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Abst r act

Passwor d- Aut henti cat ed Key Agreenment (PAKE) schenes are interactive
protocols that allow the participants to authenticate each other and
derive shared cryptographic keys using a (weaker) shared password.
This docunment reviews different types of PAKE schenes and di scusses
their requirenents.

Status of This Meno

This Internet-Draft is submtted in full conformance with the
provi sions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Internet-Drafts are working docunents of the Internet Engineering
Task Force (IETF). Note that other groups may also distribute
wor ki ng docunments as Internet-Drafts. The list of current Internet-
Drafts is at http://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.

Internet-Drafts are draft documents valid for a maxi num of six nonths
and nay be updated, replaced, or obsol eted by other docunents at any
time. It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
material or to cite themother than as "work in progress.”

This Internet-Draft will expire on Decenber 31, 2015.
Copyright Notice
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(http://trustee.ietf.org/license-info) in effect on the date of
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1. Requirenments notation

The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT", "REQUI RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMMENDED', "MAY", and "OPTIONAL" in this
docunent are to be interpreted as described in [RFC2119].

2. Introduction

Passwords are the predom nant nethod of accessing the Internet today
due largely to their intuitiveness and ease of use. Since a user
needs to enter her password repeatedly over the course of many
connections to the Internet, these passwords tend to be easy to
renenber and able to be entered, repeatedly, with a | ow probability
of error. They tend to be | ow grade and not-so-random secrets that
are susceptible to brute-force guessing attacks. |n other words,
they are horrible credentials to use for authentication

A Passwor d- Aut henti cat ed Key Exchange (PAKE) attenpts to address this
i ssue by constructing a cryptographi c key exchange that does not
result in the password, or password-derived data, being transmitted
across an unsecured channel. Two parties to the exchange prove
possession of the shared password without revealing it. Such
exchanges are therefore resistant to an off-line, brute-force
dictionary attack. PAKEs are especially interesting due to the fact
that they can achi eve nutual authentication w thout requiring any
Public Key Infrastructure (PKI).
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The problemwas initially described by Bellovin and Merritt in [BWMD2]
and has received considerabl e cryptographic attention since then

3. PAKE Taxonony

Broadl y speaking, different PAKEs satisfy their goals in a nunber of
common ways. This lead to various design choices - how the password
is stored (bal anced versus augnmented), how public keys are
transmtted (encrypted or not), and the nunber of parties (two party
versus nultiparty).

3.1. Storage of the Password

When both sides of a PAKE store their representation of the password
identically, the PAKE is said to be "balanced”. In a balanced PAKE
the password can be stored directly, in a salted state by hashing it
with a random salt, or by representing the credential as an el enent
inafinite field (by, for instance, multiplying a generator froma
finite field the password represented as a nunber to produce a
"password elenment"). The benefits of such PAKE are that it is
applicable to situations where either party can initiate the exchange
or both parties can initiate sinultaneously (where they both believe
thenselves to be the "initiator"). This sort of PAKE can be usefu
for mesh networking (e.g. [DOT11]) or Internet-of-Things
appl i cations.

When one side maintains are uninvertable transform of the password
and the other maintains the raw password, the PAKE is said to be
"augnented". Typically, a client will nmaintain the raw password and
a server will maintain a transformed el enent generated with a one-way
function. The benefit of an augnented PAKE is that the server’s
password database is protected in a way that is not possible with a
bal anced PAKE. Augnented PAKEs are resistant to Key Conprom se

| npersonation (KCl) where an adversary who has successfully attacked
Bob can inpersonate Bob to everyone, but it is not possible to

i mper sonate everyone back to Bob. An adversary that has successfully
obtai ned the server’s PAKE credentials is still required to performa
dictionary attack in order to |l earn an individual password. This
sort of PAKE is useful for strict client-server protocols, such as

[ RFC5246] .

3.2. Transm ssion of Public Keys
Al'l known PAKEs use public key cryptography. A fundanenta

difference in PAKEs is how the public key is comunicated in the
exchange.

Schmi dt Expi res Decenber 31, 2015 [ Page 3]



Internet-Draft Requirenents for PAKE schenes June 2015

One cl ass of PAKEs uses synmetric key cryptography, with a key
derived fromthe password, to encrypt an epheneral public key. The
ability of the peer to denobnstrate it has successfully decrypted the
public key proves know edge of the shared password. Exanples of this
exchange include the first PAKE presented by [BMB2], the Encrypted
Key Exchange (EKE). A variant of this nethod, as it is e.g. used in
Eur opean travel docunments by PACE [ TR-03110], is to encrypt a nonce
instead of a key, which is later used for the derivation of the
shared key.

The ot her class of PAKEs transmit unencrypted public keys. These
public keys may be blinded by sone function of the shared password,
but the public key that is transnmitted across the unsecured nediumis
an elenent in a finite field, not a randomblob. The ability of the
peer to successfully use that public key (for exanple, possibly
unblinding it) proves know edge of the shared password. Exanples of
thi s exchange incl ude [ SPEKE].

3.3. Two Party versus Multiparty

The majority of PAKE protocols allow two parties to agree on a shared
key based on a shared password. Neverthel ess, there exist proposals
that allow key agreenent for nore than two parties. Those protocols
al | ow key establishnent for a group of parties, hence are called

G oup PAKEs or GPAKEs. Exanples of such protocols include [ ABCPO6]
and [ HYCS15], while the second one proposes a generic construction
that allows transferring any two-party PAKE into a GPAKE protocol

Anot her possibility to define a nulti-party PAKE protocol is to
assune the existence of a trusted server each party shares a password
with. This server enables different parties to agree on a conmon
secret key without the need to share a password anong each ot her

Each party has only a shared secret with the trusted server. For
exanpl e Abdalla et al. designed such a protocol [AFPO5].

4, Security of PAKEs

PAKE schenes are nodelled on the scenario of two parties, typically
Al'i ce and Bob, who share a password (or perhaps Bob shares a function
of the password) and would like to use it to establish a secure
session key over an untrusted link. There is a powerful adversary,
typically Eve, who would like to subvert the exchange. Eve has
access to a dictionary that is likely to contain Alice and Bob's
password and Eve is capable of enunerating through the dictionary in
a brute-force manner to try and discover Alice and Bob’s password.

Al'l PAKEs have a flaw. if Eve guesses the password she can subvert

the exchange. Therefore to consider security of a PAKE it is
necessary to nodel the difficulty of that happening. |If the
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probability of discovering the password is a function of interaction
with the protocol participants, and not a function of conputation,
then the PAKE is secure. That is, if Eve is unable to take
informati on froma passive attack or a single active attack and
enunerate through her dictionary then the only attack left is
repeat ed guessing attacks. Eve learns one thing froma single active
attack: whether her single guess is correct or not.

In other words, the security of a PAKE schene is based on the idea
that Eve, who is trying to inpersonate Alice cannot efficiently
verify a password guess without interacting with Bob (or Aice) and
hence is detected. In order to judge and conpare the security of
PAKE schenes, security proofs in commonly accepted nodel s shoul d be
used. However, each proof and nodel is based on assunptions: Oten

a security proof shows that in case an adversary is able to break the
schene, she is also able to solve a problemthat is assuned to be
hard, like conmputing a discrete logarithm By conversion, breaking
the scheme is considered as a hard problem too. In addition, proofs
sonmetines rely on idealized versions of hash functions and/or bl ock
ci phers, called random oracl es and ideal ciphers.

A PAKE schene should conme with a security proof and also clearly
state its assunptions and used nodel s.

4.1. Inplenentation Aspects

Besi des the theoretical security of a scheme, pitfalls when
implementing it in practice have to be considered as well. Even a
schenme that is secure in a well-defined nmathematical nodel can |eak
i nformati on via side-channels, if it is not carefully inplenented.
The design of the scheme may allow or prevent an easy protection

against information | eakage. In a network scenario, an adversary nay
measure the time the conputation of an answer takes and derive
i nformati on about secret paraneters of the schenme. |f a device

operates in a potential hostile environnent, e.g. in case it is
i mpl emrented on a smart card, also other side-channels |ike power
consunption and el ectromagneti c emanati ons, or even active

i mpl ement ati on attacks have to be taken into account as well.

The devel opers of a schene should keep the inplenentation aspects in
m nd and show how to inplenent the protocol in constant tine.

Furt hernore, adding a discussion how to protect inplenmentations of
their scheme in potential hostile environnents is encouraged.
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4.2. Special case: Elliptic Curves

Since Elliptic Curve Cryptography (ECC) allows for a snaller key-

| ength conpared to traditional schenes based on the discrete

|l ogarithm problemin finite fields at simlar security |levels, using
ECC for PAKE schenes is also of interest. |In contrast to schenes
that can use the finite field elenent directly, an additiona
chal | enge has to be considered for some schemes based on ECC. The
mappi ng of a randomstring to an el enent that can be conputed wth
i.e. a point on the curve. In sone cases, also the opposite is
required, i.e. the mapping of a curve point to a string that is not
di stingui shable froma random one. Wen choosing a mapping, it is
crucial to consider the inplenmentation aspects as well.

In case the PAKE schene is intended to be used with ECC, the authors
shoul d state whether there is a mapping function required and if so,
discuss its requirenents. Alternatively, the authors may define a
mappi ng to be used with their schene.

5. Protocol Considerations and Applications

In nost cases, the PAKE schene is a building block in a nore conpl ex
protocol like IPSEC or TLS. This can influence the choice of a

sui ted PAKE schenme. For exanple, an augnented schene can be
beneficial for protocols that have a strict server-client

rel ationship. In case both parties may initiate a connection of a
protocol, a bal anced PAKE may be nore appropriate.

A special variation of the network password problem called Password
Aut henticated Key Distribution, is defined in [P1363] as password
aut henticated key retrieval: "The retrieval of a key froma secure
key repository or escrow requiring authentication derived in part
froma password.”

In addition to retrieval of a key fromescrow, there is the variant
of two parties exchanging public keys using a PAKE in |ieu of
certificates-- public keys can be encrypted using a password and the
ability of each side to both know the private key associated with its
unencrypted public key and al so decrypt the peer’s public key
perforns authenticated key distribution. This technique can be used
to parlay a short one-tine code, into a long-lived public key.

Anot her possi bl e variant of a PAKE schene all ows conbining

aut hentication with certificates and the use of passwords. |In this
variant, the private key of the certificate is used to blind the
password key agreenment. For verification, the nessage is unblinded
with the public key. A correct key establishnent therefore inplies

t he possession of the private key belonging to the certificate. This
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nmet hod enabl es aut hentication of one side as well as nutual
aut hentication in addition to the authentication using the password.

The aut hors of a PAKE schene MAY di scuss variations of their schene
and expl ain application scenarios, where these variations are
benefi ci al

6. Performance
The performance of a schene can be judged along different |ines,

dependi ng on what is the scarcest resource in the application field.
Potential netrics are |latency, code-size/area, power consunption, or

exchanged nmessages. |n addition, there m ght be application
scenarios, in which a constrained client conmunicates with a powerful
server, i.e., a scheme that requires mniml efforts on client side

is nost suited. Note that for sone clients the conputations m ght
even be carried out in a hardware inplenentation, asking for
different optim zations conpared to software

Furt hernmore, the design of the scheme may al so influence the cost of
protecting its inplenentation fromadversaries exploiting its
physi cal properties (see Section 4.1).

The aut hors of a PAKE schenme may di scuss their design choices and the
i nfluence of these choice on the performance. |In particular, the
optimization goals could be stated.

7. Requirenents

This section fornulates the requirenents for PAKE schenes based on
the previous discussed properties.

R1: A PAKE schene MUST clearly state its features regarding
bal anced/ augnent ed ver si ons.

R2: A PAKE scheme SHOULD conme with a security proof and clearly
state its assunptions and nodel s.

R3: It SHOULD be possible to inplenent the PAKE schene in constant
time.

R4: The authors MAY show how to protect an inplenmentation of their
PAKE schene in hostile environments.

R5: In case the PAKE schene is intended to be used with ECC, the

aut hors SHOULD di scuss their requirenments for a potential mapping
or define a mapping to be used with the schene.
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8.

10.

10.

10.

R6: A PAKE schene MAY discuss its design choice with regard to
performance, i.e., its optimzation goals.

R7: The authors of a schenme MAY di scuss variations of their schene
that allows the use in special application scenarios.

R8: The authors MJST declare the status of their schene with
respect to patents.

| ANA Consi derations
Thi s docunment nakes no request of | ANA
Security Considerations

This docunent anal ysis requirenments for a cryptographic schene.
Security considerations are di scussed throughout the docunent.
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