Compact Pseudorandom Functional Encryption
from Evasive LWE

Shweta Agrawal* Simran Kumari’  Shota Yamada*

Abstract

We provide the first construction of compact Functional Encryption (FE) for pseudorandom functionalities from
the (private coin) evasive LWE and LWE assumptions. Intuitively, a pseudorandom functionality means that the output
of the circuit is indistinguishable from uniform for every input seen by the adversary. This yields the first compact FE
for a nontrivial class of functions which does not rely on pairings. We demonstrate the power of our new tool by using

it to achieve optimal parameters for both key-policy and ciphertext-policy Attribute Based Encryption (ABE) schemes
for circuits of unbounded depth, from just the LWE and evasive LWE assumptions. This improves prior work along
the twin axes of assumptions and performance. In more detail, this allows to: (i) replace the assumption of circular
evasive LWE used in the work of Hseih, Lin and Luo (FOCS 2023) by plain evasive LWE, (ii) remove the need for
the circular tensor LWE assumption in the work of Agrawal, Kumari and Yamada (CRYPTO, 2024), (iii) improve
parameters obtained by both aforementioned works to achieve asymptotic optimality.

Previously, optimal parameters for ABE schemes were only achieved using compact FE for P (Jain, Lin and Luo,
Eurocrypt 2023) — we show that compact FE for a much weaker class (albeit with incomparable security) suffices.
Thus we obtain the first optimal ABE schemes for unbounded depth circuits which can be conjectured post-quantum
secure. Along the way, we define and construct a new primitive which we term laconic pseudorandom obfuscation
from the same assumptions — this may be of independent interest.
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1 Introduction

Functional encryption (FE) [SW05, BSW11] generalizes public key encryption to support computation of non-trivial
functions on encrypted data, beyond “all or nothing” access. More formally, in FE, a ciphertext is associated with a
vector x, a secret key is associated with a circuit f and decryption enables recovery of f(x) and nothing else. Aside
from its direct relevance to real world applications for computing on encrypted data, FE has proved to be a powerful tool
in the theory of cryptography, and can be used to build a number of advanced primitives. The most prominent amongst
these is Indistinguishability Obfuscation (iO), which is considered essentially “crypto-complete” by virtue of its ability
to instantiate almost every known cryptographic primitive [BGI"01a, GGH" 13, JLS21].

For FE to succeed in being bootstrapped all the way to iO, it must satisfy a strong efficiency property known as
compactness — at a high level, this posits that the size of the ciphertext should be sublinear in the size of the circuits
being supported by the scheme. There has been substantial research effort in the community for instantiating FE (or
directly i0) from well-understood assumptions, leading to a sequence of exciting results [JLMS19, GJLS21, Agr19,
APM20, WW21, GP21, DQV 21, JLS21, JLS22, RVV24]. The breakthrough work of Jain, Lin and Sahai [JLS21]
finally obtained the first construction of compact FE for P from standard assumptions. This has been subsequently
improved by [JLS22, RVV24]. However, all these works rely quite crucially on pairings which is dissatisfying. Not only
are pairings quantum insecure, it is also desirable to have alternate pathways for constructing such important primitives
as FE and i0, even for restricted classes of functions. In the realm of conjectured quantum safety, there exist several
candidates from lattices but their security is either based on heuristics, or their underlying assumptions have been broken
[Agr19, APM20, WW21, GP21, DQV 21, HJL21, AJS23]. Thus, an outstanding open question in the area is:

Can we construct compact Functional Encryption for any nontrivial functionality from simple lattice assumptions?

Attribute Based Encryption. A special case of Functional Encryption is the notion of Attribute Based Encryption
(ABE) [SWO05, GPSWO06]. ABE is similar to FE but with a crucial difference — in ABE the computation is performed
on public attribiutes encoded in the ciphertext, while the burden of privacy is only on an unchanging message. In
more detail, the ciphertext encodes a public attribute x together with a secret message m, the secret key is generated
for a public function f, and decryption outputs m if and only if f(x) = 1. Security is similar to FE, except that x
need not be hidden. This is formalized in an indistinguishability style game which asks that an adversary should be
unable to distinguish between an encryption of (119, x) and (17, x), even given secret keys for functions f; so long as
fi(x) = 0 for all i. ABE comes in two avatars — “key-policy” where the function f is encoded in the secret key, or
“ciphertext-policy” where it is encoded in the ciphertext. These are denoted by kpABE and cpABE respectively. An
interesting generalization of ABE is the so-called “Predicate Encryption” (PE) [KSW13] where the attribute x is also
hidden but only against an adversary that does not receive any decrypting key, namely f;(x) = 0 for all f; queried by
the adversary.

Prior Work in ABE. There has been significant progress in constructing ABE for circuits over the last several years
[GPSW06, GVW 13, BGG™T 14, AY20, Wee22, HLL23] from well-understood assumptions. Here, there has been
asymmetry between the key and ciphertext policy variants — while kpABE can be constructed from the standard Learning
With Errors (LWE) assumption, it’s cpABE counterpart additionally requires a relatively new, strong assumption called
Evasive LWE [Wee22, Tsa22].

Recently, an important focus area in ABE research has been to achieve asymptotic optimality for both kpABE and
cpABE schemes [Wee24, JLL23]. The very recent work of Wee [Wee24] constructs kpABE for bounded depth circuits
using a new assumption called L-succinct LWE, which is weaker than evasive LWE. Assuming compact FE, [JLL23]
achieve optimality even for unbounded depth circuits, but this assumption necessitates the reliance on pairings as
discussed above. We summarize the state of the art in Table 1. Thus, an outstanding open question in ABE research is:

Can we construct kp/cp ABE for P with optimal parameters from lattices?



Reference | KP/CP [mpk| [sk] |ct] Depth Assumptions
[JLL23] KP O(1) O(1) 0(1) Unbdd Compact FE for P
[JLL23] CP O(1) O(1) 0(1) Unbdd Compact FE for P
[HLL23] KP O(L) o(1) O(L) | Unbdd evasive circular LWE+ circular LWE
[AKY24a] CP O(L) O(L) O(1) | Unbdd | LWE + evasive LWE + circular tensor LWE
[Wee24] KP [ L%2-0d) ]| O(d) O(d) Bdd L-succinct LWE
[HLL24] CP 0(d) L-O(d) | L-O(d) | Bdd | LWE + evasive learning with structured errors
This Work KP O(1) O(1) 0O(1) Unbdd LWE + evasive LWE
This Work CP O(1) O(1) O(1) Unbdd LWE + evasive LWE

Table 1: Here L denotes the input length and d denotes the depth of the circuit supported by the ABE schemes. O(+)
hides poly(A) factors. We highlight that L-succinct LWE is a falsifiable assumption.

1.1 Our Results

In this work, we make progress on both the above questions and achieve the following: (i) we provide the first construction
of compact FE from private-coin evasive LWE (and LWE) for a nontrivial class of pseudorandom functionalities, (ii)
we use our new FE to construct kpABE and cpABE achieving optimal parameters for unbounded depth circuits, also
from evasive LWE and LWE. We summarize our results as informal theorems below.

The first theorem shows that we can obtain partially hiding pseudorandom FE (PHprFE) with optimal parameter
sizes. In PHprFE, an input x to the function f is divided into a public part X, and private part Xpry. While we
consider the same correctness requirement as usual FE, we consider a relaxed security notion where the public part
is allowed to leak to the adversary. The advantage of allowing part of the input to be public is that it leads to shorter
ciphertexts whose size does not depend on the length of x;,,,, when we follow the convention of ignoring the length of
the public part when measuring ciphertext size.

Theorem 1.1 (Partially Hiding prFE for Unbounded Depth). Assuming LWE and evasive LWE assumptions, there
exists a partially hiding pseudorandom FE scheme, for function class F = {f : {0,1}eub x {0, 1}teiv — {0,1}},
that satisfies very selective security (more accurately, security as per Definition 5.4) whose master public key and the
secret key sizes are fixed polynomial poly(A). Furthermore, the size of the ciphertext is Lpriy 4+ poly(A).

Here, very selective security refers to the security notion where the adversary has to choose its challenge query and
key queries before seeing the public parameter.

Note that in particular, this implies a plain FE scheme for pseudorandom functionalities with optimal parameters (by
setting the public part of the input to ). We then leverage the above FE to construct Attribute Based and Predicate
Encryption (ABE and PE respectively) for unbounded depth circuits with optimal parameters, in both the KP and CP
setting. In more detail, we prove the following.

Theorem 1.2 (Optimal KP-ABE). [Theorem 6.1] Under the LWE and Evasive LWE assumptions, there exists very
selectively secure KP-ABE scheme supporting circuits {C : {0,1}* — {0,1}} with unbounded depth and message
space {0,1}" with

|mpk| = poly(A), [skc| = poly(A), |ct| = poly(A).

Theorem 1.3 (Optimal KP-PE). [Theorem 6.5] Under the LWE and Evasive LWE assumptions, there exists very
selectively secure KP-PE scheme supporting circuits {C : {0,1}¢ — {0,1}} with unbounded depth and message space
{0,1}* with

Impk| = poly(A), [skc| = poly(A), |et| = poly(A) + x|

where x € {0,1}".



Theorem 1.4 (Optimal CP-ABE). [Theorem 7.2] Under the LWE and Evasive LWE assumptions, there exists very
selectively secure CP-ABE scheme supporting circuits with unbounded depth {C : {0,1}¢ — {0,1}} and message
space {0,1}" with

Impk| = poly(A), [skx| = poly(A), |ct| = poly(A)
where x € {0,1}".

We observe that since our schemes support message space {0, 1}’\, they can be used to support arbitrary message
space by using the hybrid encryption framework. We note that our unbounded CP-ABE scheme Theorem 7.2 and
unbounded KP-ABE scheme Theorem 6.1 can be used to instantiate ABE for Turing Machines ([AKY?24a]). We obtain
the following corollary, which improves both the assumptions and the parameters of [AKY?24a].

Corollary 1.5 (KP-ABE for TM). [Corollary 7.4] Under the LWE and evasive LWE assumptions, there exists a very
selectively secure ABE for TM with

Impk| = poly(A),  [sk| = [M] - poly(A), let| = [x]-¢-poly(A)
where the Turing machine M runs on input x for time step t.

In contrast, [AKY?24a] uses LWE, evasive LWE and circular tensor LWE and achieves |mpk| = poly(A), [sk| =
poly(|M|, ), [et| = poly(A, |x|, ).

1.2 Additional Prior Work

The notion of iO for pseudorandom functionalities was considered implicitly by the work of Mathialagan, Peters and
Vaikuntanathan [MPV24a] where they used subexponential LWE and evasive LWE to construct adaptively sound
zero-knowledge SNARKSs for UP. In a previous version of their work [MPV24b], which was in private circulation and
shared with us, this notion was defined explicitly and leveraged to obtain unlevelled fully homomorphic encryption.
However, an explicit construction of iO for pseudorandom functionalities was not provided. Moreover, FE or MIFE for
any class of functionalities was not considered.

Our Companion Paper. In a companion work [AKY24b], we bootstrap our compact FE for pseudorandom
functionalities to the multi-input setting. This yields the first multi-input FE for pseudorandom functionalities from
LWE and (a stronger variant of) private-coin evasive LWE. Using the techniques of [AJ15], this multi-input FE can
be naturally deployed to construct the first iO for pseudorandom functionalities. We then leverage our pseudorandom
multi-input FE and iO for applications — we refer the reader to [AKY24b] for details.

In the present work, our construction of ABE with optimal parameters (Section 5) uses a restricted iO (called pPRIO)
as a building block which is developed in the companion work [AKY24b]. This creates a dependence between the two
works. The rationale for our choice is primarily to have the most concise presentation and avoid duplication of content.
We chose to split the papers across the axis of single input and multi-input since this seems most natural. The notion of
pPRIO uses MIFE for constant arity, so fits naturally in the companion work. By not using it in the present work, we
would achieve ABE schemes with sub-optimal parameters which nevertheless outperform the state of the art. We would
then improve these schemes in the companion work, which was undesirable. Another alternative was to provide the
multi-input compiler for constant arity in the present work and generalize this to polynomial arity (from a stronger
assumption) in the companion work. However this would lead to duplicating the MIFE construction in both works.
Therefore, we believe that using the pPRIO black-box as a tool in the ABE application developed here is the best option.

1.3 Recent Attacks on Evasive LWE and Repercussions.

Subsequent to the first online appearance of the present work, some counter-examples for evasive LWE were developed.
We discuss these and their impact on the present work below. To begin, we recall the definition of evasive LWE.



The evasive LWE assumption [Wee22, Tsa22] roughly says that if
(B, P, s'B+eg, s'P+ep, aux ) e (B, P,$ %, aux)
where $ represents random, then
(B, P,s"B+ep, B '(P), aux) ~ (B, P, $, B'(P), aux)

Above B~1(P) refers to a low norm matrix, say K, such that BK = P mod g. It is clear that given B~'(P) and
s'B + eg, the adversary can compute s"P + egK. Evasive LWE intuitively says that the adversary cannot exploit
B~!(P) in any other way. The rationale behind the assumption, discussed at length in [Wee22], is that the final
value obtained by the adversary after decryption, represented above by sTP + egK, is large and completely avoids the
so-called “zeroizing” regime, namely the situation where the attacker obtains low norm polynomial equations over the
integers and can solve these to obtain harmful leakage. Thus, evasive LWE should allow us to construct schemes where
the decryption yields a pseudorandom output, as required by the pre-condition. Indeed, this is the motivation for the
name “evasive” LWE — it should only support construction of evasive functionalities where decryption of challenge
ciphertexts is not allowed, such as ABE, but not FE/iO.

Evasive LWE has been studied in two main regimes, namely “public-coin” and “private-coin”, where the former
means that the randomness used to sample P and auxiliary information aux, is made available to the adversary, and the
latter means that this information needs to be hidden. The private-coin version was known to have some contrived
counter-examples since the work of [VWW22], but this was not considered too problematic as it relied on highly
unnatural auxiliary information which contained obfuscations that would output secrets given B~!(P) but not otherwise.
No attacks were known in the public-coin setting used by Wee’s original formulation or its extensions, such as the
circular evasive LWE by Hseih, Lin and Luo [HLL23]. Thus, evasive LWE has been seen as a meaningful “middle
point” in the land between LWE on one hand, and lattice assumptions used for iO on the other. The community has tried
to make progress on long standing “evasive” problems in the world of lattice based cryptography using this assumption,
while simultaneously trying to improve the assumption (see for instance [Wee24]).

New Attacks. In a very exciting, very recent development subsequent to the first online posting of the present work,
some surprising new counter-examples against evasive LWE became known [AMY Y25, HJL25, DIM " 25]. In a nutshell,
these attacks show that the intuition that evasive LWE evades the zeroizing regime is not always true, even in the
public-coin setting. However, by taking suitable precautions, security can be recovered as discussed below.

Malicious Sampler Attacks. The works of [AMYY25, HIL25, DJ M1 25] demonstrated that the general formulation of
evasive LWE, which allows for arbitrary malicious samplers, is false as stated. In particular, as related to the present
work, the works of [AMY Y25, HIL25] showed (via essentially the same attack) that by carefully crafting a contrived
circuit to implement a PRF which is used (non black-box) in our scheme, the pre-condition can still be argued true
while the post-condition can be shown false. Additionally, besides attacking private coin versions of Evasive LWE that
are prevalent in the literature, the attacks by [AMY Y25] also affect some public-coin variants, including the “circular,
small-secret evasive LWE” by [HLL23].

We view these attacks as an important step forward in our understanding of evasive LWE. Note that evasive LWE
should be seen as a family of assumptions parametrized by the description of the sampler and choice of error distributions,
which, if invoked in full generality, is now known to be false, even in the public-coin setting. However, as discussed
in [AMYY25], the original intuition by Wee [Wee22] and Tsabary [Tsa22] about the security of evasive LWE can be
recovered by taking precautions to identify and respect a “safe zone” for evasive LWE — thus, by refining/restraining the
formulation of evasive LWE, even the original construction (presented in the first online posting of this work) is secure.
In addition, we modify our original construction of prFE to implement a modulus reduction step, which negates the
effect of choosing contrived circuits in the construction — for this modified construction, we do not even know of any
attack using malicious samplers. We also remark that in the real world, the circuit representation of functions is chosen
by the key generator who is an honest party (it holds the master secret key), and we view the counter-examples emerging
from such circuit choices as indicating the limits of the assumption rather than the security of the existing constructions.



Contrived Functionality Attacks. The work of [BDJ"24] and [AMY Y25] show that there exists a contrived “self-
referential” functionality for which pseudorandom functional encryption or pseudorandom obfuscation cannot exist. As
discussed in [AMY Y25], this result may be seen as analogous to the impossibilities known for the random oracle model
[CGHO04] or virtual black box (VBB) obfuscation [BGIT01b]. In more detail, despite impossibilities known for ROM
and VBB obfuscation [CGHO04, BGIT01b], the meaningfulness of ROM for practical security, and of VBB obfuscation
for restricted functionalities [Wee05, CRV 10] is accepted widely. The pseudorandom functionalities that are useful for
our applications, such as computing blind garbled circuits or FE ciphertexts, are quite natural and do not fall prey to
such attacks.

Attacks by withholding information about B or P. The elegant work of [BUW24] presents attacks against classes
of evasive LWE such that either B or P are not known to the adversary. In our case, both B and P are known to the
adversary — indeed P is publicly computable using auxiliary information.

Our Perspective. The emergence of attacks on any assumption, such as the recent ones on evasive LWE, can be
interpreted in various ways. While counter-examples can (and should) create concern about indiscriminately using the
assumption, one school of thought might be to completely discard the assumption by labeling it false and meaningless.
Another school of thought might be that counter-examples are also progress, and that they shed light on if/how the
assumption should be refined to regain security, and constructions from these refined assumptions are still meaningful
(especially in the absence of alternatives).

Our perspective is that disciplined new conjectures are important to make meaningful progress on problems that have
resisted solutions from standard assumptions. In this context, we believe that the evasive LWE assumption has played a
crucial role in enabling constructions that could not be built from plain LWE despite significant effort by the community
over several years. By examining carefully the nature of counter-examples and seeing whether there are meaningful
lessons to learn, we can hope to arrive at stable versions that allow to expand the boundaries of cryptography. These
constructions and their proofs could yield insights that would eventually enable candidates from standard assumptions
(as happened in the world of pairings, for instance) [Wat12, GWW19, AMY19, GZ21, KLVW23].

Finally, we remark that proposing principled new assumptions, by its very nature, highly non-trivial and it is
unrealistic to expect the perfect formulation in the very first attempt. In our judgment, a balance of caution and risk is
beneficial in this context.

1.4 Technical Overview

In this section, we present the core ideas that we develop in this work. Below X denotes a noisy version of X where the
exact value of noise is not important.

KP-ABE for Unbounded Depth by HLL. The seminal work of Boneh et al. [BGG " 14] developed algorithms for
evaluating arithmetic functions on the ciphertext as well as the public key of an ABE scheme, which form the cornerstone
of several subsequent constructions. Their core technique is as follows: given an input x € {0, 1}£ , and a matrix
A€ ngm, one can homomorphically evaluate a circuit f : {0,1}¢ — {0,1} on an “input encoding” matrix of form
A — x ® G by multiplying on the right by a low norm matrix Hy x to obtain the term A¢ — f(x)G. Here, G is a
special gadget matrix defined as follows. Let g = [1,2,22,...,2!°89]T and G = I ® g". In key evaluation, one can
homomorphically evaluate a circuit f : {0,1}* — {0,1} on A to obtain A 5 = A-Hy s for some low norm matrix
Hjy . In ciphertext evaluation, given an attribute x and corresponding attribute encoding of the form sT(A—x®G),
which we refer to as BGG™ encoding, right multiplication by Hy_ £ Yields sT(As — f(x)G) without substantially
blowing up the noise in the encoding since Hp ¢ x is low norm. Skipping several details, since the key generator can
compute Ay = A - Hp ¢, it can provide a matching key which allows the decryptor to cancel out the masking term
sTA ¢ and proceed with decryption. We refer to Hp ¢ and Hjp 1 x as the PK and CT evaluation matrices respectively.

Providing Advice for Bootstrapping. The essential barrier in supporting circuits of unbounded depth for homomorphic
computation is that the norm of the matrix Hp 7 x grows exponentially with the depth of the circuit being computed,



causing the the noise in the ciphertext encoding to blow out of control after some number of evaluations. The same
barrier was encountered while constructing fully homomorphic encryption (FHE), to resolve which, Gentry proposed
the beautiful “bootstrapping” idea. Roughly speaking, bootstrapping suggests performing homomorphic evaluation
of the decryption circuit on the large-noise ciphertext — this has the effect of internally throwing away the large noise
accumulated in the ciphertext and “refreshing” it with smaller, more manageable noise. Since this procedure can be
performed every time the ciphertext has accumulated large noise, the evaluator can keep on going! However, to execute
this approach, one needs to assume that the scheme satisfies circular security, namely it should be safe to provide a
ciphertext encrypting the scheme’s own secret key, as this is required for homomorphic decryption described above.

While it has been long known how to use circular security in the context of unbounded depth FHE [Gen(9], its
utility in the context of ABE was uncovered only very recently, in an elegant work by Hseih, Lin and Luo [HLL23]
(HLL). In more detail, HLL supports unbounded homomorphism in ABE via two steps: (i) noise removal, and (ii)
bootstrapping. The noise removal step is via modulus reduction a la BV/BGV [BV 11, BGV14] which destroys the
algebraic structure of the BGG™ encoding required for further evaluation, while the bootstrapping step makes use of a
circular encoding, or “advice”, which enables to restore the structure of the BGG™ encoding, making it suitable for
further evaluation. In more detail, the HLL advice has the following structure:

S = hcts(s), E=5"(Adgre—S®G)

Above, hcts(+) is an FHE ciphertext decryptable by secret key s denoted in the subscript — thus S is a circular FHE
ciphertext, and E is a BGG™ encoding with attribute S and re-using the FHE secret s as the LWE secret! The trick of
reusing the FHE secret as the LWE secret in the BGG™ encoding of attribute hcts(-), was introduced by Brakerski et
al. [BTVW17] and can lead to “automatic decryption” of the FHE ciphertext, as described next. Recall that in the
GSW FHE scheme [GSW13], the secret key is s™, a ciphertext for message y" is a matrix C and decryption computes
s C to recover (a noisy version of) y'. Brakerski et al. [BTVW17] suggested “vectorizing” the BGG™ ciphertext
evaluation procedure so that homomorphic evaluation on the encoding produces a term of the form s™ (A — hcts(y"))

(i.e. without G). Now, the inner product of s and hcts(y") causes FHE decryption to occur automatically and we obtain
the encoding sT A + y, where the noise in the encoding is low. It turns out that this term is exactly what is needed to

restore the structure of the ill-formed encoding obtained by step (i) of HLL — this allows to create a low noise BGG™
encoding which can be used to evaluate further. Put together, HLL prove the following:

Theorem 1.6. Assuming circular evasive LWE and LWE, there exists a very selectively secure kpABE scheme for
circuits of unbounded depth and attribute length ¢ with |mpk| = poly (A, ¢), |skc| = poly(A), |ct| = poly(A, £).

Above circular evasive LWE is a new assumption introduced by HLL which “mixes” circularity into the recently
introduced evasive LWE assumption [Wee22, Tsa22].

Randomizing Advice for CP-ABE. Recently, Agrawal, Kumari and Yamada [AKY24a] (AKY) built upon the
construction by HLL to obtain the first ABE for Turing machines from lattice assumptions. A key technical contribution
of the AKY construction is a way to randomize the advice provided in the HLL ciphertext, making it suitable for
integration with Wee’s bounded depth CP-ABE. These techniques led to the first CP-ABE for unbounded depth circuits,
which they further leveraged to construct a (KP-)ABE for Turing machines. In more detail, the AKY transformation
requires computation of the following randomized HLL terms:

S, = thsr(Sr)/ E; = SI(Acirc -5:® G)

Above, sy = s' (I ® r) where r is chosen by the key generator while s is chosen by the encryptor.

Evidently, neither party can provide the encodings directly, and while randomizing the message inside an FHE
ciphertext from s to s, is easy given knowledge of r, randomizing the secret key of FHE ciphertext is much more
challenging. To get around this difficulty, AKY suggest that the structure of the advice provided by the encryptor be
changed, so that the true power of FHE — which is to transform encoded messages rather than underlying secret keys —
be further leveraged. Thus, they provide:

T = hcte(s,sd), D = tT(A; — (1,bits(T)) ® G)




where sd is a PRF seed, t is the secret of a fresh FHE scheme and A is a public matrix of appropriate dimensions. Now,
one can homomorphically evaluate on the encoding D in bounded depth, using knowledge of T, to obtain

t" AL + t"hct(Sy, Er) = t' AL + (Sy, Ey)

where A/ is some r dependent matrix and the equality follows by automatic decryption. To get rid of the masking term
t" A, the encryptor additionally provides t"C for some fixed matrix C and the key generator provides c! (A}) where
C1(Al) is not a true matrix inverse but rather a low norm matrix so that C - C~1(A%) = AL. Together these allow the
decryptor to compute the term t" A} and cancel it out from the encoding above, to recover (S, Ey) in the clear.

The security of the above construction, relies on evasive LWE (aside from other assumptions), and depends crucially
on the fact that the computed terms (Sy, Ey) are pseudorandom. Digging deeper into the AKY proof, the term s"P in
Evasive LWE can be essentially simplified to the advice terms (Sy, Er) which, therefore need to be pseudorandom for
invoking the assumption. Put together, AKY show the following:

Theorem 1.7. [AKY?24a][Thm 5.6] Under LWE, circular tensor LWE and evasive LWE, there exists a very selectively
secure ABE for TM with |mpk| = poly(A), [sk| = poly(A, |[M]|), |ct| = poly(A, |x|, t).

Above M is the Turing machine, x is the input and £ is the worst case running time of M on any input. Note that
while the AKY construction does not need the circular evasive LWE assumption used by HLL, they require a circular
tensor assumption which is a new assumption that they introduce.

Compact Functional Encryption for Pseudorandom Functionalities. Our starting point is the observation that
the techniques developed in AKY are quite a bit more general and can be leveraged to compute functionalities beyond
the randomized HLL advice they were developed for. Taking a step back, let us analyze what their technique enables:
the encryptor provides an FHE ciphertext T of a message (say x), and a BGG™ encoding of attribute T with the FHE
secret doubling up as the encoding randomness. Homomorphic evaluation of any function f coupled with automatic
decryption allows to recover a masked version of f(x) and evasive LWE allows to cancel the mask. Thus, this technique
seems to enable computation of any function f on the input x, while keeping it hidden! Intuitively, security follows
from evasive LWE as long as the output of the functionality is pseudorandom, such as their (S, Ey), but more generally
the output of any pseudorandom function, such as a PRF.

We show that the above intuition can be formalized to yield the first compact FE for pseudorandom functionalities,
namely, functionalities where the output is (pseudo)random for any given input that is seen by the adversary in the security
game. We sketch our construction for prFE below. In the following, f : {0, 1 - {01 }Z has the property that the output
of f is pseudorandom for every input seen by the adversary. We also use a PRF : {0, 1}* x {0,1}* — [—q/4,q/4].
The usage of PRF is introduced for the security reasons which we will highlight later.

— The setup algorithm samples matrices A, and (B, B™1) of appropriate dimensions and outputs mpk := (A, B)
and msk := B~!. Here, B~ is the trapdoor for B which allows to compute short preimages B~ (U) for any target
matrix U.

— The encryptor on input x first samples a GSW secret key s and a PRF seed sd < {0, 1})‘. It then computes a
GSW ciphertext, X = hcts(x, sd), using public key Aghe = (Ame STAgme + €/}.) and randomness R, — followed
by a BGG™ encoding of X using randomness s as ¢}, == sT(At — X ® G) + e],,. It additionally computes
c]T3 =sTB + elT3 and outputs the ciphertext ct = (¢, Catt, X).

— The key generator on input msk = B~! and function f does the following.
(a) Samples a nonce r <— {0,1}* and defines function F[f, r], with f and r hardwired, as
F[f,r](x,sd) = f(x) |g/2] + PRF(sd, r).

It then computes the FHE evaluation circuit VEvalg w.r.t. the function F[f, r] (this can be computed using the
knowledge of F[f, r]). Note that the circuit VEvalg can be used to compute on a GSW ciphertext encoding an
input, say y, to recover a GSW ciphertext encoding F[f, r](y).



(b) Next, it computes the matrix H&m for the circuit VEvalg using the public matrix A,¢. Recall that the matrix
Hl;att and Hiatt x (which can be computed given VEvalg, A, and X) will satisfy the relation

(Astt — X ® G)H}y_x = AseH},  — VEvalg(X).

(c) Ttsets Ap = Agys - Him, samples K <~ B~ (AF) and outputs skr = (K, 1).
— The decryption on input sk = (K, r) and ct = (cB, Catt, X) work as follows.
(a) It first computes the matrix Him,x for the circuit VEvalg using A, and X.
(b) Next, it computes z := ¢} - K — cl; - Hl;xatt,X’ rounds z co-ordinate wise and output the most significant bits.

To see the correctness of our scheme, we note that
F F
cly Hjy . x ~ sTAauH,  —sT(hcts(F(x,sd))) ~ sTAp — F(x,sd), (1)

where the second approximate equality follows by automatic decryption. Now to remove the masking term "sT A" we
compute ¢}, - K ~ sTAp and thus z ~ sTAg — sTAg + F(x,sd) = f(x) |4/2] + PRF(sd, r). Now, rounding gives
us bits of f(x) as long as |PRF(sd, r)| < g/4. The exact decryption error is

el K+ PRF(sd,1) — (e} Rr + el Hy ) 2)
where VEvalg(bits(X)) = AmeRr — (0 F[f, r](x,sd))T.
Our construction supports functions of bounded polynomial depth dep = poly(A) and has the following efficiency
Impk| =L - poly(dep,A), [sk¢| = £-poly(dep,A), |ct| =L -poly(dep,A).
As seen above, our construction achieves compactness.
Security. Intuitively, our notion of security says that so long as the output of the functionality is pseudorandom, the

ciphertext is pseudorandom, given all the additional information available to the adversary. We denote this security
notion as prCT security. In more detail, let Samp be a PPT algorithm that on input 17, outputs

(f1,. . .,kaey,x1,. o+ 7 XQpuggr AUX S {0,1}*)

where Qyey is the number of key queries, Qmsg is the number of message queries. We say that a prFE scheme is secure

if
< mpk, aux, fl""’kaey’> ( mpk, aux, fl,...,kaey/>
~c
{Enc(mpk, xf)}je[Qmsg] , skf, ..,skakey {§j — CT}je[Qmsg] , skg,- ..,skakey

given (aux, firo fQueyr {ﬁ(xj)}ie[ley],je[Qmsg]) e (aux, frreo s fQueyr {Ai,j}ie[ley]Je[Qmsg])

where (mpk, msk) « Setup(lA), skf, < KeyGen(msk, f;) for i € [Quey], CT is the ciphertext space and Aij
{0, 1}£ fori € [Queyl,j € [Qmsg]-

The careful reader may have noticed that the above definition has a multi-challenge flavour, even though the
construction is in the public-key setting. This peculiarity arises because single-challenge security does not generically
imply multi-challenge security for our definition. To see this, recall the standard hybrid argument to prove multi-challenge
security from single-challenge security: the proof follows a sequence of hybrids, where we simulate some of the
ciphertexts honestly, while trying to change a particular honest ciphertext to be random. Now, to generate honest
ciphertexts, we need to know the corresponding plaintexts. However, this could ruin the precondition for invoking
single-challenge security for the target ciphertext, since knowing some inputs may ruin the pseudorandomness of outputs,
if the inputs are correlated to each other.
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We observe that the above definition is incomparable to the standard indistinguishability (IND) security definition
that is used in FE schemes [BSW11]. Indeed, IND style security does not appear meaningful for our functionality.
Recall that in the IND game, the adversary must submit two challenge messages mg and mq and request keys for
functions f; such that f;(mg) = f;(m). However since the output f;(1m,) is pseudorandom for b € {0,1}, the event
fi(mg) = fi(mq) occurs only with negligible probability!. However, our definition has a simulation security flavour
and is very handy for applications, as we will see.

We provide some high level intuition for our proof of security for prFE. For simplicity, we focus here on the single
challenge setting and refer the reader to the main body for the detailed proof in the multi-challenge setting. The proof
begins by invoking evasive LWE with an appropriate sampler — this allows to reduce the reasoning to the distribution of
the pre-condition, which replaces the term K = B! (Ag) with c]T3 - K = sTAg. Now, as we see in Equation (1),

cly- Hiamx = sTAp — F(x,sd) = sTAp — f(x) |g/2] — PRF(sd, r).

This allows to simplify these two terms to sTAp and f(x) |q/2] + PRF(sd, r), where the latter term is pseudorandom,
hence simulatable and can be ignored hereafter. The terms that remain can now be handled by relying on LWE using
standard techniques [Wee22, HLL23, AKY?24a]. Please see Section 3 for the detailed proof.

Handling Malicious Samplers. As discussed above, subsequent to the initial posting of this work on eprint, [AMY Y25]
demonstrated that the general formulation of evasive LWE is false as stated. At a very high level, the attack, building
upon clever ideas by [HIL21], shows a way to create a correlation between the error term resulting from FHE evaluation
(and automatic decryption) with the PRF output by using a contrived circuit to implement the PRF.

As suggested in [AMY Y25], there are multiple ways to restrain malicious samplers to prevent such attacks. The
simplest one is to leverage the fact that the secret key is computed by the key generator who is an honest party (it holds
the master secret key) in the real world, and can ensure that the circuit representation of any function f as well as the
PRF can be made canonical by using the universal circuit or a garbled circuit representation. Nevertheless, here, we
present an alternate fix to the scheme which uses modulus reduction to “throw away” the accumulated error after FHE
evaluation, replacing it with rounding error which is no longer correlated with the PRF seed, even for a contrived circuit
chosen by the adversary. To begin, we provide a high level outline of the attack.

The Attack. The adversary, given cg, catt, X, and K, computes C]T3 ‘K=l - Hgamx. Simplifying, she obtains
f(x) [9/2] + efK + PRF(sd, 1) — (ef, R + el Hy | x)

By correctness, the adversary recovers f(x) and can therefore strip it away to obtain PRF(sd, r) + eBTK — eg] RF —
eaTttHIj\‘att x» as described in Equation (2). Now, in the proof, the error term e]; K is replaced by i.i.d error ep and is

used to break any correlation between PRF(sd, r) and efTh RF — el Hlj&an,x' This allows us to prove the pre-condition
based on just plain LWE.

However, in the real world, eg K cannot be used to break the dependence between the above two terms. Then, by
choosing the circuit implementing F in some contrived way, the authors set it up so that PRF(sd, r) and efTh <R are
correlated, and in particular cancel each other modulo 2. Note that these terms are small, and do not wraparound modulo
g, so computing mod 2 is well defined. Now we are left with e K + e;ttH];att,x — but these are linear equations with
known coefficients, in the error terms of the original encodings. Using sufficiently many equations, the adversary can
easily recover the error terms. On the other hand, had the term e]T3K been truly random, such a system of equations
would not admit any solution. This leads to a distinguishing strategy.

Fixing the Scheme. We describe an approach that helps us break the problematic correlation even if the circuit
implementation is chosen in a contrived manner — our idea is to use modulus reduction get rid of the problematic error
terms involving efTh <RF so that the correlation is destroyed. Informally, we fix a rounding constant M € Z such that

1A generalization of IND security which requires f;(1m;) to be pseudorandom and hence computationally indistinguishable for any b might have
been more suitable.
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HefTh eRFH < M which implies [(efTh RE)/ MJ = 0. This gets rid of the problematic error, replacing it with rounding
error which is uncorrelated with the PRF seed. For concreteness, we elaborate the changes that must be made to our
prFE construction to incorporate the above fix.

1. In setup algorithm, we output M as a part of mpk. The encryption algorithm remains the same.

2. The key generation algorithm has the following changes.

— We parse F[f, 1](x,sd) = f(x) /2] + PRF(sd, 1) = M - fhigh(x,5d) 4 fiow(X, sd), where fpign(X,sd) €
[0,/ M]" and fi,, (x,sd) € [0, M — 1]¢. Next we define functions Fhigh := M - fhigh and Fio,, := M - fiow,
which on input (x, sd) outputs M - fhigh(x,sd) and M - fiow (X, sd), respectively.

— Next, it computes circuits VEvalpigp and VEvalje,, for the functions Fpign and Fjoy,, respectively and then uses

. . . Fhi F; . . .
these circuits to compute the matrices H Aha'ih and H Aha'fth (as described in the previous sketch).

— It sets

Ap=M-

Fi Fiow
Aatt : HAhafth + Aatt ) HAlatt
M M

and outputs sky = (K, r) where K = B™!(Ag).

3. The decryption algorithm is the same except that we compute z differently as

Fhi F
T . high T . low
z=cl - K- | M- Catt HAatt/X + \‘Catt HAatt/XJ
T B

M M

We expand the correctness of the scheme to see how the above changes helps us get rid of the problematic noise
terms while decryption. Observe that

F i . F i
el - HY™ = (5T (A — bits(1,X) ® G) + eJ, )H ™"

Fhigh
= 8T Apigh — Fhigh(x,5d) + e} Rpigh + €] H,"®

Aatt/X
Fhi Fhi
T high T T high
Catt - HAatt/X . ST Anigh — M - fhigh(x,sd) + ef Rhigh + eattHAatt,x
M M
TArr + el Rior + el Hhigh
| 8 Ahigh T €felhigh T €artHp | x
- M _fhigh(xl Sd)

Anigh
=sT LA;?J — fhigh(x,sd) w.h.p.

Fy.:
T T high
where we set HefheRF +eaHy  x

‘ < M such that the last equation in the above will hold with high probability.

F
T low

Catt 'HAatt,x
M

Similarly, we get { =sT {%J — flow(x,sd) w.h.p. The rest of correctness follows from the same

argument as in the previous sketch. Note that the final error obtained now is PRF(sd) + err where (please see
Equation (8))

M. aT T . )
err=M €, high +eg 0w T M - ertpigh + errigy

Ay Ay
o (o o) (o B[ ) e

where erfyigh, erfjoy € {0, 1}£ are rounding errors and matrices Apigh, Ajow are publicly computable matrices. We
conjecture flooding for appropriately defined sizes.
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Fixing the Assumption. The authors of the attacks [AMY Y25] also suggest multiple ways to refine the assumption to
sidestep malicious samplers that may lead to attacks such as the above. We follow their approach and restrict the sampler
for which evasive LWE is conjectured true. To the best of our understanding, the original intuition of Evasive LWE still
holds if malicious samplers such as the above are avoided, and counter-measures described by [AMY Y25] are applied.

Relation to Circular Small-Secret Evasive LWE of HLL23. In Section 3.4, we show that our prFE construction can be
based on a variant of the circular small-secret evasive LWE of [HLL23] — the only difference between the assumption
stated in [HLL23] and the one used in Section 3.4 is that the FHE encoding in [HLL23] only encodes the secret s,
namely S = hcts(s), whereas in our case, this must additionally include x, i.e. S = hcts(s,x). This difference is
created by the distinction between ABE and FE, since the attribute x can be public in the former and must be hidden in
the latter. Hence, in [HLLL.23], x can be output by the sampler directly, whereas in our case, it cannot.

Whether this fundamentally changes the assumption is a matter of opinion — in any event the [HLL.23] version of
circular small-secret evasive LWE is also broken in [AMYY25] by a very similar attack as on the private coin evasive
assumption — but we find the connection interesting since the assumption of [HLL23] is considered public coin. We
show in Section 3.4 that similar refinement of this assumption can also avoid known attacks.

Applications. While it is exciting to have a compact FE scheme for any nontrivial functionality from purely
(conjectured) post-quantum assumptions, we show that our prFE is also surprisingly powerful, and yields important
applications.

Removing Circularity from HLL. We demonstrate the utility of prFE by showing that it can be used to bootstrap a
very weak kpABE scheme into a full fledged one. This enables us to improve the assumptions underlying prior works as
discussed above.

In more detail, our weak kpABE scheme, denoted by 1ABE is a secrer key scheme which only supports a single
ciphertext and single secret key query — this object is so simple that it can be constructed merely from one way functions.
This is lifted using prFE to build a full fledged public key ABE scheme supporting unbounded ciphertexts and unbounded
key queries. Our compiler does require 1ABE to satisfy some structural properties:

1. Decomposability: The computation 1ABE.KeyGen(C) can be decomposed into {1IABE.KeyGen;(C;) }ic|c|
where C; denotes the i-th gate of C and has fixed polynomial size. Here, the depth of ABE.KeyGen; is fixed and
independent of the parameters of C. Moreover, output of 1ABE.Enc should be computable by a circuit of fixed
depth, irrespective of the length of x input to 1IABE.Enc.

2. Blindness: The 1ABE ciphertext and secret key should be pseudorandom when decryption is not allowed.

Given the above properties, the core idea is to use prFE to generate randomized versions of bits of 1ABE secret keys and
ciphertexts using randomness generated jointly by the encryptor and the key generator. This is supported by prFE of
fixed depth because of property 1 and respects the constraints imposed by prFE because of property 2. Thus we obtain a
public key scheme which supports unbounded ciphertexts and keys. We outline our compiler below.

— The setup algorithm generates (prFE.msk, prFE.mpk) using prFE.Setup and outputs these as msk and mpk
respectively.

— The encryption algorithm on input mpk, attribute x and message y computes a prFE ciphertext, prFE.ct, encoding
input (x, i, sd) where sd < {0,1}" is a PRF seed.

— The keygen algorithm on input msk = prFE.msk and circuit C works as follows. It samples nonce r < {0, 1})‘ and
defines functions Fye, ;[r, C;], with r and i-th gate of C hardwired, for i € [|C|] and Fc;[r] as follows

(a) Fyey,i[r, Ci] on input (x, p1,sd), first computes 1ABE.msk using the randomness PRF(sd, r), i.e. 1ABE.msk <
1ABE.Setup(1*; PRF(sd, 1)) and then outputs 1ABE.sk¢, < 1ABE.KeyGen, (1ABE.msk, C;).

(b) Fct[r] oninput (x, p, sd), first computes 1ABE.msk as above and then outputs an 1ABE.ct encoding message y
Ww.L.t. attribute x.
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It then computes prFE keys {prFE.skyey,i }ic[|c|] and prFE.sket corresponding to functions {Fyey[r, i] }ic(c)) and
Fet[r], respectively. It outputs skc = ({prFE.skiey,i }ic[|c|), PrFE-skct)-

— The decryption algorithm on input skc = ({prFE.skyey,i }ic[|c|}, PrFFE.sket) and ct = prFE.ct first runs the prFE
decryption, using prFE keys and ciphertext prFE.ct, to compute

Fiey,ilt, Ci](x, t,5d) = 1ABE.skc,,  Fet[r](x, i, sd) = 1ABE.ct.
Finally it sets 1ABE.skc = (1ABE.skc,, ..., 1ABE.skc ) and outputs the decryption resultas LABE.Dec(1ABE.sk¢, 1ABE.ct).

Correctness follows from those of the prFE and 1ABE: By the correctness of prFE, the decryptor recovers the ciphertext
and secret key pair of 1ABE and by the correctness of 1ABE, one can recover the message # when C(x) = 1. To prove
the security, it suffices to show that ct = prFE.ct is pseudorandom. By the security of prFE, it suffices to show that the
decryption results of the ciphertext using the secret keys are jointly pseudorandom. This follows from the security of
1ABE, since the decryption results are ciphertext and secret key pairs, where the decryption is not possible for each pair.
Please see Appendix B for further details.

Building 1ABE. It remains to instantiate 1IABE with the desired properties. Fortunately, these properties are relatively
weak and easily satisfied. For instance, we can instantiate 1ABE simply by using blind garbled circuits [BLSV 18]
(Section 2.6) — here blindness is precisely the property that the garbled circuit and its labels should be pseudorandom,
when the evaluation result of the garbled circuit using the given labels is random. Given a blind garbled circuit, the
labels of the garbled circuit form the 1ABE ciphertext, the set of garbled gates form the 1ABE key, and decomposability
follows from the structure of a garbled circuit, where we can garble each gate independently. Care needs to be taken
to modify the circuit C in the secret key so that when C(x) = 0, it outputs a random string rather than L so as to be
compatible with our prFE. This yields the following theorem.

Theorem 1.8. Assuming LWE and Evasive LWE, there exists a very selectively secure kpABE scheme for circuits of
unbounded depth and attribute length ¢ with |mpk| = £ - poly(A), |skc| = |C| - £ - poly(A), |ct| = £ - poly(A).

Note that HLL relied on a new assumption called circular evasive LWE, which we replace by simple evasive LWE
above albeit at the cost of larger parameters — in particular the secret key is large and scales with |C|.

Next, we show that by using the abstraction of Attribute Based Laconic Function Evaluation (abLFE) [QWW 18],
we can match the parameters by HLL. Intuitively abLFE allows to compress a circuit C into a short digest, which is then
used by an encryptor to compute a ciphertext ct for some attribute, message pair (x, ). The decryptor, given C, ct can
recover y if and only if C(x) = 1. For our compiler, we require an abLFE scheme where the encryption algorithm can
be decomposed into an offline and an online phase. The offline encryption algorithm takes as input (x, #) and outputs
ctoff and a private state st. The online encryption algorithm takes as input (st, digest) and outputs cton. This property
is satisfied by the construction of [HLL23].

At a high level, our kpABE uses the compression of the abLFE to shorten the secret key. The key generation
computes a digest C for the circuit C, then computes a prFE key for a circuit which outputs the online part of abLFE
ciphertext. The encrypt algorithm computes the offline part of the abLFE ciphertext and the state st using input (x, y¢).
It then encrypts st using prFE encryption. Now, prFE decryption allows to recover the online part of the ciphertext, and
abLFE decryption allows to recover u if C(x) = 1. We refer the reader to Appendix B.4 for details. We prove the
following theorem:

Theorem 1.9. Under the circular LWE assumption and the Evasive LWE assumption, there exists a very selectively
secure kpABE scheme for circuits of unbounded depth and attribute length ¢ with

|mpk| = poly(¢,A), |skc| =poly(A), |ct| = poly(£,A).

Above, the parameters achieved match those of HLL and the assumptions are strictly weaker.
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Constructing kpABE for Turing machines from Weaker Assumptions. Next, we turn our attention to kpABE for
Turing machines. We show that using prFE and a kpABE for unbounded depth circuits, we can build a cpABE for
unbounded depth circuits and further a kpABE for Turing machines with parameters matching AKY. The construction
for cpABE is as follows.

— The setup algorithm generates (prFE.msk, prFE.mpk) using prFE.Setup and outputs these as cpABE.msk and
cpABE.mpk respectively.

— The encryption algorithm, given circuit C and message p, works as follows: It samples randomness R, and computes
(kpABE.mpk, kpABE.msk) = kpABE.Setup(1%,1¢; Ryey). Next, it computes a prFE.ct encoding (Ryey,sd, 1),
where sd is a PRF key, and a kpABE secret key for circuit C as kpABE.sk¢ < kpABE.KeyGen(kpABE.msk, C).It
outputs cpABE.ct := (prFE.ct, kpABE.mpk, kpABE.skc).

— The key generation algorithm, given msk and attribute x outputs a prFE key, prFE.skg, for the function F[x, ] where
r + {0,1}*. It outputs cpABE.sky := prFE.skg.
The function F[x, r] on input (Ryey,sd, ) first computes (kpABE.mpk, kpABE.msk) using the randomness Ryey
and then outputs a kpABE ciphertext kpABE.ct encoding y w.r.t. attribute x using randomness PRF(sd, r).

— The decryption algorithm on input secret key prFE.skg and ciphertext cpABE.ct := (prFE.ct, kpABE.mpk, kpABE.sk¢)
first runs the prFE decryption to obtain F[x, r](Ryey, sd, #) = kpABE.ct and finally performs kpABE decryption
using kpABE.ct and kpABE.skc.

Correctness follows from those of kpABE and prFE: The decryption of prFE ciphertext using the prFE secret
key yields kpABE ciphertext encrypted under x. This kpABE ciphertext can be decrypted using kpABE.skc when
C(x) = 1. To prove the security, we show prFE.ct is pseudorandom. By the security of prFE, it suffices to show that the
decryption results of prFE.ct are pseudorandom. This follows from the security of kpABE, since the decryption results
are kpABE ciphertexts which cannot be decrypted by kpABE.skc. We finally note that while the above overall proof
strategy works when the underlying kpABE has pseudorandom ciphertext, we have to consider more general case where
underlying kpABE does not necessarily have pseudorandom ciphertext. Therefore, the final construction as well as the
security proof are slightly different. We refer the reader to Section 7 for details. Thus, we obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 1.10. Under the circular LWE assumption and the Evasive LWE assumption, there exists a very selectively
secure cpABE scheme for circuits of unbounded depth and attribute length ¢ with

|cpABE.mpk| = poly(A), |cpABE.sky| = poly(¥,A), |cpABE.ct| = poly(A).

We note that the cpABE scheme instantiated as above replaces the reliance on circular tensor LWE and LWE
assumptions used by AKY by simply circular LWE. It also achieves a shorter mpk as compared to that of AKY (which
is poly(A, £)), other parameters being the same.

AKY provided a compiler that uses kpABE for bounded depth circuits and cpABE for unbounded depth circuits to
achieve kpABE for Turing machines. Plugging our new cpABE into this compiler, we obtain:

Corollary 1.11. Under the circular LWE assumption and evasive LWE assumption, there exists a very selectively secure
ABE for TM with the following parameters:

Impk| = poly(A), [sk| = poly(A, [M]), |[ct| = poly(A, [x],t).

In terms of parameters, the above theorem matches those of AKY. In terms of assumptions, it provides a strict
improvement, as discussed above. Later, by instantiating the underlying kpABE to be one with optimal parameters
(constructed below), we will obtain a cpABE scheme for unbounded depth circuits with optimal parameters — please see
Section 7 for details.
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1.4.1 The Quest for Optimal Parameters

Achieving optimal parameters is a central open question in the construction of ABE schemes, and one which has received
much attention in the literature [JLL23, Wee24]. Ideally, we wish to obtain optimal parameters for kpABE and cpABE
for unbounded depth circuits and moreover, from the weakest assumptions possible. So far, we do not know how to
step around the usage of evasive LWE either for unbounded depth kpABE or even for bounded depth cpABE, so an
outstanding open question is:

Can we construct kp/cp ABE for unbounded depth circuits with optimal parameters from LWE and evasive LWE?

Below, we answer the above question in the affirmative. To achieve optimality, we will need a result from our companion
paper [AKY24b], which we use black-box below. While reliance on the companion work is not needed to improve the
assumptions and match the parameters from HLL and AKY as discussed above, we are aiming for optimality, which
necessitates this dependence as discussed previously.

Wishful Thinking: Obfuscation to the Rescue? Since we do not wish to rely on any kind of circularity assumption, we
return to our construction of kpABE from 1ABE (which we built using blind garbled circuits) and prFE as a starting point,
and ask if we can compress the parameters. Observe that the kpABE secret key in this case contains prFE secret keys for
outputting the randomized versions of the 1ABE ciphertext and secret key, i.e. skc = {erE-Skkey,i/ erE.skct,j} (i}
As discussed above, this approach crucially relies on the decomposability of the secret key and ciphertext of the underling
1ABE scheme, which allows it to randomize and output these “piece-wise” — gate by gate for the circuit and bit by bit
for the input.

Suppose, as wishful thinking, one could have an obfuscation of a program which, given an index within the 1ABE
ciphertext and secret key, could output the appropriate randomized garbled gate/label — this would allow to make the
secret key and ciphertext size independent of the circuit and attribute size, and allow us to achieve optimal compression.
Can such an approach be realized?

Let us examine the possibility. It is well known [AJ15, BV 18] that compact FE for general circuits can be compiled
into compact multi-input FE, which in turn can be compiled into iO for general circuits. Perhaps we can hope that such
a compiler also be applied to our compact prFE to obtain multi-input prFE and iO for pseudorandom functionalities.
Indeed this is true — in our companion work [AKY24b], we show that a similar compiler as [AJ15, BV18] can be made
to work, albeit via a very different proof technique (since our security notion is itself quite different). However, even
assuming the existence of iO for pseudorandom functionalities, the problem is not solved because:

1. The FE to iO compiler suffers exponential loss in the reduction. Therefore, if we use iO, we do not get security
from polynomial assumptions. Since we are finally constructing only ABE schemes, the reliance on exponential
security feels too strong.

thl

2. Evenif we use iO, the problem of compression does not get solved because we require the program to “authenticate
the input and only provide the output for the legitimate input. As an example, it should not be possible to obtain
a ciphertext component for x; = 0 if x; = 1. This would require hardwiring the input x (similarly C) into the
obfuscation which would bring us back to square one!

We resolve these issues by observing that the second issue can, surprisingly, be used to overcome the first. This leaves
us with the second issue, to resolve which, we define a new notion which we call laconic poly-domain obfuscation for
pseudorandom functionalities, which may be of independent interest.

Let us begin with trying to resolve the first issue: observe that the second issue tells us that we need obfuscation for
a very special input domain — one that corresponds to the gates of our particular C or the bits of our particular x, and
that inputs outside this domain should not be accepted. This immediately has the effect of shrinking down the domain
size from exponential to polynomial! While it is as-yet unclear how to force the domain to be restricted to the special
polynomial sized set we require, it at least shows that supporting a polynomial sized domain suffices. We term an
obfuscation for circuit with polynomial sized domain as “Poly-Domain Obfuscation” 2. We define iO for pseudorandom
circuits which have polynomial sized domain (denoted by pPRIO ) as follows.

2The informed reader may wonder about the connection with XIO [LPST16] — note that in XIO, the size of the obfuscated circuit is allowed to be
only slightly sublinear in the size of the truth table. In contrast, the efficiency requirement of our notion is the same as standard iO.
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1. Obf(1%,C) — obf. The obfuscation algorithm takes as input the security parameter A and a circuit C : [N] — [M]
with size(C) < L for some arbitrary polynomial L = L(A). It outputs an obfuscation of the circuit obf.

2. Eval(obf,x) — y. The evaluation algorithm takes as input an obfuscated circuit obf and an input x € [N]. It
outputs y € [M].

Security states that Obf (1)‘, C) is pseudorandom if the truth table of C is pseudorandom. Please see Section 2.8 for a
formal definition. Restricting the input space to be of polynomial size helps us to avoid the exponential loss of the
transformation as discussed above. We now invoke a theorem from our companion work:

Theorem 1.12 ([AKY24b]). Assuming LWE and evasive LWE assumptions, there exists a secure pPRIO scheme.

We now turn to the second issue, which we resolve by defining a new primitive as described next.

Laconic Poly-Domain Obfuscation for Pseudorandom Functionalities. In pPRIO, we obfuscate circuits with a
polynomial-sized input domain of the form 1,2, ..., N. However, we must now find a way to have more control on what
this polynomial set can be, so that we can implement some “authentication” of the inputs without making the size of
the obfuscated circuit grow with the domain size, as discussed above. Towards this, we extend pPRIO to introduce
the new notion of laconic pPRIO, where the input domain can be defined as X = Xj,..., Xy for arbitrary strings
Xy,..., XNy €10, 1}5 , with arbitrary length £. The obfuscated circuit allows for the evaluation of inputs that are in the
set X := {X1,..., XN}, but it does not allow evaluation for any inputs outside this set. This is exactly what we want!
Looking ahead, the set Xy, ..., X) will be instantiated with the gates of C or the bits of x in the final construction.

To define laconic pPRIO, we modify the pPRIO syntax so that, in order to obfuscate a circuit with a restricted input
domain X, the obfuscator only needs a short digest of X, whose size does not depend on N, rather than the entire
description of it. This results in a compact obfuscation whose size is independent of N. Now, the evaluation of an input
belonging to X can be performed given the description of X in the clear. We present our definition next.

1. LDigest(1", X = {Xi}ie|n)) — dig. The digest algorithm takes as input the security parameter A and an input
space X of the form X = {X; € {0, 1}Z}i€[N] for some ¢ = ¢(A) and N € IN. We assume that X encodes the
information of £ and N and one can retrieve them efficiently. It outputs a string dig.

2. LObfuscate(lA, dig, E) — Lobf. The encode algorithm takes as input the security parameter A, string dig and a
circuit E : {0,1}¢ — {0,1}F whose size is S. It outputs a ciphertext Lobf.

3. LEval(X, Lobf) — Y. The decode algorithm takes as input X = {X; € {0,1}5}1-6[1\,] and Lobf. It outputs
Y ={Y; € {0,1} }iepn

For efficiency, we need that the size of dig = LDigest(1*, X) should be bounded by poly(A, S). In particular, the size
of dig should be independent of N. For security, we require (roughly) that:

If (X,E(X1), ..., E(XN)) ~e (X,A1 “—{0,1},..., Ay « {0,1}L>

then (X, LObfuscate(l’\,dig,E)> ~. (X,6 + O)
where dig < LDigest(1", X = {Xi}ie[n)) and O denotes the output space of LObfuscate algorithm.

Constructing Laconic Poly-Domain Obfuscation. It remains to build laconic pPRIO. To do so, we use pPRIO in
addition to blind garbled circuits (bGC) and blind batch encryption (BBE). Since pPRIO and bGC have been introduced
earlier, we recall the notion of BBE [BLSV 18] here. Intuitively, BBE allows to hash an input x so that encryption is
performed against the hash of x instead of x together with some index i € [|x|], and decryption allows to recover one of
two messages depending on the it" bit of x3.

3The informed reader may notice similarities with laconic oblivious transfer [CDG ™ 17].
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In more detail, a BBE scheme BBE = (Setup, Gen, SingleEnc, SingleDec) is defined as follows: The setup algorithm
on input security parameter A and key length N outputs a common reference string crs. The Gen algorithm on input crs
and a string x € {0, 1}N (to be used as secret key) outputs a hash value / to be used as a public key. The SingleEnc
algorithm on input (crs, h,i € [N], (mg,m;) € M?) outputs a (single) ciphertext ct. The SingleDec algorithm on
input (crs, x,i € [N], ct) outputs a message m € M. For correctness, it is required that 1, is recovered if x; = b and
h is the hash of x. Security requires the other message to remain hidden. The blindness of the scheme states that if the
encrypted message is random then the ciphertext is indistinguishable from random. We give a construction of a BBE
scheme from LWE satisfying these properties in Appendix A.

The basic intuition behind the construction of laconic pPRIO (denoted by LprlO) is as follows. To restrict the
circuit evaluation to a special input domain X, we use the BBE algorithm Gen to generate the hash k of X and output
this as part of the digest. The obfuscate algorithm, given as input a circuit E now provides a pPRIO obfuscation of
another circuit which garbles E and generates BBE encryptions of its labels using the hash. The BBE ciphertext can be
decrypted to recover the appropriate label, using which, the garbled circuit can be executed. In more detail:

1. The setup algorithm compresses the input domain X = {X; € {0, 1}£}ie[N] by hashing it using BBE.Gen into a
short hash value /. It outputs dig = h.

2. The obfuscate algorithm LObfuscate(1%, dig, E) outputs a pPRIO obfuscation, pPRIO.obf, of C[dig, E].
The circuit C[dig, E] on input i € [N] first computes bGC garbled circuit E; and input labels lab; ;j for
j € [4],b € {0,1} —next, it encrypts the bGC labels (lab; o, lab; ;1) using BBE encryption and finally outputs
E; and BBE ciphertexts BBE.ct; ;. The BBE ciphertexts are encrypted so that one can retrieve the labels for X;
for E; if a decryptor knows X.

3. The LEval(X, Lobf) algorithm first runs pPRIO evaluation on pPRIO.obf and i € [N] to obtain bGC garbled
circuit E; and BBE ciphertexts BBE.ct; ; for j € [£]. Next it runs BBE decryption using X, index (i — 1)¢ + j
(this corresponds to j’th bit of X;) and BBE.ct; ; to get labels {Iabi,j} jeld] corresponding to X;. Finally, it runs

bGC evaluation using E; and {lab; ;} e[ to obtain E(X;) forall i € [N].

Correctness is immediate given the decryption outline above. We then discuss security. Our goal is to show that
pPRIO.obf is pseudorandom assuming E(X7), ..., E(Xy) are pseudorandom. By the security guarantee of pPRIO, it
suffices to prove that the truth table {C|[dig, E] (i) = (E;, {BBE.ct;;};) }ic[nj of the circuit C[dig, E] is pseudorandom.
To show this, we first replace the labels that are nor corresponding to X; encrypted inside BBE.ct; ; with random ones
using the security of BBE. Then, by the security of bGC, we replace the garbled circuit E; and labels corresponding to
X; with the simulated one, computed from E(X;). We then replace { E(X;)}; with random strings, which can be done
by invoking the assumption of the security definition. Then, by the blindness of bGC, E; and labels can be replaced with
random strings. Finally, by the blindness of BBE, we can replace {BBE.cti,j } j with random strings, since they encrypt
random strings.

Unfortunately, the above proof strategy does not work as described. This is because we assumed in our description
above that the output of the pPRIO is pseudorandom, which is required for the security of LprlO to hold. However,
unfortunately, this is not the case. Rather, what we have is that the obfuscation of pPRIO can be divided into online and
offline parts and that the online part of it is pseudorandom, where the offline part is not dependent on the circuit being
obfuscated. Furthermore, the offline part can be reused across invocations. We can show similar property for LprlO,
which will be sufficient for the upcoming application of LprlO to PHprFE. We refer the reader to Section 4 for details.
We will get back to the issue when we discuss the security proof for our PHprFE.

1.4.2 Optimal Parameters at Last.

Using the techniques developed above, we construct a partially hiding compact FE for pseudorandom functionalities,
denoted by PHprFE. The syntax of a PHprFE = (Setup, KeyGen, Enc, Dec) scheme is similar to that of a prFE scheme
where the input to the encryption scheme now consists of a public part and a secret part. In more detail, the encryption
algorithm takes as input (Xpyp, Xpriv) and outputs a ciphertext ct. The ciphertext ct can be decrypted using sk £ and Xpup
to recover f (Xpub/ xpri\,). The security of the scheme, at a high level, states that if f (xpub/ xpri\,) is pseudorandom then
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the ciphertext encoding (Xpyb, Xpriv) is indistinguishable from random. We note that a PHprFE scheme implies a prFE
scheme if we set x,,, = L. We provide a PHprFE construction that achieves optimal parameters and supports circuits
of unbounded depth. This in turn will be used to construct optimal kpABE and cpABE for unbounded depth circuits.

Partially Hiding Pseudorandom FE. As discussed above, to get parameters independent of sizes of C and xpyp, we
compress them using LprlO scheme. Now, instead of letting the prFE keys directly output labels corresponding to the
attribute x or the garbled circuit corresponding to C, we have it output an obfuscation of circuits that compute these
components, as described above. In more detail, we use LprlO, bGC and prFE scheme to construct a PHprFE scheme as
follows.

1. The PHprFE setup algorithm generates (prFE.msk, prFE.mpk) using prFE.Setup and outputs these as msk and
mpk respectively.

2. The PHprFE keygen algorithm, given as input a circuit C, does the following.
— First it uses LprlO scheme to compress C, i.e. compute digc < LDigest({i, C;}) where C; represents the ith
gate of C.

— Next it samples r < {0,1}* and gives prFE.sk for the circuit F[r, digc]. The circuit F[r, digc] on input
(digxpub, Xpriv) outputs the following :

— bGC garbled labels corresponding to Xpyiy.

— Obfuscation, LprlO.obfy, of a circuit that outputs bGC labels corresponding to Xy, index by index. We
only require short digest of Xpub, digxpub, to compute LprlO.obf.

— Obfuscation, LprlO.obf,, of a circuit that outputs garbled gates of C, gate by gate. We only require short
digest of C, digc, to compute LprlO.obf5.

— Outputs skc = (r, prFE.sk).
3. The PHprFE encryptor on input mpk and X = (Xpyb, Xpriv) does the following:

— Rundig, < LDigest(1%, {(i, xpub,i)}ie[Lpub})’ where X,up,; € {0,1} is the i-th bit of Xpp.

— Run prFE.ct < prFE.Enc(prFE.mpk, (digxpub,xpri\,)).

We note that here the input size of prFE is independent of \xpub|.
4. The PHprFE decryptor does the following:
— It first runs the prFE decryption to obtain garbled labels corresponding to X,y and obfuscations LprlO.obf;
and LprlO.obf>.

— Next it performs LprlO evaluations using ({, Xpyp,i }i, LprlO.obf) and ({7, C;};, LprlO.obf;) to get the
garbled labels corresponding to X, and garbled circuit of C, respectively. Here x,,p, ; denotes the i-th bit of
Xpub and C; denotes the i-th gate of C.

— Finally, it uses evaluation of the garbling scheme to evaluate the garbled circuit of C on the labels of
X = (Xpub/ Xpriv)~
Correctness of the above scheme follows from the correctness of the underlying ingredients.

For security we want to show that the ct = prF E.ct(digxpub, Xpriv) is pseudorandom. The adversary additionally

sees mpk, skc = (r, prFE.sk) and we have the guarantee that C(Xpyb, Xpriv) is pseudorandom. We prove security via
the following three steps.

— First, we invoke prFE security for function Fr, digc]. By security guarantee of a prFE scheme, it suffices to show
pseudorandomness of F[r, dig(] (digxpub, Xpriv) = (la bx,i,» LprlO.obfy, LprlO.obfy).
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— Next, we invoke the security of LprlO scheme using which we wish to show the pseudorandomness of LprlO.obfq
and LprlO.obf,. Recall that the security of LprlO scheme states that it suffices to show pseudorandomness of circuit’s
output on the compressed input domain. Thus, it suffices to show the pseudorandomness of Iabxpub and C.

Now, we are left with showing the pseudorandomness of labx, , labx,, and C.

— Next, we use bGC simulator to output the garbled values. That is (C, labx,,, labx,,, ) = bGC.Sim(C(Xpub, Xpriv))-
Now using the fact that C (xpub, Xpriv) is pseudorandom, we invoke the blindness of bGC scheme to substitute the
simulated value with a random string. Hence the security.

While the above overview for the security proof conveys the main idea, it does not work as it is, since we do not
have the ideal LprlO whose obfuscated circuit is pseudorandom. Rather, we have an imperfect one, where only the
online part of the obfuscated circuit is pseudorandom. This leads to a mismatch with the security guarantee of prFE,
which requires the decryption result to be pseudorandom. To resolve the above issue, we change the construction so that
the offline part of the LprlO obfuscation, which is not necessarily pseudorandom, is generated during the encryption
and included into the ciphertext. This change is possible since the offline part of the obfuscation is not dependent on
the circuit being obfuscated, which is unknown to the encryptor. Furthermore, the (pseudorandom) online part of the
obfuscated circuit is generated during the decryption, which is aligned with the security guarantee of prFE. A subtlety
that arises here is that this change requires strong security guarantee for LprlO, where pseudorandomness of the online
part should hold even if its offline part is reused across many invocations. Luckily, we can prove such security for LprlO
and thus the entire proof works. We refer the reader to Section 5 for details.

We reason about efficiency next. First we note that it suffices to use a bounded depth prFE scheme supporting circuits
of depth poly (A, |Xpriv|). Next, we note that the size of prFE input and output is also bounded by poly (A, [Xpriv|). Thus
we get a PHprFE scheme with [mpk| = |ct| = |sk| = poly (A, [Xpriv|). The sizes of the master public key, ciphertexts,
and the secret keys of our construction above are all independent from the length of xp,, and C. However, they still
depend on the length of xyiy. In Section 5.4 we show how to remove this dependency from the master public key and
the secret keys using a SKE scheme. We get the following theorem.

Theorem 1.13. Assuming LWE and evasive LWE assumptions, there exists a partially hiding pseudorandom FE scheme,
for circuit class C = {C : {0,1}Feub x {0,1}Lev — {0,1}}, that satisfies reusable security (as per Definition 5.4)
whose sizes of the master public key and the secret key are fixed polynomial poly(A). Furthermore, the size of the
ciphertext is Lpriy + poly(A).

Optimal kpABE via PHprFE. Finally we are ready to show how to obtain an optimal kpABE scheme using an optimal
PHprFE scheme. The construction is straightforward: we set the attribute as the public input of PHprFE scheme and
the message as private input. Additionally we hardwire a nonce in the circuit C during keygen so that it outputs a
pseudorandom value when C(x) = 0, using some private input sd. In more detail,

1. The setup generates (PHprFE.msk, PHprFE.mpk) using PHprFE.Setup and outputs these as msk and mpk
respectively.

2. The key generator on input msk and a circuit C does the following

— Defines circuit C[r], for r <— {0,1}*, which on input (x, ,sd) outputs y if C(x) = 1 and PRF(sd, r)
otherwise.

— Computes a PHprFE.sk for circuit C[r].
— Outputs skc := (r, PHprFE.sk).

3. The encryptor on input mpk, x, and y, first samples a PRF seed sd < {0, 1}’\, sets Xpub = X, Xpriv = (4,5d)
and outputs a PHprFE ciphertext PHprFE.ct <— PHprFE.Enc(PHprFE.mpk, Xpub, Xpriv)-

4. The decryptor on input the secret key and the ciphertext simply runs the PHprFE decryption.
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The correctness of the scheme follows in a straightforward manner from the correctness of the PHprFE scheme.
Note that the PHprFE decryption will output C[r](x, y,sd) = u for C(x) = 1. Security of the scheme is implied by
the security of the underlying PHprFE scheme and the PRF. To prove security, we need to show the pseudorandomness
of ct = PHprFE.ct when C(x) = 0 - this follows by our usage of a PRF to generate the output, as discussed above.
Finally, from the efficiency of a PHprFE scheme and noting that [Xpriy| = 1 + A, we get the following theorem.

Theorem 1.14 (Optimal KP-ABE). Under the LWE and Evasive LWE assumption, there exists very selectively secure
KP-ABE scheme supporting circuits {C : {0,1}* — {0,1}} with unbounded depth and single bit message space with

Impk| = poly(A), |skc| = poly(A), |ct| = poly(A).

We also obtain a predicate encryption scheme for unbounded depth circuits with optimal parameters, where predicate
encryption allows to hide the entire input of the ciphertext against restricted adversaries. The optimal kpABE implies an
optimal cpABE for unbounded depth circuits as well as optimal kpABE for Turing machines as discussed above. For
more details, please see Section 6.

1.5 Organization of the Paper

We define the preliminaries used in this work in Section 2. In Section 3 we define and construct the notion of
(bounded-depth) compact functional encryption scheme for pseudorandom functionalities (prFE). In Section 4 we
define the notion of laconic pseudorandom poly-domain obfuscation scheme (LprlO) and construct it using a blind
garbling scheme, a blind batch encryption scheme (constructed in Appendix A) and a pPRIO scheme (constructed in
our companion paper [AKY?24b]). In Section 5 we define the notion of partially-hiding prFE (denoted as PHprFE) and
construct unbounded-depth PHprFE using a bounded depth prFE and a LprlO. In Section 6, we use unbounded-depth
PHprFE to construct unbounded-depth kpABE and unbounded-depth PE with optimal parameters. In Section 7 we
construct unbounded-depth cpABE with optimal parameters using our optimal kpABE and unbounded-depth prFE (as a
special case of unbounded-depth PHprFE).

In Appendix B we show an alternate pathway to construct an unbounded-depth kpABE scheme with sub-optimal
parameters without using any building block from our companion paper [AKY24b] but still improving the state of the
art.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we define the notation and provide preliminaries used in our work.

Notation. We use bold letters to denote vectors and the notation [4, b] to denote the set of integers {k € IN |a < k < b}.
We use [#] to denote the set [1, n]. Concatenation is denoted by the symbol ||. Throughout the paper, we usually denote
the security parameter by A. We say a function f(A) is negligible if it is O(A~°) for all ¢ > 0, and we use negl(A)
to denote a negligible function of A. We say f(A) is polynomial if it is O(A°) for some constant ¢ > 0, and we use
poly(A) to denote a polynomial function of A. We use the abbreviation PPT for probabilistic polynomial-time. We
say an event occurs with overwhelming probability if its probability is 1 — negl(A). For two distributions X, and Y;,
X\ =~ Y, denotes that they are computationally indistinguishable for any PPT algorithm. For a vector x, we let x;
denote its i-th entry. For a set S, we let |S| denote the number of elements in S. For a binary string x, we let |x| denote
the length of x.

Definition 2.1 (Symmetric Key Encryption with Pseudorandom Ciphertext). A symmetric key encryption scheme for
message space M = { M}, and key space K = {K) } \cv) and ciphertext space CT ske = {CT sk bae|N]
has the following syntax:

Setup(l)‘) — sk. The setup algorithm takes as input the security parameter A and outputs a secret key sk.

Enc(sk, m) — ct. The encryption algorithm takes as input the secret key sk and a message m € M and outputs a
ciphertext ct.
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Dec(sk, ct) — m'. The decryption algorithm takes as input a secret key sk and a ciphertext ct and outputs a message
/
m e M,.

Correctness: A SKE scheme is said to be correct if there exists a negligible function negl(-) such that for all A € IN,
for every message m € M, we have

sk < Setup(1%);
Pr| m'=m: ct< Enc(sk,m); | >1—negl(A),
m’ = Dec(sk, ct).

Security: A SKE scheme is said to have pseudorandom ciphertext if there exists a negligible function negl(+) such that
for all A € IN, for every message m € M, we have

5| < negl(d),

Pr [ B =B sk < Setup(1%); 1

’Bl - AEnc(sk,'),Encﬁ(sk,-)'

where the Enc(sk, -) oracle, on input a message 1, returns Enc(sk, ) and EncP (sk, -) oracle, on input a message 1,
returns ctg, where ctg <— Enc(sk,m) and ct; < CT skE.

2.1 Lattice Preliminaries

Here, we recall some facts on lattices that are needed for the exposition of our construction. Throughout this section,
n, m, and ¢ are integers such that n = poly(A) and m > n[logg]. In the following, let SampZ(y) be a sampling
algorithm for the truncated discrete Gaussian distribution over Z with parameter 7y > 0 whose support is restricted to
z € Z such that |z| < \/n7.

Let
g=(1,2..20 )T G=1,0g"

be the gadget vector and the gadget matrix. Forp € Z!, we write G ~! (p) for the m-bit vector (bits(p[1]), . . ., bits(p[n]))T,

where bits(p[i]) are m/n bits for each i € [n]. The notation extends column-wise to matrices and it holds that
GG '(P) =P.

Trapdoors. Let us consider a matrix A € Zg’xm. Forall V € Z";X'”,, we let A=1(V) be an output distribution

of SampZ('y)mxml conditioned on A - A~1(V,q) = V. A v-trapdoor for A is a trapdoor that enables one to
sample from the distribution A=1(V, 7) in time poly(n, m, m’,1og q) for any V. We slightly overload notation and
denote a 7-trapdoor for A by A, 1. The following properties had been established in a long sequence of works
[GPV08, CHKP10, ABB10a, ABB10b, MP12, BLP™13].

Lemma 2.2 (Properties of Trapdoors). Lattice trapdoors exhibit the following properties.

1. Given AT 1 one can obtain A;,l for any T/ > T.
2. Given A;!, one can obtain [A||B]7! and [B||A];! for any B.

3. There exists an efficient procedure TrapGen(1”,1™,4) that outputs (A, Agol) where A € Zj*™ for some
m = O(nlogq) and is 2~ "-close to uniform, where Tp = w(+/nlogglogm).

Useful Lemmata.

Lemma 2.3 (tail and truncation of D, . ). There exists By € ©(v/A) such that

Pr[x < Dyt |x[ > 'yBO(/\)} <27} forall y>1andA € N.
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Lemma 2.4 (Smudging Lemma [WWW22]). Let A be a security parameter. Take any a € Z where |a| < B. Suppose
v > BA“(). Then the statistical distance between the distributions {z : z < Dz} and {z+a:z < Dz} is
negl(A).

Lemma 2.5 (Leftover Hash Lemma). Fix some #,m,q € IN. The leftover hash lemma states that if m > 2nlogg,
then for A < ZJ*™, x < {0,1}" and y < ZJ the statistical distance between (A, A - x) and (A, y) is negligible.

More concretely, it is bounded by g v/ 21—

2.1.1 Hardness Assumptions

Assumption 2.6 (The LWE Assumption). Let n = n(A), m = m(A), and g = g(A) > 2 be integers and x = x(A) be a
distribution over Z,;. We say that the LWE(n, m, g, x) hardness assumption holds if for any PPT adversary .A we have

|Pr[A(A,sTA+eT) — 1] —Pr[A(A,vT) — 1]| < negl(A)

where the probability is taken over the choice of the random coins by the adversary A and A <+ Zg’xm, s Zg‘,
e+ x" andv «+ Zgﬁ We also say that LWE(n,m, g, x) problem is (non-uniformly and) subexponentially hard if

. .. o 3. . J

there exists some constant 0 < § < 1 such that the above distinguishing advantage is bounded by 2~ for for all
. L N

adversaries .4 whose running time (resp., size) is 2" .

As shown by previous works [Reg09, BLP™ 13], if we set x = SampZ(+y), the LWE(n,m, g, x) problem is as
hard as solving worst case lattice problems such as gapSVP and SIVP with approximation factor poly(#) - (q/y) for

some poly(n). Since the best known algorithms for 2k_approximation of gapSVP and SIVP run in time 20(n/k) it

follows that the above LWE(n,m, g, x) with noise-to-modulus ratio 27" s likely to be (subexponentially) hard for
some constant €.

Next, we define Evasive LWE assumption, with restricted samplers as described in [AMY Y25].

Assumption 2.7 (Evasive LWE). [Wee22, ARY Y23, AMYY25] Letn, m,t,m’,q € N be parameters and A be a security
parameter. Let x and x’ be parameters for Gaussian distributions. For Samp that outputs

Sc 231 xnpe ZZXt,aux € {0,1}"
on input 1* and for PPT adversaries .Ag and .A;, we define the following advantage functions:

AdVERE(A) & Pr[ Ao (B, SB + E, SP + E/,aux) = 1] — Pr[Ay(B, Co, C',aux) = 1]

AVEOST (1) € Pr[ A, (B, SB + E, K, aux) = 1] — Pr[4; (B, Co, K, aux) = 1]

where
(S,P,aux) « Samp(1"),

B« zZ; ",
Co  Zm, ¢z,
E + D%’;m, E « D%;ﬁ
K + B~ !(P) with standard deviation O(y/mlog(q)).

We say that the evasive LWE (EvLWE) assumption with respect to the sampler class SC holds if for every PPT
Samp € SC and Aj, there exists another PPT 4 and a polynomial Q(-) such that

AdVIRE(A) > AdVEOST(1)/Q(A) — negl(A) and  Time(Ag) < Time(A7) - Q(A).
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We conjecture that for reasonable class of samplers, the evasive LWE assumption holds. In particular, we conjecture
that our sampler SamperE(l)‘) used for the security proof of our prFE for natural class of functions should be in the
secure class of samplers SC for which the evasive LWE holds.

Remark 2.8. In the above definition, all the LWE error terms are chosen from the same distribution DZ,X' However,
in our security proof, we often consider the case where some of LWE error terms are chosen from Dz , and others
from Dz ,» with different x > x'. The evasive LWE assumption with such a mixed noise distribution is implied
by the evasive LWE assumption with all LWE error terms being chosen from Dz , as above definition, since if the
precondition is satisfied for the latter case, that for the former case is also satisfied. To see this, it suffices to observe that
we can convert the distribution from Dy ,/ into that from Dz , by adding extra Gaussian noise.

In the security proof, we may require the auxiliary information to include terms dependent on S. Furthermore, we
may want to prove the pseudorandomness of such auxiliary information. The following lemma from [ARY Y23] enables
this. In the lemma, we separate the auxiliary information into two parts aux; and auxp, where auxq is typically the
part dependent on S. The lemma roughly says that aux; is pseudorandom in the post condition distribution, if it is
pseudorandom in the precondition distribution.

Lemma 2.9 (Lemma 3.4 in [ARYY23]). Let n, m, t, m’, g € IN be parameters and A be a security parameter. Let x
and x’ be Gaussian parameters. Let Samp be a PPT algorithm that takes as input 1" and outputs

S € ZI" ", aux = (auxy, auxp) € S x {0,1}* and P € Z!*!

for some set S. Furthermore, we assume that there exists a public deterministic poly-time algorithm Reconstruct that
allows to derive P from auxp, i.e. P = Reconstruct(auxy).
We introduce the following advantage functions:

def

AdVERE (1) € Pr[A(B, SB + E, SP + E/,aux;, auxy) = 1] — Pr[A(B, Cy, C/, ¢, auxy) = 1]

def

AdVEOST (1) € Pr[A(B, SB + E, K, aux;, aux) = 1] — Pr[A(B, Co, K, ¢, auxp) = 1]

where
(S,aux = (auxy, auxy), P) « Samp(1%),

B« zZ*"
Co 2y ", C 2y e 8
/ Xt
E ¢ Dy <" E « Dy
K < B~!(P) with standard deviation O(y/m log(q)).

Then, under the Evasive-LWE (cited above in Assumption 2.7) with respect to a sampler Samp € SC, for a sampler
class SC, if AdviRE (A) is negligible for any PPT adversary A, so is AdVI;lOST/ (A) for any PPT adversary A.

2.2  GSW Homomorphic Encryption and Evaluation

We recall the format of the (leveled fully) homomorphic encryption due to [GSW13] and the correctness property. We
adapt the syntax from [HLL23].

Lemma 2.10. The leveled FHE scheme works as follows:
* The keys are

AFhe

lic) Apme = (.- x z{m T=(sT,-1
(public) fhe <§TAfhe+efThe> €Z, , (secret) s (s7,-1),

where 5§ € Z" Ape € zy*", and el . ez"
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* Aciphertextof x € {0,1} is X = ApeR — xG € Zgnﬂ)xm, where R € Z"*™ is the encryption randomness.
The decryption equation is

sTX = —e] R—xsTG ¢ 231,
which can be used to extract x via multiplication by G~1(|q/2] t,41), where 1,1 is the 1 4 1-th unit vector.
Lemma 2.11. (homomorphic evaluation for vector-valued functions [HLL23]) There is an efficient algorithm
MakeVEvalCkt(1",1™,¢q,C) = VEvalc
that takes as input 11, m, q and a vector-valued circuit C : {0,1}F — Z%X"’/ and outputs a circuit
VEvalc(Xy, ..., XL) =C,
taking L ciphertexts as input and outputting a new ciphertext C of different format.
« The depth of VEvalc is d - O(log nlog log q) + O(log? log ) for C of depth d.
* Suppose Xy = AmeRy — x[(]G for £ € [L] with x € {0,1}F, then
C = AmeRc — (%(Xx’g) ez,

where | RE|| < (m +2)? [log q] maxc ) |R] |-
The new decryption equation is
sTC = —el Rc+C(x) € Z%X’”,.

2.3 Homomorphic Evaluation Procedures

In this section we describe the properties of the attribute encoding and its homomorphic evaluation. We adapt the syntax
from [HLL23].

* For L-bit input, the public parameter is At € Z{SnH)X(LH)m.

* The encoding of x € {0,1}% is
sT (Aatt — (1,XT) X G) + e;-tt,
where sT = (5T, —1) with 5§ € Z" and e],, € Z(L+D)m,
* There are efficient deterministic algorithms [BTVW17]

MEvalC(A,t,C) = Hc and MEvalCX(Aatt, C,x) = He

. . P L (n+1)xm’ L
that take as input A,tt, a matrix-valued circuit C : {0,1}* — Z; , and (for MEvalCX) some x € {0,1}",

and output some matrix in Z(L+Dm>m’,

— Suppose C is of depth d, then |[HZ ||, [HT ||, < (m + 2)4 [logq].
— The matrix encoding homomorphism is (Aatt — (1,xT) ® G)He x = AseeHe — C(x).

Dual-Use Technique and Extension. In [BTVW17], the attribute encoded with secret sT is FHE ciphertexts under

key sT (the same, "dual-use") and the circuit being MEvalCX’ed is some HEvalc. This leads to automatic decryption.

!
Let C be a vector-valued circuit, with codomain Z;X’”/, then VEvalc is Zgnﬂ) “™ _valued and

(8T (Aate — (1,bits(X)) ® G) + eft) - Hvevalc, x
= sTAatVEvalc — sTVEvalc(X) + (/)T (MEvalCX)
= sTAtVEvalc — C(x) + (e)T. (VEval decryption )
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2.4 Attribute Based Encryption

We define both ciphertext policy attribute-based encryption (cpABE) and key policy attribute-based encryption (kpABE)
in a unified form below.

Let R = {R) : Ay x By — {0,1}} N be a relation where A, and B, denote “ciphertext attribute" and “key
attribute” spaces. An attribute-based encryption (ABE) scheme for R and a message space M = { M, } 1< is defined
by the following PPT algorithms:

Setup(l)‘) — (mpk, msk). The setup algorithm takes as input the unary representation of the security parameter A
and outputs a master public key mpk and a master secret key msk.

Enc(mpk, X, ) — ct. The encryption algorithm takes as input a master public key mpk, a ciphertext attribute X € A,
and a message u € M. It outputs a ciphertext ct.

KeyGen(msk,Y) — sky. The key generation algorithm takes as input the master secret key msk and a key attribute
Y € B,. It outputs a private key sky.

Dec(mpk, sky, Y, ct, X) — p or L. The decryption algorithm takes as input the master public key mpk, a private key
sky, private key attribute Y’ € B,, a ciphertext ct and ciphertext attribute X € A, . It outputs the message y or L
which represents that the ciphertext is not in a valid form.

Definition 2.12 (Correctness). An ABE scheme for relation family R is correct if forall A € N, X € A,,Y € B,
such that R(X,Y) = 1, and for all messages y € M,

(mpk, msk) ¢ Setup(1),
sky < KeyGen(msk,Y),
Pr | ct < Enc(mpk, X, p) : = negl(A)

Dec(mpk,sky, Y, ct, X) #u
where the probability is taken over the coins of Setup, KeyGen, and Enc.

Definition 2.13 (Sel-IND security for ABE). For an ABE scheme ABE = {Setup, Enc, KeyGen, Dec} for a relation
family R = {R) : Ay x By — {0,1}} ¢ and a message space { M } ey and an adversary A, let us define
Sel-IND security game as follows.

1. A outputs the challenge ciphertext attribute X* € A,.
2. Setup phase: On input 1%, the challenger samples (mpk, msk) < Setup(1) and gives mpk to A.

3. Query phase: During the game, A adaptively makes the following queries, in an arbitrary order. A can make
unbounded many key queries, but can make only single challenge query.

(a) Key Queries: A chooses an input Y € B). For each such query, the challenger replies with sky <
KeyGen(msk, Y).

(b) Challenge Query: At some point, A submits a pair of equal length messages (1o, 1) € M? to the
challenger. The challenger samples a random bit b <— {0, 1} and replies to A with ct <— Enc(mpk, X*, u3).

We require that R(X*,Y) = 0 holds for any Y such that .4 makes a key query for Y in order to avoid trivial
attacks.

4. Output phase: A outputs a guess bit b’ as the output of the experiment.

We define the advantage Advi%"EI,'\JL‘D (11) of A in the above game as
AdVRENP (1) = |Pr[Expape 4(1") = 1]b = 0] — Pr[Expage 4 (1) = 16 = 1]

The ABE scheme ABE is said to satisfy Sel-IND security (or simply selective security) if for any stateful PPT adversary
A, there exists a negligible function negl(-) such that Advi%"E'mD (11) = negl(A).
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We can consider the following stronger version of the security where we require the ciphertext to be pseudorandom.

Definition 2.14 (Sel-INDr security for ABE). We define Sel-INDr security game similarly to Sel-IND security game
except that the adversary A chooses single message  instead of (o, p1) at the challenge phase and the challenger
returns ct <— Enc(mpk, X*, u) if b = 0 and a random ciphertext ct <— C7 from a ciphertext space C7 if b = 1. Here,
we assume that uniform sampling from the ciphertext space C7 is possible without any parameter other than the security
parameter A. We define the advantage Advi%‘é"\f'(l’\) of the adversary A accordingly and say that the scheme satisfies

Sel-INDr security if the quantity is negligible.
We also consider the very selective notion of security.

Definition 2.15 (VerSel-IND security for ABE). We define VerSel-IND security game similarly to Sel-IND security
game except that the adversary A outputs the key queries Y1, ..., Y, where Q is the number of key queries made by
A, along with the challenge ciphertext attribute X* in the beginning of the security game. We define the advantage
AXeBrEiL{'ND (11) of the adversary A accordingly and say that the scheme satisfies VerSel-IND security if the quantity is

negligible.

Definition 2.16 (VerSel-INDr security for ABE). We define VerSel-IND security game similarly to Sel-INDr security
game except that the adversary A outputs the key queries Y1, ..., Yq, where Q is the number of key queries made by

A, along with the challenge ciphertext attribute X* in the beginning of the security game. We define the advantage

AXgE‘j'NDr(l/\) of the adversary A accordingly and say that the scheme satisfies VerSel-INDr security if the quantity

is negligible.

In the following, we recall definitions of various ABEs by specifying the relation.
Ciphertext-policy Attribute Based encryption (cpABE). We define cpABE for circuit class {Cg( A),d( /\)} A by

specifying the relation. Here, C[( A)d(A) is a set of circuits with binary output whose input length is /() and the depth
is at most d(A). Note that we do not pose any restriction on the size of the circuits. We define ARPABE = Cy(r),d(1) and

pePABE ipABE a

Iy = {0,1}". Furthermore, we define the relation R s

RPAPE(C,x) = C(x).

Key-policy Attribute Based encryption (kpABE). To define kpABE for circuits, we simply swap key and ciphertext

attributes in cpABE for circuits. More formally, to define kpABE for circuits, we define AKPABE = {O, 1}2 and
BKPABE = Cy(r),d(r)- We also define RKPABE : Alj\pABE X BKPABE — {0,1} as

RYPABE(x, C) = C(x).

The above relations also holds for circuit class {C[( 1) }, which is the set of circuits with binary output whose input
length is £(A) and the depth is unbounded.

2.5 Predicate Encryption

In this section we define predicate encryption (PE) scheme. The syntax and correctness is same as that of the
ABE scheme in Section 2.4 except that we do not input the ciphertext attribute into the decryption algorithm, i.e

Dec(mpk, sky, Y,ct) — u or L. Weset Ay = {0,1}' and By = Ce(rya(r)- We also define R : AKPABE X

BXPABE 10,1} as
Ry (x,C) = C(x).

The above relations also holds for circuit class {C ) }, which is the set of circuits with binary output whose input
length is £(A) and the depth is unbounded.
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Definition 2.17 (Sel-IND security for PE). For a PE scheme PE = {Setup, Enc, KeyGen, Dec} for a relation family
R ={Ry:A)x By — {0,1}} )N and a message space { M } \eN and an adversary A, the Sel-IND security game
is defined exactly as in Definition 2.13 except that .4 outputs two challenge attributes (X{, X;) in Step 1 and the challenger

returns ct <— Enc(mpk, X}, i3 in Step 3(a) of the security game. We require that R(X7,Y) = R(X},Y) = 0 holds

for any Y such that A makes a key query for Y in order to avoid trivial attacks. We define the advantage AdvSel IND (l)‘)

of A in the above game as

AdvEgND (17 . ‘Pr[ExpPEA( ) =1|b = 0} Pr[ExpPEA( )=1|b = 1”
The PE scheme is said to satisfy Sel-IND security (or simply selective security) if for any stateful PPT adversary A,
there exists a negligible function negl(-) such that Advg%';"'l\'D(l)‘) = negl(A).

Definition 2.18 (VerSel-IND security for PE). We define VerSel-IND security game similarly to Sel-IND security game
except that the adversary A outputs the key queries Y7, ..., Yo, where Q is the number of key queries made by A,
along with the challenge ciphertext attribute (X, X7') in the beginning of the security game. We define the advantage

A\P/eEff"'ND (1A) of the adversary A accordingly and say that the scheme satisfies VerSel-IND security if the quantity is
negligible.
2.6 Blind Garbled Circuit

Here we provide the definition of a garbling scheme for circuit class C = {C : {0,1}%n — {0,1}ut}. A garbling
scheme for circuit class C consists of three algorithms (Garble, Eval, Sim) with the following syntax.

Garble(1%,1%m, 1w, C) — (lab, C). The garbling algorithm takes as input the security parameter A, the input length
i, and output length £ for circuit C, the description of the circuit C, and a random value st € {0, 1})l and
outputs the labels for input wire of the garbled circuit lab = {lab;; }c(4, | pe{0,1} Where each lab;, € {0, 1%

and the garbled circuit C.

Eval(l)‘, C,laby) — y. The evaluation algorithm takes as input the garbled circuit C and labels corresponding to an
input x € {0,1}%n, lab, = {lab; x, }ie|s,,) Where x; denotes the i-th bit of x, and it outputs y € {0, 1} fout,

Sim (1/\, 11€1, 16n, y) is a PPT algorithm that takes as input the security parameter, the description length of C, an input
length ¢, and a string y € {0, 1}£°“t, and outputs a simulated garbled circuit C and labels lab.

A garbling scheme satisfies the following properties.

Definition 2.19 (Correctness). A garbling scheme is said to be correct if for any circuit C € C and any input
x € {0,1}"n, the following holds

Pr {y = C(x) : (lab, C) « Garble(1%,1%n, 1t C);y Eva|(C,|abx)] =1.

Definition 2.20 (Simulation Security). A garbling scheme is said to satisfy simulation security if for any circuit C € C
and any input x € {0, 1}Ei", the following holds

{(C,1aby) | (1ab, €) « Garble(1*,1%", 1%, C)} =, {(C,1ab) | (C,1ab) « Sim(1*,11€, 1% C(x))}

where lab = {lab;; }ic (s, 1 pef0,1} and labx = {lab; x; }ic (|-

Definition 2.21 (Blindness). [BLSV18] A garbling scheme (Garble, Eval, Sim) is called blind if the distribution
Sim(l/\, 11€1, 1m, y) fory < {0, 1}£°”t, representing the output of the simulator on a completely uniform output, is
indistinguishable from a completely uniform bit string. (Note that the distinguisher must not know the random output
value that was used for the simulation.)
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Definition 2.22 (Decomposability). We note that the Garble(l}‘, 1&", 1£°“t, C) algorithm can be decomposed, using
shared randomness st, as follows : (i) Garble; (1%, C;; st) for i € [|C|], where Garble;(1*, C;) outputs the garbling of
i-th gate of the circuit C (denoted by C;) and (ii) Garble;np(l/\, 1fin, 1 out; st) = lab which outputs 2 - ¢;, labels.

Note that information of a single gate C; of C can be represented by a binary string of length at most 4A for example,
since it suffices to encode its index, indices of its two incoming wires, and the truth table of the gate.

Theorem 2.23. [BLSV 18] Assume that one-way function exists. Then, there exists a blind garbled circuits scheme.

2.7 Blind Batch Encryption

Here we provide the definition of a batch encryption scheme largely adapted from [BLSV18]. A batch encryption
scheme with the message space M = { M, }, consists of the following algorithms.

Setup(l)‘, 1N) — crs. The setup algorithm takes as input the security parameter A and key length N, and outputs a
common reference string crs.

Gen(crs,x) — h. The generation algorithm takes as input the common reference string crs and a secretkey x € {0, 1 }N .
It outputs a public key h.

SingleEnc(crs, I, i, (mg,m1)) — ct. The encryption algorithm takes as input a common reference string crs, the
public key h, an index i € [N], and a message (g, m1) € M? and outputs a (single) ciphertext ct.

SingleDec(crs, x, i, ct) — m. The encryption algorithm takes as input a common reference string crs, the secret key x,
an index i € [N], and a (single) ciphertext ct and outputs a message m € M.

In [BLSV 18], they define additional algorithms Enc and Dec, which can be defined using SingleEnc and SingleDec
above. We omit the definition of these algorithms since they are not used in our paper.

Definition 2.24 (Correctness.). A batch encryption scheme is said to be correct if for any A, N € IN, secret key
x € {0,1}N,i € [N], (mg, my) € M2, crs < Setup(1*,1V), and h <~ Gen(crs, x) it holds that

Pr[m = my, | m = SingleDec (crs, x, i, SingleEnc(crs, h, i, (mg, m1)))] =1,
where x; is the i-th bit of x.

Definition 2.25 (Succinctness). A batch encryption scheme is a-succinct if letting crs <— Setup(l)‘,lN ), h =
Gen(crs, x) for some x € {0,1}", it holds that || < aN. It is said fully succinct if |[1| < p(A) for some fixed
polynomial p(A).

Definition 2.26 (Security). A batch encryption scheme is said to be secure if for any PPT adversary A, there exists a
negligible function negl(-) such that the following holds

(1N, x € {0,1}V,i € [N]) «+ A(1Y);
crs < Setup(14,1V);

pr| B =5: (m(o) = (méo),mgo)),m(l) = (m(()l),mgl))) <+ A(crs); <
h < Gen(crs, x), B < {0,1},ctﬁ + SingleEnc(crs, I, i,m(ﬁ));
B+ Alcrs, ctg)

+ negl(A)

N —

(0) )

where we require that m(o),m(l) € M? and my,” = my,’.

We require somewhat stronger blindness condition than that defined in [BLSV 18].
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Definition 2.27 (Strong Blindness). A batch encryption scheme is said to satisfy blindness if for any PPT adversary A,
there exists a negligible function negl(-) such that the following holds

(1N, x € {0,1}V,i € [N]) + A(1Y);
B =B crs Setup(l’\,lN),h + Gen(crs, x);
Pr ST me— M2, 8+ {0,1}; <
cto + SingleEnc(crs, b, i,m),cty < CT;
B+ Acrs, ctg)

+ negl(A)

N —

where CT is the ciphertext space of the scheme.

Remark 2.28. Here, we compare strong blindness defined above with the blindness defined in [BLSV18]. In [BLSV 18],
they divide a ciphertext ct into an “offline part" subct; and “online part" subct,, where subct; only depends on the
encryption randomness and the CRS, whereas subct, may depend on F, i, and m additionally. They then define
blindness as the security notion that essentially requires that subct; is pseudorandom, whereas subct; may not be. The
above security notion is stronger than theirs in that we require the entire ciphertext to be pseudorandom rather than part
of it. In other words, we can see our definition as more stringent version of their blindness notion where we require
subct; to be an empty string.

2.8 Poly-Input Obfuscation for Pseudorandom Functionalities

In this section we give the definition of poly-input indistinguishability obfuscation for pseudorandom functionalities
(pPRIO), adapted from [AKY24b].

Syntax A pPRIO scheme consists of the following algorithms.

Obf(1%,C) — obf. The obfuscation algorithm takes as input the security parameter A and a circuit C : [N] — [M]
with size(C) < L for some arbitrary polynomial L = L(A). It outputs an obfuscation of the circuit obf.
We consider a definition where the Obf algorithm can be decomposed into the following two phases.

ObfOff(1*,1F) — (obf, st). The offline obfuscation algorithm takes as input the security parameter A and
the circuit size bound L. It outputs obf ¢ and st.

ObfOn(st, C) — obfon. The online obfuscation algorithm takes as input the security parameter st and the circuit
C and outputs obfep.

The final output of Obf is obf = (obf, obfop ).

Eval(obf, x) — y. The evaluation algorithm takes as input an obfuscated circuit obf and an input x € [N]. It outputs
y € [M].
Next, we define the properties of a pPRIO scheme.

Definition 2.29 (Correctness). For all security parameters A € IN, for any C : [N] — [M], L = L(A) such that
size(C) < L and every input x € [N], we have that:

Pr [Eval(obf, x) = C(x) | obf = (obfef, obfon), (obfof,st) +— ObfOff(1*,1), obfen <~ ObfOn(st, C)] = 1

where the probability is taken over the coin-tosses of the obfuscator Obf.

Definition 2.30 (Security ). Let Samp be a PPT algorithm that on input 1*, outputs

(1N1+N2+"'NQ,1L,aux, Cl,...,CQ) , where C':[Nj] — [M;], size(C') <L
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where we enforce Samp to output 1N1+N2+"Na 1o make sure that all N; are bounded by poly(A). We say that a pPRIO
scheme is secure with respect to the sampler class SC if for every PPT sampler Samp € SC the following holds.

1t (aux, {C (@) e - ACQUD bieing) ) ~e (a0x {80 icpy)r- - A8 Ficing))
then (aux, obfofs, 0bfly, ..., 0bfS, ) ~ (aux, obfeg, 61 < CT...,62 - CTC),

where A; « [Mj] forj € [Q],i € [N]]. (obfosr, st) <— ObfOff(1*,1F), obf, — ObfOn(st, C/) for j € [Q], and CT7
denotes the set of binary strings of the same length as the output of obfn (st, C/) algorithm.

Remark 2.31. It is shown in [AMY Y25, BDJ " 24] that there is no pPRIO scheme satisfying the above security for all
general samplers. Therefore, when we use the security of pPRIO, we invoke the security with respect to a specific
sampler class that is induced by the respective applications. For simplicity, we sometimes will treat as if there was
pPRIO that is secure for all the samplers.

Theorem 2.32 ([AKY24b]). Assuming LWE and evasive LWE assumptions, there exists a secure pPRIO scheme
satisfying
lobfosr| = poly(L, A), |obfon| = poly(L, A)

where (obfg, obfon) <— Obf(14, C) for circuit C : [N] — [M] whose size is bounded by L = L(A).

3 Functional Encryption for Pseudorandom Functionalities

3.1 Definition

In this section we give the definitions for functional encryption for pseudorandom functionalities. Consider a function
family {Fprm = {f : Xprm — Vorm } }prm for a parameter prm = prm(A). Each function f € Fpm takes as input a
string x € Xprm and outputs f(x) € Vorm.

Syntax. A functional encryption scheme prFE for pseudorandom functionalities Fprm consists of four polynomial
time algorithms (Setup, KeyGen, Enc, Dec) defined as follows.

Setup(lA, prm) — (mpk, msk). The setup algorithm takes as input the security parameter A and a parameter prm
and outputs a master public key mpk and a master secret key msk*.

KeyGen(msk, f) — sk r. The key generation algorithm takes as input the master secret key msk and a function
fe Fprm and it outputs a functional secret key sk iz

Enc(mpk, x) — ct. The encryption algorithm takes as input the master public key mpk and an input x € Xprm and
outputs a ciphertext ct € CT, where CT is the ciphertext space.

Dec(mpk, sk o f ct) — y. The decryption algorithm takes as input the master public key mpk, secret key sk . function
f and a ciphertext ct and outputs iy € Vprm.

Definition 3.1 (Correctness). A prFE scheme is said to satisfy perfect correctness if for all prm, any input x € Xpm
and function f € Fprm, we have

(mpk, msk) < Setup(1*, prm) , sky < KeyGen(msk, f),|
Dec(mpk, sky, f, Enc(mpk, x)) = f(x)

Pr

We define our security notion next. At a high level, our notion says that so long as the output of the functionality is
pseudorandom, the ciphertext is pseudorandom. For notational brevity, we denote this by prCT security.

4We assume w.l.o.g that msk includes mpk.
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Definition 3.2 (prCT Security). For a prFE scheme for function family { Fprm = {f : Xprm — Yprm } } prm, parameter
prm = prm(A), let Samp be a PPT algorithm that on input 1*, outputs

(fl/- . .,kaey,xl,. o+ XQpegs AUX S {O, 1}*)

where Q\ey is the number of key queries, Qmsg is the number of message queries, and f; € Fprm, Xj € Xpm for all

i€ [ley]/j € [Qmsg]~

We define the following advantage functions:

AQVEE)E Pr[ Ao (aux, {fir fi(¥))}ic(0u)clQm]) = 1]

— Pr |}Ao( aux, {fi, Ai,j — yprm}iE[ley],je[QmSg]) = 1}

def
/—\dvi?ST()\)é Pr [Al(mpk, aux, {f;, Enc(mpk, x]-), Skfi}iE[ley},jE[Qmsg]) = 1}

—Pr [Al(mpk, aux, {fi, 0; < CT, Skﬂ}ie[ley],]‘e[Qmsg]) = 1}

where (f1,.. .,kaey,xl,. e s XQpegr AUX € {0,1}*) « Samp(1%), (mpk, msk) « Setup(1*, prm) and CT is the
ciphertext space. We say that a prFE scheme for function family Fprm satisfies prCT security with respect to the sampler
class SC if for every PPT sampler Samp € SC there exists a polynomial Q(+) such that for every PPT adversary A7,
there exists another PPT A such that

ATRE(A) = ATDST(A)/Q(A) — negl())
and Time(Ap) < Time(Ap) - Q(A).

Remark 3.3. 1t is shown in [AMYY25] that there is no prFE that satisfies prCT security for all general samplers.
Therefore, when we use the security of prFE, we invoke the security with respect to a specific sampler class that is
induced by the respective applications. For simplicity, we sometimes will treat as if there was prFE that is secure for all
the samplers.

Remark 3.4. We note that the above security definition is in the multi-challenge flavor. One may wonder whether
single-challenge version of the definition where Qmsg = 1 implies the multi-challenge version or not. However, unlike
the standard security notions for public key primitives (e.g., indistinguishability security for functional encryption
[GGH™16]), this does not seem to be the case. This is because the standard hybrid argument to prove the multi-challenge
security from the single challenge security where we replace the ciphertext to be random one-by-one fails. To see why,
recall that in these hybrids, we simulate some of the ciphertexts honestly, while we try to change a particular honest
ciphertext to be a random one. To generate honest ciphertexts, we may have to know the corresponding plaintexts.
However, this may ruin the precondition for invoking the single challenge security for the target ciphertext, since
knowing some of the inputs (say, x1) may make the output (say, f1(x2)) not pseudorandom any more when the inputs
are correlated with each other.

Definition 3.5 (Compactness). A prFE scheme is said to be compact if for any input message x € X', the running time
of the encryption algorithm is polynomial in the security parameter and the size of x. In particular, it does not depend
on the circuit description size or the output length of any function f supported by the scheme.

3.2 Construction

In this section, we provide our construction of a functional encryption scheme for pseudorandom functionalities
for function family F (1) ¢(1),dep(r) = {f {0,1}% — {0,1}¢}, where the depth of a function f € F is at most
dep(A) = poly(A). We denote the information of the parameters representing the supported class of the circuits by
prm = (1Y), 144) qdep(A)y,
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Ingredients. Our construction needs a pseudorandom function PRF : {0, 1}* x {0,1}* — [—q/4+ B,q/4 — B]'"*¢
that can be evaluated by a circuit of depth at most dep(A) = poly(A). Here B is chosen to be exponentially smaller
than g/4. We note that for our choice of B the statistical distance between the uniform distribution over [—q/4, q/4]
and [—q/4 + B,q/4 — B] is negligible.

Setup(1%, prm) — (mpk, msk). The setup algorithm parses prm = (1), 14(A) 1dep(A)) and does the following.
— Sample appropriate parameters 4,1, m, T, 0, 0, B and M such that M divides g, as in Equation (3)3.

— Samples appropriate parameters as in Equation (3).

SetLx = m(A+L)(n+1) [logg]|,sample A, < ZgnH)X(LXH)m and (B,B7!) < TrapGen(1"+1,1"® gq),
where w € O(logq).

Output mpk := (A, B, M) and msk := B 1.

KeyGen(msk, f) — sk . The key generation algorithm parses msk = B 1 and does the following.

— Sample r < {0,1}" and define function F = F[f, 1] with f, r hardwired as follows®:
On input (x, sd), compute and output f(x) |g/2] + PRF(sd, ) € Z%XZ.

— Parse F[f,1](x,5d) = M+ fuigh(x,5d) + fiow(X,sd), Where fhign(x,sd) € [0,q/M]* and fiow(x,sd) €
[0, M — 1)*.Using the fact that the PRF and f(x) can be computed by a circuit of depth at most dep(A) =
poly(A), the function F[f, r] can be computed by a circuit of depth at most d = poly(dep).

— Define functions Fhigh := M - fhigh and Fio,, := M - fio,, Which on input (x,sd) outputs M - fpigh (X, sd)
and M - fiow(x, sd), respectively. We note that these functions can be computed by a circuit of depth at most
d = poly(dep).

— Define VEvalpigh, = MakeVEvalCkt(#n,m, g, Fyign) and VEval,,, = MakeVEvalCkt(n,m, g, Fjo, ). From
Lemma 2.11, the depth of VEvalpgh and VEvalio,, is bounded by (dO(logmloglogq) + O(log?logq)).

— Compute Hy"" = MEvalC(Aqtt, VEvalhign), HA = MEvalC(Aag, VEvaligy) € Z{ )™

Phigh F
— Compute Apjgh = At - HA;i and Ajoy = Aare - Hy.

— Compute
Ap=M- \‘Ahith + \‘AIOWJ

M M
and sample K < B71(Ap).
— Output skf = (K, r).
Enc(mpk,x) — ct. The encryption parse mpk = (Aatt, B, M) algorithm does the following.

— Sample 5 <~ D7, andsets = (87, —1)T.

s
— Sample eg < D% and compute cf =sTB+efl.

— Sample sd + {0,1}", Ape < Zy ", eme < Dy, R < {0,1}*m(A+L) and compute a GSW
encryption as follows.

Athe = (- A T > , X=ApR—(xsd)®G € Z,g"+1)xm(’\+L).

LetLx = m(A +L)(n+1) [logq] be the bit length of X.

SWe assume these parameters to be part of the mpk.
SThe circuit representation of the function F is the universal circuit with F hardwired.
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— Compute a BGG™ encoding as follows.

€,tt < D%§+1)m, C;rtt =T (Aatt — bitS(l, X) & G) + e;rtt‘

— Output ct = (g, Catt, X).

Dec(mpk, sk s f,ct) — y. The decryption algorithm does the following.

Parse mpk = (Aatt, B, M), sk = (K,r) and ct = (cp, Catt, X).

— Compute Hih:thx = MEvalCX(A,tt, VEvalpigh, X) and Hi‘::”t x = MEvalCX(Att, VEvalioy, X) for circuits
VEvalpigh and VEvalje,, as defined in KeyGen algorithm.

— Compute
Fhi F
T .| hieh T . 1gFiow
z=cIl. K- | M- Catt HAatt/X + Catt HAatt/X
B M M

Fori € [¢],sety; = 0if z; € [—q/4,q/4) and y; = 1 otherwise, where z; is the i-th coordinate of z.
Outputy = (y1,...,Y¢).

Parameters. We set our parameters as follows.
p = 20(deplogd) "y 2120g Af — 242 B ;1 — poly(A,dep), m = O(nlogq), B =2'"p,

=0 ( (n+1) logq) vs =0 =22, o5 =28, ¢ =250 /poly(A). (3)

Efficiency. Using the above set parameters, we have
Impk| =L - poly(dep,A), [sk¢| = £-poly(dep,A), |ct| =L poly(dep, 7).
Correctness We analyze the correctness of our scheme below.
— First, we note that
el HZ = (5T(Aate — bits(1,X) ® G) + el JHy™"

Fhigh . Fhigh
= STAattHAai - STVEVthlgh(b|ts(X)) + e;-ttHAaft,X

F .
. T T high
= ST Ahigh — Fhigh (X, sd) + ef Rpigh + e H, 'y
Fhi Fi
T high T T high
Catt HAatt/X B STAhigh -M- fhigh (X, Sd) + efheRhigh + eattHAatt,X
M M
sTApigh + el Rpp + el H' e
high fhe ™ high att™ A 1, X

= M *fhigh(x/ Sd) (4)

where VEvalhigh (bits(X)) = AheRhigh — (Fh' (:1”&55(1)). Using Lemma 2.11, we have
g 7

|RE|| < (1 +2)7 [log g] - m = (m+2)? [logq] -3(n +1) [logq]
< (m+2)'0(logq) < p.
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and using the depth bound from Section 2.3,

[ (1)) < 2= g < 24005 <

where dVEV3|h| denotes the depth of the circuit VEvalyigh. So we have
HefheRhlgh + eattHFh"ih ) < 221 \f,B < 23}B < M. Using this in Equation (4),

F.:
T . high
Catt HAatt/X - {STAhigh

i i J — fnigh(x,5d) + errpigh

Ahigh
=sT { ZVIIg J + €] pigh — fhign (X, 5d) +errfy 5)

2

and 0 otherwise, and ||espigh|| < (14 1) - ||s[|. To see the latter, we use the fact that [sTX] —sT[X]| =
Ay A
[sTX —sT[X]] = [sT(X — [X])], where X — | X] < 1.Soe] .. = {sT (% - {%DJ and ||eg pigh || <

. . T
Il (e = | %)) | < (e Dl
Using a similar analysis as to obtain Equation (5), we get

T Fiow
Catt HAa X A,
T =T | o~ flow(xsd) e, ©)

Fi
where errhlgh € {0,1}Y, is the roundmg error which is 1 if H ST Anigh)T + et Rhigh + €l H," ihx

where err] € {0,1}" and ||egjow|| < (1 +1) - ||s||. Using Equation (5) and Equation (6), we get

I:hlgh FIow

+
T
Catt - Aattr \\ att Aattr J

5] i

M J) (M - frigh(x,5d) + flow(x,sd)) + err

A A
:sT< { ]IQ/IIth + ]{ZWJ> f,1](x,sd) +err 7
where
err=M- es high T eS low T M - €rMhigh + erfioy

A Ay Ajow Ajow
- (o B o) (o [ - e ) e e om0

where errpigh, erfjow € {0, 1}‘Z are rounding errors and matrices Apigh, Aow are publicly computable matrices and

llerr] <M - ((n+1) - [Isl| + 1) + (n+1) - [Is]| + 1 <2M - ((n +1) - [[s]| + 1)
=24 (n+1) 22 11V2) <27p

] K=sT (M{AﬁhJ—F{AAj{WJ)%—CE-K. )

where H (c]T3 -K)T H < 2”‘[%\5 - T from our parameter setting.

Next, we note that
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— Using Equations (7) and (9), we get

F.
T . high T . Flow
gl K- || S Hanex || Can Hagix
— B

M M

=F[f,r](x,sd) + e} - K—err
= f(x) [q/2] +PRF(sd,r) +ef - K —err

where

|PRF(sd, 1) + ef, - K — err|| < |PRF(sd,r)|| + 2 BVA - T +27*B
< |IPRF(sd, r)|| +2°**18VA - T < q/4— B+ B < q/4

Hence the last step of decryption outputs y correctly with probability 1.

3.3 Security Proof for Pseudorandom Functionalities

Theorem 3.6. Let SC, g be a sampler class for prFE. Assuming LWE (Assumption 2.6) and private coin Evasive

LWE (Assumption 2.7) with respect to the sampler class that contains all Samp,, (1) induced by Sampyre € SCirFE
as defined in Figure 1, our prFE scheme satisfies prCT security with respect to SCrg as defined in Definition 3.2.

Proof. Consider a sampler Samp,, g that generates the following:
1. Key Queries. It issues Qye, number of functions f1, ..., kaey for key queries.
2. Ciphertext Queries. It issues Qmsg ciphertext queries X1, ..., XQ, .-
3. Auxiliary Information. It outputs the auxiliary information aux 4.

To prove the prCT security as per Definition 3.2, we show

mpk = (Aat, B, M), aux4, Cg = SB + Eg, mpk = (Aat, B, M), aux4, Cp  Z3me",
— R — (x: <d.: . +1)xm(A+L
— 2 = AmaR; = 06, 54) © Cctanm | R 2 e P
T = sT(Au — bits(1,X;) © G) + e .}, 7 Lx+1
{ att,] i (Aate — bits( ]) X )+Ie<att,]}j€[Qmsg] {Catt,j - Z{(7 x+ )m}je[Qmsg]’
{ ks rk}ke[ley] {Kk, rk}ke[ley]
(10)
where ; .
51 €B,1
S = : 7 EB - : 7
T T
SQmsg eB/Qmsg

(aux, {fitkelOuey)r 1%} jelOmeg)) < SamPprre(1")

andforj € [Qmsg], Sj, B, j, Afhe s Rj, 5d;, €4y j are sampled as in the construction, fork € [Qyey |, we have ry «+— {0, 1},
Fy = F[f;, ;] and Ap, is as defined in the construction, and Ky = B71(Ap,)

assuming we have

(1%, auxa, {for fe(x)) e Qmeghkeluey)) e (1 auxa, {fir Bk = {0,13 }je(0ngl kelQ))-
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Sampevs(lA)

The sampler does the following.

— Runs the prFE sampler Samp,,,rg to obtain ({fi tkeQ,., {Xj}jc[Qn,)s 2UXA) Where fi : {0,1}F — {0,1}¢, Xj €
{0,1}" and aux 4 € {0,1}*.

— Set appropriate parameters as in Equation (3)“.

— Samples sd; {0,1}*, Afhej Z5<", efej < D7, Rj {0,1}*m(A+L) and computes Xj = Afne,jRj —

. Afhe,j .
(Xj, de) ® G for] S [Qmsg] where Afhe,j = <§TAfhe,j + e;’rhe,j V] € [Qmsg]'

_ (Lx+1)m
— Samples 3; <~ Dy, €qtrj ¢ DZ;

eltt,j Vj € [Qmsgl-

— Samples 1y < {0,1}*, defines F[f, 1;] and computes Ag,, for k € [Qkey), as in the key generation algorithm.

,sets s = (sz, —1)T and computes ¢!

T = sz(Aatt — bits(1,X;) ® G) +

— It outputs
si
S = ’ P:[AFIH"'HAFley]
T
$ Qg

auxy = ({X = Afhe,jRj — (X]', Sd]) 24 G}fE[Qmsg]’ {Cltt,j = S}—(Aatt — bits(l, X]) ® G) + eltt,j}jE[Qmsg]) ;

auxy = (f1,... ,kaey, aux.4,r, ... /I'ley/Aatt/ M).

“We assume the parameters to be output as a part of auxy, even though we do not explicitly write so.

Figure 1: Description of the Sampler for Evasive LWE

We invoke evasive LWE assumption for a matrix B with the private coin sampler Samp,,, that outputs (S, P, aux =

(auxy, auxp)) with private coin coinsificqpe"s = {sd;, R}, e, Afhe,j}je[Qmsg]’ defined as follows.
By Lemma 2.9, to prove Equation (10) assuming evasive LWE, it suffices to show

Qmsg XmMw
auxy, B, Cg =SB + Eg, auxz, B, Cp <+ Zq ¢ ’
L R (. ) ) ] (n+1)xm(A+L)
{Xj = Ame,iRj — (xj,5dj) @ G} jc[Qpeqs B {Xj 2, }ie Qmsg)” an
T T _hi . T . ~c 1
{Catt/f =5 (Aate bItS(l,X]) ®G)+ eatt,f}]E[Qmsg]’ {Catt,]' = Z‘(iLX+ )m}jE[Qmsg]’
Cp=SP+E msg X £ Qe
P P CP — ZqQ g X Qk y
where Ep < D%:‘;lgxz'ley. Using the representation
c]Ts,1 =s/B+ e]T,,’l
Cp = : = {g,;}icQuegl (12)
T T T
CB/Qmsg o SQmsgB + eB/Qmsg
cIT,,1 =s]Af, + eIT,,L1 ... ||s]A1;ley + eIT’,l,ley
_ _fT
Cp = : = {p ikt iciQmeglkelQuey)r (13
T T T T T
CP/Qmsg - SQmsgAF1 + eP,Qmsg,l || T ||SQmsgAFley + ePersg/ley
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we rewrite Equation (11) as follows.

. mw .
auxp, B, {CEJ = s]TB + elg,j}jE[Qmsg]/ auxz, B, ECB;]) <—qu) }]e[Qmsg]'
n+1)xm(A+
{Xj = Ame /Rj — (xj,5d)) © Gljcign) | | {Xj < Zy Y€ [Qmeg) 1
. ~c
{C;Tatt,j = S]'T(Aatt — bits(1,X;) ® G) + eltt,j}je[QmSg}/ {cattj ZngH)m}je[Qmsg],
T T T .
{CP,j,k - Sj AFk + eP,j,k}]E[Qmsg}rke[ley] {CP,]’,k — Zs}je[Qmsg],ke[ley]

where ep ;. < D[Z - - Now, to prove Equation (10) it suffices to show Equation (14).
We prove Equation (14) via the following sequence of hybrids.

Hybg. This is L.H.S distribution of Equation (14).

Hyb;. This hybrid is same as Hyb, except we compute CIT, ik s

T gyFhighk o Fiow,k
att,j Aatt,X]- att,j Aatt,Xj

M M

C
T = M-
Cpik =

+ fi(xj) [4/2] + PRF(sdj, 1) + e

where ep ;. < ’D[ZU]. We claim that Hyb, and Hyb, are statistically indistinguishable. To see this, we observe
the following.

— From Equation (7) we note that

CT . l::high,k CT . l::Iow,k
att,j Aattlxj att,j Aatt,X]-

M M

Anigh k Ajow k
- s].T <M { M + M +errj; + eIT’,j,k

_ T ) T
= s]. AFk + err;k + eP,j’k

M- + fi(x) [9/2] + PRF(sd;, 1) +ep

where Herr]-,kH <272,
— Next, we note that HerrjrkH < 280 /poly(A) = x1 = Hep’j’kH. Thus by noise flooding (Lemma 2.4)
we have elT,’].,k A5 errg + elT,’].,k with a statistical distance of poly(A)2~.
From the above, we have
A(Hyby, Hyby) = v Qm;i' Pl (),

Thus, it suffices to show pseudorandomness of the following distribution given auxp

T _—gT I
B, {CB,j = Sj B+ eB,j}je[Qmsg]
{X/ = Afhe,jRj — (Xj/ Sd]) ® G}jE[Qmsg]’
_ {C;rtt,j = SjT (Aate — bits(1,X;) ® G) + eaTttr]'}fE[Qmsg]'
(Fiic = i) 19/2] + PRE(S50) + €1 il

Hyb,. This hybrid is same as Hyb; except that for all j € [Qmsg] We sample Cpj < Zg”w, Catt,j < ZéLXH)m and

Afhej < Z,gnﬂ) “™ where Afhe,j is the the public key used to compute X;. We have Hyb; ~ Hyb, using LWE.

To prove this we consider sub-hybrids Hyb ; for i € [Qmsg|, where in Hyb; ; we sample CBj < Z;”w, Catt,j <

Z{X ™ and Agej + Z§ " for 1 < j < i We set Hyby = Hyby o and Hyb, = Hyb; o . Next, we
prove that for all i € [Qmsg], Hyby; 1 ~¢ Hyby; via the following claim.
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Claim 3.7. Hyby ;_1 ~¢ Hyby ;, for i € [Qmsg], assuming the security of LWE.

Proof. We show that if there exists an adversary A who can distinguish between the two hybrids with non-
negligible advantage, then there is a reduction B that breaks LWE security with non-negligible advantage. The
reduction is as follows.

1. The adversary A sends the function queries f1, ..., kaey, message queries Xi, .. .,XQ, ., and auxiliary
input aux 4 to the reduction.

nxmw—+m+(Lx+1)m

2. Binitiates the LWE security game with the LWE challenger. The challenger sends Ajwe € Z,

andb € Z?WMHLXHW to B.

3. B parses Aue = (B, Apes Aby). where B' € ZJ", Age € Z°", ALy € Z) " ang
bT = (bg, bf,, bl). Forj € [Qmsg], it computes ¢ ;, Catt,j and Agye,; as follows.

 For1 <j <i: Bsamples cp; Z[]”w, Catt,j ZgLXH)m and Afgej < Z

* For j = i: B does the following.

(n+1)xm
q .

/

— Samples b - Zj"” and sets B = (B

bT> and ¢ ;== bf —bT.

A . .
— Sets Age; = ( fhe) and computes X; = Age iR; — (x;,5d;) ® G as in the construction.

b;rhe
. . = A Lx+1
— Sets Aae = ALy, + bits(1,X;) © G, Aayx = <aftttt>, where a,, < ZyX " and o, =
bl — (al; — bits(1,X;) ® G), where G and G denotes the first 72 rows and 7 + 1-th row of the
gadget matrix G € Zénﬂ) m respectively.

e For j > i: B computes CTB i X; and ¢! . as in the construction, where C:tt j is computed using

att,j
Aatt
Aatt = ( T .
Aatt

4. B sets auxy = (f1,... ,kaey,auxA, ST 10\, Aatt, M) where 1 + {0,1}* and computes Fj,k as in
Hyb;. It sends (auxy, {cg ]-,Xj, el j/Fj,k}) to the adversary.

5. A outputs a bit f’. B forwards the bit f’ to the LWE challenger.

We note that if the LWE challenger sent b = §Awg + eywe, then B simulated Hyb; ;_; with A else if LWE

challenger sent random b <+ Z?ermHLXH)m then 3 simulated Hyb ; with A.

To see the former case, we note that if b = 5Auwe + elwe = 5(B/, Ame, Aly) + (e}, e, el.), then
bg = 5B’ + e, bae = 5Ame + €], and byt := SAL, + el,;. Thus we have

< B’ Ag, _ A .
cg; = (3,1 (bT) +el, Aphei = (ﬁAfhe fefTh) , Qi =(5,-1) ((aTatt) — bits(1,X;) ® G) +el,

Latt

To see the latter case, we note that if b < ZZ”HmHLXH)m then it implies bg + Z;”w, bhe Zq’", baw —
Z,SLXH)m. This implies the following.
— Randomness of by implies the randomness of ¢f, ; :== bl —bT.
. . (n+1)xm
— Randomness of b, implies Ay < Zg .

— Randomness of b, implies randomness of ¢, = bl — (al; — bits(1,X;) ® G).
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Hyb3.

Hyb4.

Hyb5.

Hyb6.

Hyb7.

Thus, it suffices to show pseudorandomness of the following distribution given auxp
B, {epj  Z§"}jcQneglr 1Xj = Atme,Rj = (Xj:5dj) @ Gljc|Qpeg)-

Lx+1)m

{Catt,j — Zt(] }jE[ngg]’ {F',k = fk(xj) M/z] + PRF(Sd]’ I'k) + e;,j,k}]'e[Qmsg]/ke[ley].

where Afhe’]' — Zgn+l)><m.

This hybrid is same as Hyb, except that for j € [Qmsg] we sample X; < Zgnﬂ)xm(/\ﬂ“). We have
Hyb, =5 Hybs using leftover hash lemma. By leftover hash lemma (Lemma 2.5) we have that the statistical
distance between A, ;R; and a uniform matrix U « Z,SHH) m(AHL) g m(A +L)/2". This implies that the

statistical distance between Xj = A, R; — (xj,5d;) ® G and X; Zgnﬂ)xm()\ﬂ“) ism(A+L)/2" and we

have

Qmsg -m(A+L) < Omsg - poly(A)
2n - 27 '
Thus, it suffices to show pseudorandomness of the following distribution given auxp

A(Hyby, Hybs) <

+1)xm(A+L Lx+1)m
B, {CB,j « Z[rinw, Xj - Zg” ) xm( )rcatt,j « Z{(q x+1) }]'E[Qmsg]’

{Fjx = fe(x}) [a/2] + PRF(sdj, 1) + €f ;1 } e Qumeg) k€ [Quey )

This hybrid is the same as the previous one except that we replace PRF (sd i) -) with the real random function

R/(-) for each j € [gmsg]. Since sd; is not used anywhere else, we can use the security of PRF to conclude that
this hybrid is computationally indistinguishable from the previous one.

This hybrid is same as the previous one except that we output a failure symbol if the set {1} k€ [Qrey ] in auxp,
contains a collision. We prove that the probability with which there occurs a collision is negligible in A. To
prove this it suffices to show that there is no k, k" € [Qyey] such that k # k' and ry = rjs. The probability of this
happening can be bounded by Qﬁey /2" by taking the union bound with respect to all the combinations of k, k.
Thus the probability of outputting the failure symbol is Qﬁey /2 which is negl(A).

In this hybrid we compute Fj,k as
i:‘]}k = fk(xj) Lq/ﬂ + R]',k + eIT’,j,k

forall j € [Qmsg), k € [Qxey|- Namely, we use fresh randomness Ry < [—q/4+ B,q/4 — B]'** instead of
deriving the randomness by R/ (r). We claim that this change is only conceptual. To see this, we observe that
unless the failure condition introduced in Hybs is satisfied, every invocation of the function R/ is with respect to a
fresh input and thus the output can be replaced with a fresh randomness.

Thus, it suffices to show pseudorandomness of the following distribution given auxp

1 A+L Lx+1
B, {CB,j (_nglxj - Zgn+ Yxm(A+ )rcatt,j <_Zz(7 X+ >m}je[Qmsg]’
{Fj,k = fk(x]) Lq/2-| + R/,k + eir’,j,k}je[Qmsg]rke[ley]'

This hybrid is same as the previous one except we sample R; . < (—q/4,q9/ 4}1X£ . We note that Hyb, ~; Hybs.
To see this note that the statistical distance between the uniform distributions U; = [—q/4 + B,q/4 — B] and
Uy =[—q/4,q/4] is

2 2
—-Zl<
q—4B  q|~

4B _ poly(A)
g vt A
g~ 2!

1
A(U], Uz) - E ‘
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by our parameter setting. Therefore,

ley : Qmsg : POIY(/\)
21

A(Hybz, Hybg) S

Hybg. This hybrid is same as the previous one except we sample F]«,k — Zs. This follows from the pseudorandomness
of { fx(xj) }; k- To see this note that we have

(1%, auxa, {fir fi(3))} je OmaghkelOu]) e (1Y auxa, {fir Bjx {0, 1} } (0l kelQuy])

which implies

(1/\/ aux 4, {fk/ lE‘j,k = fk(x]) Lq/2—| + Rjrk + e}-’,j,k}je[Qmsg]/ke[ley]) (15)

= V4
~e (1Y, auxa, {fir Bk ¢ Z4} e (Qmugl ke (Qpey))

where R; < [—q/4,q/4]"" and ep ;1 < DY, o
Thus, using Equation (15) and noting that adding random strings does not make the task of distinguishing the two
distributions any easier, we achieve the following distribution

+1 A+L Lx+1
aux 4, B, {CB,j — Zgﬂu, Xj — Z,(]n )xm )/Catt,j — Z‘(i X )m}je[Qmsg}/

~ ¢
{Fj/k — Zﬂi }jG[Qmsg]rke[ley]'

which is the R.H.S distribution of Equation (14), hence the proof.

3.4 Basing Security on Variant of Circular Evasive LWE ([HL1.23]

In this section, we provide our construction of a functional encryption scheme for pseudorandom functionalities for
function family F7 (1) ¢(1),dep(r) = {f : {0, 1}% = {0, 1}} basing the security on a variant of the circular evasive
assumption introduced by [HLL23], which is considered public-coin.

3.4.1 Assumptions

Here, we state the assumptions used in this section.

Assumption 3.8 (Circular Small Secret LWE). [HLL23] Let n, m, m’, q, X X/ be functions of A and

Afhe — ng’”, Al ng'”/, r + D

/ !/
7y S (T, =1)T, eme <~ D7 ., e < Dy

ZIX”

R « {Oll}mx(nJrl)(logztﬂm, She 231/ 5 ZZ1,/ A Z{(in-&-l)x(n-&-l)]'logzq]m

The circular small-secret LWE assumption csLWE s states that

n,m,m’ q,x,x
Afh ) ( Afhe ) . A/ x/ /
14, _ “ithe , - R — bits(s) @ G, A, rTA’ + (&/)7T
{< (YTAfhe+efThe 1T Afne + €fhe (®) () AEN

(). o v
fhe AeN

Next, we define a variant of evesLWE assumption introduced by [HLL23] further refined to avoid the attacks as
discusses in [AMY Y25].
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Assumption 3.9 (evesLWE). Let S (1)‘ ;aux) be an algorithm that, given randomness aux, outputs

1 1)2[1 21 = /
Acirc < Z§n+ ) (m(n+1)"log, 4T+ )m, A e ngm , Pe ng], ag, 0',/ 0_1, Opost, Upre

where m > mg(n,q) and 0_1 > 0g(n,m) and Opost > Opre. Suppose
Afme < Z3*", (B,T) < TrapGen(1",1",q), K+« B~!(P),

2 2 ,
efe < D70/ €circ D(Znyﬂ) log a4 m o DY ., ep €Z", ep €7/,
2 2
5fhe < Z;n, (5circ < ng(n+1) [log, ] +l)m, 5/ < qu/, 53 — Z;n, 51) < Zé,
r o D%,m s« (rT,—1)T, R+ {Oll}mx(nJrl)[logZﬂm, A Z(gn‘i‘l)x(”‘*‘l)“ogz‘ﬂml

_ Afhe _ . L
S = <rTAfhe v e%e) R — (x,bits(s)) ® G for x € {0,1}

In the precondition, the entries of eg, ep are independent and follow Dz,gpre, and evcsLWE‘gre states that

1/\, aux, Afhe, B, rTAfhe + efThe, S, 1/\/ aux, Afhez B, é%e’ A,
sT(Acirc — (1,bits(S)) ® G) + e, ~ Odires
A+ ()T, +ef TP 4eh ) | (8')7, 05, 5% ren
In the postcondition, the entries of ep are independent and follow Dz - ., and evcsLWE‘gOst states that
1/\, aux, Afhe, B, rTAfhe + e;rhe’ S, 1/\/ aux, Afhe/ B/ (Sf-!;]e/ A/
sT (Acirc - (1/ bitS(S)) ® G) + e;:rirc ~ 5(.:rirc’
A’ + (e/)T/rTB —Q—e%,K AEN (5,)1-’51;’1( AeIN
S

The evasive circular small-secret LWE assumption with respect to the sampler class SC states that evesLWE, , implies
evcsLWEfost for all efficient samplers S.

We conjecture that for reasonable class of samplers, the evasive LWE assumption holds. In particular, we conjecture
that our sampler Samp,rg (1’\) used for the security proof of our prFE for natural class of functions should be in the

secure class of samplers SC for which the evasive LWE holds.

Remark 3.10. In our assumption, the FHE encoding encode the attribute x, whereas the one in [HLL23] it only encode
the FHE secret key. This is created by the difference between ABE and FE, since the attribute x can be public in the
former and must be hidden in the latter.

3.4.2 Construction

The construction is same as in Section 3.2 except the following changes.

1. We use a concrete pseudorandom function PRF, PRF : Z(+1)xm' s zntl _y [_g/4 4 B, q/4 — B]"*! defined
asPRF(A,s) = [Gngl(L(sTA)TJp)]B. Herem' = [(([logq] / [logp])]. G, = I;®(1,2,22,...,2M18241-1),
G;l(x) for a vector x € Z™ is (bits(x[1]), ..., bits(x[m']))T, where bits(x[i]) € {0,1}!°87 and [x] for any
X € ZS represents truncating the range to [—q/2 + B,q/2 — B}g by mapping the out-of-range values to 0. Here

B is chosen to be exponentially smaller than /4. We note that for our choice of B the statistical distance between
the uniform distribution over [—q/4, /4] and [—q/4 + B,q/4 — B] is negligible. We show how to set p later.

2. In the setup algorithm, we set Lx = m(L+ (n+ 1) [logq])(n + 1) [log q] and replace the notation A, with
A irc to match the notation of the underlying assumption.
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3. The KeyGen(msk, f) algorithm has the following changes.

— It samples A’ + Zénﬂ)xml where m’ = [(([logq] / [log p])] instead of r +— {0, 1}*.

— It defines function F[f, A’] (instead of F = F[f, r]), with f, A’ hardwired, as follows:

On input (x € {0,1}*, bits(s) € {0,1} (1110891 first recover s € Z"*1 from bits(s) and then compute
and output f(x) |g/2] 4+ PRF(A’,s) € Z}]XZ.

The rest of the algorithm remains as it is. It outputs sky = (K,A').
4. The encryption algorithm has the following changes

— It samples R differently as R < {0,1}">"(L+(1+1)[logq]) and computes X = AmeR — (x, bits(s)) @ G €
Z(n+1)><m(L+(n+l)[logq])
g .

— We also change the notation of ca and denote this as ¢l - = sT(Acjrc — bits(1,X) ® G) + el _ for
Lx+1)m

€circ < ,D(Z; ) .

The rest of the algorithm remains as it is.

The above modified prFE scheme satisfies correctness. This can be argued using same steps as for the construction in
Section 3.2.

3.4.3 Security

Theorem 3.11. Let SC, g be a sampler class for prFE. Assuming circular small-secret LWE (Assumption 3.8) and
evasive circular small-secret LWE (Assumption 3.9) with respect to the sampler class that contains all Sampg,cs (1)

induced by Samp, rg € SCpirg as defined in Figure 2, our priFE scheme satisfies prCT security with respect to SCpre
as defined in Definition 3.2.

Proof. For a prFE sampler Samp,,rg as defined in the proof for Theorem 3.6, we show

mpk = (Aqire, B, M), auxy, Cp =SB+ Eg,
{Xj = AmeR; — (X, bits(s})) ® G e (0
{cdirej = 8] (Acirc = bits(1, X;) ® G) + €f. i} je[Qmegl
{Ky, Allc}ke[ley]
mpk = (Acirc, B, M), aux g, Cp «— Z;Qmngmwl
(n+1)xm(L+(n+1)[logq])
{XJ < Zq }jG[Qmsg]’
Lx+1
{Cdrc’j = ZL(] * )m}je[Qmsg]r

{Kk, Aftrel0s,]

(16)

where T
T
51 €g,1
S = - |, Eg= : ,
T T
S
Qmsg eB/Qmsg

A
(aux 4, { fic b ke [Quey ) 1%} je(Qmeg)) ¢ SamPprFe (1Y)
and for j € [Qmsgl,Sj, B, Athe,js Rj,5dj, €circ,j are sampled as in the construction, for k € [Qyey], we have
A Z,gnﬂ)xm . Fr = F[fi, A}] and Ag, is as defined in the construction, and Ky = B71(Ag,)
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assuming we have
(1%, auxa, {for fe(x)) e Qmghkeluey)) e (1 auxa, {fir Bk = {0,1} }jc(0magl kelQ))-

Consider the evcsLWE sampler Samp,, (17, aux) as defined in Figure 2. To prove Equation (16), assuming evcsLWE

Sampevcs(l)\r aux)

The sampler does the following.

+1)xm’
— Parse aux = (auxy, {fk}ke[ley]r {A} Z,sn )xm }ke[ley],auxsamp).

— Sample parameters as in Equation (3). Additionally set p = g/ (2"ov/A)%.

— Samples Agjrc < ZénH)X(LXH)m using the randomness auxs,mp-

— Defines Fi[f, A,’(] and computes A, as in the construction. Af, is publicly computable given fj, A;c, M and Agjc.

— It outputs

ACirCI P= [AFl || e ||AFley}/ aux = (aUXSamp/ aIJXerE, {A;(}kg[ley])

“We assume the parameters to be part of the output of Samp,,, even though we do not explicitly write so.

Figure 2: Description of the Sampler for circular small-secret evasive LWE

assumption (Assumption 3.9) with sampler Samp,, it suffices to show

aux;, B, Cp =SB +Eg, aux;, B, Cp ngsgxmw,
{Xj = Afne,jR; — (xj, bits(s;)) ® G}]’e[Qmsg], 5 (X; Z‘gnﬂ)xm(LHnﬂmogﬂ)}je[Qmsg},
{Clirc,j = S]‘T(AC”C — bits(1,X;) @ G) + ezirc,j}jE[Qmsg]' a {ecire, ¢ Z,ngJrl)m}je[Qmsg],
Cp=SP+Ep Cp ngsgxg.ley
a7)

where aux; = (aux, M) and Ep <+ D‘%";gXé'ley. Using the representation in Equations (12) and (13), we rewrite the
Equation (17) as

. mwy
auxi, B, {cf; =SB+ e} }jc(Qml 201, B {en; ¢ Zq" b Qe

. 1) xm(L+(n+1) L
{Xj = Afhe,jRj — (X]',bltS(S]')) ® G}jE[Qmsg]’ N {Xj — Zén panltrn )[Ogtﬂ)}]’e{QmSg}’
) ~c
{CIirc,j = S}r (Acirc - b|t5(1/ X]) ® G) + eIirc,j}jE[Qmsg]’ {Ccirc,j <~ ZL(]LXJrl)m}jE[Qmsg]’
T — T T .
{CP,j,k - sj AFk + eP,j,k}]e[Qmsg]/ke[ley] {CP/jrk — Zg }je[QmSg]rke[ley]

(18)
where epjk < D%,Ul.

We prove Equation (18) using the following sequence of hybrids.
Hybg. This is L.H.S distribution of Equation (18).
Hyb,. This hybrid is same as Hyb, except we compute cf,, ik s

oI Frighk oI Flow,k
circ,j Acire Xj circ,j Acire Xj

7 i + fe(xj) 9/2] + PRF(ALs)) +ep

T — .
Cpik = M
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Hyb2:

Hyb3:

Hyb4.

where ep ) D% o The proof of Hyby ~s Hyb, is exactly the same as the proof of Hyb, ~s Hyb; in
Theorem 3.6, hence we omit it. So it suffices to show pseudorandomness of the following distribution given auxy

B, {C]E,]' = S]TB + e].g,j}je[Qmsg]
{Xj = Ame,Rj — (x;, bits(s})) ® G} je (gl
~ {CZirc,j = S]T(Ad"c - bllts(l’_rsz ® G) + eIirc,j}jG[Qmsg]’
{Fjx = fi(xj) [4/2] +[GgG,  (L(s] AT Ip)IB + p i} e |Qmegh ke [Quey)-

where we write PRF(A},s;) = [Gqul ([(S]TA;()TJ )] .
P/ 1B

This hybrid is same as Hyb; except that for all j € [Qmsg], k € [Qkey], we compute the PRF differently. We
compute PRF(A],s;) = [Gqul Q@JIA;( —(@)T + eIDTJ )] for e; « D, ., where A} denotes the
/1B ’

first n rows and 3;: denotes the last row of the matrix A;C . We claim that Hyb; ~¢ Hyb, with all but negligible
probability. To see this, we note the following.

— The statistical distance between (§].TA,’( —(a)T +¢])T and (§].TA]’( — (@})T)T is bounded by ||e|| < oV/A.

— So, Pr “(EJTA;C —Q;()T)TJ , # L(s;]TA]’{ —a)T + e,I)TJ J < ov/Ap/q = 1/2 due to our parameter
setting.
— Taking the probability over all k € [Qyey], We get Hyb; a2 Hyb, with all but Qye, /2" probability.

So it suffices to show pseudorandomness of the following distribution given aux;

B, {ch; = 5/B e} }jcion)
{Xj = Ame, R — (x;,bits(s;)) @ G}jc[meg)
{C::rirc,j = S}- (Acirc - blts(ll X]) ® G) + e;rirC,j}je[QmSE],

{Fik = fi(x) [9/2] + [GyG,  (L(5] AL — (a)T + e[ )T]p)]B + €f i} ie Qo) § € [Quey]-

This hybrid is same as Hyb, except that for all j € [Qmsg] We sample cp; < Z[', ccirej < Zzxtm

q B
+1 L+(n+1)[1 _ T3 .
X;j Zg” pem(Lt(ntD)logdl) g Rjk < ZL, where Rjx = G4G, 1(L(s}rA;( —(a)T +¢])T]p) in Hyb, .

We have Hyb; ~, Hyb, assuming the hardness of circular small secret LWE.
To prove this we consider sub-hybrids Hyby ; for i € [Qmsg|, where in Hyby ; we sample cp j < ZJ', carrj <

ZH X g eI g Ry« ZE for 1 < j < i We set Hyby = Hybyg and
Hyby = Hyby o ... We prove that for all i € [Qmsg], Hyby; 1 A~ Hyby; in Claim 3.12. Thus, it suffices to
show pseudorandomness of the following distribution given aux;

- +1 L+(n+1)[1
B, {CB,j%ZgIU}je[Qmsg]’ {Xj<—Z{g” )xm(L+(n Nogﬂ)}je[Q

msgl’

{care « 20X ™™ Cionar ik = k) 1a/2] + [Rigls + €5 i} j[Qmsgl k[ Qey

This hybrid is same as the previous one except we sample F]-,k — Zs. This follows from the pseudorandomness
of { fx(xj) }; - Thus we achieve the following distribution

1 L 1)1 Lx+1
auca, B, {ep 2, X o 2B o oz 0 )

- ¢
{Fj/k A Zq }]E [Qmsg]rkG [ley] '
which is the R.H.S distribution of Equation (14), hence the proof.
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Claim 3.12. Hybl.i—l ) Hybll

Proof. We show that if there exists an adversary A who can distinguish between the two hybrids with non-negligible
advantage, then there is a reduction B that breaks csLWE security with non-negligible advantage. The reduction is as
follows.

1.

The adversary A sends the function queries f, ..., kaey, message queries X1, ..., Xq, . and auxiliary input
aux 4 to the reduction.

B initiates the csLWE security game with the csLWE challenger. The csLWE challenger samples a bit < {0,1}
and does the following

(mw+(LX+l)m+m ley) s

X
— It samples Afhe] — Z”X’”, A’ +— Zn §; + D%U, €fhe,j D%U, el «—

]
D;zg—i—(Lx-‘t-l)m-‘t-m ley, R] — {0’1}1’I1>< n+1) “ngq]m’ 5fhe,j < Z (5/ — me+(LX+1)m+m ley A] =
Zgn+1)x(n+1) “OgZ ‘ﬂm. It sets Sj = (§}r, —1)T

] Athe
T T . T . e— _ 7
- 0P = 0.itsets b = 8 Amme, + e o Sj = (z‘s}Afhe it e
sTA/ Nt /
STA, + (e})T.

— If B = 1, itsets b j := fhe j Sj = Aj, and b;. =

) R; — bits(s;) ® G, and (b;«)T =

/
(5]-.
— It returns (Afhe,]' = (Ahe,j b]Ihe,]-)T, S;, A;., (b;)T) to the reduction.

B does the following.

— For1 < j < i B samples cg; < ZZ”", Ceirej ZgLXH)m, X: ZE,"H)XMLH”H”]OMU and

. l
R],k — Zq.
— For j = i, it does as follows.
(a) It samples R/ + {0,117 computes C; = Ape R iTX® G,sets X; =8, + C;.

(b) It parses Al = [B,AL Ay, Al | where B € Zp<mw, AL e zy P&
Zp<! and similarly (b))7 = ((b))T, (b )T, (B))T, .., (b] o, )T ). where b; € Zp1, b/m :
Z;Lxﬂ)m and b}, € Z’”, fork € [Queyl-

(c) It samples b < Z', a . ; < Zt(,LXH)m and sets cg; == (b;)T —bT and CCT”C] = (b’cwc,])

(a,,.; — bits(1, X)) ®G).
(d) Fork € [Qyey), it samples a} ZZ1/ and sets R;; = (b;',k)T — (al)T.
— For j > i, it computes ¢p j, Circ,j» Xj and R;; as in Hyb,.

It sets aux; = (aux, M), B = (Bb")Tand Fjx = fi(x;) [9/2] + (GG, (L (Rjx)Tp)]B + eIT,,].,k and sends
(auxy, B, cp j, Xj, ccirc,j,f:]-,k) forall j € [Qmsg] and k € [Qyey] to A.

5. A outputs a bit f’. B forwards the bit f’ to the csLWE challenger.

We note that if the csLWE challenger choose 8 = 0 then 3 simulated Hyb, ; _; with A else it simulated Hyb; ; with

A.

O
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4 Laconic Pseudorandom Poly-Domain Obfuscation

In this section, we introduce the notion of laconic pPRIO and construct it from several ingredients, which are all implied
by the evasive LWE and LWE. The construction of laconic pPRIO will be used in Section 5. Since the intuition for this
notion was discussed in Section 1, we proceed directly to the formal definition.

4.1 Definition
Syntax. A laconic pPRIO scheme supporting any circuit consists of the following algorithms.

LDigest(1*, X = { Xi}icpn)) — dig. The digest algorithm takes as input the security parameter A and an input

space X of the form X = {X; € {0, 1}€}ie[N} for some ¢ = ¢(A) and N € IN. We assume that X encodes the
information of £ and N and one can retrieve them efficiently. It outputs a string dig.

LObfuscate(lA, dig, E) — Lobf. The obfuscate algorithm takes as input the security parameter A, string dig and a
circuit E : {0,1}¢ — {0,1} whose size is S. It outputs a ciphertext Lobf.
We decompose this algorithm into two phases.

LObfOff(1*,1%) — (Lobfyg, st). The offline obfuscate algorithm takes as input the security parameter A and
the circuit size S. It outputs Lobfg and a state st.

LObfOn(st, dig, E) — Lobfen. The online obfuscate algorithm takes as input the state st, string dig and circuit
E. Tt outputs Lobfyp.

With the above decomposition, the obfuscate algorithm outputs Lobf = (Lobfu, Lobfoy).
LEval(X, Lobf) — Y. The evaluation algorithm takes as input X = {X; € {O,l}z}ie[m and Lobf. It outputs
Y ={Y; € {0,1} }ien

Definition 4.1 (Compactness). For all /, N € N and X = {X; € {0, 1}g}i€[N}, we need that the size of dig =
LDigest(1%, X) should be bounded by poly(A). In particular, the size of dig should be independent of N.

Definition 4.2 (Correctness). For all /, N € N, X = {X; € {0, 1}Z}z‘e[N]a and circuit E : {0,1}¢ — {0,1}F such
that |E| < S for an arbitrary polynomial S = S(A), we have

LDigest(1", X = {X;}ieqn)) — dig
Pr | LEval (X, (Lobfofr, Lobfon)) = {E(Xi) }icin :  LOBfOfF(14,1%) — (Lobfyg,st) | = 1.
LObfOn(st, dig, E) — Lobfep,

Remark 4.3. We note that the above correctness requirement implies that for the correctness to hold, LObfOff only has
to know the upper bound S on the size of the circuit E that is going to be input to LObfOn and does not have to know
anything else.

Definition 4.4 (Security). Let Samp be a PPT algorithm that on input 1*, outputs
(aux, 15, X" = (X[ icpys - X2 = (X icpop EL - EQ)

where for all for k € [Q],i € [N¥], Xk € 0,1}, EF : {0,1}" — {0,1}" and |E¥| < S. We say that a laconic
pPRIO scheme is secure with respect to the sampler class SC if for every PPT sampler Samp € SC the following holds.

If (aux’ls,Xl,""XQ/ {El(Xll)}lE[Nl]"{EQ(XlQ)}ZG[NQ]’> ’&“C (aux’ls,Xl,""XQ/ {A}}IE[Nl]”{AZQ}IE[NQ]>

then (aux, XL,..., X2, Lobfus, Lobf},n,...,Lobfgn) ~c <aux, xL,..., X9, Lobfoff,csl...,(sQ),

47



where

AF (0,1} for k € [Q],i € [NF],
(Lobfyg, st) <— LObFOfF(14,1%), dig" < LDigest(1*, X¥), LobfX, « LObfOn(digk, E¥),
K+ Oy, fork € [Q], where Oy, is the co-domain of LObfOn algorithm.

Remark 4.5. It is shown in [AMY Y25, BDJ " 24] that there is no laconic pPRIO scheme satisfying the above security for
all general samplers. Therefore, when we use the security of laconic pPRIO, we invoke the security with respect to a
specific sampler class that is induced by the respective applications. For simplicity, we sometimes will treat as if there
was laconic pPRIO that is secure for all the samplers.

4.2 Construction

In this section we construct a laconic pPRIO scheme for any circuit.

Building Blocks. Below, we list the ingredients for our construction.

1. A pseudorandom function PRF : {0,1}* x {0,1}* — {0,1}* with key space, input space and output space as
{0,1}*. The input to the PRF will be in the form of (i||j||b) where i € [N], j € [¢], and b € {0,1}. Here, N
and ¢ are some polynomial functions in A. Since we have 2* > poly(A), the input space of the PRF is large
enough to accommodate such inputs with an appropriate encoding. It is known that PRF can be constructed from
one-way functions.

2. A blind garbling scheme bGC = (Garble, bGC.Eval, bGC.Sim) (defined in Section 2.6) for any circuit. Without
loss of generality, we assume the labels are in {0,1}*. We also assume the randomness space of Garble algorithm
to be {0, 1})‘. If longer randomness is required by the algorithm, we can expand it by using a PRF. We require
the scheme to be secure as per Definition 2.20 and Definition 2.21. We can construct bGC with the required
properties assuming one-way functions (See Theorem 2.23).

3. A pPRIO scheme pPRIO.(ObfOff, ObfOn, Eval). We require the scheme to be secure as per Definition 2.30. We
can construct pPRIO with the required properties assuming evasive LWE and LWE (See Theorem 2.32).

4. A blind batch encryption scheme BBE = BBE.(Setup, Gen, SingleEnc, SingleDec) with message space {0, 1})‘.
We assume the randomness space of SingleEnc algorithm to be {0, 1})‘ and denote the ciphertext space by
CTeee = {0, 1}€f3tBE. We require the scheme to secure as per Definition 2.26 and Definition 2.27. We also
require that the CRS is a uniformly random string. As for the efficiency requirement, we need the size of the CRS
to be |crs| = poly (A, log N, log ¢) and the size of the single ciphertext to be |BBE.ct| = poly(A,log N, log ¢).
We can construct BBE with the required properties assuming the LWE assumption (See Theorem A.5).

Now, we describe our construction.
LDigest(1*, X = {Xi}ie[n))- The digest algorithm does the following.

— Retrieve N and £ from the input and run crs <— BBE.Setup(1%, 1“\]).

— Compute 1 := BBE.Gen(crs, X1 || - - - | Xn), where X1 || - - - || X € {0,1}N is the concatenation of the bit
strings X1,..., XN € {0,1}6.

— Output dig := (crs, h, N, £).
LObfOff(1*,1%). The offline obfuscate algorithm does the following.

— Generate (pPRIO.obf, pPRIO.st) <~ pPRIO.ObfOff(14,15%¢) where size = poly(S, A) is the maximum
size of the circuit C[dig, E, sd] defined in Figure 3 when the size of E is bounded by S.

— Output Lobfyg := pPRIO.obf 4 and st := pPRIO.st.
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LObfOn(st, dig, E). The online obfuscate algorithm does the following.

Parse dig = (crs, i, N, £) and st = pPRIO.st.
— Sample a PRF key sd < {0,1}*.
— Constructacircuit C[dig, E, sd] as in Figure 3 and compute pPRIO.obf,, < pPRIO.ObfOn(pPRIO.st, C[dig, E, sd]).
— Output Lobf,, := (crs, pPRIO.obfoy).

LEval(X, Lobf). The evaluation algorithm does the following.

— Parse X = {Xi}ie[N] and Lobf = (Lobfug = pPRIO.obf, Lobfon = (crs, pPRIO.obfon)).
— Set pPRIO.obf := (pPRIO.obfys, pPRIO.obfon) and run pPRIO.Eval(pPRIO.obf, i) — y; fori € [N].
— Parse y; = ({BBE.ct; j}jc|q, Ei) foreach i € [N].

— Compute lab;; <+ BBE.SingleDec(crs, X, £(i — 1) + j,BBE.ct; ;) for each i € [N] and j € [{] and set
Iabl- = {Iabi,]'}.

— Compute z; = bGC.Eval(lab;, E;) for i € [N].
— Output {z; };cn)-

Circuit C[dig, E, sd](i):

Hardwired constant: dig = (crs, i, N, £), circuit E, and PRF seed sd.
Given input i € [N], do the following:

1. Compute R; := PRF(sd, [|1]|0) and S; ; := PRF(sd, i[|j||1) for j € [£].
2. ({labi,j,b}je[f],bE{O,l}/Ei) — Garble(l)‘, E; Ri)‘
3. Compute BBE.ct;; +— BBE.SingleEnc(crs, i, (i — 1)¢ + j, (lab; ;o,1ab; ;1); S; ;) for j € [£].

4. Output ({BBE.ct;;}jcr, Ei)-

Figure 3: The circuit C garbles input circuit E and provides BBE encryptions of its labels.

Correctness. For X = {X;};cn] and Lobf = (Lobfor = pPRIO.obfus, Lobfon = (crs, pPRIO.obfon)), we have
pPRIO.obfo, < pPRIO.ObfOn(pPRIO.st, C[dig, E,sd]). From the correctness of pPRIO and the definition of
Cldig, E, sd], for each i € [N] we get

pPRIOEvaI(pPRIOobf, Z) =VYi= ({BBE-Cti,j}je[K]/Ei)

where BBE.ct; ; «— BBE.SingleEnc(crs, h, (i — 1)¢+, (lab; o, 1ab; ;1); S; ;) for ({1abi ;1 } ic () pe 0,1}/ E;) «+ Garble(1", E;; R;).
Next, from the perfect correctness of the BBE scheme we get

BBE.SingleDec(crs, X, £(i — 1) + j, BBE.ct; ;) = lab; ; fori € [N], j € [{]

Next, we set lab; := {lab; ; }, which are the labels corresponding to input X; for i € [N]. Now, from the correctness of
the bGC scheme and definition of E;, for each i € [N] we get

bGC.Eval(lab;, E;) = E(X;)

and hence the correctness.
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Efficiency. First, we note the following.

1. Instantiating the BBE scheme as in Theorem A.5, we have |crs| = poly(A,log N,log¢) and |BBE.ct| =
poly(A,log N,log ¢), which are bounded by a fixed polynomial poly(A) for any polynomially bounded N and £.

2. Instantiating the pPRIO scheme as in Theorem 2.32, we have |pPRIO.obfo¢| = poly(S,A), |obfon| =
poly(S, A).
From the above observations, our laconic pPRIO scheme satisfies

|dig] = O(A), |Lobfes| = poly(S,A), |Lobfen| = poly(S,A).

We formalise the instantiation using the following theorem. The security of our laconic pPRIO will be proven in
Theorem 4.7.

Theorem 4.6. Assuming LWE and evasive LWE assumptions, there exists a secure (Definition 4.4) laconic pPRIO
scheme satisfying
|dig| = O(A), |Lobfug| = poly(S,A), |Lobfon| = poly(S,A).

where dig < LDigest(1}, X = {Xi}icn))s (Lobfosr, Lobfon) < LObfuscate(1*, dig, E) for circuit E : {0,1}¢ —
{0,1}% whose size is bounded by S = S(A).

4.3 Security Proof

Theorem 4.7. Let SC;_pprio be a sampler class for laconic pPRIO. Assume pPRIO is secure (Definition 2.30) with

respect to the sampler class that contains all Sampppmo(l)‘), induced by Samp;_,prio € SCj-ppRi0, s defined in
Equation (20), BBE satisfies security (Definition 2.26) and strong blindness (Definition 2.27), bGC satisfies security
(Definition 2.20) and blindness (Definition 2.21) and PRF is secure. Then the above construction of laconic pPRIO
satisfies security as defined in Definition 4.4.

Proof. Let us consider a sampler Samp;_ppRo that outputs
(aux, {3 = {(xF € (0,1} Ve iy el (B breray)
To prove the theorem, we show that
(aux, Lobfug = pPRIO.obf o, { XX, Lobfk = (crsk,pPRIO.obf’én)}ke[Q])
~vc (aux, Lobfor = pPRIO.obfog, {X¥,0° < Oonhie(q) )
holds assuming
(aux, XK {EF(XE) e ey ) e (aux (X5 A < 0,1 Yo Yt ) (19)

where Ogp, is the co-domain of LObfOn algorithm. Recalling that each crsk is a random strting, it suffices to prove that
{pPRIO.obfk 1, is pseudorandom.
We invoke the security of pPRIO scheme with respect to a sampler Sampppmo(l’\) that outputs

<1N1+"'+NQ, auxpprio = (aux, {crs bciop, {X Heefa))s {Ck[digk, Ek,sdk]}ke[Q]> (20)

where crsk « BBE.Setup(l)‘,lszk), h* = BBE.Gen(crs¥, X’l‘H . ||X§Ik), digh = (crsk,hk, Nk,ﬁk), and sd* «
{0,1}*. From the security of pPRIO, we can see that it suffices to prove

(30 {ers ety (X iy { e B s} ~e (3w et b A8 Bt {4}, gy

2n

ke[Q],iE[N"])
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where CK[digF, EX, sd¥](i) = ({BBE.ctﬁj}je[Zk],Ef-‘) for i € [N¥],k € [Q] and 7 «+ CTZBkBE x {0,1}%bcc. Here,

gﬁGc is the length of the binary string E"f‘ To prove Equation (21), we consider the following sequence of games.

Hybg. This is the LHS distribution of Equation (21). Rearranging the terms and recalling the definition of the circuit,
we can rewrite the distribution as

k vk k ik
(aux, {crs , X", {{BBE'Cti,j}je[ﬁk]/ E; }ie[Nk] }ke[Q}>

where ({labi‘(,j,b}je[ék},be{o,l}' Ef‘) < Garble(1*, EX; Ri‘) and BBE.ct;‘,J- < SingleEnc(crs, 1, (i — 1) 0K+, (Iabi{jlo,
Iabf’j’l);Sfﬁj) for R¥ := PRF (sd*,i||1]|0) and Si-"]- = PRF(sd*, i j||1).

Hyb;. This hybrid is same as the previous one except that we compute each Ri-‘ and S;‘ f differently. Concretely, we
sample R, Sf.‘]. < {0,1}* forallj € [¢X],i € [N*] and k € [Q]. This hybrid is computationally indistinguishable
from the previous one due to the security of PRF.

Hyb,. In this hybrid, we change how we compute BBE.ct;‘, i Namely, we set

. . .ok ok — i
BBE.cti-‘,j « SingleEnc(crs, H¥, (i — 1)K +j, (labj;o,lab;;1)) where lab;;, Lb

k[ =labf it b= X}
«{0,1}* otherwise

In the above, X;‘ f is the j-th bit of Xl’f. By the security of BBE, this hybrid is computationally indistinguishable
from the previous one. To see this, observe that the decryption outputs the labels corresponding to the j-th bit of

X% and we only substitute @ﬁj,b + {0,1}" when b # Xlk i
Hybs. In this hybrid, we change how we compute Ef‘ and Eﬁj,b. Namely, we set

3 . =labk, if b= XK
lab }ic ey, EX) = bGC.Sim(1%, 11 14, EX(XK))  and  Taby, b 8
({1abi}jeje, Ei) ( (X)) YY)  {0,1}}  otherwise

By the simulation security of bGC (Definition 2.20), this hybrid is computationally indistinguishable from the
previous one. To see this, it suffices to observe that only the information of {Iabi-" j,X,-/-}i,j,k is necessary for

. . k
simulating Hyb, and the labels {Iabi,]»,k X;,j}i/j,k are not necessary.

Hyby. In this hybrid, we change how we compute E"f and Iabi-‘, i Namely, we set
({1abf;}jcp, EF) < bGC.Sim(1%,1E],1¢, AF),

where Af + {0, 1}Lk is chosen uniformly at random. This hybrid is computationally indistinguishable from
the previous one by Equation (19). To see this note that Equation (19) implies {Ek(Xf.‘)}ie[Nk] ¢ {Af —

{O,l}Lk}ie[Nk}, for k € [Q], given aux, {Xk}kE[Q].

Hybs. In this hybrid, we sample Iabi-‘,]- and Ef‘ as random strings. In particular, we sample Iabi-‘,]- — {0,1})L

and E¥ « {0,1}%cc. By the blindness of bGC scheme (Definition 2.21), this hybrid is computationally
indistinguishable from the previous one. To see this, note that in the previous hybrid the simulator bGC.Sim takes
as input Ai-‘ which is a uniformly random string and thus by the blindness property of bGC we can replace the

51



output of bGC.Sim by a completely random string.
The view of the adversary in this hybrid is as follows.

k ~k k ik
(aux, {crs XK, {{BBE.cti,j}je[z], £l }ie[Nk] }ke[m>

where BBE.ctf’j < SingleEnc(crs, 1, (i — 1)65 + 7, (E:'{,j,()'@ij,l)) for E?,]‘,O +~ {0, 1}A,E§j,l «{0,1}*
and EF < SIMgjrc.

Hybg. In this hybrid, we replace BBE.ct;c j with a random string. Namely, we sample BBE.cti-{ i CTgge foralli, j, k.
This hybrid is indistinguishable from previous one by strong blindness (Definition 2.27) property of the BBE
scheme. To see this, note that BBE.ctf’ j encrypts random strings @5]‘,0’@;(,]}1 < {0,1}" in the previous hybrid
and thus the blindness property allows us to replace each BBE.ct;‘ j with a random string.

The view of the adversary in this hybrid is as follows.

k vk k Fk ok
<aux, {crs , X5, {{BBE.cti,]- < CTBBE}je[e]/Ei + {0,1} bGC}iE[Nk]}ke[Q]> .

Rearranging the terms, we can observe that the distribution in Hybg corresponds to the RHS distribution of Equation (21).
This concludes the proof of Theorem 4.7. O

5 Partial-Hiding prFE for Unbounded Depth with Optimal Parameters

In this section, we extend the notion of prFE to introduce partially-hiding prFE, where the part of the input to the circuit
can be public. We then construct partially hiding prFE with short parameter size in this section from several ingredients,
which are all implied by evasive LWE and LWE. Our construction of partially hiding prFE will be used in Section 6 and
7.

5.1 Definition

In this section we give the definitions for partial-hiding functional encryption for pseudorandom functionalities. Consider
a circuit class {Cprm = {C : Xpub X Xpriv — YV} }prm Where C € Cprm takes as input a string x = (Xpub, Xpriv) €
Xpub X Xpriv and outputs C(x) € V.

Syntax. A partial-hiding functional encryption for parameterized circuits Cprm by prm consists of four polynomial
time algorithms (Setup, KeyGen, Enc, Dec) defined as follows.

Setup(l)‘, prm) — (mpk, msk). The setup algorithm takes as input the security parameter A and a parameter prm
and outputs a master public key mpk and a master secret key msk. We assume w.l.0.g that msk includes mpk. We
also assume that prm is implicitly input to all the algorithms below.

KeyGen(msk, C) — skc. The key generation algorithm takes as input the master secret key msk and a circuit
C € Cprm and it outputs a functional secret key skc.

Enc(mpk, x = (Xpub, Xpriv)) — ct. The encryption algorithm takes as input the master public key mpk and an input
X € Xprm and outputs a ciphertext ct € CT, where CT is the ciphertext space.
For the purpose of some applications, we consider a variant where the Enc algorithm can be decomposed into the
following two phases.

EncOff(mpk) — (ctof, st). The offline encryption algorithm takes as input the security parameter A and outputs
offline part of the ciphertext ctqs and the state st.
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EncOn(st, x) — cton. The online encryption algorithm takes as input the state st and the input x and outputs
the online part of the ciphertext ctop.

The final output of ct is ct = (ctoff, Cton)-

Dec(mpk, Xpub, skc, C, ct) — y. The decryption algorithm takes as input the master public key mpk, the public input
Xpub- Secret key skc, circuit C and a ciphertext ct and outputs iy € Vprm.

Definition 5.1 (Correctness). A PHprFE scheme is said to satisfy perfect correctness if for all prm, any input
x = (Xpubs Xpriv) € Xpub X Xpriv and circuit C € Cprm, we have

P (mpk, msk) < Setup(1%, prm) , skc < KeyGen(msk, C), ,
T =

Dec(mpk, Xpyb, skc, C, Enc(mpk, x)) = C(x)
Definition 5.2 (Security). For a PHprFE scheme for circuit class { Cprm = {C : Xpub X Xpriv — V'} }prm parameterized
by prm = prm(A), let Samp be a PPT algorithm that on input 1%, outputs

(Cl,. ..,CR x = (Xpubs Xpriv), aux € {0,1}%)

where Q is the number of key queries, CK € Corm for k € [Q], x = (Xpub, Xpriv) € Xpub X Xpriv-
We define the following advantage functions:

AdVIRE (1) Pr [Ao ( aux, {C*, Xpub, Ck(x)}ke[Ql) = 1}

—Pr [AO ( aux, {Ck, Xpub, A — y}ke[Q]) = 1}

Advi?ST()\)d:efPr [Al(mpk, aux, {Ck, Xpub, Enc(mpk, x), Skck}kE[Q]) = 1}
—Pr [.Al(mpk, aux, {C, xpup, 0 4 Sim(1Y), skek beerg)) = 1]

where (C1,...,CQ, x = (Xpub, Xpriv), aux € {0,1}*) < Samp(1*), (mpk, msk) < Setup(1*, prm) and CT is the
ciphertext space. We say that a PHprFE scheme for circuit class Cprm is secure with respect to the sampler class SC if
for every PPT sampler Samp € SC, A7 and Sim, there exists another PPT Ay such that

ATRE(A) = ATPT(A)/Q(A) — negl(A)
and Time(Ap) < Time( A7) - Q(A).
Remark 5.3 (prFE as a special PHprFE). We remark that prFE is a special case of PHprFE with xpup = L.

Next, we define the security notion that we require for the PHprFE variant where we decompose the Enc algorithm as
Enc = (EncOff, EncOn) and reuse the same state output by EncOff multiple times for generating the online part of the
ciphertexts. We require the online part of the ciphertexts to be pseudorandom, whereas the offline part may not be.

Definition 5.4 (Reusable Security). For a PHprFE scheme for circuit class {Cprm = {C : Xpub X Xpriv — Y} }prm
parameterized by prm = prm(A), let Samp be a PPT algorithm that on input 1%, outputs

1 1 1 1 mse _ (Qmsg  Oms
(C yoo, CQkey xl = (Xpubs Xpriv) - - ., xQmsg — (Xpub " Xpriv” ), aUX € {0,1}*)

where Qey and Qmsg are the number of key queries and messages respectively, x/ = (x] ub’ x! ) € Xpub X Xpriv for

p priv
j € [Qmsg)> CF € Corm for k € [Q].
We define the following advantage functions:

def k j ki i
AVRE) S Pr [ Ao ((aux, (€Y, CE )} e kei)) = 1]

—Pr {AO ( aux, {Ck’ x{Dub' Aj’k = y}je[Qmsg],kG[ley]) - 1}
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def i i
AdvEPST (1) = Pr [Al(mpk, aux, Ctoff, {X}r Cton}je[Qmegl 1C SketHre0ue)) = 1}

—Pr |:A1(mpk/ aux, Ctoff, {x]pub’ 5j}j€[Qmsg]’ {Ck, Skck}ke[ley]) = 1:|

where (C1,..., CQuer, x! = (x;l)ub/ xériv),...,mesg = (xgu"gsg,xgrnsg),aux € {0,1}*) « Samp(1"), (mpk, msk) «

Setup(1%, prm), (ctog, st) <— EncOff(11), ct{,n < EncOn(st, x7), 8/ < CT on for j € [Qmsg] and CT o is the online
part of the ciphertext space. We say that a PHprFE scheme for circuit class Cprm is secure with respect to the sampler
class SC if for every PPT sampler Samp € SC and A4, there exists another PPT 4 such that

Ayt () = AT (A)/Q(A) — negl(2)
and Time(Ap) < Time( A1) - Q(A).

Remark 5.5. Similar to Remark 3.3, when we use the security of PHprFE, we invoke the security with respect to a
specific sampler class that is induced by the respective applications. For simplicity, we sometimes will treat as if there
was PHprFE that is secure for all the samplers.

Remark 5.6. We remark that Definition 5.4 is stronger security notion than Definition 5.2, since the former collapses to
the latter if we restrict the adversary so that Qmsg = 1 and set the simulator so that it runs EncOff (mpk) — (ctofr, St),
samples § <— CT on, and outputs (Ctoff, 8).

Remark 5.7. We remark that Definition 5.4 is in the single-challenge flavor in that only single offline part of the challenge
ciphertext is given to the adversary (though multiple online part of the ciphertext is given to it). While it does not seem
to imply multi-challenge flavor of the security definition (See Remark 3.4), we only define this simpler version of the
definition since it suffices for our applications and leave the extension to the multi-challenge flavor for the future work.

5.2 Construction

= {C: {0,1}Fweon) x

{0, 1}LP"V(") — {0,1}}. Namely, the construction supports a class of circuits whose public and private input lengths
are fixed and output is binary, but its size and depth are unbounded.

In this section we provide our construction of a PHprFE scheme for circuit family CLpuberriv

Building Blocks. Below, we list the ingredients for our construction.

1. A blind garbling scheme bGC = (Garble, Eval, bGC.Sim) (defined in Section 2.6) with decomposability (defined
in Definition 2.22). Without loss of generality, we assume the labels are in {0, 1 }’\ and the random coins used by
the algorithm {Garble; }; is in {0, 1}*. The latter is for the sake of notational convenience and can be achieved by
using a PRF to derive longer (pseudo-)random coins if needed. We also use C TLGC to denote the co-domain

of {Garble; }; algorithm. We can construct bGC with the required properties assuming one-way functions (See
Theorem 2.23).

2. A pseudorandom function PRF : {0,1}* x {0,1}* — {0,1}" with key space, input space and output space as
{0, 1})‘. It is known that PRF can be constructed from one-way functions.

3. A laconic pPRIO scheme LprlO = (LDigest, LObfOff, LObfOn, LEval). Without loss of generality, the random
coins used by LObfOn is in {0,1}" and the state output by LObfOff is in {0,1}". The former can be satisfied
by using a PRF. The latter can be achieved in two steps. We first let the state Lst to be the randomness used by
LObfOff and then replace it with a string in {0, 1}A, which can be done by using a PRF. The length of the digest
is of fixed polynomial in the security parameter and we denote it by L| pigest (A). As we show in Theorem 4.6,
such a laconic pPRIO can be constructed by assuming evasive LWE and LWE.
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4. A prFE scheme prFE = prFE.(Setup, KeyGen, Enc, Dec) for circuit class Cinp(/\),dep(/\),out(/\) consisting of
circuits with input length inp(A) = Lpriv + Lipigest (A) + 4A, maximum depth dep(A) and output length out(A).
We set the maximum depth and output length so that the circuit class supports the circuits Fy[r], F;[r], and
Fy[r, digc] defined as Figure 4, 5, and 6, respectively. We denote the information (17P(1), 1dep(d) jout(A))
specifying the circuit class by prm and the ciphertext space of the prFE scheme by CT re = {0, 1}€§EFE_
Assuming LWE and evasive LWE, we can construct prFE with the required parameters (See Theorem 3.6).
For our construction, we set the following parameters

Setup(1%,1Eeub, 1Leriv), The setup algorithm does the following.

— Run (prFE.mpk, prFE.msk) < prFE.Setup(1%, prm).
— Output mpk := prFE.mpk and msk := prFE.msk.

KeyGen(msk, C). The key generation algorithm does the following.

— Parse msk = prFE.msk.
— Sample a string r + {0,1}*.
— Run digc < LDigest({(i, Ci) }ic|ic)))> where C; is the description of the i-th gate of C and |C]| is the number

of gates in C. The description of C; can be encoded into a string of length at most 4A since it suffices to
encode its index, two indices of the incoming wires, and the type of the gate.

— Construct circuits Fy[t], F; [t], and F,[r, digc] as in Figure 4, 5, and 6 respectively.

— RunprFE.skg < prFE.KeyGen(prFE.msk, Fy[t]), prFE.sky < prFE.KeyGen(prFE.msk, F;[r]), and prFE.sky
prFE.KeyGen(prFE.msk, F>[r, dig¢]).

— Output sk¢ = (r, prFE.sko, prFE.skq, prFE.sky).
Enc(mpk, X = (Xpub, Xpriv) ). The encryption algorithm does the following. We divide the algorithm into the following
two steps.
EncOff(mpk). It takes as input mpk = prFE.mpk and does the following.

— Run (Lobfyg, Lst) < LObfOff(1*,1°%), where S is the maximum size of the circuits Epub|Ro] and
Ecir[Ro] defined in Figure 5 and Figure 6, respectively.

— Output st := (Lst, prFE.mpk) and ctyf := Lobfg.
EncOn(st,x = (Xpub, Xpriv) ). It does the following.
— Parse the input as st — (Lst, prFE.mpk).
— Sample sdg, sdy, sdy < {0,1}’\.
— Rundigy < LDigest(1%, {(i, Xpub,i)}ie[Lpub] ), where Xpup,; € {0,1} is the i-th bit of Xpup.
— Run prFE.ct < prFE.Enc(prFE.mpk, (digxpub,xpriv, Lst, sdo, sd1,sd2)).
— Output cton = prFE.ct.
The final output of Enc(mpk, x) is ct := (Lobfy, prFE.ct).

Dec(mpk, Xpub, skc, C, ct). It parses the input as mpk = prFE.mpk, ct := (Lobfu, prFE.ct), skc = (r, prFE.sko, prFE.sk,
prFE.sk;) and does the following.

Compute prFE.Dec(prFE.mpk, prFE.sko, Fy[r], prFE.ct) and parse the output as {la b;}ie[Lpub+1,Lpub+Lpriv].
— Compute Lobfg, 1 = prFE.Dec(prFE.mpk, prFE.sky, Fy[r], prFE.ct).

Compute Lobf,,» = prFE.Dec(prFE.mpk, prFE.sky, F,[r, digc|, prFE.ct).

Set Lobf; := (Lobfgf, Lobfop 1) and compute {lfi’i}ie[Lpub] = LEval({(j, xpub,i)}iquub], Lobfy).

Set Lobfy := (Lobfog, Lobfon2) and compute C = {Ci}ie[\cﬂ = LEval({(i, Ci) }i¢|c|, Lobfa).
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lab; ifie[L
— Set lab; = 2 ! 1 1,6 [Lpub) fori € [Loub + Lpriv]-
Iabi ifi € [Lpub +1, Lpub + Lpriv]

— Compute z = Eval(C, {labi}ie[LpubJerr;v])'
— Output z.

Circuit Fy|r]:

Parse the input as (dig, Xpriv, Lst, sdp, sdq, sd).
¢ Compute Ry := PRF(sdg, ).

« Compute (lab; g, lab;1) Garbleinp/i(l/\; Rg) fori € [Lpyp + 1, Lpub + Lepriv]-

Output {|abi,xp,iv,,~,Lpub }ie [Loub+1,Lpub+Leriv]*

Figure 4: Circuit to compute garbled labels corresponding to Xpriy-

Circuit F; [r]:
* Parse the input as (dig, Xpriv, Lst, sdp, sdq, sd).

 Compute Ry := PRF(sdy, r) and Ry := PRF(sdy, r).

follows.
— Take (i,b) € [Lpup) % {0,1} as an input.
— Compute (lab; g, lab;1) Garbleinpli(l)‘;Ro).
— Output lab; .

* Output Lobf,, 1.

* Compute Lobfy, 1 <= LObfOn(Lst, dig, Epup[Ro]; R1), where Ep,p[Ro] is a circuit that works as

Figure 5: F;[r] computes an obfuscation of a circuit computing bGC labels for Xpp.

Correctness. We make the following observations.
— From the perfect correctness of prFE scheme and definition of Fy[r], Fi[r], F2[r, dig¢], we get
{la bi,xpriv,i—Lpub }ie[LpubH,LpubJerriv] = prFE.Dec(prFE.mpk, prFE.skg, Fy[r], prFE.ct)
= Fylr] (digxpub’ Xpriv, Lst, sdg, sdq, sdy)
= {Garble;n,,i(1%; Ro) }ie[Lpu+1,Lous+ Lori]
Lobfon 1 = prFE.Dec(prFE.mpk, prFE.skq, F; [t], prFE.ct)
= F 1] (digxpub, Xpriv, Lst, sdg, sd1, sdp)
= LOben(Lst, digxpub’ Epub[RO]; Rl),

Lobfon2 = prFE.Dec(prFE.mpk, prFE.sky, F[r, digc|, prFE.ct)
=5 [r,digc](digxpub,xpri\,, Lst, sdg, sd1, sd2)
= LOben(LSt,digc, Ecir[R()],'Rz),
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Circuit F,[r, digc]:
* Parse the input as (dig, Xpriv, Lst, sd, sdq, sdp).
» Compute Ry := PRF(sdp, r) and Ry := PRF(sdy, r).

 Compute Lobfg,» = LObfOn(Lst, digc, Ecir[Rol; R2), where Egir[Ro] is a circuit that works as
follows.
- Take (i, G) € [|C|] x {0,1}*" as an input, where G encodes the information of a gate.
— Compute G < Garble;(1*, G; Ry).
- Output G.

* Output Lobfp 5.

Figure 6: Circuit F>[r, digc| computes an obfuscation of a circuit computing bGC labels for C.

where R}, := PRF(sdj, r) for b € {0,1,2} and E,,[Ro] and Ei¢[Ro] are the circuits as defined in Figure 5 and
Figure 6, respectively.

— Next, parsing Lobf; := (Lobf, Lobfo 1), we get

{12b;}ic1,,5) = LEVal({ (i Xpub,i) }ic L) LODF1)
= {Epub[RO](i/ Xpub,i)}ie[Lp
= lab

ub]

irxpub,i
where (lab; g, lab;1) < Garbleinp,i(lA; Rp) and
C = {Ci}ig|
= LEval({(i, Ci) }i¢|c), Lobfa)

= {Ecir[Ro] (i, Ci) }ig/c|
= {Garble;(1*, C;; Ro) }e |

from the perfect correctness of the laconic pPRIO scheme and the definition of Ep,p,[Ro] and Ecir[Ry).

— Next, from the perfect correctness of the garbling scheme bGC, we have, for lab; = (|3bxpub/ Iabxpriv),
Eval(él {labi}ie[LpubJerriv]) = C(xpub/ Xpriv)
and hence the perfect correctness of the PHprFE scheme.
Efficiency Here, we show

[mpk| = poly(A, Lpriv),  [ske| = poly(A, Lpriv),  |ct| = poly(A, Leriv)-
To do so, we first show that the sizes of the circuits Fy[r], F;[t], and F,[r, digc] are all bounded by poly (A, Lyyiy ).

* In Foy[r], the computation of the PRF and Garble;, ; are performed, where both of them can be implemented by
circuits of size poly(A). Since the latter is repeated for Ly, times, the overall size of Fy[r] is poly (A, Lpriy)-
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* To bound the size of F; [r], we first bound the size of Ep,p[Ro]. Epyp[Ro] performs the computation of Garble;n, ;
oninput i € [Lp,p] (in binary), which can be implemented by a circuit of size poly (log Lpyb, A). This can be
further bounded by poly(A) since Lyyp < 2}, We then observe that Fy[r] consists of the evaluation of two
PRF values and LObfOn on input Lst, dig, and E,,,[Ro]. We can bound the input length to LObfOn by a fixed
polynomial, since we have |Lst| = A and |dig| = poly(A) and LObfOn runs in polynomial time in the input
length, its size is bounded by poly(A). Therefore, the overall size of F; [r] is poly(A, Lyriv ), where we take into
account the input Xy, which is ignored in the computation.

* To bound the size of F,[r, dig¢], we first bound the size of Ej[Ro]. Ecir[Ro] performs the computation of Garble;
oninputi € [|C|] (in binary) and G € {0, 1}**, which can be implemented by a circuit of size poly(log |C|, A).
This can be further bounded by poly (1), since |C| < 2*. Similarly to the case of F; [r], the size of F;[r] can be
bounded by poly (A, Lpriy ).

We then move to discuss the size of the parameters.

*+ We can bound |mpk| = |prFE.mpk| by poly(A, inp,dep, out), since it is output by prFE.Setup(1*, prm =
(1P, 19eP, 1°t)). We have inp(A) < Lpriv + Lipigest(A) + 44 < poly(A, Lyriy) and dep(A) and out(A) are
bounded by the maximum size of the circuits Ejr and Epyp, which in turn is bounded by poly()\, Lpriv). We
therefore have |mpk| = poly(A, Lpriv).

* We have |skc| = A + |prFE.skg| + |prFE.skq| + |prFE.skp|. We can bound the size of |prFE.skg| by
poly (A, Lyriv), since it is generated by prFE.KeyGen(prFE.msk, Fy[r]), where the input length to prFE.KeyGen
is bounded by poly (A, Lpriy). Similarly, we can bound |prFE.skq | and |prFE.sky| by poly(A, Lpriy). Therefore,
we have |skc| = poly (A, Lpriy ).

* We have |ct| = |Lobfos| + |prFE.ct|. We first bound |Lobfyg|. From the above discussion, we have S =
max{|Epub[Ro]|, | Ecir[Ro]| } = poly(A, Lpriv). This implies |Lobfog| = poly (A, Lpriv), since Lobfog is output
by LObfOfF(1*,1%). We thenbound |prFE.ct|, which is output by prFE.ct < prFE.Enc(prFE.mpk, (digy,,, Xpriv,
Lst, sdg, sdy,sd>)). Since the input length of prFE.Encis inp(A) = Lpriv + Lipigest(A) +4A = poly (A, Lpriv).

We therefore have |ct| = |Lobfo| + |prFE.ct| = poly(A, Lpriv)-
5.3 Security

Before proving the security of our scheme, we prove the following useful lemma. The lemma essentially says that if
a part of the auxiliary information is pseudorandom in the pre-condition distribution, then it is pseudorandom in the
corresponding post-condition distribution where we apply laconic pPRIO security. A conceptually similar lemma is
proven in Lemma 3.4 of [ARY Y23] in the context of evasive LWE.

Lemma 5.8. Let LprlO = (LDigest, LObfuscate, LEval) be a laconic pPRIO scheme and Samp be a PPT algorithm
that takes as input 14 and outputs

(aux = (auxy, auxa) € 0,1} x &, 1%, X! = {X} iy, X9 = (X} icinoy BV EQ)

for some set X. Here X¥ € {0,1}”, Ek: {0,1}” — {0,1}Lk and |EX| < Sfork € [Q],i € [NF].
Let us assume that

((aUX],aUXZ), 15’ Xl/ .. -/XQ, {El(Xl'l)}iE[Nl]’ ey {EQ(XlQ)}ZE[NQ]’)

~e ((auxa, ), 15, XY 0 X {8 iy -+ A8 iewoy )

holds for x « X, A¥ < {0, 1}Lk for k € [Q],i € [N*] and also assume the security of LprlO with respect to Samp.
We then have

((aux1,aux2), XL,..., X2, Lobfe, Lobfl ..., Lobfgn) ~ ((auxl,x), XL,..., X9, Lobfug, 6L .. .,5Q) ,
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where (Lobfyg, st) <— LObfOfF(1%,1°), dig* < LDigest(1*, X¥), LobfX, < LObfOn(digk, E¥), 65 < Qo fork €
[Ql.

Proof. From the assumption, we have
1 18] 1 j
((auxl,auxz),ls,X ,...,XQ,{E](Xf)}ie[Nj]/je[Q]) ~ ((auxl,x),ls,X XS, {Ag}ie[N,-],je[Q]) 22)
which implies (auxy, auxp, 15,x%,..., XQ) ~c (auxy, X, 15, x%,..., XQ). This further implies

(auxy, auxy, 1%, X1, X9 (A} iy jerar) Re (auxa, x, 1%, XY X9 (AT} i icla) (23)

since adding independently sampled random terms A; does not make the task of distinguishing the distributions easier.
Equation (22) and Equation (23) implies

(auxy, auxg, 15, XY, ..., X2, {EN(X]D) ey jera) e (auxa,auxg, 15, X1, . X2 (AT i icra))-
Applying LprlO security definition with respect to Samp, we get
(auxl, auxo, X, XQ, Lobfs, Lobf},n, s, Lobfgn> e (auxl, auxo, X, XQ, Lobfs, st (5Q) .24
Next, from (auxj,auxy, 1%, X1,..., XQ) ~. (auxy,x,1°%, X1, ..., X9) we have
(auxl,auxz, X1, .., X9, Lobfyg, &' .. .,59) ~ (auxl,x, X', X9, Lobfyg, o' .. .,59) ) 25)
since Lobf,¢ can be sampled using 1° and {(5f } jelq] can be sampled independently.

From Equation (24) and Equation (25) we deduce

(auxl,auxz, X1,..., X9, Lobfy, Lobf ...,Lobfgn) ~ (auxl,x, x!,...,x9, Lobfoff,(sl...,aQ).

on’
hence the lemma. O

The following theorem asserts the security of our construction of PHprFE scheme. This in particular implies that
the construction satisfies the security notion as per Definition 5.2.

Theorem 5.9. The above construction satisfies reusable security as per Definition 5.4.
Proof. Consider a sampler Samp that generates the following:
1. Key Queries. It issues Qye, key queries Cl, ..., C%ey.

Qmsg mesg ) .

. . . 1_ (1 1 _
2. Ciphertext Queries. It issues messages x* = (xpub,xpriv),...,mesg = (xpub Xpriv

3. Auxiliary Information. It outputs the auxiliary information aux.

To prove the security as per Definition 5.4, we prove

mpk = prFE.mpk, aux, {Ck} mpk = prFE.mpk, aux, {Ck}

ke[ley] ’ ke[ley] ’
{skk = (¢, prFE.skk, prFE.skt, erE.sk’g)}ke[Qk |~ {skk — (", prFE.sk, erE.sk’{,erE.sk’g)} conl’
ey ey
Lobfys, { X, prFE.ct/ Lobfug, {x. o/ « CT
o X PP o Xt T i
(26)
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assuming we have

(1)\, aux, {Xpub’ Ck, Ck(xj)}jG[Qmsg],kG[ley]) e (1)\, aux, {x{)ub' Ck, Aj’k < {0'1}}j€[Qmsg]/k€[ley]) (27)

where
({c bl 1 = (LX) i) a0 € 0,1} ) « Samp(1),
(prFE.mpk, prFE.msk) < prFE.Setup(1%, prm),
t* « {0,1}*, prFE.skf < prFE.KeyGen(prFE.msk, Fo[r"]), for Fy[r'] as defined in Figure 4,
prFE.skk < prFE.KeyGen (prFE.msk, F;[r]), forF;[r, dig] as defined in Figure 5
diger + LDigest({(i,CF)} e ca)
prFE.sk < prFE.KeyGen(prFE.msk, F;[r", dig«]), for Fa[r*, digcx] as defined in Figure 6,
(Lobfyg, Lst) « LObfOff(14,15),
digxi,ub <+ LDigest(1*, {(i, xéub’i)}ie[Lpub]),sdJO, sd, sdh + {0,1}%,

prFE.ct/ < prFE.Enc(prFE.mpk, (ding Lst,sd), sd),sd)))  forj € [Qmsgl-
b

prlv’

We invoke the security of prFE with sampler Sampy, g that outputs
Functions: {F rk , F rk , F rk,di }
o[r*], Ri[r'], Fo[r", digex] k(O]
Inputs: {erFE = (digx]- pnv, Lst, sd] sd] sd]) } ,
Py Lo — j k Lk
Auxiliary Information:  auxpFg == (aux, {xp“b}je[Qmsg] , Lobfog, {C*, r r}ke[ley]

By the security guarantee of prFE with sampler Samp,,,rg, Equation (26) holds if

K1 (5] ’
Fo[e"] () = {labi }
| ’kprlvl Loy le[Lpub+1 Lpub+Lpr|v]
F [I‘k]( ) = Lobf]on 1

B[k di — Lobf/
21", digcr] (Xpe) = LobTln J€[Qmeg K E[Qhey]

aux, {xpub}je[Qmsg]’ Lobfofr, {Ck, rk}ke[Q]
j.k
{50’1 }16 [Lpriv]

L , (28)
. jE[Qmsg]rke[ley]
aux, {x{)ub}jG[Qmsg]’ LObfoff, {Ck, l‘k}ke[ley]

Q

where
RJ* := PRF(sd], %) for b=0,1,2,
(I1ably, 1abl’}) = Garblein (1% RE) for i € [Loup +1, Lpub + Lpriv),
(Lobfug, Lst) < LObfOfF(14,15)
ik . ik ik
Lobfl; = LObON(Lst,dig,; , Epus [R5 ) RY)

Lobf/ , = LObfON(Lst, diges, Ecir[R}; RSY)  for j € [Qmsg], k € [Qey).
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Therefore, it suffices to prove Equation (28). We observe that it suffices to prove a variant of Equation (28) where

Ré’k, R]i’k, Ré’k are replaced with independently chosen truly random strings, since (the original version of) Equation (28)
then follows. This can be seen by the following indistinguishability:

ik ) Ak A
R = PRF(sd], ) : sd! « {0,1}*,r* « {0,1
{ b (sdy, 1)+ sy = {0,1}7, 1" {0, 1} }be{o,l,z},je[Qmsg],ke[ley]

" . . )
~ {R{J — PRF(sd}, %) : sd} « {0, 1}, « {0, 1}M\{r, ... ¢ 1}}

~, {Ri”‘ « {0,1}A}

b€{0,1,2},j€[Qmsg] kE[Quey]
be {0,1,2},j6 [Qmsg]/kE [ley] ’

where in the second distribution, {r*} . (O] i8 distributed uniformly at random over ({0, 1}1)Qeey with the constraint
that there is no collision among them. We observe that the first indistinguishability holds since there is a colliding pair
in {rk } k€ [Quey] with probability at most Qﬁey /2" in the first distribution and the second indistinguishability holds by

the security of PRF, since each Ré’k is generated by fresh pair of seed and input. We then invoke the security of LprlO
with sampler Sampy 1o that outputs

‘ ik s Sik o ik (i
Inputs: { XK =X = (1, CH) igqoryr X = X = (X0 0) e L) }
ik
0

K jE[Qmsg],kE[ley]
Functions: Ei* .= E [RFY], EI* .= E_,p[R ,
{ cw[ 0 ] Pub[ ] }jG[Qmsg],kG[ley}

7

e . ik
Auxiliary Information: auXLprl0,1 = {Iab]f .

LX e i } .
privt LPUb le[Lpub+lerub+Lpriv]/]€[Qmsg]/ke[ley]

auXLprl0,2 = (3U><r {X]pub}je[Qmsg]/ {Ck' rk}kE[ley]

where we consider 2QmsgQkey inputs and functions. For simplifying the notations, we use two indices j € [Qmsg] and
k € [Qkey| and consider barred and unbarred symbols to represent different variables instead of using the single index
for inputs and functions. In the rest of the proof, we prove

i ik ~jk
<{Elrk(xg )=C

Bk (%) = 1ab,

aux aux
}je[Qmsg],ke[leyuencku ’ { X 7 Lo 1 LP"‘M)

}je [Qmsg]rke [ley}/ie [Lpub]

jk _ik
~ . , s , X, aux
¢ <{7 }fe[Qmsg],ke{leyuencku {7’] }fe[Qmsnge[ley],ie[Lpuu Lp"°'2>
(29)

ik i . . _jk . .
where 'Y; ¢ CThgc for j € [Omsgl k € [Queyl,i € [ICH)), 'Y? « {0,1} for j € [Qmsg], k € [Qkeyl: i € [Lpub]:
and & < {0, 1}*LeivQmseQkey | Note that the length of « is the same as that of aux| p0. Here CT b is the co-domain

of Garble; algorithm. This suffices to conclude the proof, since Equation (29) implies Equation (28) by the security of
LprlO and Lemma 5.8.

To prove Equation (29), we introduce the following sequence of hybrids.

Hyb;. This is the LHS distribution of Equation (29). By unrolling the definition of the functions and rearranging the
terms, we can see that this is equivalent to the following distribution:

" i j ko k
{{'abi,xf:}. d } 20 (X jelmgl 1€ T HeelQue
iJiell] jE[Qmsg]rke[ley]

ik =1 ik .
where (‘{labé,b}ie[L},be{O,l}rC]'k) — Garble(l’\,Ck;R{J ), o« {Q,l})"for] € [Qmsg) and k € [Qyey)s

(aux, {X]pub}j' {C*}1) « Samp(1*), and x{ is the i-th bit of X/ = (x]pub,x]

priv). Note that here, we merge the
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process of generating {Cg’k}i, {labz’]; . }ivand {Iabf’i _ }; into a single process of running Garble(1*, C¥; R{)’k).
Xpub,i 72priv,i

This does not change the distribution due to the decomposability of bGC, since the former processes are run on

input the common randomness R{)’k for each j and k.

Hyb,. This hybrid is same as the previous one except that we compute the labels and the garbled circuits using the
simulation algorithm. Namely, the view of the adversary in this hybrid is

({{lab{’k}ie[u/ Cj’k}

where we compute (C/, {Iab{:’k}ie[L]) + bGC.Sim(1*, 1%, Ck(x/)) for all j € [Qmsg), k € [Qkey]. Due to the
simulation security of bGC, this hybrid is computationally indistinguishable from the previous one.

j k k
i€ [Qmsg k€[ Qkey] , aux, {xpub}jG[Qmsg]’ {C ;X }ke[ley]>

Hybs. This hybrid is same as the previous one except that we input random strings into the simulator of the blind
garbled gircuit. Namely, we compute (C/, {Iabg’k}ie[L]) as (CIk, {Iabg’k}ie[L]) — bGC.Sim (14,15, AFK),
where AJK {0,1} for all j and k. We can see that this hybrid is indistinguishable from the previous one by
Equation (27).

Hyb,. This hybrid is same as the previous one except that we replace the output of the simulator for bGC with random
strings. By the blindness of bGC, this game is indistinguishable from the previous hybrid.

By rearranging the terms, we can see that the distribution in Hyb, is equivalent to that of the RHS of Equation (29). We
therefore have that the LHS and RHS of Equation (29). This completes the proof of Theorem 4.7. [

5.4 Reducing the Dependency on Private Input Length

The sizes of the master public key, ciphertexts, and the secret keys of our construction in Section 5.2 are all independent
from the length of x,,, and C. However, they still depend on the length of Xpy. Here, we show a simple conversion that
removes this dependency from the sizes of the master public key and secret key. The size of the ciphertext inherently
depends on the length of the private input since it should be hidden, but we can make this dependency minimal if we
start from the scheme with the ciphertext size being independent of the length of the public input. In particular, the
size of the ciphertext only additively depends on the length of x,i,. By applying the conversion in this section to our
construction in Section 5.2, we obtain a construction of partial-hiding FE with the optimal parameter size.

Building Blocks. We use the following ingredients for our construction.

1. A secret key encryption scheme SKE = (SKE.Setup, SKE.Enc, SKE.Dec) with the message space {0, 1} Feriv
with pseudorandom ciphertext space as per Definition 2.1. We denote the ciphertext space of the scheme by
CT ske and the key space of the scheme by Kskg. Without loss of generality, we assume Kskg = {0, 1})‘.
Furthermore, we assume that the ciphertext space of SKE is CT skg = {0, 1}, Such a construction can be
obtained by using PRF for example.

2. A PHprFE scheme PHprFE = (Setup, KeyGen, Enc = (EncOff, EncOn), Dec) whose sizes of the master public
key, ciphertext, and secret key are all poly()\, Lpri\,). We can construct such a scheme assuming LWE and evasive

cton
LWE as is shown in Section 5. We denote the online part of the ciphertext space by C7 pHprFE = {0, 1}éPHPfFE.

We describe the new scheme PHprFE' = (Setup’, KeyGen’,Enc’ = (EncOff’,EncOn’), Dec’) for circuit class
C: {0,1}teub x {0,1}Leiv — {0,1} in the following.

Setup’ (14, 1Leub, 1Leiv), Tt does the following.

— Run Setup(174, 1EeubFLoivtA 14) 5 (mpk, msk).

— Output the master public key mpk and the master secret key msk.
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KeyGen’ (msk, C). It does the following.

— Define the circuit C’ as follows.
On input (SKE.sk, Xpyb, SKE.ct), output

C’ (Xpub, SKE.ct, SKE.sk) = C(Xpub, SKE.Dec(SKE.sk, SKE.ct)).
— Tt runs KeyGen(msk, C") — sk and outputs skc.

Enc’(mpk, x = (Xpub, Xpriv)). The encryption algorithm does the following. We divide the algorithm into the
following two steps.

EncOff’ (mpk). It runs EncOff (mpk) — (ctog, st) and outputs the offline part of the ciphertext cto and state
st.
EncOn’(st,x = (Xpubs Xpriv) ). It does the following.
— Run SKE.Setup(1?) — SKE.sk.
— Run SKE.Enc(SKE.sk, Xpriy) — SKE.ct.
— Sety := (Xpub, SKE.ct) and z := SKE.sk and run EncOn(mpk, (y,z)) — cton.
— Output cton’ == (SKE.ct, cton).
The final output of Enc’(mpk, X = (Xpub, Xpriv)) is ct’ := (ctofr, SKE.ct, Cton).
Dec’ (mpk, Xpyb, skcr, C, ct’). It does the following.
— Parse ct’ — (ctofr, SKE.ct, cton) and set y := (Xpub, SKE.ct) and ct := (ctoff, Cton).
— Define C’ as in the key generation algorithm.
— Run Dec(mpk, y, skc, C’, ct) — w and output w.

Correctness. We make the following observations.

— From the perfect correctness of underlying PHprFE scheme, with public input y = (Xpub, SKE.ct) and private
inpute SKE.sk, we have

Dec(mpk, y, skcr, C', ct) = C'(y, SKE.sk)
= C'(Xpub, SKE.ct, SKE.sk)
= C(Xpub, SKE.Dec(SKE.sk, SKE.ct)) ( by definition of C")

— Next, from the perfect correctness of the SKE scheme, we have

SKE.Dec(SKE.sk, SKE.ct) = SKE.Dec(SKE.sk, SKE.Enc(SKE.sk, Xpriv)) = Xpriv

Thus Dec(mpk, y, skcr, €', ct) = C(Xpub, SKE.Dec(SKE.sk, SKE.ct)) = C(Xpub, Xpriv) and hence the correctness.

Efficiency. Here, we show

Impk| = poly(A), [sker| = poly(A), [ct’| = poly(A) + Leriv.
Given that the length of the private input for the underlying PHprFE is A, it is straightforward to see the first two
equations above hold by the efficiency of PHprFE. To bound the length of the ciphertext ct’, we first observe that
ct’ = (ctofr, SKE.ct, cton ), Where ct := (ctoff, Cton) constitutes a ciphertext of the underlying PHprFE encrypting
(y,z). We have |ct| = poly(A, |z|) = poly(A) and |SKE.ct| = poly(A) + Lpriv. Therefore, the last equation above

follows as well.
We therefore have the following theorem. The security of the scheme is proven in Theorem 5.12.

Theorem 5.10. Assuming LWE and evasive LWE assumptions, there exists a partially hiding pseudorandom FE scheme,
for circuit class C = {C : {0,1}Feub x {0,1}Lev — {0,1}}, that satisfies reusable security (as per Definition 5.4)
whose sizes of the master public key and the secret key are fixed polynomial poly(A). Furthermore, the size of the
ciphertext is Lpriy + poly(A).
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Optimal prFE. Using Remark 5.3, we get a prFE scheme as a special case of PHprFE, for x5, = L and Xpriv = X.
Next, observing the fact that (1) with xp,, = L the security of PHprFE (Definition 5.2) is equivalent to single-challenge
security of prFE (Definition 3.2, with Qpnsg = 1) and (2) Definition 5.2 is implied by Definition 5.4, we get a prFE
scheme with optimal parameters. We formalise this in the following theorem.

Theorem 5.11. Assuming LWE and evasive LWE assumptions, there exists a prFE scheme, for circuit class C = {C :
{0,1}Lie — {0,1}}, that satisfies security (as per Definition 3.2, with Qmsg = 1) and efficiency

Impk| = poly(A), [skc| = poly(A), [ct| = Linp + poly(A).

Security The following theorem asserts the security of the construction.

Theorem 5.12. The above construction PHprFE’ satisfies reusable security as per Definition 5.4 if so does PHprFE and
SKE is secure as per Definition 2.1.

Proof. Consider a sampler Samppy, p/ that generates the following:
1. Key Queries. Itissues Qyey key queries Cy, .. ., Cley.

Qmsg ) .

2. Ciphertext Queries. It issues messages x' = (x} ,xL.),..., xOmse = (meSg Xoriv

Xpub’ xpriv pub ’
3. Auxiliary Information. It outputs the auxiliary information aux 4.

To prove the security as per Definition 5.4, we prove
mpk, aux, {Ck}ke[Qmsg] , mpk, aux, {Ck}ke[Qmsg] ,

{Skk = S"Czi}ke[Qmsg] ' e {Skk = SkCi}ke[Qmsg] ' (30)

Lobfosr, { X SKE, cthn } Loborr, { X 7, 0 }

J€1Qmsg] j€[Qmsg]

where 7/ + CT skg and 6/ < CT ppprre for j € [Qmsg], assuming we have

A

(1)\, aux, {Xi,ub, Cks Ck<xj)}je[Qmsg],ke[ley]) ~e (17, aux, {x]pubf Crr Ai = {0'1}}je[Qmsg],ke[ley}) GD

where

({Ck}ke[ley]’ {XJ - (x]F)Ub’x]F)riv)}jG[Qmsg]’aux € {0’1}*) < SampPHerE/(lA)/

A ' j
SKE.sk < SKE.Setup(1"), SKE.ct/ <— SKE.Enc(SKE.sk, X, ),
(mpk, msk) « Setup(l/\, 1LpubtLpriv A 1/\),

ski < KeyGen(msk, C;) for k € [Qyey], where Cy, is defined from Cy as in the construction,
(ctoff, st) < EncOff(mpk),

Cton! < EncOn(st, x{)riv) for j € [Qmsg]-

We invoke the security of PHprFE with sampler Samppyy, g that outputs

Functions: {Cli}kG[Qk 1’
) . Lkey ] .
Inputs: { X; = (X{) w = (XL, SKE.ct/), X) . = SKE.skJ) }je[gmsg],
Auxiliary Information: AUXprFE = (aux, {Ck}kE[leyO
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By the security guarantee of PHprFE with sampler Samppyy o rE,

mpk, aux, {Ck}ke[ley]’ mpk, aux, {Ck}ke[ley],
k. := sk } , {k = sk /} s
{s k=S k€ [Quey] ~e Kk = G k€[Qkey] (32)
/B | i\ ] A | "W
Lobfosr, { Xy, = (), SKE.ct), cthy }je[Qmsg] Lobfosr, { Xy, = (xpub,SKE.ct/),(SJ}je[Qmsg]
holds if
aux, {C, XL Cl(XI ) ~ <aux, Co, X\ A ) (33)
( { o Kour Gl )}fG[Qmsg],ke[ley] ‘ { & “pub "}je[Qmsnge[leyl
We first observe that Equation (32) implies Equation (30), since we can invoke the security of SKE to conclude that
mpk, aux, {Ci}re(gy.,)/ mpk, aux, {Cilye(q,,)
sky := sk } , ~ {sk = sk } ,
{ k C’/f kE[ley] ~c k C;C ke[ley]

Lobf,, { X, SKE.ct/, 8/ } Lobf,, { X, 7, 8 }

JE[Qmsg] J€[Qmsg]

holds by noting that SKE.sk/ is used only for computing SKE.ct/ and not used anywhere else.
Therefore, it suffices to prove Equation (33) to conclude the proof. We have

(aux, {Ck, X{)ub = (x{)ub, SKE.ct)), Cl/((Xj)}jk> = <aux, {Ck, x{)ub, SKE.ct/, Ck(xj)}jk)
%C (auxl {Ck/ x]pub’ ,Y] < CTSKEI Ck(x])}]k)
%C (aUX, {Ck, Xi)ub’ ()/] — CTSKE/ A;{ < {0/ 1}}] k)

~e (aux, {Clr Xy SKEY, ] {0,1}}jk)

where the first line follows from the definition of C,’C and X/, the second from the security of SKE noting that SKE.sk/ is
used only for computing SKE.ct/ and not used anywhere else, the third from Equation (31), noting that adding random
string {fyj } j to the distributions in Equation (31) does not make the task of distinguishing the distributions any easier,
and the fourth from the security of SKE again. This proves Equation (33) and therefore completes the proof. O

5.5 Handling Longer Output

So far we have only considered the case where C is a circuit that outputs a single-bit string. Here, we discuss more
general case where the output of the circuit C is longer. To handle such circuits in the construction, we only change the
key generation algorithm. To generate a secret key for C : {0, 1} — {0, 1}°"%, we first consider circuits {C;} je out]>
where C; is the circuit that outputs the j-th bit of C’s output and then generate secret keys for {Cj } j- Itis then easy to
see that the all bits of C(x) can be recovered by using the secret keys for {Cj} j by decrypting a ciphertext encrypting x.
This does not change the size of the master public key and ciphertext, but makes the secret key linearly dependent on the

output length of C. Thus, we get the following theorems.

Theorem 5.13. Assuming LWE and evasive LWE assumptions, there exists a PHprFE scheme, for circuit class
C = {C:{0,1}tew x {0,1}Leiv — {0,1}°U}, that satisfies reusable security (as per Definition 5.4) and efficiency

|mpk| = poly(A), |skc| = out-poly(A), |ct| = Lpriy + poly(A).

Theorem 5.14. Assuming LWE and evasive LWE assumptions, there exists a prFE scheme, for circuit class C = {C :
{0,1}Eie — {0,1}}, that satisfies security (as per Definition 3.2, with Qmsg = 1) and efficiency

|mpk| = poly(A), |skc| = out-poly(A), |ct| = Linp + poly(A).
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6 KP-ABE/PE for Unbounded Depth Circuits with Optimal Parameters

Here we construct KP-ABE and KP-PE schemes supporting unbounded depth circuits and achieving optimal parameters.

6.1 Construction of KP-ABE with Optimal Parameters

In this section we construct an ABE scheme kpABE = (Setup, KeyGen, Enc, Dec) for message space {0,1} and circuit
family C; consisting of circuits with input space {0, 1}é and output space {0,1}. For the purpose of application in
Section 7, we consider a decomposed encryption algorithm as Enc = (EncOff, EncOn) in our construction where
EncOff(mpk) — (ctoff, st), EncOn(st, x, ) — cton and Enc outputs (ctof, Cton ).

Building Blocks. We require the following building blocks for our construction.

1. A PHprFE scheme PHprFE = PHprFE.(Setup, KeyGen, Enc = (EncOff, EncOn), Dec) from Section 5.4
for circuit family {Cprm = {C : Apup X Xpriv — Y} }prm Where Xy, = {0,1}!, Xpriv = {0,1}**1 and
Y = {0,1}. We denote the online part of the ciphertext space by PHprFE.CT on. We require the PHprFE
scheme to satisfy reusable security (Definition 5.4). As we show in Theorem 5.10, such a PHprFE scheme can be
constructed assuming LWE and evasive LWE assumptions.

2. A PRF scheme PRF : {0,1}* x {0,1}* — {0,1}. It is known that PRF can be constructed from one-way
functions.

Now, we describe our construction.
Setup(1*,1%). The setup algorithm does the following.

— Generate (PHprFE.msk, PHprFE.mpk) ¢ PHprFE.Setup(1*, (1¢,11*1)).
— Output msk = PHprFE.msk and mpk = PHprFE.mpk.

KeyGen(msk, C) — skc. The key generation algorithm does the following.

— Parse msk = PHprFE.msk.

— Sample r < {0,1}" and define the circuit C[r], with r hardwired, as follows.
On input (x, i, sd),

C[r] (x, 0, sd) _ H if C(X) =0
PRF(sd,r) otherwise.

Compute PHprFE.sk <— PHprFE.KeyGen(PHprFE.msk, C|r]).
Output skc = (PHprFE.sk, r).

Enc(mpk, x, j¢). The encryption algorithm works as follows.

EncOff(mpk). The offline phase of encryption does the following.
— Parse mpk = PHprFE.mpk.
— Compute (PHprFE.ctof, PHprFE.st) < PHprFE.EncOff (PHprFE.mpk).
— Output ctofe = PHprFE.ctos and st = PHprFE.st.
EncOn(st, x, j¢). The online phase of encryption does the following.
— Parse st = PHprFE.st.
— Sample sd < {0,1}’\, set Xpup = x and Xpriy = (p,sd).
— Compute PHprFE.cton <= PHprFE.Enc(PHprFE.st, Xoub, Xpriv)-
— Output cton = PHprFE.cto,.
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Output ct := (Ctof, Cton)-
Dec(mpk, skc, C, ct, x). The decryption algorithm does the following.

— Parse mpk = PHprFE.mpk, skc = (PHprFE.sk, r) and ct = (ctoff, Cton) = (PHprFE.ctosr, PHprFE.ctop ).

— Compute y = PHprFE.Dec(PHprFE.mpk, x, PHprFE.sk, C[r], PHprFE.ct), where C|[r] is as defined in the
key generation algorithm.

— Output .

Correctness. For skc = (PHprFE.sk,r) and ct = (ctoff, Cton) = (PHprFE.ctofr, PHprFE.cton) = PHprFE.ct, we
have

PHprFE.Dec(PHprFE.mpk, x, PHprFE.sk, C[r], PHprFE.ct) = C[r](x, jt,sd)
{ u if C(x) =1

PRF(sd,r) otherwise.

from the correctness of PHprFE scheme. Now, if C(x) = 1, then from the definition of C[r], we get C[r](x, y,sd) = u
and hence the decryption outputs iy = y correctly.

Efficiency. Instantiating the PHprFE scheme from Section 5.4 with |PHprFE.mpk| = poly(A), |PHprFE.skc| =
poly(A), |PHprFE.ct| = poly(A) + |Xpriv|, our kpABE scheme satisfies

Impk| = poly(A), [skc| = poly(A), |ct| = poly(A).
We formalise this instantiation using the following theorem. The security is proved in Section 6.2.

Theorem 6.1. Under the LWE and Evasive LWE assumption, there exists very selectively secure KP-ABE scheme
supporting circuits {C : {0,1}* — {0,1}} with unbounded depth and single bit message space with

Impk| = poly(A), |skc| = poly(A), |ct| = poly(A). (34)

6.2 Security of KP-ABE

For our application in Section 7, we introduce the following security notion.

Definition 6.2 (VerSel-INDr Reusable Security). A kpABE scheme for circuit family C; = {C : {0,1}¢ — {0,1}} is
said to satisfy VerSel-IND reusable security if for all stateful PPT adversary .A, the following holds

(aux 4, Cl,...,C%e, x1,.. . xQms, U) A(l)‘);
(mpk, msk) < Setup(1*,1%);

pe| B =8: (ctoff, st) < EncOff(mpk); <
{Ctgn,() = EncOn(st, X, V)’Ct{)n,l = CTon}je[Qmsg]rﬁ - {01 1};

B+ A(aux4, mpk, {Ck, Skck}kereyf Ctosf, {xj, Ct{)n,ﬁ }jE[Qmsg})

+ negl(A)

NI~

where CT op is the ciphertext space of EncOn. We require that for all key queries Cl,...,Ce and challenge attribute
queries x!, ..., x%mss we have CK(x/) = 0.

Remark 6.3. We note that the above security definition implies more standard VerSel-IND security for ABE. This can be
seen by considering the case of Qmsg = 1 and recalling that ct = (ctoff, Cton ). The above security definition in this
special case implies that the message carrying part of the ciphertext is pseudorandom in VerSel-IND security game.
This immediately implies VerSel-IND security.

We prove the above security of our scheme using the following theorem.
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Theorem 6.4. Assume the PHprFE scheme satisfies reusable security (Definition 5.4) w.r.t. the sampler class containing
the sampler Samp as defined in Eq. 36 and PRF is secure. Then the above construction of kpABE scheme is secure
(Definition 6.2).

Proof. Consider a PPT adversary A that outputs coins 4, Cl, R CleY, xl, e, mesg, u. To prove reusable security
as per Definition 6.2, we show

coins 4, mpk = PHprFE.mpk, coins 4, mpk = PHprFE.mpk,
{skk = (PHprFE.skK, rk),Ck}ke[ley], ~. {skk = (PHprFE.skk, rk),Ck}ke[ley], (35)
PHerE.ctoff,{xf,PHerE.ctgn}je[Qmsg] PHPprFE.ctosr, {x/, 8/ <= PHPIFE.CT on}jc (e

1 ...,x%ms issued by the adversary, we

Also for all the key queries Cl,...,Ce and challenge attribute queries x
have Ck(x/) = 0.

We invoke the security of PHprFE scheme with sampler Samp that outputs

circuits: {Ck [rk] e [Queyl”

Inputs: {Xéub =x, X{)riv = (Vrde)}je[Qmsg]/ (36)

Auxiliary Information:  aux 4 = (coins4,C, ..., CQey,rl, ... 1Qkey, coins4)

Using the guarantee of PHprFE scheme with sampler Samp we have that

aux 4, PHprFE.mpk, {Ck[rk}}ke[ley}, aux 4, PHprFE.mpk, {Ck[rk]}ke[ley],
{PHerE'Skk}kE[ley}/ ~c {PHerE'Skk}ke[ley]’ (37)
PHprFE.ctofr, {X),,,, PHPFE.cton’ }je (0] PHPrFE.ctoft, { X100} je(0meq]

if (aUXA, {Ck [rk] }kG[ley]’ {X{)ub}je[Qmsg]f {Ck [rk] (X{)ub’ X]p;riv) }kG[ley]/je[Qmsg])

e (auxA,{Ck[rk} }ke[ley}’ {Xéub}fe[Qmsg}’ {Ak,j A {O’1}A}k€[ley]r7€[Qmsg]) (38)
where X{)ub =, Xériv = (p,5d) for sd/ < {0,1}*,j € [Qmsg]s

(PHprFE.mpk, PHprFE.msk) < PHprFE.Setup(1%, (1¢,14+1)),
PHprFE.skk <~ PHprFE.KeyGen(PHprFE.msk, C¥[t"]), for r* < {0,1}%,
(PHprFE.cty, PHprFE.st) < PHprFE.EncOff(PHprFE.mpk),

PHpIFE.cton/ < PHprFE.Enc(PHprFEst, X! X)),

8 PHprFE.CT on for j € [Qmsg] where PHprFE.CT oy is the ciphertext space of PHprFE.EncOn.
First we note that rearranging the terms of Equation (37), it is same as distribution in Equation (35). Thus, to prove

Equation (35), it suffices to prove Equation (38).
Equation (38) holds from the security of the underlying PRF scheme. To see this note that

P U R AR Iy if CK(x/) =1
Xpriv) =C [I‘ ](X], H Sd]) - {

Ck [ (X 4
I PRF(sd/, 1)  otherwise.

pub”
By the admissibility of the adversary into the kpABE security game, we have C¥(x/) = O for all k € [Qyey],j € [Qmsg)-
So, we get
CK[P) (%, u, sd') = PRF(sd/, ¥)

) Aj,k — {O,l}

where the last equation follows from the security of the PRF scheme. O
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6.3 Predicate Encryption with Optimal Parameters

In this section we sketch out the construction of a PE scheme PE = (Setup, KeyGen, Enc, Dec) supporting unbounded
depth circuits and achieving optimal parameters. The construction is same as that in Section 6.1 with the following
changes.

1. In the building blocks we use a PHprFE scheme with Xy, = { L}, Xprv = {0,1}***1and Y = {0,1}.

2. In KeyGen(msk, C) algorithm the circuit C[r| is defined as follows.
On input (L, x, y,sd),

Cl(Lxpsd) =4 " if C(x) =1
PRF(sd,r) otherwise.

3. In EncOn algorithm we set Xpup = L and Xpriy = (X, 1, sd).
4. In Dec(mpk, sk¢, C, ct)?, we compute y = PHprFE.Dec(PHprFE.mpk, L, PHprFE.sk, C[r|, PHprFE.ct).

It is easy to see that the above PE scheme satisfies correctness. The PE scheme also satisfies VerSel-INDr reusable
security as defined in Definition 6.2 with a similar security proof as in Section 6.2 with the above specified changes. Note
that since the online part of the encryption EncOn(st, x, 1) encodes both the attribute and the message p, replacing it
with a random string hides the information of x and u and thus it satisfies the security requirement for a PE scheme. As
for the efficiency, since we encode x into the private part of the input, the ciphertext size is |x| + poly(A). Summarizing
the above discussion, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 6.5. Under the LWE and Evasive LWE assumption, there exists very selectively secure KP-PE scheme
supporting circuits {C : {0,1}¢ — {0,1}} with unbounded depth with and single bit message space with

[mpk| = poly(A), |skc| = poly(A), [ct| = poly(A) + [x|. (39

where x € {0,1}".

6.4 Extending the Message Space

Our construction of ABE and PE only allows us to encrypt a single-bit message. Here, we explain how to extend the
message space while maintaining the optimal parameter size. In both cases, it suffices to encrypt message of length A,
since this allows us to employ the hybrid encryption approach, where we encrypt a secret key SKE.sk € {0, 1}A of an
SKE scheme and then use this to encrypt the message.

In the case of ABE, we simply encrypt each bit of SKE.sk, which blows up the ciphertext size by a factor of A, but
this still results in the optimal parameter size of Equation (34). In the case of PE, this approach leads to a ciphertext
of size poly(A) + A|x|, which ruins the optimal ciphertext size of only additively depending on the length of the
attribute. Instead, we change the construction of PE from PHprFE by setting x5, = L and Xpriv = (x, SKE.sk, sd)
and considering a circuit C[i, r] for i € [A] that is defined as

; SKE.sk; if C(x) =1
Cli, 1] (L, x, SKE.sk,sd) = ki iPCR)

PRF(sd,r;) otherwise
where SKE.sk; is the i-th bit of SKE.sk. For generating a secret key of PE for circuit C, we generate PHprFE secret keys
for C[i, ;] for all i € [A] with freshly chosen r;. This allows the decryptor to recover SKE.sk in a bit-by-bit manner. It is
not difficult to see that the construction achieves optimal parameter size of Equation (39) and still maintains the security.

7Here we do not give x as an input.
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7 Compiling KP-ABE to CP-ABE using prFE

In this section we give a compiler that converts kpABE scheme for circuits of unbounded depth to a cpABE scheme
for circuits of unbounded depth using a prFE scheme for pseudorandom functionality. In particular, if we start from a
kpABE scheme with optimal parameter size, the resulting cpABE scheme achieves the optimal parameter size as well.
By combining the kpABE and cpABE, we obtain an ABE scheme for Turing machines from LWE and evasive LWE.
This improves [AKY?24a] in terms of the assumption, which requires the non-standard tensor circular LWE assumption
additionally.

7.1 Construction
Building Blocks. We require the following building blocks for our construction.

L. A key-policy ABE scheme kpABE = kpABE.(Setup, KeyGen, EncOff, EncOn, Dec) for circuit class Cy() =
{C:{0,1}* — {0,1}} consisting of circuits with input length £(A) that satisfies VerSel-INDr reusable security
(Definition 6.2). We require that the scheme satisfies optimal parameter size, namely, the size of the master public
key, secret keys, and ciphertexts are all fixed polynomial. We denote the online ciphertext space of kpABE scheme
by CT on == {0, 1}40”, online ciphertext size by £,,. We also assume that the randomness used by kpABE.EncOn
is of length A without loss of generality. If it requires longer randomness, we can derive it by a PRF. We can
instantiate such kpABE scheme by our construction in Section 6.1.

2. A FE scheme for pseudorandom functionality prFE = (prFE.Setup, prFE.KeyGen, prFE.Enc, prFE.Dec) for
circuit class C = {C : {0,1}1 — {0, 1} e }. Here, the depth of the circuit is unbounded, but the input and the
output lengths are fixed. For our compiler, we set L(A) = poly(A) for some fixed polynomial poly(-). We
require the size of the master public key and the ciphertext to be fixed polynomial in A and the size of the secret
key to be £on - poly(A). Such a construction can be obtained by applying the conversion described in Section 5.5
to our construction of PHprFE in Section 5.4. We use CT rg to denote the ciphertext space of the scheme and

prm = (1L, 150") to denote the parameters describing the circuit class.

3. A pseudorandom function PRF : {0, 1}* x {0,1}* — {0, 1}*. It is known that PRF can be constructed from
one-way functions.

Now, we describe our compiler for constructing a ciphertext-policy ABE scheme cpABE = (Setup, KeyGen, Enc, Dec)
for circuits of unbounded depth with attribute length /.

Setup(1%,1¢) — (cpABE.mpk, cpABE.msk). The setup algorithm does the following.

— Run (prFE.mpk, prFE.msk) < prFE.Setup(1%, prm).
— Set cpABE.mpk = prFE.mpk and cpABE.msk = prFE.msk. Output (cpABE.mpk, cpABE.msk).

KeyGen(cpABE.msk, x) — cpABE.sky. The key generation algorithm does the following.

— Parse cpABE.msk = prFE.msk and sample r < {0, 1}*.

Define circuit F[x, r], with x, r hardwired, as follows.
On input (kpABE.st,sd, u):

— Compute and output kpABE.cto,,
where kpABE.cton = kpABE.EncOn(kpABE.st, x, i; PRF(sd, r)).

Compute prFE.sk <— prFE.KeyGen(prFE.msk, F[x, 1]).
— Output cpABE.sky := (r, prFE.sk).

Enc(cpABE.mpk, C, i) — cpABE.ct. The encryption algorithm does the following.
— Parse cpABE.mpk = prFE.mpk and sample a PRF key sd < {0,1}*.
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— Generate (kpABE.mpk, kpABE.msk) < kpABE.Setup(1%,1¢).

— Generate (kpABE.ctoff, kpABE.st) <— kpABE.EncOff (kpABE.mpk).

— Compute prFE.ct < prFE.Enc(prFE.mpk, (kpABE.st,sd, u)).

Compute kpABE.skc <+ kpABE.KeyGen(kpABE.msk, C).

Output cpABE.ct := (prFE.ct, kpABE.mpk, kpABE.ctof, kpABE.skc).

Dec(cpABE.mpk, cpABE.sky, x, cpABE.ct, C). The decryption algorithm does the following.

— Parse cpABE.mpk = prFE.mpk, cpABE.skx = prFE.sk, and cpABE.ct = (prFE.ct, kpABE.mpk,
kpABE.ctosr, kpABE.skc).

— Compute y = prFE.Dec(prFE.mpk, prFE.sk, F[x, ], prFE.ct).
— Compute and output kpABE.Dec(kpABE.mpk, kpABE.sk¢, C, (kpABE.ctoff, ¥), X).

Correctness. We prove the correctness of our scheme using the following theorem.
Theorem 7.1. Assume kpABE is perfectly correct. Then the above construction of cpABE scheme is correct.

Proof. From the correctness of prFE scheme, with probability 1 we have
y = F[x, r](kpABE.st, sd, ;1) = kpABE.cton

where kpABE.cton = kpABE.EncOn(kpABE.st, x, y#; PRF(sd, r)). Next, from the correctness of kpABE, if C(x) = 1,
it follows that kpABE.Dec(kpABE.mpk, kpABE.skc, C, kpABE.ct, x) = u, where kpABE.ct = (kpABE.ctofr, kpABE.cCton ).
O]

Efficiency. Our cpABE scheme satisfies
|cpABE.mpk| = poly(A), |cpABE.skyx| = poly(A), |cpABE.ct| = poly(A).
To see the above we make the following observations:

1. Instantiating kpABE scheme as in Section 6.1, we have |kpABE.mpk| = poly(A), |kpABE.sk¢| = poly(A),
|[kpABE.ctoff| = |kpABE.cton| = poly(A)

2. Instantiating prFE scheme as in Theorem 5.14, we have |prFE.mpk| = poly(A), |prFE.sk| = fonpoly(A) =
poly(A), |prFE.ct| = Linp + poly(A), where Linp is the input length of the prFE scheme. In our construction
Linp = |kpABE.st| + |sd| + || = poly(A).

Using the above we note that

— |cpABE.mpk| = |prFE.mpk| = poly(A).

— |cpABE.sky| = |r| + |prFE.sk| = A + poly(A) = poly(A).

— |cpABE.ct| = |prFE.ct| + |[kpABE.mpk| + |kpABE.ctof| + |kpABE.sk¢| = poly(A).
We formalise the instantiation using the following theorem.

Theorem 7.2. Under the LWE and Evasive LWE assumption, there exists very selectively secure CP-ABE scheme
supporting circuits with unbounded depth {C : {0,1}¢ — {0,1}} and single bit message space with

|mpk| = poly(A), |skx| = poly(A), |ct| = poly(A)

where x € {0,1}".
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7.2 Security
We prove the security of our scheme via the following theorem.

Theorem 7.3. If the prFE scheme is secure (Definition 3.2, with Qmsg = 1), with respect to the sampler class containing
the sampler Samp as defined in Eq. 41 , kpABE scheme satisfies VerSel-INDr reusable security (Definition 6.2) then
the construction of cpABE satisfies VerSel-IND security.

Proof. Suppose the adversary A with randomness coins 4 queries for C, y, x1, . .. xo. We want to prove

coins 4, cpABE.mpk = prFE.mpk, coins 4, cpABE.mpk = prFE.mpk,

{F[xk, 1] bre|q), cPABE.sky, = {prFE.ski}ticq) | ~ {F[xk, 1] bre|q), cPABE.sky, = {prFE.ski}ie(q)s

cpABE.ct = (prFE.ct, kpABE.mpk, kpABE.ctff, kpABE.skc) cpABE.ct = (A, kpABE.mpk, kpABE.ctff, kpABE.skc)
(40)

where A < CT ,rg, assuming we have C(x;) = 1 for all the key queries Xy, .. ., X and the challenge circuit C
issued by the adversary. Observe that the equation on the left is the view of the adversary in the real world and that
on the right is the view of the adversary in the ideal world®. Here F[xy, 1] denotes the functions corresponding to
k-th key query x; as defined in the KeyGen algorithm, prFE.sk; <— prFE.KeyGen(prFE.msk, F[xk, rx]) for k € [Q],
(kpABE.ctoff, kpABE.st) <— kpABE.EncOff(kpABE.mpk), prFE.ct <— prFE.Enc(prFE.mpk, (kpABE.st, sd, 1)) for
sd < {0,1}" and kpABE.sk¢ < kpABE.KeyGen(kpABE.msk, C).

We invoke the security of prFE with sampler Samp that outputs

Functions: {Fxp, 1] Fie Q)
Input: (kpABE.st, sd, ), (41)
Auxiliary

Information: ~ aux = ({X, 1 }xe|q], kPABE.mpk, kpABE.sk¢, kpABE.ctofr, coins 4 )

By the security guarantee of prFE with sampler Samp we have that

if - (aux, {Fx 1], Flxi, 1] (RoABEst, sd, 1) bl ) & (aux, {Flxi mil, d < {0,1}" )iy

N prFE.mpk, aux, {F[xy, 1], prFE.sky}re(g] prFE.mpk, aux, {F[xy, 1], prFE.sky}ie(g]
then ~ ,
prFE.ct <— prFE.Enc(prFE.mpk, (kpABE.st,sd, it)) ‘ A < CT oeFE

where one can see that the latter equation is equivalent to Equation (40). Thus to prove Equation (40), it suffices to prove

(aux, {xt, Tt bre(o), {KPABE.Ctonx = F[xy, 1| (kpABE.st, sd, 1) }re (gl kpABE.skc)
Roc (aUX/ {xi, Tictrejpr {0 {0, 1} rela) kPABE-SkC> . (42)

For clarity in the further steps of security proof we write the equation on L.H.S. of the above equation as

( coins 4, {xkfrk}ke[Q]/ kpABE.mpk, kpABE.skc, )

kpABE.ctoff, {kpABE.cto, x := kpABE.EncOn(kpABE.st, X, i; PRF(sd,rk))}ke[Q} “3)

where we unroll aux and F[xy, 1] (kpABE.st, sd, ;1) based on their definitions. We prove the pseudorandomness of
{kpABE.cto i } i in Equation (43) via the following sequence of hybrids.

Hyby. This is the distribution in Equation (43).

8Note that the information about y is encoded in prFE.ct.
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Hyb;. This hybrid is same as the previous one except that we output a failure symbol if the set {ry} ke[Q] contains a
collision. We prove that the probability with which there occurs a collision is negligible in A. To prove this it
suffices to show that there is no k, kK € [Q] such that k # k' and r; = rp. The probability of this happening
can be bounded by Q?/2" by taking the union bound with respect to all the combinations of k,k’. Thus the
probability of outputting the failure symbol is Q% /2" which is negl(A).

Hyb,. This hybrid is same as the previous hybrid except that we change all the PRF values { PRF(sd, ry) } to truly
random values {Ry < {0,1}*}. By the change introduced in the previous hybrid, PRF(sd, -) is invoked on
fresh input for each k. Therefore, we can replace { PRF(sd, 1) }; with truly random { Ry} by the security of
PRF without being noticed by the adversary. We now consider the following distribution:

coins 4, {xk,rk}ke[Q}, kpABE.mpk, kpABE.skc,
kpABE.ctos, {kpABE.Cton,k — kpABE.EnCOn(kpABE.St, xk'ﬂ)}ke[Q] ’

Hybs. In this hybrid we invoke the reusable security of kpABE scheme to switch {kpABE.ct,,  }x to be random
strings in {0, 1},
We claim that an adversary .4 who can distinguish Hyb, and Hyb; can be used to break reusable security of
kpABE. The reduction B works as follows.

— Asends coins 4,C,xq, ..., XQ, p to the reduction.
— Bsends (C, {x¢ }x, 1) to the kpABE challenger. The challenger does the following.
— Generates (kpABE.mpk, kpABE.msk) < kpABE.Setup(1%,1¢).
— Computes kpABE.skc <+ kpABE.KeyGen (1%, C) and (kpABE.ctof, kpABE.st) < kpABE.EncOff (kpABE.mpk).
- Computes kpABE.ctgn,k <+ kpABE.Enc(kpABE.st, x, ) and kpABE.ct(l)n/k  {0,1}fer for all k €
[Ql.

— Samples a bit B <— {0,1} and returns (kpABE.mpk, kpABE.skc, kpABE.ctof, {kpABE.ctfn K Tkelq]) to
5 ,

— Breturns (coinsA, {Xt, 1 }re|q), kPABE.mpk, kpABE.skc, kpABE.ctof, {kpABE.ctfnlk}kG[Q]) to A.

— A outputs a guess bit /. B outputs the same bit as its guess.
We note that if the challenger samples f = 0, then B3 simulates Hyb, with adversary else it simulates Hybs.
Admissibility of 3. Observe that by the admissibility of cpABE, A sends challenge queries C, x1, ..., XQ, 4

such that C(xx) = 0 for all k € [Q]. Thus the query (C, {xy }, ) sent by B to the kpABE challenger satisfies
C(xx) = 0 for all k € [Q]. This establishes the admissibility of B.

We observe that the view of the adversary in Hybs is the same as the R.H.S of Equation (42) and hence the proof. [

Implications to ABE for Turing Machines. We note that our unbounded CP-ABE scheme Theorem 7.2 and
unbounded KP-ABE scheme Theorem 6.1 can be used to instantiate ABE for Turing Machines ([AKY?24a]).

Corollary 7.4. Under the LWE and evasive LWE assumptions, there exists a very selectively secure ABE for TM with
Impk| = poly(A), [sk| = |M]-poly(A), [ct| = |x|-t-poly(A)
where the Turing machine M runs on input x for time step £.

[AKY?24a] uses the LWE , evasive LWE and circular tensor LWE assumptions for their construction with
Impk| = poly(A), |sk| = poly(|M],A), [ct| = poly(A, |x|, ¢).
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A Blind Batch Encryption from LWE

In this section, we construct a blind batch encryption scheme from LWE that is required for the construction of the
laconic pseudorandom poly-domain obfuscation scheme in Section 4.

A.1 Basic Scheme from LWE

Here, we provide the construction of basic blind batch encryption under LWE assumption. The construction is a slight
variant of the hash encryption scheme proposed in [DGHM 18], where we modify the construction so that it has perfect
correctness and satisfies our notion of strong blindness (Definition 2.27). The construction here does not satisfy the
efficiency requirement required in Section 4. However, we can bootstrap the construction to satisfy the requirement
using the conversion in Appendix A.2.

In the following, we use the rounding function ||, : Z; — Z; defined as | x], &f P : x-‘ mod 2.

q

Setup(1%,1N). The setup algorithm does the following.

— Sample u;, < Zj forj € [N] and b € {0,1}.

— Output crs := {u; }je|N]pef01}-
Gen(crs, X € {0,1}"). The generation algorithm does the following.

— Parse crs = {u]’,b}je[N],be{O,l}-

— Compute h := ¥ ;c [y uj x; € Zj where X; € {0,1} is the j-th bit of X.

— Output h.

SingleEnc(crs, h, i, (10, #1)). The single encryption algorithm, for i € [N] and messages (yo, #1) € {0, 1}, does
the following.
— Parse crs = {up }jc(n) pefo}-
— Sample s < Z, ¢j;, < Dy, forj € [N]\{i} and b € {0,1}, and ¢}, ¢;; < D ..
— Compute ¢;j, == sTu]«,b +ejp forj € [N]\{i} and b € {0,1}.
— Compute
Cip = {ST (h—u;p) + eﬁ,bw , D
forb € {0,1}.

— Check whether s (h —u;;) € [q/4—B,q/4+ B]U[39/4 — B,3q/4+ B] holds forb = O or b = 1. If
so, replace each of {c; }jc(n)peo,1) With L and setc;, = pp for b € {0,1} and some B > 0°. Otherwise,
do nothing.

— Output ct := {Cj,b}je[N],be{O,l}-
SingleDec(crs, X, i, ct). The single decryption algorithm, for X € {0,1}N and i € [N], does the following.
— Parse crs = {u;; }e[njpefo} €t = ({¢jp}je(n)peqo)) Where ¢jp € ZgU {L} for j € [N]\{i} and
cip € {0,1} forb € {0,1}.
— If ¢jp = L for some j, b, set ' := c; x;.

— Otherwise, compute

Woe=cix e | ), x| -
ey,

9We introduce this step to remove the correctness error.
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— Output ',

Remark A.1. We note that the crs in the above scheme is a uniformly random bit string.

Parameter. We set g to be a power of 2, so that a random string over Z, can be interpreted as a binary random string.
We set y super-polynomially larger than ¢ so that the smudging is possible.

q — 25)\, B — 23)\/ ,0_ — 22)\/N/ ,,)/ — 22)\)\(4}(1)
Succinctness. We can see that the hash is of fixed length and thus the construction is fully succinct.

Correctness. With the above set parameters, we show that our scheme achieves perfect correctness.

— Ifc;p, = L for some j € [N]\{i} and b € {0,1}, then ' := ¢;x. = ux, with probability 1 and hence the
b ] H ,Xi HX; P y
correctness.

— Ifcj, # L forany j € [N]\{i} and b € {0,1}, we compute

po=cix, @ Z CjX;
jeNI\{i} 2

- \‘ST (h - ui,Xi) + e;,X,-—‘ 5 D px; ® Z STuf/Xj T
N\ )
= S—r Z u],X] — ui,X; + el/‘,Xi @ ]/lXi @ Z STuj,X]' + e]‘,X].
e , eI {1} ,

= | X sTwix x| @m@| Y sTwxtex
eV ) 2 jeINT\(3 .

= I’lX,

where the last equality follows from our parameter setting, |e! . | < B and Lic[N]\{i} |€j,Xj| < B and the guarantee
that Zje[N}\ (i} sTu]-, X; is sufficiently far, from the second to the last step of the encryption algorithm, from the

"unsafe zone" where small noise can change the rounded value (i.e., [§/4 — B,q/4+ B] U [39/4 — B,3q/4 + B]).
Security. Next, we prove the security of our scheme.
Theorem A.2. The above construction satisfies SingleEnc security (Definition 2.26 ) under the LWE assumption.
Proof. We consider the following sequence of hybrids.
Hyb,. Real game.

Hyb;. Change the encryption algorithm so that it never sets ¢;, = L (i.e., we erase the branch of the computation

introduced to eliminate the possibility of the decryption error). Since s' (h — u;0) and s’ (h —u;1) are
distributed uniformly at random over Z,, the probability of | being output is bounded by 4B /. Therefore, this
hybrid is statistically indistinguishable from the previous one.
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Hyb,. In this hybrid we compute ¢; x; as

Ci,X; = Z cix; + ef,xi D pux;-
jeINI\{i} 5

By the smudging lemma, this hybrid is statistically close to the previous hybrid. To see this, we note the following.
— In Hyb; we have
— el /
Cix; = {S (h - ui;Xi) + ei,Xi—‘ 2 D ux;

— Substituting h = Yic[N] u)x;, we get

Gx, = [s' Y, wix ey | ®ux; (44)

jEINT\(i} )

— From our parameter setting we have | Lic[n)\ (i} ej,X]-| < A@() YieN|\{i} e]«,Xj| < |ef/X’_\ wheree;, € D,

and engi € DZ,W' Thus using noise flooding (Lemma 2.4) and Equation (44) we have

agx, =|s Y ujx; + ) ej/X],—i-eg,Xi @ px,
jeINI\{i} jEINI\i} 2

= ‘ Z ‘ (sTu]',X]. + ej,X]-) + €§,XZ_ D ux,
e [NTL () )

= Z Cj,Xj + e;,Xi D HX;
e NI} ,

with overwhelming probability.
Hybs. To compute ¢; 1 _x,, we set it as
T /
Cil-X; = LS (h—wu;_x,) +e—x, + 61-,17;(,} ) D p1-x;,

where e;1_x, <~ Dy ,. By the smudging lemma, this hybrid is statistically close to the previous hybrid.
To see this, we note that initially we have

Giax, = [sT (h—win x) +e1 x| @mx, (45)

where egrl_ x. € Dz,,- Next, from our parameter setting, we have Av(@) lei1—x,| < |e§,1_ Xf' where ¢;1_x, <
DZ - Thus using noise flooding (Lemma 2.4), we can write Equation (45) as

_ T !
cii-x; =[5 (h—wpix) +e-x +e_x [ & p-x,
’ 1 2

Hyb,. Replace {c]-,b }j;«éi,be{o,l} ands ' (h — ui,lei) + e;1-x, computed for ¢; 1 _x, with random elements in Z;.
This game is computationally indistinguishable from the previous one by LWE.

Hybs. Now, ¢;1_x, is sampled as ¢;1_x, < {0,1}. This game is statistically close to the previous game, since the
value inside the round function is already uniformly random over Z;.

81



O

Theorem A.3. The above construction satisfies strong blindness as per Definition 2.27 under the LWE assumption.

Proof. The proof is almost the same as that of Theorem A.2, where we consider the same sequence of the hybrids. We
can skip Hyb,, since ¢; x, is already random by the definition of the blindness security game. In Hybs, the ciphertext is
a random string. Therefore, we can conclude the proof of the theorem. O

A.2 Bootstrapping the Basic Scheme

Our construction of BBE in Appendix A.1 has large CRS size and single ciphertext size, both of which linearly depend
on N. However, we require a BBE scheme whose sizes of these parameters are independent of N in Section 4. Here, we
obtain a scheme with the required properties from LWE by applying the conversion from [BLSV 18] to our construction
in Appendix A.1.

Theorem A.4 (Adapted from Appendix A.2 of [BLSV18]). Assuming that there exists a 1/2-succinct BBE scheme
(defined in Definition 2.25) whose CRS size is poly(A, N) and single-ciphertext size is poly(A, N). Then, the
construction can be converted into a fully-succinct BBE scheme with CRS size poly(A, log N) and single-ciphertext
size poly(A,log N). Furthermore, the conversion preserves strong blindness property.

Sketch of proof. Since the above theorem is not explicitly shown in [BLSV 18], we provide an explanation on how to
extract the above theorem from their result. There, they show a construction of fully-succinct BBE scheme starting from
a 1/2-succinct BBE scheme. They only provide the description of the encryption algorithm, but it is easy to extract a
description of single encryption algorithm from it. For the reference for the readers, we sketch their construction and
explain how to obtain the single encryption algorithm out of it.

To setup the system, they generate d = log(N/A) number of CRSes, all of which are generated by Setup( 1%, 12’\).
Each CRS string is assigned to each layer of the tree. To compute a hash value on input X € {0,1}, they consider
a Merkle tree of depth d. The leaves of the tree consist of N/A nodes and X is evenly split and assigned to the
corresponding node. Then, we assign hash values to the internal nodes of the tree starting from the layer of the tree right
above the leaves to the root. To define a hash value /1, associated to a node v, we hash the values associated with its
children, namely, thO and thl, where we use the CRS corresponding to that layer. The final output of the hash (i.e.,
Gen(crs, X )) is the hash value /. assigned to the root node €.

We then explain how the encryption algorithm works. For each node v, they generate subct part of the underlying
BBE ciphertext and a garbled circuit.®® We denote the former by subct, ; and the latter C,. For the garbled circuit
corresponding to the root node, we additionally provide the input labels laby,_that corresponds to he. The garbled
circuits associated with internal nodes are obtained by garbling a circuit that takes as input 4, and outputs subct, part of
the BBE ciphertext that encrypts the labels of the garbled circuits corresponding to its children under the public key 7.
For the leaf nodes, the garbled circuits encrypt the messages instead of the labels.

To decrypt a ciphertext, for each leaf v, we traverse the hash tree from the root to v and obtain the message
corresponding to X, as follows. We first obtain subct, » by evaluating Ce on labels laby,_. Then, combined with subct, 1,
this recovers the entire BBE ciphertext corresponding to the root node € that encrypts the labels of the garbled circuits of
the next layer. This BBE ciphertext can be decrypted by using the string that concatenates kg and /1. This in particular
gives the labels Iabhv1 corresponding to 1y, , where vy is the first bit of v. This then allows us to recover subcty, » by
evaluating the garbled circuit. We traverse down the tree in this way until we reach at the leaf node v, where we recover
the corresponding message.

We then explain how we define the single encryption algorithm. To encrypt a message for a position 7, we consider
the leaf node v corresponding to the index i. We then run the encryption algorithm and remove the ciphertext components
that are not necessary for traversing down the tree to the leaf node v. Namely, we only include labj,, and subcty, 1, Co
for all w that is an ancestor of v in the ciphertext. We can see that these components are sufficient for the decryption to
work correctly.

Now, we can see that the construction achieves CRS size of poly(A,log N), since there are d = log(N/A) number
of CRSes of the base BBE. Similarly, the single-ciphertext size is of poly (A, log N), since there are d number of garbled

10We refer to Remark 2.28 for the explanation on subct; and subct;.

82



circuits and subcty, 1, each of which is of fixed polynomial size. We also observe that the conversion preserves the strong
blindness. In [BLSV18], they show that the ciphertext is pseudorandom except for {subcty, 1 } . is an ancestor of o- If the
underlying BBE satisfies strong blindness, subcty, 1 is an empty string for all w. This indicates that the entire ciphertext
of the final scheme is pseudorandom, as desired. This holds even if we consider single-ciphertext, since the single
ciphertext is obtained by removing some part of the ciphertext. O

By applying the conversion to our construction in Appendix A.1, we obtain the following theorem.

Theorem A.5. There exists a fully-succinct BBE scheme with CRS size of poly(A,log N) and single-ciphertext size of
poly(A,log N) from LWE where N denotes the length of the keys supported by the scheme

B Bootstrapping AB-LFE to KP-ABE with unbounded depth using prFE

In this section, we show a formal description of the construction of kpABE for unbounded circuits using 1ABE sketched
in Section 1.4. This provides an alternative pathway to obtain kpABE for unbounded depth circuits different from that
given in Section 6. Instead of 1ABE, our construction is formally described using abLFE, but this turns out to be almost
equivalent, as discussed later in this section. We can instantiate the abLFE by the recent construction by [HLL23] or
blind garbled circuit [BLSV18]. The former instantiation leads to more efficient construction than the latter, but it
introduces an additional assumption of circular LWE in addition to LWE and evasive LWE. Compared with Section 6,
the constructions obtained here are simpler, though their parameter sizes are sub-optimal. Importantly, we do not rely
on the result regarding pPRIO from our companion paper [AKY24b] in this section.

B.1 Attribute Based Laconic Functional Encryption

Syntax. An attribute based laconic function evaluation (abLFE) scheme for a circuit class {Cprm = {C :
Xorm — {0,1}}}prm for a parameter prm = prm(A) and a message space M consists of four algorithms
(crsGen, Compress, Enc, Dec) defined as follows.

crsGen(lA, prm) — crs. The generation algorithm takes as input the security parameter 1 and circuit parameters
prm and outputs a uniformly sampled common reference string crs.

Compress(crs, C) — digest. The compress algorithm takes as input the common random string crs and a circuit
C € C and outputs a digest digest.

Enc(crs, digest, (x, #)) — ct. The encryption algorithm takes as input the common random string crs, a digest digest,
an attribute x € Xprm and a message # € M and outputs a ciphertext ct.

Dec(crs, C,ct) — p/ L. The decryption algorithm takes as input the common random string crs, a circuit C, digest
and a ciphertext ct and outputs a message y € M or L.

Definition B.1 (Correctness). An abLFE scheme for circuit family Cprm is correct if for all prm, C € Cprm, X € Xprm
such that C(x) = 1, and for all messages 4 € M,

crs + crsGen (1%, prm),
digest = Compress(crs, C),
ct < Enc(crs, digest, (x, 1)) :
Dec(crs, C, ct) # p

Pr = negl(A)

where the probability is taken over the coins of Setup, KeyGen, and Enc.

Definition B.2 (Pseudorandom Ciphertext Security). For a abLFE scheme and an adversary A, we define the
experiment for security Exptg?hFE(lA) as follows.

1. Run A to receive circuit parameters prm. Run crs +— crsGen(1%, prm) and send crs to A.
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2. A chooses C € Cprm, X € Xprm and p € M. Run digest = Compress(crs, C), sample § < {0,1}. If =0,
it computes cty <— Enc(crs, digest, (x, jt)) else if B = 1, it computes ct; <— CT spLre, Where CT aprg is the
ciphertext space of abLFE. It sends digest, ctg to A.

3. A outputs a guess bit §’ as the output of the experiment.

We define the advantage Advi‘fLFE(/\) of A in the above game as

AdvEFE(R) = |Pr[ExptiTE(1Y) = 1] — Pr[Bxpt® (1Y) = 1]

We say that a abLFE scheme is adaptive pseudorandom ciphertext secure if for every admissible PPT adversary A, we
have Advi{’LFE(A) < negl(A), where A is said to be admissible if C(x) = 0.

The selective (resp. very selective) notion of the security requires the adversary A to choose x (resp. x, C) along with
prm before it receives crs.

Definition B.3 (Decomposability). We say that a abLFE scheme for a circuit class {Cprm = {C: Xorm —
{0,1}} }prm satisfies decomposability if for any crs < crsGen(1%, prm) and digest < Compress(crs, C), we have
digest = {digest; };c|,] for some polynomial gc, which may depend on C, and size(digest;) < poly(A). Further-
more, we have that Enc(crs, digest, (x, 1)) = {Enc;(crs, digest;, (x, 1)) }ic[q] Where size of the encryption circuit
size(Enci(, (,-))) < poly(A, Ix|).

Remark B.4. Here, we do not require the digest to be much smaller than the circuit description C, unlike the usual
convention in the context of abLFE. This relaxation allows us to instantiate abLFE using blind garbled circuits, which
do not have compact digests.

B.2 Construction of kpABE with Unbounded Depth
Building Blocks. We require the following building blocks for our construction.

1. An attribute-based laconic function evaluation scheme abLFE = abLFE.(crsGen, Compress, Enc, Dec) for circuit
class C ¢(1)» consisting of circuits with input length ¢(A) and with unbounded depth and size. We let £2PFE and

CT abLre = {0, 1}thb "% denote the ciphertext length and the ciphertext space of the scheme, respectively. We
assume that the abLFE scheme is decomposable (Definition B.3), i.e., we have abLFE.Enc = {abLFE.Enci}ie[qC]
for some g and use d,p e to denote the maximum depth of a circuit required to compute {abLFE.Enci}ie[q BE

2. A FE scheme for pseudorandom functionality prFE = (prFE.Setup, prFE.KeyGen, prFE.Enc, prFE.Dec) for

circuit class CL( A)orpe (1), (25LFE consisting of circuits with input length L(¢, A), maximum depth d,.rg(A) and
Mpr| rtc

output length Kgi’LFE. We denote by prm the parameters (1L(/\), 14prre(Y) 10 LFE) that specifies the function class
being supported. We also denote the ciphertext space of the scheme by C7 rE.

3. APRF function PRF : {0,1}* x {0,1}* — {0, 1}Rien where Ry, is the length of randomness used in abLFE.Enc.
We assume that PRF can be computed by a circuit of depth at most d,rg.

We assume that uniform sampling from the ciphertext space is possible without any parameter other than the security
parameter A.

Now, we describe our compiler for constructing a key-policy ABE scheme kpABE = (Setup, KeyGen, Enc, Dec) for
circuits of unbounded depth with attribute length £(A). We denote the ciphertext space of the scheme by C7T page. For
our construction, we have CT ypaBe = CT prrE-

Setup(14,1%) — (mpk, msk). The setup algorithm does the following.

— Run (prFE.msk, prFE.mpk) < prFE.Setup(1%, prm) and crs < abLFE.crsGen(1%).
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— Set msk = prFE.msk! and mpk = (prFE.mpk, crs). Output (msk, mpk).
KeyGen(msk, C) — skc. The key generation algorithm does the following.

Parse msk = prFE.msk and sample r < {0, 1}

Compute digest = abLFE.Compress(crs, C). Parse digest = {digest; };c[y.|-

For i € [qc], define circuit F[crs, digest;, r], with crs, digest;, r hardwired, as follows
On input (sd, x, pt):

- Compute abLFE.ct; := abLFE.Enc;(crs, digest;, (x, t); PRF(sd, r)).

— Output abLFE.ct;.

For i € [gc] compute prFE.sk; <— prFE.KeyGen(prFE.msk, Fcrs, digest;, 1]).

Output skc = ({digeSti/ PFFE-Ski}iE[qc]'r>‘

Enc(mpk, x, t) — ct. The encryption algorithm does the following.

— Parse mpk = (prFE.mpk, crs) and sample a PRF key sd < {0, 1}*.
— Compute prFE.ct < prFE.Enc(prFE.mpk, (sd, x, jt)).
— Output ct := prFE.ct.

Dec(mpk, skc, C, ct, x) — y. The decryption algorithm does the following.
— Parse mpk = (prFE.mpk, crs), skc = ({digesti, erE.ski}ie[qC],r) and ct = prFE.ct.

— Foralli € [q¢c], compute y; = prFE.Dec(prFE.mpk, prFE.sk;, Fcrs, digest;, r], prFE.ct).
— Sety = (y1,...,Yqc) and output abLFE.Dec(crs, C, y).

Correctness. We prove the correctness of our scheme using the following theorem.

Theorem B.5. Assume abLFE and prFE schemes are correct, and PRF is secure. Then the above construction of kpABE
scheme is correct.

Proof. From the correctness of prFE scheme we have

y; =F[crs, digest;, r|(sd, x, i)
=abLFE.ct; = abLFE.Enc;(crs, digest;, (x, t); PRF(sd, 1))

for i € [gc] with probability 1. Thus we have y = {abLFE.ct;}c(;.) = abLFE.ct. Next, by the correctness of abLFE
scheme it follows that, if C(x) = 1,

abLFE.Dec(crs, C,y) = abLFE.Dec(crs, C,abLFE.ct) = u

with all but negligible probability. O

Security. We prove the security of our scheme via the following theorem.

Theorem B.6. Assume that the prFE scheme is secure (Definition 3.2) with respect to the sampler class containing
the sampler Samp as defined in Eq. 47, abLFE scheme satisfies very selective pseudorandom ciphertext security
(Definition B.2). Then our construction of kpABE scheme satisfies VerSel-INDr security (Definition 2.16).

IW.L.O.G we assume that msk contains mpk.
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Proof. Suppose the adversary A with randomness coins 4 queries for x, s, Cy, ... Cg. To prove the security of kpABE
scheme as per Definition 2.16, we show

coins 4, mpk = (prFE.mpk, crs), coins 4, mpk = (prFE.mpk, crs),

{Flers, digesty i, 1 bl iclge, | {Flers, digesty i, 1k be[q)icige, | )
~c

Ska = {erE‘Skk,i}kE[Q],ie[qck]' Ska = {erE‘Skk,i}kE[Q],ie[qck]l

ct = prFE.ct < prFE.Enc(prFE.mpk, (sd, x, jt)) ct =0 < CT prFE

where F[crs, digesty ;, 1] denotes the functions corresponding to k-th key query Cy as defined in the KeyGen algorithm
and prFE.sky; < prFE.KeyGen(prFE.msk, F[crs, digesty ;, 1i]) for k € [Q],i € [g¢c,]. Also for all the key queries
C1,...,Cq and the challenge attribute x issued by the adversary, we have C(x) = 0.

We invoke the security of prFE with sampler Samp that outputs

Functions: {Flcrs, digesty ;, 14| }ke[Q],ie[qck]/

Input: (sd,x, 1), 47)
Auxiliary Information: ~ aux = (coins 4, {crs, Cy, digesty ;, rk}ke[Q],ie[qck})

By the security guarantee of prFE with sampler Samp we have

prFE.mpk, aux, {F[crs, digesty ;, 1¢], erE-Skk,i}ke[Q],ie[qck}
prFE.ct <— prFE.Enc(prFE.mpk, (sd, x, 1))

[ prFE.mpk, aux, {Flcrs, digesty ;, 1], erE-Skk,i}ke[Q],ie[qck}
~c
A+ CT oFE

if
(a ux, {F[crs, digesty ;, 1], abLFE.cty; }ie(q] ic l9c,] ) (48)

gabLFE

~e (aux, {Flers, digest s, rel, (1, ke ) < {0, 1} }ke[Q])

where abLFE.cty; = Fcrs, digesty ;, ¢ (sd, x, 1) = abLFE.Enc;(crs, digesty ;, (x, it); PRF(sd, r;)) for k € [Q],i €

[9c]-
Thus to prove Equation (46), it suffices to prove Equation (48). We prove Equation (48) via the following sequence of
hybrids.

Hybg. This is the LHS distribution of Equation (48).

(aux, {Flcrs, digesty ;, ry], abLFE.cty; = abLFE.Enc;(crs, digesty ;, (x, it); PRF(sd, rk)>}ke[Q] iclic ]> )
’ k
We can rewrite the above distribution as

(aux, {Flcrs, digesty ;, 1], abLFE.cty = abLFE.Enc(crs, digesty, (x, t); PRF(sd, rk))}ke[Q] ielge ]> .
¢ k

where digest;, = {digGStk,i}ie[qu] and abLFE.cty = {abLFE.ctkri}ie[qu] for all k € [Q].

Hyb,. This hybrid is same as the previous one except that we output a failure symbol if the set {rk}ke[Q], in aux,
contains a collision. We prove that the probability with which there occurs a collision is negligible in A. To
prove this it suffices to show that there is no k, k' € [Q] such that k # k’ and r; = rp. The probability of this
happening can be bounded by Q?/2* by taking the union bound with respect to all the combinations of k, k’.
Thus the probability of outputting the failure symbol is Q% /2" which is negl(A).
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Hyb,. In this hybrid we change all the PRF values computed using sd to random. Namely, we replace PRF(sd, ry)
with true randomness Ry. Since PRF is invoked for fresh input for each k € [Q], this hybrid is indistinguishable
from the previous hybrid. We now consider the following distribution:

(aux, {F[crs, digesty ;, 1x], abLFE.ct; = abLFE.Enc(crs, digesty, (x, ;4))},(6[@,{6[%](])

Hybs. In this hybrid we invoke the security of abLFE scheme to switch abLFE.ct; to random for all k € [Q]. Namely,
the distribution is now:

({F[crs,digestk,i, 1;], abLFE.ct, < CTabLFE}kE[QMG[qu])

By the admissibility of the adversary and very selective pseudorandom ciphertext security of abLFE, this hybrid
is indistinguishable from the previous one.

This completes the proof. O

B.3 AB-LFE (or 1ABE) from Blind Garbled circuits.

In this section we give a construction of abLFE = (crsGen, Compress, Enc, Dec) for a circuit class C = {C : {0,1}F —
{0,1}} and message space {0,1} from blind garbled circuits. Our construction supports circuits of unbounded depth
and input length. Our construction can equivalently be seen as constructing a 1ABE scheme.

Building Blocks. A blind garbled circuit scheme bGC = (bGC.Eval, bGC.Garble, bGC.SIM) scheme for circuit class
C.

Construction. We describe our construction for abLFE scheme abLFE = (crsGen, Compress, Enc, Dec) below.
crsGen(1%) — crs. The crs generation algorithm outputs crs := L.
Compress(crs, C) — digest. The Compress algorithm outputs digest = C.
Enc(crs, digest, x, #) — ct. The encryption algorithm does the following.

— Parse digest = C, sample R < {0, 1} and define circuit C[R], with R hardwired, as follows
_JuifC(x) =1,

CIRIGo 1) =\ Ritcrx) = 0.

— Compute ({Iab]«,h}je[Hl]’be{OJ},(/Z[\R/]) < bGC.Garble(1*,1L+1,C[R], 11).

— Outputct = (C[R],Iabx,y) where laby, = (laby ..., laby, 1, labp 1 1,,).

Dec(crs, C,ct) — u/ L. The decryption algorithm does the following.

— Parse ct = ((/?[\R/],Iabx,y).

—_—

— Output ¢’ = bGC.Eval(C[R], laby).

Correctness. The correctness of the scheme follows directly from the correctness of the underlying bGC scheme. We
prove it using the following theorem.

Theorem B.7. Assume that the blind bGC is correct (Definition 2.19). Then the abLFE scheme is correct (Definition B.1).

Proof. For ct = (E[\I_{/], Iabx,y> where laby, = (labyy,, ..., labp x,,labr y1,,), we have

—_—

bGC.Eval(C[R], laby) = p

if C(x) = 1 from the correctness of bGC scheme with probability 1. This implies the correctness. O
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Efficiency. The abLFE scheme has the following efficiency properties.

|digest| = |C|, |ct] = O(|C|, L, A).

Decomposability. The decomposability follows from the decomposability of the blind garbled circuits. In particular
we can parse digest = {digest; };c(|c|], Where digest; = C; for i € [|C|] and C; denotes the i-th gate of C in topological

—

order. We can also parse ct = {ct; };[c|] Where we can set ct; = (C1[R], laby) and ct; = G;[R] for i € [2,[C]]

where C;[R] denotes the i-th gate of C;[R] and C;[R] is the corresponding garbling. Note that here |digest;| = poly(A)
and |ct;| < poly(A,L).

Security. The security of the scheme follows from the simulation security and the blindness of the underlying bGC
scheme. We prove this using the following theorem.

Theorem B.8. Assume that the bGC scheme satisfies simulation security (Definition 2.20) and blindness (Definition 2.21).
Then the abLFE scheme satisfies adaptive pseudorandom ciphertext security (Definition B.2).

Proof. Suppose the adversary after receiving crs = L from the challenger outputs the challenge circuit C and the
challenge inputs (x, y¢). To prove the security of the abLFE scheme, we consider the following sequence of hybrids.

Hybg. This hybrid corresponds to the real-world game where the ciphertext is computed honestly using the Enc
algorithm.

Hyb,. This hybrid is same as the previous hybrid except that the challenger computes (6, IE\B) + bGC.SIM(17%,

1/CIRIl 1L+1 R) where R + {0,1}.
Noting that C[R](x, #) = R by the admissibility of the adversary, Hyby ~. Hyb; follows by the simulation
security of the bGC scheme.

Hyb,. This hybrid is same as the previous hybrid except that the challenger samples uniformly random string (5, I;B)
such that |(C, lab)| = [bGC.SIM(1%4, 1541 1/CIRIl R)| and returns digest = C, ct = (C, lab) to the adversary.
Hyb; ~. Hyb, using the blindness of the bGC scheme.

Note that in Hyb,, the adversary is given a random string. Therefore, the adaptive pseudorandom ciphertext security
follows. J

Equivalence of 1ABE and abLFE from Blind Garbled Circuits. We show that the abLFE scheme instantiated from
blind garbled circuits is in fact equivalent to the instantiation of 1ABE using BGC— which we bootstrap to a full fledged
KP-ABE using prFE in the technical overview (Section 1.4).

First, we roughly outline the instantiation of 1ABE using BGC : 1) Setup: set msk = Rpgc, Where Ry is the
randomness required to compute bGC components. 2) Encrypt: To encrypt (X, ) using msk = Rpgc, we simply
generate bGC labels corresponding to (x, #) using randomness Rpgc. 3) Keygen : To generate a key for circuit C using
msk we first sample some randomness R < {0,1} and generate bGC garbled circuit corresponding to C[R], where
C[R] is defined exactly as in the above construction, using randomness Rpc. This secret-key 1ABE is (1-key,1-ct)
secure and has random keys and random ciphertexts.

Next, we note that this 1ABE is equivalent to abLFE from bGC except for minor syntactical differences. Both
primitives essentially generate the components of a bGC scheme, the only difference being that 1ABE generates the
garbed circuit and garbled labels in KeyGen and Enc separately using the same randomness, while abLFE generates
both in Enc(crs, digest, (x, j¢)) since digest = C is provided as input. So, when bootstrapping a 1ABE to kpABE, we
let the prFE output both 1ABE.sk and 1ABE.ct as described in technical overview. This is the only difference from the
construction of kpABE using abLFE.

Instantiating the abLFE scheme as above, and using a prFE scheme supporting dp,.re = poly(A) depth circuits
with input length L = ¢ + A + 1, we obtain the following theorem.
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Theorem B.9. Under the LWE assumption and the Evasive LWE assumption, there exists a very selectively secure
kpABE scheme for circuits of unbounded depth and attribute length £ with

|mpk| = ¢ -poly(A), |skc| =|C|-£-poly(A), |ct| =£-poly(A).

We note that the kpABE scheme instantiated as above has longer secret keys but is not based on any circular
assumptions.

B.4 Using the abLFE from HLL

We can directly instantiate the abLFE in Appendix B.2 with the construction shown by [HLL23] (HLL henceforth).
For this instantiation, we do not assume decomposability of abLFE since the HLL construction has succinct digest,
i.e. gc = 1 for any C and |digest| = O(1). This instantiation leads to the parameter size of |mpk| = poly(¢,A),
|skc| = poly(¥, A), and |ct| = poly (¥, A), which is already better than the previous instantiation.

By adding a twist to the construction in Appendix B.2 exploiting the structural property of HLL, we can improve the
secret key size so that its dependency on £ can be removed. To do so, we exploit the online-offline structure of the
abLFE.Enc algorithm which can be split as abLFE.Enc = (abLFE.EncOff, abLFE.EncOn). Here, abLFE.EncOff takes
as input crs and x and outputs the offline part of the ciphertext abLFE.ctyg and short state st and abLFE.EncOn takes as
input digest and st and outputs online part of the ciphertext abLFE.cton. Formally, HLL proved the following theorem:

Theorem B.10 ([HLL23]). Under the circular LWE assumption, there exists a very selectively secure abLFE scheme
for circuit class C = {C : {0,1}¢ — {0,1}"'} satisfying

crs| = O(4, 1), |digest| = O(A), |st| = O(A), |ctofr| = O, A), |cton] = O(F, A
|crs|

We make slight modifications to our construction of kpABE scheme to optimize the secret key size. The high level
idea is very simple. Instead of letting the prFE decryption recover the entire abLFE ciphertext, we recover only the
online part of it. We then put the offline part of abLFE ciphertext into the ciphertext of kpABE so that the decryptor can
recover the entire abLFE ciphertext during the decryption. This eliminates the necessity of hardwiring crs to the prFE
secret key, since the online part can be computed only from the short state and digest. This leads to the improvement on
the efficiency, since the state and digest are of fixed polynomial size, while crs is of size O(¢). Concretely, we modify
the KeyGen, Enc, Dec algorithm of Appendix B.2 as follows.

KeyGen(msk, C). This is same as the KeyGen algorithm in Appendix B.2 except the following.
— Define circuit F[digest, r] (instead of F|crs, digest;, r]) , with digest, r hardwired, as follows
On input (sd, st):
— Compute abLFE.cto, := abLFE.EncOn(st, digest; PRF(sd, 1)).
— Output abLFE.ctop,.
— Compute prFE.sk < prFE.KeyGen(prFE.msk, F[digest, 1]).
— Output skec = (digest, prFE.sk, 1).
Enc(mpk, x, j¢). The encryption algorithm does the following.
— Parse mpk = (prFE.mpk, crs) and sample a PRF key sd < {0,1}".
Compute (abLFE.ctys, st) <— abLFE.EncOff(crs, (x, i)).

Compute prFE.ct < prFE.Enc(prFE.mpk, (sd, st)).
Output ct := (abLFE.ctof, prFE.ct).

Dec(mpk, skc, C, ct, x). The decryption algorithm does the following.

— Parse mpk = (prFE.mpk, crs), skc = (digest, prFE.sk, r) and ct = (abLFE.cto, prFE.ct).
— Compute abLFE.cto, = prFE.Dec(prFE.mpk, prFE.sk, F[digest, ], prFE.ct).
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— Sety = (abLFE.ctf, abLFE.cton) and output abLFE.Dec(crs, C,y).

We note that even with the above changes the correctness and security arguments are same as that of Appendix B.2.

For this instantiation, we have dflg‘fgé‘ = poly(A) where dang?é‘ is the maximum depth of a circuit required to
compute abLFE.EncOn and hence we use a prFE scheme supporting d,rg = poly(A) depth circuits with input length
L = poly(A). We formalise this using the following theorem.

Theorem B.11. Under the circular LWE assumption and the Evasive LWE assumption, there exists a very selectively
secure kpABE scheme for circuits of unbounded depth and attribute length ¢ with

|mpk| = poly(¢,A), |skc|=poly(A), |ct| = poly({,A).
We note that the kpABE scheme instantiated as above has succinct keys and ciphertexts. Our scheme achieves the

same parameters as the unbounded depth KP-ABE scheme by [HLL23] but does not make use of the circular evasive
LWE assumption as they do.
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