0 for some i is ≤ exp(−KL) for some constant K. We will say that this automaton
experiences an approximate noise model.

Then, if ρ(t) is the state of the measurement and feedback automaton under the collapsed noise
model at time t, and ρappr(t) is the state of the automaton under the approximate error model at
time t, the trace distance T (·) between these states can be bounded by

T (ρt, ρappr,t) = 1
2∥ρt − ρappr,t∥1 ≤ t · exp(−KL). (A.15)

Proof. The normalization constant η is the complement of the probability that at least one of the
operators has non-zero β

(i)
τ ; by a union bound and the assumption of the Proposition, we have

η ≥ 1 − t · exp(−KL). Finally, calling S the set of noise histories Ht where there exists at least
one Oτ with corresponding β(i)

τ non-zero, we define

λ = 1
1 − η

∑
Ht∈S

p(Ht)ρt,Ht
(A.16)

which is a normalized density matrix. Furthermore,

ρt = ηρappr,t + (1 − η)λ. (A.17)

Then,
T (ρt, ρappr,t) ≤ ηT (ρappr,t, ρappr,t) + (1 − η)T (λ, ρappr,t) ≤ t · exp(−KL) (A.18)

As we will soon show, the realistic noise model that we work with indeed satisfies the condition
for the approximate noise realization. Before discussing this, let us finally define a quantum
automaton and its gadgets.

Definition A.6 (Elementary stabilizer quantum gadget). Given a stabilizer code S = ⟨gi⟩ and a
noise realization (under the approximate noise model) specified by HT (such that each operator Ot

is in the N -qubit Pauli group), an elementary stabilizer quantum gadget applied after the time step
t − 1 is a quantum operation G : L(H) → L(H) with local qubit support suppq(G) ∈ L1 and local
vertex support suppv(G) ∈ L0 that operates between the time steps t− 1 and t and:

(a) Measures stabilizer generators of the code on the input state in some local region R0 ⊆
suppv(G) (usually, R0 ⊂ suppv(G)), obtaining syndromes σ ∈ F|R0|

2 (called input syn-
dromes),

33Note that
⋃T

t=1 supp(Ot) ⊆ E is not an equality, since noise need not apply an operator at every point in E.
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(b) Applies an operator O(σ) (feedback) supported on some local region Rq ⊆ suppq(G) (usually,
Rq ⊂ suppq(G)) that is conditioned on the syndromes obtained in step (a) and is an element
of the Pauli group, and

(c) Applies the noise operator in its support that is sampled from the noise model p(Ht|Ht−1)
(examples mentioned in Remark 5 and Def. A.10).

We will also refer to the elementary gadget as operating at time t implying that it operates between
time steps t− 1 and t.

Definition A.7 (Stabilizer quantum gadget). Given a stabilizer code S = ⟨gi⟩ and a noise model,
a stabilizer quantum gadget G is a quantum operation G : L(H) → L(H) composed of a finite
number of elementary stabilizer quantum gadgets.

Its spatial qubit support suppq(G) and vertex support suppv(G) are the union of qubit supports
and vertex supports of constituent elementary gadgets, respectively. Its spacetime qubit and vertex
supports are the unions of qubit supports and vertex supports of constituent elementary gadgets,
respectively, together with their associated time steps.

In our construction, the measurement and feedback model will be implemented by a set of local
gadgets that together constitute a stabilizer quantum automaton.

Definition A.8 (Stabilizer quantum automaton). A stabilizer quantum automaton for a stabilizer
code S = ⟨gi⟩ and a given noise model is a circuit A : L(H) → L(H) comprised of (stabilizer
quantum) gadgets associated with S that each has local support and domain. A stabilizer quantum
automaton is a depth-t circuit of elementary gadgets that evolves an initial density matrix ρ(0) to
a density matrix ρ(t).

We will call the collection of all elementary gadgets acting at time t in the automaton a layer
of gadgets, which we will denote by L(G). We will always assume that the action of neighboring
elementary gadgets is parallelizable (i.e. they can be defined to act simultaneously) even if their
supports overlap. In particular, by simultaneous we mean that two gadgets with overlapping
supports can be applied in either order and the output would not change. In our construction, we
will always have this property for any pair of gadgets with overlapping supports acting at the same
time step. We will also say that the layer is formed by tiling the gadgets. We will assume that the
union of supports of all elementary gadgets in a given layer L(G) is the lattice of qubits L1.

Definition A.9 (Damage). Call |ϕ⟩ the initial logical state of a stabilizer automaton with stabilizer
group S. Consider a state |ψ⟩ = O |ϕ⟩ where O is a Pauli operator. We call any operator O′ such
that O′O ∈ S the damage of the state |ψ⟩.

According to the definition above, we call damage any suitable operator belonging to an equiv-
alence class of operators with a given syndrome whose equivalence relation is set by multiplication
by stabilizers.

We will also call Lg,t the set indexing the spacetime locations of all elementary gadgets that
are applied at step t. For x ∈ Lg,t, G(x, t) is the gadget at a corresponding spacetime location
(we assume that we have fixed some convention to uniquely associate a spacetime location to
each elementary gadget in the circuit). We also denote the set of all spacetime locations of the
elementary gadgets within the automaton as Lg =

⋃
t Lg,t.

The definitions and properties of the noise shown until now did not depend on the nature of
the probability distribution p(H) and are generally applicable. Now, we will finally discuss the
constraints on the probability distribution under which the local automaton will be fault tolerant.

Remark 5 (Applying qubit error model in automaton). A qubit error model is implemented in
an automaton using the following scheme. Given noise realization HT , for each time step t, we
choose a decomposition Ot =

∏
i Ot,i where supp(Ot,i) ∩ supp(Ot,j) = ∅ for i ̸= j so that Ot,i

is contained in the support of a single elementary gadget. The operators {Ot,i} are applied by
elementary gadgets at each step according to Def. A.6(c).

Definition A.10 (Gadget error model). The noise model E is called a gadget error model if, for
any noise realization HT determining O⃗T = {O1, . . . ,OT −1,OT } and E, we additionally specify
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sets of elementary gadgets (identified by their coordinates) FE = {F1, F2, . . . , FT }, with Ft ⊆ Lg,t,
such that the support of each f ∈ Ft overlaps with E, and E is contained in the union of supports
of the gadgets in FE. We call Ft the set of failed elementary gadgets at time t.

In addition, for each time step t, we specify the partition Ot =
∏

i Ot,i where each Ot,i is con-
tained in the support of ft,i ∈ Ft. These operators are applied by elementary gadgets in Def. A.6(c).

Technically, any gadget error model is implicitly parametrized by the set of supports of ele-
mentary gadgets. Note that we will always assume that the union of supports of all elementary
gadgets applied at each time step t covers the entire lattice.

Definition A.11 (p-bounded qubit error model). A noise model E is called a p-bounded qubit
error model, if, for any noise realization H with set of noise locations E and any set of spacetime
qubit locations A, it satisfies

P[A ⊆ E] ≤ p|A|. (A.19)

The class of p-bounded noise includes i.i.d qubit noise, but also allows for quite generic forms
of correlated noise. The analysis in this paper should also be readily modified to account for other
types of noise like coherent and non-Markovian noise [22, 10].

Definition A.12 (p-bounded gadget error model). A gadget error model EG is a p-bounded gadget
error model if, given noise realization H with a set of noise locations E, an associated set of failed
gadgets FE, and any set Ag ⊆ Lg, it satisfies

P[Ag ⊆ FE ] ≤ p|Ag|. (A.20)

We note that the gadget error model is implicitly parameterized by the set of supports of ele-
mentary gadgets. The condition on the p-boundedness of a noise model suppresses the probability
of large noise events.

Next, we show that different error models corresponding to different choices of gadgets are
equivalent (and they are also equivalent to the qubit error model) as long as the support of gadgets
contains a constant number of qubits:

Lemma A.2. Any p-bounded gadget error model is a pα-bounded qubit error model for 0 < α ≤ 1
depending on the maximum number of qubits in the support of any elementary gadget included in
the gadget error model.

Any p-bounded qubit error model is a Cpβ-bounded gadget error model for constants C, β ≥ 1
depending on the maximum number of qubits in the support of any elementary gadget.

Proof. Suppose we have a p-bounded gadget error model. Call A a set of qubits, and Ag the
associated set of gadgets which the qubits in A are supported on. For a noise realization E and
the set of failed elementary gadgets FE corresponding to E,

P[A ⊆ E] ≤ P[Ag ⊆ FE ] ≤ p|Ag|. (A.21)

Finally, since |Ag| ≥ α|A| for some 0 < α ≤ 1, we have P[A ⊆ E] ≤ (pα)|A|, and thus, the error
model under consideration must be a pα-bounded qubit error model.

For the second statement, suppose we have a p-bounded qubit error model. For a noise realiza-
tion E and the corresponding set of failed elementary gadgets FE (we can choose any such valid
set arbitrarily, i.e. as long as it satisfies Def. A.10), consider an arbitrary set of gadgets Ag. We
may then write

P[Ag ⊆ FE ] ≤ P

 ⋃
A:A∼Ag

(A ⊆ E)

 ≤
∑

A:A∼Ag

P [A ⊆ E] , (A.22)

where, after the first inequality, we take a union over events where A ∼ Ag is a subset of qubit
locations that are contained in the union of supports of all gadgets in Ag such that support of each
gadget in Ag contains an element of A.

The number of such sets A ∼ Ag is ≤ C |Ag| for C a constant related to the maximum number
of qubits in the support of a gadget. Therefore∑

A∼Ag

P [A ⊆ E] ≤
∑

A∼Ag

p|A| ≤ p|A|C |Ag|, (A.23)
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and using |A| ≥ β|Ag| for β ≥ 1 another O(1) constant related to the gadget support sizes,
P[Ag ⊆ FE ] ≤ (Cpβ)|Ag| and therefore, the model under consideration must be a Cpβ-bounded
gadget error model.

This Lemma proves that any two p-bounded gadget error models (even involving a different
set of elementary gadgets with different support sizes) are, in fact, equivalent by some rescaling
p → Cpγ for constants C and γ, which does not affect the existence of a threshold. Thus, it suffices
to choose a “canonical” set of gadget supports for the p-bounded gadget error model.

We also need the following fact, as most of our analysis henceforth will apply to approximate
noise models rather than exact ones.

Fact 6. The approximate noise model constructed from a p-bounded qubit noise model is a p(1+ε)-
bounded qubit noise model, where ε → 0 when L → ∞.

Proof. Given a p-bounded qubit noise model p(Ht), the corresponding approximate noise model
q(Ht) by construction satisfies q(Ht) ≤ p(Ht)/η where η = 1 − ε(L) with ε(L) vanishing as
L → ∞. This immediately proves the fact.

By the previous Lemma, this Fact also holds for the gadget error model. Therefore, without
loss of generality, we can always assume some canonical p-bounded gadget error model where all
operators that are applied by the noise are Pauli.

In the classical cellular automaton literature, it is also standard to treat the cellular automaton
as probabilistic, wherein there is a small probability that at a given time a particular rule will not
be applied. In the classical case, the errors that occur from not applying a given rule can be simply
absorbed into the gadget error model. However, in the quantum case, not doing a measurement is
distinct from a gadget failure, so this technically comprises a different kind of noise model:

Definition A.13 (Probabilistic quantum automaton). A probabilistic quantum automaton is a
stabilizer quantum automaton where the event of not performing a measurement and feedback op-
eration in a set of spacetime points is sampled from a p-bounded probability distribution.

The definition above is not the most general one, as we could technically also include the
possibility of performing wrong measurement and feedback operations. Such a wrong measurement
does not necessarily commute with the surrounding stabilizers and thus, cannot be performed
simultaneously with them. Thus, since we are operating in discrete time and assume that all
the measurements are performed simultaneously, we need to slightly modify our model to deal
with these kinds of errors. We discuss this setting in more detail in Section 5 and provide some
arguments for why our construction should still remain fault tolerant in this more general setting.

A.2 The toric code
Though we assume the reader is familiar with stabilizer codes, we will present the stabilizer group
of the toric code for completeness:

Definition A.14 (Toric code stabilizer group). Consider a square lattice with periodic boundary
conditions (i.e., the torus T2) and associate qubits with the links. The stabilizer group of the toric
code is generated by the following operators:

Av =
⊗
e∈δv

Ze, Bp =
⊗
e∈∂p

Xe (A.24)

for every vertex v and cell (square plaquette) p. Here, δv denotes the set of links that touch vertex
v and ∂p denotes the set of links in plaquette p.

This code defines 2 logical qubits on a torus. Generalizing our decoder for toric codes on other
lattices (and to more general cellulations) and manifolds will not be addressed in this work. For the
toric code, the logical X operators correspond to products of Pauli X operators on homologically
nontrivial loops of the primal lattice (and for logical Z, a product of Pauli Z operators around
homologically nontrivial loops of the dual lattice). The codestate which is the +1 eigenstate of both
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logical Z operators (we denote it |00⟩) is an equal-weight superposition of all possible configurations
of |0⟩ , |1⟩ states of physical qubits where |1⟩ states form a homologically trivial configuration of
loops on the lattice. The remaining logical basis states can be generated by applying logical X
operators to this state (which is achieved in a depth-1 circuit). Moving forward, the goal of the
toric code automaton will be to preserve an arbitrary logical state, which can be written as a
superposition |ψ⟩ = α00 |00⟩ + α01 |01⟩ + α10 |10⟩ + α11 |11⟩.

Let us show that for a measurement and feedback automaton operating with the toric code
stabilizers, we can replace the noise model with an approximate noise model if the former is a
p-bounded gadget error model. The argument above can be extended to an automaton for any
stabilizer code as long as it has a distance scaling polynomially with L (though the combinatorial
aspect of the argument would need to be suitably modified).

Lemma A.3. Consider a stabilizer quantum automaton for the 2D toric code on an L× L torus.
If the noise model Ep is a p-bounded gadget error model, then for sufficiently small p, it can be
replaced with an approximate noise model while obeying T (ρt, ρappr,t) ≤ t · exp(−KL) for some
positive constant K and sufficiently large L.

Proof. Following Prop. A.1, we need to show the assumption that the marginal distribution p(Hτ )
with associated operator Oτ has the property that β(i)

τ ̸= 0 has probability ≤ exp(−KL) for some
constant K. Note that Oτ can only be a Pauli operator Pτ (and not a linear combination thereof)
if the union of supports of failed gadgets At does not support a logical representative L. Therefore,
β

(i)
τ can be non-zero only if the gadgets that failed at timestep τ contain the support of a logical

representative, which in the toric code forms a non-contractible cycle of the torus.
We now show that this event occurs with negligible probability. In order to contain a logical

representative at time slice τ , a connected path of gadgets of length ≥ L/a must fail, where a is
an O(1) constant denoting the maximum linear extent of an elementary gadget (the toric code
automaton has a = 3). Call Bt a path of failed gadgets. From the definition of p-boundedness,
P[Bτ ⊂ E] ≤ pL/a. The number of such paths Bτ is the number of self-avoiding walks on the
“gadget lattice” at fixed time slice τ , where vertices correspond to gadgets, and edges connect two
vertices if two gadgets are adjacent or share corners. The number of such walks is ≤ L2(D−1)L/a,
where D is the degree of the gadget lattice (including gadgets touching corners, the degree is ≤ 12
for the toric code automaton) and the factor of L2 comes from the number of starting points of
the walk at fixed time slice τ . Thus

P[∃Li : supp(Li) ⊂ E] ≤
∑
Bτ

P[Bτ ⊂ E] ≤ L2(11p)L/a. (A.25)

where Li is some nontrivial logical operator. Therefore, following Prop. A.1, we show that the
probability that the above holds for all time slices up to time slice t is ≤ L2t · (11p)L/a, which for
some constant K proves the Lemma.

Thus, due to Prop. A.1, Fact 6 and Lemma A.3, it is sufficient to consider the approximate
Pauli noise model from here on.

Because the toric code is a CSS quantum code (meaning that each stabilizer is either an X- or
Z-type Pauli operator), it is possible to decompose its action into two independent X and Z parts.

Under an approximate noise model, consider an arbitrary noise operator history {O1,O2, · · · ,OT }.
We can decompose the noise operator at each time step into Pauli X and Z parts (ignoring incon-
sequential phase factors in if the error is Y = iXZ), i.e. Ot = O(X)

t O(Z)
t . Using this, we define an

X-type and Z-type automaton and the associated gadgets for the toric code:

Definition A.15 (X and Z-type elementary gadgets). Assume a gadget noise model that, for each
noise operator history, specifies X- and Z-type noise operators O(X)

t,i and O(Z)
t,i which are applied

due to failed elementary gadgets.
An X-type elementary gadget G(X) is defined similarly to Def. A.6, but which involves measure-

ments of Z-type stabilizers only and applies X-type Pauli feedback only. Then, to an X-type gadget
at time step t we assign the Pauli noise operator O(X)

t,i on the support of the gadget suppq(G(X)).
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Similarly, a Z-type elementary gadget G(Z) involves measurements of X-type stabilizers and
applies Z-type Pauli feedback. The Pauli noise operator O(Z)

t,i is assigned to the support of a Z-type
gadget at time t.

If the toric code automaton is such that its elementary gadgets are of X and Z type only, one
can view it as a layer of simultaneously applying type-X elementary gadgets and type-Z elementary
gadgets at each time step. We note that, with this definition, the operator Ot that is applied can
be interpreted as gadget failure of a certain set of X and Z gadgets.

We define an X-type toric code automaton associated with the full toric code automaton to
be the isolated action of X-type gadgets only, with noise restricted to be of X-type only. This
automaton is built fromX-type non-elementary gadgets, which are comprised ofX-type elementary
gadgets. The Z-type toric code automaton is defined analogously.

We now show that the simultaneous operation of X-type and Z-type automata can be equiva-
lently determined by running the two automata separately and combining their actions in a simple
way.

Fact 7. Assume that we have a toric code automaton that operates with X and Z-type gadgets
running for T time steps that experiences an approximate gadget noise model. Sample a noise
realization HT with a history of noise operators {O1,O2, · · · ,OT }, and assume that the initial
state is a toric code state of the form O(X)

in O(Z)
in |ψ⟩ where O(X/Z)

in are the input damage operators
and |ψ⟩ is a syndrome-free initial logical state of the toric code.

Then, one can determine the total operator applied by the automaton (i.e. due to both its
feedback and the noise) under this noise realization by independently running the X and Z-type
automata whose outputs give the operators O(X)

tot,T and O(Z)
tot,T , and multiplying these operators

together.

Proof. Recall that due to Lemma A.1 we can absorb the effect of the arbitrary noise operation
followed by stabilizer measurements into some effective probability distribution of Pauli operators
applied at each time step, where the distribution is p-bounded. At each timestep t, the total
operator applied by the toric code automaton consists of the feedback applied by all the X-
type gadgets F (X)

t , the feedback applied by all the Z-type gadgets F (Z)
t , and the noise operator

Ot = O(X)
t O(Z)

t . Assuming that the input state at this timestep has a total operator that has
been applied to it due to the noise and operation of the automaton Otot,t−1 = O(X)

tot,t−1O(Z)
tot,t−1,

the feedback applied by the X-type (Z-type) gadget depends only on the X (Z) part of this
operator, i.e. F (X)

t ≡ F (X)
t [O(X)

t ,O(X)
tot,t−1] and F (Z)

t ≡ F (Z)
t [O(Z)

t ,O(Z)
tot,t−1] except for F (X)

1 ≡
F (X)

1 [O(X)
1 ,O(X)

in ] and F (Z)
1 ≡ F (Z)

1 [O(Z)
1 ,O(Z)

in ]. The total operator applied to the toric code
state relative to the initial state after time step t is

(
F (X)

t O(X)
t

)
O(X)

tot,t−1

(
F (Z)

t O(Z)
t

)
O(Z)

tot,t−1. In
addition, we can freely commute X and Z-type operators acting on the state because we can ignore
any inconsequential negative signs.

Using the given form of the input state and using this decomposition at each time step, we
find that the total operator acting on the toric code state during the entire operation decomposes
into

(∏T
t=1 F (X)

t O(X)
t O(X)

in

)(∏T
t=1 F (Z)

t O(Z)
t O(Z)

in

)
. We recognize each of these operations as the

operator applied due to separate action of the X and Z-type toric code automaton.

Due to this decoupling, we will introduce a p-bounded “decoupled” error model where Z-type
gadgets experience Z errors and the X-type gadgets experience X errors, defined below.

Definition A.16 (p-bounded decoupled gadget error model). Consider an approximate noise
model, where for noise realization HT with set of noise locations E and noise operator history
{O1,O2, · · · ,OT } we write Ot = O(X)

t O(Z)
t . We then partition E = EX ∪EZ so that EX and EZ

denote sets of the spacetime locations of qubits marked for being possibly acted upon by X and Z

operators, respectively, and
⋃

t supp(O(X)
t ) ⊆ EX and

⋃
t supp(O(Z)

t ) ⊆ EZ .
We additionally specify sets of failed elementary gadgets FEX

= {F (X)
1 , F

(X)
2 , . . . , F

(X)
T } and

FEZ
= {F (Z)

1 , F
(Z)
2 , . . . , F

(Z)
T } with F

(X/Z)
t ⊆ L(X/Z)

g,t , such that the support of each f (X/Z) ∈
F

(X/Z)
t overlaps with EX/Z , and EX/Z is contained in the union of supports of the gadgets in
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FEX/Z
. For each time step t, we can choose a decomposition O(X/Z)

t =
∏

i O(X/Z)
t,i where each

O(X/Z)
t,i is contained in the support of f (X/Z)

t,i ∈ F
(X/Z)
t .

We call this noise model a p-bounded decoupled gadget noise model if, for any subsets of space-
time locations of X-type and Z-type elementary gadgets AX and AZ , we have:

P[(AX ⊆ FEX
) ∧ (AZ ⊆ FEZ

)] ≤ p|AX |+|AZ |. (A.26)

Lemma A.4. A p-bounded decoupled gadget error model is a Cpα-bounded approximate qubit error
model for some α < 1.

A p-bounded approximate qubit error model is a C ′pβ-bounded decoupled gadget error model for
constants C ′, β > 1.

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma A.2.
To show the first statement, consider an arbitrary set of spacetime locations of qubits A. We

can write
P[A ⊆ E] ≤

∑
A

(X)
g ,A

(Z)
g :A(X)

g ∪A
(Z)
g ∼A

P[(A(X)
g ⊆ FEX

) ∧ (A(Z)
g ⊆ FEZ

)] (A.27)

where we take the sum over all possible sets of X- and Z-type gadget locations A(X)
g and A

(Z)
g

such that the support of each gadget in the set contains at least one element in A and the union
of supports of all gadgets in A

(X)
g and A

(Z)
g contains A (denoted by A(X)

g ∪A
(Z)
g ∼ A).

Under a p-bounded decoupled gadget error model as well as using the fact that there exists a
constant 0 < α ≤ 1 such that |A(X)

g | + |A(Z)
g | ≥ α′|A| for all A(X)

g and A(Z)
g with A(X)

g ∪A(Z)
g ∼ A,

we have that P[(A(X)
g ⊆ FEX

) ∧ (A(Z)
g ⊆ FEZ

)] ≤ pα|A|. Using that the total number of such sets
is D3|A| (the factor of 3 is because each qubit location is either assigned to A(X)

g , A(Z)
g , or to both)

for some constant D, we can write∑
A

(X)
g ,A

(Z)
g :A(X)

g ∪A
(Z)
g ∼A

P[(A(X)
g ⊆ FEX

) ∧ (A(Z)
g ⊆ FEZ

)] ≤ (D3p)α|A| (A.28)

choosing C = D3, we obtain the first statement of the Lemma.
For the second statement of the Lemma, we designate a partitioning E = EX ∪ EZ such that

p(O, E) can be now represented as p(O, EX , EZ). EX,Z are in addition chosen such that if a given
qubit is in EX but not in EZ , the noise operator supported on this qubit can only be Pauli X or
identity, and similarly for EZ . We then choose any set of X-type gadgets FEX

such the support of
any gadget fX ∈ FEX

contains at least one location in EX and EX is contained within the union
of supports of all the gadgets in FEX

. Similarly, we choose any set of Z-type gadgets FEZ
such the

support of any gadget fZ ∈ FEZ
contains at least one location in EZ , and EZ is contained within

the union of supports of all the gadgets in FEZ
. Then, choose arbitrary sets of X-type and Z-type

gadgets A(X)
g and A

(Z)
g . We can write

P[(A(X)
g ⊆ FEX

) ∧ (A(Z)
g ⊆ FEZ

)] ≤ P

 ⋃
A:A∼A

(X)
g ∪A

(Z)
g

(A ⊆ E)

 ≤
∑

A:A∼A
(X)
g ∪A

(Z)
g

P [A ⊆ E] ,

(A.29)
where A ∼ A

(X)
g ∪ A

(Z)
g denotes that A is contained in the union of all gadget supports in A

(X)
g

and A(Z)
g , and additionally that the support of each gadgets in A(X/Z)

g contains at least one qubit
from A. The number of such sets is ≤ C |AX

g |+|AZ
g | for some constant C. Therefore∑

A:A∼A
(X)
g ∪A

(Z)
g

P [A ⊆ E] ≤
∑

A:A∼A
(X)
g ∪A

(Z)
g

p|A| ≤ p|A|C |AX
g |+|AZ

g |, (A.30)

We can then write |A| ≥ β(|AX
g | + |AZ

g |) for some β > 0, and obtain the second statement of the
Lemma.
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We remark that Lemma A.2 will also hold for p-bounded approximate qubit and gadget noise
models. Together with the Lemma that we just proved, this implies that any p-bounded decoupled
gadget noise model is equivalent to any p′-bounded approximate gadget noise model for some
appropriately chosen p′, and is equivalent to a p′′-bounded approximate qubit noise model for
some appropriately chosen p′′.

When defining the toric code automaton, we will first define its X and Z-type elementary
gadgets. Due to Fact 1, we can then focus on X-type gadgets only, which are used to define the
X-type toric code automaton. The Z-type automaton can be constructed in the same way by
working on the dual lattice. The full toric code automaton can be obtained by considering X- and
Z-type automata separately and combining their actions at the end.

We will then show that the X-type toric code automaton is fault tolerant (in the sense that it
protects the state against X-type logical failures) under an approximate p-bounded gadget noise
model. Because the Z-type automaton is analogous, it will have the same properties as the X-type
one. Then, in Corollary 5.3, we will show that the fault tolerance of the toric code automaton
under (a more general) p-bounded noise model follows from these properties.

Remark 6. We remark that thus far, we defined the toric code automaton under an approximate
decoupled gadget error model only. This is because analyzing an error model with X and Z-type
elementary gadget failures is much more convenient.

A more natural error model for the quantum toric code automaton should include the possibility
for a failed gadget to apply an arbitrary Pauli noise channel. A toric code automaton operating
under such a noise model can be defined in the following way. Consider the same automaton of
X- and Z-type elementary gadgets, but modify the way the noise is applied. In particular, “pair”
X and Z gadgets acting in the same time step, such that an X-type gadget at location (x, y) is
associated with a Z-type gadget on a dual lattice at location (x + 1/2, y + 1/2). We unite the
supports of this pair of gadgets and view them as a single gadget, with the p-bounded gadget noise
model now defined with respect to these gadgets.

Due to Lemma A.2 and A.4, this more general noise model is equivalent to the decoupled gadget
error model upon appropriate rescaling of p.

Due to the results in Fact 1 and Lemma A.4, we will consider the X-type automaton only in
most of what follows. This effectively reduces the problem we are dealing with to a classical one.
Most of the paper will be dedicated to constructing the X-type automaton and proving its fault
tolerance. We will show that fault tolerance of the full automaton in Corollary 5.3.

B Review of the extended rectangles (exRec) formalism
In this Appendix, we will review extended rectangle method of Aliferis, Gottesman, and Preskill [22,
23, 10] for proving fault tolerance in concatenated code constructions. We want to start with some
circuit C, either classical or quantum, and produce a ‘simulated’ version of the circuit FT (C). If
each component in the circuit fails with probability p, then the probability that the output of
the circuit C is wrong is large. We want FT (C) to have an error suppression property, where the
effective error per component C will scale like O(pα) for α > 1 – then, recursively repeating this
procedure will yield scalable error suppression. The way to realize the fault tolerant simulation of
circuit C is by replacing it with a new circuit where each bit is now several bits and corresponds
to a logical bit of a small code, and between each gate Gi and Gi+1 in the circuit (which is now
an ‘encoded’ or ‘logical’ gate) one inserts an error correction unit which we will call EC. A layer
of EC units are also added at the beginning and the end of the circuit. As a result, the simulated
circuit is slightly larger than the original circuit.

Both the encoded gates and the EC unit need to satisfy certain conditions. Before writing
them down, we must define a notion of an r-filter and an ideal decoder. In particular, suppose
the small code has the set of codewords S of some stabilizer code or classical F2-linear code on
n qubits (or bits). For now, we will use notation consistent with that in Ref. [23]. We will also
illustrate the concept with classical codes for simplicity, although the generalization to quantum
codes is straightforward.
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Definition B.1 (r-filter). Define

Sr = {c : ∃ s ∈ S, wt(c+ s) ≤ r} (B.1)

which is the set of elements that are at most distance r from a codeword. An r-filter is an operation
that projects onto the subspace Sr of configurations.

An ideal decoder is a map from {0, 1}n where n is the number of physical bits in the code
to {0, 1}k where k is the number of encoded bits and simply performs an error correction and a
read-out operation (which are assumed to be done in the absence of errors), extracting the values
of the logical bits. Note that for Tsirelson’s automaton the decoder simply performs a majority
vote, with n = 3 and k = 1. We emphasize that r-filters and ideal decoders are not physical
components of the circuit but just auxilliary tools that will be helpful to us.

Definition B.2 (Gate and EC conditions). The Gate A and B conditions can be schematically
depicted as:

and two conditions for EC which we will call EC A and EC B can be depicted as:

Here and in the rest of the paper, the equality between circuit diagrams holds up to an application
of an operator in the stabilizer group of the code to the output state. In this notation, the triangle
corresponds to an ideal (noiseless) decoder, the double lines correspond to encoded bits (qubits)
and the single line corresponds to a single unencoded bit (qubit). EC gadgets are labeled. The thin
rectangle corresponds to the r-filter, with the value of r labeled on its top right. The letters s next to
the gate/EC gadgets indicate the number of faults that have occurred in the implementation of these
operations. The Gate A and Gate B properties each have two associated figures. The top figure
shows the condition for a single-bit gate (such as the NOT gate) while the bottom figure shows the
condition for a two-bit gate (such as the AND gate). The generalization to > 2-bit gates follows
similarly. Finally, the values of r and s in these conditions must satisfy an inequality relating to
the distance of the small code used for the simulation:

Gate A:
∑

i

ri + s ≤ t Gate B:
∑

i

ri + s ≤ t

EC A: s ≤ t EC B: r + s ≤ t

(B.2)

where t is the maximum number of errors that can be guaranteed to be corrected by a noiseless EC
gadget, related to the distance of the small code via d = 2t+ 1.

Let us provide a bit of intuition for these conditions. For the Gate A property, we require that
if an input state is conditioned on being r-close to a codeword, then a gate with s faults does not
push the input state more than r + s distance from any codeword assuming r + s ≤ t. This does
not necessarily require that the input state remains near the same codeword; in reality, it can jump
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to a different codeword so long as it remains close to one. The Gate B property implies that the
input state undergoes the correct logical operation so long as it is sufficiently close to a codeword
and the gate has few faults inside. The EC A property is perhaps the trickiest to satisfy: the input
state can be arbitrary, but we require that the input state gets sent near a codeword under the
EC unit, even if the EC unit has s ≤ t faults. However, the input state needs not to be mapped
to the closest codeword, any codeword will do. Finally, the EC B property implies that if a state
is almost a codeword and a faulty error correction operation is performed on it, the state should
still remain close to the codeword so that it can still be properly read out by the ideal decoder. Of
course, we demand the total faults r + s ≤ t.

Now we review the method of proving fault tolerance of simulated circuits from [23] (the figures
in this subsection are adapted from Ref. [23]). Consider circuit C and its fault-tolerant simulation
FT (C). We are going to define an extended rectangle for each operation to be a region in spacetime
containing both the operation as well as the preceding and succeeding error correction modules.
For encoding and decoding operations, it is a little different but we do not need to be currently
concerned with them. Examples are shown below:

1-qubit gate exRec 2-qubit gate exRec

idle gate exRec (B.3)

We now define properties of extended rectangles, which we will call good/bad and correct/incorrect.
These are defined with respect to ideal decoders which are placed at the end of the circuit. The
logic is that if a rectangle does not contain too many faults, we can pull an ideal decoder through
this rectangle, replacing the physical bits of the error correcting code with a single bit and the
logical gate with a clean gate acting on the single bit. We then similarly pull decoders through the
rest of the simulated circuit to get the original circuit C.

Definition B.3 (Good/Bad exRecs). An extended rectangle is good if the total number of faults
in all of the components in its support is ≤ t. Otherwise it is bad.

Definition B.4 (Correct/Incorrect exRecs). An extended rectangle for a single bit gate is correct
if:

(B.4)

and an extended rectangle for a multi-bit gate is correct if:

(B.5)

Otherwise the extended rectangle is said to be incorrect.

An important result can be shown thanks to the EC and gate properties is (we reproduce the
proof below):

Proposition B.1. If an extended rectangle is good, then it is correct.
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Proof. The proof follows from the chain of diagrammatics below (assuming s1 + s2 + s3 ≤ t).

(B.6)
For completeness, we provide the properties used in each line:

• Line 1: EC A

• Line 1 to 2: Gate A

• Line 2 to 3: EC B

• Line 3 to 4: Gate A (should be understood as equivalence between lines 3 and 4 due to Gate
A)

• Line 4 to 5: Gate B

• Line 5 to 6: EC A (should be understood as equivalence between lines 5 and 6 due to EC A)

Therefore, if all extended rectangles are good, then one can simply pull the decoder through
the entire simulated circuit FT (C), producing the original circuit C:

Proposition B.2. If a noisy fault tolerant simulation FT (C) of circuit C has all of its extended
rectangles good, then following FT (C) with a layer of decoders D⊗n, one per simulated bit, results
in the same action as C.

This means that the logical information processed by the computation was unaffected by errors.
However, the likelihood that all exRecs are good is small. In the situation when an exRec is bad,
there are a couple of issues that come to mind. The first is that extended rectangles overlap. If
two bad extended rectangles overlap, we cannot properly quantify whether the faults occurred in
the support of their intersection or not. This is problematic since it could be the case that with
probability p2 two exRecs can be bad, and the effective error probability per exRec is p, which
indicates no error suppression. To avoid this overcounting issue, we must ensure that no bad
extended rectangles can have overlapping support. This is fixed through a truncation procedure,
motivating the definition below:

Definition B.5 (Truncated exRec). A truncated extended rectangle is an extended rectangle where
one or more of the succeeding EC units are removed.

A truncated extended rectangle is good if the total number of faults in both the operation, pre-
ceding EC unit, and any remaining succeeding EC units is ≤ t. Otherwise, it is bad.
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A truncated extended rectangle is correct if (for a single-bit gate):

(B.7)

or for a two-bit gate (generalizable to an n-bit gate):

(B.8)

or

(B.9)
Else, the truncated extended rectangle is said to be incorrect.

Truncated extended rectangles have very similar properties to regular extended rectangles:

Proposition B.3. If a truncated extended rectangle is good, then it is correct.

Proof. To show that truncation does not matter we use the identity that an EC unit with zero
faults followed by an ideal decoder is equal to an ideal decoder. Then, one can simply insert an EC
unit with zero faults before the ideal decoder, and the proof reduces to that for the untruncated
case.

Truncated extended rectangles are utilized when an extended rectangle is bad, for reasons
discussed previously. However, the way in which we assign extended rectangles is not necessarily
unique. The following procedure gives a reasonable way to assign extended rectangles which is
sufficient for our purposes. First, divide the circuit into timeslices, where each time slice contains
some number of gates. Call the depth of the circuit T .

Algorithm 2 (Labeling of good and bad exRecs and truncation). The following algorithm is used
to label and truncate exRecs:

1. Start with all gates at time t = T .

2. Construct extended rectangles for each of these gates at time t and determine whether they
are good or bad.

3. If an extended rectangle is bad, truncate all extended rectangles occurring directly before it
and which overlap with it.

4. Decrement t → t − 1 and go to step 2 with the truncated extended rectangles replacing the
assignment of extended rectangles at depth t− 1 if needed.

5. End when t = 0.

Finally, we discuss what happens when we try to pull a decoder past a bad extended rectangle,
either truncated or untruncated. For this, we need to define a ∗-decoder.

Definition B.6 (∗-decoder). A ∗-decoder is a decoder with an additional data line where the
syndromes (values of check operators) are stored. It is denoted as below:

(B.10)
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Intuitively, an ideal decoder corresponds to a ∗-decoder with the additional data line forgotten.
When dealing with bad rectangles, the state to be decoded is often far from a codeword and the
ideal decoder produces an incorrect result which depends on the measured sydromes. However, for
good rectangles, the state is close enough to a codeword that the correct logical operation is always
applied. This motivates the following definitions for correctness in the presence of a ∗-decoder.

Definition B.7. An extended rectangle is correct in the presence of a ∗-decoder if

(B.11)

where E is an arbitrary operation (corresponding to the change in the values of the syndromes
under a logical operation).

Proposition B.4. Correctness of any extended rectangle (truncated or otherwise) implies correct-
ness under the ∗-decoder.

Under a bad extended rectangle, the effective action of a gate after pulling a ∗-decoder through
the exRec obeys

(B.12)

where there is a conditional action on the values of the syndromes but we do not need to know
the particular action. Importantly, this action is localized to the affected qubit and the data line
and we can continue to push the decoder past other successive good rectangles without incurring
additional failures due to previous bad exRecs.

We will now prove the main statement of the Appendix, i.e. a p-bounded error model in
thecircuit FT (C) yields an O(pt+1)-bounded error model in the simulated circuit C.

Theorem B.1. Consider a circuit C and construct the fault tolerant simulation of it FT (C). If
noise model for gate failure FT (C) is p-bounded for some p, then by pulling a layer of ∗-decoders
through the simulated circuit, one recovers the circuit C simulated with the noise model for gate
failure that is is Apt+1-bounded with some constant A.

Proof. We start by inserting ∗-decoders at the end of FT (C). When we pull the ∗-decoders through
FT (C), we obtain the circuit C with some of the components faulty. We want to determine the
probability that set F is faulty. We know that each element in F must have been part of a bad
extended rectangle, and for each gate U ∈ C there is only one extended rectangle containing U .
Furthermore, due to the truncation procedure, all bad extended rectangles are disjoint. However,
though all rectangles in F are faulty, the exact positions of these extended rectangles depend on
the number of faults in other locations in C since different fault patterns can result in the extended
rectangle associated to f ∈ F being truncated or untruncated.

We can define a minimal set of errors as the smallest set of possible errors needed to make every
component in F fail. In this case, we need at least t + 1 failures in an exRec corresponding to a
component in F . For one exRec R, there is a constant number of fault locations for t + 1 errors
(call this constant A′), we have that (from a union bound along with the p-bounded condition):

P (R is bad) ≤
∑

i(1),i(2),··· ,i(t+1)∈R

P
(
i(1), i(2), · · · , i(t+1) ∈ E

)
≤ A′pt+1. (B.13)

The true value of A′ strongly depends the kind of gate that is contained within the exRec (and
can be considerably larger for two-bit/two-qubit gates). However, here we are going to bound
everything by some global constant A′. Let us assume that the maximum number of bits/qubits
involved in a single gate is k. Now if we want the probability that all components in f ∈ F are
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bad (for simplicity, we will label f an integer from 1 to |F |):

P (f is bad ∀f ∈ F ) =
∑

{Rf }

P (f is bad ∀f ∈ F and Rf is assignment of exRec) ,

≤
∑

{Rf }

∑
{i

(1)
f

,··· ,i
(t+1)
f

∈Rf }

P
(
i
(1)
f , · · · , i(t+1)

f ∈ E ∀f ∈ F and Rf

)
,

≤
∑

{Rf }

A′|F |p(t+1)|F | ≤ (2kA′pt+1)|F | (B.14)

where {Rf } is a valid assignment of exRecs to locations in f ∈ F following the algorithm proposed
earlier and {i(1)

f , · · · , i(t+1)
f ∈ Rf } are sets of k + 1-tuples of fault locations in each exRec. The

third line follows from the logic described previously applied to each bad exRec along with the fact
that bad exRecs are disjoint, and the extra factor of 2k comes from the fact that there are at most
2k|F | possible extended rectangle configurations one can draw if F is completely faulty. Calling
A = 2kA′ proves the claim.

C Additional data for some of the proofs
In this Appendix, we produce the output for some of the computer-assisted proofs that were utilized
in the main text, particularly in Sec. 4 and Sec. 5.

C.1 Lemma 4.3, proof of (EC A)k,m
Here, we display the output of a brute force computation used to prove (EC A)k,m (which we
will simply refer to as EC A for brevity in the following) for Tsirelson’s automaton. Recall that
in the proof, we needed to check that running M1 on an arbitrary input state and following
with Z⊗3

0 will not create what we call an irreversible configuration. This is simply a coarse-
grained configuration that does not have an inverse under M1. The only two such irreversible
configurations are (000 111, 000) and (111 000 111). To check that neither of these configurations is
obtained, we do the computation indicated in Table 1. In particular, labels of the columns are the
input coarse-grained configurations, where (abc)1 = (aaa bbb ccc). Labels of rows are the damage
configurations that we F2-add on top of the input. We then run the gadget Z⊗3

0 ◦ M1 with this
input and show its value in the corresponding cell. The fact that none of the cells contain either
of the irreversible configurations (010)1 or (101)1 means that our gadgets passed the desired test.

Note that there is an alternative proof to EC A that requires one to double the operation of
the error correction gadget and eliminates the need to do this computer search. This was used for
the toric code automaton for the purposes of making the proof shorter.

C.2 Lemma 5.5, proof of nilpotence of toric code gadgets
In this appendix we discuss the algorithm34 that was used in order to verify nilpotence of the
gadgets in the toric code automaton. Recall that when determining nilpotence of EC, we can
assume a clean input state thanks to additional assumptions discussed in the Lemma 5.5 and the
linearity property in Prop. 5.1. Algorithms 3 and 4 below explain how we show nilpotence assuming
input state that is coarse-grained to linear points of respective gadget at level ℓ. Algorithms 5
and 6 extend the results to arbitrary level-ℓ coarse-grained input for gate gadgets at level ℓ, which
is needed to deal with damage occurring at the nonlinear points of M.

Algorithm 3. Computes level-ℓ output damage for a specific level-0 G(0)
0 gadget failure. Input: a

sequence of gadgets (G(aℓ)
1 ,G(aℓ−1)

1 , · · · ,G(a1)
1 ) obtained from the address [G(aℓ)

ℓ ,G(aℓ−1)
ℓ−1 , · · · ,G(a1)

1 ,G(a0)
0 ].

1. Initialize D as the set of all possible errors (damage outputs) that can be caused by failure of
the level-0 gate G(a0)

0 (which is equal to either I0, T h/v
0 or Mh/v

0 ) on its support.

34All computer generated results in this Appendix were obtained by the code available at [25].
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Input
Damage (000)1 (001)1 (010)1 (011)1 (100)1 (101)1 (110)1 (111)1

(000 000 000) (000)1 (001)1 (000)1 (011)1 (100)1 (111)1 (110)1 (111)1
(001 000 000) (000)1 (001)1 (000)1 (011)1 (100)1 (111)1 (110)1 (111)1
(010 000 000) (000)1 (001)1 (000)1 (011)1 (100)1 (111)1 (110)1 (111)1
(011 000 000) (100)1 (111)1 (110)1 (111)1 (000)1 (001)1 (000)1 (011)1
(100 000 000) (000)1 (001)1 (000)1 (011)1 (100)1 (111)1 (110)1 (111)1
(101 000 000) (100)1 (111)1 (110)1 (111)1 (000)1 (001)1 (000)1 (011)1
(110 000 000) (100)1 (111)1 (110)1 (111)1 (000)1 (001)1 (000)1 (011)1
(111 000 000) (100)1 (111)1 (110)1 (111)1 (000)1 (001)1 (000)1 (011)1
(000 001 000) (000)1 (001)1 (000)1 (011)1 (100)1 (111)1 (110)1 (111)1
(000 010 000) (000)1 (001)1 (000)1 (011)1 (100)1 (111)1 (110)1 (111)1
(000 011 000) (000)1 (011)1 (000)1 (001)1 (110)1 (111)1 (100)1 (111)1
(000 100 000) (000)1 (001)1 (000)1 (011)1 (100)1 (111)1 (110)1 (111)1
(000 101 000) (000)1 (011)1 (000)1 (001)1 (110)1 (111)1 (100)1 (111)1
(000 110 000) (000)1 (011)1 (000)1 (001)1 (110)1 (111)1 (100)1 (111)1
(000 111 000) (000)1 (011)1 (000)1 (001)1 (110)1 (111)1 (100)1 (111)1

Table 1: The output of a brute-force computation showing that M1 is reversible with an arbitrary m = 1
damage. Only symmetry-inequivalent configurations for damage are listed. Since there are no outputs in the
form (010)1 or (101)1, we conclude that the output of M1 is reversible to some clean input.

2. Start with j = 1 and the level-1 gadget G(aj)
1 ◦ EC

⊗Kaj

1 .

3. Update D
D → {ε′∣∣ ∃ε ∈ D : ε′ = Γ[G(aj−1)

1 ◦ EC
⊗Kaj−1
1 , ε]}. (C.1)

where the error ε is located at the spacetime location x corresponding to the level-reduced
(to level-0) address of the G(aj−1)

j−1 gadget within G(aj)
j ◦ EC

⊗Kaj

j (which is the information
implicitly included in the error address).

4. Set j → j + 1, go to Step 3.

5. End when j = ℓ, and output D.

To show nilpotence, one would need to apply this algorithm manually for all possible addresses
for errors and show that there exists a single ℓ for which the output damage set DGℓ

will become an
empty set. Instead, we will find it convenient to use the following simplified algorithm that includes
all possibilities for the noise while going up level by level (which may lead to an overestimate of
the nilpotence level):

Algorithm 4. Input: integer ℓ corresponding to the length of a gadget sequence.

1. Initialize DI , DT h ,DT v ,DMh , DMv as the set of all possible errors that can be caused by
failure of individual I0, T h

0 , T v
0 , Mh

0 , and Mv
0 gates on their support.

2. For each G(a)
1 , call EG(a)

1
the noise effectively experienced by G1 ◦ EC⊗K

1 is a set of (x, ε)
containing errors ε that are produced by failures DI , DT , and DM at all possible locations
x in G1 ◦ EC⊗K

1 .

3. Start with j = 1.

4. For each G, compute (or update)

EG =
{

(x, ε)
∣∣ ε ∈ DG′ ,

(
G1 ◦ EC⊗K

1
)

(x) = G′} (C.2)

where
(
G1 ◦ EC⊗K

1
)

(x) determines the type of the level-0 gadget at spacetime point x inside
the level-1 gadget G1 ◦ EC⊗K

1 .
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5. For each G, update DG via

DG → {ε′∣∣ ∃ε ∈ EG : ε′ = Γ[G1 ◦ EC⊗K
1 , ε]}. (C.3)

6. Set j → j + 1, go to Step 4.

7. End when j = ℓ, output DG for all G.

The need to separately consider vertically and horizontally oriented T0 and M0 gadgets arises
from the lack of π/2 rotation symmetry of the R0 gadget. A diagram describing this computation is
illustrated below (for simplicity, we denote G′ to be the map Γ on G1 ◦EC⊗K

1 and ε for all possible
ε in respective E , and abuse notation by not distinguishing between vertically- and horizontally-
oriented gadgets).

DG(a0) DG(a1) DG(a2) DG(a3)

DI DI DI ∅

DT DT DT ∅

DM DM DM ∅

I′ I′ I′

M′ M′ M′

T ′ T ′ T ′

T ′

I
′

T ′

I
′

T ′

I
′

M ′

T
′

M ′

T
′

M ′

T
′

M
′

I
′

M
′

I
′

M
′

I
′

The damage sets DG for the iterations were computed explicitly via software until they yielded
empty sets. For j = 0, it is all possible errors in the support of the respective level-0 gadget.
When j > 0, we find the damage sets to be (in the following figures, black dots represent syndrome
locations corresponding to particular damage realizations; we also denote the number of iterations
of the algorithm in the superscript of the gate)

(C.4)

(C.5)

Accepted in Quantum 2026-04-28, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 111



(C.6)

For the next level up,

(C.7)

(C.8)

(C.9)
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One curious point is that the damage configurations appear to almost always satisfy a ‘mirror’
symmetry (i.e. for every damage with syndrome σ, the vertically and horizontally reflected version
of the damage is present too), even though the leading EC units to every gadget do not obey this
symmetry. The exception is in DT (1)

v
, where the third element in the second row does not have its

horizontal reflection present.
An additional observation is that upon going up two levels, the gadget error model turns into

a link error model (in which the only possible gadgets failures are ones which create syndromes on
the endpoints of a single link), similar to the case of wire error model that we originally considered
for Tsirelson’s automaton (notice that the last error in DT (2) looks like three vertical link errors;
however, an input wire-model error that looks like a failure of a single vertical link at the middle
position produces this damage as an output under an operation of noiseless T h

1 gadget; thus, this
damage is equivalent to a single link failure).

Later in the proof, we also reduce the analysis some sequence of gadgets (G(ar)
1 ,G(ar−1)

1 , · · · ,G(ar)
1 )

with input syndromes (σ(r), σ(r−1), · · · , σ(1)), assuming that each σ(i) is coarse-grained at respec-
tive level i. We first defined the map Γ[G1, σ, ε] which operates as follows: we discard the syndrome
damage σ on linear points in Σ1 (which we can always add later to the output because of linear-
ity) and thus, assume a syndrome damage σ which has support entirely on non-linear points of
respective in Σ1. We then evolve G1 under this input with an isolated level-0 fault ε inside of it
before applying a clean EC⊗K

1 , and following the output by the pushforward map Φ. Then we
perform a suitable iteration of this procedure. The difference with what we did before is that we
also need to track the input syndrome at the non-linear locations of the gadgets. This procedure
is summarized by the following algorithm:

Algorithm 5. Computes level-ℓ output damage for a specific gadget failure G(a0)
0 . Input: a sequence

of gadgets (G(ar)
1 ,G(ar−1)

1 , · · · ,G(a1)
1 ,G(0)

1 ) obtained from the address [G(ar)
r ,G(ar−1)

r−1 , · · · ,G(a1)
1 ,G(a0)

0 ],
and level-reduced input syndromes (σ(r), σ(r−1), · · · , σ(1)) to each gadget such that σ(i) ∈ Σ̃[G(ai)

1 ].

1. Initialize D as a set of all possible errors (output damage) that can be caused by failure of
G(a0)

0 (which can be I0, T h/v
0 , or Mh/v

0 ) in its support.

2. Start with j = 1 and the level-1 gadget G(a1)
1 with the corresponding input syndrome σ(1)

supported only on nonlinear points of the gadget in Σ̃1.

3. Update D via
D → {ε′∣∣ ∃ε ∈ D : ε′ = Γ[G(aj)

1 , σ(j), ε]}. (C.10)

where the error ε is in addition located at the spacetime location x corresponding to the level-
reduced (to level 0) address of the G(aj−1)

j−1 within G(aj)
j (which is the information implicitly

included in the error address).

4. Set j → j + 1, go to Step 3.

5. End when j = r, output D.

Once again, to exhaustively inspect all possibilities for errors, we use the following modified
algorithm

Algorithm 6. Input: integer r corresponding to the length of a gadget sequence.

1. Initialize DI , DT h , DT v , DMh , and DMv as sets of all possible errors that can be caused by
failure of individual level-0 gates on their support. Denote Σ̃[G] to be the non-linear points
of the gadget G (nontrivial only for the Mh,Mv gadgets).

2. For each G, call EG the noise effectively experienced by G1, which is a set of (x, ε) containing
errors ε that are produced by failures DI , DT , and DM at all possible locations x in G1.

3. Start with j = 1.
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4. For each G, compute (or update)

EG =
{

(x, ε)
∣∣ ε ∈ DG′ , G1(x) = G′} (C.11)

where G1(x) determines the type of the level-0 gadget at spacetime point x inside the level-1
gadget G1.

5. For each G, update DG via

DG → {ε′∣∣ ∃ε ∈ EG , ∃σ ∈ Σ̃[G1] : ε′ = Γ[G1, σ, ε]}. (C.12)

6. Set j → j + 1, go to Step 4.

7. End when j = r, output DG.

A similar diagram can be drawn illustrating the algorithm above, although it has a bit different
structure: A diagram describing this computation is illustrated below (for simplicity, we denote
G′ to be the Γ map on G1 and ε for all possible ε in respective E and all possible coarse-grained
syndromes σ, and as before we abuse notation by not distinguishing between horizontally- and
vertically-oriented gates)

DG(a0) DG(a1) DG(a2) DG(a3)

DI DI ∅ ∅

DT DT ∅ ∅

DM DM DM ∅

I I I

M M M

T T T

T

I

T

I

T

I

M

T

M

T

M

T

M

I

M

I

M
I

The damage sets DG for the iterations were computed explicitly via software until they yielded
empty sets. For k = 0, it is all possible errors in the support of respective level-0 gadget. For higher
k, we find the damage sets to be as shown below (here, we show respective syndromes for each
element in the list). Note that the damage sets are smaller than in Eq. C.4 because the definition
of G′ does not contain the EC gadget at the beginning, for the reasons explained in the proof of
Lemma 5.5.

For level 1, we obtain (as before, we denote the number of iterations of the algorithm that have
been completed as a superscript to the gate)

(C.13)

(C.14)
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(C.15)

For level 2, all damage sets are trivial except those for M(2)
v/h:

(C.16)

Notice that these damage sets also possess mirror symmetry, and that after going up two levels,
the error model is reduced to be a single link failure on the M gadgets.

References
[1] Dorit Aharonov and Michael Ben-Or. “Fault-tolerant quantum computation with constant

error”. In Proceedings of the twenty-ninth annual ACM symposium on Theory of computing.
Pages 176–188. (1997).

[2] Dorit Aharonov and Michael Ben-Or. “Fault-tolerant quantum computation
with constant error rate”. SIAM Journal on Computing 38, 1207–1282 (2008).
arXiv:https://doi.org/10.1137/S0097539799359385.

[3] Emanuel Knill, Raymond Laflamme, and Wojciech H Zurek. “Resilient quantum computation”.
Science 279, 342–345 (1998).

[4] A Yu Kitaev. “Fault-tolerant quantum computation by anyons”. Annals of physics 303,
2–30 (2003).

[5] Eric Dennis, Alexei Kitaev, Andrew Landahl, and John Preskill. “Topological quantum mem-
ory”. Journal of Mathematical Physics 43, 4452–4505 (2002).

[6] Nikolas P. Breuckmann and Jens Niklas Eberhardt. “Quantum low-density parity-check codes”.
PRX Quantum 2, 040101 (2021).

[7] Daniel Gottesman. “Fault-tolerant quantum computation with local gates”. Journal of Modern
Optics 47, 333–345 (2000).

[8] Barbara M. Terhal. “Quantum error correction for quantum memories”. Rev. Mod. Phys. 87,
307–346 (2015).

[9] Emanuel Knill and Raymond Laflamme. “Concatenated quantum codes” (1996). arXiv:quant-
ph/9608012.

[10] Daniel Gottesman. “Surviving as a quantum computer in a classical world” (2024). [Online
book].

Accepted in Quantum 2026-04-28, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 115

https://dx.doi.org/10.1145/258533.258579
https://dx.doi.org/10.1137/S0097539799359385
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1137/S0097539799359385
https://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspa.1998.0166
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0003-4916(02)00018-0
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0003-4916(02)00018-0
https://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1499754
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.040101
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09500340008244046
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09500340008244046
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.87.307
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.87.307
http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/9608012
http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/9608012


[11] Robert Alicki, Michal Horodecki, Pawel Horodecki, and Ryszard Horodecki. “On thermal
stability of topological qubit in kitaev’s 4d model”. Open Systems & Information Dynamics
17, 1–20 (2010).

[12] John Von Neumann. “Probabilistic logics and the synthesis of reliable organisms from unreli-
able components”. Automata studies 34, 43–98 (1956).

[13] John Von Neumann, Arthur Walter Burks, et al. “Theory of self-reproducing automata”.
University of Illinois press Urbana. (1966).

[14] Andrei L Toom. “Stable and attractive trajectories in multicomponent systems”. Multicom-
ponent random systems 6, 549–575 (1980).

[15] Charlene Sonja Ahn. “Extending quantum error correction: new continuous measurement
protocols and improved fault-tolerant overhead”. PhD thesis. Caltech. (2004). url: https:
//thesis.library.caltech.edu/1873/.

[16] Nikolas P Breuckmann, Kasper Duivenvoorden, Dominik Michels, and Barbara M Terhal.
“Local decoders for the 2d and 4d toric code”. Quantum Information and Computation 17,
181–208 (2017).

[17] Peter Gács. “Reliable computation with cellular automata”. In Proceedings of the fifteenth
annual ACM symposium on Theory of computing. Pages 32–41. (1983).

[18] Peter Peter Gács. “Reliable cellular automata with self-organization”. Journal of Statistical
Physics 103, 45–267 (2001).

[19] Lawrence F. Gray. “A Reader’s Guide to Gacs’s “Positive Rates” Paper”. J. Stat. Phys. 103,
1–44 (2001).

[20] B. S. Tsirelson. “Reliable storage of information in a system of unreliable components with
local interactions”. In Locally Interacting Systems and Their Application in Biology. Pages
15–30. Springer, Berlin, Germany (2006).

[21] Michael Ben-Or, Daniel Gottesman, and Avinatan Hassidim. “Quantum refrigerator” (2013).
arXiv:1301.1995.

[22] Panos Aliferis, Daniel Gottesman, and John Preskill. “Quantum accuracy threshold for con-
catenated distance-3 codes” (2005). arXiv:quant-ph/0504218.

[23] Daniel Gottesman. “An introduction to quantum error correction and fault-tolerant quantum
computation” (2009). arXiv:0904.2557.

[24] Peter Peter Gács and Lawrence Gray. “Reliably computing cellular automata: lecture
slides” (2012).

[25] Shankar Balasubramanian, Margarita Davydova, and Ethan Lake (2024).
code: ethanlake/local-decoders.

[26] Aleksander Kubica and John Preskill. “Cellular-automaton decoders with provable thresholds
for topological codes”. Physical review letters 123, 020501 (2019).

[27] Luka Skoric, Dan E Browne, Kenton M Barnes, Neil I Gillespie, and Earl T Campbell. “Parallel
window decoding enables scalable fault tolerant quantum computation”. Nature Communica-
tions 14, 7040 (2023).

[28] James William Harrington. “Analysis of Quantum Error-Correcting Codes: Symplectic Lattice
Codes and Toric Codes”. PhD thesis. Caltech. (2004). url: https://thesis.library.
caltech.edu/1747.

[29] Guillaume Duclos-Cianci and David Poulin. “Fast decoders for topological quantum codes”.
Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 050504 (2010).

[30] Sergey Bravyi and Jeongwan Haah. “Quantum self-correction in the 3d cubic code model”.
Phys. Rev. Lett. 111, 200501 (2013).

[31] Guillaume Dauphinais and David Poulin. “Fault-tolerant quantum error correction for non-
abelian anyons”. Communications in Mathematical Physics 355, 519–560 (2017).

[32] Michael Herold, Earl T Campbell, Jens Eisert, and Michael J Kastoryano. “Cellular-automaton
decoders for topological quantum memories”. npj Quantum information 1, 1–8 (2015).

[33] Sergey Bravyi, Guillaume Duclos-Cianci, David Poulin, and Martin Suchara. “Subsystem
surface codes with three-qubit check operators” (2013).

[34] Matthew B Hastings and Jeongwan Haah. “Dynamically generated logical qubits”. Quantum
5, 564 (2021).

[35] Andreas Bauer. “Topological error correcting processes from fixed-point path integrals”. Quan-
tum 8, 1288 (2024).

Accepted in Quantum 2026-04-28, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 116

https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1142/S1230161210000023
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1142/S1230161210000023
https://thesis.library.caltech.edu/1873/
https://thesis.library.caltech.edu/1873/
https://dx.doi.org/https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1109/TIT.2021.3122352
https://dx.doi.org/https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.1109/TIT.2021.3122352
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1145/800061.808730
https://dx.doi.org/10.1023/a:1004823720305
https://dx.doi.org/10.1023/a:1004823720305
https://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1004824203467
https://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1004824203467
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BFb0070081
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BFb0070081
http://arxiv.org/abs/1301.1995
http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0504218
http://arxiv.org/abs/0904.2557
https://github.com/ethanlake/local-decoders
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.020501
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-42482-1
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-42482-1
https://thesis.library.caltech.edu/1747
https://thesis.library.caltech.edu/1747
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.050504
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.200501
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00220-017-2923-9
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1038/npjqi.2015.10
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2021-10-19-564
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2021-10-19-564
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2024-03-20-1288
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2024-03-20-1288


[36] Jeongwan Haah. “Local stabilizer codes in three dimensions without string logical operators”.
Physical Review A83 (2011).

[37] Matthew B Hastings. “Decoding in hyperbolic spaces: Ldpc codes with linear rate and efficient
error correction” (2013).

[38] Hayata Yamasaki and Masato Koashi. “Time-efficient constant-space-overhead fault-tolerant
quantum computation”. Nature Physics 20, 247–253 (2024).

[39] B.S. Tsirelson. “Probabilistic cellular automata: An introduction” (1996). (Unpublished).
[40] Benjamin J. Brown and Sam Roberts. “Universal fault-tolerant measurement-based quantum

computation”. Phys. Rev. Res. 2, 033305 (2020).
[41] Margarita Davydova, Andreas Bauer, Julio C. Magdalena de la Fuente, Mark Webster, Do-

minic J. Williamson, and Benjamin J. Brown. “Universal fault tolerant quantum computation
in 2d without getting tied in knots”. Phys. Rev. X (2026).

[42] Weiguo Wang. “An asynchronous two-dimensional self-correcting cellular automaton”. In
Proceedings of the 32nd Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science. Page
278–287. SFCS ’91USA (1991). IEEE Computer Society.

[43] Matthew Cook, Peter Gács, and Erik Winfree. “Self-stabilizing synchronization in 3 dimensions
(draft)”. Technical report. Tech. report, Boston University, Department of Computer Science,
Boston, MA (2008). url: https://www.cs.bu.edu/faculty/gacs/papers/3Dasync.pdf.

[44] Piotr Berman and J’anos Simon. “Investigations of fault-tolerant networks of computers”. In
Proceedings of the twentieth annual ACM symposium on Theory of computing. Pages 66–77.
(1988).

[45] Sergey Bravyi, David Poulin, and Barbara Terhal. “Tradeoffs for reliable quantum information
storage in 2d systems”. Physical Review Letters104 (2010).

[46] Péter Gács, Georgy L Kurdyumov, and Leonid Anatolevich Levin. “One-dimensional uniform
arrays that wash out finite islands”. Problemy Peredachi Informatsii 14, 92–96 (1978).

[47] Kihong Park. “Ergodicity and mixing rate of one-dimensional cellular automata”. Technical
report. Boston University Computer Science Department (1997).

[48] Tibor Rakovszky, Sarang Gopalakrishnan, and Curt von Keyserlingk. “Defining stable phases
of open quantum systems”. Phys. Rev. X 14, 041031 (2024).

[49] David Poulin, Roger G. Melko, and Matthew B. Hastings. “Self-correction in wegner’s three-
dimensional ising lattice gauge theory”. Phys. Rev. B 99, 094103 (2019).

[50] Pablo Serna, Andrés M. Somoza, and Adam Nahum. “Worldsheet patching, 1-form symme-
tries, and landau∗ phase transitions”. Phys. Rev. B 110, 115102 (2024).

[51] Thomas M. Liggett. “Interacting Particle Systems”. Springer. Berlin, Germany (2005).
url: https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/b138374.

[52] Peter Gács and John Reif. “A simple three-dimensional real-time reliable cellular array”.
Journal of Computer and System Sciences 36, 125–147 (1988).

Accepted in Quantum 2026-04-28, click title to verify. Published under CC-BY 4.0. 117

https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physreva.83.042330
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-023-02325-8
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.033305
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/vrty-qs5h
https://dx.doi.org/10.1109/SFCS.1991.185379
https://dx.doi.org/10.1109/SFCS.1991.185379
https://www.cs.bu.edu/faculty/gacs/papers/3Dasync.pdf
https://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1145/62212.62219
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.104.050503
https://dx.doi.org/https://hdl.handle.net/2144/1591
https://dx.doi.org/https://hdl.handle.net/2144/1591
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.14.041031
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.99.094103
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.110.115102
https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/b138374
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-0000(88)90024-4

	Introduction
	Overview of main results and structure of the paper
	Comparison with earlier literature
	Outlook and discussion

	Tsirelson's automaton and proof of its fault tolerance
	Tsirelson's automaton
	A modification of Tsirelson's automaton
	Proof of fault tolerance
	Numerics for Tsirelson's automaton
	Generalization to other codes

	The toric code automaton
	Measurement and feedback automaton and decoupled error model
	Basic idea behind the construction
	Stabilizer approach to Tsirelson's automaton
	Basic definitions for the toric code automaton
	The construction
	Summary of remainder of the paper

	Fault tolerance of measurement and feedback Tsirelson automaton
	Fault tolerance of the toric code automaton
	Confinement of syndromes
	Modification of the exRecs method
	Proof of EC and Gate conditions for toric code automaton
	Fault-tolerant initialization and readout
	Numerical simulations and a conjecture

	Constructing a 3D time translation-invariant memory
	Noise models and X/Z decoupling
	Quantum automata and noise model
	The toric code

	Review of the extended rectangles (exRec) formalism
	Additional data for some of the proofs
	Lemma 4.3, proof of (EC A)k,m
	Lemma 5.5, proof of nilpotence of toric code gadgets


