IET Information Security

Cryptanalysis of a Generic One-round Key Exchange

Protocol with Strong Security

Journal:

IET Information Security

Manuscript ID

IFS-2017-0055.R2

Manuscript Type:

Research Paper

Date Submitted by the Author:

27-Jun-2017

Complete List of Authors:

Yang, Zheng; University of Helsinki, Computer Science; Chongging
University of Technology, Computer Science and Engineering

Lai, Junyu; University of Electronic Science and Technology of China

Li, Guoyuan; Norwegian University of Science and Technology, Department
of Ocean Operations and Civil Engineering

Keyword:

Cryptanalysis, Key Agreement, Key Exchange

ARONE"

IET Review Copy Only




Page 1 of 20

IET Information Security

Dear Editors/Reviews

On behalf of my co-authors, we appreciate editor and reviewers very much for
their positive and constructive comments and suggestions on our manuscript.
After carefully studying the comments, we have revised the typos and made
corresponding changes which are listed in the following with label ‘AW’ (after
each reviewer’s comment starting with ‘CM”).

1. Flawed definitions: Definition 1 (Signature), Definition 2 (PRF).
AW: Thanks again for pointing out those flaws in our definitions. We
have carefully modified these two definitions according to the reviewer’s
comments. Specifically, we have done the following modifications:

(a)

In Definition 1:

CM: ”(m*, sigma*) is not among the previously submitted to the
signing oracle”:

AW: Meanwhile, we may use a list Slist to record each signing oracle
query in a form (m;, 0;), i.e., the input and output of the i-th signing
oracle query. For defining SEUF-CMA security, we require that:
(m*,0*) is not any tuple recorded in Slist.

In Definition 2:

CM: In the PRF experiment, the value x* is undefined during exe-
cution of By. Bj has access to an oracle FN, and FN uses x*. So
this is not well-defined. Please correct the security definition.

AW: The oracle FN does not check x* now. Instead we add a re-
striction after By outputs the challenge message x*.

2. 2. Games in the Proof:
AW: Thanks again for pointing out those flaws in our proofs. We have
carefully modified the proofs according to the reviewer’s comments. Specif-
ically, we have done the following modifications:

(a)

Game 1:

CM: Here it is claimed that the forger F breaks the security of the
signature scheme, ”if sigma;, 4, Was not returned by any singing oracle
query”. This is true, but it is not the case that you have to consider
here.

AW: We changed the arguments following the reviewers suggestion,
i.e.: - When the test oracle m5; receives a tuple (epkiy,, 01 p,) such
that agdj is a valid signature for epk’gdj with respect to Uk‘f;j’ but
(epkiy;; 07q,) is not any tuple recorded in SList.

Game 2:

CM: Instead, I'd propose to argue completely differently. There is a
straightforward attack on a NIKE scheme for which it is likely that
the same epk is generated twice: In the NIKE security experiment,
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proceed as follows:

- The adversary asks for n keys

- If there exist *any* two indices i,j such that the NIKE challenger
generates keys epk;, epk; with epk; = epk;, then ”corrupt” epk; and
use the secret key to break the security w.r.t. epk;

AW: We would like to thank the reviewer for such good suggestion.
We modify the proof in this game accordingly. Briefly speaking, we
change Game 2 by asking the challenger to: (i) generate all (¢ +
dl) NIKE key pairs (which will be later used as either long-term or
ephemeral key) at the beginning of the game, (ii) and abort if: there
are two public keys are equivalent. The first change could enable
us to check the abort rule (in the second change). If the challenger
aborts with non-negligible probability, then we could break the NIKE
security as suggested.

(¢) Game 5:

CM: In particular, I was not able to follow the reduction to the PRF
security, because everything is extremely sketchy and the considered
PRF security model seems inconsistent with the security definition
given in Section 2.2. For instance, in Section 2.2 there are adversaries
By, Bs, which are not reflected in the proof, but it is just claimed
that ”B could ask queries....”, without clarifying in which stage.
AW: We enriched the proof in Game 5. We now show how adver-
saries By, Bs are run to simulate the AKE security game. Roughly
speaking, the adversary B; would generate the protocol messages
recorded in the session identifier of the test oracle. Those protocol
messages will be used as the PRF challenge message submitted to the
PRF challenger. Then the adversary By would continue to simulate
the AKE game. We also wrote a few sentences (in conjunction of
our proof) to illustrate why our new scheme can resist with our PFS
attack against the BJS scheme.

If there is still any place that we need to improve, please dont hesitate to contact
us. We would like to express our great appreciation again to editor and reviewers
for comments on our paper.

Best Regards Zheng Yang

Best Regards
Zheng Yang
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Abstract: In PKC 2015, Bergsma et al. introduced an interesting one-round key exchange proto-
col (which will be referred to as BJS scheme) with strong security in particular for perfect forward
secrecy (PFS). In this paper, we unveil a PFS attack against the BJS scheme. This would simply
invalidate its security proof. An improvement is proposed to fix the problem of the BJS scheme
with minimum changes.

1. Introduction

Perfect forward secrecy (PFS) has been one of the most important security properties for authen-
ticated key exchange (AKE). This property has a long research history that can date back to the
work [1] by Diffie et al. in 1992. Nowadays (perfect) forward secrecy is often considered as a de-
sired fundamental security property for protecting the confidentiality and implicit authentication of
session key, which has been incorporated into various formal AKE security models [2, 3, 4, 5, 6].
Roughly speaking, protocols with PFS should guarantee that the compromise of long-term key
would not affect the confidentiality of previously established session keys.

However, it is often the case that protocols satisfying PFS are much harder to build than those
which dispense with it. This fact is particularly prominent in the construction of an one-round key
exchange (ORKE) protocol. Before the work by Boyd and Nieto [7] in 2011, achieving PFS for
two-message key exchange was once thought to be an impossible mission (e.g. in [5]). Therefore,
an alternative notion called weak perfect forward secrecy (WPES) is defined in [5]. In the later, a
very strong security model called as eCK [6] was proposed to cover various leakage combinations
of long-term and ephemeral secret keys. However, only wPES is formulated in the eCK model.
The problem of modeling PFS for two-message key exchange in an eCK like model was overcome
by Cremers and Feltz [4] who proposed a so-called eCK-PFS model. In PKC 2015, Bergsma et
al. [2] particularly aimed to construct an one-round key exchange protocol (which is a special
class of two-message key exchange) in the eCK-PFS model. A generic protocol (which will be
referred to as BJS scheme) is proposed based on non-interactive key exchange (NIKE) [8], digital
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signature (SIG) and pseudo-random function (PRF). As claimed by Bergsma et al. that achieving
the PFS security attribute is one of the primary motivations of the BJS scheme. In this paper,
we are interested in the validity of the security proof of the BJS scheme in the eCK-PFS model.
Note that a security proof is useful if and only if it has no attack under the security model wherein
it is analyzed. The problem of verifying the correctness of computational complexity proof for
a protocol itself is non-trivial, especially under a strong security model. Many works (e.g. [9,
10, 11]) have shown that any active attack overlooked during the security analysis may trivially
invalidate the corresponding security proofs.

OUR RESULTS. We revisit the security result of the BJS scheme. We discover that the BJS scheme
is actually not secure in the eCK-PFS model under which it was proved. The main problem here
is that the session key material which is expected to provide PFS is not specifically bound to
each session. In this case, the adversary can result in two sessions without matching sessions

. . i . ki
(non-partnered), e.g., denoted by 7y, and ﬂfd2, having the same intermediate keying secret k:ﬁki:;

which is computed based on the ephemeral public keys epkiq, and epk;q,. Unfortunately, we figure
epkiq
Epk’id;
extracted from the session key of 7ritd2. This would enable the adversary to break the PFS property
of the BJS scheme. We will describe the concrete attack in Section 4. An improved scheme

is proposed to circumvent our PFS attack. In the improvement, we change the key derivation

out that, after compromising the long-term keys of session participants, the secret % can be

function (KDF) of k:ﬁ::; (and other important keying materials) by putting all protocol messages

) o . o . . Kidy -
and identities of communication partners into it. Namely, the intermediate key k:ﬁk_jl is generated
1d2

based on the ephemeral secrets together with the protocol messages and identities. We stress that
binding identities to k::ik_:l is important as well. Since it could resist with the unknown key share
1a2

attacks [14]. We hope that our security analysis would be helpful for avoiding such mistakes in the
future similar works.

2. Preliminaries

General Notations. We let A\ € N be the security parameter and 1* be a string that consists of \
ones. We write [n] = {1,...,n} C N to denote the set of integers between 1 and n. The notation

a & S denotes the operation which samples a uniformly random element from a set S. Assume
IDS be an identity space. Let Kake be the key space of session key. Those spaces are associated
with security parameter .

2.1. Digital Signature Schemes

We consider a digital signature scheme SIG that consists of three probabilistic polynomial time
(PPT) algorithms SIG = (SIG.Gen, SIG.Sign, SIG.Vfy) which associate with public and secret key
spaces {PKsig, SKsig}, message space Mgg, a secret randomness space RSsic and signature
space Ssi; in the security parameter A. These algorithms are defined as follows:

e (sk,vk) < SIG.Gen(1*,7s): This algorithm takes as input the security parameter A and a
randomness s € RSsig, and outputs a (public) verification key vk € PKsc and a secret
signing key sk € SKsiq;

e o <& SIG.Sign(sk, m): This is the signing algorithm that generates a signature o € Ss;g for a

2
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message m € Mg with signing key sk;

e {0,1} < SIG.Vfy(vk, m,o): This is the verification algorithm that on input a verification key
vk, a message m and the corresponding signature o, and outputs 1 if o is a valid signature for
m under key vk, and 0 otherwise.

Let SZG(sk, ) be a signing oracle which takes as input a message m and returns a signature
o < SIG.Sign(sk, m). Meanwhile, we may use a list Slist to record each signing oracle query in a
form (m;, 0;), i.e., the input and output of the i-th signing oracle query.

Definition 1. We say that SIG is (gs, t, €516 )-secure against strong existential forgeries under adap-

Pseuf—cma

tive chosen-message attacks, if Pr[EXPg "™ (A) = 1] < esic for all adversaries .A running in
time at most ¢ in the following experiment:

EXPEE™ ()
rs € RSsic; (sk,pk) « SIG.Gen(1*, rs);
(m*, 0*) < AST9(R) which can make up to g, queries to the signing oracle STG(sk, -) with
arbitrary messages m;
return 1, if the following conditions are held:

1. SIG.Vfy(pk, m*,0*) = 1, and
2. (m*,o*) is not any tuple recorded in Slist;
output 0, otherwise;

where €g)g is a negligible function in .

2.2. Pseudo-Random Functions

A pseudo-random function family is denoted by PRF : Kprg X Dprg — Rprr, Where Kpgr is the
key space, Dpge is the domain and Rpgr is the range of PRF for security parameter A. Let PList
be a list to store the messages queried in the following PRF oracle FN'.

Definition 2. The pseudo-random function family PRF is said to be a (gy,?, eprr)-secure, if the
probability | Pr[EXPf;",{l;fg”“(/\) = 1]—1/2] < epge holds for all adversaries B = (B, B) that make
a polynomial number ¢ of oracle queries while running within time ¢ in the following experiment
without failure:

EXPPRER (g7, A) - FN (k,z) :
b {0,1}, k & Kpre: append x — PList;
(x*, st) < BfN(k"); return PRF(k, x);

if x* € PList then return a failure 1 ;
Vi := PRF(k, %), Vi & Reprge;

b e By (s, V7

If b = b’ then return 1;

Otherwise, return 0;

where epre = €pre(A) is a negligible function in the security parameter A, and the number of
allowed queries gy is bound by ¢.

3
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2.3. Non-Interactive Key Exchange Protocols

We first review the simplified notion of NIKE presented in [12, Appendix G]. Let ZDS ke de-
note an identity space and Kyke denote a shared key space in association with security param-
eter. A PKI-based Non-Interactive Key Exchange (NIKE) scheme consists of three algorithms:
NIKE.Setup, NIKE.Gen and ShKey, in which those algorithms are defined as follows:

o pms"*¢ « NIKE.Setup(1*): This algorithm takes as input a security parameter A, and out-
puts system parameters pms™*¢. The parameters pms"**¢ might be implicitly used by other
algorithms for simplicity.

e (sk,pk) < NIKE.Gen(er): This algorithm takes as input a randomness er <~ Rye chosen
from a space Ryike, and outputs a pair of long-term secret and public key (sk, pk).

e K < ShKey(sk;, pk;): This algorithm takes as input a secret key sk; and a public key pk;,
and outputs a shared key K; ; € Knike. For a tuple of key pairs (sk;, pk;) and (sk;, pk;), the
algorithm ShKey must hold the following correctness condition:

— ShKey(sk;, pk;) = ShKey(sk;, pk;)

Security Notion of NIKE. We here recall the CKS-light formal security model [8] for two party
PKI-based non-interactive key-exchange (NIKE). We first describe the security experiment in the
following.

EXPKﬁf{é’ﬁ”(A): On input security parameter )\, the security experiment is executed between a
challenger C and an adversary .4 based on a non-interactive key exchange protocol NIKE. Let HID
and DID be two lists recording information (e.g. secret and public key pair) of honest users and
dishonest users respectively. In the security experiment, the following steps are proceeded:

nike

1. The challenger C first generates the system parameters pms according to the protocol

specification and gives pms™*€ to the adversary A.
2. The adversary A may ask C with the following queries:

e RegH(i): If i € {HID,DID} a failure symbol L is returned; Otherwise, C generates a
long-term key pair (sk;, pk;) € (PK,SK) by running NIKE.Gen(er) and adds the tuple
(1, sk, pk;) into the list HID. C gives pk; to A.

o RegC"*e(j, pk;): If j ¢ HID, C allows the adversary to register an dishonest long-term
public key pk;, and records the tuple (j, pk;) into the list DID. If the adversary makes
multiple queries for a particular index j, in which case C only keeps the most recent
record.

e EXT(i): If i € HID, then C returns the secret key sk;.

e RevealKey™™(i, j): If both i and j are recorded in the list DID, C returns a failure symbol
1L; Otherwise, C runs ShKey using one of the honest secret keys in (sk;, sk;) and the
public key of the other party, and returns the generated key to A.

o Test"*¢(i*, j*): C returns a failure symbol L if either i* = j* or i* ¢ HID or j* ¢ HID;
Otherwise, C samples a random bit b & {0, 1} and answers this query according to the
bit b. Specifically, C obtains the real shared key K := ShKey(sk;-, pk;-) and chooses a

random key K & Knike. Then C returns K, to the adversary. This query can be queried
at most one time.

4
IET Review Copy Only

Page 6 of 20



Page 7 of 20 IET Information Security

3. Meantime, A is not allowed to ask either EXT(i*) or EXT(j*) where (¥, j*) are chosen by
A in the Test™™*® query; and A is also not allowed to ask any RevealKey"*** query with input
(¢*, %) in either order.

4. Finally, the experiment returns 1 if A has issued a Test™"*(*, j*) query without failure, and
b = U'; Otherwise, 0 is returned.

Definition 3. A two party non-interactive key exchange protocol NIKE is called (¢, enike )-adaptively-
secure if for all adversaries A running within time ¢ in the above security experiment, it holds that

| Pr[EXPRie s’ (\) = 1] — 1/2| < enike, Where enike = enike()) is some negligible probability in
the security parameter \.

3. Security Model

In this section, we describe the eCK-PFS model as [4, 2] for two-message authenticated key-
exchange (AKE). In order to emulate the protocol executions in the real world, we provide active
adversaries with an ‘execution environment’ as in [2, 15]. Specifically, the protocol executions
of a set of honest users (that an adversary may attack) are represented by a collection of oracles
{7y, 1 € [{],s € [d]} for d € N, where each oracle 7y behaves as the party id; carrying out a
process to execute the s-th protocol instance (session) and all oracles can be run sequentially and
concurrently. We assume that all identities and corresponding public keys are stored in a public di-
rectory PD that can be accessed by all oracles. In the real world, such public directory could be like
certificate authority. In order to keep track of the execution status, we assume each oracle 3y has
a list of internal state variables: (i) pid;; — storing the identity and public key of its intended com-
munication partner, e.g. (id;, pkiq; ); (ii) ®}y — denoting the decision ®; € {accept,reject};
(iii) Ky, —recording the session key K3y € Kake; (iv) sTj. — recording the transcript of messages
sent by the oracle 7 ; (v) I} — recording the transcript of messages received by the oracle 73 .

In literature [2], the authors particularly use the public key as identity. However, in the real
life, the adversary may simply register a party who has the same public key with that of another
honest party. In this case, a party may not be uniquely identified. Therefore, in our model, we only
require that the identity id is some unique string (e.g., some sequential index). The identity of an
honest party should not be manipulated by an adversary. In order to describe the problem of the
BJS scheme, we try to keep our model to be consistent with the model of [2] as much as possible.

An active adversary A in the model is formulated as a PPT Turing Machine taking as input the
security parameter 1* and public information (e.g. generic description of the above environment
and all public keys of honest parties). The capabilities of active adversaries are formulated by
allowing them to issue the following queries:

e Send(id;, s, m): The adversary can use this query to send any message m of his own choice
to the oracle 7y . The oracle 7y will respond with the next message m* (if any) to be
sent according to the protocol specification and its internal states. The oracle 7. would be

initiated via sending it the first message m = (T,id;) consisting of a special initialization
symbol T and a value id;. The id; is either the identity id; of the intended partner or an empty
string ). After answering a Send query, the variables (pid;y , 5, , K , T35 , T3y, ) will be
updated depending on the specific protocol.

5
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e RevealKey(id;, s): The oracle 7}y responds with the contents of the variable K if and only
if the oracle 7y has reached an internal state ®7; = accept.

e RevealEphKey(id;, 5): The oracle 7}y responds with the per-session randomness used to gen-
erate ephemeral public key.

e Corrupt(id;, pk*): If i € [¢] this query responds with the honest long-term secret key skiq,
(corresponding to the original skiq,) of the party id;, and the current public key pkiq4, stored
in the public directory PD is replaced with the new pk* of adversary’s choice; otherwise
a failure symbol L is returned. After this query, the party id; is called corrupted and all
unstopped oracles of id; can answer other queries using its old public/secret key pair. But no
more oracle of id; can be initiated since then.

e Test(id;, s): If the oracle 7} has state &, # accept or K = (), then this query returns
some failure symbol L. Otherwise, it flips a fair coin b € {0, 1}, samples a random key
Ky & KCake, and sets K := K .- Finally, the key K, is returned. The oracle Ty, selected by
the adversary in this query is called as test oracle.

Secure AKE Protocols: We here first review the notion regarding partnership of two sessions,
i.e. matching sessions and origin session [2].

We first recall the notion of origin session [2] which is useful to formulate the relationship
between the message generator and its receiver.

Definition 4 (Origin Session). We say that an oracle 73, has an origin session to an oracle Wfdj , if

iy, has sent all protocol messages and sT;3 = rTif,j. The oracle 7 is said to be the origin-oracle
t

of 7y -

Note that if an oracle 7 received a protocol message which does not include any information
about its generator, then such message may not come from its intended partner. We now recall the
matching sessions defined in [2].

Definition 5 (Matching Sessions). We say that an oracle 7 has a matching session to an oracle
witdj, if 7 has sent all protocol messages and all the following conditions are held:

e 7 is an origin-oracle of 7}, ;
id; id;

e 7!, is an origin-oracle of 7, .
id; id;

CORRECTNESS. We say an AKE protocol II is correct, if two oracles 7y and Wfdj accept with
matching sessions, then both oracles hold the same session key.

In order to define security, we review the notion of oracle freshness (which is called eCK-PFS
rules in [2]) that describes the active attacks allowed in the eCK-PFS model.

Definition 6 (Oracle Freshness). Let 73 be an accepted oracle with the intended partner id; such
that j € [¢]. And let witdj be an oracle (if it exists) with the intended partner id;, such that 7 has a

matching session to 7j; . Let ; be an oracle (if it exists), such that 77; has an origin session to

iy,- Then the oracle 7. is said to be fresh if none of the following conditions is held:

1. A queried RevealKey(id;, s).

6
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2. If my, exists, A queried RevealKey(id;, ¢).

3. A queried both Corrupt(id;, pkiq,) and RevealEphKey(id;, s).

4. If 7y exists, A queried both Corrupt(id;, pkiq,) and RevealEphKey(id,, [).

5. If wj; does not exist, A queried Corrupt(id;, pkiq;) prior to the acceptance of 73, .

Remark 1. The oracle freshness definition always plays a very important and fundamental role in
the security model, which is used to not only formulate the queries that are allowed in the following
security experiment but also exclude some trivial attacks. However, some trivial attacks might be
obscure and easy to be ignored. Overlooking any of them may lead the underlying security model
to be obsolete. Unfortunately we notice that the eCK-PFS rules defined in [2] is such a negative
example. And no protocol can be secure under their definition. We here recall one of the eCK-PFS
rules that: If 7§ has an origin session 7Titdj, then it does not hold that both Corrupted; < 7 and A
asked RevealEphKey(id;, t), where 7 € Nis a variable recording the 7-query when 7}, is accepted,
and Corrupted; € N is a similar variable recording the Corrupted,-th query when id; is corrupted.
This rule implies that the adversary is allowed to ask both Corrupt(id;) and RevealEphKey(id;, t)
after the 7-th query. The RevealEphKey query is performed exactly the same as RevealRand defined
in [2]. However, after querying both Corrupt(id;) and RevealEphKey(id;,t) the adversary can
obtain all necessary secrets for generating the final session key of the test oracle. Actually, if

Ty, has an origin session ﬂfdj, the adversary should be forbidden to ask both Corrupt(id;) and

RevealEphKey(id;, t) throughout the security experiment (nor just before some point).

Remark 2. Furthermore, the eCK-PFS model defined in [2] is not totally consistent with the orig-
inal one introduced in [4], in particularly for the use of identity. Unlike [4], the identity is not
considered in the definition of matching sessions. This difference may hinder us to examine the
important attacks that are relevant to identity (such as the unknown key share attacks [14]) under
such a variant of eCK-PFS model [2].

SECURITY EXPERIMENT EXPﬁfE(A): On input security parameter 1%, the security experiment

is proceeded as a game between a challenger C and an adversary .4 based on a AKE protocol 1,
where the following steps are performed:

1. At the beginning of the game, the challenger C implements the collection of oracles {7, :
i € [¢],s € [d]}, and generates ¢ long-term key pairs (pkiq,, skiq,) for all honest parties id; for
i € [¢] where the identity id; € ZDS of each party is chosen uniquely. C gives the adversary
A all identities and public keys {(id1, pkiq, ), - . . , (id¢, pkia,) } as input.

2. A may issue a polynomial number of queries regarding Send, RevealEphKey, Corruptand
RevealKey.

3. At some point, .4 may issue a Test(id;, s) query during the game at most once.

4. At the end of the game, A may terminate and output a bit b’ as its guess for b of Test(id;, )
query. Then the experiment would return a failure symbol L if one of the following conditions
is satisfied: (i) .A has not issued a Test(id;, s) query; (ii) the Test(id;, s) query returns a failure
symbol _L; (iii) the test oracle is not fresh.

5. Finally, the experiment returns 1 if b = b’; Otherwise, 0 is returned.

7
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Definition 7 (eCK-PFS Security). We say that an adversary A (¢, €)-breaks the eCK-PFS security
of a correct AKE protocol 1, if for any A who runs the AKE security experiment EXPﬁﬁ(A)
within time ¢ and without failure, it holds that |Pr[EXPﬁfE(>\) = 1] — 1/2| > e. We say that a
correct AKE protocol 11 is (¢, €)-session-key-secure, if there exists no adversary that (¢, €)-breaks
the eCK-PFS security of II.

4. The Insecurity and Improvement of the BJS scheme
In this section, we describe the insecurity of the BJS scheme [2]. We first review the BJS scheme in

Figure 1. In the presentation slides [16] of the BJS scheme in PKC 2015, the exchanged signatures
are included within the transcript 7. However, this change would not change the insecurity of the

BJS scheme. Furthermore, [2, equation (4)] (i.e., kiﬁ::g := ShKey(eskiq,, epkid, )) is not consistent
with its counterpart (i.e., P PRF(ShKey(eskiq, , epkia,))) in [2, Fig.2.]. However, neither of

epkid
them is secure. We here just recall [2, Fig.2.] for simplicity.

idy ido

Key Generation:

_ v TSid; & RSsi6 TSidy. & RSsic
(skij’lg, vkiflg) < SIG.Gen(1*, 7sig, ) (skiff, vkifzg) + SIG.Gen(1*, rsi4,)
' _ Tidy & Ryike Tidy <$4 RNIKE
(skjike, pkijite) + NIKE.Gen(rig, ) (shiiy"®, PRiG,") < NIKE.Gen(rig, )
skig, = (ski’éike, skig”) skig, = (skfé;ke, skig, )
pkia, = (Pkij?*e, vk ?) pkid, = (Pkijike, vk ?)
Protocol Execution:
$ $
erid, < RNIKE €eTidy < RNIKE
(eskiq, , epkiq, ) + NIKE.Gen(er;dl) (eskiq, , epkig, ) NI}KE.Gen(er;dz)
gy & SIG Sign(sks, 7, epkia, ) iy & SIG.Sign(skiy?  epkia,)
epkia, , Tidy
epkidy , Tidy
reject if SIG.ny(vkii;g,aidz yepkig,) # 1 reject ifSIG.ny(vkiflg, Oidy s epkig, ) # 1
. T := sort(epkig, , epkid, ) T ;: sort(epkiq, , epkid, )
pkiq, . . pk; . .
k?kj; := PRF(ShKey(sk[}\"¢, pkiihe), T) kpki:; := PRF(ShKey(skjjihe, pkiike), T)
DF; ; pkig )
ep,jizz = PRF(ShKey(ski’gike,epkidQ),T) kepkaiz = PRF(ShKey(eskid2,pkmkf’),T)
epkig nike cpkig : nike
T’]‘JidQI := PRF(ShKey(eskiq, ,pk‘iko ), T) kpkid21 = PRF(ShKey(skid;C sepkiq, ), T)
epk; epk;
keiki;’; := PRF(ShKey(eskid, , epkid, )) kepkij; := PRF(ShKey(eskig, , epkia, ))
pkidy Pkidgq epkid, epkid, 4 Pkidy Pkid, epkidy epkigy
accept K := k:pkidg ® kﬂPkidz ® kpkidQ & kﬂp"v‘idg accept I := kpkidQ ® kezﬂ‘v‘idQ @ kpkidQ ® keﬁkidg

Fig. 1: The BJS Scheme
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4.1. The PFS attack against BJS Scheme

In the following, we present an attack against the perfect forward secrecy of the BJS scheme. We
just exploit the Corrupt(id;, pkiy ) query which returns the original secret key of id;. However, we
stress that we do not need to change the public key of an honest party via the Corrupt query in the
following PFS attack. The attack idea is to result in two oracles 7% and 7{; generating the same
keying material (i.e., the one computed by only ephemeral secrets) without breaking the eCK-PFS
freshness.

Lemma 1. There exists some adversary .4 which (¢, 1)-breaks the eCK-PFS security the BJS
protocol.

The concrete PES attack steps are presented as below:

1. The adversary A chooses two arbitrary target oracles 7y and i, . A first asks 77 to execute
the protocol instance, and intercepts (epk;; , o3y, ).

nike

2. A queries Corrupt(ids, pkij,) to get the long-term secret key skig, = (skig, ,skfjf), where
pkiy, could be identical to its original one.

3. A asks 7y, to execute the protocol instance, and intercepts (epk;ld ,0%).

. A generates the signature 075, := SIG.Sign(skiy’, epks ).

. A sends (epk} , 03y,) to my,, and forwards (epkiy,, oiy, ) to 7y

AN N B~

. Note that, at this moment, the oracle 7% has an origin oracle 7{, . But the oracle 7 is not the
origin-oracle of mjy,. Now, the adversary can ask Corrupt(id;, pk; ) and Corrupt(ids, pk;y, ) to
obtain skig, = (skiy™, s ski,) and skig, = (s kiike, skiy?), where pkiy and pki, could be the
same as the original public keys.

7. Then A obtains the session key Kj, 4. by querying RevealKey(ids,?), where K, ;4. =
kﬁlljldg @ kpkldg @ kepkldg @ k

epkid, Pkidg

epk

epk'dl Now the goal of the adversary is to get the keying material

ke i ki i

k:ﬁk “ from Ky, i, This is possible. Since A is able to compute k‘pk 2 kfp;j > kpkddQ using
ik ik Kig; kig pk.d epkig

the secret keys sk, and skij.". Then we have kepkdl = K}, 4, © kpk @ kepk'ijl @ kpkidSQ

8. After obtaining kepk'dl As able to compute the real session key K3 4, of iy, i.e., Ky g, =

kpkldl @ kpkldl @ kepk @ l{:

Pkidy epkid, Pkidy
using the secret keys skf}* and ski¥¢ received from Corrupt queries before.

pkldl
epkid,

epk |d1

gy P , where the key value k;, k'j; ok can be computed

epkidy

9. Then A can ask K < Test(id;, s) and wins the game by comparing K with K3 ..

The above attack is valid in the eCK-PFS model [2], since the test oracle 73 is executed un-
der the eCK-PFS rules. Note that A neither asked RevealEphKey(id;, s) nor RevealEphKey(ids, t).
But the oracle 7, , which holds the same keying material of the test oracle 7 , has no matching
session to i, . Therefore, the RevealKey query to 7, does not break the eCK-PFS freshness.
Note also that the above attack against the BJS scheme holds in any AKE model wherein the PFS
attacks and known session key attacks are formulated (e.g., [3]). As in our PFS attack, we do not
make use of RevealEphKey query at all.
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4.2. An Improvement Solution of the BJS Scheme

The main problem of the BJS scheme is that the protocol message transcript is not bound to the
keying material generated involving only ephemeral public keys. Our remedy is straightforward
that we put all exchanged messages and identities of session participants into the key derivation

function, i.e. PRF, to generate all keying materials including k:ﬁkijl. Furthermore, each message

flow also consists of the identity of the message owner. This could first enable the protocol to
be able to run under the post-specified peer setting [13] (i.e., without knowing the identity or
public key of the communication partner). On the second, including the identities in the session
key computation could resist with the unknown key share attacks [14]. Consider the case that
the adversary replaces the public key pkiq, with pkiq,, i.e., pkigq, = pkia,- Then the adversary
masquerades as ids to execute a session interacting with the session 7{; but using all messages
from 7§, ; and forwards all messages from 7{; to 7, . As aresult, the party id, would mistakenly
believe the session key is shared with id;. But the party id; ends up believing that she shares
a session key with idy. In particular, the oracles 7y and 7 share the same session key, i.e.,

&, = Ky, but pidyy, # (id1, pkia, ). Readers can check this problem themselves.

Page 12 of 20

id1 idZ
Key Generation:
$ $
_ _ 7sid, < RSsic 7Sidy <= RSsiG
(skiﬁg, vlci‘f;f’) + SIG.Gen(1*, 784, ) (ski‘fff, vlcfdf) + SIG.Gen(1*, 75;4,)
$ $
_ _ Tid; < RNike Tidy < RNIKE
(skmke,pkﬁikﬁ) — NIKE.Gen(Tiql) (ski’é;ke7pk$;ke) — NIKE.Gen(ridg)
skig, = (skgike,skﬁf skig, = (skggkiskgg
pkia, = (pkjihe, vky? Phid, = (PkjFe, vk ?)
Protocol Execution:
$ s
erid; < RNIKE erig, < RNIKE
(C.Skidl N Cpkidl) — NIKE‘Gen(eridl) (eskid2 N epkidQ) — NlKEAGen(ET‘idz)
Tid, & SIG.Sign(ski‘:;lg, epkid, ) Tidy & SIG.Sign(sk:i‘ZZzg, epkid, )
id1, epkiq, ; 0igy
id2, epkid, , Oid,
reject if SIG.ny(vkiS’d';g,aidz,epkidQ) #1 reject if SIG.ny(kajlg,aidl,epkidl) #1
T := sort(id1, pkiq, , epkid, » Tid; » T := sort(id1, pkig, , epkid, ; Tidy »
i id2, pkidy , epkidy ; Tidy ) X ida, pkidy ; epkidy  Tidy )
PR DRj
kpkj; i= PRF(ShKey(skljihe, pkriihe), T) kpkij; i= PRF(ShKey(skljihe, pkliihe), T
Pkid ; pkid i
kepkizz = PRF(ShKey(ski’éikﬂepkid2)7T) .epkizz = PRF(ShKey(eskidQmk:{éike),T)
epk; epk; .
Icpkﬁf,ie := PRF(ShKey(eskig, , pkid, ), T) pkﬁf;e := PRF(ShKey(skij*¢, epkia, ), T)
1dg 1d2
epk; epk;
kepki:; := PRF(ShKey(eskig, , epkid, ), T) kepkij; := PRF(ShKey(eskig, , epkid, ), T)
_ , Pkigy pkig, epkiq; epkid, L pkiday epkid, epkiq,
accept K := kpk'id2 © kﬁpk'idz @ kpkidZ @ kﬁpkidz accept K := kpk'idz ® k‘h’f)kidz @ kpkidz © k‘h’f)k.‘dQ

Fig. 2: An Improved Scheme

More specifically, our improved scheme is shown in Figure 2.
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Theorem 1. Suppose that the pseudo-random function family PRF is (d, ¢, eprg)-secure, the non-
interactive key exchange scheme NIKE is (¢, enke )-secure, and the deterministic signature scheme
SIG is (d, t, es16)-secure, as defined in Section2. Then the proposed protocol is (t', eaxg)-session-
key-secure such that ' &~ t and eake < enke + £ - €sig + 4(dl)? - (enike + €pRF)-

Proof. Generally speaking, we are going to gradually reduce the security of our proposed scheme
to that of the underlying building blocks. The proof is shown by a series of games. Let S be the
event that the adversary wins the security experiment in Game £, and ADV, := Pr[S,] —1/2 denote
the advantage of A in Game &.

Game 0. The first game is the real security experiment. Thus we have that
Pr[Sy] =1/2+¢e=1/2+ ADV,.

All queries in this game are simulated honestly in terms of the protocol specification. Specif-
ically, each Corrupt(id;, pk*) query returns the long-term key skiq, = (skiy", ski;’); and each
RevealEphKey(id;, s) query returns the ephemeral secret key esk;; generated by the oracle 7 .
The protocol message returned by each Send(id;, s, -) comprises of (id;, epky , o7y ).

Game 1. This game proceeds exactly as the previous game, but the challenger aborts if: the test

oracle oracle 73, received a protocol message m’ = (id;, epkiy,, 07, ) such that SIG.Vfy(v kdeg , Ol

epkiy,) = 1, but the tuple (epkiy , oiy,) is not sent by any oracle of id;. Note that the test oracle o
must be fresh. This implies that the party id; must be uncorrupted when the message m' is received
by Wfd:_. The challenger could check the abort rule when the Test query is asked.

If the challenger aborts with overwhelming probability, then we could construct an efficient
signature forger F to break the security of SIG by running the adversary .4 as a subroutine. To do
this, F simulates as the AKE challenger for A as in Game 1 but with a few modifications. F first
guesses the partner id; of the test oracle at the beginning of the game. If F fails in this guess, it
aborts the game. The probability of such correct guess is at least 1/¢. In the following, we assume
that the guess of F is right. Note that  is given a challenge signature verification key vk*!9" by the
signature challenger. The signature verification key of id; is assigned as vk:fdg = vk*9" . All other
long-term key pairs in this game are generated by F honestly following the protocol specification.
This implies that F knows all honest parties’ long-term secret keys except for sk, f . Meanwhile,

F can compute all protocol messages which are non-related to sk:fjf . As for each signature of id;,

F queries the signing oracle SIG(sk*%", -) with an input epk:itdj (which is generated by F). So far,
the simulation of F is perfect
When the test oracle 75 receives a tuple (epkiy,, oig,) such that oy is a valid signature for

epk., with respect to vk:fd’ 9 but (epkiy,, 0iq,) is not any tuple recorded in SList. Then, F could win

in the signature security experiment by outputtmg (epkld , O ) By applying the security of the
signature scheme, we have that
ADVO S ADV1 + l- €SIG-

As a result, the test oracle ﬂii;i in this game always has an origin-oracle Wﬁfj before the party id;

is corrupted.

Game 2. The challenger proceeds as the previous game but it does the following two modifica-
tions:
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e Generate all /+¢d NIKE key pairs {pk;, Sk’i}ie[g+gd] (which may used later as either long-term
or ephemeral key) at the beginning of the security experiment;

e Abort if: there are two distinct indexes (i, j) € [¢ + ¢d] such that pk; = pk;.

The first change is possible for an ORKE protocol. Since each oracle’s protocol message (includ-
ing ephemeral key) is independently generated. The second change could ensure that there is no
collision among all NIKE key pairs during the subsequent AKE security experiment.

It is straightforward to see that if the above abort event occurs with non-negligible probability.
Then we can construct an efficient algorithm £ to break the NIKE scheme as follows. Instead of
generating all NIKE keys on its own, £ generates each NIKE public key pk, via asking a RegH(7)
query. When there are two NIKE public keys, e.g., pk; and pk;, such that ¢ # j but pk; = pk;, £
can break the NIKE security as follows:

o Ask a Test"*(i, z) query with indexes such that i # z # j, to get a challenge NIKE shared
key Km'ke*;

e Ask a EXT(j) query to get the secret key sk; which is identical to sk;;
e If ShKey(sk;, pk,) = K"™**" then return 1, otherwise return 0.

Note that all NIKE public keys generated in the above way have the same distribution as in the
previous game. Due to the security of the NIKE scheme, the abort event would not occur with
overwhelming probability. So that we have that

ADV1 S ADVQ + ENIKE-

In this game, all NIKE key pairs are uniquely generated. This also implies that the test oracle
always has a unique origin-oracle, thanks to the uniqueness of each ephemeral NIKE key.

Game 3. Note that the adversary is not allowed to ask RevealKey query to the test oracle or its
partner oracle (if it exists). But the RevealEphKey and Corrupt queries have various combinations
in terms of the oracle freshness definition. Namely, we have the following disjointed freshness
cases:

e C1: A does not query both RevealEphKey(id;, s*) and RevealEphKey(id;, z*).
e C2: A does not query both Corrupt(id;, pk*) and RevealEphKey(id;, 2*).

e C3: A does not query both Corrupt(id;, pk*) and Corrupt(id;, pk*).

e C4: A does not query both RevealEphKey(id;, s*) and Corrupt(id;, pk*).

Note that only one of the above cases will occur in each simulation of the security experiment.
Each freshness case is associated with at least two (either long-term or ephemeral) NIKE secret
keys which are uncompromised by the adversary.

We change this game from the previous game by adding an another abort rule. Namely, the
challenger aborts if it fails to guess (at the beginning of the game): (i) the test oracle and its origin-
oracle, and (ii) one of the above freshness cases. Since there are 4 fresh cases and ¢ parties at all,
and at most d oracles for each party, then the probability of a correct guess is at least 1/4(df)>.
Thus we have that

ADV, < 4(dl)? - ADVs.
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Game 4. Note that each freshness case involves two unexposed NIKE secret keys. In this game,
we replace the NIKE shared key which is computed based on those unexposed NIKE secret keys
with a random key K¢ If there exists an adversary A4 distinguishing this game from the previous
game, then we can make use of A to build an efficient algorithm D to break the security of NIKE.
Again D will simulate the security experiment for A. D first asks RegH(1) and RegH(2) queries
to obtain two challenged NIKE public keys (pk], pk3) (from the NIKE challenger). The test NIKE
shared key K"*¢" is obtained by asking query K"*¢" = Testmke(l, 2). The goal of D is to
distinguish whether or not K™*¢" is the real shared key with respect to (pk}, pk3). Due to the
correct guess as in the previous game, D knows in advance which freshness case will occur during
the game. So that D is able to embed these challenged NIKE public keys as follows:

e C1 : D generates the ephemeral public keys epkfd*i = pkj and epkizd*j := pk3. D substi-
tutes K" for the value ShKey(eskiy , epky ) (c.f. ShKey(eskiy , epkiy ). As for the value
ShKey(esk@:, pk') where pk’ is an arbitrary (either long-term or ephemeral) public key cho-
sen by A, it 1s computed as below:

— D chooses an index 7 ¢ HID and asks RegC™™*(r, pk').

— D can compute ShKey(eskizd? , pk') by asking RevealKey"*¢(2, 7).

e C2 : D generates the long-term key pk:i’},ike := pk] and the ephemeral public key epk;ffj =
pk3. D substitutes K"*¢" for the value ShKey(skﬁike, epkizdj_). With respect to the values
ShKey(eskﬁfj ,pk’) and Sh Key(sk:i’éike, pk’) where pk’ is chosen by A, they are computed anal-

ogously as in the case C1 (i.e., exploiting the RegC"**® and RevealKey™** queries).
e C3 : D generates the long-term public keys pk;i’cﬁke := pkj and pk{;‘j@ke := pk;. D substi-

tutes K"*" for the value ShKey(skiy*, pkiy*). As for the values ShKey(skij**, pk') and

ShKey(sk{},ike, pk’) where pk’ is chosen by A, they are computed analogously as in the case
C1.

e C4 : D generates the ephemeral public key epk‘fd*i := pki and the long-term public key
pkiFe := pk;. D substitutes K™ for the value ShKey(esky , pkif*). With respect to the
value Sh Key(ski’gijke, pk’) where pk’ is chosen by A, it is computed analogously as in the case
Cl. ‘

Due to the above changes, D can compute all NIKE shared keys involving the challenge NIKE
public keys. All other (ephemeral or long-term or NIKE shared key) keys are simulated by D
with secrets of her own choice. Meanwhile, D could answer the oracle queries as in the previous
game but with the above modified values. If K¢ is a random key then the simulation of D is
equivalent to this game. Otherwise, it is identical to the previous game. Applying the security of
NIKE, we therefore obtain that

ADV3 S ADV4 + ENIKE-

Game 5. In this game, we change the function PRF([? nike Ts) of the test oracle (as well as
its partner oracle) to be a truly random function RF(TIfj) Recall that the seed K™% is the NIKE
shared key which is random and computed based on unexposed NIKE secret keys. Then any PPT
adversary A distinguishing this game from the previous game can be used to build an efficient
algorithm B = (B, BB5) to break the security of PRF.
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The sub—algorithm By could first generate all values in T3 = sort(id;, pkig,, epksy , oy, id;,
pkig;» € k@*, o ) using the random long-term and ephemeral secret keys (i.e., sk, sk:ld , esks*

and esk? ) of her own choice. Note that all values in Td can be pre-generated before running
the secur1ty experlment Because each oracle’s protocol message can be generated independently.
Then By sets «* = T3 and st = (ski , sk:fd , eskiy eskfd , T:). Upon receiving the challenge
message =, the PRF challenger returns the challenge value V*. The job of B is to distinguish
whether or not V* = PRF(k*, T3%). One could consider that k* = Knike,

Next, the sub-algorithm B, takes as input (st, V*) and simulates the AKE game for 4. Basi-
cally, By simulates the game as before, except for the following modifications:

e The long-term public keys of id; and id; and the ephemeral public keys of Wﬁfi and 7rizd*j are
assigned according to the corresponding values in st.

e The value PRF([N( nike Tlfj) which is supposed to be computed by the test oracle and its part-
ner oracle is replaced with V*.

e For the computation PRF(K nike T,) of any oracle such that T, # T, d , By computes its value
by querying FN(T,).

The other long-term keys and protocol messages will be generated using the secrets chosen
by B,. Meanwhile, we have fact that only two partnered oracles would share the same protocol
message transcript 7. This is guaranteed by the uniqueness of identity and ephemeral public key.
We consider the following situations concerning the protocol message of the test oracle. When the
adversary replays the test oracle’s message mjy = (id;, epkld ,0%.) to another oracle 7fy which
outputs a message m{y . If 7, is not the origin-oracle of 7r,di, then 7y must be distinct to m,dj
(i.e., the origin-oracle’s message) — due to the uniqueness of the ephemeral key. In addition, any
modification of misd: (e.g., replacing id; with another identity id,) will result in a protocol transcript
T’ which is distinct to Tlf; Similarly, the adversary cannot manipulate mfd*i to lead to non-partnered
oracles having the same protocol transcript. This also implies that the value V* would be only
used by the test oracle and its partner oracle. For example, if both secrets eskisd*i and eskifj are not
exposed. The value PRF(ShKey(esksy , epksy ), Ti3,) would be replace with V*. If the origin-oracle

I'ff has no matching session to the test oracle, but should compute ShKey(esk; , epk:izd?). Then B
would replace the value PRF(ShKey(esks ,epkifj;), T,) with the value returned by FN(T7).
Due to T3 # T, d , we must have that FN (T3 ) # V*. This is enough to thwart our PFS attack
against the BIS scheme.

If V* = PRF(k*, T} ) then the simulation of B, is identical to the previous game. Otherwise,

it is identical to this game. The output bit &’ of A is taken as the output of B;. By applying the
security of PRF, we therefore have that

ADV4 S ADV5 + €pRE-

Note that the session key returned by the Test query in this game is totally a truly random value
which is independent of the bit b chosen by the Test query and any messages. Thus, the advantage
that the adversary wins in this game is ADV5 = 0.

Sum up the probabilities from Game 0 to Game 5, we obtained the overall result of this theorem.
The running time of B, D, £ and F is equal to the running time of .4 plus the cost on simulating
the security experiment for .A.
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5. Conclusion

We conclude that the BJS scheme is not secure in the eCK-PFS model. A PFS attack has been
shown, which enables us to falsify the security proof of the BJS scheme. An improved scheme
has been proposed with a slight modification. We hope our results would help researchers to avoid
similar problems while considering the security for one-round key exchange protocol.
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Key Generation:

_ _ TSid, & RSsi TSidy. & RSsic
(skifflg,vkisdllg) < SIG.Gen(1*, rsig,) (skisd;g?vk%;g) + SIG.Gen(1*, rsig,)
' _ Tidy & Ryike Tido <i RnIKE
(skigihe, pkiihe) + NIKE.Gen(rig, ) (skigihe, pkiiike) < NIKE.Gen(rig, )
skig, = (skﬁike, skiff skig, = (skré;ke, skizgg
pkia, = (pkigi*e, vkiy? Pkiay = (pki3ike, vky?
Protocol Execution:
$ $
erid, < RNIKE €Tidy < RNIKE
(eskiq, , epkig, ) < NIKE.Gen(er;dl) (eskiq, , epkidy ) < NIVKE.Gen(er;d2)
oia, 4 SIG.Sign(ski,?, ephia, ) Tidy 4 SIG.Sign(ski?, ephiay )
epkid, , Oid;
epkid, , Oidy
reject if SIG.ny(vkifzg, Oidy s €Pkidy) # 1 reject if SIG.ny(vkiSd"”.lg7 Oidy s epkig, ) # 1
. T := sort(epkid, , epkid, ) T k: sort(epkid, , epkid, )
Z‘jkfjl := PRF(ShKey(skjjie, pkriihe), T)) kﬁkfjl := PRF(ShKey(skl}ihe, pkijike), T)
d2 1d2
K ) k; )
:P]:i22 = PRF(ShKey(ski’é’lke,epkidQ),T) k:p]:i; = PRF(ShKey(eskid2,pki’éike),T)
;ﬁid';’l := PRF(ShKey (eskia, , pki}i®), T) kzzid';’l = PRF(ShKey (skl}i*¢, epkia, ), T)
epk; epk;
kepkijl := PRF(ShKey(eskid, , epkid, ) _ epkijl := PRF(ShKey(eskia, , epkid, )
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. PFidy Pkidy epkid, epkid, . ,PFidy Pkidy epkid, epkid,
accept K@= kpkidQ @ kEPkidZ ® kpkid2 ® kEPkidZ accept K := kpkidg @ kEPkidQ ® kpkid2 ® kEPkidQ
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Key Generation:

. . T'Sid, & RSsic
(skiff’7 vkisdllg) <« SIG.Gen(1*, 754, )

$
_ ‘ Tid; < RNIKE
(skiyihe, phiiike) « NIKE.Gen(r;ql)
Skidl = (Sk‘%ike, Sk‘-ijllg

pkig, = (pkiihe, vk

$
TSidy < RSS|G

(Skiszg’ vkisd;g) + SIG.Gen(1*, rsi4, )

$
Tidy < RNIKE
(sk,’nlk87 pknzke) P NlKE.Gen(”'idg)

ido ido
_ (apnike i
skig, = (ski’g; e,skidzg

pkig, = (pkiiihe, vk

Protocol Execution:

€Tid, & Ryike
(esk;dl N epkidl ) < NIKE.Gen(er;dl )
Oid, & SIG.Sign(skiflg, epkiq, )

id1, epkig, , 0id,

id2, epkid, , Oid,

reject if SIG.ny(vkiSdi;’, Oidy > €Pkidy ) 7# 1

T := sort(id1, pkid, , epkid, , Tid; »
id2, pkid, , epkid, » Tidy)

Pki ik ni
kpki:; := PRF(ShKey(skike, pkiiihe), T)

€Tidy & Ryike
(eskid2 s @pkidg) — NIKE‘Gen(eridQ)

Tidy & SIG.Sign(skifj, epkig, )

reject if SIG.ny(vk.Sdif, Oidy > epkig, ) # 1

T := sort(id1, pkiq, , epkid, , Tid; »
id2, pkid, , €Pkidy » Tidy)

pki ni ik
Icpkij; := PRF(ShKey(skiihe, pki3iF€), T)

ki . ki ;
kfp,j;2 := PRF(ShKey(skli'k, epkia, ), T) Zp,ji; := PRF(ShKey(eskia, , pkiji*e), T)
k; k; ;
it = PRE(ShKey(eskig,, phi, ), T) KOy = PRE(ShKey(skiyihe epkis,). 7)
idy ido
ki ki
kﬁk:; := PRF(ShKey(eskid, , epkia, ), T) _ o o, = PRF(ShKey(eskia, . epkia, ). T)
IET Review Copy Only
(K= kl’kidl o kl’kidl @ kel’kidl o kePkidl (K kPkidl o kPkidl o kepkidl o kePkidl
accep T Vpkig, epkiq, Pkid epkiq, aceep! T Vpkig, epkiq, Pkid, epkiq,




