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Abstract. At FSE 2017, Gazi et al. demonstrated a pseudorandom function (PRF)
distinguisher (Gazi et al., ToSC 2016(2)) on PMAC with Q(£¢?/2") advantage, where
q, £, and n, denote the number of queries, maximum permissible query length (in terms
of n-bit blocks), and block size of the underlying block cipher. This, in combination
with the upper bounds of O(¢g*/2™) (Minematsu and Matsushima, FSE 2007) and
O(qo/2") (Nandi and Mandal, J. Mathematical Cryptology 2008(2)), resolved the
long-standing problem of exact security of PMAC. Gazi et al. also showed that the
dependency on £ can be dropped (i.e. O(¢?/2") bound up to £ < 2"/?) for a simplified
version of PMAC, called sPMAC, by replacing the Gray code-based masking in PMAC
with any 4-wise independent universal hash-based masking. Recently, Naito proposed
another variant of PMAC with two powering-up maskings (Naito, ToSC 2019(2))
that achieves /-free bound of O(g?/2"), provided ¢ < 2"/2, In this work, we first
identify a flaw in the analysis of Naito’s PMAC variant that invalidates the security
proof. Apparently, the flaw is not easy to fix under the existing proof setup. We
then formulate an equivalent problem which must be solved in order to achieve ¢-free
security bounds for this variant. Second, we show that sPMAC achieves O(g?/2™)
bound for a weaker notion of universality as compared to the earlier condition of
4-wise independence. Third, we analyze the security of PMACI (a popular variant of
PMAC) with a simple modification in the linear combination of block cipher outputs.
We show that this simple modification of PMACI has tight security O(g?/2™) provided
£ < 2™% Even if £ > 2™/% we still achieve same tight bound as long as total number
of blocks in all queries is less than 22"/3.
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1 Introduction

MESSAGE AUTHENTICATION CODES or MACs are symmetric-key primitives that ensure
data integrity and authenticity. PMAC, by Black and Rogaway [BR02], is an example of
parallelizable block cipher-based MAC. A slightly simplified version' of PMAC based on
an n-bit block cipher Eg is defined as follows:

PMACk (m) := Ex (Ex(m1 ®v1-A) B - ® Exg(mp—1 ® ve—1 - A) Bmy),

where (my,...,mg) is n-bit (also referred as block) parsing of the input message m,
(1, ,7e—1) is the gray code sequence [Gra53, Rog04] and A = Ex(0™) is the masking

Hgnoring the padding rule.
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key. PMAC and its close variant PMAC1 [Rog04] have the ability to significantly outper-
form sequential block cipher based-MACs, like the CBC-MAC family [EMST76, BKR94,
BdBB™95, BR00], by virtue of their parallelizable nature.

EXISTING ANALYSIS OF PMAC: In the following discussion, ¢, £ and o, respectively, denote
the number of queries, maximum permissible message length in blocks, and total number
of blocks in all queries, i.e, 0 < fg. It is a well-known observation [GGMS84, BGMO04]
that a good PRF is necessarily a good deterministic? MAC. Consequently, most of the
research on the security of PMAC have explored its pseudorandomness properties. The
first result along this line came in the introductory paper by Black and Rogaway [BR02]
who showed an upper bound of O(0?/2") on the PRF advantage. A different bound of the
form O(£q?/2™) was shown by Minematsu and Matsushima [MMO07]. This bound is better
than the original bound whenever message lengths do not vary much from ¢. However,
this bound can be worse when very few messages are of length ¢ and rest of the messages
are of length much smaller than ¢. Nandi and Mandal [NMO0§] showed an improved bound
about O(go/2™). This is indeed an improved bound for all choices of parameters.

Luykx et al. [LPSY16] studied the problem from lower bound perspective. Specifically,
they constructed a pair of messages such that the PMAC outputs corresponding to the
two messages collide with probability roughly £/2™, leading to a distinguishing attack with
advantage £/2" for ¢ = 2 queries. However, they did not show how this can be extended
to get collision probability about £g?/2" for ¢ > 2 messages. Later Gazi et al. [GPR16]
constructed an adversary which makes ¢ queries, each of length exactly ¢ blocks, so that
the collision probability of PMAC outputs is about £g2/2". Thus, the bounds £¢?/2" and
go /2™ are essentially tight. However, it is worth noting that the attack does not work for
PMAC1 [Rog04] where the Gray code sequence is replaced with the sequence a, a?,a3, ...
for some fixed primitive element « of the Galois field GF(2"). So, the exact security of
PMAC1 is still an open problem.

PRFs wiTH LENGTH INDEPENDENT SECURITY: In applications where we process large
messages or where most of the messages are of lengths much smaller than ¢, a bound of
the form O(q?/2") (length-independent) is much desired, as compared to say a bound of
O(£qg?/2™). For instance, AES128 [NIS01] based PMAC needs rekeying after roughly 222
messages when message length can be as large as 2°6 bytes and more than 2732 advantage
is not tolerated. On the other hand, any construction with ¢?/2" or similar bound can be
safely used without rekeying for up to 2*® messages in a similar setup. As a result, this
line of research has seen a lot of interest over the years.

EMAC [BKR94, BABB*95], ECBC and FCBC [BR00] are shown to have O(¢*/2") PRF
advantage provided ¢ < 27/* [JN16a, JN16b]. However, these constructions are sequential
in nature. Luykx et al. [LPTY16] proposed a parallel construction, called LightMAC, that
achieves (-free security. However, inspired by Bernstein’s protected counter sums [Ber99],
LightMAC uses a counter-based encoding which limits the efficiency. For example, to allow
a message length of 27/2 blocks, LightMAC requires two calls of block ciphers to process one
block of message, i.e., it is a rate® 1/2 construction. Dutta et al. [DJN17] proposed some
optimal strategies to encode counter and message in input blocks. Although this increases
the rate for smaller messages, still the rate is low as compared to PMAC or PMACL.

With respect to PMAC-like designs, Gazi et al. [GPR16] proved O(q?/2") bound for a
simplified variant of PMAC, called sPMAC, albeit with comparatively expansive masking
methods. For example, the masking function should be a 4-wise independent function.
Most efficient algebraic instantiations of such a function require at least four keys and
several field multiplications. Very recently, Naito [Nail9] proposed a variant of PMAC1,

2This observation is not true, in general, for nonce-based or probabilistic MACs.
3Roughly speaking, rate is the ratio of message length in blocks to the number of block cipher calls
required to process the message.
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which uses two powering-up maskings (instead of one used in PMAC1). He showed O(q?/2")
advantage provided ¢ < 27/2

The constructions following Double-block Hash-then-Sum paradigm [DDNP18], in-
cluding PMAC_PIlus [Yasll] and LightMAC_Plus [Nail7], achieve beyond the birthday
bound (BBB) security [KLL20] and hence can achieve ¢-free bound for a wide range of .
However, these constructions require almost twice the memory (due to the BBB security
requirement) used in other PMAC variants. So, in this paper we only focus on PMAC-like
designs that follow the Hash-then-PRP paradigm [Sho04].

1.1  Qur Contributions

Table 1: A comparative summary of several PMAC variants. Here g denotes the number of queries,
¢ denotes the upper bound on query-length, and o denotes the upper bound on total number of
blocks present in all queries.

Mode Security bound Length restriction Number of masking keys
PMAC [BRO02] q?e/2n - 1
PMAC1 [Rog04] q*e/2m - 1
NPMAC! [Nail9) /2" £ < 2m/? 2
PMAC3 [Nai20] /2" £ < 2mn/? 3
q/2"/? < on/t 1

PMAC2 [Section 7]
o185 /2n on/4 < g < g2 1

I The security analysis of this construction is shown to be incorrect in this paper.

Our contributions are threefold:

1. REVISITING NAITO’S VARIANT OF PMAC1: As of now, Naito’s PMAC1 variant
[Nail9], sometimes also referred as NPMAC in this paper, is the only known rate-1
PMAC-like construction that achieves -free security bound (for £ < 2*/2). We show
that the security analysis of this construction is incorrect (see Section 4). Further,
we state an equivalent problem which must be solved to prove the ¢-free security of
this construction. However, we are not able to solve that equivalent problem. So
the exact security of Naito’s variant is still an open problem. Naito subsequently
updated the construction [Nai20] in light of our observations. This updated variant
achieves (-free security for £ < 2"/2 (see Section 5).

2. RELAXING THE SECURITY PRECONDITION FOR sPMAC: In [GPR16], sPMAC is
shown to have (-free security bound up to £ < 2/? when the underlying masking
function is 4-wise independent hash. We relax the 4-wise independence condition to
2-wise almost XOR universality (see Section 5).

3. PMAC2 — A sSIMPLE VARIANT OF PMACL: As we still lack of an ¢-free secure PMAC
variant with efficient masking function, our next part is aimed to solve this problem.
We propose a simple variant of PMACL, called PMAC2, and we show almost tight
security O(q/2"/?) (see Table 1). More precisely, we prove the following theorem (in
Section 7).

Security Analysis of PMAC2: Let ¢ denote the number of blocks present in
the longest query and o denotes the total number of blocks present in g queries
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altogether. Then,

2¢° +o
rf q
Advpyaca(q: 4, 0) < o TH

where p1 < 595 if £ <24 and p < G if 274 < 0 < 2772,

2 Preliminaries

Basic NOTATIONS: For any positive integer n, we write [n] := {1,...,n}. We write 27 to
denote a g-tuple (z1,...,2,). We write X <—s X to represent that X is a uniform random
variable taking values from a finite nonempty set X.

Throughout, pp <—s Funcp denotes a random function, and m <—s Perm denotes a random
permutation. We simply write the random function as p, when D is understood from the
context.

NoTATIONS ON BLOCKS: Throughout the paper n denotes the security parameter as well
as the bit size of the underlying permutation. We call the set B := {0, 1}" block set and
elements of the set blocks. We define B+ = U;>1B°. For any binary string m € {0, 1}*,

we denote the number of bits of m as |m| and we write ||m| := [|m|/n].* We use “||”
to denote concatenation operations on bit strings. For a message m € {0, 1}”l7 we write
m =m[l]]|-- - [|m[l] with m[i] € {0,1}™ for all i € [I].

NOTATIONS ON BLOCK FUNCTIONS AND PERMUTATIONS: We call a function block
function if the range of the function is the block set. The set of all block functions defined
over a set D is denoted as Funcp. The set of all permutations over the block set (also
called block permutation) is denoted as Perm.

A keyed block function F' with key space K and domain D is a block function over
K x D. We also view it as an indexed family of functions, where K is the index set, i.e.,
for each K € K, we associate a function F(-) := F(K,-).

MULTISET: Informally, a multiset X is a variant of set in which we allow elements to repeat.
One can equivalently define a multiset X’ by a set {(z,m) : © € X,z appears m times in X'}.
We write X° to denote the set of all elements & which appears odd times in X. Note that,
X° by definition is a set which can be empty. We say X is evenly repeated if X° = ().

Example 1. Let X := {a,b,a,b,b,c} be a multiset. We represent it by the follow-
ing set {(a,2),(b,3),(c,1)}. Note that X° = {b,c}. Similarly, for a multiset ) :=
{a,b,a,b,b,b,c,c}, Y° = and hence Y is evenly repeated.

Given a block function 7, we use shorthand notation 7%(X) := @, . (x). With this
notation, it is easy to see that (the empty sum represents 0™)

79(X) = 79(X°) for every multiset X, (1)

and hence 7% (X) = 0" whenever X is evenly repeated multiset.

BINARY FIELD: In this paper, we view the block set B as the Galois field GF(2"). We
fix a primitive polynomial p(z) := po ® p12 @ - - ® p,a™ where p; € {0,1}. Note that
po = pn = 1 (as it is a primitive polynomial). The field multiplication “-” between two
field elements is defined through the primitive polynomial. We abuse the notation 2 to
denote a primitive element of the underlying field GF(2").

4When m is a set we also write |m| to denote the size of the set m. So the notation |m| should be clear
from the context.
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2.1 Hash Functions
In the following, let H be a keyed block function with keyspace K and domain D.
CoOLLISION PROBABILITY: For distinct m,m’ € D, we define collision probability as
collg(m,m’) := Pr(H(K,m) = H(K,m') : K +sK).
When D C {0, 1}*, the collision probability can depend on the size of the inputs. We write
colly (¢) = ﬁaﬁ collg (m,m’).
[m],[m’|<¢

We generalize the above definition for more than two inputs. For ¢ distinct inputs
mi,...,mg € D, we write

collg(m?) :=Pr(3i < j, H(K,m;) = H(K,m;) : K < K), and
collg(q, 4, 0) :

max  collgy(m?).
mT:m;|<e
1, Imil<o
=1

By using the union bound, collg(g,4,0) < (g)collH(E).
Definition 1 (Universal hash function). The keyed block function H is called an e-universal
hash if for all distinct m, m’ € D, colly(m, m') < e.

Definition 2 (XOR universal hash function). The keyed block function H is called an
e-almost XOR universal hash if for all distinct m, m’ € D and § € B,

Pr(H(K,m)® H(K,m') =4 : K +sK) <e.

Definition 3 (k-wise independent hash function). The keyed block function H is called a
k-wise independent if for all distinct mq,...,m, € D and for all yy,...,yx € B,

Pr(H(K,m1) =y1,..., HEK,mp) =y : K <sK) = Sk
The following observations are easy to establish.

1. A random function is k-wise independent for any k.

2. A 2-wise independent hash function is 27"-AXU.

2.2 Pseudorandom Functions and the Hash-then-RP Paradigm

Definition 4 (Pseudorandom function). Let F be a keyed block function over a finite set
D with a finite key space K. The PRF-advantage of any oracle adversary A against F' is
defined as

AdVET(A) i= [Pr(ATF =1: K +sK) — Pr(A4P? = 1)|.

The maximum PRF-advantage of F' is defined as
AdvP (g, t,0) = max AdvP(A),

where the maximum is taken over all adversaries .4 making at most g queries, each of
length at most ¢, and the total length of all queries at most o, i.e., o < {q.

HASH-THEN-RP CONSTRUCTION: Let H : K x D — B be a keyed hash and w be
an n-bit random permutation. The composition © o Hg is called the Hash-then-RP
construction, where K <—s K. When 7 is replaced with p, the resulting composition is
called the Hash-then-RF. These constructions have been studied in [CW79, Sho96]. Many
PRF constructions can be viewed as instances of Hash-then-RP/RF. For example, EMAC
[BKR94, BABB*95], ECBC, FCBC [BR00], LightMAC [LPTY16] and protected counter
sum [Ber99]. Proposition 1 gives the PRF advantage for Hash-then-RP construction.
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m t

Figure 2.1: The Hash-then-RP paradigm.

Proposition 1. Let H be a keyed block function with keyspace K and domain D. Then,
we have
q(qg—1)

2n+1

AdvﬁfH(‘Lf;Cf) < collg(q,?, o)+

So, if H is an e-universal hash function, then

—1 1
AdvﬁfH(q,E, o) < % (6 + 2n> .
We skip a formal proof here as Proposition 1 is a well-known result. The readers are
referred to [GPR16] for a formal proof.

3 Revisiting Simplified PMAC

DESCRIPTION OF sPMAC: Gazi et al. [GPR16] proposed a generalized version of PMAC,
called sPMAC, to capture the underlying masking function for a wide class of PMAC
variants. In what follows N denotes the set of all natural numbers.

Figure 3.1: The simplified PMAC construction.

Definition 5 (sPHash). For any permutation m € Perm and a block-valued function
7 € Funcy (referred as masking function), we define the simplified PMAC hash or sPHash
over the message space B as follows:

for all m := (m[1],...,m[l]) € B!,
-1
sPHash, . (m) := m[l] ® @ﬂ(xT(m,i)), where z,(m,a) := m[a] ® 7(a). (2)
i=1

Clearly, sPHash is just an identity function for a single block message.

Now, given two permutations 7,7’ € Perm and a masking function 7 € Funcy, the
simplified PMAC or sPMAC construction (illustrated in Figure 3.1) is defined as follows:
for all m € BT,

sPMAC,/ » -(m) := 7' (sPHash, -(m)) .

We call K := (', m,7) the key of sPMAC. A concrete variant of PMAC is determined
whenever we fix a sampling mechanism of the key K.
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sPMAC OVER ARBITRARY-LENGTH MESSAGES: For m € {0, 1}*, we define
me=m[l],...,m[l] & m

to be the function that partitions m into [ = W blocks of size n bits, where i is the
smallest non-negative integer such that |m||10¢| divisible by n. Note that, we make the
required concatenation even if |m| is divisible by n. sSPMAC can be easily extended for any
arbitrary-length message m € {0,1}*, as sSPMAC(m) := sPMAC(m). As the padding rule
is injective, there is no loss of generality in ignoring the padding and assuming all message
sizes are multiple of n.

PMAC VARIANTS FROM sPMAC: Now, we describe some variants of PMAC as instantiations
of sSPMAC by defining the sampling mechanism of the key K = (m,n’,T).

1. PMAC: We get the original PMAC [BR02] construction by setting 7 <—s Perm, 7’ =
m, and 7(i) = 7; - 7(0), where +; is the ith element of the Gray code sequence
[Grab3, Rog04].

2. PMAC1: We get PMACL [Rog04] by setting 7 s Perm, ©’ = m, and 7(i) = 2° - 7(0),
where 2 is a fixed primitive element of the Galois field GF(2").

3. Gazi et al’s variants: In [GPR16], Gazi et al. discussed two variants of PMAC. In
both of the cases, m,n’ <—sPerm and 7 is sampled independent of w,7’. The two
choices of 7 are the following:

(a) T is a uniform random function.

(b) T is a 4-wise independent hash function.

4. Naito’s variant of PMACL: Naito proposed another variant of PMAC by setting
m, 7' s Perm, and 7(i) = 2 - L; ® 23" . Ly where Ly, Ly +—sB. In rest of the paper,
we call this construction NPMAC.

N.B. In this paper, for the sake of simplicity, we pad all the messages (including the
one whose length is a multiple of n). In the original PMAC(1), the last message block
is padded only when it is incomplete (not a multiple of n) and is processed in a slightly
different manner. However, our analyses are directly applicable to the actual PMAC(1)
constructions.

UpPPER BOUND ON THE PRF ADVANTAGE OF SPMAC: Any instance of sSPMAC can be

viewed as an instance of Hash-then-RP, as long as w and ' are sampled independently.
Thus, the result of Hash-then-RP is not applicable for PMAC and PMAC1 as «’ = .

In this paper, we consider only those instances of sSPMAC that follow the Hash-then-RP
paradigm where 7, 7', 7 are all sampled independently. Moreover, © and 7’ are random
permutations and hence any PMAC variant (and its underlying hash) are completely
determined once we fix a distribution for the masking function 7, say 7. We write sPHash,,
to represent sPHash, . and we write SPMAC,(m) := @’(sPHash,(m)). We can restate
Proposition 1 in context of PMAC variants as follows.

i -1
AdVEPIf\/IAC,- (q’ l, U) < COHSPHaSh" (CLE’ U) T % (3)

q(g—1)

-1
< M . Co”sPHaSh‘,- (6) —|— W (4)

- 2
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Lowgr BOUND ON THE PRF ADVANTAGE OF SPMAC: Fix ¢ distinct messages my, ..., mq
such that

COIIsPHash-,- (q; l, 0) = CO”SPHash.,. (mh cee vmq)'

In other words, the message tuple maximizes the collision probability. Now, we define a
(non-adaptive) PRF distinguisher A for sPMAC that exploits collisions in sPMAC outputs.

1. A makes 2¢ queries, namely mi,m1[|07, ..., mq, mq||0™ to its oracle O (which is
either sSPMAC,, i.e. the real oracle, or a random function, p, i.e. the ideal oracle).

2. A returns 1, if for some ¢ # j, O(m;) = O(m;) as well as O(m;||0™) = O(m;]|0™),
and 0 otherwise.

Note that, in case of real oracle, collision for m; and m; implies collision for m;||0"™ and

m; 0™ too. So, Pr(ASFMACT = 1) = collsppash, (M1, ..., mq), whereas, Pr(4P = 1) < q?(zq"jrll)'
So,
) qlg—1
Advspr\/IAC,. (A) > CO”:;PHashT (ml’ T mq) o %
qlg—1
> CO”sPHash-r (q’ ¢ U) - % (5)

It is clear from Eq. (3) and (5) that collsppash, (¢, ¢, ) is a very close estimate for Adv_f;,fv,ACT,
i.e., we have

1 . 1
collemon, (0. £.9) — N0 < Aavigt,,c (A) < collarn, (0.0.0) + ZEZD 0 (6)
. -1

In other words, Astprlec, (A) — collspHash, (¢, ¢, o)’ < %
3.1 Collision Analysis of sSPMAC [GPR16]
We fix two distinct messages m := (m[1],...,m[l]),m' := (m/[1],...,m/[I']) with number
of blocks [ := I, and I’ := [,,» respectively. We also assume [ < I". Let mchop =
(m[1],...,m[l — 1]) denote the message m after removing the last block. Similarly, we

write my,,, for the message m'. Let
V:i={(M,a) | M € {m,m'};1<a<ly-1}

be called index set. For any masking function 7, recall the definition of x, (also referred
as input function) from Eq. (2). =, can be viewed as a block function defined over V. For
a masking function 7, we write the multiset corresponding to all inputs for the chopped
message Mchop &S

Xr(Mehop) = {z-(m, 1), 2,(m,2),...,2,(m, 1 —1)}.

We similarly define X (my,,,,,) for the message m’ and Xr(mchop, Mipep) = Xr (Mehop) U

XT(méhOp). Note that X (mchop, mghop) actually depends on mcnep and m’chop.

Definition 6 (cross-canceling masking function). A masking function 7 is called cross-

canceling with respect to mehop and m’chop it Xr(Mehop, m’ChOp) is evenly repeated. Let

Or (Mechop, Mepop) := Pre (T is cross-canceling with respect to (Mchops Menop))

and 07 (£) := max 0 (Mchop, m’chop), where the maximum is taken over all distinct menop, méhop
with 1,1’ < €. 0-(¢) is referred as the cross-cancellation probability of 7.
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A proof of the following lemma is available in [GPR16, Lemma 2|. Similar result is also
proved in [LPSY16, Proposition 1], albeit under a slightly different notational setup. We
give another proof here for the sake of completeness.

Lemma 1 ([GPR16]). For any random masking T, we have

1

< .
CO”sPHash.,- (f) = 97(6) + on _9p

Proof. Let m, m’ be two distinct messages with |m/|, |m|" < ¢. Now, the event sPHash(m) =
sPHash,(m’) can be divided in the following two disjoint events:

o A:sPHash;(m) = sPHash,(m') A T is cross-canceling with respect to (mchop; Mgnop)
o B :sPHash;(m) = sPHash;(m) A T is not cross-canceling with respect to (mchop; M¢pop)

The probability of event A can be bounded by 07 (mchop, m'chop). Let us look at the event
B. For simplicity of notation let us denote the multiset X7 (mchop, Myep) by &+ Then

from Eq. (1) we have €@ w(x) = m[l]@®m[l']. Since X° # 0, we can choose some z; € X°
reEX®
and bound Pr[B] as follows:

1
< <
o= T 2n = @

Pr[B] < Prr[m(21) = @pre,m(x) @ ml] & m'[I']]

In the first inequality we are considering z-values only from X'°. The second inequality
follows from probability of w(x;) after we sample all other 7-values in a without replacement
manner. Since we are left with exactly one choice among at least 2" — [ — I’ many values
here, we get the bound. The third inequality is obvious.

Therefore,
1
I <o ' :
co sPHash,(mvm ) > T(mvm ) + on _ 97
We get the required result by taking maximum over all m, m’ such that m # m’ and
|m|, |m’| < £ in both sides of the above inequality. O

EXTENSION OF CROSS-CANCELLATION PROBABILITY OVER ¢ MESSAGES. In [GPR16],
the idea of cross-cancellation is defined for two messages. Here, we extend the idea to more
than two messages. For the sake of simplicity of notation we will write 6 (m,m’) (and 7 is
cross-canceling with respect to m,m’) instead of 6, (Mchop, m’chop) (and 7 is cross-canceling
with respect t0 Mchop, Mepop)- We say T to be cross-canceling with respect to m? if 7 is
cross-canceling with respect to m;, m; for some 1 <17 < j <gq. Let

0-(m?) := Pr.(7 is cross-canceling with respect to m?),

and 0;(q, ¢, o) := max 6, (m?), where the maximum is taken over all ¢ distinct messages
each with at most £ — 1 blocks, having at most ¢ — ¢ blocks altogether.

Lemma 2. For any random masking T, we have

q(g —1
9T(Q? gv U) S CO”SPHash-,- (qv 67 U) S 9T(Qa Ev U) + 2(;n_2)£)

Proof. Suppose, m1, ..., mq are ¢ messages for which 6, (m?) = 6,(¢q,¢,0). Let T denote
the set of all realizable masking functions. Let 7; ; C T denote the set of all cross-canceling
masking functions with respect to (m;,m;). Then, 0,(m?) := Pr(T € U;;7; ;). Let
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m; = m;|0" for 1 <i < g. Now, for any 7 € 7; ;, sPHash(m]) = sPHash.(m/) holds (also
denoted as coll; ;). So,

0-(q,0,0) = Pr(Tt € U;;T; ;) < Pr(Ujcjcoll; j) < collsphash, (¢, ¢, o).

Now, we show the upper bound. We fix ¢ distinct messages my,..., mqy such that
collspHash, (Mm?) = collsphash, (¢, 4, o). Let p:= Pr(7 is cross-canceling with respect to m?).

collepriash, (M) < p+ > Pr(Fi < j,m®(X2(mi,my)) = mi[li] @ myll] A T=7)
TET\Ui<;Ti,j

<pt+ Y Pr(Fi < 4w (X2 (mi,my)) = malli] & my[l]) x Pr(T =7)
TET\Ui<;Ti,j
q(¢ —1)

< Pr(7 is cross-canceling with respect to m?) + 3@ —20)’

where the last inequality is obtained by conditioning on the output of  on all elements in
X2(m;, m;) except one. Note that this is possible only because X?(m;, m;) # () since 7 is
not a cross-canceling function. O

Corollary 1. For any random masking function T, we have

2
q r q(g —1 qlg —1
0T(Qa£70-) - 22n+1 < AdVEPE\AACT (qa€7 U) < HT(qa é’ U) + 2(;1@ _ 2)6) (2n+1 )

-1 -1 -1
§ 4(]((]2 ) '07'(6) + 2((]2(3 — 2)@ + q(;]n—i-l )

Corollary 1 follows from Eq. (3) and Lemma 2 in combination with the observation that
0r(q.¢,0) < (3)0-(0).

To achieve O(q?/2") bound, it is sufficient to show 6,(¢) < ¢/2" for some constant ¢
(should be independent of ¢). Sometimes, it is possible to show this for a range of values
of ¢ instead of all values of £. Sometimes, it might be difficult to obtain ¢-free bound for
0-(¢). However, it might be possible to show ¢-free bound for the 6-(g, ¢, o) by considering
all ¢ messages together. In this case, first part of the above corollary could be used to
obtain an /-free security bound. When ¢ < 2"~2, Corollary 1 is simplified to

2
r q 3
Advizyac, < 5 (0,(6) + 2n> : (8)

SOME EXAMPLES OF CROSS-CANCELLATION PROBABILITY: We list some known results
on the cross-cancellation probability of some masking functions.
1. In [GPR16], GazZi et al. show the following bounds on cross-cancellation probability:

(a) If 7 is a uniform random function, then 6, (¢) < 217"
(b) If 7 is a 4-wise independent hash function, then 6, (¢) < 22",

2. For the masking function 7(i) = 2¢ - L; ® 23* - Lo, Naito proved the following result
[Nail9, Section 4.2: Bounding p? ;] whenever Ly, Ly < B:

0, (¢) < 2% while £ < 2/2, (9)

4 An Observation on Naito’'s PMAC Variant

In this section, we revisit a claim of [Nail9] regarding the cross cancellation probability of
two powering-up maskings.
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4.1 A Flaw and lts Effect on the Proof of NPMAC [Nail9]

As mentioned in section 3, Naito proved Eq. (9) with respect to the cross cancellation
probability of two powering-up maskings. The proof relies on five cases [Nail9, Section 4.2:
Type-1 to Type-5]. The most crucial and general of these cases is Type-5. Naito made the
following claim with respect to this case.

CLAIM IN [Nail9, Type-5 case in Section 4.2]: The following system of equations, denoted
(&), in Ly and Ly such that {iy,i2} # {i3, 14},

(21 @ 272 L) @ (2% @ 2%2) Ly = ¢;
(2% @ 214)Ly @ (2% @ 2%M4) Ly =

has rank two (i.e. the equations are always linearly independent).

The author argues as follows: If the equations are not linearly independent then 2%t @ 2% =
2% ® 2% and 23 @232 = 2373 © 234 From this, by using simple calculation, one can obtain
i1 = iz = i3 = i4. This leads to a contradiction of the assumption that {i1,i2} # {is,44},
and hence the linear dependence assumption is false. The author thus concludes that the
system (&) will always have rank 2. In other words, for fixed i1, i2, 143, 14, the system has a
unique solution for the pair (Lq, Ls).

FLAW IN THE ARGUMENT: Unfortunately, linear dependency and consistency of the two
equations over GF(2™) can be equivalently written as

21t @22 = ¢ (2% @ 2M) (10)
2% @2%2 — ¢ (2% @ 2%) (11)

where ¢y = ¢ ¢;. Clearly, whenever ¢ # 1, the claim on (£) is not correct. In [Nail9], the
author only considers the ¢ = 1 case. Next, we show a concrete counterexample for this.

COUNTEREXAMPLE FOR THE RANK CLAIM: First, we can rewrite Eq. (10) and (11) as
(2i1 D 212) . (23i3 D 23’i4) — (213 @ 224) . (23i1 @ 23i2) (12)

We show a counterexample for n = 16. Similar examples can be constructed for other
values of n as well. Consider the field GF(216) generated by x = 2 with multiplication
defined by the minimal polynomial 2'¢ 4+ ® + 23 4+ x + 1. Using simple algebra one can
show that i1 = 1, i = 24, i3 = 14 and iy = 18 satisfies Eq. (12). Plugging in the same
values in Eq. (11), one can get

c=22022¢2%02"02°0 202?020 1.

This proves that the system (£) can be of rank 1 as well. And, the number of such
i1,1%9,13,%4 is at least 1. Whereas, Naito incorrectly argues that the number of such
quadruples is 0.

ErrFeECT ON THE CURRENT PROOF: The system () is fixed once we fix the quadruple
(i1,42,13,74). In [Nail9], the number of i1,1s, 3,44 indices corresponding to the system
(€) is bounded by O(£2) which can be further bounded by O(2") (since £ < 2™/2). This
bound is fine as long as the rank of system (&) is 2, as this will mean that we get an
overall cross-cancellation probability bound of O(27™). However, given the evidence that
(€) can have rank 1, a bound of O(¢?) is not desirable, as it will result in an overall
cross-cancellation probability bound of O(¢?/2™) which is worse than O(¢/2") bound for
the existing PMAC.
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4.2 Further Discussion on the Security of NPMAC

From previous discussions, it is clear that the question of {-free security for NPMAC is
far from resolved. Going by the existing proof strategy [Nail9], we get 0, (¢) = O(¢2/2")
bound. Looking ahead momentarily, Proposition 2 shows that we can achieve O(£/2")
for any O(27™)-AXU masking function. This result also applies to NPMAC as the two
powering-up maskings is obviously a O(27")-AXU. But, this is as far as we could reach.
In what follows, we discuss some bottlenecks in resolving this question one way or another.

Let us denote the number of quadruples satisfying Eq. (12) by N. Our counterexample
in the previous subsection shows that N = Q(1) and due to Proposition 2 we can give a
trivial upper bound of N = O(¢). Now, to prove or disprove the ¢-free security claim we
need an exact estimate of N.

We could neither construct a counterexample where N = Q(¢), nor show that N = O(1).
This indeed looks like a hard problem requiring an involved analysis of the properties of
GF(2™). Interestingly, a similar hardness remains for PMAC1 as well [LPSY16, GPR16]
that involves a study of the additive subgroups (and their cosets) of GF(2™).

Note that, (£) is a simplified version of the actual system of equation that we
have to analyze. In the actual system, c¢; and ¢y are not arbitrary. In fact, for some
My, Mo, M3, My € {m, m’},

M;is] & Myi4]

c1 1[i1] @ Malia], c2 3li3] @ Mylia], an us, ¢ M [ia] & Malia)

Clearly the simplification, though sufficient to discuss the flaw, could possibly degrade
the bound as we count some inconsistent systems of equations as well. We say that a
quadruple (i1, i2,%3,14) is valid if the resulting system of equation (€) is consistent. At
the moment, we do not see any approach to exploit the exact nature of ¢ to get a better
estimate for the number of valid quadruples satisfying Eq. (12).

In summary, to prove or disprove the /-free security of NPMAC, we have to bound:

The number, N, of valid quadruples (i1,12,13,14) that satisfy

(2i1 e 2i2) 3 (23i3 e 23i4) — (2i3 D 2i4) A (23i1 D 23i2).

We leave it as an open problem to find an exact estimate for /N, which in turn gives tight
security bound for NPMAC. In fact, even a sub-optimal bound better than ©(1) (in case
of lower bound) or O(¥) (in case of upper bound), say in the order of a slowly growing
function of ¢, could be a great improvement.

5 Relaxing the Security Precondition for sPMAC

Gazi et al. [GPR16] showed that a 4-wise independent masking function is sufficient
to achieve (-free security bound up to ¢ < 2"/2. In this section, we relax the 4-wise
independence condition to a weaker notion. Our relaxed notion of universality is inspired
by the flaw discovered in section 4.

5.1 2-wise Almost XOR Universal Hash Function

We extend the definition of AXU hash functions to jointly consider two pairs of messages
and their hash output differences.

Definition 7 (2-wise AXU). A hash function H is called € 2-wise AXU (or e-2AXU) if
for any distinct {my, ms}, {ms,m4} and d;, 02 € B, we have

Pr(H(K,m1)® H(K,ms) =61 : K +sK) <,

Pr(H(K,m;) ® H(K,mg) = 01, H(K,m3) ® H(K,my) =83 : K +sK) < €.
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Clearly, any e-2AXU hash function is also an e-AXU hash function. We usually expect
€ = O(1/2™) and hence the joint probability for the two linear equations is O(1/22").

Mennink defined a very close variant, called AXUs, in [Menl8]. In that definition
m3 = my (and hence my # my). He also gave an example of AXUj (and its higher order
variants) using finite field arithmetic.

2AXU 18 STRICTLY WEAKER THAN 4-WISE INDEPENDENCE: It is easy to see that a
4-wise independent hash function is 27"-2AXU. However, every 2AXU hash function need
not be 4-wise independent. Consider the following example due to Naito [Nai, Nai20].
Similar example can also be found in [Menl18] as an example of AXUy (see [Men18] for
definition) hash function.

Example 2. Let Ly, Lo, L3 +s%B. For a fixed primitive element 2 of GF(2") and any 1,
let us define

T(i):=2" L, ©2% - Ly ®2% - Ls.

It can be easily shown that 7 is O(27")-2AXU. However, for any distinct i1, io, 3,74 and
Y1, Y2, Y3, ya We cannot get probability 1/2%" for the following event:

24 - Ly @229 - Ly ® 2% - Ly = y;,Vj € {1,2,3,4}.
In other words, the above masking function is not 4-wise independent.

Remark 1. The two powering-up maskings used in [Nail9] is not 27"™-2AXU hash. However,
Naito addressed this issue in [Nai20] and proposed an alternate “three powering-up
maskings” which is same as our example 2. He has given a dedicated proof for this
construction whereas our proof for this one follows from our general treatment of 2AXU
hash functions.

5.2 PRF Security of sPMAC

From Corollary 1, we know that the PRF advantage of sSPMAC is bounded by the cross-
cancellation probability of the underlying masking function. We have closely revisited
all the existing proof strategies for upper bounding the cross-cancellation probability
and have found a unified way to present all these proofs. This approach also helps in
understanding the requirements from the masking function for achieving length-independent
PRF advantage. We state two results unifying the proofs of existing and some new
constructions. The proofs of these results is postponed to section 6.

Proposition 2. Suppose T is e-AXU. Then, 0,(¢) < 2le. Hence, by using Corollary 1, we

have
prf 2 q2 q2
Advppac, (g,¢,0) < q°le + 2@ 20) + TR

Proposition 2 gives the security bound for PMAC and PMAC1 when the outer permutation
is replaced by an independent random permutation and the masking key is sampled
independently. A dedicated analysis is required when we consider outer permutation same
as the inner one and the masking key is derived from the permutation, like the original
PMAC and PMACL.

The bound in Proposition 2 is not /-free as it has ¢?fe term (which came due to
cross-cancellation probability). In the following result, we show how we can improve this
term if we apply a stronger masking function. Gazi et al. [GPR16] proved a similar result
for 4-wise independent masking function. However, we can easily extend their result to
the weaker notion of 2AXU masking function.
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Theorem 1. Suppose T is e-2AXU. Then, 0-(¢) < max{2e¢,40%c2}. Hence, by using
Corollary 1, we have

A 2 2
T q q
dVEPf\/IAC,,. (q,¢,0) < max{q?e,2¢*(**} + 52" —90) + TESE

So, when € =1/2" and ¢ < 2"% then

2

rf 5(]
AdvEPMACT(q, lo) < TSR

Theorem 1 also works (up to £ < 2™/2) for a uniform random masking function and 4-wise
independent masking function as these are also 1/2"-2AXU hash functions. However, in
case of uniform random function, a more precise analysis (as shown in [GPR16]) gives
0,(¢) < 2/2™ for all values of .

Remark 2. Our result is a bit stronger than the result proved in [GPR16] as every 2AXU
hash function need not be 4-wise independent hash function.

Remark 3. Theorem 1 gives an alternate proof of ¢-free security for Naito’s updated variant
[Nai20] with three powering up masking (see example 2).

6 Proof of Theorem 1

Before we delve into the proofs of Proposition 2 and Theorem 1, we describe a graph-based
description of input collisions that would help us to have some visual presentation of
cross-canceling masking function.

6.1 Input Collision Graph and Covering Bound Lemma

GRAPH NOTATIONS: For a set V, let [V]? denote the set of all doubleton subsets of V. So,
size of the set [V]? is (l‘;') = |V|(|]V| = 1)/2. A graph G is a pair (V, E) where E C [V]2.
We call V and E the vertex and edge set of the graph, respectively. We also denote V(G)
and E(G) to denote the vertex set and edge set of the graph G, respectively. An edge is an
element {u,v} € E and we also say that u is adjacent to v. Given a graph G = (V, E) and
a subset V' C V, the subgraph restricted at V', denoted as G(V’), has vertex set V' and
the edge set [V/]> N E. A path from u to v of length ¢ is a sequence of distinct elements
(wg := u,wy,...,ws :=v) such that w;_; is adjacent to w; for all ¢ € [t]. A component C
(or connected component) is a subset of V' such that for every u,v € C either u = v or
there is a path from u to v. A component C of a graph G is called clique if all pairs of
the components are adjacent. We call a graph G evenly partitioned if all components of G
have even sizes.

INPUT COLLISION GRAPH: Recall the index set V := {(M,a) | M € {m,m'};1 < a <
Ipr — 1} for two distinet messages m and m’ of length [ = I, and I’ = 1,7, respectively,
such that [ <’. To each masking function 7, we associate a collision graph G, with the
vertex set V such that any two vertices (Mi,a1) and (Ma, az) are said to be adjacent if
xr(My,a1) = x.(Ma,az2). So an input collision graph is always disjoint union of cliques.

A graph G’ over V is called T-realizable if there is a realizable masking function 7 such
that G, = G’. Let G be the set of all such realizable graphs. Among all realizable graphs,
we are interested in some special graphs, namely evenly partitioned graph. Let Geyen be
the set of all realizable graphs which are evenly partitioned. The following observation is
straightforward from the definition of cross-canceling masking function.
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Claim 1. A masking function T is cross-canceling if and only if the induced input collision
graph G is evenly partitioned.

Due to Corollary 1, it is now sufficient to bound the probability to realize any evenly
partitioned graph (equivalent to realizing a cross-canceling masking function). Now, we
identify a subset of vertices for which restricted subgraph over that subset is evenly
partitioned whenever the graph is evenly partitioned. Let

V=:={(M,a): M € {m,m'}, a <L,I', mla] = m'[a]}.

So, (m,a) € V= if and only if (m',a) € V=. For any such (m,a), we obviously have
z-(m,a) = z.(m’,a) for all masking functions 7 (not necessarily cross-canceling masking
function). Hence, for any realizable input collision graph G,, {(m,a), (m’,a)} is an edge
of the graph and we call those edges vertical (all other edges will be non-vertical). On the
other hand, if (m,a) ¢ V= then (m,a) and (m’,a) are not adjacent whenever these are
defined. Let V7 := V\ V= and

I7 :={a: either (m,a) € V¥ or (m',a) € V7 }.

We can rewrite the set 7 as union of the interval [l + 1,1’] (can be the empty set) and
{a :a < 1,I' and m[a] # m/[a]}. As m # m’, we have V7 # (). Given any graph G we
denote G# := G(Vﬂ, the subgraph restricted on the set of vertices V7.

Now any connected component of G consists of a connected component of G7 with
some additional pairs of vertices from V=. Hence, we have the following result.

Claim 2. For all masking functions T, Gy is evenly partitioned if and only if GF is evenly
partitioned.

Now, we explain a method by which we can obtain an upper bound on the cross-canceling
probability 05 (¢) or 0-(q,¢, 7). Let GZ..,, be the collection of all evenly partitioned realizable
graphs over the vertex set V7. Due to above claim, this is same as the collection of all

restricted subgraphs with vertex set V7 of all evenly partitioned realizable graphs.

Definition 8 (covering collection of edges). Let Z be some index set such that for every
i € T we have an edge set E; C [V7]2. The collection € := {F; : i € T} is said to cover
evenly partitioned graphs if for all G € GZ,,,, there exists i := ig € T such that E; C E(G).

For any edge e := {(My,a1), (Ms,as)} € [V]?, we say that event e(r) holds if
7(a1) & T(az) = cc := Mila1] & Ma[as].

We extend the above definition to an edge set E as follows: An event E(7) holds if for all
edges e € E, e(T) holds. All these events are defined based on the randomness of 7 only
and we simply write Pr(e) or Pr(E) to denote the probability that the corresponding event
holds under the randomness of 7.

Lemma 3 (Covering Bound Lemma). Suppose {E; : i € I} covers evenly partitioned
graphs, then we have

Prr(T is cross-canceling with respect to (m,m’)) < Z Pr(E;)
ieT

Proof. Let T* denote the set of all cross-canceling masking functions with respect to (m, m’).
For every E;, let 7; denote the set of all masking function 7 such that E; C E (Gf) Now,
we claim that 7* C U;7;. For any 7 € T*, G is an evenly partitioned graph and hence
(using Claim 2) for some i, E; C E(G7) C E(G,). Thus, 7 € T;. So the claim holds. The
result follows from union bound. O
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6.2 Proof of Proposition 2

Let i be the smallest element in /7. We use shorthand notation e;(v) and €’(v) to
denote edges {(m,i),v} and {(m’,i),v}, respectively, whenever these are defined. Let
V7 = V7 \ {(m,i), (m’,i)}.

As (m’,i) has an edge for any evenly partitioned graph G € GZ,,, there must exist
(M, 7) with j > i and M € {m,m’} such that (m/,) is adjacent to (M, ). So, we define
the following collection of edge sets of size one.

& ={BE, =¢\(v):veV7}.
From the above discussion, it is clear that this covers all evenly partitioned graphs. Now,

using the fact that 7 is e-AXU, we have Pr(E(y ;) = Pr(r(i) © 7(j) = m'[i] ® M[j]) <€
(since j # 4). So, using the covering bound lemma (Lemma 3) we have

Prr(7 is cross-canceling with respect to (m,m’)) < Z Pr(E,) < (I+1)e.
UEVfé

As I’ </, we have 6({) < 2fe. This completes the proof. O

6.3 Resuming the Proof of Theorem 1

Here, we first assume that |[I7| > 2, and we denote the first, second and third smallest
elements of I7 as iy, iy and is, respectively. For 1 < j < 3, Vf = V7 \ {(m,i;), (m,i;)},
and we use shorthand notation e;(v) and €’;(v) to denote edges {(m, i;), v} and {(m’,i;), v},
respectively, whenever these are edges over V (they may not be edge as some of the vertices
may not be present in V).

In the previous proof for AXU masking function, edge sets are singleton and hence
the probability for any such edge set can be at best O(1/2") (as we deal with a single
equation). Now, we are considering doubleton edge sets, hoping that probability to realize
any edge set is about O(1/22") (as we assume stronger masking function), to achieve
better security. Consider the following collections of doubleton edge sets:

1. & = {{e|(M,is),e4(v)} : v € VI, M € {m,m’'}},

2. 52 = {{6/1(M1aj1)76,2(M27j2)} : (Mlz.jl) € Vfé ﬁV;ﬁ, (MQa.jQ) S VQ;&}

We claim that the collection &£ := & U &, is a covering collection of edges. Fix any evenly
partitioned graph G over V7. The vertex (m/,4;) should be adjacent to some other vertex.

CASE 1: Suppose, (m/,41) is adjacent to (M, iz) then the vertex (m/,i3) should be adjacent
to (M, j) for some j # i3. So, we can use an appropriate edge set from &;.

CASE 2: Suppose, (m’,i1) is adjacent to (M, j) for some M € {m,m'} and j > i3. Then,
(m/,i2) should be adjacent to (M, j) for some j # is. So, we can use an appropriate
collection from &s.

Thus, £ is indeed a covering collection of edges. Now, we fix any edge set F :=
{E/I(Ml,ig),eg(Mg,j)} S 51 wherej 7é ig. Then, for c1 = m'[il] D Ml[lg] and Cy =
m'[i3] & Ma[j], we have

Pr(E) = Pr(1(iy) © T(i2) = c1,7(i3) @ 7(j) = c2) < €,

where the inequality follows from the definition of e-2AXU. Similarly, for any edge set E €
&, one can show that Pr(E) < 2. Note that |€1| < 2(1+1') and |Ea| < (I+1'—2)- (141" —4).
So, |€] < (I+1")? < 4¢%. By using the covering bound Lemma (Lemma 3), we have

Pr. (7 is cross-canceling with respect to (m,m’)) < Z Pr(E) < 40%%.
Ec€
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Now, the only remaining case is [I7| = 2 (|I7| cannot be 1 as this would contradict the
existence of evenly partitioned graph). In this case, we have only two possibilities of evenly
partitioned graphs, each occurring with at most e probability (using e-2AXU). So, we have

Pr, (T is cross-canceling with respect to (m,m’)) < 2e.

The result follows by combining the two cases for [I7]. O

7 PMAC2: A Simple Variant of PMAC1

m[1] m[2] m[l — 1] mll]
0 N all ~ ol=2L -
| L % L % =21 e%

3

‘ 7r ’ ‘ 7r ’ . T‘—

— <«

]

O —
@

o —>9
@
Pa S

Figure 7.1: PMAC2: A message m is padded with 10* to get m[1]||m[2]]|...m][l] where each m][i]
is an n-bit string. L is obtained as w(0) where m <—s Perm. Here « is a primitive element of the
field GF(2").

Now we propose a simple variant of PMAC1 which we call PMAC2 (see Fig. 7.1). Given
any message m’ € {0,1}* we append a bit 1 followed by a smallest sequence of zeros so that
the padded message has size multiple of n. Let m := (m[1],...,m[l]) € B! be a padded
message. As it is an injective padding, we define the construction after the padding. Let m
and 7’ be two independent random permutations (for a real construction we use a block
cipher instantiated by two independent keys). We compute the final output of PMAC2(m)
as follows:

PMAC2; 1 (m)

1: Imput: m =m[l]||...||m[]
2: L+« m(0)

3: fori=1tol—1, do z[i] < m[i]®a'" ' L
-1

40 He - mll]o @'~ 'n(ali])
i=1

5: return w' (Hz)

Theorem 2. (Main Theorem: Bound for Hash Collision Probability of PMAC2)

¢ +o
on

collg(gq,t,0) = +u

L gfe<on/4
h < 271(2 ? =
wereu_{gm ian/4<£§2n72.

on
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We prove this theorem in the next subsection. The PRF-advantage of our construction
will follow from hash-then-prp result:

q2

AdvEacy(4,£.0) < collir(q.6,0) + 5o

Remark 4. The original proof for PMAC works perfectly in the case of PMAC2 and hence
the security of PMAC2 is also bounded by the security bound of PMAC. Our result gives a
different bound of PMAC2 which essentially gives tighter bounds in the cases of £ < 27/4
and ¢ > 2"/ such that ¢ < ¢. In all other cases we can take the usual bound for PMAC.
To be precise, we can always choose the minimum between the usual bound for PMAC and
the bound obtained here.

7.1 Proof of Theorem 2

Let m? = (ma,...,my) be a g-tuple of distinct messages. Let £; = ||m;]|, £ := max; ¢;
and o := ), ¢;. For simplicity we will write H(m) instead of Hyx(m) for any message
m. We want to bound coll(m?) := Prg sperm[3¢ # j, H(m;) = H(m;)]. Note that we
use the masking function 77, (i) := o'~! - L where L = w(0). For every i # j, we have
already defined a graph G, (m;,m;) (defined previously as G-, for any block function 7
and a pair of distinct messages m, m’). Note that, we explicitly associated the graph G,
with the corresponding message pair (m;,m;) as we are dealing with multiple message
pairs. We will drop this parametrization whenever the message pair is known from the
context. Here, for simplicity, we will denote any vertex by (k, a) instead of (my,a). G, is
essentially a disjoint union of cliques. For any clique C in G, we define

,BC = @ O/kflfa

(k,a)eC

Definition 9. A masking function 77, (or simply L) is cross linear canceling for some
i # j, if Bc = 0 for every clique C in G (m;, m;). We define

0'(m9) := Prp[3i # j, 71 is cross linear cancelling for i, j].

AvVOIDING ZERO INPUT. We first avoid zero block as an input of 7 since it already appears
to define our masking key L. We define the following event:

badg : Ji,a, x;[a] =0

Clearly, Prlbadg] < o as for every (i,a), Pr(z;[a] = 0) =1/2".

It is easy to see that if L is cross linear canceling for 4, j, then H(m;) = H(m;).
Therefore, a similar statement like Lemma 1 holds:

Lemma 4.
¢ 4

3\ < @' (m4 -t _
coll(m)fﬂ(m)+2(2n_2€)+2n

Proof. Let H(m;) = H(m;) for some i < j € [g]. Then one of the following three events
must happen:

. bado
o A(i,j) : T is cross linear canceling for 4,5 A H(m;) = H(m;)

e B(i,j): 71, is not cross linear canceling for 4,5, A H(m;) = H(m;) A —badg
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Therefore,

coll(m?) < Pr[U;<;A(%, 5)] + Pr[Ui<; B(4, j)] + Pr[bady]
< 0/(m) + PriUic; B )] + 2 "

since Pr{U;<;A(i, j)] < #'(m?) and Pr[badg] < 5.

Let us now consider the event B(4,5). That 71 is not cross linear canceling for 4, j
implies that there exists a component C in the graph G, (m;, m;) such that B¢, # 0. For
any component C of the graph, we get a unique value, say z(C) such that zx(a) = z(C)
for any (k,a) € C. Note that for any two distinct components C' and C’, z(C) # z(C").
Thus

H(m;) = H(m;) <= Bo, w(z(Ch)) = @ Be - m(x(C)) & mlli] & mt;].
C#Cy

With the assumption —badg, we can bound the probability of B(i, j) using the randomness
of w(xz(C1)) (since B¢, # 0) after we sample w-values for all other components in a without
replacement manner. Since the maximum number of components in G, (m;, m;) is ¢; +¢;,
we get

PrB(i, )] < — 1

< 14
S0 22 (14)

Therefore, applying union bound on U;«;B(%, j) we get the required bound for coll(m?)

directly from Eq. (13). O

Now, it suffices to bound €’ (m?). For the time being we assume that ¢; = ¢ for all 3.
Later we will relax the assumption and complete our proof.

Lemma 5.
min{ql?,2¢*¢}
2n+1

0'(m?) <
Proof. For any i < j, we let a; ; := min I7(m;, m;). Consider the following two events:
e bad; : 3i € [¢],3b,c € [¢ — 1],b < ¢, such that z;[b] = z;][c]
o bady:3i < j€[q],3be [—1],b+# a;;, such that (x;[a; ;] = ;[b])V (zia; ;] = x:[b])

(, a%_&,‘c) (i,ai,;)

. / o« .- (ivai,j)(ivb) (iac)

N CleNDS.

Figure 7.2: One of these is a necessary subgraph of a cross linear canceling graph for two messages
with same block-lengths. A red or (solid) black line between two nodes signifies equality between
them. Red is used when two blocks with different positions collide. Black is used when two blocks
with same position collide.

Using randomness of L, we can easily bound the probability of the above two bad events.
q?
2n+1
2¢%¢
2n+1

Prlbad;] <

(15)
Prlbads] <
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We claim that if L is cross linear canceling for some message pair (m;, m;), then both bad
events bad; and bads hold. We first note that 2 — 1 > £ > 1. Now consider the clique C
of G, (m;,m;) that contains (4, a; ;). From the definition of Sc and the assumption that
¢; = {;, we note that B¢ can be zero only if C' contains at least three vertices. Figure 7.2
illustrates all possible types of sub-clique of C, containing exactly three vertices, one of
which is (¢,a, ;). It is obvious to see that at least two of the vertices must appear in the
same query, whence we establish that bad; holds. Further, Figure 7.2 shows all possible
way in which z; [am-] is connected to some vertex, which establishes that bad, must hold.
This validates our claim. The proof follows from Eq. (15). O

HANDLING DIFFERENT LENGTH QUERIES:

Claim 3. If two messages m; and m; are of different length then T is not cross linear
canceling for i, j.

To show this, suppose 7 is cross linear canceling for i, 7. Without any loss of generality
assume ||m;|| > ||m;||. Then each Sc must be 0. Thus the sum over all o where C' is a
clique in G, must also be 0. Note that

llm || -1

@502 P o

i=llmy |
which can never be 0 since « is a primitive element of GF(2").

Now, we group together all the messages with same block-lengths. Precisely, for any
[ € [¢], we define the following notations:

Si={i€lq:Imill =1} 5= 18];

Note that Y, s, =¢,>,; sil = 0.

Sr .

Moreover, for any I € [¢], we define m”' := (m;,,...,m; ) where {i1,... 45} denotes

the set 5] in ascending order. Therefore,
0'(m®) = Pr[3i # j € S) s.t. L is cross linear cancelling for 4, j].
Using Claim 3 and Lemma 5 we have

in{s;12,2s%l
0’ (m?) <Z€ Sy < —Z,ul where 1 —W. (16)
1

In the remainder, we derive upper bounds on u depending upon the range of ¢ values.
First, consider ¢ < 27/4. In this case, we have p; < 57z which implies

q
H = on/2°

(17)

Now, consider £ > 2"/4. Using the fact that for positive reals a and b, vab > min{a, b},
we have

BOMEDY VA

0.1.5

< — 1
<7 (18)

where the second inequality follows from the fact that ¥;a] < (X;a;)" for positive a; and
r > 1, and ¥;s;l = 0. Theorem 2 can be proved by plugging in the suitable values of p
from the above equations in Lemma 4, assuming ¢ < 2"~2
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8 Conclusion and Future Works

In this paper, we revisited some difficulties in designing a PMAC variant that has length-
independent security bound O(q?/2") up to £ < 2"/2. Particularly, we took a closer look
at a recent PMAC variant by Naito [Nail9] that claims to have length-independent security
bound. We showed that the security proof of this construction has a non-trivial gap which
is not easy to fix. Indeed, we pose it as an open problem to prove or disprove the ¢-free
security bound of O(q?/2") for Naito’s construction. Apparently, this problem could be as
hard as a similar problem posed in context of PMAC1 [Rog04]. On a positive note, we show
that 2AXU (see section 5) masking function is sufficient to achieve length-independent
security up to £ < 2"/2. This is a relaxation from the 4-wise independence condition used
in [GPR16]. Finally, we proposed a simple variant of PMAC1, called PMAC2, that achieves
{-free security up to £ < 2n/4 For the range o/ << 2"=2 PMAC2 still achieves ¢-free
security while o < 227/3,
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