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Building NMC

Cryptography 
Assumptions Tagged Commitments NMC Commitments→ ⇌*

* • One time signature scheme
• Exponentially many tags
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 must not be related to m′ m
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No Setup

No CRS 
No Random Oracle

Non-Interactive

Non-Uniform Adversaries

ADVICE1. Stronger class of adversaries, better 
composition for MPC protocols. 

2. Proof technique for composing 
might require non-uniformity 
[BGJ+17].

Black Box Access

Box

Our landscape
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Consistency 
Checks
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x𝗉𝗈𝗅𝗒(S)
1

x𝗉𝗈𝗅𝗒(S)
2

…
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