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Abstract

Non-malleable extractors, introduced by Dodis and Wichs [DW09], have found several ap-
plications in the study of tamper-resilient cryptography. For example, seeded non-malleable
extractors are a key ingredient in the privacy amplification (PA) protocol with an active classical
adversary. Similarly, 2-source non-malleable extractors provide a way to construct non-malleable
codes, introduced by Dziembowski, Pietrzak, and Wichs [DPWTS]|, with further applications to
non-malleable secret sharing. Thus, understanding the security of such non-malleable extractors
against quantum adversaries is vital.

We construct several efficient quantum secure non-malleable extractors. All our constructions

are based on the works of Chattopadhyay, Goyal, and Li [CGL20], and Cohen [CohT5]

e We construct the first efficient quantum secure non-malleable extractor for source min-
entropy k > poly (log (g)) and seed length d = poly (log (g)), where n is the length
of the source and ¢ is the error parameter. Previously, Aggarwal, Chung, Lin, and
Vidick [ACLV19] demonstrated that an inner-product based non-malleable extractor pro-
posed by Li [Lil2] is quantum secure, but it required linear (in n) min-entropy and seed
length.

e By leveraging the connection between non-malleable extractors and PA (first established
in the quantum setting by Cohen and Vidick [CV17]), we obtain a 2-round PA protocol
that is secure against active quantum adversaries with communication poly (log (2)). This
allows for a trade-off between communication and error in a PA protocol, improving on
the results of [ACLV19], which required communication to be linear in n.

o We construct an efficient quantum secure 2-source non-malleable extractor for min-entropy
k>n— nﬂ(l), with an output size of n/4 and error 2_"0(1).

e Additionally, we explore the natural extensions of these extractors when the tampering of
the inputs occurs t-times. We construct efficient quantum secure ¢-non-malleable extrac-
tors for both the seeded case (t = d*(!)) and the 2-source case (t = n*(1)). We construct
efficient quantum secure t-non-malleable extractors for both seeded (t = d*()) as well as
2-source case (t = n2(1)),

*NTT Research, USA, naresh.boddu@ntt-research.com

fCentre for Quantum Technologies and Department of Computer Science, National University of Singapore and
MajuLab, UMI 3654, Singapore, rahul@comp.nus.edu.sg

fCenter for Quantum Technologies, National University of Singapore, e03829990u .nus.edu

$This paper was presented at 17th Conference on the Theory of Quantum Computation, Communication and
Cryptography (TQC 2022) in workshop track.


http://arxiv.org/abs/2109.03097v5

1 Introduction

Exzxtractors are functions that transform weak sources into uniform randomness. They are crucial
because randomized algorithms are designed under the assumption that the randomness used is
uniformly distributed. Extractors have numerous applications, including privacy amplification
(PA), pseudo-randomness, derandomization, expanders, combinatorics, and cryptography. Some
general models of weak sources are the so-called min-entropy sources and conditional min-entropy
sources. Please refer to Section 2l for definitions of information-theoretic quantities, extractors, and
various adversary models.

Let random variables X € {0,1}",Y € {0,1}" and S € {0,1}¢ (where Uy is the uniform
distribution on d bits and X ® S represents independent random variables X, .S)

Ci={X:Hpn(X) >k} ; C={X®S:Hpn(X)>kand S=U,} ;
C3 = {X QY : Hmin(X) > ky and Hmin(Y) > k‘g}

It can be argued that no deterministic function can extract even one uniform bit given an
(arbitrary) source X € Cy, for k < n—1 [CG85]. This led to designing extractors using sources from
Ca. They use an additional uniform source (aka seed S = Uy) called seeded extractors. Subsequent
works also considered extraction from class C3, involving multiple independent weak sources [CG85),
Bou05]. In the classical setting, extractors have been studied extensively both in the seeded and
the multi-source settings [ILL89, [GUV09, DW08, Bou05, [CG85l [KLRZ08, [Rac06, Raz05, KLR09I|.

Consider a situation where the input of an extractor is tampered with. For example, for a
source (X,S) € Cy, an adversary may tamper with the seed S to modify it to some other seed
S’. In this case, a natural question arises: ‘Does the output of tampered input (X,S’) have any
correlation with the output of the untampered input (X, S)?’. To be resilient against such adversarial
tampering of the input, it is crucial that the original input produces an output that is (almost)
independent of the one generated by the tampered input. Extractors with this property are called
non-malleable extractors [DW09]. A non-malleable extractor, denoted by nmExt, produces an
output that is nearly uniform and independent of tampering. Formally, this means that the outputs
satisfy (nmExt(X, S)nmExt(X,S") ~ U,, ® nmExt(X,5’)).

Applications to cryptography motivate the study of extractors in the presence of an adversary
holding some side information E about the source. For simplicity and brevity, we refer to the joint
systems, including the adversary’s side information, as a source. These sources are considered to
be of the form:

Cy = {XE ® S : Hmm(X|E) >kand S = Ud}

Here, we require the output of the extractor Ext(X,S) to be uniform given the side information
E,ie., (Ext(X,S)E ~ U, ® F). Additionally, in the case of a non-malleable extractor, we require
that it is (nearly) independent of any potential tampering of the seed:

nmExt(X, S)nmExt(X, S')E ~ Uy, ® nmExt(X,S")E.
Similarly one can consider 2-sources with adversary side information (below k1, k2 > 0 and |Y| = n):
C = {X —-FE-Y: Hmin(X’E) > kl and Hmin(Y’E) > kg},

where X — F — Y represents a Markov-chain (see Definition [I0]). 2-source extractors have been
extensively studied as well [Bou05l [CG85|, KLRZ08, Rao06, Raz05l, KLR09, [CGL20, Li15l [CZ19].



Similar to seeded extractors, 2-source extractors also have a stronger variant in terms of non-
malleability. For a 2-source non-malleable extractor, we allow tampering on both X and Y. An
adversary can modify (X,Y") to some (X', Y”) such that, either Pr[X # X'] =1or Pr[Y #Y'] = 1.
A 2-source non-malleable extractor is a function 2nmExt : {0,1}" x {0,1}"™ — {0,1}" such that:

2nmExt(X,Y )2nmExt(X', Y)EYY' ~. Uy, ® 2nmExt(X', Y )EYY".

2-source non-malleable extractors have been used in the construction of non-malleable codes in
the well studied split-state model by Chattopadhyay, Goyal and Li [CGL20]. These non-malleable
codes are known to have applications in various cryptographic tasks such as non-malleable secret-
sharing and non-malleable commitment [GPR16], [GKI8al [GK18D, IADNT19, [SV19]. Seeded non-
malleable extractors were used, by Chattopadhyay and Zuckerman [CZ19], as a key ingredient in
their breakthrough construction of 2-source extractors for polylog(n) min-entropy sources. 2-source
extractors also find applications in graph-theory and are related to Ramsey graphs, well studied
combinatorial objects.

With the advent of quantum computers, it is natural to investigate the security of extractors
against a quantum adversary with quantum side information on weak sources. Such sources are of
the form:

Q1 ={oxgs =oxg ®os : Huin(X|E), > k and 05 = Uy},

where side information E is quantum and source as well as seed (X.S) are classical. As expected,
quantum side information presents many more challenges compared to classical side information.
Gavinsky et al. [GKEKT07] provided an example of a seeded extractor that is secure against a clas-
sical adversary but not secure against a quantum adversary, even with very small side information.
Very little is known about the security of non-malleable extractors against quantum side infor-
mation. The initial challenge lies in defining a non-malleable extractor with quantum side informa-
tion, as we need to provide security with updated quantum side information when the adversary
modifies (E,S) — (E',S"). Informally, we require (for formal definition see Definition [I5])

nmExt(X, S)nmExt(X, S')E' ~ U, @ nmExt(X, S )E'.

In the classical setting it can be argued that, conditioned on E = e, X and S’ remain independent,
since with this conditioning, S’ is a deterministic function of S. However in the quantum setting,
conditioning on quantum side information cannot be done in this manner, so this argument does
not hold.

In this paper, we study seeded non-malleable extractors and extend the definition to 2-source
non-malleable extractors (see Definition [I8). We also explore their natural extensions where the
tampering is performed t-times, allowing the adversary to tamper with (E,S) — (E’,S',...,S").

In this scenario, we require that the output remains nearly independent given the quantum side
information and any of the tampered outputs. For example, in the seeded case (see Definition 2T]):

nmExt(X, S)nmExt(X,SY) ... nmExt(X, SY)E' ~ U,, ® nmExt(X, S')... nmExt(X, SH)E'.

Before stating our results, we give a brief overview of some relevant previous works.

Previous works

Aggarwal et al. [ACLV19] have shown that an inner-product based non-malleable extractor proposed
by Li [Lil2] is quantum secure, however it requires linear min-entropy and seed length.



Recent work by Aggarwal et al. [ABJO24] has strengthened this result by showing that Li’s
extractor remains quantum secure even when the seed is not uniform, although it still requires
linear min-entropy in the seed. They achieve this by introducing a notion of security against a
quantum measurement adversary, to which the eventual quantum security of the inner-product is
reduced.

To the best of our knowledge, the inner-product based non-malleable extractor proposed by
Li [Li12] is the only non-malleable extractor for which quantum security is known.

Earlier works by Cohen and Vidick [CV17] and Bouman and Fehr [BE11] attempted to provide
quantum security for non-malleable extractors based on the powerful technique of alternating ex-
traction introduced by Dziembowski and Pietrzak [DP07]. Unfortunately, these results were later
withdrawn due to subtle issues in the arguments.

Our results

Let oxgs be a source from Q. We have oxgs = oxg ® 05, Hmin (X|E), > k and o0g = U;. One
may consider register S as uniform seed and register E as adversary quantum side information on
source X. We consider the pure state extension of o xpg denoted by OxxbEss = Oxxpp ®0gg: a8
it helps us in our analysis. Here oy ¢z, 044 are canonical purifications of o x g and og respectively.
For simplicity we call the entire pure state as a source, even though the uniform randomness is
extracted from classical registers of a pure state (see Definition [3]). Note that X , S are copies of
X, S respectively (see Definition []). Consider,

Q2 = {UXXEESS = UXXEE ®US§ . Hmin(X’E)o 2 k and os = Ud},

where Oy %ipsd 1S a pure state. Note the sources in Qs are purifications of sources in Q1. The
conditions in Qy are equivalent to,

Honin (X(ESS*) = Hpin(X|E), >k ; Hpm <S(XXE) = Hypin(S)s = d.
More generally, this leads us to consider the following sources (see Definition [I6]):

Q={0yvsnmyy : Oxsnuyy 18 a (ki, k2)-qpa-state}.

Here gpa stands for quantum purified adversary. To understand the advantage of considering the
sources along with purification registers consider the following example. Consider the Markov-
chain oxpy = %(|00> +111))|0). Note I(X : Y'|E), = 0. Let pxpy be the state after applying

CNOT gate on qubit Y conditioned on qubit E of 0. Note pxpy = %(!00@ + [111)). We

have I(X : Y|E) p # 0. This points us to one of the key difficulty faced by earlier approach of
Markov model. On the other hand, we note that sources in Q remain in Q after adversarial
tampering. This can be seen as follows: Let oy ¢,y bea (k1, ko)-qpa-state and adversary
tampers (Y, M) — (Y,Y',M'). Let py ¢ nyaryyry De the state after adversary action. It is easy to

note (using Fact B) that Hyip <X‘M’YY’Y> > k1 and Hpin (Y‘NXX) > ko.
p p
This enables us to analyse the constructions of non-malleable extractors step by step and en-

suring the parameters (ki,k2) for the (ki, ka2)-qpa-state at the end are still in control to extract
randomness.



Also, note the sources Ca,Cs,Cq, Q1, Q2 can all be seen as special cases of Q (in the purification
picture). This provides us a general framework to define extractors and non-malleable extractors,
both in the seeded and the 2-source settings.

We now state our results. Let n,d,t be positive integers and k,e > 0. The following result is
about seeded non-malleable extractors.

Theorem 1 (quantum secure non-malleable extractor). Letd = O(log” (n/€)) and k = Q(d). There
exists an efficient non-malleable extractor nmExt : {0,1}" x {0,1}* — {0,1}*/* that is (k,O(e))-
quantum secure (see Definition [17).

The adversary in the result above is the gnma (short for quantum non-malleable adversary). As
a corollary, we get the following result for the standard model of sources considered in the literature
(sources in Q).

Corollary 1. Let d = O(log"(n/e)) and k = Q(d). Let pxpy be a c-q state with registers (XY')
classical such that

Hunin(X[E), 2k 5 pxpy =pxp®Us ; |X|=n.

LetT: L(HE®Hy) = L(Hp@Hy@Hy') be a (safe) CPTP map such that for oxgryy = T(pxpy),
we have registers XYY’ classical and Pr(Y #Y"), = 1. Let the function nmExt be from Theorem[d],
L =nmExt(X,Y) and L' = nmExt(X,Y”). Then,

lorryy e = Uga @ opyy i < O(e).

Dodis and Wichs [DW09] gave a two-round protocol for privacy amplification (PA) against active
adversaries with classical side information. The main ingredient in their protocol is a non-malleable
extractor, which when combined with an information-theoretically secure message authentication
code gives security in PA. As shown in [CV17], using quantum secure non-malleable extractor, one
can extend the proof of security by Dodis and Wichs to the case of active quantum adversaries.
Thus, our quantum secure non-malleable extractor, given by Theorem [I], enables us to obtain a PA
protocol against active quantum adversaries (see Definition 20]).

Theorem 2. Let d = O(log”(n/¢)), k = Q(d) and § > 0 be a small enough constant. There exists
an efficient two-round PA protocol against active quantum adversaries for min-entropy k sources
that can extract (3 — &) k bits with communication O(d) and error O(e).

This result allows for a trade-off in communication and error in a PA protocol, improving on
the result of [ACLV19], where the communication is required to be linear in n. We provide a proof
of Theorem 2 in Appendix [Dl Similar proofs have appeared in [CV17, [ABJO24, [ACLV19].

We show the following result for 2-source non-malleable extractors.

Theorem 3 (quantum secure 2-source non-malleable extractor). Let k = O(n'/*) and ¢ = 9

There exists an efficient 2-source non-malleable extractor 2nmExt : {0,1}" x {0,1}* — {0,1}"/*
that is (n — k,n — k, O(g))-quantum secure (see Definition [18).

The above result is stated for the adversary gnma (quantum non-malleable adversary). As a
corollary, we obtain corresponding results for other models of 2-source adversaries studied in the
literature.



Kasher and Kempe [KK10] introduced the quantum independent adversary (qia) model, where
the adversary obtains independent side-information from both sources. Informally, gia gets the
registers pg, g, as quantum side information in px g, g,y such that

PxE By = (pxE ® pyE,) 3 Huin(X[E1), > k1 5 Huin(Y[E2), > ko.

We refer the reader to [KK10] for complete details. We propose to incorporate non-malleable
extractor security against gia as follows.

Definition 1 (2-source non-malleable extractor against qia). Let pxp, g,y be a c-q state with
registers (XY ) classical such that | X| = Y| =n,

PxE By = (PXE, ® pyE,) 5 Hmin(X[E1), = k1 5 Humin(Y[E2), = ko.

Let Ty : L(HE, ® Hx) — E(?‘[Eé Q@ Hx @ Hx'), Te: L(Hp, @ Hy) — E('HEi ® Hy ® Hy) be
(safe) CPTP maps such that for oxx:p;pyyy = (T1® T2)(pxE By ), we have registers (X X'YY')
classical and either Pr(X # X')o = 1 or Pr(Y # Y'), = 1. We say a function f : {0,1}" x
{0,1}™ — {0,1}™ is a (ki, k2, €)-quantum secure 2-source non-malleable extractor against qia iff
for every o as defined above, we have

HUf(X,Y)f(X',Y')YY'E; —Un®opx yyyy g 1 <e.

Remark 1. In the Definition[d, one may ask if we can provide both the registers E and FY as side-
information to the adversary along with YY'. However this may allow adversary to gain complete
knowledge of X,Y (since EY may contain a copy of X and E} may contain a copy of Y ) making
the model uninteresting. Thus we settle on the model as in Definition [

We have the following corollary of Theorem [Bl

Corollary 2 (2nmExt is a 2-source non-malleable extractor against qia). Let the function 2nmExt be
from Theorem[3. 2nmExt is an (n—k,n—k, O(¢))-quantum secure 2-source non-malleable extractor
against qia.

Arnon-Friedman, Portmann and Scholz [AFPS16] introduced the quantum Markov adversary
(qMara). Informally, qMara gets the register pgp as quantum side information in a Markov-chain
pxgey. We propose to incorporate 2-source non-malleable extractor security against qMara as
follows.

Definition 2 (2-source non-malleable extractor against qMara). Let pxpy be a c-q state with
registers (XY ) classical such that

pxpy = > _Pr(T =1)|t)(t| @ (pxp, ® pip,) g Huin (X[E), = k1 5 Huin(Y[E), = ko,
t

where T is classical register over a finite alphabet. Let T1 : L(HE, ® Hx ® Hr) — E(’HEQ ®
Hx @ Hx @ Hr), To: L(HE, @ Hy @ Hr) — E(?—[Ei ® Hy @ Hy' @ Hr) be (safe) CPTP maps
such that for oxx/pireyyyr = (T1®@T2)(pxpy ), we have registers (X X'TYY') classical and either
Pr(X # X')o =1 or Pr(Y #Y'), = 1. We say a function f : {0,1}" x {0,1}" — {0,1}™ is a
(k1, ko, €)-quantum secure 2-source non-malleable extractor against qMara iff for every o as defined
above, we have
”Uf(X,Y)f(X’,Y’)YY'E{T —Un® Uf(X’,Y’)YY’E{T”l <e.
!This holds for a Markov-chain (X — E —Y),.




Remark 2. For reasons similar to that of Remark [, in Definition[2 we do not allow the registers
E' and E} as side-information to the adversary along with YY'T.

We have the following corollary of Theorem Bl

Corollary 3 (2nmExt is a 2-source non-malleable extractor against qMara). Let the function 2nmExt
be from Theorem [3 2nmExt is an (n — k,n — k,O(e))-quantum secure 2-source non-malleable
extractor against qMara.

The following are the t-tampering extensions of Theorem [l and Theorem [3l

Theorem 4 (quantum secure t-non-malleable extractor). Let d = O(log”(n/¢)),t = d*M and
k= Q(d). There exists an efficient non-malleable extractor t-nmExt : {0,1}" x {0,1}¢ — {0, 1}&/4
that is (t; k, O(g))-quantum secure (see Definition [21]).

Theorem 5 (quantum secure 2-source t-non-malleable extractor). Let k = O(n'/*), ¢ = g-n)
and t = n®V) . There exists an efficient 2-source non-malleable extractor t-2nmExt : {0,1}" x

{0,1}* — {0,1}* that is (t;n — k,n — k, O(e))-quantum secure (see Definition[23).

Before going to details of our results, let us sketch of some key elements present in the con-
tsruction of non-malleable extractors.

Some central ingredients

Similar to classical non-malleable extractors, our theorems regarding quantum-secure non-malleable
extractors are also based on the powerful technique of alternating extraction along with advice
generators and correlation breakers with advice [CGL20, [Coh16] that use the clever flip flop prim-
itive [Cohl15|. Here, we provide a short overview of these primitives. See |[CGL20L [Cohl16l [Coh15]
for more details.

e Alternating extraction: Alternating extraction is a powerful technique used in the construc-
tion of non-malleable extractors, particularly in scenarios involving multiple sources of weak
randomness. Consider sources X,Y (with sufficient min-entropy). Consider a tampering
given by X — X’ and Y — Y’. The procedure of alternating extraction involves iteratively
applying (seeded) extractors to different sources to progressively refine and enhance the uni-
formity and independence of the extracted randomness. The process can be represented as
Ext; — Exty — Ext3 — --- — Ext;, where each Ext; is applied to a part of the source and
possibly the output of the previous extractor. For odd i, Ext; is applied on source X and the
output of the previous extractor, and for even i, Ext; is applied on source Y, (hence the name,
alternating extraction) and the output of the previous extractor. By alternating between the
sources and carefully managing the interplay between them, this method ensures that the final
output is nearly uniform and retains minimal correlation with any tampered inputs. In the
quantum setting, alternating extraction becomes even more intricate, as it must account for
the complexities introduced by quantum side information and the non-commutative nature
of quantum states.

e Flip flop primitive FF(X,Y, Advice bit): The flip-flop primitive uses alternating extraction to
break correlations between random variables, leveraging weak sources of randomness and an
advice bit. The flip-flop function ensures that FF(X,Y,0) is uniform even given FF(X’, Y’ 1)
(and vice-versa).



e Correlation breakers with advice: These are generalizations of the flip-flop primitive, using ad-
vice strings instead of advice bits. A correlation breaker AdvCB(X, Y, «v) ensures uniformity of
the output even given correlated inputs with different advice strings o/, i.e., AdvCB(X', Y’ o).

e Advice generators: As stated above, correlation breakers need some advice string to work.
Advice generators produce these strings.

With these main components in place, let us move to the proof overview.

Proof overview

As noted before, a key difficulty one faces in analyzing non-malleable extractors in the quantum set-
ting is formulating and manipulating conditional independence relations between random variables
since conditioning on quantum side information is tricky. Cohen and Vidick [CV17] attempted
to deal with the difficulty by using the formalism of quantum Markov-chains. However, as noted
by them, after the adversary tampers with the source, a quantum Markov-chain no longer neces-
sarily remains a quantum Markov-chain. Hence it appeared that a generalization of the quantum
Markov-chain model is needed.

We use gpa-states instead and consider sources in Q. Additionally, we relate the sources pro-
duced by gma model, I-qgma-states [ABJO24] (see Definition [[2]) and (kq, k2)-qpa-states (see Lem-
mas [l and ). We note that a source in Q remains in Q after adversary tampering, thereby getting
over the key difficulty faced by earlier models, including quantum Markov-chains. Since gma can
simulate other adversary models, we are able to derive as corollaries, the existence of seeded and
2-source non-malleable extractors in the more standard models of adversaries studied previously in
the literature. Similarly, our application for privacy amplification against active quantum adversary
is in the standard model of adversary considered in previous works e.g. [CV17, [ACLV19].

Our proof follows on the lines of [CGL20, [Cohl6]. The key technical lemmas that we use
repeatedly in the analysis are,

e a quantum analogue of alternating extraction in a (ki, k2)-qpa-state with approximately uni-
form seed (Lemma[I]), and

e min-entropy loss under classical interactive communication to ensure enough conditional min-
entropy is left for alternating extraction (Lemma [2]).

Lemma [Tl makes use of the powerful Uhlmann’s theorem. Lemma 2] follows using arguments similar
to that of a result of Jain and Kundu [JK22] for quantum communication. In the technique of
alternating extraction, we repeatedly extract and generate several approximately uniform random
variables. In our analysis, the generation of random variables is viewed as communication protocols
(see Protocols [I to @ for seeded non-malleable extractor analysis). We consider this approach more
intuitive and makes the analysis more fine-grained.

As the analysis progresses, several additional classical random variables need to be generated
and considered. We generate them in a manner such that the requirement of conditional-min-
entropy is met for alternating extraction. It is a priori not clear what the sequence of generation of
classical random variables should be (for original inputs and tampered inputs) because of the non-
commutative nature of quantum side information. Careful analysis of the classical non-malleable
extractor constructions leads us to show that such a sequence of generation of random variables



exists. The communication protocols (Protocols [l to [@) specify the exact sequence in which the
additional random variables are generated in various cases.

In the analysis of 2-source non-malleable extractors, we additionally need a 2-source extractor
for sources in Q. [ABJO24] provide security of an inner-product 2-source extractor for an [-qma-state
(see Definition [[2)) as long as I < n. To use this result we need to relate a (ki, k2)-qpa-state (see
Definition [I6) with some I-qma-state. [AB.JO24] show that a pure state oy ¢ x5y Can be generated
in the [-gma-state framework if

Hynin (X‘MY?)U >k ;o o (Y(NXX)U > ko.

Note that one of the min-entropy bounds is in terms of the modified-conditional-min-entropy
Hpin (+|-). Next we make use of a result that connects Hyip, (+|-) and Hyin (¢]+), i.e for any quantum

state pxE, 3 R
Hmin(X‘E)p < Hmin(X‘E)p < Hmin(X’E)p, + 210g(1/€)

for some p’ =, p (see Lemma [3)).

In the proof, while relating (ki, k2)-qpa-state with some [-gma-state, we face an additional
technical difficulty of correcting a marginal state. For this we use the substate perturbation lemma
due to [JK22] and circumvent the issue at the cost of minor loss in parameters (see Lemma [).
Thus, we are able to show that any (k1, k2)-qpa-state (say o) can be approximated by an [-qma-state
(say o) for | = 2n — ki — ky. We also show that l-qma-state, ¢’ also has the appropriate Hyin (-
bounds, i.e.

Fomin (X‘MYY) ~ki ;M (Y‘NXX) ~ k.
o’ o’
Now the security of inner-product in an [-gma-state (with appropriate Hyi, (.|.) bounds) from
[ABJO24] for I < n implies the security of inner-product in a (ki, ky)-qpa-state for k1 + ko > n
which is then used in the 2-source non-malleable extractor construction. The analysis for 2-source
non-malleable extractor then proceeds on similar lines of seeded non-malleable extractor.

Analysis of the t-tampered counterparts proceeds on similar lines by appropriate adjustment of

parameters to account for increased communication in communication protocols.

Comparison with [ACLV19, [ABJO24]

Both [ACLV19] and [ABJO24] have considered the inner-product based non-malleable extractor
proposed by Li [Lil2]. [ACLV19] extends the first step of classical proof, the reduction provided
by the non-uniform XOR lemma, to the quantum case. This helps in reducing the task of showing
non-malleable extractor property of inner-product to showing security of inner-product in a certain
communication game. They then approach the problem of showing security of inner-product in
a communication game by using the “reconstruction paradigm” of [DPVRI12] to guess the entire
input X from the modified side information.

On the other hand, the work of [ABJO24] reduces the security of inner-product in a communi-
cation game to the security of inner-product against the quantum measurement adversary. In the
process, both [ACLV19] and [ABJO24] crucially use the combinatorial properties of inner-product.
For example, [ABJO24] heavily uses the pair wise independence property of inner-product.

Note that the communication protocols we use in our analysis are not related to the earlier
approach of reduction to a communication game, which is more specific to inner-product.



Comparison with classical constructions

To the best of our knowledge, [Lil9] provides the construction of seeded non-malleable extractor that
works for seed-length d = O (logn + log1+o(1)(%)>, source min-entropy k > O (log logn + log(%))

and output length m = Q(k). In the case of 2-source non-malleable extractor, |[Lil9] construction
works for sources with min-entropy ki,k2 > (1 — d)n, output length m = Q(n) and error ¢ =
o)

In the quantum setting, [ACLV19| provided the first construction of quantum secure seeded
non-malleable extractor for seed-length d = %, source min-entropy & > (% + d)n, output length
m = Q(n) and error ¢ = 2-%") Our work exponentially improves the parameters for source min-
entropy k > poly (log (g)), seed-length d = poly (log (%)) and output length m = Q(k). In the
setting of quantum secure 2-source non-malleable extractors, we provide the first construction for
sources with min-entropy ki1, ke > (1 — o(1))n, output length m = n/4 and error € = 2 We
note though we are still far from achieving close to optimal constructions in the quantum-setting,
we hope our techniques find new applications in proving quantum security of other classical non-

malleable extractors.

Subsequent works

e |ABJ24] (IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 2024) have extended the connection of [CG16] between 2-
source non-malleable extractors and 2-split-state non-malleable codes (for classical messages)
secure against quantum adversaries. They used our quantum secure 2-source non-malleable
extractors to construct the first explicit quantum secure 2-split-state non-malleable codes (for

Q(1) n1)

classical messages) of length m = n**\"!) | error ¢ = 27 and codeword length 2n.

e Using the techniques introduced in this work, [BBJ23] (QCrypt 2023) constructed a rate 1/2
quantum secure non-malleable randomness encoder. They use this in a black-box manner, to
construct the following:

— rate 1/11, 3-split-state non-malleable code for quantum messages

— rate 1/3, 3-split-state non-malleable code for classical messages against quantum adver-
saries

— rate 1/5, 2-split-state non-malleable code for (uniform) classical messages against quan-
tum adversaries.

e Furthermore, [BGJR23] (QCrypt 2023 and TCC 2024) have constructed

— rate 1/11, 2-split-state non-malleable code for (uniform) quantum messages

— 2-split-state non-malleable code for quantum messages of length m = n®)

27" and codeword length O(n).

— They showed something stronger: the explicit 2-split-state non-malleable code for quan-
tum messages is, in fact, a 2-out-of-2 non-malleable secret sharing scheme for quantum

. . Q
messages with share size n, any message of length at most n*(¥), and error e = 27" W

, eITor £ =



Organization

In Section 2l we describe quantum information theoretic and other preliminaries. Section [Bl contains
useful lemmas and claims. We describe the construction and security analysis of seeded non-
malleable extractor in Section M, of 2-source non-malleable extractor in Section Bl and of t-tampered
versions of these in Appendix [A] and [B] respectively. The communication protocols used in all

the analysis appear in the Appendix We provide a proof of PA against active adversaries in
Appendix [Dl

2 Preliminaries

Let n,m, d,t represent positive integers and [, k, k1, k2, 9,7, > 0 represent reals.

Quantum information theory

All the logarithms are evaluated to the base 2. Let X, ), Z be finite sets (we only consider finite sets
in this paper). Let |X| represent the size of X, that is the number of elements in X'. For a random
variable X € X, we use X to denote both the random variable and its distribution E, whenever
it is clear form the context. We use x <~ X to denote z drawn according to X. We call random
variables X,Y, copies of each other if Pr[X = Y| = 1. For a random variable X € {0,1}" and
d < n, let Prefix(X, d) represent the first d bits of X. Let Uy represent the uniform distribution over
{0, 1}d. Let YL, Y2, ..., Y! be random variables. We denote the joint random variable Y1Y?2 .. . Y?!
by Y. Similarly for any subset S C [t], we use Y'S to denote the joint random variable comprised
of all the Y* such that s € S.

Consider a finite-dimensional Hilbert space H endowed with an inner-product (-,-) (we only
consider finite-dimensional Hilbert-spaces). A quantum state (or a density matrix or a state) is
a positive semi-definite operator on H with trace value equal to 1. It is called pure iff its rank is
1. Let [¢)) be a unit vector on H, that is (¢,¢) = 1. With some abuse of notation, we use ¥ to
represent the state and also the density matrix |¢)(1)|, associated with [¢). Given a quantum state
p on H, support of p, called supp(p) is the subspace of H spanned by all eigenvectors of p with
non-zero eigenvalues.

A quantum register A is associated with some Hilbert space H 4. Define |A| := log (dim(H 4)).
Let L(H) represent the set of all linear operators on the Hilbert space H 4. For operators O,0’" €
L(H 4), the notation O < O represents the Lowner order, that is, O’ — O is a positive semi-definite
operator. We denote by D(H 4), the set of all quantum states on the Hilbert space H 4. State p
with subscript A indicates pg € D(H ). If two registers A, B are associated with the same Hilbert
space, we shall represent the relation by A = B. For two states p,o, we let p = o represent that
they are identical as states (potentially in different registers). Composition of two registers A and
B, denoted AB, is associated with the Hilbert space H4 ® Hp. For two quantum states p € D(H4)
and 0 € D(Hp), p® o € D(Hap) represents the tensor product (Kronecker product) of p and o.
The identity operator on H4 is denoted I4. Let Ua denote maximally mixed state in Ha. Let
pAB € D(Hap). Define

def def . .
pB = Trapap =Y (il @ Ip)pas(li) @ Ip),

)

2Some works use Px to denote distribution of X, however we use this non-standard notation for brevity.
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where {|7)}; is an orthonormal basis for the Hilbert space H4. The state pp € D(Hp) is referred
to as the marginal state of pap on the register B. Unless otherwise stated, a missing register from
subscript in a state will represent partial trace over that register. Given ps € D(H ), a purification
of pa is a pure state pap € D(Hap) such that Trppap = pa. Purification of a quantum state
is not unique. Suppose A = B. Given {[|i)4} and {|i)p} as orthonormal bases over H4 and Hp

respectively, the canonical purification of a quantum state p4 is [pa) o (pi ®@1p) (D2 19)ali)B)-
A quantum map € : L(H4) — L(Hp) is a completely positive and trace preserving (CPTP)
linear map. A Hermitian operator H : Ha — Ha is such that H = HT. Let Ay (H) denote the set
of eigenvectors with positive eigenvalues, i.e. Ay (H) ={v € Ha : Hv = \uv, A, > 0}. Let Hy
be the vector space generated by A (H). We say that Hy is the positive part of H. A projector
II € L(Ha) is a Hermitian operator such that I1? = II. A unitary operator V4 : Ha — Ha is
such that V);VA = VAV); = [ 4. The set of all unitary operators on H 4 is denoted by U(H 4). An

isometry V : Ha — Hp is such that VIV =14 and VVT =1p. A POVM element is an operator

0 < M < 1. We use the shorthand M def I— M, where I is clear from the context. We use shorthand

M to represent M ® I, where I is clear from the context.

Definition 3 (Classical register in a pure state). Let X' be a set. A classical-quantum (c-q) state
pxE is of the form

PXE = ZP(@\@W ® P,

zeX

where p% are states.
Let pxpa be a pure state. We call X a classical register in pxga, if pxg (or pxa) is a c-q
state. We identify random variable X with the register X, with Pr(X = x) = p(x).

Definition 4 (Copy of a classical register). Let py ¢ be a pure state with X being a classical
register in py ¢y (see Definition[3) taking values in X . Similarly, let X be a classical register in
Pxxp taking values in X. Let Teq = Y pex |2) (x| ® |x) (x| be the equality projector acting on the

registers XX. We call X and X copies of each other (in the computational basis) if Tr (HEquX)
1.

Definition 5 (Conditioning). Let

PXE = Z p(z)|z)(z| @ P,

ze{0,1}"

be a c-q state. For an event S C {0,1}", define

S)p =N px) 5 (X eSs)E

€S

(z| ® pg-

We sometimes shorthand (p|X € S) as (p|S) when the register X is clear from the context.

Let pap be a state with |A| = n. We define (p|A € S) = ey (0|S), where oap is the c-q state
obtained by measuring the register A in pap in the computational basis. In case S = {s} is a

singleton set, we shorthand (p|A = s) o Tra(p|A =s).

11



Definition 6 (Extension). Let

PXE = Z p(z)|z)(z| @ p,

z€{0,1}"

be a c-q state. For a function Z : X — Z, define the following extension of pxg,

pzxe S Y p(@)|Z(@)(Z(2)] @ |x) (x| @ o

TEX

Definition 7 (Safe maps). We call an isometry V : Hx @ Ha — Hx ® Hp, safe on X iff
there is a collection of isometries V, : Ha — Hp such that the following holds. For all states

V) xa =Y, azlr) x|1) 4,
VW}>XA = Za:c‘x>XVx’wx>A

We call @ CPTP map ® : L(Hx @ Ha) = L(Hx ® Hp), safe on classical register X iff there is a
collection of CPTP maps ®, : L(Ha) — L(Hp) such that the following holds. For all c-q states

pxa =), Pr(X =x),lz)(z| ® p,

®(pxa) ZPF = )plz) (x| @ Pa(ph).

All isometries (or in general CPTP maps) considered in this paper are safe on classical registers
that they act on. CPTP maps applied by adversaries can be assumed w.l.o.g as safe on classical
registers, by the adversary first making a (safe) copy of classical registers and then proceeding as
before. This does not reduce the power of the adversary.

For a pure state pxpa (with X classical) and a function Z : X — Z, define p,, 4 to be a
pure state extension of pxpa generated via a safe isometry V : Hx — Hx ® Hz @ H, (Z classical

with copy Z).

Definition 8. 1. For p > 1 and matriz A, let ||A||, denote the Schatten p-norm.

2. Forp>1: ||A],= (Tr(ATA)p/z)%.

ol

ef

3. For states p,o : A(p,0) = 1|p— .

4. Fidelity: For states p,o: F(p,0) def lvevel.
5. Bures metric: For states p,o : Ap(p,o def V1 —=F(p,0). We write p ~. o to denote
Ap(p,o) <e. Being a metric, it satzsﬁes the triangle mequalzty

6. Define d(X), " Ap(px,Ux) and d(X|Y), © Ap(pxy.Ux @ py).

7. Max-divergence ([Dat09], see also [JRS02]): For states p,o such that supp(p) C
supp(a),
Dmax (pllo) = min{\ € R : p < 2 o},

12



8. Min-entropy and conditional-min-entropy: For a state pxpg, the min-entropy of X is

defined as,
def
Hmin(X)p = —Dmax (px||Ix) -

The conditional-min-entropy of X, conditioned on E, is defined as,

def .
Hmin(X|E)p = _J Elg(fﬂ )Dmax(pXEH]IX & UE) .
E E

The modified-conditional-min-entropy of X, conditioned on E, is defined as,

- def
Hmin(X|E)p = _Dmax(pXEH]IX ®pE) .

For the facts stated below without citation, we refer the reader to standard text books [NC00),
Watl11].

Fact 1 (Uhlmann’s Theorem [ULI76]). Let pa,04 € D(Ha). Let pap € D(Hap) be a purification
of pa and oac € D(Hac) be a purification of 4. There exists an isometry V' (from a subspace of
He to a subspace of Hp) such that,

Ag (Ip){plas, 10)(0|as) = Ap(pa,oa),
where [0) ap = (14 @ V)|o) ac-

Fact 2 ([JRS02|). Let pap,oap be pure states such that Dyax (ppllog) < k. Let Alice and Bob
share o ap. There exists an isometry V : Ha — Ha ® Ho such that,

1. (V@lg)oap(V @Ip)l = ¢papc, where C is a single qubit register.
2. Let C be the outcome of measuring ¢¢c in the standard basis. Then Pr(C =1) > 27F.
3. Conditioned on outcome C' = 1, the state shared between Alice and Bob is pap.

Fact 3 ([CLW14]). Let £ : L(Hp) — L(Har) be a CPTP map and let oxpyp = 1@ E)(pxnm)-
Then,
Hmin (X|M/)J > Hmln(X|M)p

Above is equality if £ is a map corresponding to an isometry.
Fact 4 (Lemma B.3. in [DPVRI12]). For a c-q state papc (with C classical),
Hmin(A\BC)p > Hmin(A\B)p —1C|.
Fact 5. Let pxg,0xE be two c-q states. Then,
o |lpxe —oxEll = Excpyllpf — o1
® Ap(pxE,0xE) > By py AB(0E: 0R).
The above inequalities are equalities iff px = ox.

Fact 6 ([EvdGO06]). Let p,o be two states. Then,
1—F(p,0) < Alp,0) <V1-F(p,0) ; A%)(p,0) <Alp,0) < V2A5(p,0).
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Fact 7 (Data-processing). Let p,o be two states and € be a CPTP map. Then
o A(E(p).E(0)) < Alp,o).
o Ap(E(p),E(0)) < Aplp,0).
® Dunax (£(0)[[€(0)) < Dimax(pllo) -
Above are equalities if £ is a map corresponding to an isometry.
Fact 8. Let M, A€ L(H). If A >0 then MTAM > 0.
Fact 9. Let pap € D(Ha ® Hp) be a state and M € L(Hp) such that MTM < 1. Let pap =

MpapM?
TeMlpag T Then,

1
DmaX 0 S 1 Y] .
(Pallpa) < log (Tr Vonn MT>

Fact 10 (Substate Perturbation Lemma (Lemma 9 in [JK22| )). Let oxp, ¥x and pp be states
such that,
oxp <2°(Yx ®op) ; Ap(op,pp) <61

For any 6y > 0, there exists state p'y p satisfying
/ / c+1 4 / E
A (pxp,oxB) <bo+61 3 pyxp <2 1+§ Yx®pp i pp=pB :
0
Fact 11. Let p,0 € D(H,4) be two states and M € L(Ha) such that MTM <1,. Then,

HP—UHy

ITeMpMT — TrMoMT| < 5

Fact 12 (Gentle Measurement Lemma [Will3]). Let p € D(H4) be a state and M € L(H ) such

that MM < Ty and Te(MpM') > 1 —e. Let p= 2528 Then, Ap (p, ) < VE.

Fact 13 (Corollary 5.2 in [CGL20]). For any constant § € (0,1), there exist constants o, f < 1/14
such that for all positive integers v,r,t, with r > v® and t = O(VP) the following holds.
There exists a polynomial time computable function Samp : {0,1}" — [v]*, such that for any set
S C [v] of size v,
Pr(|Samp(U,) N S| > 1) > 1 — 2720,

Definition 9. Let M = 2™. The inner-product function, Py, : Fy, x FY, — Fyr is defined as
follows:

n
i=1

where the operations are over the field Fyy.

3[JK22] does not explicitly mention in the statement of the substate perturbation lemma that pz = pg. But it
can be easily verified from their proof that this holds. The statement in [JK22] is more general and is stated for
purified distance, however it holds for any fidelity based distance including the Bures metric.
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Definition 10 (Markov-chain). A state pxgy forms a Markov-chain (denoted (X — E —=Y),) iff
(X :Y|E), =

Fact 14 ([HJPWO04]). A Markov-chain (X — E —Y), can be decomposed as follows:

PXEY = ZPT Ot @ (Pxe, @ Pye,)

where T is classical register over a finite alphabet.

Fact 15 (JAHJ"21]). For a Markov-chain (X — E —Y),, there exists a CPTP map ® : L(HE) —
L(Hg ® Hy) such that pxpy = (Ix ® ®)pxE.

Fact 16 (Corollary 5.5 in [Watll]). Let pap € D(Ha ® Hp) be a state and Vg : L(HpB) —
L(Hp @ Hc) be an isometry such that |C| = 1. Let oapc = (Ia ® Vg)pap(Ila ® V)T and
®ap = (0apc|C =1). There exists an operator Mp such that 0 < M]EMB <Ip and

(Is ® Mp)pap(Ia @ Mp)t
Tr(Iy ® Mp)pap(la @ Mp)T

® g = Pr[C = 1], = Tr (MBpBM;> .

Extractors
Throughout the paper we use extractor to mean seeded extractor unless stated otherwise.

Definition 11 (quantum secure extractor). An (n,d, m)-extractor Ext : {0,1}" x {0,1}¢ — {0,1}™
is said to be (k,e)-quantum secure if for every state pxgs, such that Hyin(X|E), > k and pxps =
pxE @ Uy, we have

| pExe(x,9)E — Um @ pElli < e

In addition, the extractor is called strong if
|PExt(x,9)58 — Um @ Ua @ pelli <e.
S is referred to as the seed for the extractor.

Fact 17 ([DPVRI12] [CV1T]). There exists an explicit (2m,¢e)-quantum secure strong (n,d, m)-
extractor Ext : {0,1}" x {0,1}¢ — {0,1}™ for parameters d = O(log?(n/e)logm).

Definition 12 (I-qma-state [ABJO24]). Let 7y ¢, Ty be the canonical purifications of independent
and uniform sources X,Y respectively. Let Ty be a pure state. Let
Oxsnmyy = Txx @ TNM @ Tyyp
Let U :Hx @HN = Hx QHNn' @ Ha and V - Hy @ Hy — Hy @ Hypr @ Hp be isometries such
that registers A, B are single qubit registers. Let
Pxsanmpyy = U V)0 nyyy (U@ v,
and

1
[=log (Pr(A =1,B= 1)p> o oxxnmryy = PxganarpyyA=1B=1).

We call O XN MYy N [-gma-state .
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Definition 13 ((k)-gpa-state). We call a pure state oy ¢y yy, with (XY') classical and (XY)
copy of (XY), a (k)-gpa-state if

Hoin (X|MYY) 2k 5 oxgny = oxgn ©Ur-

o

Definition 14 ((k)-qnm-state). Let oy ¢ vy 0e a (k)-gpa-state. Let V : Hy @ Hy — Hy ®

Hy' @ Hy @ Har be an isometry such that for p = VoV, we have Y' classical (with copy Y') and
Pr(Y #Y'), =1. We call state p a (k)-qnm-state.

Remark 3. In Definition[14 (and in similar such definitions) previous works consider the notion
of CPTP maps with no fixed points. However we replace it with the condition Pr(Y #Y'), =1,
which suffices for our purposes.

We require the non-malleable extractor to extract from every (k)-qnm-state, chosen by the
adversary gqnma (short for quantum non-malleable adversary). We follow similar convention for
2-source non-malleable extractors and their extensions to t-tampering setting.

Definition 15 (quantum secure non-malleable extractor). An (n,d, m)-non-malleable extractor
nmExt : {0,1}" x {0,1}¢ — {0,1}™ is (k,¢)-secure against qnma if for every (k)-qnm-state p
(chosen by the adversary gnma),

| PamExt (X, Y )nmExt(X,Y" )Yy’ M’ — Um @ pamexe(x,y)yy'mll1 < €.

Definition 16 ((k1, k2)-gpa-state). We call a pure state oy ¢y yy» With (XY) classical and (XY)
copy of (XY), a (ki, k2)-qpa-state if

Honin (X‘MY?)U >k Hun (Y(NXX)U > ky.

Definition 17 ((ky, k2)-qnm-state). Let oy ¢ vy 0e @ (K1, k2)-qpa-state. Let U : Hx @ Hyn —
Hx @Hx @Hg @ Hp andV : Hy Q Hy — Hy @ Hy @ Hyr @ Hppr be isometries such that for
p=UV)o(U® V), we have (X'Y") classical (with copy X'Y’) and,

Pr(Y #Y"),=1 or Pr(X#X'),=1
We call state p a (ki,ko)-qnm-state.

Definition 18 (quantum secure 2-source non-malleable extractor). An (n,n,m)-non-malleable
extractor 2nmExt : {0,1}" x {0,1}" — {0,1}™ is (ki,ka,€)-secure against qnma if for every
(k1, k2)-gnm-state p (chosen by the adversary qnma),

\|PznmExt(X,Y)znmExt(X/,Y')YY/M' —Un® p2nmExt(X’,Y’)YY’M’||1 Se.

Fact 18 (IP security against states with Hyin(-|-) bounds [ABJO24]). Letn = 2 oand k1 +ky—ny >
2log (2) + m. Let oy g niyy oy be a state with |X| = |Y| = ny, registers XY classical (with copies
XY) and
i (X‘YYM) >k Hom (Y(XXN) > ko.
Then
”UIPgm(X,Y)XN' —Un®oxn1<e ; HUIPgm(X,Y)YM' —Un®oym1 <e.
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Error correcting codes

Definition 19. Let ¥ be a finite set. A mapping ECC : ¥ — ¥ is called an error correcting code
with relative distance ~ if for any x,y € X¥ such that x # y, the Hamming distance between ECC(x)

and ECC(y) is at least yn. The rate of the code denoted by 0, is defined as § def % The alphabet
size of the code is the number of elements in 3.

Fact 19 ([GS95]). Let p be a prime number and m be an even integer. Set ¢ = p™. For every
6 € (0,1) and for any large enough integer n there exists an efficiently computable linear error
correcting code ECC : Fg” — [y with rate § and relative distance 1 —~y such that

1

0+
Va—1

=7

3 Useful claims and lemmas

In this section, we prove technical claims and lemmas which will be used throughout the paper.
Claim 1. Let pza, p'y 4 be states such that Ap(p,p') < €'. If d(Z|A)y < e then d(Z|A), < 2¢' +«.
Proof. Consider,
d(Z|A), < Ap (pza,074) + A (P74, Uz ® pa) (Triangle inequality)
<&+ Ap (P4 Uz ® pa)

< +Ap (P,ZA’ Uz ® pf4) + Ap (Uz ® P4, Uz ® pA) (Triangle inequality)
< 4e4e =2 +e.

The above claim holds even when Ap() is replaced with A().

Claim 2. Let pxp € D(Hx ® HE) be a c-q state such that | X| = n and Hpin (X|E), > n — k. Let
Xq = Prefix(X,d) for some integer k < d <n. Then Hyin(Xq|E), > d — k.

Proof. Since Hyin (X|E), > n — k, there exists a state o such that
Duax (pxElUx ® 0p) < k.
Using Fact [7l, we have
Dmax (px,E||Ux, ® 0r) <k = Dmax (px,ellx, ® o) < k —d.

Thus,
Hmin(Xd|E)p = - i%fDmax(deEHHXd & TE) >d— ka

which completes the proof. O

Claim 3. Let pap € D(HA®Hp) be a state and Vp : L(Hp) — L(Hp @ Hc) be an isometry such
that |C| =1. Let OAB'C = (]IA & VB),OAB(HA &® VB)]L and q>AB’ = (UAB’C|C = 1). Then,

Hunin (A|B') g > Hunin (A|B),,.-
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Proof. Since ﬁmin(A]B)p = —Dax (paB||la ® pp), we have

PAB S 2—ﬁmin(A‘B)p(]IA X PB)
By Fact 16, there exists an operators Mp such that 0 < M]_;M g <Ip and

_ (Ia ® MB)pap(la @ Mp)T
Tr(Is @ Mp)pap(Ia ® M)t

D pp

This further implies,
_ T _
¢AB’ < 2—Hmin(A|B)p HA & ]\4Bp—B]\4BT — 2_Hmin(A|B)p (]IA ® @B,) .
Tr(MpppMyp)

Thus, R ~
Hmin (A‘B/)<D = _Dmax((IDAB’”HA & CI)B’) > Hmin (A’B)p .

O

Claim 4. Let papc € D(Ha ® Hp @ He) be a state and M € L(Hc) such that MTM < Io. Let

P _ _MpapcMT
PABC = TeMpago M7 Then,

Hmin(A’B)ﬁ > Hmin(A‘B)p — log <W> ’

Proof. Let Hmin(A\B)p = —Duax (paB||la ® op) for some state og. Thus,

PAB S 2—Hmin(A‘B)p(HA X O-B)
Since from Fact [, we have
pA

[ —
B > TI‘MPABCMT PAB;

we finally get Dyax (PaB||Ia ® o) < —Hmin(A\B)p + log <m) . Thus,

. ) 1
Hmln(A|B)ﬁ — _lean Dmax(pABHHA (9 HB) > Hmln(A|B)p - IOg <W> ’

O

Claim 5 (IP security against (ki, k2)-qpa-state). Let n =L and ki + ko > ny +m + 4+ 8log (%)
Let 0y ¢ niyy oy b a (K1, k2)-qpa-state with |X| = Y| =ny. Let Z = IP3.(X,Y). Then

lozxn' —Un @ oxnili <35 5 |lozymr — Up @ oy |1 < 35e.

Proof. Let state p™) be from Lemma H such that

. . 1 . . 1
oD xo o Hmin<X‘YYM) > k1 —21log <—> , Hmin<Y‘XXN> > ky—4—4log <—> .
(1) B pe £
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Using Fact [I8] we have
||p|P2m xy)xn — Um ® IOXN’Hl <e 5 leen, xyyyu —Un® IOYM’Hl <e

Since p(1) =, o, using Fact B, we have A(p™), o) < 6v/2e. Using Claim [ (for A(.) instead of
Ap()), we get

A(ozxn, Un @ oxn) <12V2e +¢/2 5 Alozymr, Un @ oyar) < 12V2e + /2.
We finally get,

HUZXN’ — Um ® O'XN’HI < 2(12\/56 + 6/2) < 35¢ ; ||JZYM’ — Um X UYM’HI < 35¢.

Claim 6. Let pxayp be a pure state. Let d = |X|. There exists a pure state pxayp such that,
Ap(pxays,pxayp) =dX|YB), ; Hun(Y|XA), =Hnin(Y[XA), ; pxy=Us® pys.

Proof. Let Txx’ be the canonical purification of 7x = Uy. Let Ox,ayvBxx’ = Bx,4vyB ® TxXx’
such that Sx,avB = pxayp. We use Fact [Il with the following assignment of registers (below the
registers on the left are from Fact [Il and the registers on the right are the registers in this proof),

(ca,pa,0ac, paB) < (TXx ® pyB, PXY B, 0X,AYBX X', PXAYB)-

From Fact [Il we get an isometry V such that

Ap (pxayB, pxave) = Ap(pxys,Uis ® pyB),

where,

pxave =V (Ox,ayvpxx) V.

From Fact [3]
Hmin(Y\XA)ﬁ = Huin (Y|X1AXX')6 = Hunin (Y[X14) 5 = Hmin(Y\XA)p.

Noting that isometry V acts trivially on 0xyp, we have pxyp = Oxyp = Uyg ® pyp. Thus,
pxyB = Uy ® py p which completes the proof. O

Lemma 1 (Alternating extraction). Let Oxasp be a pure state with (XS) classical, | X| =n,|S| =d
and
Humin(X|SB)y >k ; Ap(0xas,0xa®Ug) <€

Let T Ext(X,S) where Ext is a (k,e)-quantum secure strong (n,d, m)-extractor. Then,

Ap(0rp,Up ®0p) < 25"+ /e.
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Proof. We use Fact [T, with the following assignment of registers (below the registers on the left are
from Fact [I] and the registers on the right are the registers in this proof)

(0a,pA,04C, pAB) < (Oxas,0x4 @ Uq, 0x 458, Bxas,B @ Tss),

where Tgg is the canonical purification of 79 = Uy and Bxas,B = Oxasp. From Fact [Il we get an
isometry V' (acts trivially on fx 45) such that,

Ap (VHXASBVTa Bxas:B ® TSS’> = Ap(Oxas,0xa®@Uy) <& . (1)

Let yrxas,Bss’ be the state after T = Ext(X, S) is generated using Sxas, B ® Tss. From Defini-
tion [TI], Fact [6l and noting that,

Hinin (X[S1B)g = Hmin (X[SB)y > k 3 rssiB = V7555

we get,

Consider,

Ap (01, Un ® 0p)

:ABO%BWJ%®V@VU (Fact [7)
< Ap <V9TBVT, Up @ Uy ® ﬂ513> + Ap (Um R Ug® Bs,B,Un ® VHBVT) (Triangle inequality)
<Ap <V9TBVT, Un®Ug® 55119) + ¢ (Eq. (1) and Fact [7)
<Ap <V9TBVT, ’YTS'SIB> + A (Vrsrs,8,Um @ Uy @ Bs,B) + € (Triangle inequality)
<Ap <V9XASBVT7 BxasB ® TSS’) + A (Y7$5,8,Um @ Ug ® Bs,B) + €’ (Fact 7]
< 2 4 [z (Eq. () and (@)

|

Lemma 2 (Min-entropy loss under classical interactive communication). Let pxnas be a pure state
where Alice holds registers (X N) and Bob holds register M, such that register X is classical and

Hunin (X] M), > .

Let Alice and Bob proceed for t-rounds, where in each round Alice generates a classical register R;
and sends it to Bob, followed by Bob generating a classical register S; and sending it to Alice. Alice
applies a (safe on X ) isometry Vi : Hyx @ Hy, , — Hx ® Hy: | @ Mg, (in round i) to genemte@
R;. Let eg(NiMi be the state at the end of round-i, where Alice holds registers X N; and Bob holds
register M;. Then,

t
Hmin(X|Mt)6t >k — Z |Rj|-
Jj=1

4The isometries in the communication protocols in later sections act as ViiHx > Hx ® Hr, ® ’Hm.
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Proof. Proof proceeds by induction on i. For i = 0, the bound follows from initiation (we take
6° = p). Let us assume the bound for round i

Hmin(X|Mi)0i >k — Z |Rj|,
j=1

and show the bound for round i+ 1. Let 7y N!Ri 1 M; be the state after Alice generates R; 1. From
Fact @, we have
Humin (X|M;Ri 1), > Humin (X|M;), — |Rit1].

Note that since Alice’s operations are safe on X, 7xy;, = 93( ;- Hence,
Hiin (X‘MZ)T = Hmin (X‘Mz)el :

From Fact [3] we have

i+1
Honin (X[ Mit1)gier > Hunin (X[MiRis1), > k— > |R;,
j=1
which shows the desired. O

We now state a lemma which relates Hpin (]) and Hpn (]) for a state p and a nearby state p'.
The below lemma is also proven in [TRSS10] (we thank the anonymous reviewer for pointing it
out), however we include the proof here for completeness.

Lemma 3. Let p € D(Hap). There exists p' € D(Hap) such that

- . 1
Ap(p,p)<e ; Hin(A[B), < Humin (A|B), < Hmin (A|B) , + 2log <g> .
Proof. The inequality Hpyi, (A|B) » < Huin (A[B),, is clear from definitions.
Let Hmin(A]B)p =w and |A| = n. Let op € D(Hp) be a state such that Dyax(pap||Ua ® o) =
n—u. Sett = 2log (%) Let II denote the projector on (c5—2'pp). . Hence, Tr(H (UB — 2th)) > 0.

This gives us,
2'Tr(Mpp) < Tr(lopg) < 1,

and thus,
Tr(llpp) <27'=¢* ; Tr(Tlpp) >1—¢&>
Also, since Tr ((In ® IT) pap) = Tr (Ilpg), we have,
Tr ((Ia ® ) pap) > 1 — &% (3)
Note by construction, IT (o5 — 2'pp) I < 0, and hence,
MopIl < 2! Tippll (4)

Consider . B o
/ Ia@Mpapa®I)  ,  Tppll

B Tr((Ia ® M)pan) PB = Tr(TIpg)

PAB =
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Using Fact [[2 Fact [ and Eq. (@), we have
Ap (P, pB) < Ap (Pap.paB) <e.
Since, Dyax (paBl|Ua ® o) = n — u, we get

ﬁpABﬁ < U .Uy @ Hopll (Fact [R])
< 2" U @ Tppll (Eq. @)

Normalizing by the trace, we get, p/y 5 < 2" 7% (Ug ® ply) = 217%(I4 ® p'z), which gives us

- 1
Hmin(A|B)p/ Z Hmln(A|B)p — 210g <g> . O

Lemma 4. Let py ¢y be o (K1, k2)-gpa-state such that |X| = |X| = |Y|=|Y| =n. There

exists an [-qma-state pi)XNYYM’ such that,

1
Ap(pM,p) <6c and 1<2n—ki —ky+4+6log <E> )

Furthermore,

~ . 1 i ) 1
... <X(YYM) > ki — 2log (-) N . <Y‘XXN> > kg — 4 — 4log <—> .
p(l) E p(l) £

Proof. For the ease of notation, let us denote A=XXNand B=YYM. Since, Hmin<X‘B> > kq,
P

using Lemma [3] (on state pjzy) with the assignment of registers (A, B) < (X ,B), we know that
there exists a state p%? e such that

T\ def
A (ppxPax) € 5 Duax (Pyg||Ux ©05) < 1X] = k1 + 2108 <g> e ()

Consider a purification of Pjg x denoted as p%g B Using Fact [ with the following assignment of
registers,

(04,pA,04C, pAB, 0AB) < <P;§X7PBX=P3§XE7/’AB=P:4§) ;
there exists a pure state ,0;1 5 such that,
Ap (Pigean) S 3 Duax(dys|Ux @ 05) <, (6)

where the inequalities follow from Eq. (B) and noting that isometry taking 'OIBX 5 to pi&é acts
trivially on registers BX. Similarly, there exists a pure state pZI B such that,
Ap(papin) <e : Dune(ol iUy @ %) < V] = ko + 210 (~) 2 ¢ (7)
B\Pip PAB) =€ max | Py 7 [|VY @ P1) = 2 g c) = 2-

Consider the following state:
/
0="7xx @059 Tyy,
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where 7 % Tyy, are canonical purifications of 7x = Ux, 7y, = Uy respectively. Let Alice hold

registers AX, Bob hold registers BY; and Referee hold registers XY;. Now using Fact 2] with the
following assignment of registers (below the registers on the left are from Fact 2] and the registers
on the right are the registers in this proof)

(PByffBapA’B,O’AB) «— <prBﬁyTX ®pIB’piX'XNB’TXX ®pi&§) )

it follows from Fact 2] that there exists an isometry Vajice : H ix — Hyy ® He, such that the
following hold:

T
Psxinc, = (Vaice ® Ix5) <p/AB ® TX)g> (Valice @ Ix5)" - (8)
Pr(Ca=1),=p1 =27 9)
(61Ca=1) = ps5- (10)

Thus starting from state 6, there exists an isometry Vajice (acting solely on Alice’s registers) followed
by measuring C4, to get a state which we will denote as (). Hence, we get the following:

1) f
PEXINCAIY: <VA"Ce ®lyaviv ) 0 (VAlice ® Hxéylfq) (11)
Pr(Ca=1)y,0 =p1 2277 (12)
90 = (9V1Ca =1) = a5 © Ty (13)

Note that Eq. (II)-(I3) additionally contain 7y, when compared to Eq. (8)-(I0). But as the
isometry acts trivially on 7y. ., they follow tr1v1ally from Eq. (8)-(10).
Using Eq. (@) and Eq. (7)) along with triangle inequality, we have

Ap <P:%Bap;gg) < 2e. (14)
Using Fact [1, we further have Ap (pg, pk) < 2e. Now, using Fact [[0] with the following assignment,

0
(O-XBan7pB7pi){Bu C, 507 51) — <p;//A7 UYap:&7p§/3§7027€7 26)

there exists a state pi%)/ such that,
0 0 4 / 0
Ap (piﬁ)/,my) <3 ; p(&)/ < 2ot (1 + 6—2> Uy @p;) <20 - Uy @p) p;) =/'s,
where ¢ % ca+ 4+ 2log (%) Using Eq. (@), Eq. () and above, we get,

0 0 c! 0
Ap (p(A;,pAy) <bBe ; pfgn)/ <2 - (Uy ®p3) p;) =0y (15)

(0)
AY

(0)

denoted as p Gy e Using Fact [l with the following assignment of

Consider a purification of p
registers,

1
(O-Avpz‘bO-AC,pABvHAB) (piﬁ)/’pAY’piﬁ)/E’pAB’p%)B) s
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there exists a state pfglj)g such that,

Ap <pi111)§’plfié> <5¢ ; Dumax <P§;HUY ®,0/A) <d ; pg) = p;i’ (16)

where the inequalities follow from Eq. (I5) and noting that isometry taking P to p) acts trivially
on registers AY . Consider Fact 2] with the following assignment of registers,

1 1
(pBuUB7pA’B70AB) A (p%))/7pi§ ® Uy’p%)é’pigé ®TY1Y1> ’

From Fact 2] there exists an isometry Vgop : H By, Huvy, ® Hep such that the following hold:

T
¢(A21)\4Y1Y103 = <VBob ® HAyl) o0 <VBob ® HAY@) (17)
Pr(Cp=1)y2 =p2> 2" (18)
P = (¢(2)|CB = 1) (19)

For the ease of notation, let us set ¢ = (Vajice ® VBob) 0 (Valice ® VBob)T. From Eq. (II)-({I3) and
Eq. (I'0)-(19), it follows that,

PLL=(ClCa=1,C5=1) (From Eq. (II),(I3).(I7) and (T))
Pr(Cy=1,Cp=1); > 9—c19~¢ (From Eq. @) and (I8).

(1)

To summarize, the following properties hold in p 1B which completes the proof.

e

e From construction, it follows that p 15 1S an [-gma-state with

I<ci+d =2n—k —ky+4+6log(1/e).

. ,0%11)9 R6e P ip follows from Eq. (), Eq. (I6) and the triangle inequality.

o Huin <Y‘A> " > ko — 4 — 4log(1/e) follows from Eq. (I6).
p

L IjImin <X‘B) o > I:Imin (X‘BYI?VI)GU)
p
inequality follows from Claim [l and the last inequality follows from Eq. (f]).

= Huin (X‘B) > k1 — 2log(1/€). Here, the first
p/

O

n. There exists

Lemma 5. Let 0 ¢ nipyy be an l-qma-state such that | X| = X|=|V]|=[V]
k1, ko such that ky >n —1, ko > n—1 and o is a (k1, ke)-qpa-state.

Proof. Let 0y ¢ vyvy = Txx @ TNM ® Ty be the initial state as in Definition [[2] (corresponding
to an l-qma-state 0). Let U : Hx @ Hy - Hx QHn @Ha and V : Hy @ Hyr — Hy @ Hyp @ Hp
be isometries as in Definition Let p() = UAUT. Noting isometry U is safe on classical register
X, we have

Hinin (X‘MY?) oy = i (X‘MY?)G ~n.
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Let p1 = Pr(4 = 1)p(1) and (1) = (p(l)]A = 1). Using Claim M with the following assignment
(terms on the left are from Claim [l and on the right are from here),

(A,B,C,p,p) + (X, MYY, A, pV) o)

we get,

Honin (X MYY)G(D > Hunin (X‘MYY) oy og <pi1> = n + log(p1). (20)

Furthermore, let p = VM VT, Again using Fact Bl and noting V is an isometry, we have

(21)

Hiynin (X M’Y?) L = Hi (X‘M’YYB) L = Hii (X‘MYY)QU) .

Let po = Pr(B = 1)p(2). Note o = (,0(2)|B = 1) and [ = log <pﬁp2>. Now we use Claim @] with the

following assignment (terms on the left are from Claim [] and on the right are from here),

(4,B,C,p,p) < (X, M'YY, B, p®?, 0)

we get Hpin <X‘YYM’) > Huin <X‘YYM’) o T log(p2). Using Eq. 20) and (21]), we get
o p

Hunin (X[Y VM) = 1+ log(pr - p2) =n — 1.
Using similar argument, we get

Hooi (Y‘XXN’) >n—1.

o

Thus, o is a (k1, k2)-qpa-state such that both kq, ks > (n —1). O

4 A quantum secure non-malleable extractor

In this section, we define and prove the quantum security of the non-malleable extractor. Our non-
malleable extractor is based on the constructions by Chattopadhyay, Goyal and Li [CGL20]. As
stated before, these constructions use the alternating extraction, consisting of a sequence of random
variables generated using strong seeded extractors. In [CGL20], seeded extractor from |[GUV(9]
was used in alternating extraction. However, this extractor is not known to be quantum proof.
In our construction, we use the quantum-proof Trevison extractor, and argue that the process of
alternating extraction remains quantum-proof. After this change, we set our parameters in a very
similar manner to that of [CGL20]. This gives us the following parameters, which hold throughout
this section.

Parameters

Let 0 > 0 be a small enough constant and ¢ be a prime power. Let n,d, dy,a,v,ds, s, b, h be positive
integers and k,&’,v,e > 0 such that:

a=0 (g (2)) 5 v=% ¢ di=0 (o (%) logllox(v) q:0<8i2> ;
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a=dy+logqg ; 7v=0() ; 200Vl =¢ ; dgz@(log2<g)logd> ;

S:O<log2<g>logd> ; b:(9<log2<g>logd> ; h=10s ; k> bd.

Let
e Extg be (2log v, ?)-quantum secure (n, dy,log v)-extractor,
e Ext; be (2b,¢')-quantum secure (d, s, b)-extractor,

e Exty be (2s,&’)-quantum secure (h, b, s)-extractor,

e Exty be (d/4,e?)-quantum secure (d, h, d/8)-extractor,

(
(
(
e Exts be (2h,&’')-quantum secure (d, b, h)-extractor,
(
e Exts be (2d,¢’)-quantum secure (n, dg, d)-extractor,
(

e Extg be (£,2%)-quantum secure (n, d/8, k/4)-extractor,

be the quantum secure extractors from Fact [I7

Let IF, be the finite field of size ¢q. Let ECC : Ffll — Fy be an error correcting code with relative
distance 1 — v and rate e (which exists from Fact for our choice of parameters). We identify
I as an element from {1,...,v}. By ECC(Y);, we mean the I-th entry of the code-word ECC(Y),
interpreted as a bit string of length log q.

Description of the non-malleable extractor

At a high-level, our non-malleable extractor construction given by Algorithm [Il can be broken into
three steps:

o Advice generation (Step 1 in Algorithm [I])
e Correlation breakers with advice (Step 3 in Algorithm [I])
e Improving the output length (Step 4 in Algorithm [I).

Correlation breakers (Algorithm [2]) themselves use the flip-flop primitive, given by Algorithm [
Now we expand on each of the above three steps and outline their motivation.

Correlation breakers with advice. A correlation breaker uses independent randomness to
“remove correlation” that may exist between a sequence of random variables. Let YY" be correlated
random variables such that Y # Y’ with Y having sufficient min-entropy. Let TT" be correlated
random variables such that T is uniform and independent of YY”. Let «, o’ be any two fixed strings
of length a such that o # «o'. Correlation breakers with advice is a function AdvCB : {0,1}% x
{0,1}4 x {0,1}* — {0, 1}% such that AdvCB(Y, T, a)AdvCB(Y', T", ') = Uy/s ® AdvCB(Y', T", ).
Note that since random variables YY’ and T'T' are arbitrarily correlated, it is not immediately
clear why AdvCB(Y, T, a)AdvCB(Y’,T", &’) should be independent.

Advice generation. As mentioned above, correlation breakers need two advice strings a, o’
of length a such that o # o/. The job of the Advice generation step is to supply AdvCB with this
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advice. Let X be a source and Y'Y’ be arbitrarily correlated random variables such that Y # Y’ with
Y being uniform. The goal is to come up with a function f such that G = f(X,Y) # f(X,Y') =G
(with high probability). This can be done as follows:

e Let ECC be an error correcting code of constant rate and sufficiently high relative distance
(close to 1). Since Y # Y’| the encodings ECC(Y') and ECC(Y”) differ at most coordinates.

e Now, take Y7 (a prefix of Y) and generate I = Ext(X,Y7). Since X is independent of Y'Y, it
follows that I is independent of YY’. Thus ECC(Y'); and ECC(Y”); are not equal with high
probability.

e Define G = Y1 o ECC(Y); and G' = Y{ o ECC(Y')p. If Y7 # Y/, then G # G’ trivially.
Otherwise, Y7 =Y/, and thus, I = I’ and ECC(Y"); # ECC(Y”); with high probability.

Thus, we have achieved the task of obtaining G # G’.

Improving the output length. Advice generator along with correlation breakers already
give a non-malleable property, but with logarithmic output length. Fortunately, one can show that
most of the min-entropy is still intact in the source X. Thus, one can improve the output length of
non-malleable extractor using one additional application of a seeded extractor, which is achieved
in Step 4.

Algorithm 1 : nmExt : {0,1}" x {0,1}¢ — {0, 1}*/4
Input: X,Y
1. Advice generator: Y; = Prefix(Y,d;) ; I=Exty(X,Y1) ; G=Y10ECC(Y),
2. Yo = Prefix(Y,d2) ; 7T =Exts(X,Ys)
3. Correlation breaker with advice: S = AdvCB(Y,T,G)

4. L = Exts(X,S)
Output: L

Algorithm 2 : AdvCB: {0,1}9 x {0,1}¢ x {0,1}% — {0,1}%
Input: Y, T,G
1. Zy =Prefix(T, h)
2. Fort=1,2,...,a:
Flip flop:  Z; =FFY,T,Z;_1,G;)
3. S = Exty(Y, Za)
Output: S

Result

To show the security of nmExt, we first explain the correspondence between Algorithm [ and
Protocol Il Note that nmExt as defined in Algorithm [I] is a generation of sequence of random
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Algorithm 3 : FF: {0,1}¢ x {0,1}4 x {0,1}" x {0,1} — {0,1}"
Input: YT, 72, G
1. Zs =Prefix(Z,s), A =Ext1(Y, Zs), C = Ext2(Z,A), B = Ext;(Y,C)
2. If G = 0 then Z = Ext3(T, A) and if G = 1 then Z = Ext3(T, B)
3. Zs =Prefix(Z,s), A = Ext1(Y, Z), C = Exta(Z, A), B = Ext;(Y,C)
4. If G = 0, then O = Ext3(T, B) and if G = 1, then O = Ext3(T, A)
Output: O

variables until we finally output L = nmExt(X,Y’). Our goal is to show that when nmExt() executed
on classical registers (X,Y) and (X,Y”) in (k)-qnm-state py ¢ vyyryy7ays We have that

lpLryyisr — Ugya @ pryyiulls < O(e).

As stated before, the main conceptual hurdle in extending the analysis from [CGL20] to the
quantum case, lies in finding the proper framework in which we can express the correlations that
arise from quantum side information. This is necessary since the procedure of alternating extraction
is based on repeated application of seeded extractors, which need some sufficient entropy in the
source. In particular, an extraction at Alice’s end using some source X would require that X
has enough min-entropy given Bob’s registers, and hence all the correlations including those that
are quantum, need to be accounted for. We consider the (ki, k2)-qpa-state framework to express
these quantum correlations. At each step in the analysis, we divide the entire state into two parts,
one held by Alice and other held by Bob. This allows us to argue that a relevant register has
certain min-entropy given the other party. We keep track of these registers, their min-entropy and
closeness of states in Protocol [l Note that Protocol ] also contains variables such as Y’ which
are obtained after tampering by the adversary. Execution of nmExt on such tampered variables
results in “primed” variables. As the purpose of Protocol [l is to keep track of various quantities
such as min-entropy and distance at various stages, the exact sequence in which we generate these
“primed” and “unprimed” variables is highly critical. Protocol [I] gives this exact sequence (along
with the analysis as one of the columns). Thus, these protocols given in the appendix serve as an
aid to the security proof of nmExt, whose construction is given in Algorithm [II

Note that Protocol [[ uses Protocol 2l as a subprotocol. Informally, Protocol Bl generates O and
O’ such that they are independent and are on different parts of the state. Protocol @is a for loop,
which in each iteration, enters one of the six protocols given by Protocol @H9 depending on bit
values G and G’. The idea here is to output O (extractor output after many rounds of alternating
extraction) on Alice’s end while Bob already holds O’, so that O and all of Bob’s registers (including
O’) are independent. This is exactly what is achieved by Protocol @ and Protocol Bl Recall that the
advice generation step produces G # G’ which ensures that at least one of Protocol dlor Protocol
is run at some point in the loop, giving us the required independence. Protocol [6l and Protocol B
depict the case until the point where bits of G and G’ agree. At this stage no independence can be
gained, which can be seen as these subprotocols output O and O’ on the same side (Alice’s). The
rest of the Protocols (Protocol [7] and Protocol @) ensure that once we gain the independence, it is
retained throughout the n iterations of the for loop.

At this point, let us clarify some notation regarding Protocol [II In Protocol [, Alice and Bob
generate new classical registers using safe isometries on old classical registers. At any stage of
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Protocol Il we use N to represent all the registers held by Alice other than the specified registers at
that point. Similarly M represents all the registers held by Bob other than the specified registers.
At any stage of the protocol, we use A, B to represent all the registers held by Alice and Bob
respectively. We use the same convention for communication protocols in later sections as well.

The following theorem shows that the function nmExt as defined in Algorithm [lis (k, O(e))-
secure against gnma by noting that L = nmExt(X,Y) and L' = nmExt(X,Y").

Theorem 6 (Security of nmExt). Let py ¢ vyyryyray be @ (k)-gnm-state with | X| =n and |Y| = d.
Let Protocol [1 start with p. Let A be the state at the end of the protocol. Then,

oLy — Uka ® pryyul < d(LIB)a < O(e).

Proof. The first inequality follows from Fact [7l

Since nmExt is comprised of a sequence of applications of seeded extractors, we need to argue
that sufficient min-entropy is retained throughout Protocol [l in the sources on which seeded ex-
tractors are applied. To do that, we first argue the total communication in Protocol Ilis bounded.
For instance, the total communication from Alice to Bob in Protocol [Ilis at most (from our choice
of parameters)

210g<§> —|—6ah+h—|—§§(1/4—|—5)k:

This implies, using Lemma [2, that throughout Protocol [l Hyin <X‘l§) > (3/4—0)k > k/2.

Similarly, total communication from Bob to Alice in Protocol Ml is at most

2dy + 2dy + 2a + 6ab + g < (1/4+ 6)d.

Again using Lemma [2] throughout Protocol 0 Hyin (Y‘A) (3/4 —6)d.

Next we need to argue about the state just before invoking correlation breaker with advice (Step
3 in Algorithm [I]). Let ® be the joint state in Protocol [l after registers Zy, Z|, are generated by
Alice. As stated before, we require that G # G’ with high probability in the state ®. Furthermore
we also need that register T is independent of Bob side registers for the correlation breaker with
advice AdvCB to function. Formally, we prove the following two statements in Claim [7l

1. Pr(G =G")e = Ofe).
d(T|B)g <e.
Let & be the state obtained from Claim (by letting p in Claim [6] as ® here) such that,
Hoin (V[ A), > 3/4-0)d 5 bpp=tiod,; ; Ap(@0)<e (22)

Let

(
Let St € {(a,0/) : a=0a'}, S E {(a,) : Pr((G,G") = (0,0/))4 < ger} and S € S;USy.
o £

Note Pr((a,a’) € S1)4 < Pr((a, ) € S1) = O(e) and Pr((a, /) € S )¢ < €. From the union
bound, Pr(( o) e S)<I> < O(e).



_ For every (a, o) ¢ Sy, we have (using Fact @ and noting that, in ®, a copy of (G,G") is part of
B),

A(alo/) < YA < 2|G|+Hog(L) . & -
Cyp s Pr((G,G") = (a,a))g — ? Pri %

Eq. (22) and (23) imply that for every («,a’) ¢ S, we have
~ 1
Hinin <Y‘A>&)(a L = (3/4—8)d 20— log <E> > (3/4 — 26)d > d/4.
Let f(aia’), I, I' be the joint states at the end of the Protocol 2l (for ¢ = a) when starting with
the states (@) &, & respectively. From Claim B, we have for every (o, /) ¢ S,
d(Z|Bg)f(a,al) < O(e). (24)
Consider (register Z is held by Alice and B = GG'M in the state T'),

d(Z|B); = Ap(T 2601, Un @ Daanr) = By e ApC0s) Uy @ 1)
< Pr((a,d) ¢ S)p-0(e) + Pr((a, ') € S)p
< O(e),
where the first equality follows from Fact [l the first inequality follows from Eq. (24) and the last
inequality follows since Pr((a,a’) € S); = Pr((a,a’) € S)g < O(e). Since (using Fact [ and
Eq. @22)) Ap(I',T') < Ap(®,®) < ¢, we have,

d(Z|B)r = d(Z|B); + ¢ = O(e).
Using arguments as before (involving Lemma [Il), we have d(L|B)x < O(e). O
Claim 7 (Advice generator). Pr(G = G)g = O(¢) and d(T|B)g < €.

Proof. We first prove Pr(G = G')¢ = O(e). Let oxnrayy: be the state after Alice has generated
register I (before sending to Bob). Let Sryys = Ulggy ® Pyys. We have,

A(@ryyr, Bryvyr) = Aloryy’, Ulogw @ oyyr)
< A(O-[BaUlogv(go'B) (FactIZI)
< ﬁAB(UjgaUlogv ®UB) (FaCt@
< V2. (Lemma [T) (25)
Consider,
Pr(G =G")p < Pr(G=G")s+V2e
= PI‘(Yl = Yll)g PI‘(G = G, ’ Yl = Yll)g + PI‘(Yl 75 Yll)g PI‘(G = G, ’ Yl 75 Yll)ﬁ + \/56
=Pr(Y, =Y{)s Pr(G=G" | Y1 =Y{)s + V2
<y+V2e=0(e)
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Note that conditioned on Y; =Y/, we have I = I'. The first inequality above follows from Eq. (25)
and noting that the predicate (G = G’) is determined from (I,Y,Y”). The second equality follows
from definition of G. Second inequality follows since ECC has relative distance 1 — ~

We now prove d(T|B)g < e. Consider Protocol Bl Let (Ea, E}) < (Ep, E%) represent 2d;
distinct EPR pairs each shared between Alice and Bob where |E4| = |EYy| = |Eg| = |Eg| = di.

Let 7”7 be the joint state just before Alice receives Y5 and 7' be the joint state just after Alice
generates T'. Note, T AY = T}; ® Uyg,. Hence from Lemma [T,

Ap(th 5, Us@75) < Ve (26)

Let 7 be the joint state just before Bob checks (Ep, E) = (Y1,Y]). Let C be the predicate
((EB,E/B) = (Yl,Yll)) Note

Pr(C =1); = Pr((Ep, E) = (Y1,Y{)), > 2724, (27)

Let @ be the state ® with two additional copies of Y71Y/. Note that the state at the end of
Protocol B, conditioned on Bob not aborting is ®'. Consider,

2720 A (@5, Uy @ D)

<2 AR(P 5, Uy @ Ply) (Fact [7)
< Pr(C =1);Ap(®5,Ua @ ®75) (Eq. 1))
< Ap(rpp,Us @ 73) (Fact [)
< Ap(T TB,Ud®T ) (Fact [1))
< Ve (Eq. (26))
which shows the desired. O

Claim 8 (Correlation breaker with advice). Let Alice and Bob proceed as in Protocol [Q with the
starting state as @) where (a,') ¢ S. Let 1@ pe the joint state at the end of the Protocol[d
(at i =a). Then, 3

d(Z|B)p(a.ary = O(e).

Proof. We have

o) d.

Flona’) Hlaa) , 1 _ . . 5

o0 0, 00 1 Hy <Y‘A>&)(a’a,) > (3/4-20)d ; i (T|B)
The total communication from Alice to Bob in Protocol 2 is at most 6ah < dd. From Lemma [2]
throughout Protocol 2 we have Hyip (T‘B) (1—9)d > 2h. From repeated applications of Claim [9]

we have,

d(Z’B)f‘(a,a’) S 20((1)\/—/ - O(E)
U

Claim 9 (Flip flop). Let P be any of the Protocols [4}, 8, [8, [7, [§ or[4 and i € [a]. Let a be the
initial joint state in P such that d(Z|B)o < 1. Let 0 be the final joint state at the end of P. Then,
d(O|B)g < O(n+Ve).
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Proof. We prove the claim when P is Protocol @ and ¢ = 1 and the proof for other cases follows
analogously. From Fact [1] . .
d(Zs‘B)a < d(Z’B)a <.

Let v be the joint state just after Bob generates register A. From Lemma [Il we have
d(A|A), < 2n+ Ve

Let ¢ be the joint state after Alice sends register Z’ to Bob and Bob generates registers (A'C'B’).
From Fact [l we have 3 .
d(A|A); < d(A|A), <27+ Ve

Let 3 be the joint state just after Alice generates register Z. From Lemma [I]
d(Z|B)g < 4n + 3Ve'.

Let 3 be the state obtained from Claim (by letting p in Claim [6] as 5 here) such that

Hmin(Y(A)B:Hmin(Y\A)Bzd/4 By =Un®Bs ; Ap(BB) <4n+3Ve.  (28)

Let ¢’ ,é’ be the joint states just after Alice generates register C, proceeding from the states 3, ﬁ
respectively. Since communication between Alice and Bob after Alice generates register Z and
before generating C' is 2s + 2b, from arguments as before involving Lemma [I] and Lemma [2]

d(C|B); < O(n+ Ve).

From Eq. (28), o o )
d(C|B)y < d(C|B)g + Ap(B,8) = O(n + Ve).

Proceeding till the last round and using similar arguments involving Lemma [II Lemma [2] and
Claim [0, we get the desired. O

We have the following corollary of Theorem
Corollary 4. Let pxpy be a c-q state with registers (XY ) classical such that
Huwin(X[E), 2k 5 pxpy =pxp®Us ; |X|=n.
LetT: L(HE®Hy) = L(Hp@Hy@Hy+) be a (safe) CPTP map such that for oxpryy = T(pxpy),
we have registers XYY" classical and Pr(Y # Y'), = 1. Let the function nmExt be as defined in
Algorithm [, L = nmExt(X,Y) and L' = nmExt(X,Y”). Then,
loLryym — Uk @ opyypi < O(e).
Proof. Let py ¢ ppyy be a pure state extension of px gy such that,
PxxEpyy = Pxxbe®Pyy 5 Hmin (X‘EYY)p = Humin(X|E), >k ; py =0y,

where registers (XY) classical (with copies XY) and p «x £ 18 the canonical purification of pxg.
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For the state p with the following assignment (terms on the left are from Definition [I6] and on
the right are from here),

A ~

(X,X,N,M,Y,Y) + (X,X,E,E,Y,Y),

Houin (X‘EYY) = Hin (X\E) >k and ppy oy = Paxx @ Ud, we have p is a (k)-qpa-state. Let

V. HEQHY — ’HE/ Q@Hz@Hy @Hy ®@Hy;, be the Stinespring isometry extensmnﬁ of CPTP map
T with additional copy Y’ of Y’, i.e. T(0) = T, (VOVT) for every c-q state Oy p. Let o = VpVT.

Note oxgyy: = Trzy,(VpXEyVT) = T(pxpy) and o is a (k)-gnm-state. Using Theorem [0 we
have

loLryy ez — Uk ®@opyymzlli < O(e).
Using Fact [[] we further have
lorryy e — Ugpa @ opyy el < O(e),

which completes the proof. O

5 A quantum secure 2-source non-malleable extractor

In this section, we define and prove the quantum security of 2-source non-malleable extractor. As
specified before, the parameters in our construction are set similarly in line with the construction
of [CGL20] considering the use of quantum secure seeded extractors in the alternating extraction.
The following parameters hold throughout this section.

Parameters

Let g be a prime power and 6,071 > 0 be small enough constants. Let n,a,v,s,b, h be positive
integers and k,&’,v,& > 0 such that:

3 3

a=6k+2logg=0k) ; v=0@) ; 200V =¢

5§ = O(log ( >logn) ; b:O(log2 (g) logn> ;. h=10s ; k:(’)(nl/‘l)

IP; be IP3F/logv

Ext; be (2b,&’)-quantum secure (n, s, b)-extractor,

Exts be (2s,&’)-quantum secure (h, b, s)-extractor,

Exts be (2h,&’)-quantum secure (n, b, h)-extractor,

5Note the Stinespring isometry extension is safe on register Y.
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e Exty be (n/4,e?)-quantum secure (n, h, n/8)-extractor,

3k3/h

o [Py be P, ™,

e Extg be (%,c?)-quantum secure (n,n/8,n/4)-extractor.

Let ECC : Fg — [y be an error correcting code with relative distance 1 — v and rate e (which
exists from Fact [I9 for our choice of parameters). We identify R as an element from {1,...,v}. By
ECC(Y)R, we mean the R-th entry of the code-word ECC(Y), interpreted as a bit string of length

log q.

Description of 2-source non-malleable extractor

Similar to nmExt, the algorithm for 2-source non-malleable extractor can also be viewed in three
steps:

e Advice generation (Step 1 in Algorithm [])

e Correlation breakers with advice (Step 3 in Algorithm []), that are built using the flip-flop
primitive (Algorithm [@]).

e Improving the output length (Step 4 in Algorithm [).

The key difference in the constructions of 2-source non-malleable extractor and seeded non-malleable
extractor is in the Advice generation step which we elaborate below. The main reason why advice
generation needs to be modified is that none of the sources are uniform and Advice generation step
from Step 1 in Algorithm [ crucially uses the fact that the second source (seed) is uniform. One gets
around this by using a quantum-secure 2-source extractor (for example, inner product extractor)
in place of the Trevisan’s extractor. The argument then follows in similar lines and we state it here
briefly for completeness. Let XX’ and YY" be arbitrarily correlated random variables such that
Y #Y’ and X # X'. Also assume that X and Y both have sufficient min-entropy. Recall that the
goal is to come up with a function such that, with high probability, G = f(X,Y) # f(X',Y') = G'.

e Let ECC be a error correcting code of constant rate and relative distance close to 1. Since
Y £Y’ it is clear that ECC(Y) and ECC(Y”) differ at most coordinates. Similarly, ECC(X)
and ECC(X’) differ at most coordinates.

e Take Y] (a prefix of Y) and X; (a prefix of X) to generate I = IP(X3,Y7). Since XX’
is independent of YY", it follows from 2-source strong extractor properties of IP that I is
independent of YY” (and analogously, independent of X X’). Thus ECC(Y); and ECC(Y”);
are not equal with high probability. Similarly, ECC(X); and ECC(X’); are not equal with
high probability.

e Define G = X; 0o ECC(X); 0 Y7 o ECC(Y); and G' = X] o ECC(X'); o Y] 0 ECC(Y")pr. If
X1Y1 # XY/, then G # G’ trivially. Otherwise, X;Y; = XY/, then I = I’ and ECC(Y'); #
ECC(Y”);, with high probability.
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Algorithm 4 : 2nmExt : {0,1}" x {0,1}" — {0,1}"/*

Input: X,Y
1. Advice generator:

X1 = Prefix(X,3k) ; Y1 =Prefix(Y,3k) ; R=IP1(X1,Y1) ;
G = Xl (¢] Yl o ECC(X)R o ECC(Y)R

2. X2 = Prefix(X, 3k3) N Y2 = Prefix(Y, 3k3) 5 Z() = |P2(X2, Yg)
3. Correlation breaker with advice: S = 2AdvCB(Y, X, Zy,G)

4. L = Exts(X,S)
Output: L

Algorithm 5 : 2AdvCB : {0,1}" x {0,1}" x {0, 1}* x {0,1}* — {0,1}5

Input: Y, X, 7y, G
1. Fori=1,2,...,a:
Flip flop:  Z; =2FF(Y, X, Z;_1,G;)
2. S =Exty(Y, Z,)
Output: S

Algorithm 6 : 2FF : {0,1}" x {0,1}" x {0,1}" x {0,1} — {0,1}"

Input: V. X, Z,G
1. Zs =Prefix(Z,s), A = Ext1(Y, Zs), C = Ext2(Z,A), B = Ext;(Y,C)
2. If G = 0 then Z = Ext3(X, A) and if G = 1 then Z = Ext3(X, B)
3. Zs =Prefix(Z,s), A =Ext1(Y, Zs), C = Extz(Z, A), B = Ext,(Y,C)
4. If G = 0, then O = Ext3(X, B) and if G = 1, then O = Ext3(X, A)
Output: O
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Result

The following theorem shows that the function 2nmExt as defined in Algorithm Ml is (n — k,n —
k,O(g))-secure against gnma by noting that L = nmExt(X,Y) and L' = nmExt(X’,Y”).

Theorem 7 (Security of 2nmExt). Let py ¢ v ¢/ nyyrpyar b€ @ (n—k,n—Fk)-gnm-state with | X| =
|Y'| = n. Let Protocol [I0 start with p. Let A be the state at the end of the protocol. Then,
lpLLyy v — Unja ® pryyiulli < d(L|B)a < O(e).

Proof. The first inequality follows from Fact [l Most of our arguments here are similar to the case
of seeded extractor; so we note the modifications that we need to take care of in case of 2nmExt.

First note that using Lemma 2] throughout Protocol [0, X and Y have enough conditional
min-entropy left for necessary extractions since the total communication from Alice to Bob is at
most (from our choice of parameters)

6k‘—|—210gq+6ah—|—h+g <(1/4+4+d)n

and the total communication from Bob to Alice is at most

6k+6k3+2a+6ab+g < (1/4 + &)n.

Thus, at any state g in Protocol M0, Hyin (X‘B) >n—k—(1/44d6)n > (3/4—25)n > n/2.
0
Similarly, Huin (Y‘fl) > (3/4—26)n > n/2.
0

We start with a state pxx/nyyy such that Hyy (X‘B) >n—k and Hpyin (Y‘A) >n—k.
P P

From Claim [2, we have,
Honin <X1‘B) >3k—k=2k ; Hun (Yl(fx) > 3k — k = 2k.
p p
Now from Claim [l with the below assignment of registers (and noting registers (X X', YY”) are
included in (A, B) respectively),
(Z,X,Y,O') A (RvaYlap) ; (k17k27m7n175) A (2k72k710g(n/6)73k762)

we have,

Alpryy, Ur ® pyy') < O(?) 3 Alprxx,Ur ® pxx) < O(?).
Using Fact [0, we get

Ap(pryy, Ur @ pyy’) <O(e) ; Ap(prxx,Ur® pxxr) < O(e).

Let x be the state just before Bob sends Y5. Note that till then, communication from Alice
to Bob and Bob to Alice is at most 7k each. Hence, by Lemma 2| Hyin <X ‘fl) > n — 8k and
K

Hoin (Y‘B) > n — 8k; which implies (from Claim 2I), Hp, (Xg‘;l) > 3k3 — 8k > 2k% and
K K

Huin (Yg‘é) > 2k3 respectively using Fact Let n be the state just after Alice generates Zj.
K

Using similar argument as before involving Claim [5 we have d(Z|B )n < O(e).
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Note that the state obtained in Protocol [0} just before Protocol [ starts as a subroutine, is
similar to the state obtained in Protocol Il (just before Protocol [ starts as a subroutine) with the
below assignment of registers,

(Zo,T,Y) «+ (Zp, X,Y).

Here the variables on the left are from Protocol [[l and variables on the right are from Protocol
The proof then proceeds using similar arguments as Theorem [ involving Lemma [II Lemma [2]
Claim [6] after noting Claim [T0l

We can verify the following claim regarding the state ® (the state obtained in Protocol [I0] just
before Protocol 2] starts as a subroutine) using similar arguments as proof of Claim [7l

Claim 10. 1. Pr(G =G = O(c) and 2. d(Zo|B)o < O(e).

Since we have either Pr(Y # Y') = 1 or Pr(X # X') = 1, we show it for the first case and
second case will follow analogously. Now note that the event G = G’ is a sub-event of G; = G}
where G1 = Y1 0 ECC(Y) g and G} = Y{ o ECC(Y”)pr. Thus we get, Pr(G = G')¢ < Pr(G; = G})o.
Rest of the argument follows similar lines to Claim [7l

This completes the proof. O

We have the following corollary of Theorem [7l

Corollary 5. Let the function 2nmExt be as defined in Algorithm [f] 2nmExt is an (n — k,n —
k,O(e))-quantum secure 2-source non-malleable extractor against qia.

Proof. Let pxp, g,y be a state (for ky = ko = n — k), T; and Ty be CPTP maps as defined in
Definition [l Let p XX E BB BoYY be a pure state extension of pxp, g,y such that,

pXXElElEQEQYY = pXXElEl ® pYYE2E2 ) Hmin(X’El)p 2 n—k ) Hmin(Y’E2)p 2 n-— k?

where registers (XY') are classical (with copies X Y), Pxx Bk, 18 canonical purification of pxp,
and py ¢ FoE, 18 canonical purification of py g,.

Let U:Hg, @Hx — ’HEé ®@Hz, @ Hx @ Hx' @ H ¢, be the Stinespring isometry extensionﬁ of
CPTP map T; with additional copy X’ of X', i.e. T1(#) = TrZQX,(UHUT) for every c-q state Oxp,.
Similarly let V': Hp, @ Hy = Hp @ Hz, @ Hy @ Hyr @ Hy, be the Stinespring isometry extension
of CPTP map T, with additional copy Y’ of Y’. Since PXEYYVE, = PXEL @ Pyy > We have

Hynin (X(YYEQEl) — Hyin (X|E1), 2 n — k.
p
Similarly since pyp x x5, = PYE;, @ Pxxf,» We have
Hynin (Y‘XXElEg) — Hyin(V[Es), 2 n — k.
P

Thus p is a (n — k,n — k)-gpa-state, with the following assignment (terms on the left are from
Definition [I6] and on the right are from here),

(X7X7N7 M7Y7Y) < (X7X7E1E27E2E17Y7Y)'

SNote the Stinespring isometry extension is safe on register X.
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Let 0 = (U@ V)p(U @ V). Note oxxippyy = (T1 © To)(pxpmy) and o is a (n — k,n —
k)-qnm-state. Using Theorem [7] we have

||JznmExt(X,Y)znmExt(X',Y')YY'E;Ezzl —Unjs® TonmExt(X",Y")YY'E| B2 71 [1 < Ofe).

Using Fact [7, we further have

||0’2nmExt(X,Y)2nmExt(X',Y')YY'E; - Un/4 ® O2nmExt(X',Y')YY'E} 1 < O(e).
which completes the proof. O
We have the following additional corollary of Theorem [l

Corollary 6. Let the function 2nmExt be as defined in Algorithm [{] 2nmExt is an (n — k,n —
k,O(e))-quantum secure 2-source non-malleable extractor against qMara.

Proof. Let pxpy be a state (for k; = ko = n — k), T1 and Ty be CPTP maps as defined in
Definition 2l Let PX XTTE By By ByYY be a pure state extension of pxpy = pxpE,TE,y such that,

t .
Pxirte iy = D VP = Ot 0 s g ooy s
t

Huin (X|E), >0~k ; Huw(Y|E), >n—k,

registers (XYT) are classical (with copies XYT), |p)
t t
XXElE'l ’ ‘p>E2EA‘2Y§Af
respectively. Since E = E1T Es, using Fact Bl we have

t _ t t :
XXElElEQEQYY - ’p>XXE1E1®’p>E2E‘2YY is the

pure state extension of p’ 5 ® ol £, With |p) canonical purifications of p By ol o

Huin (X|E1T), > Hypin (X]E), > n — k. (29)
Similarly, Hmin(Y\EgT)p > n — k. Note,

PXY VBT = PXYVELE T (30)

t

B,y 1S the canonical purification of

The first equivalence follows since for every T =T = ¢, |p)
Py gy implying py gt = py By Consider,

Hy. (X‘Y?@Elf) — H., (X‘YYElTEg)
P P
= Hyn (X|TEY),

>n—k.

First equality follows from Eq. (B0]), second equality follows from Fact [B] noting for every T = t,
+ ot + . . . . . g
PNy VE B, — 'OXE1®pYYE2 and first inequality follows from Eq. (29). Similarly, Hmm<Y‘XXE1 E2T>p >

n — k. Thus, p is an (n — k,n — k)-qpa-state, with the following assignment (terms on the left are
from Definition [I6] and on the right are from here),

(X,X,N,M,Y,Y) + (X,X,E\ExT, B, E\T,Y,Y).
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Let U :Hg, ®Hx @ Hr — HEQ @Hz, @ Hx @ Hxr ® H ¢, @ Hr be the Stinespring isometry
extension [1 of CPTP map T with additional copy X' of X', ie. T1(0) = TrZQX,(UHUT) for every
state 6. Similarly let V : Hp, @ Hy @ Hjp — ”HE{ @Hz @Hy @ Hyr @ Hy, @ H; be the Stinespring
isometry extension of CPTP map T, with additional copy Y’ of Y’ (and treating register 1" as T
since T=T). Let 0 = (U ® V)p(U @ V)T. Note oxxp ey = (T1®T2)(pxpy). Thus, o is an
(n — k,n — k)-gnm-state. Thus, using Theorem [7|, we have

HUznmExt(X,Y)znmExt(X',Y')YY'E;Ezle —Unpu® J2nmExt(X',Y')YY'E;E221T”||1 < O(e).

Using Fact [, we further have

||UznmExt(X,Y)znmExt(X',Y')YY/E;T —Unjs® UznmExt(X',Y/)YY'Eﬁul < O(e).

The desired follows noting 7' = T" in o which completes the proof. O
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A A quantum secure t-non-malleable extractor

Definition 20 ((t; k)-qnm-state). Let 0y ¢ 1yy be a (k)-qpa-state. Let V : Hy @ Hy — Hy ®
Hytn @ Hyn @ Hpyr be an isometry such that for p = VoV, we have Y classical (with copy Y[t})
and Vi € [t]: Pr(Y #Y"), =1. We call p a (t;k)-qnm-state.

Definition 21 (quantum secure ¢t-non-malleable extractor). An (n,d, m)-non-malleable extractor
t-nmExt : {0,1}" x {0,1}¢ — {0,1}™ is (t; k, €)-secure against qnma if for every (t; k)-qnm-state p
(chosen by the adversary qnma),

‘|pt—nmExt(X,Y)t—nmExt(X,Y1)...t—nmExt(X,Yf)YY[f]M’ —Un® Pt-nmExt(X,Yl)...t-nmExt(X,Yt)YYltJM/||1 Se.

We define the parameters we use in the construction of quantum secure ¢-non-malleable extractor
as follows. These parameters hold throughout this section.

"Note the Stinespring isometry extension is safe on classical registers.
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Parameters

Let 0,63 > 0 be small enough constants and d1,ds < ﬁ be constants chosen according to Fact [I31
Let n,n1,d,d1,ds, a,v,s,b, h,t be positive integers and k,e,¢’,” > 0 such that:

2
— (N . — . > 01 . — 2 ﬂ . — 2 .
d_o(log (E>> C w=5d ; m > ; d 0<1og <€2>logd> D a=di+OW®)

t= min{O(d63), 2O(d61)_log(%)} 200 =¢c . dy=0 (log2 (;) log d> ;g =92tdi 2

d d
qg=0(1) ; S:O<log2<g>logd> ; b:(9<10g2<;>logd> i h=10ts ; k> 5d.

e Extg be (2n1,£?/t?)-quantum secure (n, dy, n1)-extractor,
e Ext; be (2b,¢’)-quantum secure (d, s, b)-extractor,

e Exty be (2s,&’)-quantum secure (h, b, s)-extractor,

Exty be (d/4t,e?)-quantum secure (d, h, d/8t)-extractor,

(
(
(
Exts be (2h,¢’)-quantum secure (d, b, h)-extractor,
(
Exts be (2d,e”)-quantum secure (n, ds, d)-extractor,
e Extg be (k/4t,<?)-quantum secure (n,d/8t, k/8t)-extractor,

be the quantum secure extractors from Fact [I71

Definition of t-non-malleable extractor

Let F, be the finite field of size q. Let ECC : Fg — Iy be an error correcting code with relative
distance %0 and rate % (which exists from Fact [[9 for our choice of parameters) for this section.
Let Samp : {0,1}" — [v]®* be the sampler function from Fact I3 where t; = O(v%2) and r > v°'.
We identify the output of Samp as ¢; samples from the set [v]. By ECC(Y )samp(r), We mean the
Samp(I) entries of codeword ECC(Y), interpreted as a bit string.

Result

The following theorem shows that the function t-nmExt as defined in Algorithm [T is (¢; k, O(¢))-
secure against gnma by noting that L = t-nmExt(X,Y) and L’ = t-nmExt(X,Y?) for every i € [t].

Theorem 8 (Security of t-nmExt). Let py ¢ yyyuyyiyy be @ (t;k)-qnm-state. Let Alice and Bob
proceed with Protocol [I1] starting with p . Let A be the state at the end of the protocol. Then,

Ilerreyytia — Uksse @ priyytaalh < d(L‘B)A < O(e).
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Algorithm 7 : t-nmExt : {0,1}" x {0,1}¢ — {0, 1}*/8¢

Input: X,Y
1. t-advice generator:

Y, = Prefix(Y, dl) ;o I = Exto()(7 Yl) i G=Yjo0 ECC(Y)Samp(I)

2. Yo =Prefix(Y,d2) ; T =Exts(X,Ys)
3. Correlation breaker with advice: S = AdvCB(Y,T,G) > Algorithm 21
4. L = Extg(X, S)

Output: L

Proof. The first inequality follows from Fact [l Note that the total communication from Alice to
Bob in Protocol [[T]is at most (from our choice of parameters)

k
(b4 1)na + Gah(t +1) + b+ (4 1) < (1/4+0) k.

This implies (using Lemma [2) that throughout Protocol [T, Hy,ipn <X ‘B) > (3/4—0)k > %
The total communication from Bob to Alice in Protocol [I1]is at most

(t+1)dy 4+ (t+1)da+ (t + a+ (t+ 1)6ab + (t + 1)% < (1/4+6)d.

Again using Lemma 2 throughout Protocol 1l Hyyin (Y‘fl) > (3/4 — d)d.
The proof then proceeds using similar arguments as Theorem [6] involving Lemma [I] Lemma 2]
Claim [6] after noting Claim [T11 O

Claim 11 (t-advice generator). Let ® be the joint state after registers ZO,ZOM are generated by
Alice. Then, ‘ )
Pr(Vie[t]: (GG")e >1—-0() and d(T|B)g <e.

Proof. We first prove Pr(Vi € [t] : (G # G"))o > 1—0O(e). Let oy y7ayy be the state after Alice
has generated register I. Let B;yy11 = Un, ® ®yy11. We have,

A(@ryyiels Bryytn) = A0 ryyi; Uny @ Oyyin)

< A0;5,Un, @ 0p) (Fact [7)
< \/§AB(O-[B7U7L1 ®JB) (FaCt[@)
< V2e/t. (Lemma [T) (31)

Fix an integer ¢ € [t] and consider,

Pr(G = G"g < Pr(G = G')5 + V2¢/t
=Pr(Y1 =Y{)s Pr(G =G | Y1 =Y{)p + Pr(Y1 # Y{)s Pr(G = G* | Y1 # Y{)p + V2¢/t
=Pr(Y1 =Y])sPr(G =G | Y1 =Y{)g + V2¢e/t
< 27U 4 \/oe /1t

<o(()
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Note that conditioned on Y; = Y7, we have I = I*. The first inequality above follows from Eq. (31])
and noting that the predicate (G = G?) is determined from (I,Y,Y"). The second equality follows

from definition of G. Let S; % {j € v] : ECC(Y); # ECC(Y");}. Second inequality follows since
ECC has relative distance % and considering Samp with (r,d,7,S) in Fact as (v, 1—10,?),&-)
here. Third inequality follows by our choice of parameters. Now the desired follows from the union
bound.

Using arguments similar to the proof of Point 2] of Claim [, we get,

d(T|B)g < 204D/l < ¢,

B A quantum secure 2-source t-non-malleable extractor

Definition 22 ((t; k1, k2)-qnm-state). Let 0y ¢ yayy be a (ki, k2)-qpa-state. Let U : Hx @ Hy —
Hx @Hxn @H g @Hy and V : Hy @ Hy — Hy @ Hyn @ Hyg @ Hap be isometries such that
for p= (U@ V)o(U @ V), we have XVY classical (with copy XUYM) and

Vielt], Pr(Y #Y"),=1 or Pr(X#X"),=1
We call p a (t; k1, k2)-gnm-state.

Definition 23 (quantum secure 2-source t-non-malleable extractor). An (n,n,m)-non-malleable
extractor t-2nmExt : {0,1}" x {0,1}" — {0,1}™ is (¢; k1, k2, €)-secure against qnma if for every
(t; k1, k2)-qnm-state p (chosen by the adversary qnma),

||Pt-2nmExt(X,Y)t-2nmExt(X1,Yl)...t-znmExt(Xt,Yt)Yy[tJM'— m®Pt-2nmExt(X1,Yl)...t-2nmExt(Xt,Yt)yyltJMfHl Se.

Parameters

Let 6,03 > 0 be small enough constants. Let d1,d < 1—14 be constants chosen according to Fact [I3],
n,v,nq,t,a,s,b,h >0 be positive integers and k,e,¢’ > 0 be such that,

v=5n 3 ni=v" ; e=2700") . p<ph
k=00 5 a=6k+2002)=0Fk) ; 2°0Ve=¢

s=0 <log2 <§) logn) ; b=0 <log2 <§> logn) ;. h=10ts

Py be IPS/™, 5 1Py be IPI/",

Ext; be (2b,&’)-quantum secure (n, s, b)-extractor,

)- )-
Exts be (2s,&’)-quantum secure (h, b, s)-
Exts be (2h, €’

(

(2h,€')
Exts be (%,62)

(3:¢%)

extractor,

-quantum secure (n, b, h)-extractor,

8t

noo2

n n

quantum secure (n, h, ﬂ)—extractor,
-quantum secure (n, 8P’ E)—extractor.

Exts be (3,
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Definition of 2-source ¢t-non-malleable extractor

Let I, be the finite field of size ¢ = O(1). Let ECC : Fy — Fy be an error correcting code with

relative distance % and rate % (which exists from Fact [[9 for our choice of parameters) for this

section. Let Samp : {0,1}" — [v]"* be the sampler function from Fact I3 where t; = O(v%) and
r > 9. We identify the output of Samp as t; samples from the set [v]. By ECC(Y)samp(1), We

mean the Samp([/) entries of codeword ECC(Y'), interpreted as a bit string.

Algorithm 8 : t-2nmExt : {0,1}" x {0,1}" — {0, 1}/*

Input: XY
1. Advice generator:

X1 = Prefix(X,3k) ; Y =Prefix(Y,3k) ; R=IPi(X1,Y1) ;
G = Xl e} Yl o ECC(X)Samp(R) o ECC(Y)Samp(R)

2. X2 = Prefix(X, 3k3) 3 Y2 = Prefix(Y, 3]€3) 5 Z() = |P2(X2, Yg)
3. Correlation breaker with advice: S = 2AdvCB(Y, X, Zy,G)

4. L = Exts(X,S)
Output: L

Result

The following theorem shows that the function ¢-2nmExt as defined in Algorithm[lis (¢; k1, k2, O(¢))-
secure against qnma by noting that L = ¢-2nmExt(X,Y) and L = t-2nmExt(X*, Y?) for every i € [t].
Note that 2AdvCB in Algorithm [ is same as the one in Algorithm [B] except for parameters and
extractors which are to be used as mentioned in this section.

Theorem 9. Let py v ¢ v nyyyyiy b€ @ (tn—k,n—k)-qnm-state. Let Alice and Bob proceed
with Protocol [18 starting with p. Let A be the state at the end of the protocol. Then,

loLLiyytn — Un/4t ® priyyiplh < d(L|B)A < O(e).

Proof. First inequality follows from Fact [7
Note that the total communication from Alice to Bob in Protocol is at most

1
(t+1)(ny +3k+6ah)+h+%(t+1)§ <Z—|—5>n.

Similarly, total communication from Bob to Alice is at most

(t+1) < <i+5>n.

(3k +a -+ 6ab)(t + 1) + 3k3(t + 1) + %
Hence, using Lemma [2], at any stage o in Protocol [I6, we have, Hmin<X‘B) >n—k—(1/44+d)n >
)

n/2 and similarly, Hy,p (Y‘[l) > n/2. Thus, both Alice and Bob have enough entropy throughout
0

the protocol for necessary extractions.
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We start with a state py i1 nyyinar such that Hyin <X‘B> > n—k and Hpin <Y‘A> >n—k.
p P

From Fact 2] we have,

Hmin<X1‘B)p >3k—k=2% : Hun (H‘fl)p > 3k — k = 2k

Now from Clajm~ with the below assignment of registers (and noting registers (XX M,YYM)
are included in (A, B) respectively),

(Z,X,Y,0) « (R, X1,Y1,p) : (ki,ka,m,n1,e) < (2k,2k,n1, 3k, (¢/t)%)
we have,

Alpgyyi, Ur ® pyym) < O((e/t)?) 5 Alprxxin, Ur ® pxxm) < O((/t)?).

Using Fact [6] we get

Ap(pryyin, Ur @ pyyn) < O(e/t) 5 Ap(prxxiUr @ pxxin) < O(g/t).

Let x be the state just before Bob sends Y5. Note that till then, communication from Alice
to Bob and Bob to Alice is at most O (tk) < O (k;2) each. Hence, by Lemma 2 Hpyin <X‘B) >
n— k= O (k) and thus Hyin (Xo|B) = 3k% — k = O (k) = 2k Similarly, Hyin (Ya|4) >
33 - k-0 (k‘2) > 2k3. Let 1) be the state just after Alice generates Zy. Using similar argument
as before involving Claim [5, we have d(Zy|B), < O(e).

Rest of the proof follows similar lines to that of Theorem [ with the following change in the
Claim [IQ as follows:

Claim 12. Let & be the joint state after registers Z, Zom are generated by Alice. Then,
Pr(Vic[t], G#G)e >1—-0(c) and d(Zy|B)e < O(e).

The proof of the above claim follows from that of Claim [[T] after noting that G = G* is a sub-
event of both G, = G, and G}, = G} where G, = X; 0 ECC(X)samp(R)> G =Xio ECC(Xi)Samp(Ri),
Gy = Y1 0 ECC(Y )samp(r) and Gy = Y7 0 ECC(Y")samp(ri)-

This completes our proof. O
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C Communication Protocols

Protocols for nmExt

Protocol 1 (X, X,N,Y,Y',Y,Y' ,M).

Alice: (X,X,N) Bob: (Y,Y',Y,Y', M) Analysis
Yy = Prefix(Y, dy) d(Y1]A) =0
I = Exto(X, Y1) Y+ Y, d(I|B) <e
I' = Exto(X, YY) Y/ Y] Y] = Prefix(Y’, dy) d(I|B) < e
I—1 G =Y, 0 ECC(Y);
y— G = Y] o ECC(Y')p
T = Exts(X,Y5) Yy +— Yo Yy = Prefix(Y, dy) d(T|B) < ¢
T' = Ext;(X,Yy) Yy «— Y] Yy = Prefix(Y”, da)
Zy = Prefix(T, h) G+—G
Zl = Prefix(T", h) G — G d(T|B) < e
Alice: (T,T", Zo, Z4,G,G', N) Bob: (Y,Y',G,G', M)

Protocol A (T, 1", Zy, Z|),
G,G N, Y)Y G G M)

Alice: (X,Z,N) Bob: (Y,Y’,Z', M)

L' = Extg(X, ") pm— S = Exty(Y',Z') d(Z|B) < O(¢)
Z—Z S = Exty(Y, 2) d(S|A) < O(e)
L — 1 d(S|A) < O(e)

L = Extg(X, S) S — d(L|B) < O(e)

Alice: (L, N) Bob: (L,Y,Y’, M)




Protocol 2 (T, 7', 2, 7' ,G,G',N,Y,Y' G,G', M).

Fori=1,2,...,a:
e Protocold (1,7",Z,Z',G,G',N,Y,Y',G,G', M) for (o, ;) = (0,1).
e Protocol B (7,7",2,7Z',G,G',N,Y,Y',G,G', M) for (a;,a;) = (1,0).

e Protocol @ (1,7",2,2',G,G',N,Y,Y',G,G', M) for (a;,c;) = (0,0) and o = o for
j<i.

e Protocol 0 (1,71",Z,Z',G,G',N,Y,Y',G,G', M) for (a;,c)) = (0,0) and a; # «; for
some j < 1.

e Protocol B (1,7",Z,Z',G,G',N,Y,Y',G,G', M) for (a;,c)) = (1,1) and a; = o/, for
j<i.

e Protocol @ (T,7",2Z,Z',G,G',N,Y,Y',G,G', M) for (a,a}) = (1,1) and a; # o for

some j < 1.

(2,2") = (0,0).




Protocol 3 Modified advice generator.
Alice: (X, N) Bob: (Y,Y’, M) Analysis

(Ea, EYy) «— (Ep, E})
Y7 = Prefix(Y, dy)

Y] = Prefix(Y’, dy)

I = Exto(X,E4) d(I|B) <e
I—1

I' = Exto(X, F'y) j
T = Ext;(X,Y3) Y ¢+ Ys Yy = Prefix(Y, da) d(T|B) < Ve
T' = Exts(X, YY) Y] «— Y] Y] = Prefix(Y”, dy)
Zo = Prefix(T, h) G+ G G =Y 0 ECC(Y);
Zh = Prefix(T", h) G+ @& G = Y] o ECC(Y')p d(T|B) < Ve

If: (Ep, Ep) # (Y1,YY)

abort

else: continue d(T|B) < 221\ /ol < ¢

Alice: (T,7T', Zy, Z),G,G',N) Bob: (V,Y',G,G', M)




Protocol 4 (T, 7', 2, 7' ,G,G',N,Y,Y' G,G', M).

Alice: (T,17',Z,7',G,G',N)

Bob: (Y,Y',G,G', M)

Analysis

Zs = Prefix(Z, s)

7' = Exts(T’, B')
7/8 = Prefix(Z , 5)

C = Extg(

N
|

)

O = Exts(T", 4)

)

O = Exts(T, B)

Zy — Ly

Z — 7

A= Exty (Y, Zs)
A = Exty (Y, Z)

C' = Exta(2/, A)
B’ = Exty (Y/, C,)

A= Extq (Y, Z)

A =Ext (Y, Zy)

B = Exty (K U)

d(Zs|B) <n

d(A|A) < O(n+ V)




Protocol 5 (1,7, Z, 7' ,G,G',N,Y,Y' .G,G', M).

Alice: (T,T',Z,Z',G,G',N)

Bob: (Y,Y',G,G', M)

Analysis

Zs = Prefix(Z, s)

Z! = Prefix(Z', s)
C = Exty(Z, A)

7 = Ext3(T', A

7 = Exts(T, B)

O’ = Exts(T", B)

O = Exts(T, A)

Ly — Ly
zl— 7!
A—A
A +— A

cC —C

Zy — Zg
o — 0

A+— A

A = Ext1(Y, Z)

A= Exty (Y, Z))

B= Eth(K C)
A =Ext1 (Y, Zy)
C' =Exty(Z,A)
B =Ext,(Y',C)

A= Extq (Y, Z)

d(ZS|B) <n




Protocol 6 (T,71",Z,7',G,G',N,Y,Y' .G,G', M).

Alice: (T,17',Z,7',G,G',N)

Bob: (Y,Y',G,G', M)

Analysis

Zs = Prefix(Z, s)

Z! = Prefix(Z', s)

Z = Eth(T, A)
7 = Prefix(Z, s)

7 = Ext3(T', A

7. = Prefix(Z , s)
C= Exto (7, Z)

6, = Exto (7I,Z/)

O = Exts (T, F)

O' = Exts(T", B)

Jg — Ly
zZl— 7!

A+— A

A = Exty (Y, Z)

A= Exty (Y, Z))

A= Extq (Y, Z)

A =Ext1 (Y, Zy)

B = Exty (K U)

B = Ext;(Y',0)

d(Zs|B) <1

d(AlA) <n

d(AJA) < O(n+ V)

d(Zs|B) < O(n + V¢)

d(Zs|B) < O(n + V)

d(A|A) < O(n+ Ve)
d(A|A) < O(n+ Ve)
d(C|B) < O(n + V&)
d(C|B) < O(n + V&)
d(B|A) < O(n + V¢
d(B|A) < O(n + V&)
d(O|B) < O(n + V')

d(O|B) < O(n+ V<)




Protocol 7 (T,17',Z, 7' ,G,G',N,Y,Y' .G,G', M).

Alice: (T,T',Z,G,G',N) Bob: (Y,Y',Z' G, G', M) Analysis

Z, = Prefix(Z, s) d(Zs|B) <n

7 = Exty(T', A Al A A = Ext (Y, Z!) d(Zs|B) <n
Zs — Zs A=Ext1(Y,Z,) d(AJA) < O(n+ Ve
7 —7 A =Ext (Y, Zy)

C' =Exty(Z,A)
B =Exty(Y',C) d(A|A) < O(n+Ve)

7 = Ext3(T, A) A+— A

7 = Prefix(Z, s) d(Zs|B) < O(n + V&)

O = Ext3(T",B') B+ B d(Z|B) < O(n + V&)
Zs — Z, A=Bt(Y, Z;)  d(A]A) < O(n+ Ve)

C = Exty(Z,4) A4 d(C|B) < O(n+ Ve
C—C B=Ext;(Y,C) d(B|A) <O(n+Ve)
0 — 0 d(B|A) < O(n+ V)

O = Ext3(T, B) B+ B d(O|B) < O(n + Ve




Protocol 8 (T,71",Z, 7' ,G,G',N,Y,Y' .G,G', M).

Alice: (T, T',Z2,Z',G,G',N)

Bob: (Y,Y',G,G', M)

Analysis

Zs = Prefix(Z, s)

Z! = Prefix(Z', s)
C = Exty(Z, A)

C'= EXtQ(Z/, A,)

= Exts(T, B)

Z
7, = Prefix(Z, s)

7' = Exts(T", B')

7. = Prefix(Z, s)
O = Ext3(T, A)

O' = Exts(T", 4

Ly — Ly
zl— 7
A—A
A +— A
c —C
' —

B<+— B

A = Ext1(Y, Zy)

A’ = Exty(Y', Z)

B= Eth(K C)

B’ = Ext1(Y',C")

A= Extq (Y, Z)

A =Ext (Y, Z3)

d(ZS|B) <n




Protocol 9 (T, 7", 2, 7' ,G,G',N,Y,Y' G,G', M).

Alice: (T, T',Z,G,G',N) Bob: (Y,Y',Z',G,G', M) Analysis
Z, = Prefix(Z, s) d(Zs|B) <n

Z! = Prefix(Z', s)

A’ = Exty (Y, Z!)

C' = Exty(Z', A)

B’ = Ext,(Y',C")
7' = Exts(T’, B') B «— B d(Z,|B) <17
Zy — Zs A=Ext1(Y,Z,) d(A|A) <O+ Ve)
7. = Prefix(Z | s) Z.— 7, A =Ext1(Y',Z,) d(AlA) < O(n+Ve)
C = Exty(Z, A) A+ A d(C|B) < O(n + Ve)
O = Ext3(T', A A A d(C|B) < O(n + V&)
C—C B =Ext;(Y,C) d(B|A) < O(n+Ve)
0 — 0 d(B|A) < O(n+ V&)

Z = Exts(T, B) B+ B

Z, =Prefix(Z, s) d(Zs|B) < O(n + V&)
Zs — Zs A=Ext1(Y,Z,) d(AJA) < O(n+ Ve
O = Exts(T, 4) A+ 4 d(O|B) < O(n + V&)




Protocols for 2nmExt

Protocol 2 is exactly same as Protocol 2] except replacing extractors and parameters as in
Section

Protocol 10 (X,X,X’,X',N,Y,Y,Y,,Y/,M)-

Alice: (X, X, X', X', N) Bob: (Y,Y,Y',Y', M) Analysis
X1 = Prefix(X, 3k) Hynin (X1 B) > 2
V) = Prefix(Y, 3k) Honin (Y1 A) > 2%
X1 — X1 R = |P1(X1,}/1) d(R‘XXI) < O(E)
R =1P1(X1,Y1) Yi<—Y d(R[YY') < O(e)
V = ECC(X)r W = ECC(Y)g
V —V G:X10Y710VOW

X/ = Prefix(X", 3k)
Y] = Prefix(Y”, 3k)
X, — X] R =P (X],Y])
W' = ECC(Y")

R = IPy(X], YY) Y e V!
V' = ECC(X') vV —V G =X{oY/ oV oW

Ys = Prefix(Y, 3k%) Hinin (Yg A) > 23
Xy = Prefix(X, 3k%) Hunin (X2 B) > 2k?
Zo = IPy(Xs, Ys) Yy ¢ Yo d(Z|B) < O(e)

Y, = Prefix(Y’, 3k3)
X! = Prefix(X', 3k%)
Zy = IPy(X3, Y3) Y3 Yy
(G, G") «— (G, G) d(Zy|B) < O(e)

Alice: (X,X’,Zy,2},G,G',N) Bob: (Y,Y',G,G', M)

Protocol & (X, X', Zy, Z)),
G,G'\N,Y,Y',G,G', M)

Alice: (X, X', Z,N) Bob: (Y,Y’,Z', M)

L' = Exts(X, ") S 8 S = Exty(Y', Z") d(Z|B) < O(e)
Z—7 S = Exty(Y, Z) d(S]A) < O(e)
L —1r d(S|A) < O(e)

L = Extg(X, S) O E— d(L|B) < O(e)

Alice(L, N) Bob(L',Y,Y', M)




Protocols for t-nmExt

Protocol 11 (X,X,N, M, Y7}7'7Y[ﬂ7}7[t]).

Alice: (X,X,N) Bob: (M,Y,Y, Y v Analysis
Y1 = Prefix(Y, d;) d(Y1|A) =0
I =Exto(X,Y]) Yi+—Y d(I|B) < e/t
I' = Extg(X,Y]) Y} «+—Y] Yl = Prefix(Y'!, dy) d(I|B) < e/t
I' = Extg(X,Y}) Yi+—VY! Y} = Prefix(Y?, dy) d(I|B) < e/t
I—1 G =Y1 0 ECC(Y)samp(n)
Il — Il Gl = Yll o ECC(Yl)Samp(Il)
It — 1t Gt = Ylt o ECC(Yt)Samp(It)
T =Exts(X,Ys) Yo¢— Yy Yy = Prefix(Y, do) d(T|B) < e
T' = Exts(X,Yy)  Yq«— Y3 Yy = Prefix(Y!, dy)
T = Ext;(X, YY) Yi+— Y} Y] = Prefix(Y?, da)
Zy = Prefix(T,h) G<+— G
Z} = Prefix(Tt,h) G +— G*
Zt = Prefix(T*,h)  G' +— G* d(T|B) <e
Alice: (T, TH, Zy, Bob: (v,Y[1
ZW G Gl N) G, Gl M)

Alice: (X,Z,N)

Protocol M2 (T, T, Z,, Z([)t],
GG N,y Yl G .G M)

Bob: (Y,Y, zM M)

L' = Extg(X,S1)  S'«— St St = Exty(Y?', ZY) d(Z|B) < O(e)
It _ Extg(X,5) S st =:Ext4(Yt, z') a(z Ié) < 0(e)
Z—Z S = Exty(Y, Z) d(S|A) < O(e)
L' — ! d(S|A) < O(e)
It It d(SIz:‘i) < O(e)
L = Extg(X, S) S+ S d(L|B) < O(e)
Alice(L, N) Bob(LY, Y, Y, M)




Protocol 12 (7,7H, 7z, Zz8, ¢, G N, Y, Y1 G, G, M).

Fori=1,2,... a:

Let S$; ={j: G; = Gf} and Si = [t]\S:. Let S={j:(Gi= Gi) A (G = Gi for every k<
i)} and S} ={j: (Gi=G)) A (Gp # G4 for some k <i)}.

e Protocol [[3] (T,T[ﬂ, Z, Z[t], G, G[t],N, Y, y[t]’ G, GW,M) for (G; = 0).
e Protocol [ (T, T, z, Z1, G, G N, v, Y, G, Gl M) for (G; = 1).

(Z,Z%,...,Z" = (0,0%,...0Y).




Protocol 13 (7,7", 7z, z8, ¢, G, N, Y, Y1 G, G, M).

Execute Vp € S, Vg € S}, vr € S;.

Alice: (7,71, 7z, 21, G,GH, M)

Bob: (Y,YW, z5! G, G, M)

Analysis

Zs = Prefix(Z, s)

77 — Exts(T9, A7)

Z = Ext3(T, A)
77 — Exty(T7, AP)
01 = Eth(Tq,Eq)

7" = Ext3(T", B")

C = Exto (7, Z)
C" = Exty(Z", A7)

O" = Ext3(T",A")

O = Exts(T, B)

OP = Eth(Tp,Ep)

Zr— 7"

A+— A

AP «— AP

A% = Ext, (Y4, Z9)
A =Exty (Y, Zs)

AP = Exty (YP, Z8)
AT = Exty (Y9, ZY)
C? = Ext, (29, A%
B’ = Ext;(Y9,C")
A" = Exty (Y7, Z0)

C" = Exty(Z", A")
B" = Ext;(Y",C")

A= Extq (K Z)
A? = Ext(Y?, ZY)

A =Exty (Y, Z))

B = Exty (Y, U)

B” = Ext;(Y?,C")

d(Zs|B) <n
d(Zs|B) <n
d(A|A) < O(n+ V)

d(A|A) < O(n+ V)

d(A|A) < O(n+ V)




Protocol 14 (7,7%, 7z, Zz8 ¢, G, N, Y, Y1 G, G, M).

Execute Vp € S, Vg € S}, vr € S;.

Alice: (7,71, 7z,21,G,GH N)

Bob: (Y,Y, Z5! G, G, M)

Analysis

Zs = Prefix(Z, s)

7% = Ext3(T1, BY)

7% = Prefix(Z?, s)

C = EXtQ(Z, A)
CP — Exty (2P, AP)
01 = Eth(Tq,Zq)

Z" = Ext3(T", A")

7 = Eth(T, B)
7" = Ext3 (TP, BP)

T

O" = Exts(T",B")

O = Exts (T, Z)

OP = Exts(T?, A")

cC —C

cr — CP

01 — 01

BP «— BP

A% = Exty (Y9, Z§)
C9 = Ext; (29, A%)
BY = Ext;(Y4,09)
A = Exty (Y, Zs)

AP = Exty (Y, ZP)
AT = Exty (Y, ZY)

AT = Exti (Y™, Z0)

B = Eth(KC)

BP = Ext, (Y?,CP)

A= Exty (Y, Z)

A? = Exty(Y?, Z7)

d(Zs|B) <n




Protocols for t-2nmExt

Protocol [I2] is same as Protocol [I2] except replacing extractors and parameters as in Section

Protocol 15 (X, X, XM X N v, v, vl v M),

Alice: (X, X, X1, X1 N)

Bob: (Y,Y, Yl v Ar)

Analysis

X, = Prefix(X, 3k)

R =1P1(X1,Y7)
V= ECC(X)Samp(R)

X1 = Prefix(X!, 3k)

X1 = Prefix(X!, 3k)

R' =Py (X{,Y})

R' =Py (X], YY)
V! = ECC(X)samp(a1)

Vvt = ECC(Xt)Samp(Rt)

Xy = Prefix(X, 3k%)
Zy = IPy(X3,Y3)

X3 = Prefix(X*, 3k3)
X5 = Prefix(X!, 3k?)
Zj = 1Py(X5,Y5)

74 = 1Po(X5,Y3)

XlﬂXl
Y1<—Yv1

V —-V

(X1, Xt — (X1,

(Y1, ..., V) «— (Y4, ...

V1.

Yo+ Y

(Y3,

G+— G

@, ...

SV — (VL

LY — (Y.

,GY) +— (G ...

Y1 = Prefix(Y, 3k)
R=1P(X1,\1)

W= ECC(Y)Samp(R)
G=X10YioVoW

V]! = Prefix(Y'!, 3k)

Y = Prefix(Yt, 3k)
,X1)

R' =Py (X{,Y})

R' = 1Py (X1, YY)
>Y1t)

W = ECC(Y)samp(r)

W = ECC(Y")samp(rt)
V)

G'=X{oYloViow!?

G'=XloY/oVioW!

Yy = Prefix(Y, 3k%)

Yy = Prefix(Y'!, 3k3)

Y4 = Prefix(Y?t, 3k3)
Y5)

,G')

d(Zo| B) < O(e)

Alice: (X, XM, 7y,
78 G, Gl N)

Bob: (Y, Y,
G,GH, M)




Protocol 16 (X, X, X X N v, v, vl v M),

Alice: (X, X, X1 XU N) Bob: (Y, Y, Yl Y Ar) Analysis
Protocol M3 (X, X[, N,
Y, Y M) i
d(Zy|B) < O(e)
Alice: (X, XM, 7y, Bob: (Y, Y11
Z G q, N G, Gl )

Protocol (X, X, 7, Z([)t]a
GG Ny, Yl G, G, M)

Alice: (X, XMW1, 2, N) Bob: (Y,Y, zMH M)

L' = Extg(X, Sh) St e— st St = Exty (Y, Z1) d(Z|B) < O(e)

Lt = E)Z(t(;(X, S St <— St St = Ext4(;/t, A d(Z|B) .g O(e)
Z—Z S = Exty(Y, Z) d(S|4) < O(e)
L' — 1! d(S|A) < O(e)
It —> Lt a(S14) < 0(¢)

L = Extg(X, S) Jo— d(L|B) < O(e)

Alice(L, N) Bob(LM, Y, Y1, A1)




D Privacy amplification against an active adversary

Preliminaries

We begin with some useful definitions, facts and claims. Let n,m,d, z be positive integers and
k,e > 0.

Definition 24. A function MAC : {0,1}?™ x {0,1}™ — {0,1}" is an e-secure one-time message
authentication code if for all A: {0,1}™ x {0,1}™ — {0,1}™ x {0,1}™ and b’ € {0,1}"™,

Pr [P(s, A(b',MAC(s,b")),b') = 1] <,

s<—Usam
where predicate P : {0,1}2™ x {0,1}™ x {0,1}™ x {0,1}™ — {0,1} is defined as

P(s,b,t,b) & (MAC(s,b) = t) A (b % b).

Efficient constructions of MAC satisfying the conditions of Definition [24] are known.

Fact 20 (Proposition 1 in [KR09]). For any integer m > 0, there exists an efficient family of
27™_secure one-time message authentication code MAC : {0,1}*™ x {0,1}™ — {0,1}™.

Definition 25. We say joint random variables ABC, form a Markov-chain, denoted A <+ B < C,

if
Vb € supp(B) : (AC|B = b) = (A|B = b) ® (C|B = b).

We have the following corollaries of Theorem [Il

Corollary 7. Let d = O (log7 (2)) and k > 5d. Let oy ¢nyy s be a (k)-qpa-state with |X| =n
and |Y| = d. Let nmExt : {0,1}" x {0,1}¢ — {0,1}*/* be an efficient (k,e)-quantum secure non-
malleable extractor from Theorem [l Let S = nmExt(X,Y’). Then,

losym — Urjy @ oymlli <e.

Proof. Let V : Hy — Hy ® Hy' ® Hy, be a (safe) isometry such that for p = VoV1, we have Y’

classical (with copy Y”) and Pr(Y # Y"),=1. B Notice the state pis a (k)-gnm-state. Since nmExt
is a (k,e)-quantum secure non-malleable extractor (see Definition [I5]), we have

lpssryyisr — Urja @ psryyruli < e

Using Fact [1, we get

lpsym — Usya @ pymlh < e
The desired now follows by noting ocx vy = pxXNMY - O
Corollary 8 (nmExt is a quantum secure extractor). Let nmExt : {0,1}" x{0,1}¢ — {0,1}¥/% be an

efficient (k,e)-quantum secure non-malleable extractor from Theorem[l nmExt is a (k,¢)-quantum
secure (n,d, k/4)-extractor for parameters d = O(log” (n/€)) and k > 5d.

81t is easily seen that such an isometry exists.
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Proof. Let pxpy = pxe ® Uy be a c-q state (XY classical) such that Hyiy (X\E)p > k. Consider
the following purification py ¢ vy Of pxEY,
PxxEEYY = PxXBE © Pyys

where p ¢ s is a purification of pxpy (X a copy of X) and pyy is the canonical purification of
py. Note p is a (k)-gpa-state. Let S = nmExt(X,Y). Using Corollary [7 (by setting oy ¢ yyyas <

PxxEyyE) We get
lpsyE — Ukja ® py el <e. O

Claim 13. Let MAC be an e-secure one-time message authentication code from Definition [2{] Let
SB'T" be such that SB’ = Uy, @ Uy, and T = MAC(S, B'). Let BT be such that S <> B'T' <+ BT
and |B| = |T| = m. Then,

Pr [P(S,B,T, B') = 1] < e.

Proof. For each (b',1'), define ggyyny : {0,1}™ x {0,1}™ — [0, 1] as
def
g(b’t’) (b, t) == Es(—Sb/t, [P(S, b, t, b/) == 1] .
Define, A : {0,1}™ x {0,1}" — {0,1}" x {0,1}™ as

A ) & arg max{gy (b, )} A

Consider,
Pr[P(S,B,T,B)) = 1]
= Evye 5 By prve [Ege g [P(s,5,,1) = 1]]| (since S > B'T’ <> BT)
< Ewpyepr [Eg_gve [P(s, AW, ), 0) =1]] (Definition of A)
= E(ap)sp [P(s, AW, MAC(s,b')),b') = 1] (Definition of T”)
<e. (Definition 24)) O

Claim 14. Let MAC be an e-secure one-time message authentication code from Definition [2]]. Let
pspT'E be a c-q state (SB'T' classical) such that

psprE = pspr @ pe 5 psp =Usm @Un, 5 T = MAC(S, B).

Let classical registers BT be generated by a quantum adversary using (safe on classical registers)
sometry V - Hp QHp QHpr — Hpr QHp Q Hp @ Hp @ Hr . Let ogprrprer = VprrT/E/VT.
Then,

Pr[P(S,B,T,B)=1]_ < e.

Proof. Note in state p, for every b't’ € supp(B'T’), we have pgg, = pgt/ ® pgr. Since V' is safe on
registers B'T’, we have

o&tnpr = 0" @ oflipr,
where agt/ = pgt/. Using Fact [7, we get ag’gT = Jgt/ ® 05’3/5:. Using Definition 25 we have (in state
o), S +» B'T' +» BT. Using Claim [[J (for state ocgp/ pr) while noting ospg7v = pspir’, we get

the desired. O

9If there are more than one achieving maximum, pick one of them arbitrarily.
10We included the copies of classical registers B, T in register E’.
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Claim 15. Let MAC be an e-secure one-time message authentication code from Definition [2]]. Let
STBB' be random variables such that, STBB' = Us,, @ TBB’ and B’ = U,,. Then,

Pr[P(S,B,T,B') = 1] < e.

Proof. Note that S +» B’ +» BT. This implies S <+ B'T" <+ BT, where T’ = MAC(S, B’). Using
Claim [I3] the desired follows. O

We start with the definition of a quantum secure privacy amplification (PA) protocol against
active adversaries. The following description is from [ACLV19]. A PA protocol (P4, Pp) is defined
as follows. The protocol is executed by two parties (Alice and Bob) sharing a secret X € {0,1}".
Their actions are described by P4 and Pp respectively. In addition there is an active, computa-
tionally unbounded adversary Eve, who might have some quantum side information E correlated
with X, where p denotes the initial state of the protocol. Note that, for the definition, it is not
necessary to specify exactly how the protocols are formulated; informally, each player’s action is
described by a sequence of efficient algorithms that compute the player’s next message, given the
past interaction.

The protocol should have the following property: in case protocol does not terminate with
a rejection, output keys R4, Rp should be random and statistically independent of Eve’s view.
Moreover, they must output the same keys R4 = Rp with overwhelming probability. We assume
that Eve is in full control of the communication channel between Alice and Bob, and can arbitrarily
insert, delete, reorder or modify messages sent by Alice and Bob. At the end of protocol, Alice
outputs R4 € {0,1}* U {L}, where L is a special symbol indicating rejection. Similarly, Bob
outputs Rp € {0,1}* U {L}. For a random variable R € {0,1}* U {L}, let purify(R) be a random
variable on z-bit strings that is deterministically equal to L if R =1, and is otherwise uniformly
distributed over {0,1}?. The following definition generalizes the classical definition in [DLWZ14].

Definition 26 (JACLV19]). Let © be the joint state of Alice, Bob and Eve at the end of the protocol
given by (Pa, Pg) including purify(R4) and purify(Rg). We say that a PA protocol (Pa, Pg) is
(k, z,€)-secure against quantum adversaries if for any initial state px g such that Hyin(X|E), > k
it satisfies the following three properties.

1. Correctness. If the adversary does not interfere with the protocol, then Pr(Ra = Rp #1)g =
1.

2. Robustness. In the presence of an active adversary, Pr (Q(Ra, Rp) = 1)g < €, where Q(Ra, Rp)
is the predicate (Ry # Rp A Ry #L AN Rp #1).

3. Extraction. Let © be the final quantum state possessed by Eve (including the transcript of
the protocol). The following should hold:

||®RAE' B @purify(RA)E'Hl <e and ||®RBE‘ B ®purify(RB)E~'H1 <e€.

In other words, whenever a party does not reject, the party’s key is (approximately) indistin-
guishable from a fresh random string to the adversary.
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PA Protocol

Let 6 > 0 be a small constant.

e Let nmExt : {0,1}" x {0,1}¢ — {0,1}*>™ be a (k, ¢)-quantum secure (n,d, 2m)-non-malleable
extractor from Theorem [I] with following choice of parameters,

dz(’)(log7(g)> . k>5d ; k>S8m.
e Let MAC : {0,1}?>™ x {0,1}™ — {0,1}™ be an 2~ ™-secure one-time message authentication
code from Fact 20l for m = O (logg(%)). Note 27 < e.

e Let Ext : {0,1}" x {0,1}™ — {0,1}* be a (2z,¢)-quantum secure strong extractor from
Fact [[7l Taking 2z = (1 — 20)k suffices for the PA application.

Protocol 17 PA protocol.
Alice: X Eve: E Bob: X

Generate Y < Uy

Y Y’
S =nmExt(X,Y) S" = nmExt(X,Y”)
Generate B’ < U,,
Rp = Ext(X, B’)
T' = MAC(S’, B')
B, T2 BT
If T # MAC(S, B): reject (Ry =1)
Otherwise:

R4 = Ext(X, B)

Remark 4. In Protocol [T7, registers Y, B’ are generated uniformly and independently of the state
of the protocol at that point.

Definition 27 (Active attack). An active attack against PA protocol is described by 3 parameters.
o A c-q state pxp (of adversary choice) such that Huyin (X|E), > k.
e A CPTP map T1: HgQHy = Hp QHy @ Hy.
e ACPTP map Ty : Hp QHp Q Hp — Hpr @ Hp Q Hp @ Hp @ Hr.

Result

Theorem 10. For any active attack (px g, T, T2), Protocol [I7 is (k, (3 — &) k, O(y/2))-secure as
defined in Definition [28 with communication O (d).
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Proof. For the purpose of this proof, without any loss of generality, we can consider T and Ts to
be isometries because tracing out registers after applying an isometry (which amounts to applying a
CPTP map) will only weaken the adversary holding the side information. We can assume isometries
to be safe and registers (YY'B'T'BT) to be classical, since both Alice and Bob when executing
the protocol, keep a copy of the registers they send and also make a copy of the registers they
receive . We keep the transcript of the protocol in adversary side information at different stages
of the protocol.

Correctness of the protocol follows by observation. Let the adversary choose state pxg. Let

Pxxpiyy = Pxxpi © Pyy be a pure state such that,
Pxxppyy = Pxxipe @ Pyy i Hom(X[E), 2k 5 py = Uy,

where registers XY are classical with copies XY. Note in Protocol 07, register X (is held by both
Alice and Bob), register E is the quantum side information with Eve, register Y is generated by
Alice in the first step and F is the purification inaccessible to any of Alice, Bob or Eve throughout
the protocol.

Let 0 = T1(p). Note o is (k)-qpa-state since Hpin (X‘E’YY’?) > k and oy = U}y|. Using
g

Corollary [, we get
losyy e — Uam @ oyy i < e. (32)

Let 7 be a pure state after Alice generates S (with copy S), Bob generates classical registers
S'B'RpT’ (with copies S’B'RpT"). Note,

TXSS'YY'E'B' = OXSS'YY'E & Un.- (33)

Let © be the final pure state at the end of protocol including purify(R4)purify(Rp) along with their
copies purify(R4)purify(Rp).

Robustness property: We now show the robustness property of Protocol I7} Let p = Pr(Y’ #
Y),. Based on the value of p, we divide our analysis into three parts.

Case 1 (p =0): In this case we have Pr(S = 5); = 1. From Eq. (32) and (33]) we have
ITspryy e — Usm @ Up @ oyy |1 < €.
Let 7spyvy g = Usym @ Uy, ® oyy . Using Fact [, we get
Itspryy B — Tspr @ Tyy el <e. (34)
Let © be the final state if protocol is run on 7 instead of 7. Using Fact [, we get
1©sprBTYYE — OsBTETYY B < €.

Using Fact [ again, we get
©spp1 —Osppr i <e. (35)

1We do not mention it in the protocol or in the analysis, instead we assume and proceed for simplifying the
analysis.
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From Claim [[4] with the following assignment of registers and isometry,

(pspr1r, pEr) < (Tsprr, Tyyie), V « Ta,

we get
Pr (P(S,B,T, B = 1)é <e.
Using Eq. (83) and Fact [T we get,
Pr(P(S,B,T,B') = 1) < 2.
Noting,
Pr(Q(Ra,Rp) =1)g < Pr(P(S,B,T,B") = 1)
we get

Pr(Q(Ra,Rp) =1)g < 2e. (36)
This establishes the robustness property in Case 1.

Case 2 (p = 1): In this case, o is a (k)-gnm-state. Since nmExt is (k,e)-quantum secure non-
malleable extractor (Definition [[H]), we get

lossyy e — Usm @ osryy |1 <e.
Since Tssryy pp = 055yy B @ Up, we have
lTsBrsyy B — Usm @ Uy @ ogryy |1 < €.
Let Tsprsryy g = Uapn @ Uy, ® 0gryyrgr. Using Fact [ we get
|Tsprsyy e — Usm @ Tprrsyye | < e.

Also note 7 = Uy,. Let © be the final state if protocol is run on 7 instead of 7. Using Fact [7] we
get
1©sprBrsyy Er — Usin ® ©prprsyy el < e.
Using Fact [7] again, we get R
1©sp/BT — U2im @ Oprprlli <e. (37)

Since To is safe on register B’, we also have ©p = U,. From Claim 15, with the following
assignment of registers (below the registers on the left are from Claim [I5] and the registers on the
right are the registers in this proof)

(SB'TB) + (OspTn).

we get
Pr (P(S,B,T,B') =1)

Using Eq. (87) and Fact [Tl we get,
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Noting,

Pr(Q(Ra,Rp) =1)g < Pr(P(S,B,T,B') = 1),

we get
Pr(Q(Ra,RB) =1)g < 2e. (38)

This establishes the robustness property in Case 2.

Case 3: 0 < p < 1. In the analysis, we consider a pure state & which is generated from p, in the
following way:

e Generate o0 = T1(p).

e Generate one bit classical register C' (with copy é) such that C' = 1 indicates Y # Y’ in state
.

e Conditioned on C' = 0, generate classical register Y (with copy Y”) such that Y” #£ Y.
e Conditioned on C = 1, generate classical register Y” (with copy Y”) such that Y” =Y.

Note Pr(Y #Y")s = 1 and ¢ is a (k)-gnm-state (by Fact [B)). Since nmExt is (k, £)-quantum secure
non-malleable extractor (Definition [I5), we get

|ossyyryrer — Usm @ Gsryyryrer | < e, (39)

where S = nmExt(X,Y) and S’ = nmExt(X,Y”). Note by construction of state &, we have
Pr(C =1); =p. Let 6! =5|(C = 1) and o' = o|(Y # Y’). Thus, from Eq. (39) and Fact [, we
get

Pr(C =1)5(|65syyryrp — Usm @ Ggyyrynp i < e (40)
where S = nmExt(X,Y), S’ = nmExt(X,Y”) and Y" is a copy of Y’ in 5!. Noting Pr(C =1)5 = p
and G4y yn g is the same state as okyyyn o (With additional copy of Y/ in Y”), from Eq. (@0)
and using Fact [ we further get

£
loSsryyrm — Uzm ® 0gryyrm i < > (41)

We further consider a pure state & which is generated from p, in the following way:
e Generate o0 = T1(p).

e Generate one bit classical register C' (with copy C’) such that C' = 1 indicates Y # Y in state
.

Note by construction of state ¢, we have Pr(C = 0)s = 1 — p and ¢ is a (k)-qpa-state (by Fact [3]).
Let 6° = 6|(C = 0) and ¢° = o|(Y = Y”). Using Corollary [7, we get

losyyicr — Usm @ 6yyrop | < e.

Using Fact [l we get
€

168y 75 = Uz ® 63yl < 1=
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Noting 696/3/, g 1s the same state as U%YY, 5> We get

£
1—p

oSy vy — Uzm ® 09 yipll1 < (42)

Note,
ossyy'e = (1—p)- Ugs/yny/ +Dp- U.%‘S’YY’E" (43)

Let ©° and ©! be the final states if we proceed PA protocol with states o and o' after the first
round. Using using Eq. (42]) and arguments similar to case 1, we get

Pr(Q(Ra, Rp) = 1)go < % +e. (44)
Similarly, using Eq. (#I]) and similar arguments of case 2, we get
Pr(Q(Ra, Rp) = g1 <~ + < (45)
Thus, from Eq. (@3]), (@) and ({@3]), we have

Pr(Q(Ra,Rp) =1)g < (1 - p) (%H) —|—p<§—? +s> — 3¢, (46)

i.e. the robustness property in Case 3.

Extraction property: We now show the extraction property of PA protocol. From Eq. (33]), we
have Txpryyrss'p = oxpryyrss: ® Up. Consider,

Hyin (X|E'YY'SS") = Hyin (X|E'YY'SS')

> Huin (X|E'YY"),, — 199 (Fact H)
> Huin (X| E), — |S5'] (Fact Band pxpy = pxr © Ud)
>k—2m

> (1 - 20)k.

Thus, noting 2z = (1 — 2§)k and Ext is a quantum secure extractor (see Definition [I1l), we get

\TrpEyyrss s — U, @ TEryyrssipr||i < €.

Using Fact [, we get
ITrREYY' TS558 — U @ TErYY' TS5 B |l1 < €,
and further,
1©ry 555 — U= @ Opggll <e, (47)

where E denotes the registers held by Eve and transcript of the protocol. Using Fact [T again, we
have
[©p,5 —U.®05[1 <e, (48)

the extraction property for Bob. From the robustness property of the protocol, i.e. Eq. (36), (38) and (4]),
we have

Pr(Q(Ra,Rp) =1)g < O(e).
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Thus, Pr((R4a = Rp) V (Ra =1))e > 1 — O(¢). Using Fact [[2 and Fact [G,
1© — O|1 <O (Ve),where © = O|((Ra = Rp) V (Ra =1)). (49)

Let C be the predicate to indicate (MAC(S, B) = T). Let =+ = ©|(C = 0) and 67+ = 0|(C = 1).
Note Pr(R4 = Rp)g-+. = 1. Consider,

”@RAE - @purify(RA)E‘Hl

< H(:)RAESS’ - épurify(RA assrlh (Fact [7)

= (Pr(C = D)6 pgs — Us @ O 1

= (Pr(C = 1)g)107 s — U= ©O70 I (Pr(Ra = Rp)gzr = 1)

< 18r, 5055 — Uz ® O lln (Fact [B)

= HéRBESS’ ~ U, ®Oz5ql1 (C can be generated from ESS’)

< 0We). (Claim [I] and Eq. (@7)) (50)

H@RAE - Gpurify(RA)E‘Hl

<|Og,5— (:)RAEHI + ||(:)RAE - ®purify(RA)E||1 (Triangle inequality)
(51)
<0 (\ﬁ) + HéRAE - Gpurify(RA EHl (Eq. (@9))
<O (Ve) + H(:)RAE - (:)punfy (raoBlll+ H@pu,ify(RA)E — O ity (ra 2l (Triangle inequality)
<O (Ve) (Eq.(B0) and Eq(IIQI)()52)

By our choice of parameters, using Eq. (36), (3])), (0], (48]) and (52), the theorem follows.
U

Corollary 9. For any active attack (pxg,T1,T2), Protocol [17 is (k:, (% - 5) k, (9(2_"6/2)> -secure
as defined in Definition [28 with communication O(n™) as long as k > Q(n").

Proof. Choosing € = 2_"6, the corollary follows from Theorem [I0l O
Corollary 10. For any active attack (pxg,T1,12), Protocol [17 is < % — , poli(n)>—secure as
defined in Definition [28 with communication O(log” (n)) as long as k > Q(log (n)).

Proof. Choosing € = m, the corollary follows from Theorem [I0l O
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