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Abstract. Luby and Rackoff provided a construction (LR) of 2n-bit
(strong) pseudorandom permutation or (S)PRP from n-bit pseudoran-
dom function (PRF), which was motivated by the structure of DES.
Their construction consists of four rounds of Feistel permutations (or
three rounds, for PRP), each round involves an application of an indepen-
dent PRF (i.e. with an independent round key). The definition of the LR
construction can be extended by reusing round keys in a manner deter-
mined by a key-assigning function. So far several key-assigning functions
had been analyzed (e.g. LR with 4-round keys K1, K2, K2, K2 was proved
secure whereas K1, K2, K2, K1 is not secure). Even though we already
know some key-assigning functions which give secure and insecure LR
constructions, the exact characterization of all secure LR constructions
for arbitrary number of rounds is still unknown. Some characterizations
were being conjectured which were later shown to be wrong. In this pa-
per we solve this long-standing open problem and (informally) prove the
following:

LR is secure iff its key-assigning is not palindrome (i.e. the order
of key indices is not same with its reverse order).

We also study the class of LR-variants where some of its round functions
can be tweaked (our previous characterization would not work for the
variants). We propose a single-key LR-variant SPRP, denoted by LRy,
making only four invocations of the PRF. It is exactly same as single-key,
4-round LR with an additional operation (e.g. rotation) applied to the
first round PRF output. So far the most efficient single-key LR construc-
tion is due to Patarin, which requires five invocations. Moreover, we show
a PRP-distinguishing attack on a wide class of single-key, LR-variants
with three PRF-invocations. So,

4 invocations of PRF is minimum for a class of a single-key LR-

variants SPRP and LRv is optimum in the class.
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1 Introduction

Strong Pseudorandom permutations or SPRPs, which were introduced by Luby
and Rackoff [4], formalize the well established cryptographic notion of block
ciphers. They provided a construction of SPRP, well known as LR construction,
which was motivated by the structure of DES [6]. The basic building block is
the so called 2n-bit Feistel permutation (or LR round permutation) LRp, based
on an n-bit pseudorandom function (PRF) F:

LRFK(J}l,JJQ) = (FK(.’L‘l) @.’L‘Q,l‘l), xr1,To € {0, 1}".

Their construction consists (see Fig[dl) of four rounds of Feistel permutations (or
three rounds, for PRP), each round involves an application of an independent
PRF (i.e. with independent random keys Ki, K3, K3, and K4). More precisely,
LRk, k.. ks and LRxk, Kk, K, K, are PRP and SPRP respectively where

LRKl,...,KT = LRFK17---7FKT = LRFKT ( .. (I—RFK1 ()) .. )

After this work, many results are known improving performance (reducing the
number of invocations of Fr) [0] and reducing the key-sizes (i.e. reusing the
round keys [7IRITOI2TT] or generate more keys from single key by using a
PRF [2]). However there are some limitations. For example, we cannot use as
few as single-key LR (unless we tweak the round permutation) or as few as
two-round since they are not secure. Distinguishing attacks for some other LR
constructions are also known [§]. We list some of the know related results (see
Table [I]). Here all keys K3, Ko, ... are independently chosen.

- |_RK1’K2’K3 is PRP but not SPRP. [4] and LRKl,KQ,K3,K4 is SPRP. {4]
- LRK1,K2,K2 is PRP. [14]
— LRKl,Kz,Kl,Kw LRK17K27K27K2, LRK17K27K17K1 and LRK17K17K27K2 are SPRP. [8]

Our Contribution. In [I1] author conjectured a necessary and sufficient con-
dition for all secure LR constructions, which was later shown to be wrong [8]. So
far we do not know any proven characterization. In this paper we solve it and
prove the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Let Fix be a PRF, Kj,...,K; be t independent keys and o =
(01,...,0.) be an r-tuple with elements from [1..¢] := {1,2,...t}, called a key-
assigning function. The construction LRk, .k, is (S)PRP if and only if o is
not palindromeﬂ and r > 3 (or 4 respectively). As a corollary, any 4-round LR
is SPRP if and only if it is PRP.

Due to the above result we now know that no single-key with any arbitrary
round LR can be secure. However if one modifies the round permutation then
secure single-key construction is possible. There are some known secure vari-
ants [RITT] among which the designs due to Patarin are most efficient. There are

! An r-tuple 0 = (01,...,0,) is called palindrome if 0; = orr1-4, Vi.
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Fig. 1. The 4-round and 3-round LR constructions with independent round keys, i.e.
K1, K2, K3 and K4 are chosen independently

X®w ¥

Fig. 2. 4-round (3-round for PRP) single-key LR~variant due to Patarin requires 5 (or
4) invocations of Fk. Here £ is a simple function with low spreading number [§] e.g.
one-bit rotation.

other efficient LR variants where k-wise independent universal hash function is
required [5]. The SPRP design LRr, ocor, (LRK K,k (-)) due to Patarin requires
five invocations of the underlying PRF Fi (see Fig ). This is almost same as
4-round single-key LR except the last round in which the composition function
Frg oo Fg := Fx(§(Fk(+))) is applied instead of F where ¢ is a simple func-
tion, e.g. one-bit rotation. The similar construction is PRP for 3 rounds. The
same result is true if we apply the tweak in the first round or use any & with
small spreading numberf] [8]. In this paper we also prove the following results:

1. We first show that the PRF invocation in the tweak of 3-round Patarin
construction (see right part of Fig[2) is essential. If we drop it then we have
a PRP distinguishing attack. Moreover, this distinguishing attack works for
many other choices of ¢ (instead of rotation).

2. One may ask the same for the 4-round construction. Surprisingly, we show
that the extra invocation of Fx in the tweak is redundant. In particular,
LRK,K,K(LRgoFK(‘)) is SPRP (see Fig E)

3. Next we show that we cannot go below 4 invocations in a wide class of LR
variants (with linear shuffle, defined the class and shuffle in Sec [l). In par-
ticular we show that any single-key, 3-round, Feistel encryption with linear
shuffle is not PRP. So in that class, our construction is optimum. However,

? It is a parameter defined in [8]. Spreading of ¢ is the max.co,1}n #{z : 2®&(x) = c}.
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we do not know the optimality when we have non-linear shuffle. This is an
interesting open problem.

In summary, we prove the following result.

Theorem 2. LRk i x(LR¢or, (-)) is SPRP (see Fig ) whenever Fx is PRF
where ¢ is one-bit rotation (or other simple function with low spreading number).
Moreover, a single-key, 3-round LR-variant with any linear shuffle is not PRP.
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Fig. 3. Our 4-round single-key LR variant requires only 4 invocations of Fk. It is
almost same as 4-round single-key LR except the rotation (or &) which is applied to
the output of the first internal function.

Organization of the paper. We first describe notation and the proof tool,
called Patarin’s coefficient H-technique in Section 2. In section 3, we demonstrate
our distinguishing attacks on LR and some of its variants. Then we characterize
the secure LR construction in Section 4. In Section 5, we generalize LR variants
and show that 3-round single-key general LR constructions are not secure. In
section 6, we propose an optimum 4-round LR variant and prove its SPRP
security and finally we conclude.

2 Notation and Preliminaries

A distinguishing adversary A is a probabilistic algorithm which has access to
some oracles and which outputs either 0 or 1. Oracles are written as superscripts.
The notation A91:92 = 1 (or A® = 1) denotes the event that the adversary A,
interacts with the oracles O1, 02 (or O), and finally outputs the bit 1. In what
follows, by the notation X L8 , we will denote the event of choosing X uniformly
at random from the finite set S. Let RF,, be an n-bit to n-bit random function.
An n-bit pseudorandom function (PRF) is a function F': K x {0,1}" — {0,1}",
where K # () is the key space of the PRF such that the prf-advantage

Advp(4) = [Pr[K < 0 APK 1] = Pr[aR 1))

is negligible for any efficient adversary A. We denote Adv®(q) (or Adv>(q,1))

by max AAdv%rf(A) where maximum is taken over all adversaries which makes

at most ¢ queries (and runs in time t respectively). We write Fi () instead of
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F(K,.). Let Perm(n) denote the set of all permutations on {0,1}". We require
a blockcipher E(K,), K € K, to be a strong pseudorandom permutation. The
advantage of an adversary A in breaking the strong pseudorandomness of E(,)
is defined in the following manner.

AdvEPP(4) = |Pr [K & 0 APROPR0 5 1] -

Pr [w & Perm(n) : ATOT0 o 1] |.

If adversary has only access to encryption oracle E(K,-) then we call it prp-
advantage AdvhP(A). Similar to prf-advantage we define Adviprp(q) and
Adviprp(q,t) by maxAAdviprp(A). Similar definition can be given for
Adv.%rp(q) and Adv%rp(q, t). In this paper we reserve ¢ to mean the number of
queries.

Pointless queries: Let M and C represent plaintext and ciphertext respectively.
We assume that an adversary never repeats a query, i.e., it does not ask the
encryption oracle with a particular value of M more than once and neither
does it ask the decryption oracle with a particular value of C' more than once.
Furthermore, an adversary never queries its deciphering oracle with C' if it got
C' in response to an encipher query M for some M and vice versa. These queries
are called pointless as the adversary knows what it would get as responses for
such queries. In this paper we assume adversaries make no pointless queries.

2.1 Patarin’s Coefficient H-Technique

The following describes Patarin’s coefficient H technique [9] (also known as
Decorrelation theorem due to Vaudenay [13]) which would be used in our se-
curity analysis.

The view of an adversary A9+1:9-1 is the tuple ¢ := ((My,C1,81), ...,
(M,,Cyq,0,)) where A makes i'" query M; or C; and obtains responses C; or
M; if 5; = +1 or —1 respectively. In case of O, 1 = O and O_; = O~ we have
that O(M;) = C;,Vi. Since A does not make any pointless query, all M; (and
C;) are distinct.

Patarin’s coefficient H technique says that prp-advantage of any distinguisher
A%+1:0-1 making total ¢ non-trivial queries to F is small if the followings hold
for a subset S C (M x M x {+1,—1})7 (the set S is known as set of bad views):

1. Pr[view(ARPM’Rpjwl) € S] < ¢; i.e. the probability of bad view is small.

2. For any ¢ = ((M1,C41,61),...,(My,Cq,0¢)) € S (¢ is called a good or
non-bad view),

(1 — 62)

PIK[E(K, Mz) = CZ‘, VZ] > |M‘q

= (1 - €2) x Pr[RF(M;) = C;, Vi)

So, each good view can occur with probability more than (1 — €2) times
the probability of the view for the random function RF. In other words, on
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the average probability of good view are almost same for both F(K,) and
random function.

More precisely, if above holds then AdvEP™(A) < e; + ez + q(q — 1)/2|M|. The

third term arises from the well known fact [I] that AdviF™(4") < qéil,/\_/l1|) for
any A’ making ¢ non-trivial queries. Thus given any encryption algorithm E(-) it
suffices to identify a set of bad views S and the values of €; and €5 corresponding

to the bad-views set.

3 Distinguishing Attack on Luby-Rackoff and Its Variants

Given f : {0,1}" — {0,1}", called internal function, the Luby-Rackoff (LR)
round function (or the Feistel permutaion) LRf : {0,1}*" — {0,1}" is defined
by LRf(z1,22) = (f(x1) @2, x1) where 1, z9 € {0,1}". Clearly, LR;l(yl’yQ) =
(y2, f(y2) ®y1) and hence we also call it LR round permutation. The r-round LR
permutation is defined by the sequential composition of the r round permutations
LRf := LRy, 0...0LRy, where f = (fi,..., f;). If the internal functions are keyed
functions, i.e. f; = Fk,, then we simply denote the r-round LR encryption
by LRk,,... k,. Given a family of function-tuples F, the induced family of LR
permutations (or encryption with key f < F) is LRz = {LR¢ : f € F}.

A Key-assigning is an r-tuple o = (i1,...,i,) with elements from [1..k]. Now
given a sequence of k function families F = (Fy,...F;) we define the function-
tuple family F®° := {(fi,,... fi,) : fj € F;}. In practice, each function family
is indexed by an independent key. The single-key (i.e. k = 1) r-round LR for
a function family F is nothing but F®!". In case of k independent random
functions I' = (I, ..., I'x) mapping n-bits to n-bits, we have a random function
tuple I'®?. It is easy to see that if o is palindrome then F®7 is a family of
palindrome function tuples. By using hybrid argument one can show that for
any PRF F|

+pr +pr f
AdVLRprl,...,KUT (q) < Adv,_,%?@l; (q) + Advh (rq).
Because of it, we always assume random function instead of PRF. The Table [l
provides some known designs which are proved (or mentioned) secure.

Table 1. Some known secure, efficient LR designs and its variants. Let I' =
(I', I) where It and I% are independent random functions. ¢/ = (1,2,2), o €
{(1,2,2,2),(1,2,1,1),(1,2,1,2),(1,1,2,2)}. The author of [§ did not provide any
proof, only mentioned that H technique can be applied to prove these SPRP. However
in this paper we provide a general proof which covers the proof of these constructions.

Construction (Iho&olh,Ih,I1) (Ito&ol', In,IN,IN) roe il
Security PRP [8] SPRP [8] SPRP [8] PRP [14]
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3.1 Distinguishing Attack on Luby-Rackoff Encryptions with
Palindrome Key-Assigning

Let sw : {0,1}"™ x {0,1}" — {0,1}™ x {0,1}™ be the swap-function i.e.
sw(z1,22) = (22, 21). Note that for any function f and palindrome function-tuple
f=(f1,..., fr) wehave (LRyoswoLRy)(z1,22) = LRy (21, f(z1) D a2) = (22, 21)
and hence we have the following (see Fig M)

LRfoswo LR = LRy o...0(LRf, oswo LRy, )o...0LRy (since f is palindrome)
=LRf o...0(LRy, ,oswolLRy, ,)o...0LRy
=...=LRy oswolLRy, =sw

So, if F is any palindrome family then Prﬂi}_[LRf oswoLR¢(0,0) = (0,0)] = 1.
So, LR£ can be distinguished from the random permutation RP by making two
adaptive queries (Y7,Y2) := 0(0,0) and (Z1, Z3) := O(Y2,Y71). The probability
that Z; = Zs = 0 is one when O = LRz (this also gives ciphertext-forging
attack). When the distinguisher is interacting with RP, the probability is almost
1/22". Hence Advféﬁ@a (2,t) > 1—1/2%". As a corollary single-key LR with any
number of rounds is not PRP.

0P ) . - D —y
Vi V2 Vil Vr
Pu, u, ir,(}BQ . U, : X@v, ¥ .u, X
!
X~ D . p— fa) - p
v, Vg v, v,
Y-u, u,=v,®X 4~ Q®v, u ¢

Fig. 4. It illustrates how the distinguishing attacks works for palindrome key-assigning

3.2 Distinguishing Attack on Some Variant of Single-Key 3-Round
Luby-Rackoff Encryptions

From the previous section we now know that the any r-round single-key (or
3-round, double-key with key assigning o = (1,2,1)) LR is not PRP. The best
known PRP, single-key LR variant is due to Patarin [§]. In this variant (see Fig[2)
the last round (or the first round) internal function is defined as f o £ o f where
¢ is the one-bit left rotation. As mentioned in Fig[2, we want to study whether
we can simply use rotation tweak without using the extra invocation of f (to
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Fig.5. It gives an idea how our 3-round LR variant (simpler version of Patarin’s 3-
round by dropping one invocation) distinguishing attack works. Here u = v<<? @ (z2 ®
y)=tand A= (z2 @ ah @y B y)) <

save one extra invocation of f). Here we show that we cannot do that for three
round constructions. We provide a distinguishing attack where the rotation is
applied to the first round instead of the last round. Same analysis would work
for the last round, too. The function family of this modification can be described
as F@ .= {(€o f,f,f) : f € F}. Our attack on LR¢ := LRz requires four
encryption queries.

1. 1% and 2% Query: (1) LRe(w1,22) = (y1,2) and (2) LRe(z1,2) = (3, ).
Call this event by F; and let A = (zo @ 2 @y @ yf)<<L

Lemma 1. Prfﬁf[f(xl)<<1 & fly2) =x2@uy1 | B1] =1

2. 3" and 4™ Query: (3) LR¢(y2,0) = (21,22) and (4) LR¢(yh, A) = (24, 25).
Call this event by Fs.

Lemma 2. Prf(if[zg D2y =y2Dyy | B1, Ea] = 1.

The above two lemmas are easy to verify from the Fig Bl and hence we skip the
proofs. When distinguisher is interacting with 2n-bit random permutations the
probability Pr[zo @ 25 = y2 @ b | E1, E2] ~ 1/2%". So, we can use this event to
make a distinguishing attack. Hence Advll_)éi)(él) >1-1/2%,

Remark 1. Similar attack can be carried out for the other simple variants, e.g.
when £(z) = o - = (the Galois field multiplication by the primitive element «)
or any other linear function £ (note that both rotation, or multiplication by a
primitive element are linear over GF'(2) and GF'(2"), respectively). In fact, with
a closer look on the attack one can see that attack works for any function £ such
that Prv£{0,1}n [E(&(v @ 1)) ®EE(v®er)) = A is significantly high for some
fixed constant A (depending on ¢; and c¢s). Here the probability is computed
over random choice of v. Note that this measurement is completely different from
the spreading number considered in [g].
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4 Security Analysis of LR with Non-palindrome
Key-Assigning Function

Here we characterize all secure LR encryptions. Informally we prove that LR
is secure if and only if the key-assigning is not palindrome. We have already
seen the “only if” part which is more intuitive. However it is not obvious why
non-palindrome key-assigning give a secure LR encryption. To understand the
intuition let us first assume that oy # o, i.e. the first and last round keys are
independent. Then the input to the first round function can be collided due
to choices of plaintext (the first n-bit same as that of a previous plaintext).
But we cannot control anymore collisions after that. It does not matter if we
choose first n bits of plaintext same as the last n bits of the ciphertext as they
are fed to independent random functions. The similar argument works when an
attacker chooses a ciphertext. In general, for a non-palindrome o, there must
exist ' < r/2 — 1 such that o; = gp41-; for i = 1,..,7’ but o; # o,41-; for
1 = r’ + 1. The similar argument would be applied to the random functions at
rounds 7' +1 and r —7’. The random functions I, and I, _, at round r’ +1
and r — 7’ are protecting a plaintext and ciphertext query respectively.

Theorem 1. Let o be an r-sequence. Then LRreos is (S)PRP if and only if o is
not palindrome and r > 3 (or r > 4 respectively). In this case, Adv%ﬁ@o (g,t)

2

(or Adv,_i,g):ga (q,t) for SPRP) is at most U;,ff)lf + g -

Corollary 1. Let r > 4. Then LRre- is SPRP if it is PRP.

The corollary is interesting as it says that any PRP LR for more than 4 round
has to be SPRP. Note that it is not true for three rounds as we already know
three round independent-keyed is PRP but not SPRP. This is a straightforward
application of the theorem. We prove the theorem by using Patarin H-coefficient-
technique as describe in Sec [2.1]

Construction of the set of bad views S and computation of €;

For 1 < i < ¢, we denote M; = (P;,Q,),C; = (X;,Y;) € {0,1}™ x {0,1}™
We first define a set of bad views S (as we discuss in Patarin H coefficient
technique). Given a view ¢ = ((M1,C1,01),..., (Mg, Cq,d,)) we call P; fresh if
P; # P, Y;,Y; for all © < j. Similarly Y is fresh if Y; # F;,Y;, P; for all 4 < j.

Definition 1. A view = ((M1,C1,61),...,(My,Cq,84)) € ({0,1}2" x {0,1}2"x
{+1,-1})? is called bad if there is a j such that either P; is not fresh and
0; = —1 orYj is not fresh and 6; = 1.

Let S be the set of all bad views. Now we provide an upper bound of the
probability that a view is bad when an adversary is interacting with a random
permutation RP and its inverse RP™!. We show that

Pr[vieW(ARP’Rpfl) €S <e = (1)
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If the i*t query is encryption (i.e. §; = 1) then C; = (X;,Y;) is uniformly
distributed over a set of size at least 22" — i + 1. Thus Pr[Y; = ¢] < 1/(2" — 1)
for any constant ¢ € {0,1}™ provided ¢ < 2" (o.w. the equation is obviously
true). Thus Y; is one of P; or ¥; or P; has probability at most 2i — 1. Similar
result is true when §; = —1. Thus a view is bad view, has probability at most
q?/(2" — 1). So we have proved the Eq.[Il

Some Notations and Properties of Good Views. We say that M; =
(P, Q) is fresh if M; # sw(C;), j < 4. Similarly we define a fresh C;. Let
r > 4 and o be a non-palindrome sequence such that r’ is the size of the com-
mon prefix of o and ¢"V. Note that ' < r/2 — 1. Given a good (non-bad) view
Y= ((Mi,C1,01),...,(My,Cq,04)) we define the following sets of query-indices

Ny,p={i: P;is fresh}, Nyy = {i:Y; is fresh},

Ny = {i: M, is fresh}, Ny ¢ ={i: C; is fresh}.

In the following, we state some lemmas whose proofs are straightforward and
easy to verify.

Lemma 3. Foralli, P; #Y;. We also have i € Ny p ori € Ny y if 6 = —1 or
+1 respectively. Let M; = sw(C}), then j € Ny ¢ (i.e. C; is fresh) or j € Ny m
(i.e. M is fresh) if j < i ori < j respectively.

For each query number 4, we define two sets of round numbers I/ C I; C [1..7]
as follows:

1. ¢; = 1: We define I; := [1..r] or [2..r] or [/ + 1..r] if P; is fresh or M; is fresh
or M; is not fresh, respectively. I! = I; \ {r — 1,r} (note that r > 3).

2. §; = —1: We define I; := [1..r] or [1..r — 1] or [1..r — ¥'] if Y} is fresh or C} is
fresh or C; is not fresh, respectively. We define I} = I, \ {1, 2}.

Some Observations on LR. Now we state some useful and easy to verify
properties of the r-round LR computations LR(P,Q) = (X,Y). Let u[¢], v[{]
denote the input and output of the internal function at the ¢** round.

Lemma 4. The (" intermediate input u[l] = (v[{ — 1] o[l — 3] ® ... v[(%2 +
1]) ® R where R = P or Q if £ is odd or even respectively.

If ¢ & I; \ {1,7} then either £ < ¢’ or r — ¢ < 1'. Moreover there is a j < i such
r—{ € I;. In that case u;[{] = u;[r —¢] and v;[{] = v;[r — ¢] (similar proof can be
made as we did for distinguishing attack on palindrome key—assigning)ﬁ Thus
u;[€] (or v;[]) for ¢ € I;,i € [1..q] (we denote it by uy) together determine all
intermediate inputs (or outputs respectively). This can be further extended to
the following result.

3If 7 or r —r' & I, (i.e either M; or C; is not fresh) then u;[¢] = u;[r — £] where
£ =17"4+1orr—r'". However o, # o,—¢ (by definition of r'). Hence independent
random functions are applied to these same intermediate input.
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Lemma 5. vy := {v;[¢] : £ € I/,i € [1..q]} and ¢ together determine all inter-
mediate inputs and outputs.

We denote the relation by the function Z, i.e. Z(vy, ) is the tuple of all interme-
diate inputs. Now we see that if we choose v at random then the probability that
all intermediate inputs in u; are distinct is at least (1 — e2) where €3 := r?¢? /2.

Proposition 1. For any {,0' with o = oy, Pr o [u;[l] = u;[l']] < 1/2" where
I

w;i[€] and u;[¢'] are determined from I(vp) and vy is chosen at uniform distri-
bution.

Proof. We prove it in different cases. If ¢,¢' € {1,r} then the probability is
zero because the view 9 is good. In fact, if one of these is either 1 or r then the
probability is 1/2™ as that one is constant (determined by v not by v;/) and the
other one is non-trivial linear function of vy, For any ¢ & {1, 7}, u;[¢] is indeed
non-trivial linear function of v;.. Now if we show that the linear functions are
different for u;[¢] and w;[¢] then by randomness of v;. the above probability is
1/2” Let] <idand = T’ +1 (lf MZ = SW(C,‘/_l)) orr—r' (lf CZ = SW(MZ‘/_l)).
Then w;[f] = uy[r — ¢ and r — £ — 1 € I/. Hence v;[r — ¢ — 1] contributes to
w;[f]. If ¢/ # j then we are done. Otherwise note that if ¢/ = — ¢ then oy # op.
So ¢/ # r — £ and hence by above lemma the two linear functions are indeed
different.

Proof of Theorem 1. We apply Patarin’s coefficient H-technique. We already
have defined the set of bad views S and we know €; := ¢?/(2" — 1). Let E
be the event that for all ¢,¢' with oy = oy, w;[¢] # u;[¢'] where £ € I; and
¢" € I;. By the Proposition 1, we know that Pr[E] < 3 := r?¢?/2" since there
are at most r2¢? possible values of 4, £, j, ¢'. So the number of possible v, values
such that uy are all distinct is at least 217'|(1 — e3). Given any such v; (which
determines the rest of the intermediate outputs) the probability that these are
indeed the intermediate outputs is exactly 2~ = 2-n(I'1+29) | This is true
since |I| = |I'| + 2¢q and there are |I|’s distinct inputs for the internal random
functions which takes some specific given values v;. Thus, for any fixed good view
¥, Pr[view = 9] > (1 — €2)/22™ where €3 := r2¢?/2". Hence we have proved our
theorem by applying the Patarin’s H-technique as described in Sec 211

5 General Feistel Round Permutation

The LR round permutation can be expressed as LRy(z1,22) = p(f(z1),x1, z2)
where p(v,71,22) = (v @ 22, 21), v, 271,72 € {0,1}" =TF. So p : F* — F? is

a linear function which can be characterized by the matrix M = (ﬁ;) where

Ly = (1,0,1) € F3 and Ly = (0,1,0) € F3. A general Feistel function Fy, :
{0,1}?" — {0,1}" with the internal function f and mix function p is defined
by Ff,(X) = p(f(X[L..n]), X) (see Fig[f)). In practice, the internal function f is
a strong cryptographic object and the mix function is a simple (mostly using xor
or rotation or at most modular addition) efficiently computable function. We do
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; shuffle yio» -
N _‘i‘gu.shufﬂe

Fig.6. A general LR or Feistel round permutation

not use or assume any cryptographic property on the mix function. However we
require the Feistel function to be invertible (independent of the internal function)
and hence we need some types of the mix function, called shuffie.

Definition 2 (Shuffle). A function p: {0,1}3" — {0,1}?" is called shuffle if
for any v € {0,1}", p(v,-,-) := py, is a permutation over {0,1}?" and there ex-
ists a function 7 : {0,1}?" — {0,1}" such that T(p(v,z1,22)) = 1, Vv, 21,79 €
{0,1}", i.e. the function pu_% is independent of v where p; ! = (p;&, pu_é) More-
over it is called smooth if p, p;' and T are efficiently computable.

Now we prove that (smooth) shuffle is the necessary and sufficient to have (effi-
ciently computable) invertibility of the Feistel function.

Lemma 6. The Feistel function Fy, is permutation for all functz’ons fif and
only if the miz function p is shuffle. In this case, Fy , and F_p are efficiently
computable if the shuffie p is smooth and the function f is efficiently computable.

Proof. When p is a shuffle the inverse of the Feistel function can be shown
to be F;;(yhyg) = p,; Y(y1,y2) where v = f(7(y1,y2)). Hence F;; is efficiently
computable if f, 7, p,; ! are efficiently computable. Clearly Fy , is efficient if f
and p are so. To prove the “only if” part it is easy to see that for all v, p, must
be invertible by choosing the constant internal function f(z1) = v, V;. We show
that the first n bit of the inverse does not depend on v. If not then for some v, v’,
1 # 2 and xq, x}, we have p(v,z1,x9) = p(v', 2], 2}). If we define a function f
such that f(x1) = v and f(z}) = v’ then the Feistel mapping is not injective as
Fro(z1,22) = Ff’P(w/h 5).

The r-round Feistel function (or permutation when we have shuffle) F( Fropn) O v - -0
F(f.,p1) is similarly denoted by F¢ , where f=(f1,..., fr) and p=(p1,..., pr).

In case of linear shuffle functions p;’s are characterized by 2 x 3 matrix over
GF(2"). The Lemma [7] characterizes all linear shuffles. More generally when we
have linear shuffle over GF(2) we have 2n x 3n matrix over GF(2). However
we can have non-linear shuffle functions too. One such example is p(v, z1, z2) =
(vH (v ® x2),x1) where B is modulo 2" integer addition. A more complicated
shuffle function may look like p(v,z1,72) = (y1 := Ty, (v2), 7y, (¥1)) where
Ty, and 7r7;1 are any permutations. In fact, it is a general form of a shuffle if
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we assume that p(v,z1,-) (equivalently 7(y1,-)) is a permutation over {0,1}".
This assumption is reasonable, otherwise we do not have complete diffusion in
two rounds. In this paper we are only interested in linear shuffles. Now we state
the version of Lemma [6] in case of linear shuffle. The proof is an immediate
application of Lemma, [G

Lemma 7. A linear function Myys is shuffle if and only if
(1) ¢1 - Myx ® 2 - Mo, = (0,1,0) for some pair of constants (c1,c2) € F? and
(2) rank(Myo M.3) = 2, i.e. the 2 X 2 matriz (M,o M,s) is invertible.

5.1 PRP Attack on Three Round Linear-Mix Single-Key Feistel
Function

Now we provide a PRP distinguishing attack on three-round single key Feistel
function with any linear shuffles (may be different for each round). Let f =
(f,f,f) and p = (p1,p2,p3) be tuple of three linear shuffles. A very similar
distinguishing attack as in Sec. [3] also works for F := F¢ ,. Our attack requires
four encryption queries.

1. 1% and 2" Query: (1) F(z1,22) = (y1,v2) and (2) F(xy,5) = (v, y5). Call
this event by Eq. Let ¢ - Y1 ® ¢y - Yo = pgl(Yl, Y5)[1..n] since ps is linear
shuffle.

Lemma 8. There is a constant A, a linear function of x1,x2,Th, y1,Y2, Y]
and yh, such that

Prfi]:[pl(f(’r)v'rao)[l“n} = pl(f(T/)vT/aA)[l“n] ‘ El] =1

where T =c¢1-Yy1 D ey - Yo, and T =1 - Y] D c2 - Yh.

2. 3" and 4™ Query: (3) F(7,0) = (21, 22) and (4) F(7/, A) = (2}, 2}). Call this
event by Fs.

Lemma 9. There is a constant A', a linear function of x1,x2,xh, y1,Y2, Y]
and yh, such that
Proc le-(m102) @ (2@ 25) = A | By, Ey] =1
The above two lemmas are straightforward and tedious (the main thing is to
compute A and A’). The idea of the proof is provided in the Figure [ When
distinguisher is interacting with 2n-bit random permutations the above proba-
bility approximately 1/2%2". So we can use this event to make a distinguishing
attack. So, at least four invocations of the underlying PRF are required to obtain

a secure Feistel encryption.
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v-@ ¥ X, (*+b3v)-|z} T 0/A

shuffle | shuffle |
(*+a)-{f} ay+* ay+* (*+ba)-(f) bsay+*  byay+*
shuffle | shuffle |
. Ny ® ' * : * *
(*+byv) (£} ov+ byv+ {f) dv+*,/dv+*,
shuffle | shufile |
39 V2 zy/z’) zyz’

Fig. 7. It gives an idea how our attack works for 3-round Feistel with linear shuffle. The
* denotes a linear function without involving v. We can express all internal variable by
linear functions of v. The A’ = x; — %2 and A is defined in a way such that the second
internal inputs (for the queries (7,0) and 7', A) in the right half of the figure match.
This can be done as the second input has non-zero coefficient in the first output and
the coefficient of v (only unknown variable) are same for both queries.

6 SPRP Security Analysis of Single-Key 4-Round Feistel
Function

In this section we first study the following simple variant of 4-round single-key
LR. Let p be the LR shuffle and p/(v, z1,x2) = (£(v)®x2, 21) where £(v) := v<<!
is one-bit left rotation. Let LRv = F g4 , where p = (0, p,p,p). A similar
security analysis would work for any function & with low spreading number, i.e.
Pr .[§(v) ® v = (] is small for all c. We illustrated our design in Fig @ In
this section, we prove the SPRP security of this. In other words, we would that
the Patarin’s single-key SPRP LR-variant is not optimum and one invocation of
PRF is completely of redundant. We follow the similar notation as in the proof
of Theorem 1. In fact, the main idea of the proof remain same.

Let fx(P;) =V; and fx(Y;) = W;. The four intermediate inputs of fx during
the computation LR+ (P;, Q) = (X, Y;) are

P, a; =V '@ Q, bi=X, oW, andY;.

We want to prove that except the forced collisions (due to the choice of plaintexts
or ciphertexts) all intermediate inputs are distinct with high probability given
that a view is good or non-bad (the same definition of bad views as we have for
Theorem 1). We have defined Ny p and Ny y. Given a good view 9, let the pair
(v,w) be called ¢-compatible if v; = v; (or w;) whenever P; = P; or Y; and
w; = w; whenever Y; = Y; where v = (v1,...,v4) and w = (w1,...,wg). Let
N denote the number of distinct P;’s and Y;’s (which are actually intermediate
inputs).

Lemma 10. Given a good view the number of 1-compatible pairs is 2™ . Among
which there are at least 2" (1 —13¢%/2™) compatible elements give distinct a; :=
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w,®X,@ P, wexePr,

0 ® €D &b y, O-& D -D— D =¥
v © u® Y, w, w, © 5O,

w0 wex, % T uTweg xew ¥, K

Fig. 8. Case: 0; =+1, P;=Y; andi < j

v,i<<1 @ Qi by = Xy @ w;, for all 1 < i < q and they are different from P;’s and
Y;’s for all 1 < j < q. We call these DI-compatible (distinct-input compatible).

Proof. We compute the probability of the complement event when we choose
compatible pairs at random. We consider the case when d; = +1 (i.e. an encryp-
tion query) and P; = Y;, ¢ < j (illustrated in Figure [{). In this case, the four
intermediate inputs for i*" query are P;,Y;, a; = &(v;)®Q; and b; = w;®X;. Since
P; =Yj, the four intermediate inputs for 4 query are P;,Y;,a; = &(w;) & Qj
and b; = w; & X;. Note that v;, w; and w; are chosen at random. Hence (v, w)
is not DI-compatible due to the i*" and ;" query has probability at most 13/2"™.
In particular, except the case for b; = a;, the probability is 1/2™ and there are
11 such possible collisions. The Pr[b; = a;] = Prjw; & {(w;) = ¢] = 1/2"71 (it
can be easily checked and was shown in [§]) where ¢ = X; ® Q;. The other cases
can be proved similarly. Since there are (g) pair of queries and for each pair the
probability is bounded by 13/2"™, we have proved that probability that a random
compatible pair is DI-compatible is at least (1 — 13/2™).

If a DI-compatible pair becomes all intermediate outputs then the all inter-
mediate inputs are determined by these. Moreover these intermediate inputs
are distinct. There are N + 2¢ distinct intermediate inputs (including P;’s and
Y;’s). Hence probability that the intermediate outputs are given by a specific
DI-compatible pairs is exactly 2-"(N+29) S0 we have proved that

1—13¢%/2"

Pr[view = ] > 2"V (1 — 13¢%/2") x 27 "(V+20) — pong

Hence we have proved the SPRP-security of our proposal LRv.

2 2

Theorem 2. Adv;2™P(q,t) < W+

7 Conclusion

This paper characterizes all secure LR constructions. So we know which LR are
secure and which are not. If we make simple tweak in the LR-round then we can
have secure single-key construction. Previously proposed tweak due to Patarin
costs an extra invocation. In this paper we show that this extra invocation is
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redundant in case of SPRP design (4-round) but completely necessary in case
of PRP design (3-round). We also provide a distinguishing attack on a wide
class of single-key LR variants which invoke the underlying internal function 3
times. So 4-invocations is necessary for single-key LR type designs. Hence our
proposed design is optimum. However we do not know yet whether there are any
non-linear shuffles such that single-key Feistel with three rounds is SPRP.
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for his comments.

References

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Halevi, S., Rogaway, P.: A tweakable enciphering mode. In: Boneh, D. (ed.)
CRYPTO 2003. LNCS, vol. 2729, pp. 482-499. Springer, Heidelberg (2003)
Iwata, T., Kurosawa, K.: How to Re-use Round Function in Super-Pseudorandom
Permutation. Information Security and Privacy, 224-235 (2004)

. Koren, T.: On the construction of pseudorandom block ciphers, M.Sc. Thesis (in

Hebrew), CS Dept., Technion, Israel (May 1989)

. Luby, M., Rackoff, C.: How to construct pseudorandom permutations and pseudo-

random functions. 2nd SIAM J. Comput. 17, 373-386 (1988)

. Naor, M., Reingold, O.: On the Construction of Pseudorandom Permutations:

Luby-Rackoff Revisited. J. Cryptology 12(1), 29-66 (1999)

. National Bureau of Standards, Data encryption standard, Federal Information Pro-

cessing Standard, PT U.S. Department of Commerce, FIPS PUB 46, Washington,
DC (1977)

. Patarin, J.: Pseudorandom permutations based on the DES scheme. In: Damgard,

I.B. (ed.) EUROCRYPT 1990. LNCS, vol. 473, Springer, Heidelberg (1991)

. Patarin, J.: How to construct pseudorandom and super pseudorandom permuta-

tions from one single pseudorandom pseudorandom function. In: Rueppel, R.A.
(ed.) EUROCRYPT 1992. LNCS, vol. 658, pp. 256-266. Springer, Heidelberg
(1993)

. Patarin, J.: The ” Coefficients H” Technique. Selected Areas in Cryptography 2008,

328-345 (2008)

Pieprzyk, J.: How to construct pseudorandom permutations from single pseudo-
random functions. In: Damgard, I.B. (ed.) EUROCRYPT 1990. LNCS, vol. 473,
pp. 140-150. Springer, Heidelberg (1991)

Sadeghiyan, B., Pieprzyk, J.: On necessary and sufficient conditions for the con-
struction of super pseudorandom permutations. In: Matsumoto, T., Imai, H.,
Rivest, R.L. (eds.) ASIACRYPT 1991. LNCS, vol. 739, pp. 194-209. Springer,
Heidelberg (1993)

Sadeghiyan, B., Pieprzyk, J.: A construction for super pseudorandom permutations
from a single pseudorandom function. In: Rueppel, R.A. (ed.) EUROCRYPT 1992.
LNCS, vol. 658, Springer, Heidelberg (1992)

Vaudenay, S.: Decorrelation: A Theory for Block Cipher Security. J. Cryptol-
ogy 16(4), 249-286 (2003)

Zheng, Y., Matsumoto, T., Imai, H.: Impossibility and optimally results on con-
structing pseudorandom permutations. In: Quisquater, J.-J., Vandewalle, J. (eds.)
EUROCRYPT 1989. LNCS, vol. 434, pp. 412-422. Springer, Heidelberg (1990)



	The Characterization of Luby-Rackoff and Its Optimum Single-Key Variants
	Introduction
	Notation and Preliminaries
	Patarin's Coefficient H-Technique

	Distinguishing Attack on Luby-Rackoff and Its Variants
	Distinguishing Attack on Luby-Rackoff Encryptions with Palindrome Key-Assigning
	Distinguishing Attack on Some Variant of Single-Key 3-Round Luby-Rackoff Encryptions

	Security Analysis of LR with Non-palindrome Key-Assigning Function
	General Feistel Round Permutation
	PRP Attack on Three Round Linear-Mix Single-Key Feistel Function

	SPRP Security Analysis of Single-Key 4-Round Feistel Function
	Conclusion
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 149
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 149
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 599
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /DEU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice




