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Preface

Cryptography is an indispensable tool used to protect information in computing systems. It is
used everywhere and by billions of people worldwide on a daily basis. It is used to protect data at
rest and data in motion. Cryptographic systems are an integral part of standard protocols, most
notably the Transport Layer Security (TLS) protocol, making it relatively easy to incorporate
strong encryption into a wide range of applications.

While extremely useful, cryptography is also highly brittle. The most secure cryptographic
system can be rendered completely insecure by a single specification or programming error. No
amount of unit testing will uncover a security vulnerability in a cryptosystem.

Instead, to argue that a cryptosystem is secure, we rely on mathematical modeling and proofs
to show that a particular system satisfies the security properties attributed to it. We often need to
introduce certain plausible assumptions to push our security arguments through.

This book is about exactly that: constructing practical cryptosystems for which we can argue
security under plausible assumptions. The book covers many constructions for different tasks in
cryptography. For each task we define a precise security goal that we aim to achieve and then
present constructions that achieve the required goal. To analyze the constructions, we develop a
unified framework for doing cryptographic proofs. A reader who masters this framework will be
capable of applying it to new constructions that may not be covered in the book.

Throughout the book we present many case studies to survey how deployed systems operate.
We describe common mistakes to avoid as well as attacks on real-world systems that illustrate the
importance of rigor in cryptography. We end every chapter with a fun application that applies the
ideas in the chapter in some unexpected way.

Intended audience and how to use this book

The book is intended to be self contained. Some supplementary material covering basic facts from
probability theory and algebra is provided in the appendices.

The book is divided into three parts. The first part develops symmetric encryption which
explains how two parties, Alice and Bob, can securely exchange information when they have a
shared key unknown to the attacker. The second part develops the concepts of public-key encryption
and digital signatures, which allows Alice and Bob to do the same, but without having a shared,
secret key. The third part is about cryptographic protocols, such as protocols for user identification,
key exchange, and secure computation.

A Dbeginning reader can read though the book to learn how cryptographic systems work and
why they are secure. Every security theorem in the book is followed by a proof idea that explains
at a high level why the scheme is secure. On a first read one can skip over the detailed proofs



without losing continuity. A beginning reader may also skip over the mathematical details sections
that explore nuances of certain definitions.

An advanced reader may enjoy reading the detailed proofs to learn how to do proofs in cryptog-
raphy. At the end of every chapter you will find many exercises that explore additional aspects of
the material covered in the chapter. Some exercises rehearse what was learned, but many exercises
expand on the material and discuss topics not covered in the chapter.

Status of the book

The current draft only contains part I. Parts II and III are forthcoming. We hope you enjoy this
write-up. Please send us comments and let us know if you find typos or mistakes.

Citations: While the current draft is mostly complete, we still do not include citations and
references to the many works on which this book is based. Those will be coming soon and will be
presented in the Notes section at the end of every chapter.

Dan Boneh and Victor Shoup
August, 2015
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Chapter 2

Encryption

Roughly speaking, encryption is the problem of how two parties can communicate in secret in the
presence of an eavesdropper. The main goals of this chapter are to develop a meaningful and useful
definition of what we are trying to achieve, and to take some first steps in actually achieving it.

2.1 Introduction

Suppose Alice and Bob share a secret key k, and Alice wants to transmit a message m to Bob over
a network while maintaining the secrecy of m in the presence of an eavesdropping adversary. This
chapter begins the development of basic techniques to solve this problem. Besides transmitting a
message over a network, these same techniques allow Alice to store a file on a disk so that no one
with access to the disk can read the file, but Alice herself can read the file at a later time.

We should stress that while the techniques we develop to solve this fundamental problem are
important and interesting, they do not by themselves solve all problems related to “secure commu-
nication.”

e The techniques only provide secrecy in the situation where Alice transmits a single message
per key. If Alice wants to secretly transmit several messages using the same key, then she
must use methods developed in Chapter 5.

e The techniques do not provide any assurances of message integrity: if the attacker has the
ability to modify the bits of the ciphertext while it travels from Alice to Bob, then Bob may
not realize that this happened, and accept a message other than the one that Alice sent. We
will discuss techniques for providing message integrity in Chapter 6.

e The techniques do not provide a mechanism that allow Alice and Bob to come to share a
secret key in the first place. Maybe they are able to do this using some secure network (or
a physical, face-to-face meeting) at some point in time, while the message is sent at some
later time when Alice and Bob must communicate over an insecure network. However, with
an appropriate infrastructure in place, there are also protocols that allow Alice and Bob to
exchange a secret key even over an insecure network: such protocols are discussed in Chapters
20 and 21.
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2.2 Shannon ciphers and perfect security

2.2.1 Definition of a Shannon cipher

The basic mechanism for encrypting a message using a shared secret key is called a cipher (or
encryption scheme). In this section, we introduce a slightly simplified notion of a cipher, which we
call a Shannon cipher.

A Shannon cipher is a pair £ = (E, D) of functions.

e The function F (the encryption function) takes as input a key k£ and a message m (also
called a plaintext), and produces as output a ciphertext c. That is,

c=E(k,m),
and we say that c is the encryption of m under k.

e The function D (the decryption function) takes as input a key k& and a ciphertext ¢, and
produces a message m. That is,
m = D(k,c),

and we say that m is the decryption of ¢ under k.

e We require that decryption “undoes” encryption; that is, the cipher must satisfy the following
correctness property: for all keys k& and all messages m, we have

D(k, E(k, m))=m.

To be slightly more formal, let us assume that K is the set of all keys (the key space), M is the
set of all messages (the message space), and that C is the set of all ciphertexts (the ciphertext
space). With this notation, we can write:

E:KxM-—=C,
D:KxC— M.

Also, we shall say that £ is defined over (K, M,C).

Suppose Alice and Bob want to use such a cipher so that Alice can send a message to Bob.
The idea is that Alice and Bob must somehow agree in advance of a key k € K. Assuming this is
done, then when Alice wants to send a message m € M to Bob, she encrypts m under k, obtaining
the ciphertext ¢ = E(k,m) € C, and then sends ¢ to Bob via some communication network. Upon
receiving ¢, Bob decrypts ¢ under k, and the correctness property ensures that D(k, c) is the same
as Alice’s original message m. For this to work, we have to assume that ¢ is not tampered with in
transit from Alice to Bob. Of course, the goal, intuitively, is that an eavesdropper, who may obtain
¢ while it is in transit, does not learn too much about Alice’s message m — this intuitive notion is
what the formal definition of security, which we explore below, will capture.

In practice, keys, messages, and ciphertexts are often sequences of bytes. Keys are usually
of some fixed length; for example, 16-byte (i.e., 128-bit) keys are very common. Messages and
ciphertexts may be sequences of bytes of some fixed length, or of variable length. For example, a
message may be a 1GB video file, a 10MB music file, a 1KB email message, or even a single bit
encoding a “yes” or “no” vote in an electronic election.
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Keys, messages, and ciphertexts may also be other types of mathematical objects, such as
integers, or tuples of integers (perhaps lying in some specified interval), or other, more sophisticated
types of mathematical objects (polynomials, matrices, or group elements). Regardless of how fancy
these mathematical objects are, in practice, they must at some point be represented as sequences
of bytes for purposes of storage in, and transmission between, computers.

For simplicity, in our mathematical treatment of ciphers, we shall assume that K, M, and C
are sets of finite size. While this simplifies the theory, it means that if a real-world system allows
messages of unbounded length, we will (somewhat artificially) impose a (large) upper bound on
legal message lengths.

To exercise the above terminology, we take another look at some of the example ciphers discussed
in Chapter 1.

Example 2.1. A one-time pad is a Shannon cipher £ = (F, D), where the keys, messages, and
ciphertexts are bit strings of the same length; that is, £ is defined over (K, M, C), where

K:=M:=C:={0,1}%,

for some fixed parameter L. For a key k € {0,1}* and a message m € {0,1}* the encryption
function is defined as follows:
E(k,m):=k®m,

and for a key k € {0,1}* and ciphertext ¢ € {0, 1}¥, the decryption function is defined as follows:
D(k,m) =k ec.

Here, “®” denotes bit-wise exclusive-OR, or in other words, component-wise addition modulo 2,
and satisfies the following algebraic laws: for all bit vectors z,y, z € {0, 1}L, we have

c@y=yoz, tO®YO2)=(Cdy) Dz, 200l=2 and z@z=0~

These properties follow immediately from the corresponding properties for addition modulo 2.
Using these properties, it is easy to check that the correctness property holds for &£: for all k,m €
{0,1}, we have

D(k, E(k, m) )=D(k, kom)=k® (kom)=(k@k)om=0"am=m.

The encryption and decryption functions happen to be the same in this case, but of course, not all
ciphers have this property. O

Example 2.2. A variable length one-time pad is a Shannon cipher & = (FE, D), where the
keys are bit strings of some fixed length L, while messages and ciphertexts are variable length bit
strings, of length at most L. Thus, £ is defined over (K, M, C), where

K:={0,1}* and M :=C:={0,1}=F.

for some parameter L. Here, {0,1}<% denotes the set of all bit strings of length at most L (including
the empty string). For a key k € {0,1}" and a message m € {0,1}=F of length ¢, the encryption
function is defined as follows:

E(k,m) :=k[0..£—1] & m,
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and for a key k € {0, 1} and ciphertext ¢ € {0,1}= of length ¢, the decryption function is defined
as follows:

D(k,m):=k[0..L—1]®ec.
Here, k[0..¢ — 1] denotes the truncation of k to its first ¢ bits. The reader may verify that the
correctness property holds for £. O

Example 2.3. A substitution cipher is a Shannon cipher £ = (F, D) of the following form. Let
¥ be a finite alphabet of symbols (e.g., the letters A-Z, plus a space symbol, ;). The message space
M and the ciphertext space C are both sequences of symbols from ¥ of some fixed length L:

M:=C:=xr.

The key space K consists of all permutations on X; that is, each k € K is a one-to-one function from
Y onto itself. Note that K is a very large set; indeed, || = |Z|! (for |Z| = 27, |K| &~ 1.09 - 10%8).
Encryption of a message m € ©¥ under a key k € K (a permutation on ) is defined as follows

E(k,m) := ( k(m[0]), k(m[1]),...,k(m[L —1]) ),

where mli] denotes the ith entry of m (counting from zero), and k(ml[i]) denotes the application
of the permutation k& to the symbol m[i]. Thus, to encrypt m under k, we simply apply the
permutation k component-wise to the sequence m. Decryption of a ciphertext ¢ € £ under a key
k € K is defined as follows:

D(k,c) := (k= (c[0]), k(c[1]), ...,k (c[L —1]) ).

Here, k! is the inverse permutation of k, and to decrypt ¢ under k, we simply apply k! component-
wise to the sequence c¢. The correctness property is easily verified: for a message m € X% and key
k € K, we have

D(k, E(k, m) )= D(k, (k(m[0]),k(m[1]),...,k(m[L —1]))

= (k7 (k(m[0])), k™" (k(m[1])), ..., k™ (k(m[L — 1])))
= (m[0],m[1],...,m[L—1])=m. O

Exzample 2.4 (additive one-time pad). We may also define a “addition mod n” variation of
the one-time pad. This is a cipher £ = (E, D), defined over (I, M,C), where K := M = C :=
{0,...,n — 1}, where n is a positive integer. Encryption and decryption are defined as follows:

E(k,m) :=m+ k mod n D(k,c) := -¢ — k mod n.

The reader may easily verify that the correctness property holds for £. O

2.2.2 Perfect security

So far, we have just defined the basic syntax and correctness requirements of a Shannon cipher.
Next, we address the question: what is a “secure” cipher? Intuitively, the answer is that a secure
cipher is one for which an encrypted message remains “well hidden,” even after seeing its encryp-
tion. However, turning this intuitive answer into one that is both mathematically meaningful and
practically relevant is a real challenge. Indeed, although ciphers have been used for centuries, it
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is only in the last few decades that mathematically acceptable definitions of security have been
developed.

In this section, we develop the mathematical notion of perfect security — this is the “gold
standard” for security (at least, when we are only worried about encrypting a single message and
do not care about integrity). We will also see that it is possible to achieve this level of security;
indeed, we will show that the one-time pad satisfies the definition. However, the one-time pad is
not very practical, in the sense that the keys must be as long as the messages: if Alice wants to
send a 1GB file to Bob, they must already share a 1GB key! Unfortunately, this cannot be avoided:
we will also prove that any perfectly secure cipher must have a key space at least as large as its
message space. This fact provides the motivation for developing a definition of security that is
weaker, but that is acceptable from a practical point of view, and which allows one to encrypt long
messages using short keys.

If Alice encrypts a message m under a key k, and an eavesdropping adversary obtains the
ciphertext ¢, Alice only has a hope of keeping m secret if the key k is hard to guess, and that
means, at the very least, that the key k£ should be chosen at random from a large key space. To
say that m is “well hidden” must at least mean that it is hard to completely determine m from
¢, without knowledge of k; however, this is not really enough. Even though the adversary may
not know k, we assume that he does know the encryption algorithm and the distribution of k. In
fact, we will assume that when a message is encrypted, the key k is always chosen at random,
uniformly from among all keys in the key space. The adversary may also have some knowledge of
the message encrypted — because of circumstances, he may know that the set of possible messages
is quite small, and he may know something about how likely each possible message is. For example,
suppose he knows the message m is either mg = "ATTACK_AT_DAWN" or m; = "ATTACK_ AT _DUSK",
and that based on the adversary’s available intelligence, Alice is equally likely to choose either one
of these two messages. This, without seeing the ciphertext ¢, the adversary would only have a
50% chance of guessing which message Alice sent. But we are assuming the adversary does know
c. Even with this knowledge, both messages may be possible; that is, there may exist keys kg
and k; such that FE(kg,mg) = ¢ and E(k1,m1) = ¢, so he cannot be sure if m = mgy or m = my.
However, he can still guess. Perhaps it is a property of the cipher that there are 800 keys kg such
that E(kg,mp) = ¢, and 600 keys k; such that E(ky,mq) = c. If that is the case, the adversary’s
best guess would be that m = mg. Indeed, the probability that this guess is correct is equal to
800/(800 + 600) ~ 57%, which is better than the 50% chance he would have without knowledge
of the ciphertext. Our formal definition of perfect security expressly rules out the possibility that
knowledge of the ciphertext increases the probability of guessing the encrypted message, or for that
matter, determining any property of the message whatsoever.

Without further ado, we formally define perfect security. In this definition, we will consider
a probabilistic experiment in which is key is drawn uniformly from the key space. We write k to
denote the random variable representing this random key. For a message m, E(k,m) is another
random variable, which represents the application of the encryption function to our random key
and the message m. Thus, every message m gives rise to a different random variable E(k,m).

Definition 2.1 (perfect security). Let £ = (E, D) be a Shannon cipher defined over (K, M,C).
Consider a probabilistic experiment in which the random wvariable k is uniformly distributed over

K. If for all mg,my € M, and all c € C, we have

Pr[E(k,mo) = ¢] = Pr[E(k,m1) = (],
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then we say that € is a perfectly secure Shannon cipher.

There are a number of equivalent formulations of perfect security that we shall explore. We
state a couple of these here.

Theorem 2.1. Let & = (E, D) be a Shannon cipher defined over (I, M,C). The following are
equivalent:

(i) € is perfectly secure.
(ii) For every c € C, there exists N (possibly depending on c) such that for all m € M, we have

{k € K: E(k,m)=c}|=N.

(iii) If the random variable k is uniformly distributed over K, then each of the random variables
E(k,m), for m € M, has the same distribution.

The proof of this is a simple calculation that we leave to the reader.
As promised, we give a proof that the one-time pad (see Example 2.1) is perfectly secure.

Theorem 2.2. The one-time pad is a perfectly secure Shannon cipher.

Proof. Suppose that the Shannon cipher £ = (E, D) is a one-time pad, and is defined over (I, M, C),
where K := M := C := {0,1}". For any fixed message m € {0,1}” and ciphertext ¢ € {0,1}%,
there is a unique key k € {0, 1} satisfying the equation

kdm=c,
namely, k := m @ c. Therefore, £ satisfies condition (ii) in Theorem 2.1 (with N = 1 for each ¢). O

Ezxample 2.5. Consider again the variable length one-time pad, defined in Example 2.2. This
does not satisfy our definition of perfect security, since a ciphertext has the same length as the
corresponding plaintext. Indeed, let us choose an arbitrary string of length 1, call it mg, and an
arbitrary string of length 2, call it m;. In addition, suppose that and c is an arbitrary length 1
string, and that k is a random variable that is uniformly distributed over the key space. Then we
have

Pr[E(k,mo) =¢]=1/2 and Pr[E(k,mi)=c¢ =0,

which provides a direct counter-example to Definition 2.1.

Intuitively, the variable length one-time pad cannot satisfy our definition of perfect security
simply because any ciphertext leaks the length of the corresponding plaintext. However, in some
sense (which we do not make precise right now), this is the only information leaked. It is perhaps
not clear whether this should be viewed as a problem with the cipher or with our definition of
perfect security. On the one hand, one can imagine scenarios where the length of a message may
vary greatly, and while we could always “pad” short messages to effectively make all messages
equally long, this may be unacceptable from a practical point of view, as it is a terrible waste of
bandwidth. On the other hand, one must be aware of the fact that in certain applications, leaking
just the length of a message may be dangerous: if you are encrypting a “yes” or “no” answer to
a question, just the length of the obvious ASCII encoding of these strings leaks everything, so you
better pad “no” out to three characters. O
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Ezxample 2.6. Consider again the substitution cipher defined in Example 2.3. There are a couple
of different ways to see that this cipher is not perfectly secure.

For example, choose a pair of messages mg, m1 € X% such that the first two components of my
are equal, yet the first two components of m; are not equal; that is,

mo[0] = mo[l] and m1[0] # mq[1].

Then for each key k, which is a permutation on ¥, if ¢ = E(k,mg), then ¢[0] = ¢[1], while if
¢ = E(k,my), then c[0] # c[1]. In particular, it follows that if k is uniformly distributed over the
key space, then the distributions of E(k,mg) and E(k,m) will not be the same.

Even the weakness described in the previous paragraph may seem somewhat artificial. Another,
perhaps more realistic, type of attack on the substitution cipher works as follows. Suppose the
substitution cipher is used to encrypt email messages. As anyone knows, an email starts with a
“standard header,” such as "FROM". Suppose the ciphertext is ¢ € % is intercepted by an adversary.
The secret key is actually a permutation k on X. The adversary knows that

c[0...3] = (k(F), k(R), k(0), k(1))

Thus, if the original message is m € X%, the adversary can now locate all positions in m where
an F occurs, where an R occurs, where an 0 occurs, and where an M occurs. Based just on this
information, along with specific, contextual information about the message, together with general
information about letter frequencies, the adversary may be able to deduce quite a bit about the
original message. O

Ezxample 2.7. Consider the additive one-time pad, defined in Example 2.4. It is easy to verity
that this is perfectly secure. Indeed, it satisfies condition (ii) in Theorem 2.1 (with N =1 for each
c). O

The next two theorems develop two more alternative characterizations of perfect security. For
the first, suppose an eavesdropping adversary applies some predicate ¢ to a ciphertext he has
obtained. The predicate ¢ (which is a boolean-valued function on the ciphertext space) may be
something very simple, like the parity function (i.e., whether the number of 1 bits in the ciphertext
is even or odd), or it might be some more elaborate type of statistical test. Regardless of how clever
or complicated the predicate ¢ is, perfect security guarantees that the value of this predicate on
the ciphertext reveals nothing about the message.

Theorem 2.3. Let £ = (E, D) be a Shannon cipher defined over (K, M,C). Consider a probabilistic
experiment in which k is a random variable uniformly distributed over IC. Then £ is perfectly secure
if and only if for every predicate ¢ on C, for all mg,m; € M, we have

Pr(p(E(k, mo))] = Pr[o(E(k, m1))].

Proof. This is really just a simple calculation. On the one hand, suppose £ is perfectly secure, and
let ¢, mg, and m; be given. Let S := {c € C: ¢(c)}. Then we have

Prip(E(k,mo))] = Y _Pr[E(k,mg) =c] = Y _Pr[E(k,m1) = ¢ = Pr[¢(E(k,m1))].

ceS ceS

Here, we use the assumption that £ is perfectly secure in establishing the second equality. On the
other hand, suppose £ is not perfectly secure, so there exist mg, m1, and ¢ such that

Pr[E(k,mo) = ¢| # Pr[E(k,m1) = c].
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Defining ¢ to be the predicate that is true for this particular ¢, and false for all other ciphertexts,
we see that

Pr[¢(E(k,mo))] = Pr[E(k,mg) = c] # Pr[E(k,m1) = ¢| = Pr[¢(E(k,m;))]. O

The next theorem states in yet another way that perfect security guarantees that the ciphertext
reveals nothing about the message. Suppose that m is a random variable distributed over the
message space M. We do not assume that m is uniformly distributed over M. Now suppose k
a random variable uniformly distributed over the key space K, independently of m, and define
¢ := E(k,m), which is a random variable distributed over the ciphertext space C. The following
theorem says that perfect security guarantees that ¢ and m are independent random variables.

One way of characterizing this independence is to say that for each ciphertext ¢ € C that occurs
with nonzero probability, and each message m € M, we have

Prim =m | ¢ =¢] = Prlm = m)|.

Intuitively, this means that after seeing a ciphertext, we have no more information about the
message than we did before seeing the ciphertext.

Another way of characterizing this independence is to say that for each message m € M that
occurs with nonzero probability, and each ciphertext ¢ € C, we have

Prjc = ¢| m = m] = Pr[c = ¢|.

Intuitively, this means that the choice of message has no impact on the distribution of the ciphertext.
The restriction that m and k is sensible: in using any cipher, it is a very bad idea to choose
the key in a way that depends on the message, or vice versa.

Theorem 2.4. Let £ = (E, D) be a Shannon cipher defined over (IC, M,C). Consider a random
experiment in which k and m are random variables, such that

e k is uniformly distributed over KC,
e m is distributed over M, and
e k and m are independent.
Define the random variable ¢ := E(k,m). Then we have:
o if £ is perfectly secure, then ¢ and m are independent;

e conversely, if ¢ and m are independent, and each message in M occurs with nonzero proba-
bility, then & is perfectly secure.

Proof. We define M* to be the set of messages that occur with nonzero probability.
We begin with a simple observation. Consider any fixed m € M* and ¢ € C. Then we have

Prlc=c|m=m|=Pr[E(k,m)=c|m=m],
and since k and m are independent, so are E(k,m) and m, and hence
Pr[E(k,m) =c| m =m| =Pr[E(k,m) = c|.
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Putting this all together, we have:
Prlc = ¢ | m =m] =Pr[E(k,m) = . (2.1)

We now prove the first implication. So assume that £ is perfectly secure. We want to show that
c and m are independent. To to this, let m € M* and ¢ € C be given. It will suffice to show that

Prjc = ¢| m = m] = Pr[c = ¢|.

We have
Prlc=¢| = Z Prlc = ¢ | m = m/] Prfm = m/| (by total probability)

m/eM*

= > PrEkm)=dPrm=m/] (by(2.1))
m/eM*

= Z Pr[E(k,m) = c| Pr[m = m/| (by the definition of perfect security)
m'eM

=Pr[E(k,m)=c] Y Prlm=m]

m/eM*
(k,m) = ] (probabilities sum to 1)

I

L

:
s

=Prlc=c| m=m)] (again by (2.1))

This shows that ¢ and m are independent.

That proves the first implication. For the second, we assume that ¢ and m are independent,
and moreover, that every message occurs with nonzero probability (so M* = M). We want to
show that £ is perfectly secure, which means that for each mg, m; € M, and each ¢ € C, we have

Pr[E(k,mg) = ¢] = Pr[E(k,m1) = c]. (2.2)

But we have

Pr[E(k,mg) = ¢] = Pr[c = ¢ | m = myg] (by (2.1))
= Prlc = (] (by independence of ¢ and m)
=Prlc=c|m=my] (again by independence of ¢ and m)
= Pr[E(k,m1) = ] (again by (2.1)).

That shows that £ is perfectly secure. O

2.2.3 The bad news

We have saved the bad new for last. The next theorem shows that perfect security is such a powerful
notion that one can really do no better than the one-time pad: keys must be at least as long as
messages. As a result, it is almost impossible to use perfectly secure ciphers in practice: if Alice
wants to send Bob a 1GB video file, then Alice and Bob have to agree on a 1GB secret key in
advance.

Theorem 2.5 (Shannon’s theorem). Let & = (E,D) be a Shannon cipher defined over
(KK, M, C). If € is perfectly secure, then |K| > |M]|.
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Proof. Assume that || < |M|. We want to show that £ is not perfectly secure. To this end, we
show that there exist messages mg and m;, and a ciphertext c, such that

Pr[E(k,mg) =¢] >0, and (2.3)
Pr[E(k,m1) = ¢] = 0. (2.4)
Here, k is a random variable, uniformly distributed over K.
To do this, choose any message my € M, and any key kg € K. Let ¢ := E(kg, mg). It is clear
that (2.3) holds.
Next, let
S :={D(ki,c) : k1 € K}.

Clearly,
S| < IK] < IM],

and so we can choose a message m; € M\ S.

To prove (2.4), we need to show that there is no key k; such that E(kj,m;) = c¢. Assume to
the contrary that E(ki, m1) = c for some ki; then for this key k1, by the correctness property for
ciphers, we would have

D(kl,C) = D(kl, E(kl, ml) ) =mai,

which would imply that m; belongs to S, which is not the case. That proves (2.4), and the theorem
follows. O

2.3 Computational ciphers and semantic security

As we have seen in Shannon’s theorem (Theorem 2.5), the only way to achieve perfect security is
to have keys that are as long as messages. However, this is quite impractical: we would like to be
able to encrypt a long message (say, a document of several megabytes) using a short key (say, a few
hundred bits). The only way around Shannon’s theorem is to relax our security requirements. The
way we shall do this is to consider not all possible adversaries, but only computationally feasible
adversaries, that is, “real world” adversaries that must perform their calculations on real computers
using a reasonable amount of time and memory. This will lead to a weaker definition of security
called semantic security. Furthermore, our definition of security will be flexible enough to allow
ciphers with variable length message spaces to be considered secure so long as they do not leak any
useful information about an encrypted message to an adversary other than the length of message.
Also, since our focus is now on the “practical,” instead of the “mathematically possible,” we shall
also insist that the encryption and decryption functions are themselves efficient algorithms, and
not just arbitrary functions.

2.3.1 Definition of a computational cipher

A computational cipher £ = (F, D) is a pair of efficient algorithms, F and D. The encryption
algorithm F takes as input a key k, along with a message m, and produces as output a ciphertext c.
The decryption algorithm D takes as input a key k, a ciphertext ¢, and outputs a message m. Keys
lie in some finite key space K, messages lie in a finite message space M, and ciphertexts lie in some
finite ciphertext space C. Just as for a Shannon cipher, we say that £ is defined over (K, M, C).

27



Although it is not really necessary for our purposes in this chapter, we will allow the encryption
function E to be a probabilistic algorithm (see Chapter D). This means that for fixed inputs k& and
m, the output of E(k,m) may be one of many values. To emphasize the probabilistic nature of
this computation, we write

c < E(k,m)

to denote the process of executing E(k, m) and assigning the output to the program variable c¢. We
shall use this notation throughout the text whenever we use probabilistic algorithms. Similarly, we
write

k&K

to denote the process of assigning to the program variable k a random, uniformly distributed
element of from the key space K. We shall use the analogous notation to sample uniformly from
any finite set.

We will not see any examples of probabilistic encryption algorithms in this chapter (we will see
our first examples of this in Chapter 5). Although one could allow the decryption algorithm to
be probabilistic, we will have no need for this, and so will only discuss ciphers with deterministic
decryption algorithms. However, it will be occasionally be convenient to allow the decryption
algorithm to return a special reject value (distinct from all messages), indicating some kind of error
occurred during the decryption process.

Since the encryption algorithm is probabilistic, for a given key k and message m, the encryption
algorithm may output one of many possible ciphertexts; however, each of these possible ciphertexts
should decrypt to m. We can state this correctness requirement more formally as follows: for
all keys k € K and messages m € M, if we execute

c < E(k,m), m" < D(k,c),

then m = m/ with probability 1.

From now on, whenever we refer to a cipher, we shall mean a computational cipher,
as defined above. Moreover, if the encryption algorithm happens to be deterministic, then
we may call the cipher a deterministic cipher.

Observe that any deterministic cipher is a Shannon cipher; however, a computational cipher
need not be a Shannon cipher (if it has a probabilistic encryption algorithm), and a Shannon
cipher need not be a computational cipher (if its encryption or decryption operations have no
efficient implementations).

Example 2.8. The one-time pad (see Example 2.1) and the variable length one-time pad (see
Example 2.2) are both deterministic ciphers, since their encryption and decryption operations may
be trivially implemented as efficient, deterministic algorithms. The same holds for the substitution
cipher (see Example 2.3), provided the alphabet ¥ is not too large. Indeed, in the obvious imple-
mentation, a key — which is a permutation on > — will be represented by an array indexed by %,
and so we will require O(|X]) space just to store a key. This will only be practical for reasonably
sized Y. The additive one-time pad discussed in Example 2.4 is also a deterministic cipher, since
both encryption and decryption operations may be efficiently implemented (if n is large, special
software to do arithmetic with large integers may be necessary). O
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2.3.2 Definition of semantic security

To motivate the definition of semantic security, consider a deterministic cipher & = (F, D), defined
over (K, M,C). Consider again the formulation of perfect security in Theorem 2.3. This says that
for all predicates ¢ on the ciphertext space, and all messages mg, m1, we have

Prlo(E(k, mo))] = Pro(E(k,m1))]; (2.5)

where k is a random variable uniformly distributed over the key space K. Instead of insisting that
these probabilities are equal, we shall only require that they are very close; that is,

Pr(¢(E(k, mo))] — Prlgp(E(k,m1))]| <e, (2.6)

for some very small, or negligible, value of €. By itself, this relaxation does not help very much
(see Exercise 2.5). However, instead of requiring that (2.6) holds for every possible ¢, mg, and
mq, we only require that (2.6) holds for all messages mo and m; that can be generated by some
efficient algorithm, and all predicates ¢ that can be computed by some efficient algorithm (these
algorithms could be probabilistic). For example, suppose it were the case that using the best
possible algorithms for generating mg and m;, and for testing some predicate ¢, and using (say)
10,000 computers in parallel for 10 years to perform these calculations, (2.6) holds for ¢ = 27100,
While not perfectly secure, we might be willing to say that the cipher is secure for all practical
purposes.

Also, in defining semantic security, we address an issue raised in Example 2.5. In that example,
we saw that the variable length one-time pad did not satisfy the definition of perfect security.
However, we want our definition to be flexible enough so that ciphers like the variable length one-
time pad, which effectively leak no information about an encrypted message other than its length,
may be considered secure as well.

Now the details. To precisely formulate the definition of semantic security, we shall describe an
attack game played between two parties: the challenger and an adversary. As we will see, the
challenger follows a very simple, fixed protocol. However, an adversary A may follow an arbitrary
(but still efficient) protocol. The challenger and the adversary .4 send messages back and forth
to each other, as specified by their protocols, and at the end of the game, A outputs some value.
Actually, our attack game for defining semantic security comprises two alternative “sub-games,”
or “experiments” — in both experiments, the adversary follows the same protocol; however, the
challenger’s behavior is slightly different in the two experiments. The attack game also defines a
probability space, and this in turn defines the adversary’s advantage, which measures the difference
between the probabilities of two events in this probability space.

Attack Game 2.1 (semantic security). For a given cipher £ = (FE, D), defined over (K, M,C),
and for a given adversary A, we define two experiments, Experiment 0 and Experiment 1. For
b=0,1, we define

Experiment b:

e The adversary computes mg, m; € M, of the same length, and sends them to the challenger.
e The challenger computes k <+ IC, ¢ <+ E(k,myp), and sends ¢ to the adversary.

e The adversary outputs a bit be {0,1}.
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Challenger A
(Experiment b) 3 mo, M1 € M
k&K
c & E(k,my) ¢ >
be{0,1}

Figure 2.1: Experiment b of Attack Game 2.1

For b = 0,1, let W} be the event that A outputs 1 in Experiment b. We define A’s semantic
security advantage with respect to £ as

SSadv|A, &] := |Pr[Wp] — Pr[W4]|. O

Note that in the above game, the events Wy and W7 are defined with respect to the probability
space determined by the random choice of k, the random choices made (if any) by the encryption
algorithm, and the random choices made (if any) by the adversary. The value SSadv[A, €] is a
number between 0 and 1.

See Fig. 2.1 for a schematic diagram of Attack Game 2.1. As indicated in the diagram, A’s
“output” is really just a final message to the challenger.

Definition 2.2 (semantic security). A cipher £ is semantically secure if for all efficient
adversaries A, the value SSadv[A, E] is negligible.

As a formal definition, this is not quite complete, as we have yet to define what we mean by
“messages of the same length”, “efficient adversaries”, and “negligible”. We will come back to this
shortly.

Let us relate this formal definition to the discussion preceding it. Suppose that the adversary
A in Attack Game 2.1 is deterministic. First, the adversary computes in a deterministic fashion
messages mg, m1, and then evaluates a predicate ¢ on the ciphertext ¢, outputting 1 if true and
0 if false. Semantic security says that the value e in (2.6) is negligible. In the case where A is
probabilistic, we can view A as being structured as follows: it generates a random value r from
some appropriate set, and deterministically computes messages m(()r), mgr), which depend on r, and
evaluates a predicate d)(’") on ¢, which also depends on r. Here, semantic security says that the value
€ in (2.6), with mg, m1, ¢ replaced by mér), mgr) , (ﬁ(r), is negligible — but where now the probability
is with respect to a randomly chosen key and a randomly chosen value of r.

Remark 2.1. Let us now say a few words about the requirement that the messages mg and my
computed by the adversary Attack Game 2.1 be of the same length.

e First, the notion of the “length” of a message is specific to the particular message space M;
in other words, in specifying a message space, one must specify a rule that associates a length
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(which is a non-negative integer) with any given message. For most concrete message spaces,
this will be clear: for example, for the message space {0, 1}= (as in Example 2.2), the length
of a message m € {0, 1}5L is simply its length, |m/|, as a bit string. However, to make our
definition somewhat general, we leave the notion of length as an abstraction. Indeed, some
message spaces may have no particular notion of length, in which case all messages may be
viewed as having length 0.

e Second, the requirement that mg and m; be of the same length means that the adversary is not
deemed to have broken the system just because he can effectively distinguish an encryption
of a message of one length from an encryption of a message of a different length. This is how
our formal definition captures the notion that an encryption of a message is allowed to leak
the length of the message (but nothing else).

We already discussed in Example 2.5 how in certain applications, leaking the just length of
the message can be catastrophic. However, since there is no general solution to this problem,
most real-world encryption schemes (for example, TLS) do not make any attempt at all to
hide the length of the message. This can lead to real attacks. For example, Chen et al. [20]
show that the lengths of encrypted messages can reveal considerable information about private
data that a user supplies to a cloud application. They use an online tax filing system as their
example, but other works show attacks of this type on many other systems. O

Ezxample 2.9. Let £ be a deterministic cipher that is perfectly secure. Then it is easy to see that
for every adversary A (efficient or not), we have SSadv[A, €] = 0. This follows almost immediately
from Theorem 2.3 (the only slight complication is that our adversary A in Attack Game 2.1 may
be probabilistic, but this is easily dealt with). In particular, £ is semantically secure. Thus, if £ is
the one-time pad (see Example 2.1), we have SSadv[A, ] = 0 for all adversaries 4; in particular,
the one-time pad is semantically secure. Because the definition of semantic security is a bit more
forgiving with regard to variable length message spaces, it is also easy to see that if £ is the variable
length one-time pad (see Example 2.2), then SSadv[A, ] = 0 for all adversaries A; in particular,
the variable length one-time pad is also semantically secure. O

We need to say a few words about the terms “efficient” and “negligible”. Below in Section 2.4
we will fill in the remaining details (they are somewhat tedious, and not really very enlightening).
Intuitively, negligible means so small as to be “zero for all practical purposes”: think of a number
like 27100 — if the probability that you spontaneously combust in the next year is 271, then you
would not worry about such an event occurring any more than you would an event that occurred
with probability 0. Also, an efficient adversary is one that runs ins a“reasonable” amount time.

We introduce two other terms:

e A value N is called super-poly is 1/N is negligible.

e A poly-bounded value which intuitively a reasonably sized number — in particular, we can
say that the running time of any efficient adversary is a poly-bounded value.

Fact 2.6. If ¢ and € are negligible values, and Q and Q' are poly-bounded values, then:
(i) €+ € is a negligible value,

(i) Q+ Q" and Q- Q" are poly-bounded values, and
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(iii) @Q - € is a negligible value.

For now, the reader can just take these facts as axioms. Instead of dwelling on these technical
issues, we discuss an example that illustrates how one typically uses this definition in analyzing the
security of a larger system that uses a semantically secure cipher.

2.3.3 Connections to weaker notions of security
Message recovery attacks

Intuitively, in a message recovery attack, an adversary is given an encryption of a random message,
and is able to recover the message from the ciphertext with probability significantly better than
random guessing, that is, probability 1/|M]. Of course, any reasonable notion of security should
rule out such an attack, and indeed, semantic security does.

While this may seem intuitively obvious, we give a formal proof of this. One of our motivations
for doing this is to illustrate in detail the notion of a security reduction, which is the main technique
used to reason about the security of systems. Basically, the proof will argue that any efficient
adversary A that can effectively mount a message recovery attack on £ can be used to build an
efficient adversary B that breaks the semantic security of £; since semantic security implies that no
such B exists, we may conclude that no such A exists.

To formulate this proof in more detail, we need a formal definition of a message recovery
attack. As before, this is done by giving attack game, which is a protocol between a challenger and
an adversary.

Attack Game 2.2 (message recovery). For a given cipher £ = (E, D), defined over (I, M,C),
and for a given adversary A, the attack game proceeds as follows:

e The challenger computes m <+ M, k < K, ¢ <~ E(k,m), and sends ¢ to the adversary.
e The adversary outputs a message m € M.

Let W be the event that m = m. We say that A wins the game in this case, and we define A’s
message recovery advantage with respect to £ as

MRadv[A, &) := |Pr[W] — 1/|M||. O

Definition 2.3 (security against message recovery). A cipher £ is secure against message
recovery if for all efficient adversaries A, the value MRadv[A, &] is negligible.

Theorem 2.7. Let £ = (E, D) be a cipher defined over (K, M,C). If £ is semantically secure then
£ is secure against message recovery.

Proof. Assume that £ is semantically secure. Our goal is to show that £ is secure against message
recovery.

To prove that £ is secure against message recovery, we have to show that every efficient ad-
versary A has negligible advantage in Attack Game 2.2. To show this, we let an arbitrary but
efficient adversary A be given, and our goal now is to show that A’s message recovery advantage,
MRadv|A, £], is negligible. Let p denote the probability that A wins the message recovery game,
so that

MRadv[A, &) = |p - 1/|MH
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We shall show how to construct an efficient adversary B whose semantic security advantage in
Attack Game 2.1 is related to A’s message recovery advantage as follows:

MRadv[A, £] < SSadv[B, £]. (2.7)

Since B is efficient, and since we are assume £ is semantically secure, the right-hand side of (2.7)
is negligible, and so we conclude that MRadv|A, £] is negligible.

So all that remains to complete the proof is to show how to construct an efficient B that satisfies
(2.7). The idea is to use A as a “black box” — we do not have to understand the inner workings
of A as at all.

Here is how B works. Adversary B generates two random messages, mg and mq, and sends
these to its own SS challenger. This challenger sends B a ciphertext ¢, which B forwards to A, as if
it were coming from A’s MR challenger. When A outputs a message m, our adversary B compares
mg to m, and outputs b=1if mg= m, and b = 1 otherwise.

That completes the description of B, which is illustrated in Fig. ?7.

Note that the running time of B is essentially the same as that of .A. We now analyze the B’s
SS advantage, and relate this to .A’s MR advantage.

For b = 0,1, let p, be the probability that B outputs 1 if B’s SS challenger encrypts mg. So by
definition

SSadv[B, g] = ‘pl —p0|.

On the one hand, when ¢ is an encryption of myg, the probability py is precisely equal to A’s
probability of winning the message recovery game, so pg = p. On the other hand, when ¢ is an
encryption of mi, the adversary A’s output is independent of mg, and so p; = 1/|M|. Tt follows
that

SSadv[B,&] = |p1 — po| = ’1/|/\/l| —p{ = MRadv[A4,&].

This proves (2.7). In fact, equality holds in (2.7), but that is not essential to the proof. O

The reader should make sure that he or she understands the logic of this proof, as this type of
proof will be used over and over again throughout the book. We shall review the important parts
of the proof here, and give another way of thinking about it.

The core of the proof was establishing the following fact: for every efficient MR adversary A
that attacks £ as in Attack Game 2.2, there exists an efficient SS adversary B that attacks £ as in
Attack Game 2.1 such that

MRadv[A, £] < SSadv[B, £]. (2.8)

We are trying to prove that if £ is semantically secure, then £ is secure against message recovery.
In the above proof, we argued that if £ is semantically secure, then the right-hand side of (2.8)
must be negligible, and hence so must the left-hand side; since this holds for all efficient A, we
conclude that £ is secure against message recovery.

Another way to approach the proof of the theorem is to prove the contrapositive: if £ is not
secure against message recovery, then £ is not semantically secure. So, let us assume that £ is not
secure against message recovery. This means there exists an efficient adversary A whose message
recovery advantage is non-negligible. Using .4 we build an efficient adversary B that satisfies (2.8).
By assumption, MRadv[A, £] is non-negligible, and (2.8) implies that SSadv[B, £] is non-negligible.
From this, we conclude that £ is not semantically secure.
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Said even more briefly: to prove that semantic security implies security against message recovery,
we show how to turn an efficient adversary that breaks message recovery into an efficient adversary
that breaks semantic security.

We also stress that the adversary B constructed in the proof just uses A as a “black box.” In
fact, almost all of the constructions we shall see are of this type: B is essentially just a wrapper
around A, consisting of some simple and efficient “interface layer” between B’s challenger and a
single running instance of A. Ideally, we want the computational complexity of the interface layer
to not depend on the computational complexity of A; however, some dependence is unavoidable:
if an attack game allows A to make multiple queries to its challenger, the more queries .4 makes,
the more work must be performed by the interface layer, but this work should just depend on the
number of such queries and not on the running time of A.

Thus, we will say adversary B is an elementary wrapper around adversary A when it can be
structured as above, as an efficient interface interacting with A. The salient properties are:

e If B is an elementary wrapper around A, and A is efficient, then B is efficient.

e If C is an elementary wrapper around B and B is an elementary wrapper around A, then C is
an elementary wrapper around .A.

These notions are formalized in Section 2.4 (but again, they are extremely tedious).

Computing individual bits of a message

If an encryption scheme is secure, not only should it be hard to recover the whole message, but it
should be hard to compute any partial information about the message.

We will not prove a completely general theorem here, but rather, consider a specific example.

Suppose £ = (E, D) is a cipher defined over (K, M,C), where M = {0,1}L. For m € M, we
define parity(m) to be 1 if the number of 1’s in m is odd, and 0 otherwise. Equivalently, parity(m)
is the exclusive-OR of all the individual bits of m.

We will show that if £ is semantically secure, then given an encryption c¢ of a random message
m, it is hard to predict parity(m). Now, since parity(m) is a single bit, any adversary can predict
this value correctly with probability 1/2 just by random guessing. But what we want to show is
that no efficient adversary can do significantly better than random guessing.

As a warm up, suppose there were an efficient adversary 4 that could predict parity(m) with
probability 1. This means that for every message m, every key k, and every encryption ¢ of m,
when we give A the ciphertext ¢, it outputs the parity of m. So we could use A to build an SS
adversary B that works as follows. Our adversary chooses two messages, mg and mq, arbitrarily,
but with parity(mg) = 0 and parity(m;) = 1. Then it hands these two messages to its own SS
challenger, obtaining a ciphertext ¢, which it then forwards to it A. After receiving ¢, adversary
A outputs a bit b and B outputs this same bit b as its own output. It is easy to see that B’s SS
advantage is precisely 1: when its SS challenger encrypts my, it always outputs 0, and when its SS
challenger encrypts mq, it always outputs 1.

This shows that if £ is semantically secure, there is no efficient adversary that can predict
parity with probability 1. However, we can say even more: if £ is semantically secure, there is no
efficient adversary that can predict parity with probability significantly better than 1/2. To make
this precise, we give an attack game:
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Attack Game 2.3 (parity prediction). For a given cipher £ = (E, D), defined over (K, M,C),
and for a given adversary A, the attack game proceeds as follows:

e The challenger computes m <+ M, k <t IC, ¢ < E(k,m), and sends ¢ to the adversary.
e The adversary outputs b € {0,1}.

Let W be the event that b = parity(m). We define A’s message recovery advantage with
respect to £ as

Parityadv[A, &] := [Pr[W] —1/2|. O

Definition 2.4 (parity prediction). A cipher £ is secure against parity prediction if for all
efficient adversaries A, the value Parityadv|.A, &] is negligible.

Theorem 2.8. Let £ = (E,D) be a cipher defined over (K, M,C), and M = {0,1}F. If £ is

semantically secure, then &€ is secure against parity prediction.

Proof. As in the proof of Theorem 2.7, we give a proof by reduction. In particular, we will show
that for every parity prediction adversary A that attacks £ as in Attack Game 2.3, there exists an
SS adversary B that attacks £ as in Attack Game 2.1, where B is an elementary wrapper around
A, such that

Parityadv|A, ] = % - SSadv[B, £].

Let A be a parity prediction adversary that predicts parity with probability 1/2 + ¢, so
Parityadv[A, £] = |e].

Here is how we construct our SS adversary B.

Our adversary B generates a random message mg, and sets my < mg @ (0“7 || 1); that is, m;
is that same as mg, except that the last bit is flipped. In particularly, my and m, have opposite
parity.

Our adversary B sends the pair mg, mi1 to its own SS challenger, receives a ciphertext ¢ from
that challenger, and forwards ¢ to A. When A outputs a bit 13, our adversary B outputs 1 if
b= parity(myg), and outputs 0, otherwise.

For b = 0,1, let p, be the probability that B outputs 1 if B’s SS challenger encrypts mg. So by
definition

SSadv[B,S] = ‘pl —po’.

We claim that pg = 1/2 + ¢ and p; = 1/2 — e. This because regardless of whether mg or
m1 is encrypted, the distribution of mj is uniform over M, and so in case b = 0, our parity
predictor A will output parity(mg) with probability 1/2 + €, and when b = 1, our parity predictor
A with output parity(m;) with probability 1/2 + €, and so outputs parity(mg) with probability
1—(1/24¢€) =1/2—¢

Therefore,

SSadv([B,E&] = |p1 — po| = 2|¢| = 2 - Parityadv|A, &],

which proves the theorem. O

We have shown that if an adversary can effectively predict the parity of a message, then it can
be used to break semantic security. Conversely, it turns out that if an adversary can break semantic
security, he can effectively predict some predicate of the message (see Exercise 3.17).
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2.3.4 Consequences of semantic security

In this section, we examine the consequences of semantic security in the context of a specific
example, namely, electronic gambling. The specific details of the example are not so important, but
the example illustrates how one typically uses the assumption of semantic security in applications.
Consider the following extremely simplified version of roulette, which is a game between the
house and a player. The player gives the house 1 dollar. He may place one of two kinds of bets:

e ‘“high or low,” or
e “cven or odd.”

After placing his bet, the house chooses a random number r € {0,1,...,36}. The player wins if
r # 0, and if

e he bet “high” and r > 18,

e he bet “low” and r < 18,

e he bet “even” and r is even,
e he bet “odd” and r is odd.

If the player wins, the house pays him 2 dollars (for a net win of 1 dollar), and if the player
looses, the house pays nothing (for a net loss of 1 dollar). Clearly, the house has a small, but not
insignificant advantage in this game: the probability that the player wins is 18/37 ~ 48.65%.

Now suppose that this game is played over the Internet. Also, suppose that for various technical
reasons, the house publishes an encryption of r before the player places his bet (perhaps to be
decrypted by some regulatory agency that shares a key with the house). The player is free to analyze
this encryption before placing his bet, and of course, by doing so, the player could conceivably
increase his chances of winning. However, if the cipher is any good, the player’s chances should not
increase by much. Let us prove this, assuming r is encrypted using a semantically secure cipher
& = (E, D), defined over (K, M,C), where M = {0,1,...,36} (we shall view all messages in M
as having the same length in this example). Also, from now in, let us call the player A, to stress
the adversarial nature of the player, and assume that A’s strategy can be modeled as an efficient
algorithm. The game is illustrated in Fig. 2.2. Here, bet denotes one of “high,” “low,” “even,”
“odd.” Player A sends bet to the house, who evaluates the function W (r, bet), which is 1 if bet is a
winning bet with respect to r, and 0 otherwise. Let us define

IRadv[A] := |Pr[W (r, bet) = 1] — 18/37|.
Our goal is to prove the following theorem.

Theorem 2.9. If £ is semantically secure, then for every efficient player A, the quantity IRadv[A]
1s negligible.

As we did in Section 2.3.3, we prove this by reduction. More concretely, we shall show that for
every player A, there exists an SS adversary B, where B is an elementary wrapper around A, such
that

IRadv[A] = SSadv[B, &]. (2.9)
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outcome «— W (r, bet)

outcome

Figure 2.2: Internet roulette

Thus, if there were an efficient player A with a non-negligible advantage, we would obtain an
efficient SS adversary B that breaks the semantic security of £, which we are assuming is impossible.
Therefore, there is no such A.

To motivate and analyze our new adversary B, consider an “idealized” version of Internet
roulette, in which instead of publishing an encryption of the actual value r, the house instead
publishes an encryption of a “dummy”value, say 0. The logic of the ideal Internet roulette game is
illustrated in Fig. 2.3. Note, however, that in the ideal Internet roulette game, the house still uses
the actual value of r to determine the outcome of the game. Let pg be the probability that A wins
at Internet roulette, and let p; be the probability that A wins at ideal Internet roulette.

Our adversary B is designed to play in Attack Game 2.1 so that if b denotes B’s output in that
game, then we have:

e if B is placed in Experiment 0, then Pr[i) = 1] = po;

e if B is placed in Experiment 1, then Pr[Z) 1] =p.

The logic of adversary B is illustrated in Fig. 2.4. It is clear by construction that B satisfies the
properties claimed above, and so in particular,

SSadv[B, €] = |[p1 — pol- (2.10)

Now, consider the probability p; that A wins at ideal Internet roulette. No matter how clever
A’s strategy is, he wins with probability 18/37, since in this ideal Internet roulette game, the value
of bet is computed from ¢, which is statistically independent of the value of . That is, ideal Internet
roulette is equivalent to physical roulette. Therefore,

IRadv[A] = |p1 — pol- (2.11)

Combining (2.10) and (2.11), we obtain (2.9).
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Figure 2.4: The SS adversary B in Attack Game 2.1
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The approach we have used to analyze Internet roulette is one that we will see again and again.
The basic idea is to replace a system component by an idealized version of that component, and
then analyze the behavior of this new, idealized version of the system.

Another lesson to take away from the above example is that in reasoning about the security of
a system, what we view as “the adversary” depends on what we are trying to do. In the above
analysis, we cobbled together a new adversary B out of several components: one component was
the original adversary A, while other components were scavenged from other parts of the system
(the algorithm of “the house,” in this example). This will be very typical in our security analyses
throughout this text. Intuitively, if we imagine a diagram of the system, at different points in the
security analysis, we will draw a circle around different components of the system to identify what
we consider to be “the adversary” at that point in the analysis.

2.3.5 Bit guessing: an alternative characterization of semantic security

The example in Section 2.3.4 was a typical example of how one could use the definition of semantic
security to analyze the security properties of a larger system that makes use of a semantically
secure cipher. However, there is another characterization of semantic security that is typically more
convenient to work with when one is trying to prove that a given cipher satisfies the definition. In
this alternative characterization, we define a new attack game. The role played by the adversary
is exactly the same as before. However, instead of having two different experiments, there is just
a single experiment. In this bit-guessing version of the attack game, the challenger chooses
b € {0,1} at random and runs Experiment b of Attack Game 2.1; it is the adversary’s goal to guess
the bit b with probability significantly better than 1/2. Here are the details:

Attack Game 2.4 (semantic security: bit-guessing version). For a given cipher £ = (E, D),
defined over (K, M,C), and for a given adversary A, the attack game runs as follows:

e The adversary computes mg, m; € M, of the same length, and sends them to the challenger.
e The challenger computes b <- {0, 1}, k <~ KC, ¢ <~ E(k,my), and sends ¢ to the adversary.

e The adversary outputs a bit be {0,1}.

We say that A wins the game if b=>b. O

Fig. 2.5 illustrates Attack Game 2.4. Note that in this game, the event that the A wins the
game is defined with respect to the probability space determined by the random choice of b and k,
the random choices made (if any) of the encryption algorithm, and the random choices made (if
any) by the adversary.

Of course, any adversary can win the game with probability 1/2, simply by ignoring ¢ completely
and choosing b at random (or alternatively, always choosing b to be 0, or always choosing it to be
1). What we are interested in is how much better than random guessing an adversary can do. If
W denotes the event that the adversary wins the bit-guessing version of the attack game, then we
are interested in the quantity |Pr[W] — 1/2|, which we denote by SSadv*|A, £]. Then we have:

Theorem 2.10. For every cipher £ and every adversary A, we have

SSadv[A,E] =2 - SSadv*[A4,€&].
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Figure 2.5: Attack Game 2.4

Proof. This is just a simple calculation. Let pg be the probability that the adversary outputs 1 in
Experiment 0 of Attack Game 2.1, and let p; be the probability that the adversary outputs 1 in
Experiment 1 of Attack Game 2.1.

Now consider Attack Game 2.4. From now on, all events and probabilities are with respect to
this game. If we condition on the event that b = 0, then in this conditional probability space, the
values of k, as well as the random choices made by the encryption algorithm and the adversary,
are distributed in exactly the same way as the corresponding values in Experiment 0 of Attack
Game 2.1. Therefore, if b is the output of the adversary in Attack Game 2.4, we have

Prlb=1|b=0] = po.

By a similar argument, we see that

So we have
Pr[b=0] =Pr[b="0|b=0]Pr[b=0]+Pr[b=10b|b=1]Pr[b = 1]
=Prb=0[b=0]- 1 +Prp=1]b=1]-1
:%<1—Pr[3:1]b:O]—i—Pr[IS:l]b:l])
=11 —po+m)
Therefore,

SSadv*[A, €] = |Pr[b = b] — | = L[p1 — po| = & - SSadv[A4, &].

That proves the theorem. O

Just as it is convenient to refer SSadv[.A4, £] as A’s “SS advantage,” we shall refer to SSadv*[A, £]
as A’s “bit-guessing SS advantage.”
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A generalization

As it turns out, the above situation is quite generic. Although we do not need it in this chapter,
for future reference we indicate here how the above situation generalizes. There will be a number
of situations we shall encounter where some particular security property, call it “X,” for some
of cryptographic system, call it “S,” can be defined in terms of an attack game involving two
experiments, Experiment 0 and Experiment 1, where the adversary A’s protocol is the same in
both experiments, while that of the challenger is different. For b = 0,1, we define W}, to be the
event that A outputs 1 in Experiment b, and we define

Xadv[A,S] =

Pr{Wo] — Pr[Wl])

to be A’s “X advantage.” Just as above, we can always define a “bit-guessing” version of the attack
game, in which the challenger chooses b € {0,1} at random, and then runs Experiment b as its
protocol. If W is the event that the adversary’s output is equal to b, then we define

Xadv*[A,S] = |Pr[W] —1/2

to be A’s “bit-guessing X advantage.”
Using exactly the same calculation as in the proof of Theorem 2.10, we have

Xadv[A, S| =2 - Xadv*[A4, S]. (2.12)

2.4 Mathematical details

Up until now, we have used the terms efficient and negligible rather loosely, without a formal
mathematical definition:

e we required that a computational cipher have efficient encryption and decryption algorithms;

e for a semantically secure cipher, we required that any efficient adversary have a negligible
advantage in Attack Game 2.1.

The goal of this section is to provide precise mathematical definitions for these terms. While
these definitions lead to a satisfying theoretical framework for the study of cryptography as a
mathematical discipline, we should warn the reader:

e the definitions are rather complicated, requiring an unfortunate amount of notation; and
e the definitions model our intuitive understanding of these terms only very crudely.

We stress that the reader may safely skip this section without suffering a significant loss in under-
standing. Before marching headlong into the formal definitions, let us remind the reader of what
we are trying to capture in these definitions.

e First, when we speak of an efficient encryption or decryption algorithm, we usually mean one
that runs very quickly, encrypting data at a rate of, say, 10-100 computer cycles per byte of
data.
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e Second, when we speak of an efficient adversary, we usually mean an algorithm that runs in
some large, but still feasible amount of time (and other resources). Typically, one assumes
that an adversary that is trying to break a cryptosystem is willing to expend many more
resources than a user of the cryptosystem. Thus, 10,000 computers running in parallel for
10 years may be viewed as an upper limit on what is feasibly computable by a determined,
patient, and financially well-off adversary. However, in some settings, like the Internet roulette
example in Section 2.3.4, the adversary may have a much more limited amount of time to
perform its computations before they become irrelevant.

e Third, when we speak of an adversary’s advantage as being negligible, we mean that it is so
small that it may as well be regarded as being equal to zero for all practical purposes. As
we saw in the Internet roulette example, if no efficient adversary has an advantage better
than 27100 in Attack Game 2.1, then no player can in practice improve his odds at winning
Internet roulette by more than 2719 relative to physical roulette.

Even though our intuitive understanding of the term efficient depends on the context, our
formal definition will not make any such distinction. Indeed, we shall adopt the computational
complexity theorist’s habit of equating the notion of an efficient algorithm with that of a (proba-
bilistic) polynomial-time algorithm. For better and for worse, this gives us a formal framework that
is independent of the specific details of any particular model of computation.

2.4.1 Negligible, super-poly, and poly-bounded functions

We begin by defining the notions of negligible, super-poly, and poly-bounded functions.
Intuitively, a negligible function f : Z>o — R is one that not only tends to zero as n — oo, but
does so faster than the inverse of any polynomial.

Definition 2.5. A function f : Z>1 — R is called negligible if for all ¢ € Ry there exists
no € Z>1 such that for all integers n > ng, we have |f(n)| < 1/n°.

An alternative characterization of a negligible function, which is perhaps easier to work with,
is the following:

Theorem 2.11. A function f : Z>1 — R 1is negligible if and only if for all ¢ > 0, we have
. c
nh_)rgo f(n)n®=0.
Proof. Exercise. O
Ezxzample 2.10. Some examples of negligible functions:

2—717 2—\/ﬁ7 n- logn‘

Some examples of non-negligible functions:

1 1
1000n* + n2logn’ nl00”

|

Once we have the term “negligible” formally defined, defining “super-poly” is easy:

Definition 2.6. A function f : Z>1 — R is called super-poly if 1/ f is negligible.
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Essentially, a poly-bounded function f : Z>; — R is one that is bounded (in absolute value) by
some polynomial. Formally:

Definition 2.7. A function f : Z>1 — R is called poly-bounded, if there exists c,d € Rsg such
that for all integers n > 0, we have |f(n)] < n¢+d.

Note that if f is a poly-bounded function, then 1/f is definitely not a negligible function.
However, as the following example illustrates, one must take care not to draw erroneous inferences.

Ezxzample 2.11. Define f : Z>1 — R so that f(n) = 1/n for all even integers n and f(n) = 27"
for all odd integers n. Then f is not negligible, and 1/ f is neither poly-bounded nor super-poly. O

2.4.2 Computational ciphers: the formalities

Now the formalities. We begin by admitting a lie: when we said a computational cipher £ = (E, D)
is defined over (K, M, C), where K is the key space, M is the message space, and C is the ciphertext
space, and with each of these spaces being finite sets, we were not telling the whole truth. In the
mathematical model (though not always in real-world systems), we associate with £ families of key,
message, and ciphertext spaces, indexed by

e a security parameter, which is a positive integer, and is denoted by A, and
e a system parameter, which is a bit string, and is denoted by A.

Thus, instead of just finite sets IC, M, and C, we have families of finite sets

{Koataa, {Maataa, and {Cralra,

which for the purposes of this definition, we view as sets of bit strings (which may represent
mathematical objects by way of some canonical encoding functions).

The idea is that when the cipher £ is deployed, the security parameter A is fixed to some value.
Generally speaking, larger values of A imply higher levels of security (i.e., resistance against adver-
saries with more computational resources), but also larger key sizes, as well as slower encryption
and decryption speeds. Thus, the security parameter is like a “dial” we can turn, setting a trade-off
between security and efficiency.

Once A is chosen, a system parameter A is generated using an algorithm specific to the cipher.
The idea is that the system parameter A (together with \) gives a detailed description of a fixed
instance of the cipher, with

(I, M, C) = (Kxa, Maa, Can)-

This one, fixed instance may be deployed in a larger system and used by many parties — the values
of A and A are public and known to everyone (including the adversary).

Example 2.12. Consider the additive one-time pad discussed in Example 2.4. This cipher was
described in terms of a modulus n. To deploy such a cipher, a suitable modulus n is generated,
and is made public (possibly just “hardwired” into the software that implements the cipher). The
modulus n is the system parameter for this cipher. Each specific value of the security parameter
determines the length, in bits, of n. The value n itself is generated by some algorithm that may be
probabilistic and whose output distribution may depend on the intended application. For example,
we may want to insist that n is a prime in some applications. O
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Before going further, we define the notion of an efficient algorithm. For the purposes of this
definition, we shall only consider algorithms A that take as input a security parameter A, as well as
other parameters whose total length is bounded by some fixed polynomial in . Basically, we want
to say that the running time of A is bounded by a polynomial in A, but things are complicated if
A is probabilistic:

Definition 2.8 (efficient algorithm). Let A be a an algorithm (possibly probabilistic) that takes
as input a security parameter A € Z>1, as well as other parameters encoded as a bit string x €
{0, 1}3’()‘) for some fized polynomial p. We call A an efficient algorithm if there exist a poly-
bounded function t and a negligible function € such that for all X € Z>1, and all x € {0, 1}3’()‘),
the probability that the running time of A on input (A, x) exceeds t(\) is at most €(N).

We stress that the probability in the above definition is with respect to the coin tosses of A:
this bound on the probability must hold for all possible inputs z.!

Here is a formal definition that captures the basic requirements of systems that are parameter-
ized by a security and system parameter, and introduces some more terminology:

Definition 2.9. A system parameterization is an efficient probabilistic algorithm P that given
a security parameter X € Zx>1 as input, outputs a bit string A, called a system parameter, whose
length is always bounded by a polynomial in .

o A collection S = {Sx a}aa of finite sets of bits strings, where X runs over Z>1 and A runs over
Supp(P(A)), is called a family of spaces with system parameterization P, provided the
lengths of all the strings in each of the sets Sy p are bounded by some polynomial p in X.

e We say that S is efficiently recognizable if there is an efficient deterministic algorithm
that on input X\ € Z>1, A € Supp(P(N)), and s € {0, 11=PN) | determines if s € SaA-

o We say that S is efficiently sampleable if there is an efficient probabilistic algorithm that
on input X\ € Z>1 and A € Supp(P(\)), outputs an element uniformly distributed over Sy A.

o We say that S has an effective length function if there is an efficient deterministic
algorithm that on input X € Z>1, A € Supp(P (X)), and s € Sy, outputs a non-negative
integer, called the length of s.

We can now state the complete, formal definition of a computational cipher:

Definition 2.10 (computational cipher). A computational cipher consists of a pair of algo-
rithms E and D, along with three families of spaces with system parameterization P:

K={Kxafan, M={Myataa, and C={Cya}lrn,

!By not insisting that a probabilistic algorithm halts in a specified time bound with probability 1, we give ourselves
a little “wiggle room,” which allows us to easily do certain types of random sampling procedure that have no a priori
running time bound, but are very unlikely to run for too long (e.g., think of flipping a coin until it comes up “heads”).
An alternative approach would be to bound the ezpected running time, but this turns out to be somewhat problematic
for technical reasons.

Note that this definition of an efficient algorithm does not require that the algorithm halt with probability 1 on
all inputs. An algorithm that with probability 27> entered an infinite loop would satisfy the definition, even though
it does not halt with probability 1. These issues are rather orthogonal. In general, we shall only consider algorithms
that halt with probability 1 on all inputs: this can more naturally be seen as a requirement on the output distribution
of the algorithm, rather than on its running time.
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such that
1. K, M, and C are efficiently recognizable.
K is efficiently sampleable.

M has an effective length function.

e e

Algorithm E is an efficient probabilistic algorithm that on input X\, A, k,m, where \ € Z>1,
A € Supp(P(N)), k € Kya, and m € My 5, always outputs an element of Cy 5.

5. Algorithm D is an efficient deterministic algorithm that on input \, A, k,c, where X € Z>1,
A € Supp(P(N)), k € Ky, and ¢ € Cy a, outputs either an element of My a, or a special
symbol reject & M A.

6. For all \,A,k,m,c, where X € Z>1, A € Supp(P(N\)), k € Kxa, m € Mya, and ¢ €
Supp(E(A, A; k,m)), we have D(X\, A; k,c) = m.

Note that in the above definition, the encryption and decryption algorithms take A and A
as auxiliary inputs. So as to be somewhat consistent with the notation already introduced in
Section 2.3.1, we write this as F(\,A;---) and D(\,A;---).

Example 2.13. Consider the additive one-time pad (see Example 2.12). In our formal framework,
the security parameter A determines the bit length L(A) of the modulus n, which is the system
parameter. The system parameter generation algorithm takes as input A and generates a modulus
n of length L(\). The function L(-) should be polynomially bounded. With this assumption, it is
clear that the system parameter generation algorithm satisfies its requirements. The requirements
on the key, message, and ciphertext spaces are also satisfied:

1. Elements of these spaces have polynomially bounded lengths: this again follows from our
assumption that L(-) is polynomially bounded.

2. The key space is efficiently sampleable: just choose k <+ {0,...,n — 1}.

3. The key, message, and ciphertext spaces are efficiently recognizable: just test if a bit string s
is the binary encoding of an integer between 0 and n — 1.

4. The message space also has an effective length function: just output (say) 0. O

We note that some ciphers (for example the one-time pad) may not need a system parameter.
In this case, we can just pretend that the system parameter is, say, the empty string. We also note
that some ciphers do not really have a security parameter either; indeed, many industry-standard
ciphers simply come ready-made with a fixed key size, with no security parameter that can be
tuned. This is simply mismatch between theory and practice — that is just the way it is.

That completes our formal mathematical description of a computational cipher, in all its glo-
rious detail.? The reader should hopefully appreciate that while these formalities may allow us

ZNote that the definition of a Shannon cipher in Section 2.2.1 remains unchanged. The claim made at the end of
Section 2.3.1 that any deterministic computational cipher is also a Shannon cipher needs to be properly interpreted:
for each A and A, we get a Shannon cipher defined over (Kx a, Mx a,Cxn).
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to make mathematically precise and meaningful statements, they are not very enlightening, and
mostly serve to obscure what is really going on. Therefore, in the main body of the text, we will
continue to discuss ciphers using the simplified terminology and notation of Section 2.3.1, with the
understanding that all statements made have a proper and natural interpretation in the formal
framework discussed in this section. This will be a pattern that is repeated in the sequel: we shall
mainly discuss various types of cryptographic schemes using a simplified terminology, without men-
tion of security parameters and system parameters — these mathematical details will be discussed
in a separate section, but will generally follow the same general pattern established here.

2.4.3 Efficient adversaries and attack games

In defining the notion of semantic security, we have to define what we mean by an efficient adversary.
Since this concept will be used extensively throughout the text, we present a more general framework
here.

For any type of cryptographic scheme, security will be defined using an attack game, played
between an adversary A and a challenger: A follows an arbitrary protocol, while the challenger
follows some simple, fixed protocol determined by the cryptographic scheme and the notion of
security under discussion. Furthermore, both adversary and challenger take as input a common
security parameter A, and the challenger starts the game by computing a corresponding system
parameter A, and sending this to the adversary.

To model these types of interactions, we introduce the notion of an interactive machine.
Before such a machine M starts, it always gets the security parameter A written in a special buffer,
and the rest of its internal state is initialized to some default value. Machine M has two other
special buffers: an incoming message buffer and an outgoing message buffer. Machine M may be
invoked many times: each invocation starts when M’s external environment writes a string to M’s
incoming message buffer; M reads the message, performs some computation, updates its internal
state, and writes a string on its outgoing message buffer, ending the invocation, and the outgoing
message is passed to the environment. Thus, M interacts with its environment via a simple message
passing system. We assume that M may indicate that it has halted by including some signal in its
last outgoing message, and M will essentially ignore any further attempts to invoke it.

We shall assume messages to and from the machine M are restricted to be of constant length.
This is not a real restriction: we can always simulate the transmission of one long message by
sending many shorter ones. However, making a restriction of this type simplifies some of the
technicalities. We assume this restriction from now on, for adversaries as well as for any other type
of interactive machine.

For any given environment, we can measure the total running time of M by counting the
number of steps it performs across all invocations until it signals that it has halted. This running
time depends not only on M and its random choices, but also on the environment in which M

I'UHS.3

Definition 2.11 (efficient interactive machine). We say that M is an efficient interactive
machine if there exist a poly-bounded function t and a negligible function €, such that for all
environments (not even computationally bounded ones), the probability that the total running time

3 Analogous to the discussion in footnote 1 on page 44, our definition of an efficient interactive machine will not
require that it halts with probability 1 for all environments. This is an orthogonal issue, but it will be an implicit
requirement of any machines we consider.
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of M exceeds t(\) is at most €(\).

We naturally model an adversary as an interactive machine. An efficient adversary is simply
an efficient interactive machine.

We can connect two interactive machines together, say M’ and M, to create a new interactive
machine M"” = (M’, M). Messages from the environment to M" always get routed to M’. The
machine M’ may send a message to the environment, or to M; in the latter case, the message sent
by M gets sent to M'. We assume that if M halts, then M’ does not send it any more messages.
See Fig. 77.

Thus, when M” is invoked, its incoming message is routed to M’, and then M’ and M may
interact some number of times, and then the invocation of M” ends when M’ sends a message to
the environment. We call M’ the “open” machine (which interacts with the outside world), and M
the “closed” machine (which interacts only with M").

Naturally, we can model the interaction of a challenger and an adversary by connecting two
such machines together as above: the challenger becomes the open machine, and the adversary
becomes the closed machine.

In our security reductions, we typically show how to use an adversary A that breaks some system
to build an adversary B that breaks some other system. The essential property that we want is
that if A is efficient, then so is B. However, our reductions are almost always of a very special form,
where B is a wrapper around A, consisting of some simple and efficient “interface layer” between
B’s challenger and a single running instance of A. Ideally, we want the computational complexity of
the interface layer to not depend on the computational complexity of A; however, some dependence
is unavoidable: the more queries A makes to its challenger, the more work must be performed by
the interface layer, but this work should just depend on the number of such queries and not on the
running time of A.

To formalize this, we build B as a composed machine (M’ M), where M’ represents the interface
layer (the “open” machine), and M represents the instance of A (the “closed” machine). This leads
us to the following definition.

Definition 2.12 (elementary wrapper). An interactive machine M’ is called an efficient
interface if there exists a poly-bounded function t and a negligible function €, such that for all
M (not necessarily computationally bounded), when we execute the composed machine (M', M) in
an arbitrary environment (again, not necessarily computationally bounded), the following property
holds:

at every point in the execution of (M' M), if I is the number of interactions between
M’ and M up to at that point, and T is the total running time of M’ up to that point,
then the probability that T' > t(A+ I) is at most €(X).

If M’ is an efficient interface, and M is any machine, then we say (M', M) is an elementary
wrapper around M.

Thus, we will say adversary B is an elementary wrapper around adversary A when it can be
structured as above, as an efficient interface interacting with A. Our definitions were designed to
work well together. The salient properties are:

e If B is an elementary wrapper around A, and A is efficient, then B is efficient.
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e If C is an elementary wrapper around B and B is an elementary wrapper around A, then C is
an elementary wrapper around A.

Also note that in our attack games, the challenger is typically satisfies our definition of an
efficient interface. For such a challenger and any efficient adversary A, we can view their entire
interaction as a that of a single, efficient machine.

2.4.4 Semantic security: the formalities

In defining any type of security, we will define the adversary’s advantage in the attack game as a
function Adv(A). This will be defined in terms of probabilities of certain events in the attack game:
for each value of A we get a different probability space, determined by the random choices of the
challenger, and the random choices made the adversary. Security will mean that for every efficient
adversary, the function Adv(-) is negligible.

Turning now to the specific situation of semantic security of a cipher, in Attack Game 2.1, we
defined the value SSadv[A, £]. This value is actually a function of the security parameter A\. The
proper interpretation of Definition 2.3 is that £ is secure if for all efficient adversaries A (modeled as
an interactive machine, as described above), the function SSadv[A, £](A) in the security parameter
A is negligible (as defined in Definition 2.5). Recall that both challenger and adversary receive A
as a common input. Control begins with the challenger, who sends the system parameter to the
adversary. The adversary then sends its query to the challenger, which consists of two plaintexts,
who responds with a ciphertext. Finally, the adversary outputs a bit (technically, in our formal
machine model, this “output” is a message sent to the challenger, and then the challenger halts).
The value of SSadv[A, £](N) is determined by the random choices of the challenger (including the
choice of system parameter) and the random choices of the adversary. See Fig. 2.6 for a complete
picture of Attack Game 2.1.

Also, in Attack Game 2.1, the requirement that the two messages presented by the adversary
have the same length means that the length function provided in part 3 of Definition 2.10 evaluates
to the same value on the two messages.

It is perhaps useful to see what it means for a cipher £ to be insecure according to this formal
definition. This means that there exists an adversary A such that SSadv[A, £] is a non-negligible
function in the security parameter. This means that SSadv[.A, E](A\) > 1/A¢ for some ¢ > 0 and for
infinitely many values of the security parameter A. So this does not mean that A can “break” &
for all values of the security parameter, but only infinitely many values of the security parameter.

In the main body of the text, we shall mainly ignore security parameters, system parameters,
and the like, but it will always be understood that all of our “shorthand” has a precise mathematical
interpretation. In particular, we will often refer to certain values v as be negligible (resp., poly-
bounded), which really means that v is a negligible (resp., poly-bounded) function of the security
parameter.

2.5 A fun application: anonymous routing

Our friend Alice wants to send a message m to Bob, but she does not want Bob or anyone else to
know that the message m is from Alice. For example, Bob might be running a public discussion
forum and Alice wants to post a comment anonymously on the forum. Posting anonymously lets
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Figure 2.6: The fully detailed version of Attack Game 2.1

Alice discuss health issues or other matters without identifying herself. In this section we will
assume Alice only wants to post a single message to the forum.

One option is for Alice to choose a proxy, Carol, send m to Carol, and ask Carol to forward
the message to Bob. This clearly does not provide anonymity for Alice since anyone watching the
network will see that m was sent from Alice to Carol and from Carol to Bob. By tracing the path
of m through the network anyone can see that the post came from Alice.

A better approach is for Alice to establish a shared key k with Carol and send ¢ := E(k,m) to
Carol where £ = (E, D) is a semantically secure cipher. Carol decrypts ¢ and forwards m to Bob.
Now, someone watching the network will see one message sent from Alice to Carol and a different
message sent from Carol to Bob. Nevertheless, this method still does not ensure anonymity for
Alice: if on a particular day the only message that Carol receives is the one from Alice and the only
message she sends goes to Bob then an observer can link the two and still learn that the posted
message came from Alice.

We solve this problem by having Carol provide a mizing service, that is, a service that mixes
incoming messages from many different parties A;,...,A,. For i = 1,...,n, Carol establishes
a secret key k; with party A; and each party A; sends to Carol an encrypted message ¢; =
E (ki, (destination;, mz>) Carol collects all n incoming ciphertexts, decrypts each of them with
the correct key, and forwards the resulting plaintexts in some random order to their destinations.
Now an observer examining Carol’s traffic sees n messages going in and n messages going out, but
cannot tell which message was sent where. Alice’s message is one of the n messages sent out by
Carol, but the observer cannot tell which one. We say that Alice’s anonymity set is of size n.

The remaining problem is that Carol can still tell that Alice is the one who posted a specific
message on the discussion forum. To eliminate this final risk Alice uses multiple mixing services,
say, Carol and David. She establishes a secret key k. with Carol and a secret key kq with David.
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To send her message to Bob she constructs the following nested ciphertext cs:
o = E(ke, E(kq,m)) . (2.13)

For completeness Alice may want to embed routing information inside the ciphertext so that co is
actually constructed as:

¢z == E(ke, (David, c1)) where 1 := E(kq, (Bob,m)) .

Next, Alice sends ¢y to Carol. Carol decrypts co and obtains the plaintext (David, ¢1) which tells
her to send ¢; to David. David decrypts ¢; and obtains the plaintext (Bob, m) which tells him to
send m to Bob. This process of decrypting a nested ciphertext, illustrated in Fig. 2.7, is similar to
peeling an onion one layer at a time. For this reason this routing procedure is often called onion
routing.

Now even if Carol observes all network traffic she cannot tell with certainty who posted a
particular message on Bob’s forum. The same holds for David. However, if Carol and David
collude they can figure it out. For this reason Alice may want to route her message through more
than two mixes. As long as one of the mixes does not collude with the others, Alice’s anonymity
will be preserved.

Security of nested encryption. To preserve Alice’s anonymity it is necessary that Carol, who
knows k¢, learn no information about m from the nested ciphertext ¢y in (2.13). Otherwise, Carol
could potentially use the information she learns about m from co to link Alice to her post on Bob’s
discussion forum. For example, suppose Carol could learn the first few characters of m from co and
later find that there is only one post on Bob’s forum starting with those characters. Carol could
then link the entire post to Alice because she knows that ¢y came from Alice.

The same holds for David: it had better be the case that David, who knows kq, can learn no
information about m from the nested ciphertext co in (2.13).

Let us argue that if £ is semantically secure then no efficient adversary can learn any information
about m given c¢o and one of k. or kq.

More generally, for a cipher £ = (F, D) defined over (I, M,C) let us define the n-way nested
cipher &, = (E,, Dy, as

En((k07 ey kn—l)y m) = E(kn—l) E(k}n_Q’ e E(k(); m) . )) .
Decryption applies the keys in the reverse order:
Dy ((ko, ... kn-1), ¢) = D(ko, D(k1, -+ D(kn-1,0)-+))

Our goal is to show that if £ is semantically secure then &, is semantically secure even if the adver-
sary is given all but one of the keys ko, ..., k,_1. To make this precise, we define two experiments,
Experiment 0 and Experiment 1, where for b = 0, 1, Experiment b is:
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e The adversary gives the challenger (mg, m1,d) where mg, m; € M are equal length messages
and 0 < d < n.

e The challenger chooses n keys ko, ..., k,_1 <= K and computes ¢ <* En((kzo, e kn—1), mb).
It sends c to the adversary along with all keys kg, ..., k,_1, but excluding the key k.

e The adversary outputs a bit b € {0,1}.

This game captures the fact that the adversary sees all keys ko, . .., k,—1 except for kg and tries to
break semantic security.

We define the adversary’s advantage, NE® adv[A, £], as in the definition of semantic security:
NE®™adv[A, £] = |Pr[W] — Pr[W1]]

where W, is the event that A outputs 1 in Experiment b, for b = 0,1. We say that £ is semantically
secure for n-way nesting if NE®™adv[A4, £] is negligible.

Theorem 2.12. For every constant n > 0, if € = (E, D) is semantically secure then £ is seman-
tically secure for n-way nesting.

In particular, for every n-way nested adversary A attacking &, there exists a semantic security
adversary B attacking £, where B is an elementary wrapper around A, such that

NE®™adv| A, £] = SSadv[B, £] .

The proof of this theorem is a good exercise in security reductions. We leave it for Exercise 2.15.

2.6 Notes

The one time pad is due to Gilbert Vernam in 1917, although there is evidence that it was discovered
earlier [9].
Citations to the literature to be added.

2.7 Exercises

2.1 (multiplicative one-time pad). We may also define a “multiplication mod p” variation of

the one-time pad. This is a cipher £ = (E, D), defined over (K, M,C), where £ :== M :=C :=

{1,...,p— 1}, where p is a prime. Encryption and decryption are defined as follows:
E(k,m):=k-mmodp D(k,c) := k™' ¢mod p.

Here, k~! denotes the multiplicative inverse of & modulo p. Verify the correctness property for this
cipher and prove that it is perfectly secure.

2.2. Consider a variant of the substitution cipher £ = (E, D) defined in Example 2.3 where every
symbol of the message is encrypted using an independent permutation. That is, let M = C = £F
for some a finite alphabet of symbols ¥ and some L. Let the key space be K = S¥ where S is the
set of all permutations on . The encryption algorithm FE(k,m) is defined as

E(k,m) := ( k[0](m[0]), k[1](m[1]), ..., k[L —1](m[L —1]) )

Show that £ is perfectly secure.
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2.3. Let & = (E,D) be a perfectly secure cipher defined over (K, M,C) where K = M. Let
& = (E',D') be a cipher where encryption is defined as E'((k1,k2), m) := (E(k1, k2), E(k2,m)).
Show that £ is perfectly secure.

2.4. Consider a variant of the one time pad with message space {0,1}" where the key space K
is restricted to all L-bit strings with an even number of 1’s. Give an efficient adversary whose
semantic security advantage is 1.

2.5. This exercise generalizes Shannon’s theorem (Theorem 2.5). Let £ be a cipher defined over
(K, M,C). Suppose that SSadv[A,E] < e for all adversaries A, even including computationally
unbounded ones. Show that [K| > (1 — €)|M].

2.6. This exercise develops a converse of sorts for the previous exercise. For j =0,...,L — 1, let
¢ = 1/2J. Consider the L-bit one-time pad variant £ defined over (K, M, C) where M = C = {0, 1}".
The key space K is restricted to all L-bit strings whose first L — j bits are not all zero, so that
|| = (1 — €)|M|. Show that:

(a) there is an efficient adversary A such that SSadv[A4,&] =¢/(1 — ¢);
(b) for all adversaries A, even including computationally unbounded ones, SSadv[A,E] < e/(1—¢).
Note: since the advantage of A in part (a) is non-zero, the cipher £ cannot be perfectly secure.

2.7. In this exercise, you are asked to prove in detail the claims made in Example 2.9. Namely,
show that if £ is a deterministic cipher that is perfectly secure, then SSadv[A,E&] = 0 for every
adversary A (bearing in mind that A may be probabilistic); also show that if £ is the variable
length one-time pad, then SSadv[A,&] = 0 for all adversaries A.

2.8. In Section 2.3.4, we argued that if value r is encrypted using a semantically secure cipher, then
a player’s odds of winning at Internet roulette are very close to those of real roulette. However, our
“roulette” game was quite simple. Suppose that we have a more involved game, where different
outcomes may result in different winnings. The rules are not so important, but assume that the
rules are easy to evaluate (given a bet and the number 7) and that every bet results in a payout of
0,1,...,n dollars, where n is poly-bounded. Let u be the expected winnings in an optimal strategy
for a real version of this game (with no encryption). Let yu' be the expected winnings of some
(efficient) player in an Internet version of this game (with encryption). Show that u < u’+ €, where
€ is negligible, assuming the cipher is semantically secure.

Hint: you may want to use the fact that if X is a random variable taking values in the set
{0,1,...,n}, the expected value of X is equal to ) ;" ; Pr[X > 1.

2.9. Prove Fact 2.6, using the formal definitions in Section 2.4.

2.10. Let £ = (E, D) be a semantically secure cipher defined over (K, M,C), where M = C =
{0,1}*. Which of the following encryption algorithms yields a semantically secure scheme? Either
give an attack or provide a security proof via an explicit reduction.

(a) E'(k,m)=0| E(k,m)
(b) E'(k,m) = E(k,m) | parity(m)
(¢) E'(k,m) = reverse(E(k,m))
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(d) E'(k,m) = E(k,reverse(m))

Here, for a bit string s, parity(s) is 1 if the number of 1’s in s is odd, and 0 otherwise; also,
reverse(s) is the string obtained by reversing the order of the bits in s, e.g., reverse(1011) = 1101.

2.11 (Key recovery attacks). Let £ = (E, D) be a cipher defined over (K, M, C). A key recovery
attack is modeled by the following game between a challenger and an adversary A: the challenger
chooses a random key k in K, a random message m in M, computes ¢ <~ E(k, m), and sends (m, c)
to A. In response A outputs a guess kin K. We say that A wins the game if D(];:, ¢) = m and define
KRadv[A, £] to be the probability that A wins the game. As usual, we say that £ is secure against
key recovery attacks if for all efficient adversaries A the advantage KRadv|A, £] is negligible.

(a) Show that the one-time pad is not secure against key recovery attacks.

(b) Show that if £ is semantically secure and € = |K|/| M| is negligible, then £ is secure against key
recovery attacks. In particular, show that for every efficient key-recovery adversary A there
is an efficient semantic security adversary B, where B is an elementary wrapper around A,
such that
KRadv[A, £] < SSadv[B,E&] + ¢

Hint: Your semantic security adversary B will output 1 with probability KRadv[A, £] in the
semantic security Experiment 0 and output 1 with probability at most € in Experiment 1.
Deduce from this a lower bound on SSadv[B,£] in terms of € and KRadv[A, £] from which
the result follows.

(c) Deduce from part (b) that if £ is semantically secure and | M| is super-poly then |K| cannot
be poly-bounded.
Note: |K| can be poly-bounded when | M| is poly-bounded, as in the one-time pad.

2.12. In Section 2.3.3 we developed the notion of security against message recovery. Construct a
cipher that is secure against message recovery, but is not semantically secure.

2.13 (Advantage calculations in simple settings). Consider the following two experiments
Experiment 0 and Experiment 1:

e In Experiment 0 the challenger flips a fair coin (probability 1/2 for HEADS and 1/2 for
TAILS) and sends the result to the adversary .A.

e In Experiment 1 the challenger always sends TAILS to the adversary.

The adversary’s goal is to distinguish these two experiments: at the end of each experiment the
adversary outputs a bit 0 or 1 for its guess for which experiment it is in. For b = 0,1 let W},
be the event that in experiment b the adversary output 1. The adversary tries to maximize its
distinguishing advantage, namely the quantity

|Pr[Wo] — Pr[WA]| € [0,1] .

If the advantage is negligible for all efficient adversaries then we say that the two experiments are
indistinguishable.

(a) Calculate the advantage of each of the following adversaries:
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(i) Aj: Always output 1.
(ii) Ajg: Ignore the result reported by the challenger, and randomly output 0 or 1 with even
probability.
(iii) As: Output 1 if HEADS was received from the challenger, else output 0.
(iv) Ag: Output 0 if HEADS was received from the challenger, else output 1.

(v) As: If HEADS was received, output 1. If TAILS was received, randomly output 0 or 1
with even probability.

(b) What is the maximum advantage possible in distinguishing these two experiments? Explain
why.

2.14. Consider the following cipher (E, D) defined over (X, M,C) where C = M = {0,1} and K
is the set of all ¢! permutations of the set {0,...,¢ —1}. For a key k € K and message m € M
define E(k,m) to be result of permuting the bits of m using the permutation k, namely E(k, m) =
m[k(0)]...m[k(¢ — 1)]. Show that this cipher is not semantically secure by showing an adversary
that achieves advantage 1.

2.15 (Nested encryption). For a cipher £ = (E, D) define the nested cipher & = (E’, D) as
El((k}o, kl),m) = E(kl,E(ko,m)) and D’((k‘g, ]{71), C) = D(ko, D(kl, C)) .

Our goal is to show that if £ is semantically secure then & is semantically secure even if the
adversary is given one of the keys kg or k.

(a) Consider the following semantic security experiments, Experiments 0 and 1: in Experi-
ment b, for b = 0, 1, the adversary generates two messages mg and my and gets back k; and
E'((ko, k1), myp). The adversary outputs bin {0,1} and we define its advantage, NEadv[A, &]
as in the usual the definition of semantic security. Show that for every nested encryption
adversary A attacking £, there exists a semantic security adversary B attacking £, where B
is an elementary wrapper around A, such that

NEadv[A, £] = SSadv[B,&] .

Draw a diagram with A on the right, 5 in the middle, and B’s challenger on the left. Show
the message flow between these three parties that takes place in your proof of security.

(b) Repeat part (a), but now when the adversary gets back ko (instead of k1) and E’((ko, k1), my)
in Experiments 0 and 1. Draw a diagram describing the message flow in your proof of security
as you did in part (a).

This problem comes up in the context of anonymous routing on the Internet as discussed in Sec-
tion 2.5.

2.16 (Self referential encryption). Let us show that encrypting a key under itself can be
dangerous. Let £ be a semantically secure cipher defined over (IC, M,C), where K C M, and let
kE < K. A ciphertext ¢, := E(k, k), namely encrypting k using k, is called a self referential
encryption.
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(a) Construct a cipher & = (E, D) derived from & such that £ is semantically secure, but becomes
insecure if the adversary is given E(k, k). You have just shown that semantic security does
not imply security when one encrypts one’s key.

(b) Construct a cipher & = (F, D) derived from & such that £ is semantically and remains
semantically secure (provably) even if the adversary is given E(k:, k). To prove that £ is
semantically secure, you should show the following: for every adversary A that attacks E ,
there exists and adversary B that attacks £ such that (i) the running time B is about the
same as that of A, and (i) SSadv[A, £] < SSadv|[B, £].

2.17 (Comparison protocols). Suppose Alice has a secret number a and Bob has a secret
number b where both numbers are in {0,...,n} for some small n, say n = 1000. They wish to run
a protocol that will reveal to Alice if @ = b. However, if a # b Alice will learn nothing else about
b. Either way, Bob will learn nothing about a. Perhaps these values represent their votes in an
election and they wish to test if they voted for the same candidates. To do so, they fix a prime
p > n and use the additive one-time pad modulo p (see Example 2.4). They also enlist the help
of a third party, Carol, that should learn nothing about a and b from the protocol. Bob begins
by choosing three random values ko, k1 in Z, and r € Z;. Bob sends ko, k1 to Alice and r and
s:=ko+r(b+ k1) in Z, to Carol. Next Alice sends u := k; + a in Z, to Carol and Carol responds
to Alice with v := s —ru in Z,.

(a) Show that v — kg = (b — a) in Z,, and deduce that v — ko = 0 if and only if @ = b. Therefore
Alice learns if a = b by testing if v — kg = 0.

(b) Security: Bob clearly receives no information from this protocol. Carol learns the quantities
r,s,u. Use the security of the modular one-time pad to argue that these quantities are
independent of a and b (the previous exercise may be helpful). Therefore, Carol learns
nothing about a and b. Finally, Alice learns the quantities kg, k1, v. Use the security of the
multiplicative one-time pad from Exercise 2.1 to argue that when a # b the quantity v is
independent of b — a. Therefore Alice learns nothing else about b. Note that this security
analysis assumes that Carol does not collude with either Alice or Bob.

2.18. Two standards committee proposes to save bandwidth by combining compression (such as
the Lempel-Ziv algorithm used in the zip and gzip programs) with encryption. Both committees
plan on using the variable length one time pad for encryption.

e One committee proposes to compress messages before encrypting them. Explain why this is
a bad idea. Hint: recall that compression can significantly shrink the size of some messages
while having little impact on the length of other messages.

e The other committee proposes to compress ciphertexts after encryption. Explain why this is
a bad idea.

Over the years many problems have surfaced when combining encryption and compression. The
CRIME [60] and BREACH [56] attacks are good representative examples.

2.19 (Voting protocols). This exercise develops a simple voting protocol based on the additive
one-time pad (Example 2.4). Suppose we have ¢ voters and a counting center. Each voter is going
to vote 0 or 1, and the counting center is going to tally the votes and broadcast the total sum S.
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However, they will use a protocol that guarantees that no party (voter or counting center) learns
anything other than S (but we shall assume that each party faithfully follows the protocol).

The protocol works as follows. Let n > t be an integer. The counting center generates an
encryption of 0: ¢y < {0,...,n — 1}, and passes ¢y to voter 1. Voter 1 adds his vote v; to c¢p,
computing ¢ < cg + v; mod n, and passes c¢; to voter 2. This continues, with each voter ¢ adding
v; to ¢;_1, computing ¢; < ¢;_1 +v; mod n, and passing ¢; to voter ¢+ 1, except that voter ¢ passes
¢t to the counting center. The counting center computes the total sum as S < ¢; — ¢g mod n, and
broadcasts S to all the voters.

(a) Show that the protocol correctly computes the total sum.

(b) Show that the protocol is perfectly secure in the following sense. For voter i = 1,...,t, define
View; := (S, ¢;—1), which represents the “view” of voter i. We also define Viewq := (co, ct),
which represents the “view” of the counting center. Show that for each ¢ = 0,...,¢ and

S=0,...,t, the following holds:

as the choice of votes vy,...,v; varies, subject to the restrictions that each v; €
{0,1} and 23:1 vj = S, the distribution of View; remains the same.

(c) Show that if two voters i, j collude, they can determine the vote of a third voter k. You are
free to choose the indices 1, j, k.

2.20 (Two-way split keys). Let &€ = (E,D) be a semantically secure cipher defined over
(IC, M, C) where K = {0,1}¢. Suppose we wish to split the ability to decrypt ciphertexts across
two parties, Alice and Bob, so that both parties are needed to decrypt ciphertexts. For a random
key k in I choose a random r in K and define k, := r and ky, := k & r. Now if Alice and Bob get
together they can decrypt a ciphertext ¢ by first reconstructing the key k as k = k, @ ky, and then
computing D(k,c). Our goal is to show that neither Alice nor Bob can decrypt ciphertexts on their
own.

(a) Formulate a security notion that captures the advantage that an adversary has in break-
ing semantic security given Bob’s key kj,. Denote this 2-way key splitting advantage by
2KSadv|A, &].

(b) Show that for every 2-way key splitting adversary A there is a semantic security adversary B
such that 2KSadv[A, £] = SSadv[B, .

2.21 (Simple secret sharing). Let £ = (E, D) be a semantically secure cipher with key space
K = {0,1}*. A bank wishes to split a decryption key k& € {0,1}" into three shares pg,p1, and po
so that two of the three shares are needed for decryption. Each share can be given to a different
executive and two of the three must contribute their shares for decryption to proceed. This way,
decryption can proceed even if one of the executives is out sick, but at least two executives are
needed for decryption.

(a) To do so the bank generates two random pairs (ko, k() and (k1, k}) so that ko®k(, = ki1 Pk] = k.
How should the bank assign shares so that any two shares enable decryption using k, but no
single share can decrypt?

Hint: the first executive will be given the share py = (ko, k1).
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(b)

()

Generalize the scheme from part (a) so that 3-out-of-5 shares are needed for decryption.
Reconstituting the key only uses XOR of key shares.

More generally, we can design a t-out-of-n system this way for any ¢ < n. How does the size
of each share scale with 7

2.22 (Bias correction). Consider again the bit-guessing version of the semantic security attack
game (i.e., Attack Game 2.4). Suppose an efficient adversary A wins the game (i.e., guesses the
hidden bit b) with probability 1/2 + €, where € is non-negligible. Note that e could be positive or
negative (the definition of negligible works on absolute values). Our goal is to show that there is
another efficient adversary B that wins the game with probability 1/2+ ¢, where €’ is non-negligible
and positive.

(a)

Consider the following adversary B that uses A as a subroutine in Attack Game 2.4 in the
following two-stage attack. In the first stage, B plays challenger to A, but B generates its
own hidden bit by, its own key kg, and eventually A outputs its guess-bit bo. Note that in
this stage, B’s challenger in Attack Game 2.4 is not involved at all. In the second stage, B
restarts A, and lets A interact with the “real” challenger in Attack Game 2.4, and eventually
A outputs a guess-bit b. When this happens, B outputs b & by & by. Note that this run of A
is completely independent of the first — the coins of A and also the system parameters are
generated independently in these two runs.

Show that B wins Attack Game 2.4 with probability 1/2 + 2¢2.

One might be tempted to argue as follows. Just construct an adversary B that runs A, and
when A outputs b, adversary B outputs bl Now, we do not know if € is positive or
negative. If it is positive, then A satisfies are requirements. If it is negative, then B satisfies
our requirements. Although we do not know which one of these two adversaries satisfies our
requirements, we know that one of them definitely does, and so existence is proved.

What is wrong with this argument? The explanation requires an understanding of the math-
ematical details regarding security parameters (see Section 2.4).

Can you come up with another efficient adversary B’ that wins the bit-guessing game with
probability at least 1 + |¢|/27 Your adversary B’ will be less efficient than B.
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Chapter 3

Stream ciphers

In the previous chapter, we introduced the notions of perfectly secure encryption and semantically
secure encryption. The problem with perfect security is that to achieve it, one must use very long
keys. Semantic security was introduced as a weaker notion of security that would perhaps allow
us to build secure ciphers that use reasonably short keys; however, we have not yet produced any
such ciphers. This chapter studies one type of cipher that does this: the stream cipher.

3.1 Pseudo-random generators

Recall the one-time pad. Here, keys, messages, and ciphertexts are all L-bit strings. However, we
would like to use a key that is much shorter. So the idea is to instead use a short, ¢-bit “seed” s as
the encryption key, where £ is much smaller than L, and to “stretch” this seed into a longer, L-bit
string that is used to mask the message (and unmask the ciphertext). The string s is stretched
using some efficient, deterministic algorithm G that maps ¢-bit strings to L-bit strings. Thus, the
key space for this modified one-time pad is {0, 1}5, while the message and ciphertext spaces are
{0,1}*. For s € {0,1}* and m, c € {0,1}”, encryption and decryption are defined as follows:

E(s,m):=G(s)®&m and D(s,c):=G(s)®dec.

This modified one-time pad is called a stream cipher, and the function G is called a pseudo-
random generator.

If £ < L, then by Shannon’s Theorem, this stream cipher cannot achieve perfect security;
however, if GG satisfies an appropriate security property, then this cipher is semantically secure.
Suppose s is a random ¢-bit string and r is a random L-bit string. Intuitively, if an adversary cannot
effectively tell the difference between G(s) and r, then he should not be able to tell the difference
between this stream cipher and a one-time pad; moreover, since the latter cipher is semantically
secure, so should be the former. To make this reasoning rigorous, we need to formalize the notion
that an adversary cannot “effectively tell the difference between G(s) and r.”

An algorithm that is used to distinguish a pseudo-random string G(s) from a truly random
string r is called a statistical test. It takes a string as input, and outputs 0 or 1. Such a test
is called effective if the probability that it outputs 1 on a pseudo-random input is significantly
different than the probability that it outputs 1 on a truly random input. Even a relatively small
difference in probabilities, say 1%, is considered significant; indeed, even with a 1% difference, if
we can obtain a few hundred independent samples, which are either all pseudo-random or all truly
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random, then we will be able to infer with high confidence whether we are looking at pseudo-random
strings or at truly random strings. However, a non-zero but negligible difference in probabilities,
say 27109 is not helpful.

How might one go about designing an effective statistical test? One basic approach is the
following: given an L-bit string, calculate some statistic, and then see if this statistic differs greatly
from what one would expect if the string were truly random.

For example, a very simple statistic that is easy to compute is the number k of 1’s appearing
in the string. For a truly random string, we would expect k ~ L/2. If the PRG G had some
bias towards either 0-bits or 1-bits, we could effectively detect this with a statistical test that,
say, outputs 1 if |k — 0.5L| < 0.01L, and otherwise outputs 0. This statistical test would be quite
effective if the PRG G did indeed have some significant bias towards either 0 or 1.

The test in the previous example can be strengthened by considering not just individual bits,
but pairs of bits. One could break the L-bit string up into ~ L/2 bit pairs, and count the number
koo of pairs 00, the number kg of pairs 01, the number k1 of pairs 10, and the number ki1 of pairs
11. For a truly random string, one would expect each of these numbers to be ~ L/2-1/4 = L/8.
Thus, a natural statistical test would be one that tests if the distance from L/8 of each of these
numbers is less than some specified bound. Alternatively, one could sum up the squares of these
distances, and test whether this sum is less than some specified bound — this is the classical x-
squared test from statistics. Obviously, this idea generalizes from pairs of bits to tuples of any
length.

There are many other simple statistics one might check. However, simple tests such as these do
not tend to exploit deeper mathematical properties of the algorithm G that a malicious adversary
may be able to exploit in designing a statistical test specifically geared towards G. For example,
there are PRG’s for which the simple tests in the previous two paragraphs are completely ineffective,
but yet are completely predictable, given sufficiently many output bits; that is, given a prefix of
G(s) of sufficient length, the adversary can compute all the remaining bits of G(s), or perhaps even
compute the seed s itself.

Our definition of security for a PRG formalizes the notion there should be no effective (and
efficiently computable) statistical test.

3.1.1 Definition of a pseudo-random generator

A pseudo-random generator, or PRG for short, is an efficient, deterministic algorithm G that,
given as input a seed s, computes an output r. The seed s comes from a finite seed space S and
the output r belongs to a finite output space R. Typically, S and R are sets of bit strings of some
prescribed length (for example, in the discussion above, we had S = {0,1}¢ and R = {0,1}*). We
say that G is a PRG defined over (S, R).

Our definition of security for a PRG captures the intuitive notion that if s is chosen at random
from S and r is chosen at random from R, then no efficient adversary can effectively tell the
difference between G(s) and r: the two are computationally indistinguishable. The definition
is formulated as an attack game.

Attack Game 3.1 (PRG). For a given PRG G, defined over (S,R), and for a given adversary
A, we define two experiments, Experiment 0 and Experiment 1. For b = 0,1, we define:

Experiment b:

e The challenger computes r € R as follows:
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Challenger A

(Experiment 0)

s&ES

r <+ G(s) r

be{0,1}

Challenger A

(Experiment 1)

be{0,1}

Figure 3.1: Experiments 0 and 1 of Attack Game 3.1

—ifb=0: s & S, r <+ G(s);
—ifb=1.r&R.
and sends r to the adversary.
e Given r, the adversary computes and outputs a bit be {0,1}.

For b = 0,1, let W}, be the event that A outputs 1 in Experiment b. We define A’s advantage
with respect to G as

PRGadv[A, G] = Pr[Wo] — PT[Wl] .o
The attack game is illustrated in Fig. 3.1.

Definition 3.1 (secure PRG). A PRG G is secure if the value PRGadv[A, G] is negligible for
all efficient adversaries A.

As discussed in Section 2.3.5, Attack Game 3.1 can be recast as a “bit guessing” game, where
instead of having two separate experiments, the challenger chooses b € {0, 1} at random, and then
runs Experiment b against the adversary A. In this game, we measure A’s bit-guessing advantage
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PRGadv*[A,G] as [Pr[b = b] — 1/2|. The general result of Section 2.3.5 applies here as well:
PRGadv[A4, G] = 2 - PRGadv*[A4, G|.

We also note that a PRG can only be secure if the cardinality of the seed space is super-poly
(see Exercise 3.6).

3.1.2 Mathematical details

Just as in Section 2.4, we give here more of the mathematical details pertaining to PRGs. Just like
Section 2.4, this section may be safely skipped on first reading with very little loss in understanding.

First, we state the precise definition of a PRG, using the terminology introduced in Defini-
tion 2.9.

Definition 3.2 (pseudo-random generator). A pseudo-random generator consists of an
algorithm G, along with two families of spaces with system parameterization P:

S={S\atra and R={Raatia,
such that
1. S and R are efficiently recognizable and sampleable.

2. Algorithm G is an efficient deterministic algorithm that on input X\, A, s, where X\ € Z>1,
A € Supp(P()N)), and s € Sy A, outputs an element of Ry .

Next, Definition 3.1 needs to be properly interpreted. First, in Attack Game 3.1, it is to be
understood that for each value of the security parameter A, we get a different probability space,
determined by the random choices of the challenger and the random choices of the adversary.
Second, the challenger generates a system parameter A, and sends this to the adversary at the very
start of the game. Third, the advantage PRGadv[A, G] is a function of the security parameter A\,
and security means that this function is a negligible function.

3.2 Stream ciphers: encryption with a PRG

Let G be a PRG defined over ({0, 1}¢,{0,1}%); that is, G stretches an ¢-bit seed to an L-bit output.
The stream cipher £ = (E, D) constructed from G is defined over ({0,1}¢,{0,1}=%,{0,1}=1);
for s € {0,1}* and m,c € {0,1}=F, encryption and decryption are defined as follows: if |m| = v,
then

E(s,m):=G(s)[0..v—1] & m,

and if |c| = v, then
D(s,c) = =G(s)[0..v—-1] & ¢

As the reader may easily verify, this satisfies our definition of a cipher (in particular, the correctness
property is satisfied).

Note that for the purposes of analyzing the semantic security of £, the length associated with a
message m in Attack Game 2.1 is the natural length |m| of m in bits. Also, note that if v is much
smaller than L, then for many practical PRGs, it is possible to compute the first v bits of G(s)
much faster than actually computing all the bits of G(s) and then truncating.

The main result of this section is the following:
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Theorem 3.1. If G is a secure PRG, then the stream cipher £ constructed from G is a semantically
secure cipher.

In particular, for every SS adversary A that attacks € as in Attack Game 2.1, there ezists a
PRG adversary B that attacks G as in Attack Game 3.1, where B is an elementary wrapper
around A, such that

SSadv*[A, £] = PRGadv[B, G].

Proof idea. In proving this theorem, it is more convenient to work with the bit-guessing version of
the SS attack game, discussed in Section 2.3.5. Recall that, by Theorem 2.10, the adversary’s bit
guessing SS advantage, SSadv*[A, £], is twice its SS advantage, SSadv[A, &], so if one is negligible,
so is the other.

The basic idea is to argue that we can replace the output of the PRG by a truly random
string, without affecting the adversary’s bit-guessing advantage by more than a negligible amount.
However, after making this replacement, the adversary’s bit-guessing advantage is zero. O

Proof. Let A be an efficient adversary attacking the semantic security of the cipher in the bit-
guessing version of Attack Game 2.1. In this game, A presents the challenger with two messages
mg, m1 of the same length; the challenger then chooses a random key s and a random bit b, and
encrypts my, under s, giving the resulting ciphertext ¢ to A; finally, A outputs a bit b. The adversary
A wins the game if b = b.
Let us call this Game 0. The logic of the challenger in this game may be written as follows:
Upon receiving mg, my € {0,1} from A, for some v < L, do:

b« {0,1}

5 < {0,1}, r «+ G(s)

cr[0..v—1]dmy

send ¢ to A.

Game 0 is illustrated in Fig. 3.2.
Let Wy be the event that b = b in Game 0. By definition, we have

SSadv*[A4, &] = |Pr[Wy] — 1/2]. (3.1)

Next, we modify the challenger of Game 0, obtaining new game, called Game 1, which is
exactly the same as Game 0, except that the challenger uses a truly random string in place of a
pseudo-random string. The logic of the challenger in Game 1 is as follows:

Upon receiving mgy, m; € {0,1}" from A, for some v < L, do:
b+« {0,1}
r <& {0, 1}F
cr[0..v—1]&my
send ¢ to A.

As usual, A outputs a bit b at the end of this game. We have highlighted the changes from Game 0
in gray. Game 1 is illustrated in Fig. 3.3.
Let Wy be the event that b = b in Game 1. We claim that

Pr[Wi] = 1/2. (3.2)

This is because in Game 1, the adversary is attacking the variable length one-time pad. In particu-
lar, it is easy to see that the adversary’s output b and the challenger’s hidden bit b are independent.
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Challenger

b < {0,1}
s & {0,1}*
r <+ G(s)
crl0..v—=1]®my

mo, my € {0, 1}§L
(Imo| = [ma] = v)
c »
be{0,1}

Figure 3.2: Game 0 in the proof of Theorem 3.1

Challenger

b {0,1}
r & {01}
crl0..v=1]®m

mo, my € {0, I}SL

(Imo| = fm1| = v)

C

be{0,1}

Figure 3.3: Game 1 in the proof of Theorem 3.1
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mo, my € {0, 1}§L

(Imo| = |ma| = v)

PRG Challenger .
for G re {O, 1}

-

b&{0,1}
cr[0..o—1]®my

be{0,1}

Figure 3.4: The PRG adversary B in the proof of Theorem 3.1

Finally, we show how to construct an efficient PRG adversary B that uses A as a subroutine,
such that
|Pr[Wy] — Pr[WW;]| = PRGadv[B, G]. (3.3)

This is actually quite straightforward. The logic of our new adversary B is illustrated in Fig. 3.4.

Here, ¢ is defined as follows:
1 ifz=y,
(z,y) = { (3.4)

0 ifx#uy.

Also, the box labeled “PRG Challenger” is playing the role of the challenger in Attack Game 3.1
with respect to G.

In words, adversary B, which is a PRG adversary designed to attack G (as in Attack Game 3.1),
receives r € {0,1}* from its PRG challenger, and then plays the role of challenger to A, as follows:

Upon receiving mg, m; € {0,1}" from A, for some v < L, do:
b<&{0,1}
cr[0..v—1]&my
send ¢ to A.

Finally, when A outputs a bit b, B outputs the bit & (Z;, b).

Let pg be the probability that B outputs 1 when the PRG challenger is running Experiment 0
of Attack Game 3.1, and let p; be the probability that B outputs 1 when the PRG challenger is
running Experiment 1 of Attack Game 3.1. By definition, PRGadv[B, G] = |p1 — po|.- Moreover, if
the PRG challenger is running Experiment 0, then adversary A is essentially playing our Game 0,
and so pg = Pr[Wy], and if the PRG challenger is running Experiment 1, then A is essentially
playing our Game 1, and so p; = Pr[W;]. Equation (3.3) now follows immediately.
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Combining (3.1), (3.2), and (3.3), we have
SSadv*[A, £] = PRGadv[B, G].

Moreover, since B is just as efficient as .4, under our assumption that G is a secure PRG, the value
PRGadv[B, G] must be negligible, and therefore, SSadv*[A, £] must be negligible as well. O

In the above theorem, we reduced the security of £ to that of G by showing that if A is an
efficient SS adversary that attacks £, then there exists an efficient PRG adversary B that attacks
G, such that

SSadv*[A, £] < PRGadv[B, G].

(Actually, we showed that equality holds, but that is not so important.) In the proof, we argued
that if G is secure, then PRGadv([B, G] is negligible, hence by the above inequality, we conclude
that SSadv*[A, £] is also negligible. Since this holds for all efficient adversaries A, we conclude that
£ is semantically secure.

Analogous to the discussion after the proof of Theorem 2.7, another way to structure the proof
is by proving the contrapositive: indeed, if we assume that £ is insecure, then there must be an
efficient adversary A such that SSadv*[A4, £] is non-negligible, and the reduction (and the above
inequality) gives us an efficient adversary B such that PRGadv[B, G| is also non-negligible. That
is, if we can break £, we can also break G. While logically equivalent, such a proof has a different
“feeling”: one starts with an adversary A that breaks £, and shows how to use A to construct a
new adversary B that breaks G.

The reader should notice that the proof of the above theorem follows the same basic pattern
as our analysis of Internet roulette in Section 2.3.4. In both cases, we started with an attack game
(Fig. 2.2 or Fig. 3.2) which we modified to obtain a new attack game (Fig. 2.3 or Fig. 3.3); in
this new attack game, it was quite easy to compute the adversary’s advantage. Also, we used an
appropriate security assumption to show that the difference between the adversary’s advantages in
the original and the modified games was negligible. This was done by exhibiting a new adversary
(Fig. 2.4 or Fig. 3.4) that attacked the underlying cryptographic primitive (cipher or PRG) with an
advantage equal to this difference. Assuming the underlying primitive was secure, this difference
must be negligible; alternatively, one could argue the contrapositive: if this difference were not
negligible, the new adversary would “break” the underlying cryptographic primitive.

This is a pattern that will be repeated and elaborated upon throughout this text. The reader
is urged to study both of these analyses to make sure he or she completely understands what is
going on.

3.3 Stream cipher limitations: attacks on the one time pad

Although stream ciphers are semantically secure they are highly brittle and become totally insecure
if used incorrectly.

3.3.1 The two-time pad is insecure

A stream cipher is well equipped to encrypt a single message from Alice to Bob. Alice, however,
may wish to send several messages to Bob. For simplicity suppose Alice wishes to encrypt two
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messages m1 and mg. The naive solution is to encrypt both messages using the same stream cipher
key s:
c1 —m1 @ G(s) and c2 +— ma @ G(s) (3.5)

A moments reflection shows that this construction is insecure in a very strong sense. An adversary
who intercepts ¢; and co can compute

A:=ci®cy=(m1 ®G(s)) ® (me ®G(s)) =m1 ®my

and obtain the xor of my and ms. Not surprisingly, English text contains enough redundancy that
given A = mq @ my the adversary can recover both mj and ms in the clear. Hence, the construction
in (3.5) leaks the plaintexts after seeing only two sufficiently long ciphertexts.

The construction in (3.5) is jokingly called the two-time pad. We just argued that the two-
time pad is totally insecure. In particular, a stream cipher key should never be used to
encrypt more than one message. Throughout the book we will see many examples where a
one-time cipher is sufficient. For example, when choosing a new random key for every message as
in Section 5.4.1. However, in settings where a single key is used multiple times, one should never
use a stream cipher directly. We build multi-use ciphers in Chapter 5.

Incorrectly reusing a stream cipher key is a common error in deployed systems. For example,
a protocol called PPTP enables two parties A and B to send encrypted messages to one another.
Microsoft’s implementation of PPTP in Windows N'T uses a stream cipher called RC4. The original
implementation encrypts messages from A to B using the same RC4 key as messages from B
to A [62]. Consequently, by eavesdropping on two encrypted messages headed in opposite directions
an attacker could recover the plaintext of both messages.

Another amusing story about the two-time pad is relayed by Klehr [35] who describes in great
detail how Russian spies in the US during World War II were sending messages back to Moscow,
encrypted with the one-time pad. The system had a critical flaw, as explained by Klehr:

During WWII the Soviet Union could not produce enough one-time pads ... to keep
up with the enormous demand .... So, they used a number of one-time pads twice,
thinking it would not compromise their system. American counter-intelligence during
WWII collected all incoming and outgoing international cables. Beginning in 1946, it
began an intensive effort to break into the Soviet messages with the cooperation of the
British and by ... the Soviet error of using some one-time pads as two-time pads, was
able, over the next 25 years, to break some 2900 messages, containing 5000 pages of the
hundreds of thousands of messages that been sent between 1941 and 1946 (when the
Soviets switched to a different system).

The decryption effort was codenamed project Venona. The Venona files are most famous for
exposing Julius and Ethel Rosenberg and help give indisputable evidence of their involvement with
the Soviet spy ring. Starting in 1995 all 3000 Venona decrypted messages were made public.

3.3.2 The one-time pad is malleable

Although semantic security ensures that an adversary cannot read the plaintext, it provides no
guarantees for integrity. When using a stream cipher, an adversary can change a ciphertext and
the modification will never be detected by the decryptor. Even worse, let us show that by changing
the ciphertext, the attacker can control how the decrypted plaintext will change.
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Suppose an attacker intercepts a ciphertext ¢ := E(s,m) = m@®G(s). The attacker changes ¢ to
c = c® A for some A of the attacker’s choice. Consequently, the decryptor receives the modified
message
D(s,d) = ®G(s) = (cdA)DG(s) =m DA

Hence, without knowledge of either m or s, the attacker was able to cause the decrypted message
to become m @ A for A of the attacker’s choosing. We say that stream-ciphers are malleable since
an attacker can cause predictable changes to the plaintext. We will construct ciphers that provide
both privacy and integrity in Chapter 9.

A simple example where malleability could help an attacker is an encrypted file system. Suppose
Alice stores incoming emails on a disk encrypted with her secret stream cipher key. An email from
Bob always starts with the characters From: Bob. An attacker who knows that a certain email is
from Bob, can use the stream cipher malleability to change the encrypted email to say From: Eve.
He simply xors the appropriate three character string with the email characters in positions 7 to 9.
The attacker makes this change by only operating on ciphertexts and without knowledge of Alice’s
secret key. Alice will never know that the sender’s address was changed.

3.4 Composing PRGs

In this section, we discuss two constructions that allow one to build new PRGs out of old PRGs.
These constructions allow one to increase the size of the output space of the original PRG while at
the same time preserving its security. Perhaps more important than the constructions themselves is
the proof technique, which is called a hybrid argument. This proof technique is used pervasively
throughout modern cryptography.

3.4.1 A parallel construction

Let G be a PRG defined over (S,R). Suppose that in some application, we want to use G many
times. We want all the outputs of G to be computationally indistinguishable from random elements
of R. If G is a secure PRG, and if the seeds are independently generated, then this will indeed be
the case.

We can model the use of many applications of G as a new PRG G’. That is, we construct a
new PRG G’ that applies G to n seeds, and concatenates the outputs. Thus, G’ is defined over
(8™, R™), and for s1,...,s, € R,

G'(51,..+,8n) == (G(81),...,G(sn)).

We call G’ the n-wise parallel composition of G. The value n is called a repetition parameter,
and we require that it is a poly-bounded value.

Theorem 3.2. If G is a secure PRG, then the n-wise parallel composition G’ of G is also a secure
PRG.

In particular, for every PRG adversary A that attacks G' as in Attack Game 3.1, there exists
a PRG adversary B that attacks G as in Attack Game 3.1, where B is an elementary wrapper
around A, such that

PRGadv[A, G'] = n - PRGadv[B, G].

67



As a warm up, we first prove this theorem in the special case n = 2. Let A be an efficient PRG
adversary that has advantage € in attacking G’ in Attack Game 3.1. We want to show that e is
negligible, under the assumption that G is a secure PRG. To do this, let us define Game 0 to be
Experiment 0 of Attack Game 3.1 with A and G’. The challenger in this game works as follows:

S1 (i S, T < G(Sl)
S9 & S, To < G(SQ)
send (r1,72) to A.

Let pg denote the probability with which A outputs 1 in this game.
Next, we define Game 1, which is played between A and a challenger that works as follows:

T1 (i R
S9 <i S, T9 < G(Sg)
send (r1,7r2) to A.

Note that Game 1 corresponds to neither Experiment 0 nor Experiment 1 of Attack Game 3.1;
rather, it is a “hybrid” experiment corresponding to something in between Experiments 0 and 1.
All we have done is replaced the pseudo-random value r; in Game 0 by a truly random value (as
highlighted). Intuitively, under the assumption that G is a secure PRG, the adversary A should
not notice the difference. To make this argument precise, let p; be the probability that A outputs
1 in Game 1.

Let 61 := |p1 — po|. We claim that J; is negligible, assuming that G is a secure PRG. Indeed,
we can easily construct an efficient PRG adversary B; whose advantage in attacking G in Attack
Game 3.1 is precisely equal to §;. The adversary B; works as follows:

Upon receiving r € R from its challenger, By plays the role of challenger to A, as follows:

T T
s1 ¢+ 8, ro <+ G(s2)
send (r1,7r2) to A.

Finally, B; outputs whatever A outputs.

Observe that when B is in Experiment 0 of its attack game, it perfectly mimics the behavior of the
challenger in Game 0, while in Experiment 1, it perfectly mimics the behavior of the challenger in
Game 1. Thus, pg is equal to the probability that By outputs 1 in Experiment 0 of Attack Game 3.1,
while py is equal to the probability that By outputs 1 in Experiment 1 of Attack Game 3.1. Thus,
B1’s advantage in attacking G is precisely |p1 — po|, as claimed.

Next, we define Game 2, which is played between A and a challenger that works as follows:

1 &R
T9 (L R
send (r1,72) to A.

All we have done is replaced the pseudo-random value ry in Game 1 by a truly random value (as
highlighted). Let pa be the probability that A outputs 1 in Game 2. Note that Game 2 corresponds
to Experiment 1 of Attack Game 3.1 with A and G’, and so ps is equal to the probability that A
outputs 1 in Experiment 1 of Attack Game 3.1 with respect to G’.
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Let 62 := |p2 — p1|. By an argument similar to that above, it is easy to see that Jy is negligible,
assuming that G is a secure PRG. Indeed, we can easily construct an efficient PRG adversary Bs
whose advantage in Attack Game 3.1 with respect to G is precisely equal to d2. The adversary Bo
works as follows:

Upon receiving r € R from its challenger, By plays the role of challenger to A, as follows:

1 & R
g < T
send (r1,72) to A.

Finally, B2 outputs whatever A outputs.

It should be clear that p; is equal to the probability that By outputs 1 in Experiment 0 of Attack
Game 3.1, while ps is equal to the probability that By outputs 1 in Experiment 1 of Attack Game 3.1.
Recalling that ¢ = PRGadv[A, G'], then from the above discussion, we have

€ = |p2 — po| = |p2 — p1 +p1 — po| < |P1 — po| + [p2 — p1| = 01 + 2.

Since both d; and d2 are negligible, then so is € (see Fact 2.6).

That completes the proof that G’ is secure in the case n = 2. Before giving the proof in the
general case, we give another proof in the case n = 2. While our first proof involved the construction
of two adversaries By and B, our second proof combines these two adversaries into a single PRG
adversary B that plays Attack Game 3.1 with respect to GG, and which runs as follows:

upon receiving r € R from its challenger, adversary B chooses w € {1,2} at random,
and gives r to By; finally, B outputs whatever B, outputs.

Let Wy be the event that B outputs 1 in Experiment 0 of Attack Game 3.1, and W be the
event that B outputs 1 in Experiment 1 of Attack Game 3.1. Conditioning on the events w = 1
and w = 2, we have

Pr{IWo] = Pr[Wo | w = 1] Prfw = 1) + Pr[Wp | w = 2] Prew = 2
= é(Pr[Wo |w=1]+Pr[Wy |w = 2])
= 1(po +m).
Similarly, we have
Pr{I¥3] = PrlW; | w = 1] Prfw = 1) + Pr[W | w = 2] Prw = 2
= 5<Pr[W1 |w=1]+Pr[W; |w = 2])
= %(pl +p2).
Therefore, if § is the advantage of B in Attack Game 3.1 with respect to G, we have
§ = [Pr[W1] — Pr[Wo| = |3 (p1 + p2) — 5(po + p1)| = 5lp2 — ol = €/2.
Thus, € = 2§, and since ¢ is negligible, so is € (see Fact 2.6).
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Hybrid 0: G(s1) G(s2) G(sz) -+ G(sp)
Hybrid 1: 1 G(s2) G(s3) -+ G(sp)
Hybrid 2: r1 ro  G(sz) -+ G(sp)
Hybrid n — 1: r1 T9 r3 o G(sp)
Hybrid n: 1 r9 s ... Tn

Figure 3.5: Values prepared by challenger in Hybrids 0,1,...,n. Each r; is a random element of
R, and each s; is a random element of S.

Now, finally, we present the proof of Theorem 3.2 for general, poly-bounded n.

Proof idea. We could try to extend the first strategy outlined above from n = 2 to arbitrary n.
That is, we could construct a sequence of n + 1 games, starting with a challenger that produces
a sequence (G(s1),...,G(sy)), of pseudo-random elements replacing elements one at a time with
truly random elements of R, ending up with a sequence (rq,...,r,) of truly random elements of
R. Intuitively, the adversary should not notice any of these replacements, since G is a secure
PRG; however, proving this formally would require the construction of n different adversaries,
each of which attacks G in a slightly different way. As it turns out, this leads to some annoying
technical difficulties when n is not an absolute constant, but is simply poly-bounded; it is much
more convenient to extend the second strategy outlined above, constructing a single adversary that
attacks G “in one blow.” O

Proof. Let A be an efficient PRG adversary that plays Attack Game 3.1 with respect to G'. We
first introduce a sequence of n + 1 hybrid games, called Hybrid 0, Hybrid 1, ..., Hybrid n. For
j=0,1,...,n, Hybrid j is a game played between A and a challenger that prepares a tuple of n
values, the first j of which are truly random, and the remaining n — j of which are pseudo-random
outputs of GG; that is, the challenger works as follows:

T’1<L'R

T‘j(iR

R
sj41 €= S, i1 < G(sj41)

Sp &S, rn — G(sp)
send (r1,...,7r,) to A.

As usual, A outputs 0 or 1 at the end of the game. Fig. 3.5 illustrates the values prepared by the
challenger in each of these n+1 games. Let p; denote the probability that A outputs 1 in Hybrid j.
Note that pg is also equal to the probability that A outputs 1 in Experiment 0 of Attack Game 3.1,
while p,, is equal to the probability that A outputs 1 in Experiment 1. Thus, we have

PRGadv[A, G’ = |pn — pol- (3.6)

We next define a PRG adversary B that plays Attack Game 3.1 with respect to GG, and which
works as follows:
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Upon receiving r € R from its challenger, B plays the role of challenger to A, as follows:
{1,...,n}
R

w &
T’1<L

Tw—1 (i’R,
Tw < T

Sw1 & S, Twtl < G(Serl)

Sp 4 S, < G(sp)
send (r1,...,7r,) to A.

Finally, B outputs whatever A outputs.

Let Wy be the event that B outputs 1 in Experiment 0 of Attack Game 3.1, and W7 be the
event that B outputs 1 in Experiment 1 of Attack Game 3.1. The key observation is this:

conditioned on w = j for every fixred j = 1,...,n, Experiment 0 of B’s attack game
is equivalent to Hybrid 7 — 1, while Fxperiment 1 of B’s attack game is equivalent to
Hybrid j.

Therefore,

Pr(Wy |w=j] =pj—1 and Pr[W;|w=j]=np;.
So we have
P = 3 = o= =S 0= =1 S
Jj=1 _] 1
and similarly,

n

Pr[Wy] = ZPr[m |w = j]Prlw=j] = TllZPr[Wl | w = j] ij

Finally, we have

PRGadv[B, G| = |Pr[W;] — Pr[Wy]]

1 ¢ 1 ¢

w2 2 b
7=1 7j=1

1
= *|pn _p0|7
n

and combining this with (3.6), we have

PRGadv[A, G| = n - PRGadv|B, G].

71



S1 52

1 T2 T3 53

Figure 3.6: The sequential construction for n = 3

Since we are assuming G is a secure PRG, it follows that PRGadv[B, G| is negligible, and since n is
poly-bounded, it follows that PRGadv[A, G'] is negligible (see Fact 2.6). That proves the theorem.
O

Theorem 3.2 says that the security of a PRG degrades at most linearly in the number of times
that we use it. One might ask if this bound is tight; that is, might security indeed degrade linearly
in the number of uses? The answer is in fact “yes” (see Exercise 3.15).

3.4.2 A sequential construction: the Blum-Micali method

We now present a sequential construction, invented by Blum and Micali, which uses a PRG that
stretches just a little, and builds a PRG that stretches an arbitrary amount.

Let G be a PRG defined over (S, R x §), for some finite sets S and R. For every poly-bounded
value n > 1, we can construct a new PRG G’, defined over (S, R" x S). For s € S, we let

G'(s) =
Sp < S
fori <« 1tondo
(T‘i, Si) — G(Sifl)
output (r1,...,7n, Sp).

We call G’ the n-wise sequential composition of G. See Fig. 3.6 for a schematic description of
G’ for n = 3.

We shall prove below in Theorem 3.3 that if G is a secure PRG, then so is G’. As a special case
of this construction, suppose G is a PRG defined over ({0,1}¢,{0,1}*%), for some positive integers
¢ and t; that is, G stretches ¢-bit strings to (¢ + ¢)-bit strings. We can naturally view the output
space of G as {0,1} x {0,1}*, and applying the above construction, and interpreting outputs as
bit strings, we get a PRG G’ that stretches ¢-bit strings to (nt + £)-bit strings.

Theorem 3.3. If G is a secure PRG, then the n-wise sequential composition G' of G is also a
secure PRG.

In particular, for every PRG adversary A that plays Attack Game 3.1 with respect to G, there
exists a PRG adversary B that plays Attack Game 3.1 with respect to G, where B is an elementary
wrapper around A, such that

PRGadv[A, G'| = n- PRGadv[B, G].
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Proof idea. The proof of this is a hybrid argument that is very similar in spirit to the proof of
Theorem 3.2. The intuition behind the proof is as follows: Consider a PRG adversary A who
receives the (ry,...,7y, sp) Experiment 0 of Attack Game 3.1. Since s = s is random and G is a
secure PRG, we may replace (71, s1) by a completely random element of R x S, and the probability
that A outputs 1 in this new, hybrid game should change by only a negligible amount. Now, since
s1 is random (and again, since G is a secure PRG), we may replace (72, s2) by a completely random
element of R x &, and the probability that A outputs 1 in this second hybrid game should again
change by only a negligible amount. Continuing in this way, we may incrementally replace (r3, s3)
through (7, s,) by random elements of R x S, and the probability that A outputs 1 should change
by only a negligible amount after making all these changes (assuming n is poly-bounded). However,
at this point, A outputs 1 with the same probability with which he would output 1 in Experiment 1
in Attack Game 3.1, and therefore, this probability is negligibly close to the probability that .4
outputs 1 in Experiment 0 of Attack Game 3.1.

That is the idea; however, just as in the proof of Theorem 3.2, for technical reasons, we design
a single PRG adversary that attacks G. O

Proof. Let A be a PRG adversary that plays Attack Game 3.1 with respect to G’. We first introduce
a sequence of n + 1 hybrid games, called Hybrid 0, Hybrid 1, ..., Hybrid n. For j =0,1,...,n, we
define Hybrid j to be the game played between A and the following challenger:

7“1(17?,
Tj&R
Sj&S

(141, 8541) < G(s5)

(s ) < Glsn_1)

send (r1,...,7n, Sy) to A.

As usual, A outputs 0 or 1 at the end of the game. See Fig. 3.7 for a schematic description of
how these challengers work in the case n = 3. Let p; denote the probability that A outputs 1
in Hybrid j. Note that pg is also equal to the probability that A outputs 1 in Experiment 0 of
Attack Game 3.1, while p,, is equal to the probability that A outputs 1 in Experiment 1 of Attack

Game 3.1. Thus, we have
PRGadv[A, G'] = |pn — pol- (3.7)

We next define a PRG adversary B that plays Attack Game 3.1 with respect to GG, and which
works as follows:

Upon receiving (r,s) € R x S from its challenger, B plays the role of challenger to A,
as follows:
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Hybrid 3 ( :)
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Figure 3.7: The challenger’s computation in the hybrid games for n = 3. The circles indicate
randomly generated elements of S or R, as indicated by the label.
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w

{1,...,n}

&
&R

™
Tw—1 &R

(rw, Sw) < (1, 9)

(Twt1, Swr1) < G(5w)

(rny Sn) < G(Sp—1)
send (71,...,7n, Sp) to A.
Finally, B outputs whatever A outputs.

Let Wy be the event that B outputs 1 in Experiment 0 of Attack Game 3.1, and W7 be the
event that B outputs 1 in Experiment 1 of Attack Game 3.1. The key observation is this:

conditioned on w = j for every fized j = 1,...,n, Experiment 0 of B’s attack game
is equivalent to Hybrid j — 1, while Experiment 1 of B’s attack game is equivalent to
Hybrid j.

Therefore,

PriWy |w=j] =pj—1 and Pr[W;|w=j]=p;.

The remainder of the proof is a simple calculation that is identical to that in the last paragraph of
the proof of Theorem 3.2. O

One criteria for evaluating a PRG is its expansion rate: a PRG that stretches an n-bit seed
to an m-bit output has expansion rate of m/n; more generally, if the seed space is S and the
output space is R, we would define the expansion rate as log|R|/log|S|. The sequential composi-
tion achieves a better expansion rate than the parallel composition. However, it suffers from the
drawback that it cannot be parallelized. In fact, we can obtain the best of both worlds: a large
expansion rate with a highly parallelizable construction (see Exercise 4.18).

3.4.3 Mathematical details

There are some subtle points in the proofs of Theorems 3.2 and 3.3 that merit discussion.

First, in both constructions, the underlying PRG G may have system parameters. That is,
there may be a probabilistic algorithm that takes as input the security parameter A\, and outputs
a system parameter A. Recall that a system parameter is public data that fully instantiates the
scheme (in this case, it might define the seed and output spaces). For both the parallel and
sequential constructions, one could use the same system parameter for all n instances of Gj in fact,
for the sequential construction, this is necessary to ensure that outputs from one round may be
used as inputs in the next round. The proofs of these security theorems are perfectly valid if the
same system parameter is used for all instances of G, or if different system parameters are used.

Second, we briefly discuss a rather esoteric point regarding hybrid arguments. To make things
concrete, we focus attention on the proof of Theorem 3.2 (although analogous remarks apply to the
proof of Theorem 3.3, or any other hybrid argument). In proving this theorem, we ultimately want
to show that if there is an efficient adversary A that breaks G’, then there is an efficient adversary
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that breaks G. Suppose that A is an efficient adversary that breaks G’, so that its advantage €(\)
(which we write here explicitly as a function of the security parameter \) with respect to G’ is not
negligible. This means that there exists a constant ¢ such that e(\) > 1/A° for infinitely many .

Now, in the discussion preceding the proof of Theorem 3.2, we considered the special case n = 2,
and showed that there exist efficient adversaries B; and Ba, such that e(A) < §1(\) 4 d2(A) for all A,
where §;()) is the advantage of B; with respect to G. It follows that either 6;(\) > 1/2)¢ infinitely
often, or da(A) > 1/2)\¢ infinitely often. So we may conclude that either By breaks G or By breaks
G (or possibly both). Thus, there exists an efficient adversary that breaks G: it is either B; or
Bs, which one we do not say (and we do not have to). However, whichever one it is, it is a fixed
adversary that is defined uniformly for all X; that is, it is a fixed machine that takes A as input.

This argument is perfectly valid, and extends to every constant n: we would construct n adver-
saries Bi,..., By, and argue that for some j = 1,...,n, adversary B; must have advantage 1/n\°
infinitely often, and thus break G. However, this argument does not extend to the case where n
is a function of A, which we now write explicitly as n()). The problem is not that 1/(n(A)A°) is
perhaps too small (it is not). The problem is quite subtle, so before we discuss it, let us first review
the (valid) proof that we did give. For each A, we defined a sequence of n(\) + 1 hybrid games,
so that for each A\, we actually get a different sequence of games. Indeed, we cannot speak of a
single, finite sequence of games that works for all A, since n(\) — oo. Nevertheless, we explicitly
constructed a fixed adversary B that is defined uniformly for all A; that is, B is a fixed machine
that takes A\ as input. The sequence of hybrid games that we define for each A is a mathematical
object for which we make no claims as to its computability — it is simply a convenient device used
in the analysis of B.

Hopefully by now the reader has at least a hint of the problem that arises if we attempt to
generalize the argument for constant n to a function n()). First of all, it is not even clear what
it means to talk about n(\) adversaries By, .. -y Bp(n): our adversaries our supposed to be fixed
machines that take A as input, and the machines themselves should not depend on A. Such linguistic
confusion aside, our proof for the constant case only shows that there exists an “adversary” that for
infinitely many values of A somehow knows the “right” value of j = j(\) to use in the (n(X\) + 1)-
game hybrid argument — no single, constant value of j necessarily works for infinitely many A. One
can actually make sense of this type of argument if one uses a non-uniform model of computation,
but we shall not take this approach in this text.

All of these problems simply go away when we use a hybrid argument that constructs a single
adversary B, as we did in the proofs of Theorems 3.2 and 3.3. However, we reiterate that the original
analysis we did in the where n = 2, or its natural extension to every constant n, is perfectly valid.
In that case, we construct a single, fixed sequence of n + 1 games, with each individual game
uniformly defined for all A (just as our attack games are in our security definitions), as well as a
finite collection of adversaries, each of which is a fixed machine. We reiterate this because in the
sequel we shall often be constructing proofs that involve finite sequences of games like this (indeed,
the proof of Theorem 3.1 was of this type). In such cases, each game will be uniformly defined for
all A, and will be denoted Game 0, Game 1, etc. In contrast, when we make a hybrid argument
that uses non-uniform sequences of games, we shall denote these games Hybrid 0, Hybrid 1, etc.,
so as to avoid any possible confusion.
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3.5 The next bit test

Let G be a PRG defined over ({0,1}¢,{0,1}%), so that it stretches ¢-bit strings to L-bit strings.
There are a number of ways an adversary might be able to distinguish a pseudo-random output of
G from a truly random bit string. Indeed, suppose that an efficient adversary were able to compute,
say, the last bit of G’s output, given the first L — 1 bits of G’s output. Intuitively, the existence of
such an adversary would imply that G is insecure, since given the first L — 1 bits of a truly random
L-bit string, one has at best a 50-50 chance of guessing the last bit. It turns out that an interesting
converse, of sorts, is also true.

We shall formally define the notion of unpredictability for a PRG, which essentially says
that given the first ¢ bits of G’s output, it is hard to predict the next bit (i.e., the (i 4+ 1)-st
bit) with probability significantly better that 1/2 (here, i is an adversarially chosen index). We
shall then prove that unpredictability and security are equivalent. The fact that security implies
unpredictability is fairly obvious: the ability to effectively predict the next bit in the pseudo-random
output string immediately gives an effective statistical test. However, the fact that unpredictability
implies security is quite interesting (and requires more effort to prove): it says that if there is any
effective statistical test at all, then there is in fact an effective method for predicting the next bit
in a pseudo-random output string.

Attack Game 3.2 (Unpredictable PRG). For a given PRG G, defined over (S, {0,1}"), and a
given adversary A, the attack game proceeds as follows:

e The adversary sends an index i, with 0 <4 < L — 1, to the challenger.

e The challenger computes
s S, r+ G(s)

and sends 7[0..7 — 1] to the adversary.
e The adversary outputs g € {0,1}.

We say that A wins if r[i] = ¢, and we define A’s advantage Predadv[A, G] to be |Pr[A wins|—1/2|.
|

Definition 3.3 (Unpredictable PRG). A PRG G is unpredictable if the value Predadv|A, G]

is negligible for all efficient adversaries A.
We begin by showing the security implies unpredictability.
Theorem 3.4. Let G be a PRG, defined over (S,{0,1}1). If G is secure, then G is unpredictable.

In particular, for every adversary A breaking the unpredictability of G, as in Attack Game 3.2,
there exists an adversary B breaking the security G as in Attack Game 3.1, where B is an
elementary wrapper around A, such that

Predadv|A, G] = PRGadv[B, G].
Proof. Let A be an adversary breaking the predictability of G, and let i denote the index chosen

by A. Also, suppose A wins Attack Game 3.2 with probability 1/2+¢, so that Predadv[A, G] = |¢|.
We build an adversary B breaking the security of G, using A as a subroutine, as follows:
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Upon receiving € {0, 1} from its challenger, B does the following:

e B gives r[0..7 — 1] to A, obtaining A’s output g € {0,1};
e if r[i] = g, then output 1, and otherwise, output 0.

For b = 0,1, let W}, be the event that B outputs 1 in Experiment b of Attack Game 3.1. In
Experiment 0, r is a pseudo-random output of G, and Wy occurs if and only if r[i] = g, and so by

definition
Pr[Wp] =1/2 +e.

In Experiment 1, r is a truly random bit string, but again, W occurs if and only if [i] = g; in this
case, however, as random variables, the values of r[i| and g are independent, and so

P[] = 1/2.
It follows that
PRGadv[B, G| = |Pr[W;] — Pr[Wy]| = |e| = Predadv[A,G]. O

The more interesting, and more challenging, task is to show that unpredictability implies secu-
rity. Before getting into all the details of the proof, we sketch the high level ideas.

First, we shall employ a hybrid argument, which will essentially allow us to argue that if A is
an efficient adversary that can effectively distinguish a pseudo-random L-bit string from a random
L-bit string, then we can construct an efficient adversary B that can effectively distinguish

Ty Tj Tjql

from
X1 - -1'j r,

where j is a randomly chosen index, 1, ...,z is the pseudo-random output, and r is a random bit.
Thus, adversary B can distinguish the pseudo-random bit z;;1 from the random bit r;1, given
the “side information” z1,...,x;.

We want to turn B’s distinguishing advantage into a predicting advantage. The rough idea is
this: given x1,...,z;, we feed B the string x1,...,z; r for a randomly chosen bit r; if B outputs 1,
our prediction for z;1; is r; otherwise, or prediction for z;; is 7 (the complement of 7).

That this prediction strategy works is justified by the following general result, which we call
the distinguisher/predictor lemma. The general setup is as follows. We have:

e a random variable X, which corresponds to the “side information” z1,...,x; above, as well
as any random coins used by the adversary B;

e a 0/1-valued random variable B, which corresponds to x;1; above, and which may be corre-
lated with X;

e a 0/1-valued random variable R, which corresponds to r above, and which is independent of
(X,B);

e a function d, which corresponds to B’s strategy, so that B’s distinguishing advantage is equal
to |e|, where e = Pr[d(X,B) = 1] — Pr[d(X,R) = 1].
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The lemma says that if we define B’ using the predicting strategy outlined above, namely B’ = R
if d(X,R) = 1, and B’ = R otherwise, then the probability that the prediction B’ is equal to the
actual value B is precisely 1/2 + €. Here is the precise statement of the lemma:

Lemma 3.5 (Distinguisher/predictor lemma). Let X be a random variable taking values in
some set S, and let B and R be a 0/1-valued random variables, where R is uniformly distributed
over {0,1} and is independent of (X,B). Let d: S x {0,1} — {0,1} be an arbitrary function, and
let

e :=Pr[d(X,B) =1] - Pr[d(X,R) = 1].

Define the random variable B’ as follows:

B {R if d(X,R) = 1;

R otherwise.

Then
Pr[B/ =B]=1/2+e.

Proof. We calculate Pr[B’ = B], conditioning on the events B = R and B = R:

Pr[B' = B] = Pr[B' = B | B = R| Pr[B = R| + Pr[B' = B | B = R| Pr[B = R|

— Pr[d(X,R) =1 | B:R]%err[d(X’R) 0| B:ﬁ%
1 1

where

a:=Prld(X,R)=1|B=R]and #:=Pr[d(X,R)=1| B =R].

By independence, we have
a=PrdX,R)=1|B=R|=Pr[d(X,B)=1|B=R]=Pr[d(X,B) =1].

To see the last equality, the result of Exercise 3.26 may be helpful.
We thus calculate that

e=Pr[d(X,B) =1] — Pr[d(X,R) = 1]

—a— (Pr[d(X,R) —1|B=R|PrB=R]+Pr[d(X,R)=1| B:E]Pr[B:ﬁ])
1
:a—a(a—l—ﬁ)
1
= i(a_ﬂ)a

which proves the lemma. O

Theorem 3.6. Let G be a PRG, defined over (S,{0,1}F). If G is unpredictable, then G is secure.
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In particular, for every adversary A breaking the security of G as in Attack Game 3.1, there
exists an adversary B, breaking the unpredictability of G as in Attack Game 3.2, where B is an
elementary wrapper around A, such that

PRGadv[A, G] = L - Predadv[B, G].

Proof. Let A attack G as in Attack Game 3.1. Using A, we build a predictor B, which attacks G
as in Attack Game 3.2, and works as follows:

e Choose w € {1,...,L} at random.

e Send L — w to the challenger, obtaining a string = € {0, 1}*~%,

e Generate w random bits 7y, ..., 7, and give the L-bit string x || r1 - - - 7, to A.
e If A outputs 1, then output r1; otherwise, output 7.

To analyze B, we consider L + 1 hybrid games, called Hybrid 0, Hybrid 1, ..., Hybrid L. For
j=0,...,L, we define Hybrid j to be the game played between A and a challenger that generates
a bit string r consisting of L — j pseudo-random bits, followed by j truly random bits; that is, the
challenger chooses s € S and ¢ € {0,1} at random, and sends A the bit string

r:=G(s)[0..L—j—1] | t.

As usual, A outputs 0 or 1 at the end of the game, and we define p; to be the probability that A
outputs 1 in Hybrid j. Note that pg is the probability that A outputs 1 in Experiment 0 of Attack
Game 3.1, while pr, is the probability that A outputs 1 in Experiment 1 of Attack Game 3.1.

Let W be the event that B wins in Attack Game 3.2 (that is, correctly predicts the next bit).
Then we have

L
Pr[W] = ZPr[W | w = 7] Prlw = j]
L

> Pr[W | w = j]

J

SIS

L
Z (% +pj_1 —pj) (by Lemma 3.5)

Jj=

+ (pO _pL)7

O

SR

and the theorem follows. O

3.6 Case study: the Salsa and ChaCha PRGs

There are many ways to build PRGs and stream ciphers in practice. One approach builds PRGs
using the Blum-Micali paradigm discussed in Section 3.4.2. Another approach, discussed more
generally in the Chapter 5, builds them from a more versatile primitive called a pseudorandom
function in counter mode. We start with a construction that uses this latter approach.
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Salsa20/12 and Salsa20/20 are fast stream ciphers designed by Dan Burnstein in 2005.
Salsa20/12 is one of four Profile 1 stream ciphers selected for the eStream portfolio of stream
ciphers. eStream is a project that identifies fast and secure stream ciphers that are appropriate
for practical use. Variants of Salsa20/12 and Salsa20/20, called ChaChal2 and ChaCha20 respec-
tively, were proposed by Bernstein in 2008. These stream ciphers have been incorporated into
several widely deployed protocols such as TLS, SSH, and QUIC.

Let us briefly describe the PRGs underlying the Salsa and ChaCha stream cipher families.
These PRGs take as input a 256-bit seed and a 64-bit nonce. For now we ignore the nonce and
simply set it to 0. We discuss the purpose of the nonce at the end of this section. The Salsa
and ChaCha PRGs follow the same high level structure shown in Fig. 3.8. They make use of two
components:

e A padding function denoted pad(s, j,0) that combines a 256-bit seed s with a 64-bit counter
j to form a 512-bit block. The third input, a 64-bit nonce, is always set to 0 for now.
e A fixed public permutation 7 : {0,1}°'% — {0, 1}°!2.

264

These components are used to output L < pseudorandom blocks, each 512 bits long, using the

following algorithm (Fig. 3.8):
input: seed s € {0,1}2
1. forj«O0toL -1

2. h; «+ pad(s, j,0) € {0,1}°12
3. Tj(—ﬂ'(hj)@hj
4. output (rg,...,rr—1).

The final PRG output is 512 - L bits long. We note that in Salsa and ChaCha the XOR on line 3
is a slightly more complicated operation: the 512-bit operands h; and 7(h;) are split into 16 words
each 32-bits long and then added word-wise mod 232.

The design of Salsa and ChaCha is highly parallelizable and can take advantage of multiple
processor cores to speed-up encryption. Moreover, it enables random access to output blocks:
output block number j can be computed without having to first compute all previous blocks.
Generators based on the Blum-Micali paradigm do not have these properties.

We analyze the security of the Salsa and ChaCha design in Exercise 4.21 in the next chapter,
after we develop a few more tools.

The details. We briefly describe the padding function pad(s, j,n) and the permutation 7 used
in ChaCha20. The padding function takes as input a 256-bit seed so,...,s7 € {0,1}32, a 64-bit
counter jo,j1 € {0,1}32, and 64-bit nonce ng,n; € {0,1}32. It outputs a 512-bit block denoted

zo,..., 215 € {0,1}32. The output is arranged in a 4 x 4 matrix of 32-bit words as follows:
o T1 T2 T3 ch &1 C2 C3
T4 Ty T X S0 S1 S2 8
4 5 6 7 0 S1 S2 S3 (3.8)
rg X9 Tio 11 s4 S5 Se ST
T2 T13 T4 T15 Jo J1 mo m

where c¢g, c1, co, c3 are fixed 32-bit constants.
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Figure 3.8: A schematic of the Salsa and ChaCha PRGs

The permutation 7 : {0,1}5'2 — {0,1}5'2 is constructed by iterating a simpler permutation a
fixed number of times. The 512-bit input to 7 is treated as a 4 x 4 array of 32-bit words denoted
by xo,...,z15. In ChaCha20 the function 7 is implemented by repeating the following sequence of
steps ten times:

QuarterRound(zg, 24, 23, x12), QuarterRound(z1, x5, x9,z13), QuarterRound(ze,z¢,x10,z14),
QuarterRound(z3, x7, x11,x15), QuarterRound(zg, x5, 10, 715), QuarterRound(z1,zg, z11,T12),
QuarterRound(ze, z7, xs, x13), QuarterRound(xs, x4, 9, x14)

where QuarterRound(a, b, c,d) is defined as the following sequence of steps written as C code:

a +=b; d "= a; d <K= 16;

c+=d; b "=c; Db <= 12;
a+=Db; d "= a; d <K= 8;
c+=d; b "=c; Db <=7;

3

The first four invocations of QuarterRound are applied to each of the first four columns. The
next four invocations are applied to each of the four diagonals. This completes our description of
ChaCha20, except that we still need to discuss the use of nonces.

Using nonces. While the PRGs we discussed so far only take the seed as input, many PRGs used
in practice take an additional input called a nonce. That is, the PRG is a function G : S x N — R
where S and R are as before and N is called a nonce space. The nonce lets us generate multiple
pseudorandom outputs from a single seed s. That is, G(s,ng) is one pseudorandom output and
G(s,n1) for ny # ng is another. The nonce turns the PRG into a more powerful primitive called
a pseudorandom function discussed in the next chapter. As we will see, secure pseudorandom
functions make it possible to use the same seed to encrypt multiple messages securely.
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3.7 Case study: linear generators

In this section we look at two example PRGs built from linear functions. Both generators follow the
Blum-Micali paradigm presented in Section 3.4.2. Our first example, called a linear congruential
generator, is completely insecure and we present it to give an example of some beautiful mathematics
that comes up when attacking PRGs. Our second example, called a subset sum generator, is a
provably secure PRG assuming a certain version of the classic subset-sum problem is hard.

3.7.1 An example cryptanalysis: linear congruential generators

Linear congruential generators (LCG) are used in statistical simulations to generate pseudorandom
values. They are fast, easy to implement, and widely deployed. Variants of LCG are used to
generate randomness in early versions of glibc, Microsoft Visual Basic, and the Java runtime.
While these generators may be sufficient for simulations they should never be used for cryptographic
applications because they are insecure as PRGs. In particular, they are predictable: given a few
consecutive outputs of an LCG generator it is easy to compute all subsequent outputs. In this
section we describe an attack on LCG generators by showing a prediction algorithm.

The basic linear congruential generator is specified by four public system parameters: an inte-
ger ¢, two constants a,b € {0,...,q — 1}, and a positive integer w < q. The constant a is taken to
be relatively prime to g. We use S; and R to denote the sets:

S;:={0,...,¢—1}; R:={0,...,[(¢—1)/w] }.

Here [-] is the floor function: for a real number z, [z] is the biggest integer less than or equal to x.
Now, the generator G : S; — R X §; with seed s € S, is defined as follows:

Gieg(s) == ( [s/w], as+bmodq ).

When w is a power of 2, say w = 2¢, then the operation |s/w] simply erases the t least significant
bits of s. Hence, the left part of Gicg(s) is the result of dropping the ¢ least significant bits of s.

The generator Gieg is clearly insecure since given s’ := as 4+ b mod ¢ it is straight-forward to
recover s and then distinguish |s/w] from random. Nevertheless, consider a variant of the Blum-
Micali construction in which the final Sg-value is not output:

Gl(:g?(s) = S0 8
for i« 1tondo
ri < |si—1/w], s < as;—1 +bmod g
output (r1,...,7y).

We refer to each iteration of the loop as a single iteration of the LCG generator and call each one
of r1,...,r, the output of a single iteration.

Different implementations use different system parameters g¢,a,b,w. For example, the
Math.random function in the Java 8 Development Kit (JDKv8) uses ¢ = 2%, w = 222, and the
hexadecimal constants a = 0x5DEECE66D, b = 0x0B. Thus, every iteration of the LCG generator
outputs the top 48 — 22 = 26 bits of the 48-bit state s;.

The parameters used by this Java 8 generator are clearly too small for security applications
since the output of the first iteration of the generator reveals all but 22 bits of the seed s. An
attacker can easily recover these unknown 22 bits by exhaustive search: for every possible value
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of the 22 bits the attacker forms a candidate seed §. It tests if § is the correct seed by comparing
subsequent outputs computed from seed § to a few subsequent outputs observed from the actual
generator. By trying all 22 candidates (about four million) the attacker eventually finds the correct
seed s and can then predict all subsequent outputs of the generator. This attack runs in under a
second on a modern processor.

Even when the LCG parameters are sufficiently large to prevent exhaustive search, say g = 2512,

the generator Gl(?g) is insecure and should never be used for security applications despite its wide
availability in software libraries. Known attacks [29] on the LCG show that even if the generator
outputs only a few bits per iteration, it is still possible to predict the entire sequence from just a
few consecutive outputs. Let us see an elegant version of this attack.
Cryptanalysis. Suppose that ¢ is large (e.g. ¢ = 2°'2) and the LCG generator Gl(:g) outputs
about half the bits of the state s per iteration, as in the Java 8 Math.random generator. An
exhaustive search on the seed s is not possible given its size. Nevertheless, we show how to quickly
predict the generator from the output of only two consecutive iterations.

More precisely, suppose that w < ,/q/c for some fixed ¢ > 0, say ¢ = 32. This means that at
every iteration the generator outputs slightly more than half the bits of the current internal state.

Suppose the attacker is given two consecutive outputs of the generator r;, 7,41 € R. We show
how it can predict the remaining sequence. The attacker knows that

ri = |si/w)| and riv1 = [Si+1/w] = [(as; + b mod q)/w]| .
for some unknown s; € §;. We have
W+ eg=s; and ri+1-w+ ey = (as; + bmod q),

where eg and ej are the remainders after dividing s; and s;11 by w; in particular, 0 < eg,e1 < w <
V/q/c. The fact that eg,e; are smaller than /g is an essential ingredient of the attack. Next, let us
write s in place of s;, and eliminate the mod ¢ by introducing an integer variable x to obtain

ri-w-+e=s and riv1-w+e =as+b+qx .

The values z, s, eg, e1 are unknown to the attacker, but it knows r;, 7,11, w, a, b. Finally, re-arranging
terms to put the terms involving x and s on the left gives

s=r;-w+ep and as+qr=ripw—b+er . (3.9)

We can re-write (3.9) in vector form as

1 0\ L ;W . feo
s - <a> + - <q> =g+te where g = <n+1w B b> and e:= <61> . (3.10)

Let u € Z? denote the unknown vector u :=g+e = s-(1,a)T + 2 - (0,¢)T. If the attacker could
find u then he could easily recover s and = from u by linear algebra. Using s he could predict the
rest of the PRG output. Thus, to break the generator it suffices to find the vector u. The attacker
knows the vector g € Z?, and moreover, he knows that e is short, namely |e| .. is at most \/g/c.
Therefore, he knows that u is “close” to g.
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Figure 3.9: The two-dimensional lattice associated with attacking the LCG. Here the lattice is
generated by the vectors (1,5)T and (0,29)7T. The attacker has a vector g = (9,7)T and wishes to
find the closest lattice vector u. In this picture there is indeed only one “close” lattice vector to g.

We show how to find u from g. Consider the set of all integer linear combinations of the
vectors (1,a)T and (0,q)T. This set, denoted by L, is a subset of Z? and contains vectors like
(1,a)7, (2,2a)7, (3,3a —2q)T, and so on. The set L, is illustrated in Fig. 3.9 where the solid dots
in the figure are the integer linear combinations of the vectors (1,a)T and (0,¢)T. The set L, is
called the two-dimensional lattice generated by the vectors (1,a)T and (0, ¢)T.

Now, the attacker has a vector g € Z? and knows that his target vector u € L, is close to g.
If he could find the closest vector in £, to g then there is a good chance that this vector is the
desired vector u. The following lemma shows that indeed this is the case for most a € ;.

Lemma 3.7. For at least (1 — 16/c®) - q of the a in S,, the lattice L, C Z* has the following
property: for every g € Z? there is at most one vector u € L, such that ||g — ul|. < Va/e.

Taking ¢ = 32 in Lemma 3.7 (so that w = ,/q/30) shows that for 98% of the a € S, the closest
vector to g in L, is precisely the desired vector u. Before proving the lemma, let us first complete
the description of the attack.

It remains to efficiently find the closest vector to g in £,. This problem is a special case of
a general problem called the closest vector problem: given a lattice £ and a vector g, find
the vector in £ that is closest to g. When the lattice £ is two dimensional there is an efficient
polynomial time algorithm for this problem [69]. Armed with this algorithm the attacker can
recover the internal state s; of the LCG generator from just two outputs r;, r;4.1 of the generator
and predict the remaining sequence. This attack works for 98% of the a € S,.

For completeness we note that some example a € S, in the 2% where the attack fails are a =1
and a = 2. For these a there may be many lattice vector in £, close to a given g. We leave it as
a fun exercise to devise an attack that works for the a in §; to which Lemma 3.7 does not apply.
We conclude this section with a proof of Lemma 3.7.

Proof of Lemma 3.7. Let g € Z? and suppose there are two vectors ug and u; in £, that are close
to g, that is, ||u; — gl| < /q/c for i = 0,1. Then ug and u; must be close to each other. Indeed,
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by the triangle inequality, we have

lao —wifl < fluo — gl + [lg — il < 2v/g/c.

Since any lattice is closed under addition, we see that u := uy — u; is a vector in the lattice L,
and we conclude that £, must contain a “short” vector, namely, a non-zero vector of norm at most
B :=2,/q/c. So let us bound the number of “bad” a’s for which £, contains such a short vector.

Let us first consider the case when ¢ is prime. We show that every short vector is contained in at
most one lattice £, and therefore the number of bad a’s is at most the number of short vectors. Let
t = (s,y)T € Z? be some non-zero vector such that ||t||.. < B. Suppose that t € £, for some a € S,.
Then there exist integers s, and z, such that s, - (1,a)T + 24 - (0,¢9)T =t = (s,y)T. From this we
obtain that s = s, and y = as mod ¢q. Moreover, s # 0 since otherwise t = 0. Since y = as mod ¢
and s # 0, the value of a is uniquely determined, namely, a = ys~! mod ¢. Hence, when ¢ is prime,
every non-zero short vector t is contained in at most one lattice £, for some a € S;. It follows that
the number of bad a is at most the number of short vectors, which is (2B)? = 16¢/c?.

The same bound on the number of bad a’s holds when ¢ is not prime. To see why consider a
specific non-zero s € S; and let d = ged(s, q). As above, a vector t = (s,y)T is contained in some
lattice L, only if there is an a € S, satisfying as = y (mod ¢). This implies that y must be a
multiple of d so that we need only consider 2B/d possible values of y. For each such y the vector
t = (s,y)7 is in at most d lattices £,. Since there are 2B possible values for s, this shows that the
number of bad a’s is bounded by d - 2B/d - 2B = (2B)? as in the case when ¢ is prime.

To conclude, there are at most 16¢/c? bad values of a in S,. Therefore, for (1 —16/c?) - q of the
a values in S, the lattice £, contains no non-zero short vectors and the lemma follows. O

3.7.2 The subset sum generator

We next show how to construct a pseudorandom generator from simple linear operations. The
generator is secure assuming that a certain randomized version of the classic subset sum problem
is hard.

The modular subset problem. Let g be a positive integer and set S, := {0,...,¢—1}. Choose n

integers a := (ag, ...,ap—1) in S; and define the subset sum function f, : {0,1}" — S, as
fa(s) :== Z a; mod q .
118, =1

Now, for a target integer ¢ € S, the modular subset problem is defined as follows:
given (g, a,t) as input, output a vector s € {0,1}" such that fa(s) = ¢, if one exists.
In other words, the problem is to invert the function fa(-) by finding a pre-image of ¢, if one exists.

The modular subset problem is known to be NP hard.

The subset sum PRG. The subset problem naturally suggests the following PRG: at setup
time fix an integer ¢ and choose random integers @ := (ag, ...,an—1) in S;. The PRG G, 5 takes a
seed s € {0,1}" and outputs a pseudorandom value in S,. It is defined as

n
Gga(s) = Zai - s; mod q .
i=1
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The PRG expands an n bit seed to a logy ¢ bits of output. Choosing an n and ¢ so that 2n = log, ¢
gives a PRG whose output is twice the size of the input. We can plug this into the Blum-Micali
construction to expand the output further.

While the PRG is far slower than custom constructions like ChaCha20 from Section 3.6, the
work per bit of output is a single modular addition in S,;, which may be appropriate for some
applications that are not time sensitive.

Impagliazzo and Naor [?] show that attacking G,z as a PRG is as hard as solving a certain
randomized variant of the modular subset sum problem. We present the analysis in Section 7?7
after we develop a few more tools. While there is considerable work on solving the modular subset
problem, the problem appears to be hard when 2n = log, q for large n, say n > 1000, which implies
the security of G,z as a PRG.

Variants. Fischer and Stern [?] and others propose the following variation of the subset sum
generator:

Gga(s) :=A-smod ¢

where ¢ is a small prime, A is a random matrix in S;lxm for n < m, and the seed s is uniform in
{0,1}™. The generator maps an m-bit seed to nlog, ¢ bits of output.

3.8 Case study: cryptanalysis of the DVD encryption system

The Content Scrambling System (CSS) is a system used for protecting movies on DVD disks. It
uses a stream cipher, called the CSS stream cipher, to encrypt movie contents. CSS was designed
in the 1980’s when exportable encryption was restricted to 40-bit keys. As a result, CSS encrypts
movies using a 40-bit secret key. While ciphers using 40-bit keys are woefully insecure, we show that
the CSS stream cipher is particularly weak and can be broken in far less time than an exhaustive
search over all 240 keys. It provides a fun opportunity for cryptanalysis.

Linear feedback shift registers (LFSR). The CSS stream cipher is built from two LFSRs.
An n-bit LFSR is defined by a set of integers V' := {v1,...,v4} where each v; is in the range
{0,...,n — 1}. The elements of V are called tap positions. An LFSR gives a PRG as follows
(Fig. 3.10):

Input: s = (bp—1,...,b0) € {0,1}" and s # 0"
Output: y € {0,1}¢ where £ >n
fori«1...¢do
output by // output one bit
b by, ®---®by,, // compute feedback bit
s <4 (b, bp—1,..., b1) // shift register bits to the right

The LFSR outputs one bit per clock cycle. Note that if an LFSR is started in state s = 0™ then
its output is degenerate, namely all 0. For this reason one of the seed bits is always set to 1.

LFSR can be implemented in hardware with few transistors. As a result, stream ciphers built
from LFSR are attractive for low-cost consumer electronics such as DVD players, cell phones, and
Bluetooth devices.
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Figure 3.10: The 8 bit linear feedback shift register {4, 3,2,0}

Stream ciphers from LSFRs. A single LFSR is completely insecure as a PRG since given n
consecutive bits of its output it is trivial to compute all subsequent bits. Nevertheless, by combining
several LFSRs using a non-linear component it is possible to get some (weak) security as a PRG.
Trivium, one of the eStream portfolio stream ciphers, is built this way.

One approach to building stream ciphers from LFSRs is to run several LFSRs in parallel and
combine their output using a non-linear operation. The CSS stream cipher, described next, com-
bines two LFSRs using addition over the integers. The A5/1 stream cipher used to encrypt GSM
cell phone traffic combines the outputs of three LFSRs. The Bluetooth EQ stream cipher combines
four LFSRs using a 2-bit finite state machine. All these algorithms have been shown to be insecure
and should not be used: recovering the plaintext takes far less time than an exhaustive search on
the key space.

Another approach is to run a single LFSR and generate the output from a non-linear operation
on its internal state. The snow 3G cipher used to encrypt 3GPP cell phone traffic operates this
way.

The CSS stream cipher. The CSS stream cipher is built from the PRG shown in Fig. 3.11.
The PRG works as follows:

Input: seed s € {0,1}40

write s = s1||s2 where s € {0,1}!% and s, € {0,1}**
load 1||s; into a 17-bit LESR

load 1]|s2 into a 25-bit LFSR

c<+ 0 // carry bit

repeat
run both LFSRs for eight cycles to obtain =,y € {0,1}®
treat x,y as integers in 0...255
output = + y + ¢ mod 256
if x+y > 255 then c« lelse c<—0 // carry bit
forever

The PRG outputs one byte per iteration. Prepending 1 to both s; and ss ensures that the LFSRs
are never initialized to the all 0 state. The taps for both LFSRs are fixed. The 17-bit LFSR uses
taps {14,0}. The 25-bit LFSR uses taps {12,4,3,0}.

The CSS PRG we presented is a minor variation of CSS that is a little easier to describe, but
has the same security. In the real CSS, instead of prepending a 1 to the initial seeds, one inserts
the 1 in bit position 9 for the 17-bit LFSR and in bit position 22 for the 25-bit LFSR. In addition,
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Figure 3.11: The CSS stream cipher

the real CSS discards the first byte output by the 17-bit LFSR and the first two bytes output by
the 25-bit LFSR. Neither issue affects the analysis presented next.

Insecurity of CSS. Given the PRG output, one can clearly recover the secret seed in time 240
by exhaustive search over the seed space. We show a much faster attack that takes only 2'6 guesses.
Suppose we are given the first 100 bytes z := (21, 22, ...) output by the PRG. The attack is based
on the following simple observations:

e Let (z1,x2,x3) be the first three bytes output by the 17-bit LFSR. The initial state sg of the
second LFSR is easily obtained once both (z1, 22, 23) and (21, 22, x3) are known by subtracting
one from the other. More precisely, subtract the integer 2923 + 28z5 + 1 from the integer
217 2162’3 + 282’2 + 2.

e The output (1,2, x3) is determined by the 16-bit seed s;.

With these two observations the attacker can recover the seed s by trying all possible 16-bit values
for s1. For each guess for s; compute the corresponding (z1, x2, x3) output from the 17-bits LFSR.
Subtract (z1,x2,z3) from (z1,22,23) to obtain a candidate seed sy for the second LFSR. Now,
confirm that (s1, s2) are the correct secret seed s by running the PRG and comparing the resulting
output to the given sequence z. If the sequences do not match, try another guess for s;. Once the
attacker hits the correct value for s;, the generated sequence will match the given z in which case
the attacker found the secret seed s = (s1, $2).

We just showed that the entire seed s can be found after an expected 2'° guesses for s;. This
is much faster than the naive 240-time exhaustive search attack.

3.9 Case study: cryptanalysis of the RC4 stream cipher

The RC4 stream cipher, designed by Ron Rivest in 1987, was historically used for securing Web
traffic (in the SSL/TLS protocol) and wireless traffic (in the 802.11b WEP protocol). It is designed
to operate on 8-bit processors with little internal memory. While RC4 is still in use, it has been
shown to be vulnerable to a number of significant attacks and should not be used in new projects.
Our discussion of RC4 serves as an elegant example of stream cipher cryptanalysis.

At the heart of the RC4 cipher is a PRG, called the RC4 PRG. The PRG maintains an internal
state consisting of an array S of 256 bytes plus two additional bytes 4, j used as pointers into S.
The array S contains all the numbers 0...255 and each number appears exactly once. Fig. 3.12
gives an example of an RC4 state.
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Figure 3.12: An example RC4 internal state

The RC4 stream cipher key s is a seed for the PRG and is used to initialize the array S to a
pseudo-random permutation of the numbers 0. ..255. Initialization is performed using the following
setup algorithm:

input: string of bytes s

for i <— 0 to 255 do:  S[i| < i

7«0

for ¢ < 0 to 255 do
k< s[imod|s|] // extract one byte from seed
j < (j+S[i]+ k) mod 256
swap(S[i], S[7])

During the loop the index ¢ runs linearly through the array while the index j jumps around. At
each iteration the entry an index ¢ is swapped with the entry at index j.
Once the array S is initialized, the PRG generates pseudo-random output one byte at a time
using the following stream generator:
10, 7«0
repeat
i + (i 4 1) mod 256
j < (j + S[i]) mod 256
swap(S[i]. S[j])
output S| (S[i] + S[j]) mod 256 |
forever

The procedure runs for as long as necessary. Again, the index 4 runs linearly through the array
while the index j jumps around. Swapping S[i] and S[j] continuously shuffles the array S.

RC4 encryption speed. RC4 is well suited for software implementations. Other stream ciphers,
such as Grain and Trivium, are designed for hardware and perform poorly when implemented in
software. Table 3.1 provides running times for RC4 and a few other software stream ciphers.
Modern processors operate on 64-bit words, making the 8-bit design of RC4 relatively slow on
these architectures.

!Performance numbers were obtained using the Crypto++ 5.6.0 benchmarks running on a 1.83 GhZ Intel Core 2
processor.
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cipher speed! (MB/sec)
RC4 126
SEAL 375
Salsa20 408
Sosemanuk 727

Table 3.1: Software stream cipher speeds (higher speed is better)

3.9.1 Security of RC4

At one point RC4 was believed to be a secure stream cipher and was widely deployed in applications.
The cipher fell from grace after a number of attacks showed that its output is somewhat biased.
We present two attacks that distinguish the output of RC4 from a random string. Throughout the
section we let n denote the size of the array S. n = 256 for RCA4.

Bias in the initial RC4 output. The RC4 setup algorithm initializes the array S to a permuta-
tion of 0...255 generated from the given random seed. For now, let us assume that the RC4 setup
algorithm is perfect and generates a uniform permutation from the set of all 256! permutations.
Mantin and Shamir [44] showed that, even assuming perfect initialization, the output of RC4 is
biased.

Lemma 3.8 (Mantin-Shamir). Suppose the array S is set to random permutation of 0...n — 1
and that i,j are set to 0. Then the probability that the second byte of the output of RCY is equal to
0 is 2/n.

Proof idea. Let zo be the second byte output by RC4. Let P be the event that S[2] = 0 and
S[1] # 2. The key observation is that when event P happens then zo = 0 with probability 1. See
Fig. 3.13. However, when P does not happen then zo is uniformly distributed in 0...n — 1 and
hence equal to 0 with probability 1/n. Since Pr[P] is about 1/n we obtain (approximately) that

Pr(zp = 0] = Pr [(22 = 0) | P] - Pr[P] 4 Pr [(22 = 0) | ~P] - Pr[=P]
~1-(I/n)+1/n)-1—-1/n)~2/n O

The lemma shows that the probability that the second byte in the output of RC4 is 0 is
twice what it should be. This leads to a simple distinguisher for the RC4 PRG. Given a string
x € {0...255}¢, for £ > 2, the distinguisher outputs 0 if the second byte of = is 0 and outputs 1
otherwise. By Lemma 3.8 this distinguisher has advantage approximately 1/n, which is 0.39% for
RCA4.

The Mantin-Shamir distinguisher shows that the second byte of the RC4 output are biased.
This was generalized by AlFardan et al. [3] who showed, by measuring the bias over many random
keys, that there is bias in every one of the first 256 bytes of the output: the distribution on each
byte is quite far from uniform. The bias is not as noticeable as in the second byte, but it is non-
negligible and sufficient to attack the cipher. They show, for example, that given the encryption of
a single plaintext encrypted under 230 random keys, it is possible to recover the first 128 bytes of
the plaintext with probability close to 1. This attack is easily carried out on the Web where a secret
cookie is often embedded in the first few bytes of a message. This cookie is re-encrypted over and
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Figure 3.13: Proof of Lemma 3.8

over with fresh keys every time the browser connects to a victim web server. Using Javascript the
attacker can make the user’s browser repeatedly re-connect to the target site giving the attacker
the 230 ciphertexts needed to mount the attack and expose the cookie.

In response, RSA Labs issued a recommendation suggesting that one discard the first 1024 bytes
output by the RC4 stream generator and only use bytes 1025 and onwards. This defeats the initial
key stream bias distinguishers, but does not defeat other attacks, which we discuss next.

Bias in the RC4 stream generator. Suppose the RC4 setup algorithm is modified so that the
attack of the previous paragraph is ineffective. Fluhrer and McGrew [28] gave a direct attack on
the stream generator. They argue that the number of times that the pair of bytes (0,0) appears
in the RC4 output is larger than what it should be for a random sequence. This is sufficient to
distinguish the output of RC4 from a random string.

Let STgrey be the set of all possible internal states of RC4. Since there are n! possible settings
for the array S and n possible settings for each of i and j, the size of STrcy is n! - n?. For n = 256,
as used in RC4, the size of STrcy is gigantic, namely about 10°!!.

Lemma 3.9 (Fluhrer-McGrew). Suppose RC/ is initialized with a random state T in STgcy.
Let (21, 22) be the first two bytes output by RCY when started in state T'. Then

i#n—1 = Pr[(z1,22) = (0,0)] > (1/n?)- (1 + (1/n))
i#0,1 = Prl(z1,22) = (0,1)] > (1/n?)- (1 + (1/n))

A pair of consecutive outputs (z1,22) is called a digraph. In a truly random string, the
probability of all digraphs (z,v) is exactly 1/n%. The lemma shows that for RC4 the probability
of (0,0) is greater by 1/n? from what it should be. The same holds for the digraph (0,1). In fact,
Fluhrer-McGrew identify several other anomalous digraphs, beyond those stated in Lemma 3.9.

The lemma suggests a simple distinguisher D between the output of RC4 and a random string.
If the distinguisher finds more (0,0) pairs in the given string than are likely to be in a random
string it outputs 1, otherwise it outputs 0. More precisely, the distinguisher D works as follows:
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input: string € {0...n}*
output: O or 1

let ¢ be the number of times the pair (0,0) appears in x
if (¢/0) — (1/n?) > 1/(2n3) output 0, else output 1

Using Theorem B.3 we can estimate D’s advantage as a function of the input length ¢. In
particular, the distinguisher D achieves the following advantages:

¢ = 24 bytes: PRGadv[D, RC4] > 278
¢ = 234 bytes: PRGadv[D, RC4] > 0.5

Using all the anomalous digraphs provided by Fluhrer and McGrew one can build a distinguisher
that achieves advantage 0.8 using only 2396 bytes of output.

Related key attacks on RC4. Fluhrer, Mantin, and Shamir [27] showed that RC4 is insecure
when used with related keys. We discuss this attack and its impact on the 802.11b WiFi protocol
in Section 9.9, attack 2.

3.10 Generating random bits in practice

Random bits are needed in cryptography for many tasks, such as generating keys and other
ephemeral values called nonces. Throughout the book we assume all parties have access to a
good source of randomness, otherwise many desirable cryptographic goals are impossible. So far
we used a PRG to stretch a short uniformly distributed secret seed to a long pseudorandom string.
While a PRG is an important tool in generating random (or pseudorandom) bits it is only part of
the story.

In practice, random bits are generated using a random number generator, or RNG. An
RNG, like a PRG, outputs a sequence of random or pseudorandom bits. RNGs, however, have an
additional interface that is used to continuously add entropy to the RNG’s internal state, as shown
in Fig. 3.14. The idea is that whenever the system has more random entropy to contribute to the
RNG, this entropy is added into the RNG internal state. Whenever someone reads bits from the
RNG, these bits are generated using the current internal state.

An example is the Linux RNG which is implemented as a device called /dev/random. Anyone
can read data from the device to obtain random bits. To play with the /dev/random try typing
cat /dev/random at a UNIX shell. You will see an endless sequence of random-looking characters.
The UNIX RNG obtains its entropy from a number of hardware sources:

e keyboard events: inter-keypress timings provide entropy;
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e mouse events: 