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feasibility. [Canetti Fischlin 01, Canetti Lindell Ostrovsky Sahai 02]

– general assumptions, assuming a CRS

– impossible without set-up assumptions

efficiency. [Damgård Nielsen 02, Damgård Groth 03, Lindell 11, Fischlin Libert Manulis 11,

Abdalla Ben-Hamouda Blazy Chevalier Pointcheval 13, Julta Roy 13]

– M ∈ {0, 1}L, send ≥ 5L bits and O(L/κ) exponentiations

– public-key operations are necessary [Damgård Groth 03]
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stand-alone commitments.

– L+ 3κ bits and only PRG [Blum 81, Naor 89]
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— non-commiting encryption extension implies OT

strengthens [Lindell Zarosim 13]
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conclusion

this work. rate 1 UC commitments

▶ length extension for UC commitments qualitatively different from

stand-alone commitments and UC OT.

open problems.

▶ L+ poly(κ, log L) bits?

▶ adaptive security?

▶ rate 1 homomorphic UC commitments?

(c.f. [Damgård David Giacomelli Nielsen 14])
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