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= x300 + 8x500 + 7x700

= 7x197 + x300 + 8x500 in R.
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Many more NTRU variants

(often not crediting NTRU).

Fully homomorphic encryption:

STOC 2009 Gentry

“Fully homomorphic encryption

using ideal lattices”.

PKC 2010 Smart–Vercauteren.

Eurocrypt 2011 Gentry–Halevi.

etc.

Multilinear maps: e.g.,

Eurocrypt 2013 Garg–Gentry–

Halevi “Candidate multilinear

maps from ideal lattices”.
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