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Anonymity-Based Authenticated Key Agreement
with Full Binding Property

Jung Yeon Hwang, Sungwook Eom, Ku-Young Chang, Pil Joong Lee, and DaeHun Nyang

Abstract: In this paper, we consider some aspects of binding prop-
erties that bind an anonymous user with messages. According to
whether all the messages or some part of the messages are bound
with an anonymous user, the protocol is said to satisfy the full bind-
ing property or the partial binding property, respectively. We pro-
pose methods to combine binding properties and anonymity-based
authenticated key agreement protocols. Our protocol with the full
binding property guarantees that while no participant’s identity is
revealed, a participant completes a key agreement protocol con-
firming that all the received messages came from the other partici-
pant. Our main idea is to use an anonymous signature scheme with
a signer-controlled yet partially enforced linkability. Our protocols
can be modified to provide additional properties, such as revocable
anonymity. We formally prove that the constructed protocols are
secure.

Index Terms: Anonymity, authentication, full bindingproperty, key
agreement, session hijacking, session turnover.

I. INTRODUCTION

PRIVACY enhancing technologies such as group signature
schemes and direct anonymous attestation (DAA) are play-

ing an important role in the anonymous service structure; how-
ever, considering that today’s web-oriented service structures re-
quire confidential sessions to facilitate the communication, it is
sufficient to rely soley on anonymous signatures. Therefore, it is
necessary to have an anonymity-based key agreement protocol
using those primitives.
An effective way to achieve a secure session establishment

is to use a key agreement (KA) protocol with an identity. A
protocol achieving key agreement and authentication is called
an authenticated key agreement (AKA) protocol and it can be
used to establish a secure session [1], [2]. In practice, Kerberos
[3], secure socket layer (SSL) [4], and X.509—an authentica-
tion framework [5]—have been used for user identification and
key agreement. An agreed key via AKA is used not only for
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confidentiality and message integrity, but also for binding com-
munication messages with the identity.
Recently, Walker et al. have proposed an anonymous au-

thenticated key exchange protocol with DAA [6] called DAA-
SIGMA. They showed a formal security proof using the Canetti-
Krawcyzk model, and the protocol can be used as a way to es-
tablish an anonymous confidential session. Also, by applying a
group signature instead of a normal signature to an AKA proto-
col, one can easily obtain an anonymousAKA protocol. Though
DAA-SIGMA and group signature-based AKA protocols are
enough when a verifier does not mind each individual user’s be-
havior, but it is interested only in the group behavior. It is also
desirable if the verifier is able to be sure that a user who has
been authenticated is the same user who has just sent a message
during the established session. In that sense, DAA-SIGMA and
group signature-based AKA protocols are not strong enough.
Assume, as is the case with AKA, that an anonymous authen-

tication protocol is dependent upon a session key established
during the authentication for binding each message with a user.
Then a user may transfer his/her session key to another user,
but the verifier cannot recognize it. Consequently, a user is able
to turn over its session to another user while the verifier is not
aware. For example, while a user wants to remain anonymous
after authentication, he/she might also want the verifier to main-
tain his/her rewarding points. However, the misbinding might
disturb the verifier’s record of rewarding points, or a verifier
might want to record an individual user’s misbehavior while
not knowing the user’s identity sothat a verifier could block the
misbehaving user later. Thus, the misbinding might cause some
confusion in the verifier’s record of misbehaviors. The reward-
ing/penalty system needs to singulate an anonymous user while
not being aware of the user’s identity. Unlike with anonymous
AKA, session turnover may not be critical in AKA, by using a
normal signature scheme, an individual user is clearly known to
a verifier, thus, he/she does not have much motivation to turn
over the session by transferring the session key. On the other
hand, in an anonymous authenticated key agreement protocol,
anonymous users cannot be singulated among group members,
thus an anonymous user is likely to abuse the misbinding when
it is possible.
Singulating a user correctly is important not only to prevent a

session turnover but also to prevent a session hijacking caused
from a stolen session key. Assume that a user was watching a
video content from a server anonymously, and changed his de-
vice to continue to watch the video at home on a large screen.
While changing the devices, his session key was stolen. Then,
neither a server nor a user could recognize this session hijack-
ing. This type of hijacking from a stolen session key is always
possible considering that a session key resides in RAM that is
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not secure at all, while a long-term key is stored in a secured
area such as a tamper-proof-module.
For example, we can imagine an anonymous content stream-

ing service that allows device roaming. In the service, digital
contents such as video and music are provided anonymously.
The service provider does not want subscribers to share their
services with non-subscribers by any means such as session
turnover or session hijacking. It does want to singulate a sub-
scriber anonymously to manage his/her service history. Mean-
while, a subscriber of the service wants to get the streaming ser-
vice on any of his/her devices, which requires a device roaming
capability while blocking session hijacking. Our anonymous au-
thenticated key agreement (AAKA) protocol fits quite well into
these purposes.
In this paper, we consider aspects of binding properties that

bind an anonymous user with messages. According to whether
all the messages or some part of the messages are bound with
an anonymous user, the protocol is said to satisfy the full bind-
ing property or the partial binding property, respectively. We
propose methods to combine binding properties and anonymity-
based authenticated key agreement protocols. Our full binding
property protocol guarantees that while no participant’s iden-
tity is revealed, a participant completes a key agreement pro-
tocol confirming that all the received messages came from the
other participant. Our main idea is to use an anonymous signa-
ture scheme with a signer-controlled yet partially enforced link-
ability. We formally prove that the constructed protocols are se-
cure. Because dependency on a session key has been eliminated,
our protocols can resolve the session turnover and the session
hijacking effectively.
Finally, we present AAKA protocols with a relaxed binding

property. Here not all of the outgoing messages-but only the
messages that might be necessary for singulation of the anony-
mous user later-are anonymously signed with DAA. These pro-
tocols are advantageous in terms of computational overhead be-
cause some messages can be authenticated by message authen-
tication code (MAC), which may be more efficiently computed
than DAA. Our protocols can be modified to achieve additional
properties such as revocable anonymity or unilateral anonymity.

Related works. In order to deal with anonymity-based authen-
tication, various anonymous digital signature schemes such as
group signatures [7], DAA [8], and anonymous credentials [9]
have been proposed. These schemes mainly focus on how to
control two basic privacy properties, unlinkability on signatures
and anonymity on signer identity.
The notion of a group signature was first introduced in [7]. It

allows a member of a group to sign a message anonymously on
behalf of the group without revealing a user’s identity to unau-
thorized entities. However, it provides revocable anonymity, that
is, a signer can be identified by a trusted opener. Formal defini-
tions and security properties for a group signature are well pre-
sented for both of static and dynamic groups [10], [11]. A num-
ber of group signature schemes have been constructed from var-
ious mathematical assumptions [12], [8], [13]. Recently, Hwang
et al. proposed a short group signature scheme that provides the
revocable anonymity and controllable linkability for dynamic
membership. Controllable linkability enables an entity that pos-

sesses a special linking key to check whether two signatures are
generated by the same signer or not [14]. Direct anonymous at-
testation (DAA) was first introduced in order to provide the re-
mote anonymous authentication of a trusted platform module
(TPM) [8]. In a DAA scheme, no trusted opener exists, and
thus any signer’s identity is not revealed from a DAA signature.
Since the initial construction of DAA in [8], many improvement
methods have been proposed in the aspect of privacy and per-
formance [15]. Recently several groups of researchers have con-
structed pairing-basedDAA schemes to achieve better efficiency
such as a reduction of TPM resources or an increase in flexibil-
ity with asymmetric pairings [16]–[18]. Since the two-party key
agreement protocol proposed by Diffie and Hellman [19], many
AKA protocols combined with various authentication have been
suggested. However, in contrast to ordinary AKA protocols in
which participants can be identified [20], [21], AAKA protocols
have not been well studied formally, and only a few of secure
AAKA protocols have been constructed. Leung et al. introduced
an anonymous AKA protocol using DAA without considering
a binding property [22]. Cesena et al. proposed an anonymous
AKA protocol to protect sharing credentials [23]. Chen et al.
proposed an AAKA protocol for mobile embedded devices [24].
Walker and Li proposed a formal security model for an anony-
mous AKA protocol to treat the security against so-called mis-
binding attacks [6].

Organization. The rest of this paper is organized as follows:
In Section II, we review some preliminaries for our construc-
tion; in Section III, we present a security model for an AAKA
protocol and binding properties; in Section IV, we propose vari-
ous AAKA protocols with the binding properties and prove their
security; and finally, we conclude in Section V.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Computational Assumptions

Let G be a cyclic group of order q and g a random generator
of G where q is a large prime number.

Decisional Diffie-Hellman (DDH) Problem. A DDH algo-
rithm A for G is a probabilistic polynomial time (PPT) algo-
rithm satisfying, for some fixed α > 0 and sufficiently large
n :

∣∣Pr [A(p, g, ga, gb, gab) = 1
]
− Pr

[
A(p, g, ga, gb, gc) =

1
]∣∣ > 1/nα, where a, b, and c are selected from Z∗

q uniformly
at random. We say that G satisfies the DDH assumption if there
is no DDH algorithm for G.

B. Cryptographic Primitives

Message authentication code (MAC).AnMAC consists of two
algorithms: MAC-Gen and MAC-Vrfy. The algorithms are as-
sociated to key space K, which is typically defined by {0, 1}κ.
MAC-Gen takes as input a message m and a key s ∈ K to
generate a MAC-tag tag. MAC-Vrfy takes as input a mes-
sage m, a MAC-tag tag and a key s, and verifies the MAC-
tag. We say that a MAC scheme is (t, ε)-secure if, for any
PPT adversary A running in time at most t, we have Pr

[
s ←

K; 〈M,tag〉 ← AMACs(·) : MAC-Vrfy(M,tag) = 1,M /∈
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M
]
≤ ε, whereM is the set of messages that A submitted to

its oracleMACs(·).

Pseudorandom function. Let F : {0, 1}∗× {0, 1}∗ → {0, 1}∗

be an efficient, length-preserving, keyed function. We say that
F is a pseudorandom function if for all PPT distinguishers
D, there exists fixed α > 0 for sufficiently large n such that:∣∣Pr [DFk(·)(1n) = 1

]
− Pr

[
Df(·)(1n) = 1

]∣∣ ≤ 1/nα, where
k ∈ {0, 1}n is chosen uniformly at random and f is chosen uni-
formly at random from the set of functionsmappingn-bit strings
to n-bit strings.

C. DAA Review

In this section we review a DAA scheme [8] that is used as
the main building block for constructing our AAKA protocols
with the full binding property.
In general, a DAA scheme has three types of players, i.e., an

issuer I, a signer Si
1, and a verifier Vj . Assume that I is a

trusted third party who honestly issues a key. A DAA scheme
consists of the following polynomial-time algorithms or an in-
teractive protocol:
• Setup: It takes as input a security parameter 1λ and then out-
puts a pair (gpk,mik), where mik is the master issuing key
secretly managed by the Issuer I and gpk is the group public
key including the global public parameters. We assume that
anyone can access gpk.

• Join: It is an interactive protocol run between a player Si

who wants to join a group and the issuer I. For the joining
process, Si generates its own secret key uski in advance.
After the completion of the protocol, Si obtains a full DAA
signing key ski = (uski,crei) where crei is a member-
ship credential issued by I. The value of uski (and so ski)
is unknown to the issuer.

• Sign: It takes as inputgpk, ski = (uski,crei), a basename
bsn, and a messagem, and then outputs a signature σ onm.
The basename bsn can be either an arbitrary string, such as
the name of a verifier or a special symbol ⊥ to represent a
randomly selected string. It can be used for controlling the
linkability between signatures.

• Vrfy: It takes as input gpk, bsn,m, and σ, and then outputs
0 (‘invalid’) or 1 (‘valid’).

• Link: It takes as input gpk, (m0, σ0), (m1, σ1), and bsn,
and then outputs 0 (‘unlinked’) or 1 (‘linked’).

We say that a DAA scheme is secure if the following prop-
erties hold (for the concrete formal definition of the security of
DAA, refer to [8], [16], [6], [25]):
• Correctness. A signature generated with a valid signing key
should be verified correctly. In addition, two signatures gen-
erated with a valid signing key and a same non-empty base-
name should be linked.

• Anonymity. It must be hard for an adversary to learn the
identity of a signer of a signature.

• Unforgeability. It must be hard for an adversary to generate
a signature if he/she does not hold a valid (or non-revoked)

1Actually a DAA signer should be defined by the combination of TPMMi

and a host Hi because Mi and Hi form a platform in the trusted computing
environment and share the role of a DAA signer Si. For simplicity, the DAA
signer is treated as a single entity in the paper.

signing key.
• User-controlled linkability. Signatures created by the same
set of sk = (usk,cre) and bsn must be linked. However,
signatures cannot be linked if they are created using different
basenames (or if bsn = ⊥). This property guarantees that
no adversary can output two unlinkable signatures generated
by a same secret key and a same basename.

• Non-frameability. It is required that no adversary can frame
an honest user, that is, claim that the user has generated a
DAA signature on a message if he/she has not done so [25].
For non-frameability, the following two properties must be
satisfied: (1) It is hard for an adversary (even one who can
access mik) to create a signature maliciously traced to an
honest user’s secret key; and (2) It is hard for an adversary
to create two different yet linkable signatures using two dif-
ferent user secret keys and a single basename. This property
means that the adversary cannot frame an honest user via the
Link algorithm. For this property, we consider a powerful at-
tack such that the adversary can control over all users and the
issuer.

As mentioned in the introduction, DAA signature schemes
have been constructed using various mathematical assumptions.

III. SECURITY MODEL

In this section we present a formal security model for a two-
party AAKA protocol by modifying the security model of [20],
[21], [6]. In particular, this model captures the notion of a bind-
ing property to guarantee that a participant has only one anony-
mous partner in a run of a two-party AAKA protocol.

A. Security Model for a Two-Party AAKA Protocol

Participants and initialization. Let α be a polynomial on a se-
curity parameter and U = {U1, · · ·, Uα} denote a set of players
for an AAKA protocol. A pair of users in U is able to invoke the
AAKA protocol to share a session key. They can run the proto-
col concurrently. We assume that there exists a trusted authority,
Issuer, denoted by I, who is responsible for issuing a secret key
to a user. The issuer is not included in U .
During the initialization phase, a key generation process is ex-

ecuted to generate a group public key gpk and its corresponding
secret master issuing key, mik. Assume that the group public
key can be accessed publicly by all users and also by an adver-
sary. The group public key is not bound to a specific user but
to the whole set U . In addition, a join process is executed be-
tween a joining user Ui and I, in order to generate a long-term
secret key skUi

for the user. Each Ui generates a user private
key, uskUi

and uses it during the join process while keeping it
private to I. For example, skUi

can be a secret key for DAA,
which consists of uski and crei. Assume that complete tran-
scripts from each execution of the joining process can identity a
user uniquely. Thus, it is assumed that each uskUi

can be used
only for the single user, Ui, not other users. In the initialization
phase, all parameters and keys are honestly generated and no
users are not corrupted.

Session IDs, partner IDs, and related notions. To model the
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multiple executions of user U ∈ U , we make use of instances.
More concretely, instance i of user U is denoted by Πi

U , and the
index i increases sequentially according to the number of exe-
cutions of U [20], [21]. Πi

U runs the protocol with an instance
of different participants.
A session identity (ID) of instance Πi

U (denoted by sid
i
U ) is

defined as the set of the common transcripts generated by the
instance and its partner instance executing the protocol. Note
that the identity of a user is concealed during the execution of
the protocol with anonymity-based authentication. Accordingly,
a partner ID is not defined explicitly when a user U (or instance
Πi

U ) first initiates the protocol. Instead, the partner ID for in-
stance Πi

U can be defined with temporal pseudo-identities of
anonymous players (including U itself) who take part in a run
of the protocol to establish a session key. We simply view the
partner ID as the session ID. However, to clarify the description
of the model, we define pidiU as the set of the identities of the
real players taking part in the protocol.
We say that an instance Πi

U accepts when it computes a
session key skeyiU . To show the acceptance status, we use a
Boolean parameter, acciU . That is, acciU = 1means thatΠi

U ac-
cepts, and otherwise, it does not accept. If an instance computes
a session key skeyiU , we assume that it outputs (sid

i
U , skey

i
U ).

Finally, we say that a pair of instances Πi
U and Π

j
V (with U 	=

V ) are (anonymously) partnered if and only if (1) sidiU = sidjV
and (2) they have both accepted.

Adversarial model. Behaviors of an adversary are modeled
through the following oracle queries and the corresponding re-
sponses:
• Execute(U, i, V, j). The oracle executes the protocol be-
tween instancesΠi

U andΠ
j
V and outputs the a collection of all

transcripts generated from the honest execution of the AAKA
protocol.

• Send(U, i,M). The oracle sends messageM to instanceΠi
U

and outputs the response generated by this instance according
to the protocol.

• Corrupt(U). The oracle outputs the long-term secret key
skU of user U .

• Reveal(U, i). The oracle outputs session key skiU for a ter-
minated instanceΠi

U . This query models the leakage of a ses-
sion key via break-ins, side-channel attacks, etc.

• Test(U, i). This oracle query is allowed only when Πi
U has

accepted. The oracle picks a bit b ∈ {0, 1} uniformly at ran-
dom. If b = 0, it outputs a random session key, and otherwise,
i.e., if b = 1, it outputs the session key skiU computed byΠi

U .
The oracle query can be issued only once.

Correctness. We say that an AAKA protocol is correct if the
following conditions hold: For each pair of users (U, V ) and
positive integers i, j, if sidiU = sidjV and pid

i
U = pidjV , then

acciU = accjV = 1 and skeyiU = skeyjV 	= NULL.

AKA security. Let π be an AKA protocol and A an adversary
attacking π. We say that user U is corrupted if a Corrupt(U)
query has been issued. A session is corrupted if there exists
an anonymous player U who is corrupted while there is an in-

stance Πi
U ′ who has not terminated. We say that instance Πi

U

is fresh if (1) the adversary has never queried Reveal(U ′, j)

for any instance Πj
U ′ , and (2) the session sid is not corrupted.

The adversary succeeds if it queries the Test oracle regarding
a fresh instance, and correctly guesses the value of the bit b
used by the Test oracle. We denote this event by Succ and de-
fine the advantage of adversary A attacking protocol π to be
AdvAKAA,π =| Pr[Succ] − 1/2 |. We say that π is AKA-secure if,
for any PPT adversaryA, the advantage AdvAKAA,π is negligible.

Anonymity. Let (U, V ) be a pair of two players to execute a
two-party KA protocol, π. Note that the roles of the players may
differ according to whether they are initiating the protocol or
not. To capture the notion of each player’s anonymity more pre-
cisely, we define two unilateral anonymities for U and V . For
distinction, they are called L (left-hand side)-anonymity and R
(right-hand side)-anonymity games, respectively. The games are
played between a challenger C and an adversaryA attacking the
protocol.
The games consist of the following four phases.

• QUERY I. First, A issues Send, Corrupt, and Reveal
queries adaptively.

• FIND. A chooses users Û0, Û1, and V from U in the L-
anonymity game (resp. U and V̂0, V̂1 in the R-anonymity
game). A bit b is chosen uniformly at random. The two-party
KA protocol π is run using (Ûb, V ) (resp. (U , V̂b) as a pair
of two players. A set of all transcripts generated from the
protocol is given to adversaryA.

• GUESS. A outputs a guessed bit, b′.

Assume that no corrupt query has been made on the target
player, i.e., either Û0 or Û1 (resp. either V̂0 or V̂1). We say
that the adversary wins the game if b = b′. We denote by
CGusL (resp. CGusR) the event that the adversary correctly
guesses the bit in the L-anonymity game (resp. R-anonymity
game). The advantage of A attacking π in the L-anonymity
game (resp. R-anonymity game) is defined by AdvL-AnonA,π =|

Pr[CGusL] − 1/2 | (resp. AdvR-AnonA,π =| Pr[CGusR] − 1/2 |).
We say that π is L-anonymous (resp. R-anonymous) if, for any
PPT adversaryA, AdvL-AnonA,π (resp. AdvR-AnonA,π ) is negligible.
We say that a KA protocol π is (fully or bilaterally) anony-

mous if, for any PPT adversary A, both advantages, i.e.,
AdvL-AnonA,π and AdvR-AnonA,π , are negligible.
We say that π is a secure AAKA protocol if π is AKA-secure
and anonymous.

Binding property. Let (U, V ) be a pair of two different players
for a two-party KA protocol, π. Assume that two instances Πi

U

and Πj
V are anonymously partnered in a session after perform-

ing π. Assume that the corresponding session identities, sidiU
and sidjV are defined from partnering. By definition, we have
sidiU = sidjV . Let T

j
V denote a collection of all transcripts that

Πj
V transmitted for the session. If it is guaranteed that sid

j
V \T

j
V ,

i.e., the remaining transcripts except T j
V are generated byΠi

U us-
ing its secret key, skU then we can say that a unilateral binding
property (BP) holds for Πi

U . Similarly, we can define another
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unilateral BP for Πj
V .

To capture the notion of a binding property2 for each player
more precisely, we define two unilateral BP games for Πj

V and
Πi

U , respectively. For distinction, they are called L(left-hand
side)-BP and R(right-hand side)-BP games, respectively. The
games are played between a challenger C and an adversary A
attacking the protocol. In the game, A is given all secret keys
and outputs a pair of instances Πi

U and Π
j
V (with U 	= V ) and

sidiU = sidjV . The adversary succeeds in the L-BP game (resp.
R-BP game) if the following conditions hold. (1) Πi

U and Π
j
V

are anonymously partnered for a session; and (2) Some of sidjV \
T j
V have not been generated by Π

i
U using skU (resp. some of

sidiU \ T i
U have not been generated by Π

j
V using skV ).

If the binding properties hold for both of the instances then
we say that π achieves the (bilateral) full BP. Intuitively, the full
BP guarantees that a party must have only one partnered party
of an anonymous session.
As noted in [26], the above notion can be relaxed to cap-

ture a partial BP (pBP) to guarantee that some part of the mes-
sages in a session are generated using a long-term key skU ,
and the other parts are generated with a short-term key. In a
session, players compute a private short-term key (for exam-
ple, Diffie-Hellman key) from public transcripts (for example,
Diffie-Hellman ephemeral public keys). The short-term key is
valid only during the session, and it is independent across ses-
sions. Owing to the key, a communicating player can bind all
the messages that belong to the session. In terms of security, the
partial binding is guaranteed in the sense that an attacker can-
not hijack the session without knowing the short-term key, but a
player can turn his/her session over to another player.
Similar to the (bilateral) full BP, we consider two unilateral

games for Πj
V and Πi

U , respectively. For distinction, they are
called L(left-hand side)-pBP and R(right-hand side)-pBP, re-
spectively. The games are played between a challenger C and
an adversaryA attacking π.
The games consist of the following phases.

• QUERY. According to a strategy, A issues Send, Corrupt,
and Reveal queries, adaptively.

• FIND. A outputs a pair of instances Πi
U and Πj

V (with
U 	= V ) and sidiU = sidjV .

The adversary succeeds in theL-pBP game (resp. R-pBP game)
if the following conditions hold: (1) Πi

U and Πj
V are anony-

mously partnered for a session; (2) A has not made any corrupt
query on U (and resp. V ); and (3) Some of sidjV \T

j
V have been

generated byΠi
U using skU (resp. some of sidiU \T i

U have been
generated by Πj

V using skV ).
If the L-pBP andR-pBP hold then we say that π achieves the

(bilateral) pBP.

IV. OUR AAKA PROTOCOLS

In this section, we propose two-party AAKA protocols with
the full binding property. The main idea to achieve our goal is to
use a DAA scheme. Basically anonymous authentication can be

2This binding property prevents so-called misbinding attacks in [6].

provided under the anonymity of the underlying DAA scheme.
Furthermore, because of the user-controlled linkability of DAA,
we can build a proper structure to achieve the full binding prop-
erty while preserving anonymity for participants.
Assume that a DAA scheme, DAA = (Setup, Join,Sign,

Vrfy, Link) is given. Before running the proposed protocols,
Setup is performed to generate a group public key, gpk and
a secret master issuing key, mik. Each user U performs Join
with the Issuer who can access mik, to obtain a signing key,
skU = (uskU ,creU ) for DAA. Here creU is a membership
credential and uskU is a secret key that is generated by the user
and is unrevealed to Issuer. Assume that uskU is generated to
be a value of which randomness is contributed by both a user
and Issuer. It can be easily done by using known secure multi-
party computation methods. This feature is necessary to achieve
the full binding property in our protocols.
The proposed protocols make use of a message authentication

code MAC, a pseudorandom function PRF, and a cryptographic
hash function H : {0, 1}∗ → {0, 1}�. Let G be a cyclic group
of order q and g a random generator of G, where q is a large
prime number. The collection of public public parameters is set
to be ((G, g, q),gpk, H, PRF).

A. Three-Pass AAKA Protocol I

The basic structure of this protocol is similar to the KA pro-
tocol [27] that runs in three rounds. However, our protocol per-
forms a mutual anonymity-based authentication process. For ex-
plicit key confirmation, our protocol uses a DAA signature. See
Fig. 1. For convenience, we call the proposed AAKA protocol
3AKA-FB.

Theorem 1 The proposed protocol is a secure AAKA protocol
that achieves the full binding property if the underlying DAA
signature scheme is secure.

Proof. In order to prove the theorem, we should show that the
protocol achieves three security properties defined in Section III:
the AKA security, the anonymity, and the full binding property.
The proof of the theorem can be completed from the following
lemmas.

Lemma 1 The proposed protocol achieves the AKA security if
the DDH assumption inG holds and the underlying DAA signa-
ture scheme is secure.

Proof. Let A be an adversary attacking the proposed AAKA
protocol. Assume that the adversary makes at most qex and qs
calls to the Execute and the Send oracles. We consider two in-
dependent events, Forge and Repeat that are mainly related
to the advantage of the adversary. Let Forge be the event that
A generates a forged DAA signature for user U before making
a query of the form Corrupt(U) to obtain a secret DAA key of
U . More precisely, Forge is the event that A makes a query
of the form Send(V, j, [X,SignU ]), Send(V, j, [Sign′

U ]) or
Send(U, i, [Y, SignV ]) where SignU , Sign′

U , and SignV are
valid, i.e., pass the verification test of the DAA scheme as de-
fined in Fig. 1, but these were not previously output by any in-
stance of the as-yet-uncorrupted user as DAA signatures. Let
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U(skU ): gpk of DAA V (skV ): gpk of DAA
x←R Zq; X ← gx

bsnU ← H(X)
SignU ← SignskU

(gpk,bsnU , X) [X,SignU ]
−−−−−−−→ bsnU ← H(X)

If 1 	= Vrfy(gpk,bsnU , X, SignU),
abort. Otherwise
y ←R Zq; Y ← gy

K ← Xy = gxy

k0 ← PRFK(0), k1 ← PRFK(1)
bsnV ← H(Y ); hv = H(Y,X, k0)

K ← Y x = gxy [Y,SignV ]
←−−−−−−− SignV ← SignskV

(gpk,bsnV , hv)
k0 ← PRFK(0), k1 ← PRFK(1)
hv = H(Y,X, k0)
If 1 	= Vrfy(gpk,bsnV , hv, SignV ),
abort. Otherwise
hu = H(X,Y, k0)

Sign′
U ← SignskU

(gpk,bsnU , hu) [Sign′

U ]
−−−−−−→ hu = H(X,Y, k0)

If 1 	= Vrfy(gpk,bsnU , hu, Sign
′
U ),

abort.
If 1 	= Link(gpk, (X,SignU), (hu, Sign

′
U),bsnU ), abort.

Session key: skey = k1 Session key: skey = k1
Fig. 1. Three-pass AAKA protocol.

εDAA be the maximum advantage of an adversary in forging a
DDA signature on a new message. Straightforwardly, we have
Pr[Forge] ≤ |U| · εDAA because the underlying DAA scheme
is assumed to be (existentially) unforgeable and A can use at
most |U| DAA signatures where |U| is the number of all proto-
col users, which is polynomially bounded in a security parame-
ter. Let Repeat be the event that an honest user generates an
ephemeral DH public key gr twice. Let q be the prime order of
the (mathematical) group G and λ be the bit-length of the or-
der. We can show Pr[Repeat] ≤ qs · (qs + qex)/2

λ from the
well-known birthday paradox because a user selects a random
element r ∈ Zq at most qs + qex times. Note that Pr[Repeat]
is negligible because λ is assumed to be sufficiently large.
Next, we show that, unless Forge and Repeat occur, we

can construct an efficient algorithm D solving the DDH prob-
lem in G using A, who attacks the proposed protocol. Note
that A’s Test query can be asked to an instance that was ini-
tialized via an Execute query or a Send query. We denote by
TestE the event that A asks its Test query to an instance that
was initialized via an Execute query. We also denote by TestS
the event that A asks its Test query to an instance that was ini-
tialized via a Send query. Since A’s Test query can be made
only from the two events and the events are disjoint, we have
TestS = TestE. We will separably bound the probabilities of
PrAKAA,3AKA-FB[Succ∧TestE] and Pr

AKA
A,3AKA-FB[Succ∧TestS] by

constructing DDH solvers, D1 and D2 properly.
Initially,D1 andD2 perform the following same process. The

DDH solvers, D1 and D2 generate all private DAA signing keys
and a group public key by running Setup and Join algorithms
of the underlying DAA scheme. The group public key is given
to the adversary A. Assume that the DDH solvers are given a
random DDH instance (g, A = ga, B = gb, Z) ∈ G4. The goal
of the DDH solvers is to determine whether Z = gab or not.

We first describe the simulation for A’s oracle queries pro-
vided by D1 as follows.

• Execute queries. First, D1 guesses α ∈ {1, ..., qex} uni-
formly at random such that A makes its Test query to an
instance that was initialized via the αth Execute query. D1

responds to each query of the formExecute(U, i, V, j) as fol-
lows:
- On the αth Execute query of the form Execute(U∗, i∗,
V ∗, j∗), D1 generates T = {(X = ga, SignU∗), (Y =
gb, SignV ∗), (Sign′

U∗)} using the given DDH instance,
where {SignU∗, Sign′

U∗} and SignV ∗ are generated with
DAA signing keys of U∗ and V ∗, respectively. Note that
D1 can generate the signatures easily using DAA signing
keys that it generated. D defines the session key skey cor-
responding to the αth Execute query by Z . Then D1 re-
turns T .

- On any other Execute query except the αth query,D1 hon-
estly executes the protocol and then returns the resulting
transcripts. This is possible becauseD1 is aware of the pri-
vate DAA keys of all users.

• Send queries. D1 responds to a Send query using the tran-
scripts that it obtains after executing the protocol itself.

• Corrupt queries. On a Corrupt(U) query, D1 responds with
the corresponding private DAA signing key of user U . This
is obviously possible because it generated all DAA signing
keys at the initial step.

• Reveal queries. On a Reveal query,D1 proceeds as follows:
If this is related to the αth Execute query, i.e., the query has
the form,Reveal(U∗, i∗) or Reveal(V ∗, j∗) thenD1 aborts;
otherwise, D1 finds an instance associated with an Execute
or a Send query, and thenD1 returns the skey generated (by
D1) for the instance.
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• Test queries. When A issues Test(U, t) for a terminated in-
stance, D finds the related session ID, sidtU for the instance,
and the corresponding session key generated by the instance.
If sidtU is not the same to the set of all transcripts gen-
erated via the αth Execute query, then D aborts and out-
puts a random bit; otherwise, D1 sets K = Z , computes
k1 = PRFK(1), and returns skey = k1 to A. D1 outputs the
bit thatA outputs.

Let REAL denote the transcript distribution of the real protocol
and its resulting session key skey as defined in Fig. 2.
When TestE occurs, D1 does not abort with probability

1/qex. In addition, unless D1 aborts, there exist two possible
cases in the above simulation as follows: If Z = gab, i.e.,
(g, ga, gb, Z) is a valid DDH tuple, then the simulation is a cor-
rect execution of the proposed protocol, that is, sk is a real ses-
sion key. Otherwise, we have Z = gz for random z ∈ Z∗

q . Thus
sk = PRFZ(1) is indistinguishable from a random key because
PRF is a pseudo-random function and Z = gz is distributed uni-
formly at random. In this case, however, k0 = PRFZ=gz (0) is
used in the simulation, instead of k0 = PRFgab (0) which is orig-
inally defined by the proposed construction.
We can show that any difference from this modification is

negligible. To show this, we consider distributions modified
from the original one, REAL. For distinction, let FAKE and
RAND denote the modified distributions as defined in Fig. 2. Let
εPRF be the maximum advantage that an adversary can obtain
when attacking the given PRF. Then we have |Pr[(T , skey)←
REAL : A(T , skey) = 1] − Pr[(T , skey) ← FAKE :

A(T , skey) = 1]| ≤ AdvDDHG and |Pr[(T , skey) ← FAKE :
A(T , skey) = 1] − Pr[(T , skey) ← RAND : A(T , skey) =

1]| ≤ AdvDDHG + εPRF. Note that the distribution of parame-
ters related to DAA and the hash function are independent of
the DDH parameter. Thus we have Pr[(T , skey = sk0) ←
RAND; sk1 ←R {0, 1}

n; b← {0, 1} : A(T , skb) = b] = 1/2.
The advantage of the adversary A is upper-bounded by 2 ·

(2AdvDDHG +εPRF). In other words,D1 can solve the given DDH
instance using the adversaryA with a meaningful probability.
Let GusE be the event that D1 guesses α correctly. The

simulation provided by D1 is perfect, i.e., perfectly identi-
cal to the security game with the proposed protocol unless A
aborts. Hence we obtain 4 · AdvDDHG + 2 · εPRF = 2 · |1/qex ·
PrA[Succ∧TestE] + 1/2 ·PrA[GusE∨TestS]−1/2|. Since
PrA[GusE∨TestS] = (1−1/qex) PrA[TestE]+PrA[TestS]
and Pr[TestE] = 1 − Pr[TestS], we have 4 · AdvDDHG + 2 ·
εPRF = 2·|1/qexPrA[Succ∧TestE]+(1/2qex) PrA[TestS]−
(1/2qex)|.
Next we describe the simulation for A’s oracle queries pro-

vided by D2 as follows.
• Execute queries. On an Execute query, D2 responds with
the transcripts that it obtains after executing the protocol it-
self.

• Send queries. First, D2 guesses β1, β2 ∈ {1, · · ·, qs} (β1 <
β2) uniformly at random such thatA makes its Test query to
an instance that was initialized via the βth1 Send query or the
βth2 Send query. D2 responds to each Send query as follows.
- On the βth1 Send query, if it does not have the form
Send(U∗, i∗, Start), D2 aborts; otherwise, D2 returns

(X = A = ga, SignU∗) where SignU∗ is generated with
DAA signing key of U∗ with bsnU∗ = H(X).

- On the βth2 Send query, if it does not have the form
Send(V ∗, j∗, (X,SignU∗)), D2 aborts; otherwise, D2 re-
turns (Y = B = gb, SignV ∗) where SignV ∗ is generated
with a DAA signing key of V ∗ with bsnV ∗ = H(Y ).

- On any other Send query except the βth1 and the βth2
queries, D2 proceeds as follows.
(a) If the query has the form Send(U∗, i∗, (Y, SignV ∗))
then D2 sets K = Z and computes k0 = PRFK(0),
k1 = PRFK(1), hu = H(X,Y, k0) and Sign′

U ←
SignskU

(gpk,bsnU , hu). Then D2 returns Sign′
U ;

(b) otherwise,D2 honestly executes the corresponding pro-
cedure of the protocol and then returns the resulting tran-
scripts. This is possible because D2 is aware of the private
DAA keys of all users.

• Corrupt queries. On a Corrupt(U) query, D2 responds with
the corresponding private DAA signing key of user U . This
is obviously possible because it generated all DAA signing
key at the initial step.

• Reveal(U, i) queries. On a Reveal query, D2 proceeds as
follows. If this is related to the αth send query then D2

aborts; otherwise, D2 finds an instance associated with an
Execute or a Send query, and thenD2 returns the skey gen-
erated (by D2) for the instance.

• Test queries. When A issues Test(U, t) for a terminated in-
stance,D2 finds related session ID, sidtU for the instance, and
the corresponding session keys that are generated by the in-
stance. If sidtU is not the same to the set of all transcripts
generated by the instances that are initialized via the βth1 and
the βth2 Send queries, then D2 aborts and outputs a random
bit; otherwise, D2 sets K = Z , computes skey = k1 =
PRFK(1), and returns skey to A. D2 outputs the bit that A
outputs.

Let Bad = Forge ∨ Repeat. Then we have Pr[Bad] ≤
Pr[Forge] + Pr[Repeat]. If neither Bad nor TestE occur,
then D2 does not abort at least with probability 2/qs(qs − 1),
because he can correctly guess (β1, β2) with the probability.
Let GusS be the event that D2 correctly guesses (β1, β2). Un-
less A2 aborts, we note that there exist two possible cases in
the above simulation as follows: If Z = gab, i.e., (g, ga, gb, Z)
is a valid DDH-tuple then the simulation is a correct execution
of the proposed protocol, and so skey is a real key shared be-
tween Πi∗

U∗ and Πj∗

V ∗ . Otherwise, we have Z = gz for a ran-
dom c ∈ Z∗

q . skey = PRFZ(1) is indistinguishable from a ran-
dom key because PRF is a pseudo-random function. In this case,
however, k0 = PRFZ=gz (0) is used in the simulation instead
of k0 = PRFgab(0), which is originally defined by the proposed
construction. Using a similar argument for TestE with the tran-
script distributions in Fig. 2, we can show that any difference
from the modification is negligible. The advantage of the adver-
sary A is upper-bounded by 2 · (2AdvDDHG + εPRF).
Hence, we obtain 4 · AdvDDHG + 2 · εPRF = 2 ·

|1/(qs/2(qs/2− 1)) · PrA[Succ ∧ TestS ∧ ¬Bad] + 1/2 ·
PrA[GusS∨TestE∨Bad]−1/2|. SincePrA[¬GusS∨TestE∨
Bad] = PrA[TestE ∨ Bad] + (1− 1/(qs/2(qs/2− 1))) PrA
[TestS ∧ Bad] and Pr[TestS ∧ Bad] + Pr[TestE ∨
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REAL def=

⎡
⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

x←R Zq, X = gx,bsnU = H(X), SignU ← SignskU
(gpk,bsnU , X);

y ←R Zq;Y = gy, K = gxy, k0 = PRFK(0),
bsnV = H(V ), hv = H(Y,X, k0), SignV ← SignskV (gpk,bsnV , hv);

hu = H(X,Y, k0), Sign
′
U ← SignskU (gpk,bsnU , hu) : (T , skey)

T = (X,SignU , Y, SignV , Sign
′
U )

skey = k1 = PRFK(1)

⎤
⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

FAKE def
=

⎡
⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

x←R Zq, X = gx,bsnU = H(X), SignU ← SignskU
(gpk,bsnU , X);

y, z ←R Zq, Y = gy, K = gxy, Z = gz, k0 = PRFZ(0),
bsnV = H(V ), hv = H(Y,X, k0), SignV ← SignskV (gpk,bsnV , hv);

hu = H(X,Y, k0), Sign
′
U ← SignskU (gpk,bsnU , hu) : (T , skey)

T = (X,SignU , Y, SignV , Sign
′
U)

skey = k1 = PRFK(1)

⎤
⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

RAND def
=

⎡
⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

x←R Zq, X = gx,bsnU = H(X), SignU ← SignskU
(gpk,bsnU , X);

y, z ←R Zq, Y = gy, K = gxy, Z = gz, k0 = PRFZ(0),
bsnV = H(V ), hv = H(Y,X, k0), SignV ← SignskV (gpk,bsnV , hv);

hu = H(X,Y, k0), Sign
′
U ← SignskU

(gpk,bsnU , hu) : (T , skey)
T = (X,SignU , Y, SignV , Sign

′
U)

skey = k1 = PRFZ(1)

⎤
⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

Fig. 2. Distribution of parameters for the real protocol and its conceptually modified protocols.

U(skU ): gpk of DAA V (skV ): gpk of DAA
x←R Zq; X ← gx y ←R Zq; Y ← gy

bsnU ← H(X) bsnV ← H(Y )

SignU ← SignskU
(gpk,bsnU , X) [X,SignU ]

−−−−−−−→ SignV ← SignskV
(gpk,bsnV , Y )

[Y,SignV ]
←−−−−−−−

If 1 	= Vrfy(gpk,bsnV , Y, SignV ), If 1 	= Vrfy(gpk,bsnU , X, SignU),
abort. Otherwise abort. Otherwise
K ← Y x = gxy K ← Xy = gxy

k0 ← PRFK(0), k1 ← PRFK(1) k0 ← PRFK(0), k1 ← PRFK(1)
hu = H(X,Y, k0) hv = H(Y,X, k0)

Sign′
U ← SignskU

(gpk,bsnU , hu) [Sign′

U ]
−−−−−−→ Sign′

V ← SignskV
(gpk,bsnV , hv)

hv = H(Y,X, k0) [Sign′

V ]
←−−−−−− hu = H(X,Y, k0)

If 1 	= Vrfy(gpk,bsnV , hv, Sign
′
V ), If 1 	= Vrfy(gpk,bsnU , hu, Sign

′
U ),

abort. abort.
If 1 	= Link(gpk, (Y, SignV ), (hV , Sign

′
V ),bsnV ), If 1 	= Link(gpk, (X,SignU), (hu, Sign

′
U),bsnU ),

abort. abort.

Session key: skey = k1 Session key: skey = k1

Fig. 3. Two Pass Parallel AAKA Protocol.

Bad] = 1, we have 4 · AdvDDHG + 2 · εPRF = 2 ·
|1/(qs/2 · (qs/2− 1))PrA[Succ ∧ TestS ∧ Bad] − 1/2 ·
1/(qs/2(qs/2− 1)) · PrA[TestS ∧ Bad]|.
Therefore, using the above results, we obtain the desired re-

sult for the theorem as follows.
AdvAKEA,3AKA-FB = 2 · |PrA[Succ]− 1/2|
= 2·|Pr[Succ∧TestE]+Pr[Succ∧TestS∧Bad]+Pr[Succ∧
TestS ∧ Bad]− 1/2|

≤ qex · (4 · AdvDDHG + 2 · εPRF) + 2 · | − (1/2)Pr[TestS] +
Pr[Succ ∧ TestS ∧ Bad] + Pr[Succ ∧ TestS ∧ Bad]|
≤ qex · (4 ·AdvDDHG +2 · εPRF)+ (qs(qs − 1))/2 · (4 ·AdvDDHG +

2 · εPRF)
+| − Pr[TestS] + Pr[TestS ∧ Bad]
+2 · Pr[Succ ∧ TestS ∧ Bad]|

≤ (2qex + qs(qs − 1))/2 · (4 · AdvDDHG + 2 · εPRF) + Pr[Bad]
≤ (2qex + qs(qs − 1))(2 · AdvDDHG + εPRF) + |U| · εDAA +
(qs · (qs + qex))/2

λ.

Lemma 2 The proposed protocol achieves anonymity if the
DDH assumption in G holds and the underlying DAA signature
scheme is secure.
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Proof. The AAKA protocol combines the ephemeral Diffie-
Hellman KA protocol and a DAA signature scheme. Each mes-
sage is transmitted together with a DAA signature generated
for the message. By assumption, a DAA signature scheme pro-
vides anonymity on a signer [6]. Basically, a verifier cannot
learn the identity of the signer from a given signature due to
the anonymity of the DAA signature. Since the anonymity of
the DAA signature is independent of the position of the pro-
tocol participants, the proposed protocol achieves the bilateral
anonymity, i.e., it is anonymous.

Lemma 3 The above proposed protocol achieves the full bind-
ing property if the underlying DAA signature scheme is secure.

Proof. Let DAA = (Setup, Join,Sign,Vrfy, Link) be a DAA
signature scheme. In the proof, we construct an efficient attacker
F to break the non-frameability of the DAA scheme, using an
adversary, A attacking the proposed AAKA protocol, 3AKA-
FB, in the L-BP game or the R-BP game. The goal of F is to
output two linkable signatures with the same basename but from
two different secret keys.
As defined in [25], we assume that F is given all secret keys

including mik corresponding to gpk after executing Setup of
DAA. In other words, no oracles are required to F because no
honest parties exist. We provide a simulation of the L-BP game
for 3AKA-FB as follows:

• Initialization. F generates a cyclic group G of order q and
g a random generator of G of prime order q. In addition,
F generates a message authentication code MAC, a pseu-
dorandom function PRF, and a cryptographic hash function
H : {0, 1}∗ → {0, 1}�. A set of public parameters of 3AKA-
FB, (gpk, (G, g, q),MAC, PRF, H) are given to A.
In addition, mik corresponding to gpk is given to A. As
defined in the model, we consider a strongest attack environ-
ment, that is, no oracles are required to A because all secret
keys are known to A.

Assume that A outputs a pair of instances Πi
U and Πj

V for
two different users U and V , and sidiU = sidjV which is a col-
lection of all transcripts generated from a complete protocol run
between the instances. When A outputs sidiU (= sidjV ), F out-
puts (X,SignU ,bsnU ), (hU , Sign

′
U ,bsnU ).

Assume that the instances are anonymously partnered.
Let sidiU = sidjV = {(X = gx, SignU), (Y =
gy, SignV ), (Sign

′
U )} where K = gxy, k0 = PRFK(0),

k1 = PRFK(1) and SignU , Sign′
U , and SignV are DAA

signatures on the messages, X = gx, hu = H(X,Y, k0),
and hv = H(Y,X, k0), respectively. Let T i

U = {(X =

gx, SignU)1, (Sign
′
U )2} and T

j
V = {(Y = gy, SignV )1}.

Here, (· · · )i denotes a transcript sent in the ith pass. We have
T i
U = sidjV \ T

j
V .

Since SignU and Sign′
U are valid DAA signatures by defini-

tion of the L-BP, we have Vrfy(gpk,bsnU , X, SignU) = 1
and Vrfy(gpk,bsnU , hu, Sign

′
U) = 1. In addition, because

the both instances accept the session by assumption, we have
Link(gpk, (X,SignU), (hU , Sign

′
U),bsnU ) = 1.

If SignU and Sign′
U are generated by two different secret

keys then A succeeds in the L-BP game; otherwise, A fails in
the game. Therefore, if A succeeds in the L-BP game then F
succeeds in breaking the non-frameability of DAA. If not, F
fails to break the non-frameability of DAA. The advantage of F
is the same to that of A.
For the R-BP, we can obviously show that π achieves it as

follows: A single transcript is only sent from V to U in the
protocol. The transcript consists of Y and SignV , where SignV

is a valid DAA signature on Y . That is, {Y, SignV } = sidiU\T i
U

must be generated only by a single player.
Hence, the proposed protocol achieves the bilateral full BP.

B. Two-Pass Parallel AAKA Protocol

In this section we present a two-pass AAKA protocol. Con-
sider the delay-tolerant network in which the communication
delay overwhelms the computation time. For example, the com-
putation time is in milisecond order, but the communication de-
lay is in hours or even in days. The delay-tolerant network also
known as the pocket-switching network or opportunistic net-
work, has very high delay due to its inherent nature of very
limited connectivity. Because of this high latency, reducing the
number of passes in a protocol significantly improves the ses-
sion establishing time and also in the consequent communica-
tion time.
The basic structure of our protocol is similar to the KA pro-

tocol of [28]. The protocol runs in two rounds. However, our
protocol performs a mutual anonymous authentication process.
For explicit key confirmation, this protocol uses a DAA signa-
ture. See Fig. 3.

Theorem 2 The above protocol is a secure AAKA protocol with
the full binding property if the DDH assumption in G holds and
the underlying DAA signature scheme is secure.

Proof. The theorem can be proved using a concept similar to
that of the proof of Theorem 1. We omit concrete proof details.

C. MAC-Based AAKA Protocols

We can convert the previous AAKA protocols into MAC-
based AAKA protocols using a MAC tag for explicit key con-
firmation. Since MAC can be efficiently executed compared to
an anonymous signature such as a DAA signature, the MAC-
based protocols can gain advantages in terms of the computa-
tional costs. However, the protocols provide a weakened bind-
ing property that has the same strength as that of the property
presented in [6], i.e., the partial BP defined in Section 3 instead
of the (bilateral) full BP.
We briefly depict these MAC-based protocols in Fig. 4 and

Fig. 5. In the figures, MACU ← MAC-Gen(H(gxy), X ||Y )
and MACV ← MAC-Gen(H(gxy), Y ||X). Our MAC-based
protocols are similar to the DAA-SIGMA of [6]. We can prove
the security of the above protocols using a similar proof idea as
[6] under the hardness of the DDH problem.

D. Variants

The AAKA protocols proposed in the previous section can be
modified for achieving various properties.
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Round 1. U → V : X = gx, SignU

Round 2. U ← V : Y = gy, SignV ,MACV

Round 3. U → V : MACU

Session key U, V : k1 = PRFgxy (1)

Fig. 4. Three-pass MAC-based AAKA protocol.

Round 1. U → V : X = gx, SignU

U ← V : Y = gy, SignU

Round 2. U → V : MACU

U ← V : MACV

Session key U, V : k1 = PRFgxy (1)

Fig. 5. Two-pass parallel MAC-based AAKA protocol.

Unilateral anonymous authentication. The AAKA protocols
proposed in the previous section were constructed to provide
mutual anonymous authentication. These protocols can be eas-
ily converted into AAKA protocols to provide unilateral anony-
mous authentication by replacing an anonymous signature with
a standard signature for one party. In general, it is assumed that
the standard signature scheme does not guarantee anonymity on
signers.

Signer identification. By using the group signature scheme sup-
porting the opening and linking capability in [14], the proposed
protocols can open signatures to identify signers. Note that
DAA does not have the capability of opening signatures.

V. CONCLUSION

We have presented AAKA protocols that provide bind-
ing properties, which guarantee that anonymous messages are
bound to a single message sender. The binding properties can
be crucially used for not only normal anonymous authentica-
tion but also more refined anonymous services such as reward-
ing/penalty systems. Our approach is based on the use of an
anonymous signature scheme with a signer-controlled but par-
tially enforced linkability such as DAA. It would be an open is-
sue to design other efficient methods to achieve the full binding
property.
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