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Abstract

Receiver selective opening (RSO) security requires that in a situation where there are one
sender and multiple receivers, even if an adversary has access to all ciphertexts and adaptively
corrupts some fraction of the receivers to obtain their secret keys, the (potentially related)
ciphertexts of the uncorrupted receivers remain secure. All of the existing works construct
RSO secure identity-based encryption (IBE) in the single-challenge setting, where each iden-
tity is used only once for encryption. This restriction makes RSO security for IBE unrealistic
in practice. It is preferable to have IBE schemes with RSO security in the multi-challenge
setting in practice, where each identity can be used to encrypt multiple messages. In this
paper, we initiate the study of RSO security in the multi-challenge setting (which we call
RSOy, security) for IBE. Concretely, we show that the conclusion of lower bound, proposed
by Yang et al. (in: ASTACRYPT 2020, Springer, 2020), on the secret key size of RSO secure
public-key encryption also holds in the IBE setting (i.e., an IBE scheme cannot be RSOx
secure if the length of its secret key is not k times larger than the length of message). For
construction, we propose a generic construction of IBE achieving RSOy security. Through
our generic construction, we can obtain RSOy secure IBE schemes based on decisional linear
(DLIN) assumption and learning with error (LWE) assumption. Furthermore, we show that
the well-known Fujisaki-Okamoto transformation can be applied to construct a practical IBE
scheme achieving RSOy security.
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1 Introduction

Selective opening attacks, firstly formally considered by Bellare et al. [3] for public key
encryption (PKE), concern some multi-user scenarios, where an adversary is able to break
into a subset of honestly generated ciphertexts and tries to learn information on the messages
of some unopened (but maybe potentially related) ciphertexts. Bellare et al. [3] introduce two
ways to formalize security notions against selective opening attacks (SO security notions),
namely indistinguishability-based (IND-SO) security and simulation-based (SIM-SO) secu-
rity. Generally, IND-SO security requires that the unopened ciphertexts and the ciphertexts
of freshly sampled messages, which are distributed according to the conditional probability
distribution (conditioned on the opened ciphertexts), are computationally indistinguishable;
SIM-SO security requires that anything, which can be computed from all the ciphertexts and
the opened messages together with the corrupted information, can also be computed only
from the opened messages. Compared with SIM-SO security, IND-SO security has a limita-
tion that the message distribution should be “efficiently conditionally re-samplable”, while
SIM-SO security imposes no limitation on the message distributions; it is already known
that under chosen-plaintext attacks (CPA) for PKE, SIM-SO security is strictly stronger than
IND-SO security [2, 6, 15]. Thus, for SO security, it is desirable to consider simulation-based
definitions.

To date, SO security notions are usually considered in two settings: sender corruption [3,
9, 16, 19] and receiver corruption [2, 13, 15, 22]. In the sender corruption setting, part of
the senders may be corrupted (we say that “their ciphertexts are opened”), exposing their
messages and random coins employed during the encryption. In the receiver corruption
setting, part of them may be corrupted, exposing their messages and secret keys. We denote
SO security in the sender corruption setting and in the receiver corruption setting by SSO
security and RSO security, respectively.

Standard RSO security is formalized in the single-challenge setting for PKE, where each
public key is used only once to encrypt a single challenge message. This restriction makes
RSO security unrealistic, since in practice a public key is often used multiple times. More
realistic RSOy security (i.e., RSO security in the multi-challenge setting, where each public
key can be used to encrypt k > 1 challenge messages) is introduced by Yang et al. [42].
They prove that SIM-RSO security is not enough to guarantee SIM-RSOy security (k > 1),
providing a lower bound on the secret key length for any PKE scheme with RSOy, security in
the non-programmable random oracle model, and show SIM-RSO;-CPA/CCA secure PKE
constructions with nearly optimal secret key length.

SO security for IBE The study of SO secure identity-based encryption (IBE) is initiated by
Bellare et al. [5]. Compared with PKE, IBE allows a sender to generate ciphertexts using
a receiver’s identity as a public key, and the subtlety of proving security of IBE comes
from the fact that a key generation oracle is provided to an adversary to answer private key
queries with respect to different identities, and the adversary is free to choose the challenge
identities. Bellare et al. [5] firstly formalize a simulation-based notion of SSO security under
CPA attacks for IBE (which we denote as SIM-ID-SSO-CPA security), via adapting the SO
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framework to IBE in a natural way (i.e., informally, replacing the public keys with the target
receivers’ identities, and allowing the adversary to access to the key generation oracle).
Furthermore, they construct IBE schemes meeting this security requirement. Later, the first
IBE scheme achieving simulation-based SSO security under CCA attacks (which we denote
as SIM-ID-SSO-CCA security) is proposed by Lai et al. [30].

As for the receiver corruption setting, the notion of simulation-based RSO security under
CPA attacks for IBE (which we denote as SIM-ID-RSO-CPA security) is formalized by
Kitagawa and Tanaka [29]. They construct a SIM-ID-RSO-CPA secure IBE scheme from
an IBE scheme with basic security (i.e., IND-ID-CPA security). Recently, Hara et al. [14]
formalize the notion of simulation-based RSO security under CCA attacks for IBE (which
we denote as SIM-ID-RSO-CCA security), and show an IBE construction meeting SIM-ID-
RSO-CCA security via the classical double encryption technique [36, 38].

To the best of our knowledge, currently all the known receiver selective opening security
notions for IBE [14, 29] are considered in the single-challenge setting (i.e., each identity
as used only once to encrypt a single challenge message). However, in practice, usually an
identity (i.e., public key) is used multiple times for encryption. More importantly, no RSO
security notions in the multi-challenge setting for IBE have ever been considered before.

In this paper, we initiate the study of simulation-based RSO security in the multi-challenge

setting for IBE.
Our contributions We firstly formalize the notion of simulation-based RSO security in the
multi-challenge setting (which we denote as SIM-ID-RSO,-CPA/CCA security) for IBE. In
particular, a SIM-ID-RSO;-CPA/CCA adversary is allowed to access to the key generation
oracle, can obtain k challenge ciphertexts for each identity, and can corrupt some of the
receivers and know the secret keys; SIM-ID-RSO-CPA/CCA security requires that anything,
which can be computed by the adversary, can also be computed by a simulator only from the
opened messages (of the corrupted receivers).

We show that the conclusion (proposed in [42]) of lower bound on the secret key size
of RSOy secure encryption scheme in the PKE setting also holds in the IBE setting. More
specifically, we provide a lower bound on the secret key length for any IBE scheme with
SIM-ID-RSOy security in the non-programmable random oracle model. This result implies
that for any SIM-ID-RSOy secure IBE scheme, assuming that the size of its message space
(resp., secret key space) is 2fm (resp., 26%), we have g > £ik. This result also implies that
it is impossible for IBE to achieve SIM-ID-RSOy security without restricting the number of
challenge ciphertexts for each identity (i.e., k).

We stress that this result also suggests that for IBE, RSO security in the single-challenge
setting is not enough to guarantee that in the multi-challenge setting. That’s because for any
IBE scheme with SIM-ID-RSO-CCA security, assuming that the size of its message space
(resp., secret key space) is 2tm (resp., 205k, this IBE scheme is not SIM-ID-RSOy-CPA secure
for any k > ZS}?—H‘

We providema generic construction of IBE achieving SIM-ID-RSO;-CCA security. Our
generic IBE scheme is constructed from an IND-ID-CPA secure IBE scheme with message
space {0, 1} and a non-interactive zero-knowledge (NIZK) proof system, via the double
encryption technique [36, 38]. More concretely, to encrypt a single-bit message m with
identity id, the encryption algorithm of our generic IBE scheme proceeds as follows: (i)
firstly uniformly sample k bits my, ..., m; satisfying m; & --- @ my = m; (ii) for each
n € [k] and each B € {0, 1}, generate ¢,,g by encrypting m,, (with identity (id, 7, 8)) using
the encryption algorithm of the underlying IND-ID-CPA secure IBE scheme; (iii) generate
a NIZK proof indicating that the 2k ciphertexts (c;, g),e[k], (0,1} are created by encrypting
myi, ..., mg via (ii). With this method, the SIM-ID-RSOy-CCA security of our generic IBE
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can be implied by the IND-ID-CPA security of the underlying IBE and the security properties
of the NIZK proof system.

In particular, when plugging the DLIN-based (resp., the LWE based) instantiations [12,
40] (resp., [1, 37]) into our generic construction, we obtain a concrete DLIN-based (resp.,
LWE based) SIM-ID-RSO;-CCA secure IBE scheme.

We also provide a practical IBE scheme meeting SIM-ID-RSO;-CCA security in the
random oracle model. Specifically, we show that the well-known Fujisaki-Okamoto trans-
formation [11] can be applied to construct SIM-ID-RSO;-CCA secure IBE from a one-way
secure (under CPA attacks) IBE scheme with high min-entropy of ciphertexts in the random
oracle model. In other words, to encrypt a message m with identity id (and randomness r),
the encryption algorithm computes as follows:

C := (Enc(pp,id,r; H(r,m & G(r))), m & G(r)),

where Enc is the encryption algorithm of the underlying IBE scheme (pp is the public
parameter), and both G and H are hash functions.

Related works Since formalized by Bellare et al. in [3], PKE with SO security has been
extensively studied. Numerous constructions of SSO (resp., RSO) secure PKE have been
proposed based on various assumptions in previous works [8, 9, 16-19, 24, 25, 32, 33, 35]
(resp., [13, 15, 22, 27-29, 34, 35, 42]). Recently, PKE achieving both SSO security and
RSO security has been proposed in [31]. Relations among SSO/RSO security and standard
security for PKE are also extensively studied in previous works [2, 6, 15, 20, 21, 23, 42].

Bellare et al. [5] initiate the study of SO security in the IBE setting, proposing a general
paradigm to achieve SIM-ID-SSO-CPA security from IND-ID-CPA secure and “One-Sided
Publicly Openable” (1SPO) IBE schemes. The first SIM-ID-SSO-CCA secure IBE scheme
is constructed by Lai et al. [30]. In 2020, Jia et al. [26] present the first SIM-ID-SSO-CCA
secure IBE scheme with tight security.

Kitagawa et al. [29] formalize the notion of SIM-ID-RSO-CPA security for IBE, and show

that a SIM-ID-RSO-CPA secure IBE scheme can be constructed based only on an IND-ID-
CPA secure IBE scheme. Hara et al. [14] formalize SIM-ID-RSO-CCA security for IBE, and
show a generic construction of SIM-ID-RSO-CCA secure IBE from an IND-ID-CPA secure
IBE scheme and a NIZK system satisfying unbounded simulation soundness and unbounded
zero-knowledge property.
Roadmap We firstly recall some preliminaries in Sect. 2. Then, we present formal definitions
of SIM-ID-RSO;-CPA/CCA security (k > 1) for IBE in Sect. 3. We provide a lower bound
for SIM-ID-RSOy secure IBE scheme in Sect. 4. Next, we show a generic construction
of IBE achieving SIM-ID-RSO;-CCA security in Sect. 5. Finally, we provide a practical
SIM-ID-RSO-CCA secure IBE scheme in Sect. 6.

2 Preliminaries

Notations Let 1 € N denote the security parameter. For any n € N, we use [n] to denote
the set {1, 2, ..., n}. For a finite set S, we use |S| to denote the size of S, and use s < S to
denote the process of sampling s uniformly from S. For a distribution Dist, we use x <— Dist
to denote the process of sampling x from Dist.

For a probabilistic algorithm A, let R 4 denote the randomness space of .A. We use
y < A(x; r) denote the process of running .A on input x and inner randomness r <— R 4 and
outputting y. We write y <— A(x) for y <— A(x; r) with uniformly chosenr € R 4. We write
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PPT for probabilistic polynomial-time. For a function f (L), we write that f(A) < negl(i)
if it is negligible.

NIZK proof system Let R be an efficiently computable binary relation, and L := {x |
Jw s.t. (x, w) € R}. A NIZK proof NIZK for L consists of the following three algorithms:

e CRSGen(1*): On input the security parameter 1*, the common reference string (CRS)
generation algorithm outputs a CRS crs.

e Prove(crs, x, w): The proving algorithm, taking a CRS crs, a statement x € L and a
witness w for the fact that x € L as input, outputs a proof 7.

e Verify(crs, x, m): The verification algorithm, taking a CRS crs, a statement x € L and a
proof 7 as input, outputs a bit b € {0, 1}.

It also satisfies the following conditions:

— Completeness For all A € N, all crs generated by CRSGen and all (x, w) € R, we always
have Verify(crs, x, prove(crs, x, w)) = 1.

— Unbounded Zero-knowledge There is a PPT simulator S = (S I(Zk), SéZk) ) such that
for any PPT adversary A,

AQV{ 4 s ) = [PHGIZ () = 11 = PHGHR™, a0 ) = 11|

is negligible, where G,Z\}Eﬁ?f‘k()\) and GZNITZSémA st (1) are shown in Fig. 1.
— Unbounded simulation soundness Let S = (Sl(Zk), SéZk) ) be a PPT simulator for
the unbounded zero-knowledge property of NIZK. For any unbounded adversary A, the

advantage
d . d
AV 4 s ) = PGz 4 g0 () = 1]
is negligible, where G;\“T‘éan A5 (1) is shown in Fig. 1.

Identity-based encryption An identity-based encryption (IBE) scheme consists of four PPT
algorithms (Setup, KGen, Enc, Dec). The setup algorithm Setup(1*) outputs a public param-
eter pp and a master secretkey msk. The private key generation algorithm KGen(pp, msk, id)
takes pp, msk and an identity id as input, and outputs a secret key skiq for id. The encryption
algorithm Enc(pp, id, m) taking pp, id and a message m € M as input, outputs a ciphertext
¢, where My is the message space. The decryption algorithm Dec(pp, skiq, ¢), taking pp,
skig and c as input, outputs a message m or _L, which indicates that c is invalid. For correct-
ness, we require that for any (pp, msk) generated by Setup, any valid identity id and any
valid message m, Dec(pp, KGen(pp, msk, id), Enc(pp, id, m)) = m with overwhelming
probability.

Now we recall notions of OW-ID-CPA security and IND-ID-CPA security for IBE [7]. Note
that the following recalled definition of IND-ID-CPA security considers multiple challenge
identities, like [14]. This security notion is equivalent to the original one proposed in [7]
except for a polynomial reduction loss based on the number of challenge identities.

Definition 1 (OW-ID-CPA) We say that an IBE scheme IBE = (Setup, KGen, Enc, Dec) is
OW-ID-CPA secure, if for any PPT adversary A,

Advige ST = PGl T () = 1]

ow-id-cpa

is negligible, where Gge , " (4) is defined in Fig. 2.
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1238 Z.Huang et al.

Gz (V): Giilzk s (V):

crs < CRSGen(1%) (crs, td) « S (1)
b AOProve(l)‘) b Aoﬁfﬁﬁ;le(lk)

Return b Return b

Oprove (2, w): Ot (x, w):

If (z,w) ¢ R: Return L If (z,w) ¢ R: Return L
Return prove(crs, z, w) Return Sz(Zk)(crs,th:)

G?\IT;E?A,S@“) (V):

(crs,td) + S{Zkl)(lk); Q:=0; b:=0

(%, 7") + AP (1)

If ((z",7") ¢ Q) A (" ¢ L) A (Verify(ers,z*, n*) = 1):
b:=1

Return b

Opre (2):

T SéZk)(crs,td7 z); Q:=QU{(z,m)}

Return 7

Fig. 1 Games for defining zero-knowledge property and simulation-soundness of NIZK

Gt ™ O

(pp, msk) < Setup(1*); b« {0,1}; Lia:=0; L:=0; C:=0
(id*, s1) < APKGen (pp) satisfying that id* & Lia

m* < Mgp; ¢ < Enc(pp,id*,m™); C:={(id",c")}

m' 4 AJKGen (c* 1)

Return (m’ =m”*)

OKGen (id):
If (C#0)A(id =id*): Return L
Ifid ¢ Lia:

skig < KGen(pp, msk,id); Liq := Liq U{id}; L£:=LU{(id, skia) }
Return skig
Gzt i (V):
(pp, msk) < Setup(1*); b+ {0,1}; Lia:=0; L:=0; C:=0
(G5, (0, m51))ieqn], 51) 4 ATFE (pp)

satisfying that {id; | i € [n]} N Lia = 0, and |m; | = |m; | for all i € [n]

(i < Enc(pp,id], m]))icrn; €= {(id},ci) | i € [n]}
b A5 (6 i), 51)
Return (' = b)

OKGen (id):
If (C#0) A (id € {id] | i € [n]}): Return L
If id ¢ Lid:
skig +— KGen(pp, msk,id); Lia := Lia U {id}; L£:= LU {(id, skiq)}
Return skiq

Fig.2 Games for defining OW-ID-CPA security (in Definition 1) and IND-ID-CPA security (in Definition 2)
of IBE
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Definition 2 (IND-ID-CPA) We say that an IBE scheme IBE = (Setup, KGen, Enc, Dec) is
IND-ID-CPA secure, if for any polynomially bounded n > 0 and any PPT adversary A,

Advige ({1 0 = PriGge [y 0 = 1]

is negligible, where Gjpe ¢ (1) is defined in Fig. 2.

3 RSO security in the multi-challenge setting for IBE

In this section, we introduce simulation-based receiver selective opening security in the
multi-challenge setting for IBE, which we call SIM-ID-RSO,-CPA/CCA security (k > 1).

Definition 3 (SIM-ID-RSOy-CPA/CCA security) We say that an IBE scheme IBE =
(Setup, KGen, Enc, Dec) is SIM-ID-RSO¢-ATK secure (ATK € {CPA, CCA}), if for any
polynomially bounded n > 0 and any PPT adversary .4, there exists a PPT simulator S, such
that for any PPT distinguisher D,

AdviX s 5,0 = | PIDGRE N () = 1]

IBE,A,S,D.n
—Pr{D(Gag 37 () = 1]]

is negligible, where Gl %" (1) and Gy d%™““'(3) are both defined in Fig. 3, and
atk € {cpa, cca}.

rsoj-cpa-real rsop-cca-real rsoj-cpa-ideal rsoj-cca-ideal 7y |
GIBE’:A,?L N, GIBET’A.n (N GlBE,S,n ()‘)>GIBE.S,n, (N):

(pp, msk) « Setup(1*) ((idi)ie(n], M, 51) = Si(1%)

Lia :=0; L:=10; M = (m];)icinyjem < M
(i) ictog, M, 1) < AT 22l (I, 52) € Sa(s1)

satisfying that id; # id;» for i’ # i", out & Ss((mi;)iez, el 52)
and {id; | 7 € [n]} N Lia = 0 Return ((idi)ieqn), M", M, Z, out)

(skia, < KGen(pp, msk,id;))icm)

Liai= Lia U {id; |1 € [n]} Oxcen (id):

L = LU {*(udl,skid,) |i€[n]} If (C#0) A(id € {id; | i € [n]}):
N£ - (mm'j)ie[.n]de[k;] oM Return L

(¢t 5 « Enc(pp, idi,m};))sein), ek Ttid ¢ Cia:

‘C = {(idi,ci) [i€n].j € [k]}‘ skig < KGen(pp, msk, id)

OKGen [Obec] [« .
(Z,s2) « A, < L ((cij)iem.jem: 51) Lia == Lia U {id}
out e AT O (o Ypicugs) L= LU, ski)}
Return ((id;)iefn), M*, M, Z, out) Return skig

()

If (id,c) € C: Return L
If id ¢ Lia: skia < KGen(pp, msk,id)
Return Dec(pp, skid, ¢)

Fig. 3 Games for defining SIM-ID-RSOj-CPA security and SIM-ID-RSO-CCA security (in Definition 3)
for IBE, where Z C [n]. Boxed code is only executed in the games specified by the game names in the same
box style
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In game Glrg(ékjﬂ;real(k) (atk e {cpa, cca}), we use Ljq to denote the identities whose

secret keys have been generated, and use £ to denote these identities and the corresponding
secret keys.

4 Lower bound for IBE with RSO, security

In this section, we show a lower bound for IBE with SIM-ID-RSOy (k > 1) security. The idea
is inspired by the work of Yang et al. [42]. Generally speaking, we show that the conclusion
of lower bound (proposed in [42]) on the secret key size of RSOy secure encryption scheme
in the PKE setting also holds in the IBE setting, i.e., assuming that the secret key space is
{0, I}ZSk and the message space is {0, 1}‘Zm for some f4, £m € N, an IBE scheme cannot be
SIM-ID-RSOy-CPA secure if the length of its secret key is not k times larger than the length
of message.
Formally, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 1 Let IBE = (Setup, KGen, Enc, Dec) be an IBE scheme with secret key space
SKsp and message space Msp, where |SKqp| = 26k and [Mspl = 26m, If b < lmk — 1,
then |BE is not SIM-ID-RSOy-CPA secure in the non-programmable random oracle model.

According to Theorem 1, even if IBE is SIM-ID-RSO-CCA secure, when £y < £k, it
is not SIM-ID-RSOg-CPA secure in the non-programmable random oracle model. In other
words, in the IBE setting, RSO security in the single-challenge setting is not enough to
guarantee RSO security in the multi-challenge setting.

Next, we turn to the proof of Theorem 1.

Proof Let H : {0,1}* — {0, 1} be a hash function, which will be modeled as a non-
programmable random oracle in this proof. We write PPg,, ZD;, and Cyp to denote the
public parameter space, the identity space and the ciphertext space of IBE respectively. Let
Lpp := [log [PPspl1, and £ := [log |Cspl], and k := £pp + £ck + 2. Letn := £y + 1.

Now, we construct a SIM-ID-RSO-CPA adversary A = (A, A, A3) and a distinguisher
D as shown in Fig. 4. Note that we require that .4 should not query oracle OxGen, SO We omit
oracle Okgen in Fig. 4.

Correctness of IBE guarantees that

PHD(Gip 0" (1) = 11 < negl (). M

For any fixed PPT simulator § = (S1, S2, S3), without loss of generality, we assume that
&> and 83 are both deterministic, i.e., the random coins are sampled by S; and then given to
S» and S3 via states s1 and s, respectively. Let

rsog -cpa-ideal

s = Pr[D(GIBE,S,n ) =1].
Following the idea of [42], if we can show that §s > %, then we obtain that
ISOi-cca

AdVIBEI,(A,S,’D,n()‘)

= |PAD(GRg 15" (1) = 11 = PrD(Gg 557 () = 1)

1

> — —negl(A),
z o gl(2)

which is non-negligible. So what remains is to prove és > i
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Ai(pp) :

M = Upynk; (idi)icin) < (ZDsp)™ satisfying that id; # id; for ¢ # i

s1:= (pp, (idi)ien))
Return ((id;)ien), M, 51)

As((cfy)iem) jelrys 51)
Parse 51 = (pp, (idi)ic[n))
t = H(pp, (ids, ¢ j)ictnljem)); L= {i| (i € [tu]) A (¢[i]] = 1)} U {n}
s2:= (pp, (ide)icn]» (€7 5)icin.ielk])
Return (Z, s2)

A3((Skidi:7”:,;‘)1‘,61‘]‘6%]732) :
Parse s2 = (pp, (idi)ic(n], (¢i ;) ieinlselr))
out := (pp, (¢} j)ieml.jex)> (skid, )ieT)
Return out

D((id:)icin), (M7 ;) il jex), M, T, out) :
Parse out = (pp, (¢i j)ie[n],je (k] (SKia; )ieT)
If M % Uyg, nk: Return 1
= H(pp, (i, ¢; j)iemiem)); T ={i| (i € []) A (t[i] = 1)} U {n}
If 7/ # Z: Return 1
ForieZ,je k]
If Dec(pp, skiq;, ci ;) # m;;: Return 1
Return 0

Fig. 4 Adversary A and distinguisher D in attacking SIM-ID-RSOy-CPA security of IBE. We omit oracle
OKGen here, since we require that .A should not query OgGen. Ue,,nk denotes a uniform distribution over

{0, 1 }Zmnk

GigE.s, Do,k (N)

((idi)icn), M, s1) < S1(1%); (Z, s2) + S2(s1); 70 + Rop
For 0 € [k]:

(mi,?)zdn]-je[k] — M; out® 53((7n£?]))161,j6[k]752)

1f D((idl)w[n]7 (mgf]))le[n],]e[k],M,I, out) =1: Return 1
For 6 € {2,--- ,k}:

Parse out'” = (pp®, (") iepul jeinl, (skiy )iez)

_ o— 0

If (pp°=Y, (CEJ Nictmsem) # @, (CE,})le[n],je[k])i Return 2

Return 0

Fig.5 The auxiliary game G?;ES,D,n,k,x()‘)

Let rp denote the randomness of D (this randomness is used in the decryption algorithm
of IBE). Consider an auxiliary game G{gf s p ,, 1 () as shown in Fig. 5.
We postpone the proofs of the following three lemmas.

Lemma1 Pr(Gi¥ s (1) =0] < .
Lemma2 Pr(Gf s 1) =11 <k -8s.
Lemma3 Pr{Gg 5 1,4, (A) =2] < i

Combining the three lemmas, we obtain

1
1<- -8 -,
_4+K s+4
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1242 Z.Huang et al.

which implies

finishing the proof of this theorem.
Now, we turn to the proofs of the above three lemmas.

Proofof Lemma 1 Assume that Gf‘é‘é 5. Dk ) =0.Then,

— we have M = Uy, (for simplicity, we denote this event as evt;), which means that for

each 6 € [«],i € [n] and j € [k], mfej) is uniformly random sampled from {0, l}gm;

— wehave (pp—D, (c,(fj_l))je[k]) = (pp?, (Cff})je[k]) forall® € {2, ..., k}(wedenote
this event as evt,), so we can write pp as pp@, and (cn,j) jelk) as (c,(l(?;.).,'e[k];

— wehavem, = Dec(pp, skij , ¢, ;) forall § & [k]andall j € [k] (we denote this event
as evty).

Obviously, we derive

Pr[G?&‘éS’D’n’k’K(A) = 0] < Pr[evt; Vv evty V evts].
Note that if fixing any tuple (pp, (¢n.15 .-, Cn k), (ski(dl:, e, ski(d'(n))), which is not neces-

sary the output of S3, then we have

. 1
Pr[Y 6 € [x]. j € K], m,”}; = Dec(pp. skig). cn. )] = 55

where the probability is taken over the random choice of each m,(f); @ € [«], j € [k]).

We also note that total number of possible (pp, (cu,1, ..., Cu k), (ski(dl:, e, ski(g:)) is at

most lep+ﬁck+ﬁskk — 2(ng+1)f(—2_ Hence,

Prlevt; Vv evty V evts]

1
<Pr[3 (pp, (Cnts - en k), skig) . skig))

. () 0
VY0 € k], j € [kl, m; = Dec(pp. skiy . cu. ;)]
2(zsk+1)’<*2 2((£mk*1)+l)l(72 1

= Zémkk = zkmk/( = Z
So we obtain
1
Pr(Gigg 5. p.pi.c () = 0] < Prlevt; v evty vevts] < e

[m}

Proof of Lemma 2 Note that the randomness of Gigf 5 1 , 4 . (A) comes from the randomness

of S (i.e.,rs < Rs), rp < Rp and (m??})ie[n]’je[k] <~ M. Let

frp,rs) i= Prl((idi)icn), M, s1) = S1(1%;75); (Z, 52) = Sa(s1);
(m; jiemy, jetk] < M; out = S3((m; j)iex, jelk]> 52) :
D((id))ie[n]> (mi, )ien, jek], M, L, out) = 1]
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where the probability is taken over the random choice of (m; j)ie[ny, je[x]- Letting
Erex(x) =Y. L Pr[X = x] - x denote the expectation of the random variable X, we
have

PrlGigE 5. p nhuc ) =1 =Erprprsers(l = (1 = f(rp.rs))")
=< Erp(—RD,rSeRS(K - frp,rs))
=K - EF'D<—R’DJ‘S<—RS(]C(’/D’ rS))
=K -6s.
m}

Proof of Lemma 3 Denote the number of queries to H by gg. Since H is modeled as a
non-programmable random oracle, the probability that there are two distinct queries x1, x

2
satisfying that H (x1) = H(x2) is less than ZT‘Z, which is negligible.
IfPr[Gi“é‘é‘S DakeP) =2]> %, then via running this game, one can find 6 € {2, ..., «}

satisfying that

_ 6—1 6
M (pp0. T ictmjen) # @, € Dicin jewn:

@ H(pp®=Y, (di, ¢’ icin jewr) = H(pp® ., (idi, ¢{Nictn jenn) = L1, ... 1[h),
where t[i] = 1 if and only if i € Z,

with probability greater than i, which is obviously non-negligible, contradicting the collision
resistant property of H. O

Remark 1 As pointed out in [4] and restated in [42], impossibility result in the non-
programmable random oracle model does not extend to that in the standard model naturally,
since the adversary in the non-programmable random oracle model is allowed to query the
random oracle and thus is stronger than an adversary in the standard model. So Theorem 1
does not rule out the achievability of SIM-RSOy secure IBE when £g < €k — 1 in the
standard model.

Similar to [42], the proof of Theorem 1 can be modified to achieve the same lower bound
in the standard model, but only in the auxiliary-input model. More specifically, the modified
proof is the same as the proof of Theorem 1, except that (1) H is a collision-resistant (CR)
hash function, instead of being modeled as a non-programmable random oracle, and (2) the
proof is given in the auxiliary input model, i.e., all participants, including A, D and S, are all
given some common auxiliary input (a random key of the CR hash function) at the beginning.

5 Generic construction of SIM-ID-RSO,-CCA secure IBE

In this section, we show a generic construction of IBE, achieving SIM-ID-RSO-CCA secu-
rity, based on an IND-ID-CPA secure IBE scheme and a non-interactive zero-knowledge
(NIZK) proof system, via the double encryption technique [36, 38].

Generic construction Let IBE = (Setup, KGen, Enc, Dec) be an IND-ID-CPA secure IBE
scheme with an identity space ZD x [k] x {0, 1} and a message space {0, 1}, for some set
ID. Let NIZK = (CRSGen, Prove, Verify) be a NIZK proof system for language

{(pp.id, (cy,p)yelkl,peio,1y) | I(My, 1y 8)nelk], pelo,1) S-t.
(cy.p = Enc(pp, (id, 0, B), my: ry p))netk).pelo.1}}-
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Setup’(1*) :
(pp, msk) < Setup(1*); crs < CRSGen(1*); PP := (pp,crs); MSK := msk
Return (PP, MSK)
KGen' (PP, MSK, id) :
Parse PP = (pp,crs), and MSK = msk
For n € [k]:
ay < 1{0,1}; skid,n,a, < KGen(pp, msk, (id, n, ay))
Return SKiq := ((Dtr,, Sk?d,"l-,«'h;)n€[k]v Id)
Enc'(PP,id,m) :
Parse PP = (pp,crs)

my, -+ ,my < {0,1} satisfying mi & - @& mp =m
For n € [k]:
For B € {0,1}:
.6 ¢ Renc; ¢n,p = Enc(pp, (id, 0, 8), my;74,5)
7 < Prove(crs, (pp,id, (¢n,8)ner.se(0.13)s (M, Tn.8)nelk] pe{0.1}))
Return O := ((cq,6)ne(rl,pe{0,1}:T)
Dec’(PP, SKid, C) :
Parse PP = (pp,crs), SKia = ((an, skid,n,a, )ne(x)» id), and C' = ((¢y,8)ne(k),pe{0,1}, )
@ := (pp,id, (¢n.8)nen,pe0.1})
If Verify(crs,z,7) = 0: Return L
(m,7 = Dec(pp., Skid,n,an s Cnyay ))né[k]
Return m :=m; @ --- @& my

Fig.6 IBE scheme IBE' = (Setup’, KGen’, Enc’, Dec’)

We construct an IBE scheme IBE' = (Setup’, KGen’, Enc’, Dec’) with the identity space
ZD and the message space {0, 1} as in Fig. 6.

The correctness of IBE' is straightforward guaranteed by the correctness of IBE and the
completeness of NIZK. Now we turn to the security analysis. Formally, we have the following
theorem.

Theorem 2 [fIBE is an IND-ID-CPA secure IBE scheme, and NIZK is a NIZK proof system
satisfying unbounded zero-knowledge property and unbounded simulation soundness, then
IBE' is SIM-ID-RSO;.-CCA secure.

Proof For any polynomial n > 0, any PPT adversary .4 and any PPT distinguisher D, we
consider the following games Go—Gs.

Game Gy : This game is exactly the same as G
interacts with A as follows.

180k -cca-real
IBE', A,n

(1). Specifically, the challenger

(1) The challenger firstly computes (pp, msk) < Setup(1*) and crs < CRSGen(1%), and
sets PP := (pp, crs) and MSK := msk. Then, it prepares five sets Liq := 0, L := {J,
L' =0, Lehal := ¥ and C := @, and sends PP to A;. The challenger answers A;’s
oracle queries as follows:

e OxGen(id) : Since C = @, the challenger directly checks whether id belongs to Lig
or not.
— If id ¢ Liq, then for each n € [k], it samples o, < {0, 1}, and gen-
erates skig pq, < KGen(pp,msk, (id, n, ;). Then it sets that SKijqy :=
(et skid,n.a, Inelk]s id), appends id (resp., (id, SKiq)) to Liq (resp., £), and
returns SKiq to Aj.
— Ifid € Lijg, which means that there is some (id, SKiq) € £, then it returns SKjq
to Ajp.
e Opec(id, C) : The challenger checks whether id belongs to Lig.
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2

3)

“4)
)

— If id ¢ Liq, then for each n € [k], it samples o, < {0, 1}, and gen-
erates skig pq, < KGen(pp,msk, (id, n, ;). Then it sets that SKijqy :=
((oty, skid n.a, Ineik)» id).

— If id € L;jg, which means that there is some (id, SKiq) € L, then it retrieves
SKiq from L.

The challenger parse SKiq = ((o, Skid,n,a,,)ne[k]a id) and C = ((¢y, ) pelk], pefo,1}> ),
and sets that x := (pp, id, (¢, 8)yefn1,pefo,1))- If Verify(crs, x, w) = 0, it returns L
to Ajy; otherwise, it computes m,, := Dec(pp, Skid,n,oz,,v Cn,an) for each n € [k], and
thenreturns m :=m; @ --- & mg to Aj.

Receiving ((id;)ie[n], M) from Ay, the challenger proceeds as follows. For each i € [n],
it firstly generates SKjq,. In particular, for each i € [n] and each € [k], it samples
@y < {0, 1}, and computes Skidi’ﬂvai,n <« KGen(pp, msk, (id;, n, a; 5)). Then, for
each i € [n], the challenger sets that SKig, := ((@;,y, Skidi,n,ai.n)ne[kb id;), and appends
id; (resp., (id;, SKjq,)) to Liq (resp., £). After that, it samples (m;k’j)ie[n],je[k] <~ M.
For each i € [n] and j € [k], the challenger generates a challenge ciphertext Ci”j j for
m; jas follows.

(a) It firstly samples m; ; , <= {0, 1} for each n € [k] and n # j, and sets m; ; ; =
(BnelkinniMi,j.) ®m} ;.

(b) For each n € [k] and each B € {0, 1}, the challenger samples r; j , g < Renc, and
computes ¢; j . g = Enc(pp, (id;, n, B), m; j ni 7ij.n.8)-

(c) The challenger computes m; ; < Prove(crs, (pp,id;, (¢i ;5 g)nelk],pel0,1})
((Mi,j.gs Tij . BInelk]. e(0,1}))-

(d) Itsets CF; := ((ci,jn,pInelkl.Bel0.1)s i j)-

The challenger appends (id;, C/ j) to C for each i € [n] and each j € [k], and returns
(C} j),-e[n], jelk) to Az. Then, it answers A ’s oracle queries as follows:

e OkGen(id) : Ifid € {id; | i € [n]}, the challenger returns L to .4, directly. Otherwise,
it answers this query as that in Step (1).
e Opec(id, C) : The challenger firstly checks whether (id, C) € C. If so, it returns L
to Aj directly. Otherwise, it checks whether id belongs to Liq or not.
— If id ¢ Liq, then for each n € [k], it samples o, < {0, 1}, and gen-
erates Skid,n,an < KGen(pp, msk, (id, n, a;)). Then it sets that SKiy :=
(@t Skid . neli- i)
— If id € Ljq, which means that there is some (id, SKiq) € L, then it retrieves
SKiq from L.
The challenger parse SKig = ((a, Skid,n,a,,)ne[k]a id) and C = ((¢y, ) nelk], pefo,1}> ),
and sets that x := (pp, id, (c;,g)neik],pefo,1}). If Verify(crs, x, w) = 0, it returns L
to A»; otherwise, it computes m,, := Dec(pp, Skid,n,unv Ch.ay) for each n € [k], and
then returns m :=my @ - - - & my to A».

Receiving Z C [n] from Aj, the challenger returns (SKig,, ml’f’j),’e[n],je[k] to Az, and
answers A3’s oracle queries exactly as in Step (3).

Finally, upon receiving A3’s final output out, the challenger outputs ((id;)ic[n],
(m} Diem).jetk1s M, I, out).

Game G, : This game is the same as Gy, except that when generating the CRS and the

proofs, the challenger employs the simulator SX) = (Ska), SéZk) ) for the unbounded zero-
knowledge property of NIZK, instead of generating them honestly. More specifically, in Step
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(1), the challenger computes (crs, td) < SEZk)(l*); for each i € [n] and j € [k], in (c) of
Step (2), the challenger computes 7; ; < SéZk) (crs,td, (pp,id;, (ci jn,p)nelkl,fef0,1}))-
The unbounded zero-knowledge property of NIZK guarantees that

| PHD(Gy) = 1] = Pr[D(Go) = 11| < Advilyy 4 s () )

for some adversary A .

Game G : This game is the same as Gj, except for the generation of the challenge
ciphertexts. More specifically, for each i € [n] and j € [k], the challenger com-
putes Ci,jj @ < Enc(pp, (id;, j, 1 & Oli‘j), 1 & mi,j,j) instead of Cijj 1@ j <
Enc(pp, (id;, j,1 @ «; j), m; j ;) in (b) of Step (2). Note that this change can be seen
as letting mﬁ’j,j =mi i ®ai; = (@pekianiMi,jg) @ m;"’j) @ o, j, the challenger
computes

¢i j,j,0 < Enc(pp, (id;, j, 0), m; ; )

¢ij,j1 < Enc(pp, (id;, j, D, 1@ mj ; ;)

foreachi € [n] and j € [k] in (b) of Step (2).

Now we show that G and G| are computationally indistinguishable. Note that in these
two games, foreachi € [n], (i) the challenger only uses SKig, = ((a;,5, Skid,-,n,a,-,n)rye[k]v id;)
to answer A’s decryption queries and selective opening queries, and (ii) if A, or A3 submits
id; to Okgen, the challenger will return | as a response.1 In other words, skiq; ,, 18a; for
any i € [n] and any n € [k] will never be used. So for all i € [n] and n € [k], Skidi,n,leaai,,,
is hidden from the view of .A. Thus, IND-ID-CPA security of IBE guarantees that

|PHD(Gy) = 1]~ PrIDG) = 1] < Adviae 572 (3) ©)

for some adversary Ajpe.

Game G3 : This game is the same as G, except for the generation of secret keys for the chal-
lenge identities (id;);c[,] in Step (2). More specifically, in this game, when generating a secret
key forid; (i € [n])in Step (2), besides generating SKig, = ((o; 5, sKid; .a;., Inelkl id;), the
challenger additionally proceeds as follows:

(i) Compute Skidi,n,léeai,n <« KGen(pp, msk, (id;, n, 1 @& «; ;)) for each n € [k], set that
SKi’di = ((1 ® iy, skid; .y, 100, )ik, 1), and append (id;, SKi/d,-) into £'.

(ii) Append (id;, (skig; »,0. Skid; n,1)nelk]) into Lechal.

Note that this change does not affect the view of .A. Hence,

Pr[D(G3) = 1] = Pr[D(Gy) = 1]. )

Game G4 : This game is the same as Gz, except for the way to answer A’s key gen-
eration queries. More specifically, upon receiving a key generation query id to OKGen,
besides generating SKig = ((ty, skid, ., Jnells id), the challenger additionally generates
SKiy = ((1 ® ay, skid.y.1@a,)neik1 id) and appends (id, SK},) into £'. Note that this is a
conceptual change, so it does not affect the view of .A. Thus,

Pr[D(Gy) = 1] = Pr[D(G3) = 1]. 5)

We also note that in this and subsequent games, for any id and any n € [k], if skid n,a, has
been stored in £, and both skiq , o and skiqg ;1 have been generated and can be retrieved.

I Note that (id; )i e[n] are specified by A1, and they are required to satisfy that {id; | i € [n]} N Liq = ¥. So
A\ cannot obtain secret keys for (id;);e[,] via querying Ok Gen-
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Game Gs : This game is the same as G4, except for the way to answer .4’s decryption queries.
More precisely, for any decryption query (id, C), the challenger will use skiq ;. o instead of
Skid,n,an to answer this query.
The unbounded simulation soundness of NIZK guarantees that

|PAD(Gs) = 11 - Pr{D(Ga) = 11| = Adviesd 1 00 (1) ©6)
for some adversary A, .
Game Gg : This game is the same as Gs, except for the way to generate the challenge
ciphertexts and answer the selective opening query. More specifically,

— When generating the challenge ciphertexts, the challenger samples m;y i< {0, 1}

instead f)f setting m;’j,j = ((®netkianzjmi j.n) & m;"’j) ® «;,; for each i € [n] and
j € [k] in (a) of Step (2).

— The challenger does not sample «; ; for any i € [r] in Step (2) (note that both skig; ;o
and skiq, ;1 foralli € [n] and all j € [k] have been generated and stroed in Lcp, since
the change introduced in game G3). Instead, when answering the selective opening query
Z C [n]in Step (4), the challenger sets that o; ; := ((Dyefkjanz;Mi,j.n) @m;“yj) (<] m;’j‘j
foralli € Z and j € [k].

The only difference between Gg : and Gs is the order of generations of m/ . . and ;. j

- o ij.j
for some i and some j, and it is easy to see that this difference does not affect A’s view in
these two games. Hence,

Pr[D(Ge) = 1] = Pr[D(Gs) = 1]. @)

Now, we construct a simulator S = (S1, S2, S3), which simulates Gg perfectly for A, as
shown in Fig. 7. Obviously,

Glr;(é/:gc;a—ideal ()\,) _ G6' (8)

Note that Gf;g’,"f:z:real (&) = Gy, so combining Egs. (2)—(8), we obtain that

Ady'Sokeea )

IBE',.A,S,D,n
= [ PHID(Gygt 55 (1) = 1] = PrD@Gg 7 ) = 1)
= |Pr[D(Go) = 1] — Pr[D(Ge) = 11|
= AdVlZ\IITZK,A,k,S(Zk) @)+ Advigg:ﬁ:ﬁ W+ Advilollzn}fA’zk,sak) @),
for some adversaries Ak, Ajpe and A’Zk. O

Instantiations Note that the NIZK proof system satisfying unbounded zero-knowledge prop-
erty and unbounded simulation soundness can be constructed based on an ordinary NIZK
proof system (i.e., a NIZK proof system satisfying standard zero-knowledge property and
standard soundness) via the transformation of [39] without any additional assumption. Hence,
when plugging a DLIN-based (resp., LWE-based) IND-ID-CPA secure IBE scheme [40]
(resp., [1]) and a DLIN-based (resp., LWE-based) ordinary NIZK proof system [12] (resp.,
[37]) into our generic construction, we can obtain a concrete DLIN-based (resp., LWE-based)
SIM-ID-RSOy-CCA secure IBE scheme.
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Si1(1%)
(pp, msk) « Setup(1*); (crs,td) < Ska)(lk); PP := (pp,crs); MSK :=msk
Lia:=0; L:=0; L :=0; Laar:=0; C:=0; ((idi)iepn, M, s1) = ATKGPec(PP)
For i € [n):
For n € [k]:

skid; m,0 < KGen(pp, msk, (ids,n,0)); skia, n,1 < KGen(pp, msk, (idi,n, 1))
Liq := Lia U{idi | i € [n]}; Lena := Lenat U {(ids, (skia; 0,0, 8Kid; n,1)ner) | € [n]}
8/1 = (PP, (idi)@e[n,] 5 M, td, (Sde,‘T/,B)ze[n],ne[k]‘ﬁE{O,l}7 [:id, ,C, [:/, Lchal, C, 51)
Return ((idi)ien], M, s1)

Sa(s1) :
For i € [n]:
For j € [k]:
For (n € [k]) A (n # j):
Mijn < {0,1}; cijmo < Enc(pp, (idi,n,0), mijn); cijma < Enc(pp, (idi,n, 1), mi )
mi g < {0,1}; cijjo < Enc(pp, (idi,n,0),mi ;)5 cijga < Enc(pp, (idi,n, 1), 1 © m ;,5)
mig = S5 (ers, td, (pp,ids, (Coims)neir seton)); Ciy = (Cigmp)nelil pe 0,1} i)
C:={(idi,C;,) | i € [n],j € [K]}; (Z,52) = AFKG»OPe((CF )i je i), 51)
s 1= (PP, (idi)icpn), M, td, (skia; n,8)ien) nelrl pe(o.13: Lid, £, L), Lenar, C; (CF ) ien] je k) 52)
Return (Z, s5)

S3((m5 j)iez,jen)s 52) :
ForieI:
For j € [k]:
@ij = (Drer)Mijin) ® mi;
SKig; := (@i, skidin,a;., Jnex] idi)
out + A?KC“"OD“'((SK;d, JM 3 )ieT,jelk]> S2)
Return out

OkGen(id) :
If (C#0) A(id € {id; | i € [n]}): Return L
If id ¢ Cidi
For n € [k]:
an < {0,1}; skid n,a, < KGen(pp, msk, (id,n, a,))
SKia := ((an, skid,n,an )neik), id); SKiy = ((1® ay, skid,g 100, )nefk), id)
Lia := Lig U {id}; L:=LU {(id7 SKid)}; L =L'U {(id, SKlld)}
Return SKig

Obec(id, C) :
Parse C' = ((cn,8)ne[r,pe(0,1}, )
Ifid ¢ Lia: (skid.n.0 < KGen(pp, msk, (id,n,0)))nek)
If Verify(crs, (pp, id, (¢n.8)nek),pe{0,1}), ™) = 0: Return L
(mn := Dec(pp, Skid,n,ovcn-ﬂ))ne[k]
Return m:=m; @ -+ ® my

Fig.7 Simulator § = (S7, Sz, S3) in the proof of Theorem 2

6 Practical SIM-ID-RSO,-CCA secure IBE scheme

Although we have proposed a generic IBE construction achieving SIM-ID-RSO;-CCA secu-
rity in Sect. 5, it is inefficient in practical applications. In this section, we show a practical
IBE construction achieving SIM-ID-RSO-CCA security in the random oracle model. More
specifically, as shown in [41], the Fujisaki—-Okamoto transformation [10] can be applied to
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FOSetup(1*) :
(pp, msk) < Setup(1*); PP :=pp; MSK :=msk
Return (PP, MSK)
FOKGen(PP, MSK, id) :
Parse PP = pp, and MSK = msk
skia < KGen(pp, msk,id)
Return SKiq := skig
FOEnc(PP,id, m) :
Parse PP = pp
r < Rroenc; ¢:=m @ G(r); h:=H(r,c); e:=Enc(pp,id,r;h)
Return C := (e, c)
FODEC(PP, SKid, C) B
Parse PP = pp, SKiq = skia, and C = (e, c)
7 := Dec(pp, skid, €)
If # ¢ Rroenc: Return L
h:= H(#,c)
If e # Enc(pp,id, #; h): Return L
Return m := ¢ ® G(7)

Fig.8 IBE scheme FOIBE = (FOSetup, FOKGen, FOEnc, FODec)

the IBE case, generally converting an IBE scheme with OW-ID-CPA security (and high min-
entropy of ciphertexts) into an IBE scheme with IND-ID-CCA security in the random oracle
model. Now we show that via the Fujisaki-Okamoto transformation [11], the obtained IBE
scheme actually achieves SIM-ID-RSO-CCA security.

Firstly, we introduce a property of IBE in the following definition, which is extended
directly from y-spread PKE [10, 11].

Definition 4 (y-spread) Let IBE = (Setup, KGen, Enc, Dec) be an IBE scheme with identity
space D, message space Mp, ciphertext space C7s, and randomness space Renc. For any
pp generated by Setup, any id € ZD, any m € M, and any ¢ € CTyp,

Pr[r < Renc : ¢ = Enc(pp, id, m;r)] <277,

Let IBE = (Setup, KGen, Enc, Dec) be an IBE scheme with an identity space ZD, a
message space M, and a randomness space Renc. Consider the IBE scheme FOIBE =
(FOSetup, FOKGen, FOENnc, FODec) as shown in Fig. 8, with a message space Mo :=
{0, 1}¢, for some ¢ € N, and a randomness space Rfoenc := Msp. Note that the underlying
G : Rroenc — {0, 1} and H : Roenc X {0, 1} — Renc in Fig. 8. are both hash functions,
which will be modeled as random oracles in the security proof.

The correctness of FOIBE is obviously guaranteed by the correctness of IBE. For security,
we have the following theorem.

Theorem 3 [fIBE is an OW-ID-CPA secure, y-spread IBE scheme, and both G and H are
modeled as random oracles, then FOIBE is SIM-ID-RSOy-CCA secure in the random oracle
model.

Before going into the formal proof, we firstly show an intuition of why FOIBE achieves
SIM-ID-RSO-CCA security. For a normally generated ciphertext C = (e, ¢), we have
¢c=m® G(r) and e = Enc(pp,id, r; H(r, c)), where r < Reoenc- So in the ciphertext
C, only c¢ contains the information about the message m, and m is concealed by G(r).
Note that as long as r has never been queried to the random oracle Og, the adversary .4
has no information about m (since Og(r) is uniformly distributed from .A’s point of view).
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Furthermore, note that r is the input “plaintext” of the underlying encryption algorithm Enc, so
the one-wayness of IBE guarantees that .4 cannot find out the value of r, which implies that ¢ is
uniformly distributed from .A’s point of view. Hence, if » has never been queried to the random
oracles, then both ¢ and & = H (r, ¢) are uniformly distributed, and e = Enc(pp, id, r; h) is
independent of m. In this case, in the proof, the challenge ciphertexts can be generated firstly
without knowing the challenge messages, and then when answering the selective opening
query, the challenge ciphertexts and the corresponding challenge messages are correlated via
programming the random oracles. That’s how we deal with the selective opening query in the
proof. For the decryption query, via the technique of the Fujisaki-Okamoto transformation
[11], the properties of the random oracles implies that the decryption oracle can be simulated
without the secret keys (i.e., the modification introduced in the following game G).
The formal proof is as follows.

Proof For any polynomial n > 0, any PPT adversary .4 and any PPT distinguisher D, let g4
(resp. g,) denote the total number of decryption queries (resp. random-oracle queries) made
by A. Without loss of generality, we require that the challenger samples the random coins
(ri,j < RroEnc)ieln], jelk) before sending the public parameter P P to A. We also assume
that .4 will not repeat identical queries to the same oracles.

Since both G and H are modeled as random oracles, we assume that the challenger
maintains lists L and L g, which are both empty sets at the beginning, and employs them to
keep track of the issued calls (either by the game or A) of Og (¢) and Oy (11, uz), respectively.
Specifically, for a query ¢ submitted to Og, Og returns g; if there is an entry (¢, g;) € Lg,
otherwise it samples g; < {0, l}e, adds (¢, g;) to L, and returns g;; similarly, for a query
(u1, up) submitted to Oy, Op returns h,, if there is an entry ((u1, u2), hy,) € Ly, otherwise
it samples h, < Rgnc, adds ((u1, u2), hy) to Ly, and returns h,,.

We proceed in a series of games.

Game Gy : Gg (as shown in Fig. 9) is the real game G;Sgl‘gg:’rzal(k), ie.,
Go = Giolse.an 1) ©)

Game G : Game G is the same as Gy, except that we change the procedure of the decryption
oracle such that the decryption queries can be answered without the secret keys. Specifically,
as shown in Fig. 9, for a decryption query (id, (e, ¢)) in G1, instead of decrypting e with skiq
to obtain 7 and querying (7, ¢) to Oy, the decryption oracle returns L directly if A did not
subimt some tuple (7, ¢) to Oy such that e = Enc(pp, id, 7; Oy (7, ¢)).

We note that for any decryption query (id, (e, ¢)) ¢ C, if there exists ((7, ¢), /Az) € Ly such
thate = Enc(pp, id, 7; fl), then obviously the decryption oracle in game G and thatin Go will
return the same message as a response. Let evty denote the event that in game Gy, .A submits a
decryption query (id, (e, ¢)) ¢ C such that (i) “B ((7, ¢), h) € Ly s.t.e = Enc(pp, id, #; h)”,
and (ii) the decryption oracle does not return _L. Note that G is the same as G, except that
evtg occurs. Thus, we have | Pr[D(G1) = 1]—Pr[D(Gg) = 1]| < Pr[evty]. The fact that evty
occurs in G implies that for " := Dec(pp, skiq, €), Ou(r’, ¢) isuniformly and independently
sampled from Renc. Since IBE is y-spread, Pr[e = Enc(pp, id, r’; Ox(r’, ¢))] < 277 . Hence,
we obtain that

|Pr[D(G1) = 1] — Pr[D(Go) = 11| < Prlevty] <gq-277. (10)

Game G; : Game G is the same as Gy, except that the challenger aborts this game (with
output L) as long as AbortEARLY occurs. Concretely, as long as .4; submits a random-oracle
query t to Og such that ¢ € {r; j | i € [n], j € [k]}, or a a random-oracle query (uy, uz) to
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Games [G:gj, G1-G3,
(PP, MSK) := (pp, msk) + Setup(1*); Liq 0; L:=0; C:=0; Z:=0; (r;,; < RFoEnc)ic[n],je(k]
((idi>i6[n]’M’ s1) A?KGCD:ODCCYOG'OH (PP); EvtChal := true; M™* := (m:,j)ie[n]‘jé[k] — M
(skidi <+ KGen(pp, msk, idi))le[n]; Lig = LiqU{id; | i € [n]}; L£:=LU{(d;, Skidi) | i€ [n]}

For i =1 to n:
For j =1 to k:

iy — {0,135 hi; + Renc

cij =mi; ®O0g(ri ) hij= OH(Ti.j»Ci,j)l |

ei,j < Enc(pp,idi, r; 53 hij); CF ;= (e, ¢i,5)
. . . [} ,O 0G0
C:={(id;, CF ;) |i € [n],j € [K]}; (T, ) = Ay KGen "Dec G PH (CF ), o) je] 51); L:=T

i
”LG = LgU{(rij,cij ®@m] ;)i €ZL,j€[kl}; Ly =Ly U{((rij,cij)hij)|i€L,j€ [k]}H
out A?KGP‘“’ODE"’OG’OH ((Skidi s mz,j>ieI,je[k] ,s2); Return ((idi)ie[n] ,M*, M, T, out)

oG (t) :

If (t,) ¢ Lo
E“ €{ri; lienlje [k} )
If —EvtChal: AbortEARLY := trug

Else:

Let (i,7) sit. t =17 5
Lg:=LgU{(t,ci; ®m] ;)}

Else:
9t + {0,1}%5 Lg = Lg U{(t, 1)}

Else: Let g¢ s.t. (t,9¢) € Lg

Return g

Om(u1,uz) :
If ((u1,u2),-) ¢ Ly:
Ef ui € {ri,; | i €[nl,j € [k]}: ]
If —EvtChal: AbortEARLY := true
Else:
Let (i,7) st uyp = 74 5

If ug = ¢; j:

Ly =Ly U{((u1,u2) h; )}

Else:
hy = Renc; L = Ly U{((u1,u2), hu)}
Else: Let hy s.t. ((u1,us2),hy) € Ly
Return h,,
OKGen(id) :
If (C#0)A(ide {id; | i € [n]}): Return L
If id ¢ Liq: skiq «+ KGen(pp, msk,id); Liq := Lijq U {id}; L£:= LU {(id, skig)}
Return skjy
Dec(id, (¢, )] :
If (id, (e, ¢)) € C: Return L
If id ¢ Liq: skiq + KGen(pp, msk,id)
7 := Dec(pp, skiq, €)
If # ¢ REoEnc: Return L
h = On(#,c)
If e # Enc(pp, id, 7; il) Return L
Return m := ¢ @ Og (#)
Opec(id, (e, ¢)) :
If (id, (e,c)) € C: Return L
It 3 ((7,¢), ;L) € Ly s.t. e = Enc(pp, id, 7; iL) Return L
Let # s.t. ((7,¢), h) € Ly A e = Enc(pp, id, #; h); Return m := ¢ @ Og (#)

Fig.9 Games G(—G3 in the proof of Theorem 3. Boxed code is only executed in the games specified by the
game names in the same box style
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Ou such that uy € {r; ; | i € [n], j € [k]}, then AbortEARLY is set true, which means that
this game is aborted with output _L. The details are shown in Fig. 9.

Note that r; j foralli € [n] and j € [k] is uniformly random distributed from .A;’s point
of view when obtaining P P. We also note that when .A; queries the random oracles, EvtChal
is not set true. Hence,

|Pr[D(G2) = 1] — Pr[D(G1) = 1]
I nk nkq,

< Pr[AbortEARLY] < > < ,
i=1 IReoencl — (0 — 1) ™ [Rroenc| — gr

an

Game G3 : Game Gj; is the same as Gy, except that (i) during the generation of the challenge
ciphertexts, for all i € [n] and j € [k], the procedures “c; ; = m;‘] @ Oc(ri,j), hi,j =
Ou(ri,j, ci,j)” are replaced with “c; ; < {0, 1}¢, hi,j < Renc”, instead of querying Og
and Oy, and (ii) Og(r; j) = ¢i,j @ mfj and Oy(7;j, ci,j) = h;,; are programmed only
wheni € T or r; j (resp., (ri,j, ¢;,;)) is submitted to Og (resp., On). The details are shown
in Fig. 9.

Note that during the generation of the challenge ciphertexts, both ¢; ; and &; ; are uni-
formly distributed for alli € [r] and j € [k], since the modification introduced in game G».
So “Ci'j = m?‘yj D Og(ri,j), h,’yj = OH(ri,j, C,’yj)” can be replaced with “Ci,j < {0, I}K,
hi,j < Renc’. The additional procedures for answering A’s random-oracle queries and
opening queries are introduced to ensure that for all i € [n] and j € [k], Og(r; ;) and
Ou(ri,j, ci, j) are programmed consistently. Hence, from A’s point of view, these two games
are identical, i.e.,

Pr[D(G3) = 1] — Pr[D(Gy) = 1] = 0. (12)

For convenience, we rewrite game G3 in Fig. 10, removing the replaced procedures.
Game G4 : Game Gy is the same as G3, except that the challenger does not generate the
secret keys corresponding to the challenge identities (i.e., (id;);c[n]), until the identities are
submitted to Okgen Or submitted for the selective opening query. The details are shown in
Fig. 10.

Note that (i) Opec can answer the decryption queries without any secret key because of
the modification introduced in Gy, and (ii) in G3, for any id € ZD, skiq has never been used
or given to A until the identity id is submitted to Oggen Or included in Z as the selective
opening query. Therefore, from .A’s point of view, G4 and G3 are identical, i.e.,

Pr[D(G4) = 1] — Pr[D(G3) = 1] = 0. (13)

Game Gs : In this game, a new abort condition is added (as shown in Fig. 10). Specifically, if
Ay or A3 submits a random-oracle query r;,; (resp., (r; j, ¢; j)) to Og (resp., Op) satisfying
that (r; j,-) ¢ Lg Ai ¢ I (resp., ((ri j,cij),) &€ Ly Ai ¢ I), then AbortHASH is set true,
which means that this game is aborted with output L. We present the following lemma with
a postponed proof. O

ow-id-cpa

Lemma4 |Pr[D(Gs) = 1] — Pr[D(Gy) = 1]| < nkq, ’AdVIBEVZ

adversary A

(A) for some PPT

Now, we construct a simulator S = (Sy, S», S3), which simulates Gs perfectly for A, as
shown in Fig. 11. Obviously,

Groe (1) = Gs. (14)
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Games [G) (GG 1} G1Gs.
(PP, MSK) := (pp, msk) < Setup(1); Liq :=0; L£:=0; C:=0; T :=70; (74,5 + RFOEnc)ie[n],jelk]
((di)se ), M, 51) AT KGen ODec:OG OH (pp); EviChal := true; M* = (m] ) ie[n]yje(] — M
l(shdi « KGen(pp, msk,id;))c(n); Lia = Lia U{id; | i € [n]}; L := L U{(id;, skgq,) | i € [n]}[

For i =1 to n:

For j =1 to k:
cij — 10,1} hij + Reae; €4, « Enc(pp,id;, ri 55 hi j); Cr = (ei,5,¢4,5)
Ci={(id;, C7 ;) | i € [n],j € [K]}; (T', s2) 4= ASKGen ODea @GO (or 1y, (0o s1); To= T/
Lg :=LgU{(rij,cij®m];)|i€Z,j€lkl}; Ly :=LyU{((rij, cij)hij)li€Ljelkl}
For i € T:
Ifid; ¢ Liq: skig, < KGen(pp, msk,id;); Liq := Lig U {idi}; £ := LU {(id;, skig; )}
out ASKGeI;!ODec’OG=OH((Sk

Og () :
If (t,-) ¢ Lg:
Ifte{r;;lie[n],jelkl}:
If —EvtChal: AbortEARLY := true
Else:
Let (i,7) s.t. t =1 ;
|[1f i ¢ Z: AbortHASH := truelf

id; ™7 5)ieT jelk] s2); Return ((id;);epn), M™, M, T, out)

Else: g + {0,1}% Lo :i= Lo U{(t,90)}
Else: Let g¢ s.t. (¢t,9¢) € Lg
Return g¢

Omn(u1,u2) :
If ((u1,u2),-) € Ly:
Ifup € {r;;|i€ln]l,je€k]}:
If —EvtChal: AbortEARLY := true
Else:
Let (4,7) s.t. up = 74 5
If ug = ¢4 5
|[If i ¢ Z: AbortHASH := true]|
T
Else: hy < Rgne; Ly = Ly U{((u1,u2), hy)}
Else: Let hy s.t. ((u1,u2),hy) € Ly
Return h,,
OKGen (id) :
If (C# 0) A (id € {id; | i € [n]}): Return L
If id ¢ Liq: skig < KGen(pp, msk,id); Lijq := Liq U {id}; L£:= LU {(id, skiq)}
Return skig
Opec(id, (e, ¢)):
If (id, (e, c)) € C: Return L
If 3 ((7,¢),h) € Ly s.t. e = Enc(pp, id, #; h): Return L
Let 7 s.t. ((7,¢), h) € Ly A e = Enc(pp, id, #; h); Return m := ¢ ® Og(#)

Fig. 10 Games G3—Gs5 in the proof of Theorem 3. Boxed code is only executed in the games specified by the
game names in the same box style

Hence, combining Egs. (9)—(14) and Lemma 4, we obtain that

IS0 -cca
Adveoige 4 5.0, M)

= [PrID(GRgise " () = 11 = PrID(Gge s, ) = 11
= | Pr[D(Go) = 1] — Pr[D(Gs) = 1]

nkqy ow-id-cpa
—————— +nkqg, - Adv__ ~ (),
|RroEncl — gr ! IBE,.A

IA

qa-27" +

for some adversary A.
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Sl(lx) :

(pp, msk) « Setup(l*); PP :=pp; MSK :=msk; Liqg:=0; L:=0; C:=0; Z:=0
(i + Reoknc)icin] ekl ((di)icin, M, 1) 4 AfKGenOPec: 06O (pp)

EvtChal := true; (skig, + KGen(pp, msk,id;));cn]

Liq == LigU{id; | i € [n]}; L:=LU{(ids, skig,) | i € [n]}

sh = (PP, (id;)igm]» M, (skid;)ien]» (7,5)icn],je k] L Lids £,C, 51)

Return ((ds) efn)> M, 5})

Sa(sh) :
For i =1 to n:
For j =1 to k:

cij {0, 1} hij < Renc; ei,j + Encpp,idi, i jihij); Cf = (i, cij)
Ci={(idi, C;)) i € [n],5 € [R}; (T, s2)  AFKOew TP OGO (Cr ey sepyy s1); =T
sy = (PP, (idi)ic[n), M, (skid, )ien)» (Ti5)ien],jek]> (CFj)iem] jek)» L Lid, £,C, 52)
Return (Z, s})

S3((m] ;)iez jelk]> 55) :
Lg = LegU{(rij,cij®m; ;) |i €L, €[k} Ly =L U{((ri,j,cij) hij) | i €L, 5 € [k]}
out A?KG”'OD"’OG’O”((Skmi,mf,j)zez,]g[k]ysz)

Return out

Ogl(t) :
If (¢,-) ¢ Lg:
Ifte{ri;|iecn],jeclk]}:
If —EvtChal: AbortEARLY := true
Else:
Let (i,7) s.t. t =74 5
If ¢ ¢ Z: AbortHASH := true
Else: g < {0,1}% Lg :=Lg U{(t,g+)}
Else: Let g¢ s.t. (t,9¢) € L
Return g¢

On(ur, u2)
If (w1, u2),") ¢ Lt
Ifuy € {rij; |i€[n],j€[k]}:
If —EvtChal: AbortEARLY := true

Else:
Let (4,7) s.t. u1 = r;
If ug = ¢; 5:

If i ¢ Z: AbortHASH := true
Else: hu = Ren; L = L U {((u1,u2), hu)}
Else: Let hy s.t. ((u1,u2),hy) € Ly
Return h.,
OKGen (id) :
If (C#0)A(id € {id; | i € [n]}): Return L
If id ¢ Liq: skig < KGen(pp, msk,id); Lig := Liq U {id}; £:= L U{(id, skiq)}
Return skig
Opec(id, (e, ¢)) :
If (id, (e, ¢)) € C: Return L
If 3 ((#,¢),h) € Ly s.t. e = Enc(pp,id, #; h): Return L
Let 7 s.t. ((7,¢),h) € Ly Ae=Enc(pp,id, #; h); Return m := c & Og(#)

Fig. 11 Simulator S = (51, Sz, 83) in the proof of Theorem 3

We catch up with the proof of Lemma 4.

Proof of Lemma 4 We note that G5 and G4 proceed identically until event AbortHASH is set
true. Thus, we have | Pr[D(Gs) = 1] — Pr[D(Gy4) = 1]| < Pr[AbortHASH].

So what remains is to compute Pr[AbortHASH].

Without loss of generality, we assume that for any tuple (r, c), before querying oracle
Oy on (r, ¢), A will query Og on r firstly. With this assumption, to answer .A’s decryption
queries, the challenger does not need to “access to” Og, as shown in Fig. 12.
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Ao
mo= Ly g [n]; ;<— [k]; 0« lar]; PP :=pp; Liq:=0; L:=0; C:=0; Z:=0; Count:=0
(rig = Reokne) (5 3 (] x D\ ()¢ ((90icn]s Mo s1) = AT KGen ODec OGOl (pp)
id* i=id3; 31 := (PP, (idi)je(n), M, 3 (r1,3) (i, 4y e ([n] x kDA £(7,5)} 2 Cids £5Co51); Return (id*, 51)
AJKGen (3% 5
EvtChal := true; M™ := (m:,jhé[n].je[k] — M
For (i,4) € ([n] X [K]) \ {(4,4)}:

cij — {0,135 hyj + Rene; i + Enc(pp,id;, ri 43 hi ;) Cr ;= (ei,j,¢i,5)
G5 {0, 1}%; €5 = ¥ {3 = (e;);,ci;)
Ci={(id;, CF ) |i € [n],5 € [k]}; (T', s2) = AFKGen ODec @GO H (o 1y, (1o 1)y To= T/
If © € Z: Abort-Return-l := true
Lg:=LgU{(rij,ci,; ®m] ;)| i €L, j€[kl}s Ly =Ly U{((rij, cij)hij)li€Z e lkl}
For i € T:

Ifid; ¢ Liq: skig; < OkGen(idi); Lia = Liq U {id;}; £ := £ U {(ids, skig,)}

out + A?KG@I"OD“’OG’OH ((skid; » mr,j)iel,je[k]v s2); Return m
Oqg(t) :

Count := Count + 1

If Count = 0: m := t; Abort-Return-Il := true

If (¢,-) € La:

It e {ri | (54) € ([n] x [K)\{ED)}}:
If —EvtChal: AbortEARLY := true
Else:
Let (i,7) s.t. t =7y 5
If © ¢ Z: AbortHASH := true
Else: gt + {0,1}%; Lg :=Lg U{(t,g¢)}
Else: Let g¢ s.t. (¢t,9¢) € Lg

Return g¢
On (w1, u2) :
Count := Count + 1
If Count = 0: m := w1; Abort-Return-ll := true

If ((u1,u2),) € Ly:
Ifup € {r;j;li€n],jekl}:
If —EvtChal: AbortEARLY := true
Else:
Let (i,7) s.t. up =74 ;
If ug = ¢4 4:
If ¢ ¢ Z: AbortHASH := true
Else: hqy < Rgne; Ly := Ly U{((u1,u2), hy)}
Else: Let hy s.t. ((u1,u2),hy) € Ly
Return hy,
OKGen (id) :
If (C # 0) A (id € {id; | i € [n]}): Return L
Ifid ¢ Liq: skig < OkGen (pps msk,id); Lig := Liq U {id}; £ := £ U {(id, skiq)}
Return skjy
Obec (id, (e, )):
If (id, (e, c)) € C: Return L
If 3 ((7,¢), h) € Ly s.t. e = Enc(pp, id, #; h): Return L
Let 7 s.t. ((7,¢), h) € Ly A e = Enc(pp,id, #; h); Let g¢ s.t. (7,9¢t) € Lg; Return m := c® gt

Fig.12 Adversary A= (.Z] , .Zz) attacking IBE in the proof of Lemma 4. Note that without loss of generality,
we assume that for any tuple (id, r, ¢), before querying oracle Oy on (r, ¢), A will query Og on r firstly

Now, we construct an OW-ID-CPA adversary ,Z, attacking IBE, from A in Fig. 12. We
introduce a special event Abort-Return (in Fig. 12), and require that when Abort-Return is
set true, A immediately terminate the simulation and returns the current 7 as its final output.
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For any i’ € [n], let AbortHASH;, denote the event that AbortHASH occurs for the first
time for i = i’. Thus,

n
Pr[AbortHASH] < ZPr[AbortHASHi]. (15)
i=1
For any j' € [k], let AbortHASH; ;+ denote the event that AbortHASH; occurs for the

first time at A’s random-oracle query r; j to Og or random-oracle query (r; j, ¢;, j) to Oy.
Thus,

k
Pr[AbortHASH;] < ) " Pr[AbortHASH; ;1. (16)
j=1
Furthermore, for any 6" € [g,], let AbortHASH%) denote the event that AbortHASH; ;
occurs for the first time at A’s §-th random oracle query. Thus,

qr
Pr[AbortHASH; ;] < ) Pr[AbortHASH;")]. (17)
=1

Fori « [n], j~ <« [k] and 6 « [gr], we claim that the probability that AbortHASHlﬁe}
occurs in the game simulated by Ais equal to Pr[AbortHASH?%] (i.e., the probability that
AbortHASHl(ye]l occurs in G4). The reason is as follows.

(1) When ignoring the oracles Og, OH, ,OkGen and Opec, the game simulated by Ais
the same as Gy, except for the case that Abort-Return-l occurs. Note that in the game
simulated by A, A will terminate the simulation with output 71 as long as Abort-Return-|
occurs. On the other hand, Abort-Return-| occurs if and only if7 € 7, which suggests that

AbortHASH@ will not occur. So A can terminate the simulation when Abort-Return-|

occurs w1th0ut influencing the probability that AbortHASH£ ) oceurs.

(2) Both oracles Okgen and Opegc in the game simulated by A are identical with that in G4.

(3) The only differences between the oracle Og simulated by A (denoted as (’)A) and the real

Og in G4 are: (i) A introduces Abort-Return-Il and aborts when Count = 0 and (11) for a

query ¢ satisfying (¢, -) ¢ Lg,.Achecks whethert € {r; ; | (i, j) € ([n] x [k])\{(z, ])}}
instead of checking whether t € {r; ; | i € [n], j € [k]} in Gy.

(a) For (i), Abort-Return-Il is set true when Count = 9, suggesting that A terminates

the simulation with output 71 immediately. Note that AbortHASHlﬁe]l focuses on A’s

6-th random oracle query. Whatever happens when Count > 6 will not affect

AbortHASH@ So introducing Abort-Return-Il will not influence the probability

that AbortHASH£ ) occurs.

(b) Now we analyze the case of (ii). For the 6-th query ¢ satisfying (t ) ¢ LG and
0 <62 ifr ¢ {rijlielnljelklyortefr;|(,j) e (n]x KD\ AG. DI
obviously (Dé4 and Og both generate the response in the same way. On the other

hand, if r = 75 then AbortHASHlSQ} will not occur, because the 6-th query t = 75

2 Note that the case of 0 > 6 has been discussed in (a).
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leads to AbortHASH, where 6 < 9. , and A are assumed to not repeat idgntical queries
to the same oracles. So no matter what A returns as the response of (’)é, the response

will not affect AbortHASHlS“),l,.

Hence, the differences between (’)é~ (in the game simulated by .Z) and Og (in Gy4) does
not influence the probability that AbortHASH@ occurs.

(4) The only differences between the oracle Oy s1mulated by A (denoted as (’)A) and the
real Oy in G4 are: (i) A introduces Abort-Return-Il and aborts when Count = 9 and (ii)
for a query (u1, up) satistying ((uy, uz), -) ¢ LH,Achecks whetheruy € {r; ; | (i, j) €
([n] x [k]) \ {(7, 7)}} instead of checking whether uy € {r; ; | i € [n], j € [k]} in Gy4.

(a)

(b)

For (i), Abort-Return-Il is set true when Count = 6, suggesting thatN.Z termi-
nates the simulation with output 7 immediately. Note that AbortHASH;il focuses
on A’s 6-th random oracle query. Whatever happens when Count > ¢ will not affect
AbortHASH@ So introducing Abort-Return-Il will not influence the probability that

AbortHASH£ ) occurs.

Now we analyze the case of (ii). For the 6-th query (u1, uy) satisfying ((u1, uz), -) ¢
Lg and 6 < 0,1fu1 ¢~{r,,1 |ieln],jelklforuy €{ri;|(,Jj) e (n]x[kD\
{(7, 7)}}, obviously Oﬁ‘ and Oy both generate the response in the same way. On the
other hand, if u; = 75 then there are two cases:

— Case 1: up # e In this case, both OﬁT and Oy will generate the response in
the same way: sampling hy, <= Renc and adding ((u1, u2), hy) to L.

— Case 2:uy = 7 7. Inthis case, AbortHASH% will not occur since the 6-th query
(uy,up) = (r~ ) leads to AbortHASH, where 6 < 6, and A are assumed to
not repeat 1dentlcal querles to the same oracles. So no matter what A returns as
the response of (’)H , the response will not affect AbortHASHie)

Hence, the differences between Oﬁ‘ (in the game simulated by A) and Oy (in Gy)
does not influence the probability that AbortHASH;OJl occurs.

Note that A succeeds if and only if AbortHASHlﬁejl occurs. Hence,

Ay iEera ) Pr[AbortHASH@]

IBE, A
N nkq Z Z Z Pr{AbortHASH'”)]

i=1 j=160=1

\%

Pr[AbortHASH].

qr

[m}
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