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Equivalence	
  Lemma	
  

[Chung,	
  Shi,	
  Wu	
  ’14]	
  

Expansion	
  protocol	
  requiring	
  “globally	
  secure”	
  input:	
  

…does	
  not	
  require	
  input	
  to	
  be	
  secure	
  against	
  eavesdropper	
  (i.e.	
  Input	
  Secure)	
  

So	
  [VV’12]	
  and	
  [MS’14]	
  protocols	
  are	
  also	
  Input	
  Secure!	
  

Note:	
  cannot	
  be	
  applied	
  to	
  randomness	
  extractors!	
  



Open	
  QuesBons	
  
For	
  “Science	
  advocates”	
  
•  Robust	
  randomness	
  expansion?	
  
–  [CVY’13]	
  [MS’14]	
  made	
  progress	
  in	
  this	
  direcBon	
  

•  Quantum-­‐secure	
  randomness	
  expansion	
  
with	
  inefficient	
  detectors	
  

•  What	
  if	
  we	
  allow	
  devices	
  to	
  leak	
  k	
  bits	
  
during	
  protocol?	
  

•  ApplicaBons/GeneralizaBons	
  of	
  	
  
Input	
  Security?	
  

For	
  “Scien8sts”	
  
•  Infinite	
  expansion	
  with	
  2	
  devices?	
  


