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Abstract

In this thesis, we explore restricted delegation of searches on encrypted audit logs. We show how

to limit the exposure of private information stored in the log during such a search and provide a

technique to delegate searches on the log to an investigator. These delegated searches are limited to

authorized keywords that pertain to specific time periods, and provide guarantees of completeness

to the investigator. Moreover, we show that investigators can efficiently find all relevant records,

and can authenticate retrieved records without interacting with the owner of the log. In addition, we

provide an empirical evaluation of our techniques using encrypted logs comprising of approximately

27, 000 records of IDS alerts collected over a span of a few months.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Databases contain large amounts of sensitive information, and as such, are tempting targets for

adversaries. In general, the company that owns the database considers the information stored within

it to be a valuable asset worth protecting. For example, many web sites have privacy policies that

describe how they collect users’ information, and how they protect it from disclosure. However,

in today’s competitive business climate, security and privacy tend to be at a lower priority than

operational cost. Subcontracting, and more recently outsourcing, have allowed sensitive data to

be accessed by third parties whose primary concern may not be in upholding the reputation of

the company outsourcing its data. For example, last year a medical transcriber in Pakistan hired

by a subcontractor of UCSF Medical Center threatened to disclose patients’ medical records unless

financial incentives were received [L03]. Thus, as a result of increased outsourcing, people’s private

information now face more significant threats from both insiders and outsiders.

At a high level, the methods for securing the information residing in databases are dependent

on the assumptions about adversary’s limitations and more importantly, on the database’s mode of

operation. For example, a system may permit only a few users to update records, but allow nu-
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merous users to have read-only access. Moreover, the nature of updates themselves may also differ

across systems. In most systems, records may be updated or deleted after they are initially created;

however, append-only settings exist where records cannot be altered after their initial creation, for

example, medical records and audit logs. Moreover, the server hosting the database is usually trusted

to perform the protocols specified, through it is typically assumed that such servers are susceptible

to compromise.

Systems in the real world always face attacks. In order to be useable, the system must achieve

some security goals while remaining efficient. These goals include limiting how much information

is leaked during an attack and guaranteeing that an attack can be detected after the fact. For a

system to accomplish these objectives, careful consideration must be given to what secrets the server

stores, and the related consequences if that information is leaked to an adversary. In general, this

necessitates that a server must delete or evolve old secrets so that an adversary who compromises

the server does not have access to old secrets.

When compared to an setting in which only one user may append records, security goals are

harder to achieve in settings where many users are able to modified and append records. Thus,

we limit the scope of our investigation to a setting in which only new records are appended to the

database, and only one entity can append records. When that entity is the server itself, the database

model becomes very similar to that of an audit log. Audit logs serve the purpose of providing

evidence that private information was read or altered. The more detailed an audit log, the more

useful it may be in determining the specifics of an attack, including its severity. However, if obtained

by an adversary, audit logs can leak substantial amounts of private information (for example, users’

access patterns on a web site). As a result, the information stored in detailed audit logs is often as

sensitive as the data on the systems they are monitoring.
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To that end, we investigate several questions. First, we explore how an audit log can be searched

during an investigation after the server is compromised, and how to limit the exposure of private

information stored in the log during that search. Next, we examine how the owner of the log, whom

we refer to as Alice, can delegate searches on the log to authorized third parties efficiently. These

delegations may be voluntary (for example, to a managed security company to investigate an attack)

or involuntary (for example, to comply with a search warrant). Delegated searches are limited in

scope and duration, provide a guarantee of completeness, and are efficient.

To understand how important but sensitive audit logs are, consider the case when a company has

a website that keeps an audit log of all accesses to that web site, and the server that runs the web site

is outsourced to a third party. Without protecting the audit log, users’ browsing habits can easily

be examined by that third party, or any adversary that compromises the server. Many websites

have privacy policies that state they will disclose collected information in order to comply with

law enforcement (for example, CNN1). In the event that a search warrant is issued, the company

needs to provide access to the appropriate log entries to an investigator. In addition to a guarantee

of completeness, the investigator needs to be able to complete the search through the audit log

efficiently. A recent example emphasizes the importance of the system being efficient for searches:

earlier this year, “After several hours of attempting to track down, inspect and audit the terabytes

of data that [CIT Hosting hosts], the FBI determined that it was more efficient [from their point of

view] to remove all of [CIT Hosting’s] servers and transport them to the FBI local laboratories for

inspection.”2

While there are existing proposals (described in more detail in Chapters 2 and 4) that separately

implement audit logs on untrusted servers, searches on encrypted data by keywords, and time-

1 See CNN’s privacy policy at http://www.cnn.com/privacy.html
2 See http://www.carrierhotels.com/news/2004/Feb/19/fbishuttersweb host.shtml
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based cryptographic primitives, our scheme is the first that integrates all of these constructions. Our

solution is based on the idea of forward security, namely that secrets are evolved to limit the number

of secrets that the server is required to store. The log’s owner, Alice, has the ability to delegate a

limited searching capability to an untrusted third party investigator. Moreover, the search is limited

in scope to only certain keywords, and is limited to records that pertain to a specific time period. The

investigator can efficiently find all relevant records (i.e., the investigator does not have to perform a

linear search through the entire log), and can be convinced that there are no more records within the

scope of the investigation. Furthermore, in an effort to verify the authenticity of all of the results,

only a constant amount of data needs to be transmitted between Alice and the investigator.

We propose several new ideas which allow for an efficient implementation of these goals.

Specifically, our construction uses the hash of the encryption key for a record as an index for re-

trieving that record. When the key used to encrypt a record is a hash of the record itself, knowledge

of the hash of a record is sufficient to retrieve that record from the server, decrypt it, and verify

its integrity, without giving an adversary who compromised the server means of doing the same.

Furthermore, hashes of previous records are included in later records, forming chains of records.

Therefore, only the final record of a chain needs to be authenticated in order to authenticate all of

the records in the chain. As a result of this construction, we believe that we have the first audit log

that does not require that records be stored in a deterministic linear order; records may be stored in

a random order, and even periodically reshuffled without affecting the security or usability of the

log. Figure 1.1 depicts our construction.

The rest of this thesis is organized as follows. An overview of related work is discussed in

Chapter 2. Chapter 3 describes the assumptions and goals of the system. Notation, cryptographic

building blocks, and more details about some related schemes are covered in Chapter 4. The basic
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Eh(Ry)[Ry]h(h(Ry))

Eh(Rx)[Rx]h(h(Rx))

h(Ry)

Figure 1.1: The database uses double hashes of log records (Ri’s) to look up log records encrypted
with their hashes, e.g.Eh(Ri)[Ri]. The encrypted record contains a hash of another record, in this
example,Ry. Knowledge ofh(Ry) is sufficient to retrieve the encryptedRy from the database,
decrypt it, and verify its integrity. In addition, ifRx was authenticated, thenRy is authenticated.

ideas for time zones and building an index are presented in Chapters 5 and 6. Next, we present

our scheme, SEALED, and performance results in Chapters 7 and 8. Finally, Chapter 9 concludes

with a discussion of some possible optimizations and future work. Appendix A presents the specific

algorithms used by SEALED.
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Chapter 2

Related Work

There is much research that relates to the system discussed in this thesis. Work on outsourced

databases, in particular, that of Mykletun, Narashimha and Tsudik [MNT04] propose a model for

outsourced databases where a external server is trusted to store data, but is not trusted with the

integrity and authenticity of that data. Within that model, they present a scheme which allows

the server to efficiently prove the integrity and authenticity of data through the use of aggregate

signatures3. However, confidentiality of the data is not considered, nor do they address the issue

of ensuring that the server returns a complete answer. Moreover, the server is the only entity that

performs queries, which may lead to a performance bottleneck. Our scheme, and many of the other

schemes described in this chapter, allow searches to be delegated to third party investigators.

The topic of searches on encrypted data is directly related to audit log privacy. Schemes for

searching encrypted data can be divided into proposals that use symmetric keys and ones that use

asymmetric keys. First, we consider the schemes that use symmetric keys. In [SWP00], Song,

3 The aggregate signature scheme they use was presented by Boneh et al in [BGL03]. The inverse
of aggregating signatures is described in [JMS02], and can be used to redact part of a signature. A
system that requires only part of a message to be authenticated and the rest of the message to remain
undisclosed can take advantage of a redactable signature scheme.
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Wagner and Perrig describe a scheme for searching encrypted documents stored on a server for

any word in the document. They differ from our approach by having the server itself perform the

search, and return the results to the document’s owner. Their scheme does not allow searches to be

delegated to third parties, and cannot detect a server misbehaving by omitting results (e.g. there is

no guarantee of completeness), and requires a specific encryption scheme, rather than allowing any

suitable encryption scheme from being used. Although symmetric key operations are efficient, the

approach in [SWP00] still requires the server to perform a linear search through each document in

the collection.

Several more recent papers use Bloom Filters [B70] to achieve more efficient searches (in mod-

els similar to that of [SWP00]), although a tradeoff of using Bloom Filters is false positives. One

such scheme in this setting is presented by Goh in [G04]. A specially constructed Bloom Filter is

sent with each encrypted (and compressed) document to be stored on a server. In addition, Goh

describes how to efficiently search for infrequent words across multiple documents using a Bloom

Filter Tree. A subsequent scheme by Bellovin and Cheswick [BC04] uses encrypted Bloom Filters

to allow pairs of entities that do not trust each other to share selected data. A partially trusted third

party can perform a key transformation to change a search under one entity’s key to a search under

another entity’s key. However, if that third party colludes with any entities in the system, it learns

the secret keys of all participating entities.

Other types of data structures may also be used to achieve fast searches. In [CM04], Chang

and Mitzenmacher present a scheme to search encrypted files using a pre-generated index derived

from keywords in each of these files. This scheme is able to avoid the problem of false positives

that the previous schemes [SWP00, G04, BC04] suffer from. However, it may be argued that by

introducing noise into a search’s results, false positives provide a defense against statistical attacks
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by an adversary. Thus, the cost of more efficient searches is that some information about access

patterns is leaked. In addition, [CM04] requires the keywords used to index documents be fixed

once an initial set of documents are indexed. As a result, there exist some keywords that cannot be

used to index new documents. Without the ability to use any string as a keyword, searching may not

be as precise as desired.

A symmetric key scheme for searching encrypted data is typically used by encrypting one’s

documents and sending them to a server that is able to search them, as is the case in the aforemen-

tioned approaches of [SWP00, G04, CM04]. However, in the context of an audit log, the server is

the entity that creates and encrypts documents (log entries) that eventually need to be searched and

decrypted by investigators. An example of a scheme in this setting was proposed in [WBD04] by

Waters et. al.

A characteristic of existing schemes for searching encrypted data in a symmetric key setting is

that the key used to encrypt records is also the key used to search and decrypt records. However,

in the setting of an audit log, since the server encrypts log entries, it also has the keys to search

and decrypt those entries. Thus, symmetric key schemes are not suitable for our purpose – once the

server is compromised, an adversary would obtain all of the key material; as Waters et. al. point

out, “... the scheme is insecure against an adversary that is able to compromise an audit log server.”

Thus, we require an asymmetric key scheme to achieve our goals.

Unfortunately, asymmetric key operations are more computationally expensive than symmetric

ones, thus the ability to perform full-text searches in an asymmetric key setting may be computa-

tionally prohibitive. Solutions proposed in an asymmetric setting adopt the strategy of searching a

limited number of keywords extracted each document. Provided that these keywords are carefully

selected, this limitation should not limit useful searching (e.g., searching for the word “the” is not
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useful).

The only works we are aware of about asymmetric schemes for searching encrypted data use

the identity based encryption scheme of Boneh and Franklin [BF01] (more details about IBE are

discussed later). In [BCO03], Boneh et. al. provide a formal definition for searchable public key-

encryption, and provide three provably secure constructions. However, their constructions only

allow for matching documents to be identified by the searcher; the searcher is unable to decrypted

them. By contrast, in [WBD04], a novel construction using identity based encryption allows a

searcher to find matching documents and decrypt them. Documents (specifically, log records) are

encrypted with a randomly generated symmetric key, and that key is encrypted under each public

key corresponding to a keyword in the document. This construction is used to build an searchable

and encrypted audit log. Our scheme extends [WBD04] by increasing the efficiency of a search

through the log and adding the ability to restrict searches to the portion of the log corresponding to

a particular interval of time. Additional details about the scheme presented in [WBD04] are given

in Section 4.3.

A more distantly related topic is Private Information Retrieval [CGK95], where the goal is to

prevent a set of non-colluding servers from learning the physical location of a document (which

can be thought of as a block of data) that is being retrieved from a database. Enhancements were

presented in [CGN97], which described several data structures that can be used to determine the

physical location of a document. Of particular interest here is construction where a document’s

physical location is a hash of the document itself. While this is not very useful for searching with

the granularity less than an entire document, our system uses a similar construction for retrieving

documents. In our case, a hash of a document’s encryption key can be used to retrieve the document.

There have been several works relating to time based signatures in cryptography. In [HS90],
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Haber and Stornetta present a method for time-stamping digital documents by sending a hash of

them to a central server. The centralized server uses a hash chain to bound the time when a document

was time-stamped at the central server, and the hash does not reveal the contents of a document

to that server. In [M01], Mao introduces a scheme for time-released encryption and signatures. A

large amount of non-parallizable computation is required before a special signature can be converted

into a normal signature. However, this scheme is not correlated to absolute time (more computing

power changes the time scale), and does not scale to allow a user to time-release multiple signatures

simultaneously. A significantly more practical system was introduced by Mont, Harrison and Sadler

in [MHS03]. Their system makes use of the IBE system of [BF01] to reveal signatures on documents

(or the documents themselves) at a specified point of time in the future. Documents are encrypted

with a public key for the date on which they are to be revealed. Each day, the central server reveals

the IBE decryption key corresponding to that date.

While there have been many works on audit logs, we focus on those suitable for untrusted

machines. In [SK98], Schneier and Kelsey propose a scheme in which log records are encrypted on

the server, and an adversary who compromises the server is unable to read or alter existing records.

The authentication of log entries is accomplished using a hash chain and a linearly evolving MAC

key. To facilitate searching, records contain type information (analogous to extracted keywords in

other schemes [WBD04, BCO03]), and the the owner of the log can allow a searcher to read selected

records based on type information of those records. However, this scheme is not very efficient, as it

requires one key to be sent from the owner to the searcher foreachrecord to be searched, and the

searcher must retrieveall records from the server to verify the hash chain. Furthermore, the type

information of each record is stored in the clear.

The authors extend their scheme in [KS99] to reduce the number of keys the owner is required
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to send to a searcher. Their solution involves a tree based scheme for deriving keys in which a non-

leaf key can be used to derive all of the keys in its subtree. Thus, the owner can give one key to the

searcher, who can then use that key to derive a range of keys. If the levels in the tree correspond to

different time periods (i.e.: seconds, minutes, hours, etc.), their scheme can be used for time limited

searching. Unfortunately, to keep the scheme secure and efficient, it only allows for a limited set

of record types. This limitation is problematic for an audit log, where the extracted keywords may

include, for example, an IP address. We extend their scheme by supporting more efficient searches,

allowing richer type information (a set of extracted keywords) and present a more rigorous analysis

of the number of keys required to be transferred to cover an interval of time in a tree based scheme.

More details about these schemes are discussed in Section 4.2.
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Chapter 3

Settings and Goals

To begin, we informally state our setting and goals. An entity, denoted as Alice, owns a server

which she either operates directly, or has delegated operation to some third party. Alice is com-

pletely trusted and always protects her secret keys from compromise. To help justify this premise,

she remains (somewhat) isolated; communication with her is infrequent and does not use a large

amount of bandwidth. In practical terms, she may be considered to use a mobile device with limited

storage capacity, processing power, and bandwidth. Unlike Alice, the server is not fully trusted

and may be compromised by an adversary at some point in time, but until then, we assume that it

diligently follows all protocols in the system. To provide evidence detailing an attack, the server

maintains an audit log, which is generated by events occurring on the server (for example, alerts

from an intrusion detection system). In the event that the server is compromised, before Alice can

make use of the audit log, she must ensure that the log was not tampered with (e.g, determine if

records were inserted, altered, or deleted). In order to allow her to remain isolated, she requires

the ability to delegate searching and verifying selected parts of the log to third party investigators.

Examples of investigators may be a managed security company hired by the owner, or a law en-
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forcement agency presenting a search warrant to the owner. When referring to investigators, we use

feminine pronouns.

Alice may restrict the scope of an investigator’s search by time or keyword (each log entry

has an associated set of keywords, for example, the IP address of a remote action), but for privacy

reasons, it is important that an investigator does not learn anything outside of the scope of her

investigation. All of the records on the server are encrypted, so the server can return any record that

is requested without needing to perform authentication and without exposing private information.

This setup permits an investigator to retrieve records directly from the server. Once the records are

retrieved, Alice can verify their authenticity to the investigator (using very limited bandwidth), and

the investigator can be satisfied of the completeness of a search. Furthermore, the investigator can

perform the entire search and verification procedure efficiently.

We define the adversaries of the system in terms of investigators and the knowledge that they

possess. When Alice allows an investigator to perform a search, she provides the investigator with

one or more trapdoors to perform that search. While an honest investigator would delete these

trapdoors once the search is complete, investigators are not trusted to always do so. In particular, for

an investigator, we consider her knowledge of trapdoors from previous searches to be a vulnerability

to the system. These trapdoors allow an investigator to retrieve certain parts of the log and verify

those parts’ authenticity and completeness.

As an additional threat, if an investigator “captures” the server, either by a remote exploit, or by

physically taking the server, she may have more knowledge than before (e.g., access to the server’s

memory). Such an adversary may also be concerned with concealing its behavior. An explicit goal

of the system facing such an adversary is to prevent her from searching the audit log and to prevent

her from undetectable modifying the audit log. In systems where these goals are met, it becomes
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significantly more challenging for such an adversary to obscure their activities.

The rest of this Chapter discusses our assumptions and our specific system requirements. Before

we can present the requirements, we introduce some notation and terminology. The requirements are

broken up into three groups. The first set of requirements outline how investigators receive trapdoors

for searches, and what happens when they share them. The second, specifies the requirements and

restrictions when an investigator performs a search. Finally, the third set of requirements address

issues of restart recovery, in particular, what must be ensured to allow the server to resume normal

operations after a compromise, without resorting to the trivial solution of starting a new log from

scratch.

3.1 Assumptions

Our explicit assumptions are as follows:

Assumption 1 The owner, Alice, is completely trusted. That is, she always fully protects her secrets,

is not compromised during the lifetime of the system, and always follow the protocols of the system.

Assumption 2 All of the protocols and algorithms occur after Alice and the server are able to

securely exchange some information establishing the existence of the log and share several keys. An

example of a protocol to securely create a log is given in [SK98]. Secrets may be shared over a

secure channel, or with a key agreement protocol.

Assumption 3 The server requires periodic interaction with Alice to receive the time and authenti-

cation keys required for a predetermined amount of time in the future, which we denote asIkey. We

assume that these interactions are always successful and as such, keys are always available on the

server when needed.
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The length ofIkey can be varied based on the needs of the system. Less frequent contact between

Alice and the server require more keys to be transferred at once, and thus exposed if the server is

compromised. On the other hand, more frequent interaction makes the system more vulnerable to

denial of service attacks.

3.2 Variables, Functions, and Notation

Subscripti’s are used for normal log records,p’s are used for time periods, andj’s are used

for each keyword associated with a record. In the audit log, there are two types of records.Ri’s

denotes normal log records (which encapsulate a messagemi) andAp’s denote anchor records.

When referring to a generic log record,X is used. The functiontime(X) returns the time period

in which X was logged (it is assumed that no record is logged on the exact boundary between two

time periods).

The functionwords(X) = {w1, . . . , wj , . . . , w`} returns the set of keywords that are relevant

to the recordX. Note that for normal log records, this function applies to the message embedded in

the record, e.g.,words(Ri) = words(mi). When referring to a specific record (e.g,Ri or Ap), we

include the subscript of that record in eachwj . For example, the keywords associated with record

Ri arewords(Ri) = {wi1, . . . , wij , . . . , wi`i
}. Each keywordwij is used with some metadata

stored on the server to create an index fragment,cij ; more details about index fragments are in later

chapters. Note that thewords(m) function must be deterministic, but the order that the keywords

are returned in can be random.

The system uses several types of keys.Ki denotes the symmetric key used to encryptmi in each

Ri, andKnext
w denotes the symmetric key to be used in the next record associated withw. The other

two types of keys are dependent on a time period,p: TKp denotes the time key andAKp denotes
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the authentication key.

We use botha, b anda|b to denote concatenation. It is implied that each field has a well defined

length, or a known delimiter to separate it from the next field. Different types of grouping symbols

(parenthesis, brackets, angle brackets, etc.) are not significant; they are used for readability (so that

the same grouping symbol does not appear nested inside itself).

3.3 Investigators and Keys

An investigator may have been authorized to perform several searches in the past, and may have

kept the trapdoors obtained from all of those searches. LetW = {w1, . . . , wv} be the set ofv

keywords whose IBE trapdoors have been provided by the owner, and letT = {T1, . . . , Td} be the

set of time periods for which time keys can be obtained from the trapdoors provided by the owner.

More specifically, the time periods inT form d disjoint intervals (theTi’s) of average lengtht. Let

INV(T,W )-adversary denote an investigator with knowledge ofT andW . The set of records

that Alice allows such an investigator to read is defined asmatch(T,W ) = {X : time(X) ∈

T ∩ (words(X) ∩W 6= ∅)}.

The requirements related to investigators obtaining and sharing trapdoors are as follows:

Requirement 1 (Efficient Delegation) Alice can authorize an investigator to search for records in

match(T,W ) using bandwidthO(v + d log(t)).

Informally, a time interval is aligned if it spans an entire minute, hour, day, month or year. For

example, the time interval of March 2004 is aligned. For some properly-aligned intervals of time,

thelog(t) factor becomesO(1). In practice, we believe that most searches will be aligned.
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Requirement 2 (Fine Granularity Searches)Searches intervals may be begin or end on single

second boundaries (or some other unit, as predetermined by Alice). A record may be described by

any number of keywords, and each keyword may be of arbitrary length.

The duration of the minimum interval of a search is called atime zone, which is discussed in

more detail later. Servers that experience low volumes of traffic may wish to save resources by

having larger time zones, for example, one per minute. More precisely-defined searches can be per-

formed if there is more information contained in the keywords describing a record. At an extreme,

satisfying this requirement means that an entire message may be extracted into its keywords.

For a particular search, an investigator is allowed to search for a keywordw if w ∈W , and may

not search forw otherwise. However, a new proposal by Sahai and Waters [SW04] may allow for

Fuzzy Identity Based Encryption in which an investigator may search forw if it is “close” to any

element ofW .

Requirement 3 (Strong Collusion Freeness)The set of records that can be read by a group of

k adversaries,INV(T1,W1), . . . , INV(Tk,Wk) who share their trapdoors (e.g., the records in

match
(
∪k

i=1Ti,∪k
i=1Wi

)
) is equivalent to the records that can be read by these investigators shar-

ing their results (e.g.,∪k
i=1match(Ti,Wi)).

This requirement formalizes the intuitive notation that investigators cannot learn any more

records by combining their trapdoors. Unfortunately, our scheme cannot achieve strong collusion

freeness due to the independence of per-keyword trapdoors and per-time period trapdoors, as well

as the homomorphic nature4 of match. In particular, wheni 6= j, the records ofmatch(Ti,Wj)

can be read by investigators who combine their trapdoors, but not by any individual investigator.

4 That is,match(T1 ∪ T2,W ) = match(T1,W ) ∪match(T2,W ) andmatch(T,W1 ∪W2) =
match(T,W1) ∪match(T,W2).
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In order to achieve Strong Collusion Freeness, there need to be separate sets of time keys for

each keyword; however, maintaining these separate sets presents a problem for the requirements of

Efficient Delegation and Fine Granularity Searches. For example, the scheme of [KS99] needs to

severely limit the number of possible keywords to remain efficient. Moreover, when only a handful

of keywords exist, all searches become very general in scope. Furthermore, [KS99] has another

significant limitation: the keywords for each record are stored in the clear.

Thus, we introduce a weaker notion of collusion freeness which balances the other requirements

related to efficiency and flexibility, but allows investigators to perform searches that Alice may not

have intended to allow. Future work will examine how to achieve Strong Collusion Freeness without

limiting other requirements. More details about these tradeoffs are discussed in Chapter 5.

Requirement 4 (Weak Collusion Freeness)The set of records that can be read by a group of

k adversaries,INV(T1,W1), . . . , INV(Tk,Wk) who share their trapdoors (e.g., the records

in match
(
∪k

i=1Ti,∪k
i=1Wi

)
) is equivalent to the records that can be read by aINV(T,W )-

adversary (e.g.,match(T,W )), whereT = ∪k
i=1Ti andW = ∪k

i=1Wi.

In other words, a group of investigators who share their trapdoors cannot learn more than a

single investigator who has all of those trapdoors, or put more simply, keyword and time period

trapdoors are not investigator specific. Consequently, more records may be obtained when investi-

gators combine their trapdoors rather than combine their individual search results. This requirement

is achieved as a result of the homomorphic nature ofmatch.

However, a positive side effect of the weaker requirement is that Alice does not need to keep

state about the prior trapdoors given to each individual investigator. To determine what any investi-

gator could possibly read, she simply assumes that all investigators collude, and only needs to keep
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track of which trapdoors have ever been provided to any investigators. Although the owner does not

need to keep track of all previous searches to use the system, we suspect that it is prudent to do so.

3.4 Investigators and Searches

Once an investigator has obtained a set of trapdoorsT andW , either from Alice or through

collusion with other investigators, she can perform a search. This section discusses the requirements

of those searches.

Requirement 5 (Completeness)The investigator can read all log recordsX ∈ match(T,W ),

and be convinced that no other records in this set exist in the log. The investigator can authenticate

all of these records without contacting Alice.

The authentication is performed by verifying one public key signature for each of thed time

intervals being searched. The public key for that signature was previously provided by Alice during

the search delegation. Thus, Alice may remain off-line once the investigator obtains the trapdoors

needed to perform the search.

Requirement 6 (Efficient Searching) For each keywordw ∈W and each interval of timeTi ∈ T ,

once the first matching record is found, an investigator will only need to retrieveO(k) records,

wherek is the total number of records containingw duringTi, e.g.,|match({w}, Ti)|.

A consequence of efficient searching is that the total number of records retrieved (excluding

those before the first match is found), is at most a constant factor (in our case, 2) above the number

of records that actually match. Other schemes previously proposed (in particular, [SK98, KS99,

WBD04]) require that all of the records in the log (or for a period of time in the log) be retrieved.
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In our case, we only need to retrieve a number of records proportional to the number of matching

records. Thus, when searching for infrequently occurring keywords, our scheme is much more

efficient than previous work. While there may be many records retrieved before the first match

is found, our performance until the first match is equal to that of [WBD04] when their indexing

optimization is used.

Note that we are not concerned with the sizes of records stored on the server. Since an inves-

tigator only needs to retrieve a minimal number of non-matching records, it is acceptable for these

records to be larger. Moreover, storage is cheap, whereas time and bandwidth are scare resources.

Requirement 7 (Privacy Preserving Searches)While performing a search, an investigator can-

not read log recordsX /∈ match(T,W ).

Requirement 7 warrants further discussion. To allow an investigator to be convinced that she

has obtained all records related tow for a search of time intervalTi, she must be convinced that

the no other matching records related tow occurred after the start ofTi. However, retrieving and

examining all other records duringTi is inefficient. Moreover, she must not be allowed to learn the

exact time period in which the previous record related tow prior toTi was logged, nor can she learn

if any such record exists.

3.5 Recovery from Compromise

After a server has been compromised, it may be difficult to determine if an adversary installed

any backdoors that allow for future access. As a result, many servers are simply formatted and their

software reinstalled after a compromise. Part of that process may typically include starting a new

audit log. While this simple solution is sufficient, it has limitations and overhead which become
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clear when one wants to perform searches spanning both the old and new audit logs, especially

when the server may be frequently compromised and reinstalled.

In our system, the audit log is tamper resistant (as defined below), and as such, it is possible

to determine which part of the log is intact. The untrusted remainder of the log can be removed,

and our system allows the most recent good record to be “spliced” to a new log segment, and then

allows the log to continue normal operation. The advantage of our approach is clear – a single set

of trapdoors can allow an investigator to perform a search spanning multiple segments of the log.

Define aCAP(T,W, p)-adversary as aINV(T,W )-adversary who compromises the server

during time periodp. If this adversary was not a normal investigator before capturing the server,

or is not colluding with an investigator, then the setsT andW are empty. Such an adversary has

access to everything stored in memory on the server, and has read/write access to everything on the

server’s stable storage, including the current time key,TKp. This type of adversary is in control

of the server, and can clearly prevent any future log records from being written. In addition, log

records for the current time zone are vulnerable to being undetectable deleted, motivating a tradeoff

between overhead and security in the choice of a time zone length.

The goal for aCAP(T,W, p)-adversary is to becertain that the log contains no record of their

intrusion. If the system prevents her from searching the log, then she cannot be certain that an

intrusion detection system on the server did not log her intrusion. Thus, the adversary is forced to

assume that an incriminating log record exists, and she must alter the log to remove the possibility

of being caught. If the system can also prevent the adversary from undetectable altering the existing

log records from before time periodp, then it is impossible for the adversary to achieve her goal.

As a result, the specific requirement for the system to allow normal operations to resume after a

CAP(T,W, p)-adversary are:
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Requirement 8 (Tamper Resistant Log)The adversary must not be able to insert, delete, or alter

any log records from any time zone beforep without such changes being detectable by Alice or

another investigator that Alice delegates such a verification to.

Requirement 9 (Limited Searching) The adversary cannot read any more records than an

INV(T ∪ p, W )-adversary.

A side effect of having the abilities of an investigator with knowledge ofTKp is that the adver-

sary can perform a search for keywords inW during the current time period (p). However, since

the current time period’s authentication key,AKp is stored on the server, the adversary can simply

delete all records for the current time zone without leaving a trace. Thus, we reiterate the need

to carefully chose the length of a time zone. For an interactive adversary (e.g., a hacker manually

typing in commands), a time zone length of one minute may be sufficient, but for an automated

system, the time zone may need to be reduced to a single second.

Requirement 10 (Limited Key Exposure) All future keys (that is, those for time periods after

Ikey) cannot be derived from the secrets that are stored on the server during time periodp.

As a result of this requirement, after the compromise is detected, the system is cleaned, and a

finite number of time periods have elapsed afterp, the server can resume normal operations. Recall

the time period length is related to Assumption 3.
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Chapter 4

Preliminaries

This chapter will introduce the cryptographic primitives used in the rest of the thesis and pro-

vides a more detailed description of the related work that our system directly builds on.

4.1 Cryptographic Primitives

A cryptographic hash function is an efficiently computable mapping from variable length mes-

sages to fixed length digests, and is denoted ash(m) = d. Hash functions are collision resistant

(difficult to find anx, y such thath(x) = h(y)), and are one-way (difficult to find anx such that

h(x) = d for some fixedd). In our system, we use SHA-1 [F180], which produces a 20 byte (160

bit) output. When more than 160 bits are needed as the output of a hash function, we extend SHA-1

by outputting〈h(m)|h(m + 1)|h(m + 2)| . . .〉.

A message authentication code (MAC) is a hash function that uses a secret keyk, and is denoted

asfk(m) = d. If k is known,fk(m) can be computed efficiently. However, ifk is not known,

an adversary cannot compute digests for messages nor determine if a digest matches a particular
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message. An example of a MAC is HMAC [F198].

A symmetric key cipher is a deterministic pseudorandom permutation on fixed size blocks,E,

that uses a secret keyk. Encryption of a message is denoted byEk(m) = c, and decryption is

denoted asDk(c) = m. In our system, we use AES [F197] with both a 128 bit key and block size.

A public key signature scheme provides non-reputable signatures of messages. In practice, for

efficiency, one typically signs a hash of the message instead. A secret signing key is used to generate

signatures, and a public verifying key allows anyone to verify a signature. In our system, we use

the Digital Signature Algorithm (DSA); for more details about this scheme, we refer the reader to

[F186].

4.2 Tamper Resistant Audit Logs

In Chapter 2, we introduced a tamper resistant audit log scheme [SK98] and an improved version

[KS99]. The goal of a tamper resistant audit log is that an adversary who has compromised the server

cannot read or undetectable alter existing records. We first introduce the notation and terminology

used in these schemes5. Messagemi is the ith message to be stored in the audit log. A set of

permissions associated withmi, i.e. words(mi), describe the contents of the message in enough

detail for the owner of the log to be able to decide if a particular investigator should be allowed to

readmi, but with insufficient information to to revealmi. These permissions can be thought of as

keywords extracted frommi. An authentication key,AKi, is stored by the server, and is evolved

after each log record is written.

To store a new record, an encryption keyKi = h(words(mi), AKi) is derived from the permis-

5 For ease of exposition, we changed the notation from these papers to the notation used in our
system.
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sions associated with the message and the current authentication key. The resulting encryption of

the message isEKi(mi). Next, a hash of this record and the hash from the previous record is created

asYi = h(Yi−1, EKi(mi), words(mi)). The hash from the previous record is included to form a

hash chain. Finally, a MAC is used to authenticate the hash,Zi = fAKi(Yi), and the authentication

key is evolved (AKi+1 = h(AKi)). The i-th log record isRi = (words(mi), EKi(mi), Yi, Zi).

Once the record is written,AKi andKi are deleted.

We note however that there are two major problems with this scheme. First, the extracted

keywordswords(mi) are stored in the clear, which may leak some information to an adversary. As

a consequence, there is an implicit limitation on how detailed the keywords may be, limiting the

granularity of searches. Second, and more importantly, if an adversary obtainsAKp, she is able to

derive all future authentication keys. This necessitates starting a new audit log after a compromise.

Note also that from time to time, an investigator may want verify or read a range of records in

the audit logs, fromRb to Rf (b ≤ f ). She can accomplish this by retrievingall of the records

betweenRb andRf from the server and verifying the hash chain (theYi’s). Next, she sends the

owner of the logf, Yf , andZf , along with a list ofi, words(mi) for eachRi (with i ∈ [b, f ]) she

desires to read. Then, the owner can verify the final MAC (Zf ) and provideKi for eachwords(mi)

that the owner determines the investigator should be allowed to read. A feature of this scheme is

that if the investigator lies aboutwords(mi), the corresponding key that the owner retrieves will not

be correct. However, the number of messages that need to be exchanged to allow an investigator to

perform a search is a significant disadvantage of this scheme, which was addressed by the authors

in [KS99].

To reduce the number of keys that need to be transferred, in [KS99] the authors allow investiga-

tors to derive multiple encryption keys from a single secret. This construction is based on the use of
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trees: a key for a node in the middle of the tree can be used to derive the keys for each of its children;

iteratively executing this procedure will result in deriving all the keys for a subtree. The levels of

the tree can be used to represent different lengths of time (e.g., hours, days, etc.). Thus, the owner

of the log can allow an investigator to search a large portion of the log by providing a relatively

small number of keys. Although the authors do not provide a rigorous analysis of the number of

keys required, intuition suggests that it would be logarithmic in the duration of the interval.

Unfortunately, a consequence of the key reduction of [KS99] is that record encryption keys are

no longer derived from permission masks, so investigators can lie to the owner about permissions.

Thus, a separate tree of keys must be maintained for each possible permission mask. As a result,

for the scheme to remain efficient (in terms of the number of keys that must be managed), the

number of possible extracted keywords must be reduced to a very small number. This is of course

problematic when information relevant to an audit log (for example, an IP address) are extracted as

keywords; the ability to have millions of different possible keywords without creating a burden of

key management becomes paramount (seeRequirement 2).

4.3 IBE-Enabled Audit Logs

Our approach extends the asymmetric key scheme presented in [WBD04]. Their approach

depends on Identity Based Encryption (IBE), which allows arbitrary strings to be used as public

keys. We use the IBE scheme of Boneh and Franklin presented in [BF01] that achieves chosen

ciphertext security. We denote an identity based encryption of a messagem with public keyw as

c = IBEw(m), the private key corresponding tow asdw, and the identity based decryption ofc

with private keydw asm = IBDdw(c). While the other cryptographic primitives described are rel-

atively fast, identity based operations are very slow, and care must be taken to minimize the number
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of IBE operations required.

At a high level, the scheme of [WBD04] is similar to the tamper resistant audit log schemes

discussed in Section 4.2. In order to add a messagemi to the log, a random encryption key,

Ki, is chosen, andmi is encrypted with this key. The message has a set of associated keywords,

words(mi) = {wi1, . . . , wij , . . . , wi`i
}. Ki is appended to a public constantflag, and the result is

identity-based encrypted using eachwij ∈ words(mi) as a public key. The log recordRi contains

EKi(mi), ci1, . . . , cij , . . . , ci`i
, where eachcij = IBEwij (flag|Ki). In addition,Ri contains a part

of a hash chain and an MAC of that hash (similar to theYi’s andZi’s from [SK98]). Once the log

record is written,Ki is deleted.

A major advantage of this scheme over that of [SK98] is that the keywords associated with

each message are not stored in the clear. Moreover, an adversary who examines the ciphertext

cij = IBEwij (flag|Ki) cannot determine which string was used as public key to encrypt it (e.g.,

wij). This result is due to the key-privacy property the IBE scheme of [BF01]; we refer the reader

to [BBD01] for more information about key-privacy, and to [BCO03] for a proof of key privacy in

IBE.

To perform a search for all records in the log containing the keywordw, an investigator requests

the trapdoor (private key) for that keyword (dw) from the owner of the log. Next, the investigator

retrieves each recordRi from the log and attempts to decrypt eachcij usingdw. She can determine

if a decryption was successful by checking ifIBDdw(cij) begins withflag. If the decryption was

successful, she has obtainedKi, which can be used to decryptmi. We note that the use of the IBE

scheme that provides chosen ciphertext security, rather than using the semantically secure version,

makes the use offlag unnecessary, as decryptions with the incorrect key will fail. However, to be

consistent, we still describe their scheme with the use offlag.
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Clearly, this scheme is has some limitations. An investigator must retrieveall records in the log,

and attempt one IBE operation for each keyword associated with each record. Furthermore, IBE

operations are much more computationally expensive than symmetric key operations. More impor-

tantly, knowledge ofdw will allow an investigator to decryptall recordsRi with w ∈ words(mi),

even those that have not yet been created. As such, it is desirable for a scheme to limit the scope of

an investigator’s query to a specific period of time.

To address the performance reduction associated with the use of IBE, the paper also discusses

some optimization techniques. One optimization, pairing reuse, allows an expensive operation to be

cached and reused in future encryptions, since it only depends on the public key (and not the mes-

sage). However, the most important technique presented is indexing, which allows an investigator

to retrieve fewer records and perform fewer IBE decryptions during the course of a search. This

improvement groups a small number of consecutive log records into a “block”. Note that the block

size does not need to be constant, it may be the number of records that appeared during a particular

interval of time. Once all of the records in the block are stored (asi, EKi(mi)), a special index

record is written (analogous to an anchor record in our scheme). For each keywordw associated

with any record in the block, the index record contains an IBE with public keyw of a list of which

log record (i1, . . . , i`) from the block contains the keywordw, and the encryption key used for each

of those records (Ki1 , . . . ,Ki`). See Figure 4.1 for an overview. While indexing provides a large

performance increase, it can allow an adversary who compromises the server to read record in the

current block. This vulnerability is a direct consequence of the server needing to keep eachKi in

the clear until the index record is written.

Next, we consider the performance of indexing. Letn denote the number of entries in the log,

b denote the number of log entries per block,u denote the average number of distinct keywords in
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Figure 4.1: The indexing optimization from [WBD04]. Access to an index fragment in an index
record allows an investigator to locate and decrypt all matching records within that block.

a block, andk denote the number of log records that are related to a keywordw. Then to perform

a search forw, an investigator needs to retrieveO(n/b + k) log records and performO(u · n
b )

IBE decryptions. In practice, we expect that most searches would be performed on infrequently

occurring keywords, and as such,n/b � k. A consequence of keywords occurring infrequently

is that there are many distinct keywords in each block, sou > b. Thus, the number of records to

retrieve and the number of IBE operations to perform are proportional to the total number of records

(n), rather than the optimal value (the number of matching records,k). By contrast, the number of

records retrieved and IBE decryptions performed during a search are bothO(k) in our construction,

once the first matching record is found.
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Chapter 5

Time Zones

This chapter discusses several possible approaches of adding support for time-scoped searches

to the scheme of [WBD04] (see Section 4.3). Through a discussion of the limitations of each of

these schemes, we motivate the system design choices and requirements presented in Chapter 3.

We show that in order to efficiently support a large number of keywords in a per-keyword time

zone setting, the master IBE secret would need to be stored on the server. Since any adversary

who compromises the server would learn this master secret, it is not practical to have separate time

zones for each keyword. Instead, all keywords are part of the same time zone (e.g., only weak

collusion resistance is provided). In this setting, the server only requires periodic interaction of

constant size with the owner to update its key material for a predetermined number of time periods

in the immediate future (Ikey). Furthermore, we show that the extra encryption used with a time

based key should encrypt thecij ’s so that less information is available to an adversary. Since the

most efficient solution involves only a single time zone, then this necessitates that log records are

themselves encrypted.
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Figure 5.1: Time periods are 32-bit unsigned integers. Each of the parts of the date is broken into
fixed length fields, with the lengths as indicated. This representation allows all dates between 1970
and 2033 with one second precision to be used.

5.1 Time Periods

We begin by illustrating how 32-bit unsigned integers are used to represent time periods. Rather

than using a standard Unix timestamp (the number of seconds since January 1, 1970), we split the

32-bits into several fixed-width fields (see Figure 5.1). As a result, we do not have the ability to

represent extended periods that Unix timestamps can; however, our approach still allows represen-

tation up to 2033 with 1-second precision. In practice, we expect most search requests to be aligned

to some period of time (for example, days), and in such cases, we believe that our representation

allows for a more efficient implementation.

A consequence of having separate fields for each part of a date is that some 32-bit values repre-

sent invalid time periods (e.g., the 15th month of the year, or the 30th hour of a day). These invalid

integers cannot be used as time periods, but internally, if a field is set to its minimal valid value, it is

interpreted as all 0 bits. Similarly, if a field is set to its maximum valid value, it is interpreted to as

all 1 bits. This means that the year, hour, minute, and second fields are 0-based; the day and month

fields are 1-based.

A time zoneis the finest granularity with which time scoped searches can performed, and con-

sists of a continuous interval of time periods. The duration of a time zone should be chosen such

that there are several log records added to the log during each time zone. Time zones can be a single

second, but in practice, we expect them to be aligned on minute boundaries. When we refer to a
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time periodp, we mean the last time period occurring in that time zone, and byp− 1 we mean the

last time period occurring in the previous time zone.

To simplify the analysis, we assume that there are roughly the same number of log records

per time zone. While it is true that most servers experience spikes in usage, we believe that these

constant factors are captured by the big-O notation. Recall thatn is the number of entries in the

log, andb is the number of records per time zone (e.g., in a single block). Thus, the number of time

zones in the log isn/b.

5.2 A Trivial Solution

The trivial way to add time-scoped searching to [WBD04] is as follows. First, the time period

that a recordRi was added during,time(Ri) is stored in that record. Note that the time period can

be stored in the clear since the time period of the record can be inferred from its relative position

in the log. Next, the public key used to formcij is changed fromwij to time(Ri)|wij . Thus,

cij = IBEtime(Ri)|wij
(flag|Ki). To use the indexing enhancement, one needs to ensure that all of

the records in a block occur during the same time zone.

Searches are performed as in the original scheme. An investigator asks Alice for the trapdoors

corresponding to each keyword she wants to search for during an interval of time. Unfortunately,

this simplistic scheme results in a large performance penalty for Alice. To search for a single

keyword int time zones, she needs to provide an investigator withO(t) IBE keys. However, from

the investigator’s perspective, performance is comparable to before. The number of index records

to retrieve and the number of decryptions required is proportional to the fraction of log the within

the scope of the search,tn/b .

Although this trivial approach places a great burden on the owner, it has a desirable feature that
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the time zones are separate for each keyword. This interdependence between key types allows Alice

to prevent the problem of unintended search capabilities discussed in Section 3.3, and allows Strong

Collusion Freeness (seeRequirement 3) to be achieved. However, efficient search delegation is an

important goal (seeRequirement 1), so an alternate approach is needed.

5.3 A Tree Based Approach

To reduce the number of keys that the owner needs to provide an investigator, we use a tree-

based technique to derive time keys similar to that of [KS99]. Note that this technique is also used

to derive authentication keys, but for ease of exposition, we limit the discussion to the use of time

keys. A tree based scheme satisfiesRequirement 10: given a time key, all future time keys cannot be

derived. A linear key evolving scheme (for example, a hash chain) cannot satisfy this requirement

since knowledge of one key can be used to deriveall future keys.

Recall thatTKp is the time key for time zone containing time periodp. We extend this definition

to allow for time keys to be generated in a tree structure by having “partial” time periods: 32-bit

numbers with some of their most significant bits determined, but with their least significant bits not

yet determined. We denote by|p| as the bit length ofp; low(p) as the smallest 32-bit unsigned

integer that can be obtained fromp (e.g.,p followed by all 0’s); andhigh(p) as the largest 32-bit

unsigned integer that can be obtained fromp (e.g.,p followed by all 1’s).

A master time key, which we denote asTK∗, is randomly chosen to be at the root of the tree

(implicitly, TK∗ has|p| = 0). Let x ∈ {0, 1} denote a single bit, andhx(m) be a pair of hash

functions that are publicly computable. There are several possible constructions, for example, a

MAC fx(m) or a concatenationh(x|m). Then we defineTKp|x = hx(TKp), provided that|p| ∈

[0, 31]. Once|p| = 32, TKp is an actual time key. As an example, if time periods were one month
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Figure 5.2: Consider a simple example where time periods are one month in duration, and the search
interval spans March through July. The values in each box are the subscripts of time keys. To allow
an investigator to derive the keys for this search interval, the keys in the shaded boxes need to be
transmitted to her.

in length, then the minimum number of keys that must be transmitted to the investigator for the

period spanning March through July is depicted in Figure 5.2.

Using a tree based scheme, on average,O(log(t)) keys need to be sent by Alice to an investigator

for a search spanningt time zones. Furthermore, if the interval of time to be searched is well aligned

(e.g., its boundaries correspond to one unit of time, for example, one month),O(1) keys can be

provided to an investigator to generate keys for the search. Since the time keys are independent

of the keyword trapdoors, this tree based construction meets the requirements of Efficient Search

Delegation (Requirement 1).

Now that Alice has a mechanism to efficiently distribute time keys to an investigator, we address

the question of how to integrate these keys into the audit log on the server. The server is required to

have some key material (for a limited interval of time surrounding the present,Ikey, as discussed in

Requirement 10), and requires periodic contact with Alice to obtain keys for future periods. While

it is true that more key material is now stored on the server, our tree based construction limits the

exposure of future keys when the server is compromised. This is a direct contrast to the schemes of

[KS99, WBD04], where all future versions of the linearly derived authentication key are exposed

when the server is compromised.
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Clearly these keys cannot be prepended to keywords and used as IBE public keys (which is the

case for the trivial scheme) since the resulting construction requires Alice to distribute as many keys

for searches as in the trivial scheme. Thus, we use the time based keys as symmetric keys to encrypt

some or all of each log record. The two possible ways of encrypting a record are to encrypt the

entire record, or to encrypt individualcij ’s in the record. These options are explored in the next two

sections.

5.4 Per Keyword Time Zones

First, we consider schemes that have separate time zones on a per-keyword basis. Recall that we

want to have as large a number of keywords possible (seeRequirement 2), and cannot require the

server to store a master key (seeRequirement 10). Let TKw,p denote the time key that corresponds

to keywordw during time periodp. Recall thatcij = IBEwij (Ki); theflag is not required with

the chosen ciphertext secure version of IBE. As previously discussed, we cannot use a value other

thanwij for the public IBE key. Thus, the design choices left to explore are either to encryptKi or

cij .

Let c′ij = ETKwij,p(flag|cij) denote the encryption ofcij . Recall that the time period,p =

time(Ri) during which recordRi was recorded is stored in the clear. Thus, when an investigator

is searching for records associated with a keywordw, and the time periodp is within the scope of

her investigation, eachc′ij in a recordRi can be decrypted withTKw,p. If the keyword forcij was

actuallyw, then the decryptionDTKw,p(c′ij) will be of the formflag|cij . Upon observingflag, she

can perform an IBE decryption oncij to obtainKi. On the other hand, ifwij 6= w, thenDTKw,p(c′ij)

will not begin with flag, and she does not need to perform an IBE decryption. Since symmetric

key operations are much more efficient then IBE decryptions, searches will actually be faster, since
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unnecessary IBE decryptions can be avoided.

By contrast, ifKi is encrypted first, andc′′ij = IBEwij (ETKwij,p(Ki)), an investigator will

need to IBE decrypt eachc′′ij in Ri. Thus, the performance is the same as for the original scheme.

Hence, it make more sense to encryptcij with a symmetric key scheme (after the IBE encryption)

rather than encryptKi before the IBE encryption. We emphasize that to obtain significant gains

in searching efficiency, unnecessary IBE decryptions must be avoided. In particular, the optimal

number of IBE decryptions to perform is one per matching record, which intuitively requires some

type of index structure.

In order for the server to be able to encryptcij and formc′ij , it requiresTKwij ,p. In the tree based

scheme we described, efficient protocols exist for deriving keys in different time periods (p’s), but

not for different keywords (wij ’s). In particular, we need a protocol that allows the server to obtain

key material for somewij that it has not previously seen. This problem is explained by Kelsey and

Scheiner in [KS99]:

Our improved scheme requires the ability for [the investigator] to compute keys for
himself. This means we cannot use our permission mask mechanism any longer. In-
stead, we must use a much less efficient mechanism. We will have to maintain a whole
set of keys for deriving record keys, as described above, for each different permission
mask. This means that instead of potentially having millions of different permission
masks, we will likely end up with two or three.

Recall that their notion of permission masks are analogous to extracted keywords. It is essential

to support a large number of possible keywords, especially considering an audit log could have

keywords corresponding to IP addresses (seeRequirement 2). Thus, it is not acceptable to only

have two or three possible keywords. If separate time key trees are used for each keyword, the

periodic key updates from Alice will require bandwidth linear in the cumulative number of distinct

keywords in the log. This is far in excess of the constant bandwidth required when only one tree of
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time keys is used.

In order for the server to be able to generate keys for arbitrary keywords without contacting

Alice, it must store a “master” secret, which we denote byTK, used to generate the master time key

TKw,∗ for each keywordw’s time key tree. However, in the event that the server gets compromised,

an adversary would be able to remove all time zone restrictions in the system – they could simply

derive all time keys for all keywords on their own fromTK. This vulnerability motivates exploring

the use of time zones that are not based on keywords.

5.5 A Single Time Zone

The main advantages of using one time zone is that the server does not need to store a master

secret, (TK or TK∗) and can support a large number of distinct keywords (Requirement 2). Before

we discuss how to implement a single time zone, we need to reiterate the problem with a scheme

in this setting: an investigator who has obtained trapdoors from multiple searches has the ability to

combine those trapdoors and read records that were not readable during any individual search (see

Requirement 4, Weak Collusion Freeness).

An example of this problem is as follows. If Alice allows an investigator to search forw in

January, and later allows her to search forw′ in February, she will also be able to search forw′ in

January andw in February. Alice did not intend for records matching either of these two conditions

to be read by the investigator. Moreover, Alice cannot know what records an investigator is actually

able to read after being provided with trapdoors for another search, as the investigator may have

colluded with other investigators and obtained additional trapdoors. However, this means that Alice

is not required to keep state for the trapdoors that have been provided to each individual investigator.

A limitation of our construction is that we can only provide Weak Collusion Freeness. In future
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work, we hope to modify our construction to provide Strong Collusion Freeness.

Recall thatRi = (i, time(Ri), EKi(mi), ci1, . . . , ci`i
). For clarity, letp = time(Ri). To

integrate time limited searches into the log, the time key forTKp can be used to encrypt a part of

Ri, or Ri in its entirety. For the remainder of this section, we consider each of these cases, and

discuss the tradeoffs between them.

The messagemi is encrypted with a random keyKi. Let m′
i = EKi(mi). Instead of storing

m′
i in Ri, we can replace it withETKp(m′

i). The cost of implementing this change on the server is

one additional symmetric key encryption, which is negligible when compared to the IBE operations

needed to produce thecij ’s. Since the time periodp is stored in the clear, an investigator does not

need to perform any IBE decryptions on thecij ’s if p is not in the time interval she is searching.

Otherwise, the investigator can proceed as before, and ifKi is obtained from one of thecij ’s, one

additional symmetric key decryption is needed to decryptm′
i and obtainmi. Note that the costs are

the same ifmi is encrypted withTKp beforeKi.

An alternate approach is to encryptmi with a key other thanKi. The new key, which we denote

by K ′
i, is derived from the original key and the time key, for example,K ′

i = h(Ki, TKp). This

approach is almost identical to the previous version, except that an extra hash is required rather than

an extra symmetric key encryption. Since both a hash and a symmetric key encryption are much

quicker than an IBE encryption, it does not matter which is used.

The final part of the record that can be encrypted are thecij ’s. Since the time key is independent

of the keyword, it makes sense to encrypt all of thecij ’s as a single block. This amounts to encrypt-

ing all of Ri, except fori, p, andm′
i = EKi(mi). Sincei andp can be inferred from a record’s

position in the log, and we previously discussed the double encryption ofmi, we only need to dis-

cuss encrypting the entire record. As before, the server only needs to perform an extra symmetric
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key encryption. However, when an investigator is performing a search, she may not know theexact

time period of an arbitrary record. As a result, a large number of symmetric key decryptions and

extra record retrievals are required to find the first record of the time interval being searched. Note

that once the time period of one record is known, only one or two extra decryption is required per

record, since the records are stored in order – the following record is from the same time period or

the next one (the cost of gaps can be amortized over the entire search).

While encrypting part of a record (e.g.,m′
i) appears to be more efficient, it turns out that en-

crypting the entire record provides much a better construction to build on. In the next two chapters,

we show how we can encrypt the entire record and avoid the inefficiencies the investigator has with

searching. In particular, preventing access to thecij ’s can be used to build an index and provide

time zones.
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Chapter 6

An Index for Efficient Searching

As previously discussed, there are significant limitations and tradeoffs that need be considered

when designing schemes that achieve time limited searches. We address these issues by having

efficiency be our primary goal. In the next chapter, we integrate the ideas of time limited searches

and the use of an index to achieve our goals.

The general idea of efficient searching involves an index. However, when designing an index,

one needs to keep in mind that an important goal is to ensure that the untrusted server should not

need to store a large amount of key material, and the material should be evolved to achieve forward

security. Moreover, the index needs to be secured, as it presents a valuable target for an adversary.

Hence, the index needs to be designed very carefully.

For an index to be useful, an investigator must be able to retrieve records from the server with

random access, rather than only be permitted sequential access. At a minimum, each record has

an sequence number (its ordering in the entire audit log), which for log recordRi is simply i.

Log records can be efficiently looked up by the server using the sequence number. Other types of

efficient lookups are possible, for example, by a hash ofRi.
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Without an index, completeness is guaranteed by examining every record in the log. Moreover,

the hash chain use for integrity ([KS99, WBD04]) involves all records in the log. An index allows

an investigator to perform a search while only examining a subset of records in the log. Thus, the

index must be able to preserve the guarantees of completeness and integrity that exist.

6.1 A Separate Index

The simplest form of an index is a linear structure that is separate from the log. Specifically, for

each keywordw, there is an indexLw that is an array of sequence numbers of records that containw.

Note that storing the actualKi’s for those records, rather then just their sequence numbers, would

allow for more efficient searches, but would make the index even more valuable (considering the

index is stored in the clear). In this setting, to search for a keywordw, only the records with their

sequence numbers inLw need to be searched. As a result, the number of IBE decryptions needed is

reduced to one per keyword per record in the index from one per keyword per record in the entire

log.

However, this simple solution has a large drawback. In order to add a new record, the server

needs to identify which index is which, thus, thew of Lw is in the clear. Furthermore, each sequence

number withinLw is in the clear, so the server has knowledge of which records contain which

keywords. From an adversary’s perspective, such an index can be easily abused, and a less revealing

solution is needed.
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6.2 An Integrated Index

To protect the index from an adversary, the only time an index should be accessible is, from

some log recordRx that uses keywordw, when an investigator wants to find the next log record

(sayRy, for somey > x) that uses keywordw. Since we are in an append only model, when the

recordRy is added,Rx was already written and cannot be altered to point toRx. As a result, the

integrated index will be in the form of “back pointers” (which we also call reverse pointers) stored

as part of eachcj . This construction implies that searches are now started at the end of the log (the

present), and progressively work there way toward the beginning of the log.

In the original scheme of [WBD04], each keywordwj in recordRy is used to encryptcj =

IBEwj (flag|Ky). Now, we want to include the sequence number of the previous record containing

keywordwj (e.g.,x from Rx). Thus, we now havecj = IBEwj (flag|Ky|x). When an investigator

is searching for a keywordw, she starts at the end of the audit log (e.g., the most recent entry). Next,

she attempts to decrypt eachcj for that record using the private key forw. If the record does not

use the keywordw, no decryption is successful, and the investigator proceeds to the previous record

and repeats this process until the first match or the beginning of the log is reached.

Note that an additional optimization is possible with an index. In addition to the sequence

number,x, of the previous record containing a keyword,cj can also contain which of thecj ’s

in the previous record (Rx) was for the keywordw. We denote bycj∗ the correctcj from the

previous record, and includej∗ in cj . Using this optimization, an investigator only require one

IBE decryption per matching record, rather then an IBE decryption for each keyword in a matching

record.

To implement the integrated index scheme, it is necessary for the server to maintain a table of
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each keywordw that appears in any record in the log, the sequence number of the most recent record

that containsw, and the corresponding value forj∗. Even with millions of different keywords, this

does not impose a significant storage burden on the server. However, it leaks some information

about one of the keywords stored in certain records, with a tendency to reveal more information

about more recent records. Furthermore, for an investigator to take advantage of this index to

start their search at the first relevant log entry, the server would need to know which keyword the

investigator is looking for. Clearly, there is a need to have a better solution.

6.3 Anchor Records

The improved index structure is based on “anchor” records that appear at the end of each time

zone. Each of these anchor records, which we denote asAp, wherep is the last time period of

the time zone, contains part of the index relevant for the log records that occurred during that time

zone. There are several tradeoffs involved in determining how often anchors should appear which

are similar to the tradeoffs discussed inAssumption 3. Instead of storing a message in an anchor

record, we store the sequence number of the previous anchor record. To let investigators access the

previous anchor record efficiently, its sequence number is not encrypted.

Next, the keywords associated withAp must be determined. First, we introduce some notation.

Let Wnew denote the set of recently used keywords, specifically, those used in at least one log record

since the last anchor record. LetWold be the set of keywords used only in records before the last

anchor record. Finally, letsw be the sequence number of the last log record to use keywordw.

At a minimum, the keywords forRi should be all of the keywordsWnew. Specifically, for each

w ∈ Wnew, Ap will contain c = IBEw(flag|sw|j∗). After Ap is written,sw should be updated

to equalAp’s sequence number, and eachj∗ updated accordingly. In other words, the next time a
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record containing the keywordw is added to the log, its back pointer should be to this anchor record.

Next, we discuss the keywords fromWold. From a searching perspective, it is better to include

eachw ∈ Wold just like those keywords inWnew, except thatsw should not be updated. This

way, an investigator with access to any anchor record can immediately find the most recent log

record containing the desired keyword. However, the storage requirements become prohibitively

expensive since there can potentially be millions of distinct keywords in an entire log. Thus, we

cannot include any of the keywords inWold in the anchor record. To perform searches, investigators

to need to traverse a chain of anchor records to find the first actual record that matches before

following the back pointers. Some optimizations that allow the first matching record to be found

quicker are discussed as future work.

We note that these anchor records are similar to the index described in [WBD04]. One difference

between their construction and ours is that their index records contain all the information about the

matching records within a time zone, but our anchor records only contain information about the

previous matching record. However, the more significant difference is that their index records are

independent for each time zone, while ours allow a connection from the first record in a time zone

to the anchor record of the previous time zone containing a matching record. This connection

allows for large stretches of time zones without any matching records to be skipped, which greatly

improves our performance when looking for infrequently occurring keywords.
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Chapter 7

SEALED

In the previous chapter, we discussed how to build an integrated index using anchor records to

speed up searches. These anchor records allow an investigator to skip log records which are known

not to contain the keyword she is searching for. Thus, the anchor records are used for efficiency,

since records may be retrieved directly. However, if we change the index structure such that the

only way to access log records is through the anchor records, then we can provide time restricted

searches.

At a high level, we achieve efficient searches on encrypted audit logs as follows. As all log

records can be retrieved by any entity, this necessitates that records be encrypted. In particular,

regular log records are encrypted with a hash of themselves6, and special anchor records, which

occur once per time zone, and are encrypted with a time key and are signed with an evolving

authentication key. These records serve as an index of the keywords that occurred in regular records

during that time zone. Efficient searching is achieved by following “back pointers” to the previous

matching record, which take the form of a hash of the record they point to. As a result, the decryption

6 This technique is called convergent encryption, and has been used in other contexts to reduce
the storage required when encrypting duplicate data with different keys; see [ABC02, DAB02].
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key for a record is provided at the same time that a chain of authenticity is followed. Thus, only the

signature of the final anchor record needs to be verified. Searches cannot extend further in time since

anchor records for unauthorized time zones cannot be decrypted. To prevent an active adversary on

the server from learning the decryption key for a record, log records are indexed by a hash of their

key, and back-pointers are stored in an encrypted form.

7.1 Normal Log Records

Since the server can efficiently retrieve a log recordRi by more than just its sequence number

(i), it can lookup an encrypted recordRi by its hash. However, this would allow the server to decrypt

all records since it has access to the key (the hash) and the ciphertext. To fix this problem, the server

looks up records byh(h(Ri)), which is the hash of the encryption key7. In this case, knowledge

of the hash of a record is sufficient to retrieve that record from the server, decrypt it, and verify its

integrity, without giving an adversary who has compromised the server means of doing the same.

Furthermore, hashes of previous records can be included in later records (within backpointers) to

form chains of records that can be authenticated via the final record in the chain. (This idea was

previously illustrated in Figure 1.1.) We note that in this construction, the sequence number of

a record is no longer required, but sequence numbers allow records from separate searches to be

combined in sorted order. Specifically, thei-th regular record in a log can be constructed as:

Ri = 〈i, time(Ri), EKi(mi), ci1, . . . , ci`i
〉

whereKi is a randomly chosen key for recordi, and eachcij is an index fragment for a keyword

that appears in recordRi. cij is derived from metadata maintained by the server. To illustrate how

7 This idea is similar in nature to one derived independently by Kevin Fu [F04].
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the metadata is updated, consider the last recordX that contained keywordw. Let j∗ denote the

index fragment inX linked to w. Furthermore, let the indirection block ofX for keywordw be

ibw = 〈h(X), j∗, f lag〉. To enable efficient retrieval of records, a backpointer forw is created

asrw =
〈
Knext

w , ETKp′ (ibw)
〉

wherep′ = time(X) andKnext
w is the key used to encrypt part

of the subsequent record containingw (e.g, an index fragment inRi). In this way, the decryption

key for a record is provided at the same time that its chain of authenticity is followed. The stored

metadata isKnext
w andIBEw(rw). For a particularcij the server can derive this index fragment as

c =
〈
EKnext

w
[Ki], IBEw(rw)

〉
. For more details about how a log record is added, see Algorithm 1.

7.2 Anchor Records

If an investigator obtainsrw from the server’s metadata, she can proceed with a search starting

from the present. In order to meetRequirement 2, it must be possible to begin a search from any

time zone in the past. To allow for such searches, special “anchor” records (occurring once at the

end of each time zone) can serve as an index of the keywords that appeared during each time zone.

Such anchor records can be constructed as:

Ap =
〈
p, h(Ap−1), cp1, . . . , cp`p

〉

Eachcpj is simply theIBEw(rw) that is stored as metadata. AfterAp is written, this metadata

is updated in the same way as for a normal record. More details about adding anchor records are

in Algorithm 2. Note that this metadata is encrypted, so an adversary who compromises the server

beforeAp is written will not be able to decrypt the log records for the current time zone. This is a

direct contrast to the indexing optimization of [WBD04] in which the keys for records in the current

block are kept on the server until the index record is written.
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The hash of the previous anchor record is included to make authentication easier. IfAp is

authenticated,h(Ap−1) contained withinAp is also authentic, so it may be used to authenticate

Ap−1. Consequently, all previous anchor records can be authenticated is a similar manner. Anchor

records can be digitally signed using an evolving key to achieve forward security. For delegated

searches, the investigator only needs to verify the signature of the most recent anchor record to

authenticate the results of an entire search, since all previous anchor records can be authenticated

with the hash chain. Similarly, once the backpointer to the first matching record is found within an

authenticated anchor record, the back pointers form another hash chain to authenticate all matching

records.

Searches can be prevented from extending past anchor records for which the investigator is not

given access to by encrypting anchor records with time-zone specific keys; thus anchor records for

unauthorized time zones cannot be decrypted. As discussed, normal log records are also encrypted.

The server simply encryptsRi andAp and indexes them by a hash of their respective encryption

keys. Specifically, the server now stores regular and anchor records as:

R′
i =

〈
h(h(Ri)), Eh(Ri)(Ri)

〉
A′

p =
〈
h(TKp), ETKp(Ap), SIGAK−

p
(Ap)

〉

respectively.SIGAK−
p

(m) denotes a DSA signature [F186] usingAK−
p as the private key8. Re-

call AKp is derived in a tree-based manner similar to time-based keys (see Section 5.3) and hence

AK−
p is known by the server. While it may be argued that more key material is now stored on the

server, our tree based construction limits the exposure of future keys when the server is compro-

8 AK−
p is derived as{h(AKp)|h(AKp + 1)} modq, whereq is a 160-bit prime.
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mised. This is a direct contrast to the schemes of [KS99, WBD04], where all future versions of the

linearly derived authentication key are exposed when the server is compromised (seeRequirement

10).

7.3 Protocols

7.3.1 SETUP

Alice randomly chooses a master time key (TK∗) and a master authentication key, (AK∗).

Next, she initializes an instance of the IBE scheme (see [BF01]), and generates DSA parameters

(see [F186]). The parameters are published and provided to the server. Alice retains the master IBE

secret, the master time key, and the master authentication key. As discussed earlier (seeAssumption

3), periodic interaction is required between Alice and the server to update the key material on the

server. This interaction is similar to DELEGATION, except that authentication keys are also provided

to the server.

7.3.2 DELEGATION

Suppose an investigator requests to search for records that occurred during the set of time inter-

valsT that are related to any keywords inW . If Alice approves the investigator’s request, she can

provide several keys to the investigator to facilitate the search as follows.

1. First, for each keywordw ∈W , Alice uses the master IBE secret to generate the IBE decryp-

tion key,dw.

2. Next, for each disjoint interval of time[pstart, pstop] in T , Alice usesAK∗ to deriveAKpstop ,

and provides the public keyAK+
pstop

= g{h(AKpstop )|h(AKpstop+1)} modulo a 1024 bit prime
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(i.e., the DSA modulus).

3. Finally, for each time interval[pstart, pstop] in T , Alice usesTK∗ to provide a set of time

keys that allows an investigator to computeTKp for eachp ∈ [pstart, pstop].

Both time and authentication keys are derived from a tree structure as described in Section 5.3.

The set of keys that must be transmitted to the investigator corresponds to the minimum set of nodes

in the tree whose subtrees span the entire set of leaves betweenpstart andpstop, but does not span

any other intervals. An example was presented in Section 5.3; for more details, see Algorithm 3.

7.3.3 SEARCHING AND DECRYPTION

For ease of exposition, we discuss searching and decryption in terms of a single keywordw and

time interval[pstart, pstop] (It should be obvious to the reader that searches for multiple keywords

or time periods may be performed in parallel.) An overview of the search and decryption procedure

is provided in Figure 7.1.

If an investigator wishes to retrieve a record using a keyK, she providesh(K) to the server,

which in turn retrieves the corresponding content (e.g.,R′
i or A′

p). At this point, the investigator can

now decrypt that content withK to obtainRi or
〈
Ap, SIGAK−

p
(Ap)

〉
, respectively.

SEARCHING FOR THEFIRST MATCH

To locate the first matching record within the scope of her search, an investigator starts by

derivingTKpstop , and using it to retrieveApstop and its signature. She verifies that signature using

AK+
pstop

; if the signature does not match or the the server fails to return the record, the search is

terminated. In this case, the investigator deems that the server is misbehaving or the log has been
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Figure 7.1: A view of a search spanning multiple time zones. In regular records the messagemi

is encrypted withKi, the index fragment is IBE encrypted for the keyword being searched for, and
the entire record is encrypted with a hash of itself. Anchor records are encrypted with time keys. A
search is performed by following the pointers within index fragments – these fragments contain the
key to decrypt the current record, and a hash of the previous matching record.

altered. Otherwise, if the signature is verified, the investigator has now authenticatedApstop . Now,

let A = Apstop andp = pstop.

Recall that each index fragmentc in A is derived from a distinct keyword. For ease of notation,

suppose thatc was derived fromw′. That is,c =
〈
EKnext

w′
[K], IBEw′(rw′)

〉
. We emphasize that

w′ is unknown to the investigator. Hence, givenA andp, the investigator can search for the first

match as follows:

1. For eachc in A she computesrw = IBDdw(IBEw′(rw′)).

2. If w 6= w′, then this decryption will not be successful. If none of the index fragments can be

decrypted, then the prior anchor record must be retrieved. Otherwise,rw can be used as input

to the SEARCHING FORSUBSEQUENTMATCHES algorithm.

3. Retrieve the next anchor record by derivingTKp−1 and using it to retrieveAp−1. Next,

compare the hash ofAp−1 to that stored inA. If these hashes are not in agreement, then the

search is terminated, and tampering has occurred. Otherwise, the authenticity ofAp−1 is now

established since its hash was previously authenticated.
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4. LetA = Ap−1 andp = p− 1. Repeat Steps 1-3 until a decryption is successful orp = pstart.

If p = pstart and no decryptions were successful, then no matching records exist, and the search

is complete. Otherwise,rw can be used as input to the next algorithm, which retrieves all matching

records. Note that sinceA authentic, andrw is contained withinA, then it is also authentic. For a

more detailed description of how to find the first matching record, see Algorithm 4.

SEARCHING FORSUBSEQUENTMATCHES

Assume that the investigator has decrypted and authenticatedrw from an index fragmentc =〈
EKnext

w
[K], IBEw(rw)

〉
from a record during time periodp, whererw =

〈
Knext

w , ETKp∗ (ibw)
〉

.

Here,p∗ is the time period during which the previous matching record occurred. If the current

record is not an anchor record, thenKnext
w can be used to decryptEKnext

w
[K]. Next,K can be used

to decryptm. To obtain the next matching record, the investigator proceeds as follows:

1. Decrypt the encrypted indirection blockETKp∗ (ibw) by sequentially trying each time key

TKp′ (for p′ ∈ [pstart, p]) in descending order. If a decryption withTKp′ is correct (e.g.,

p′ = p∗), thenflag is recovered successfully. However, if no decryptions are successful, no

more matching log records exist within the interval[pstart, pstop], and the search is complete.

2. Let the result of the decryption beibw = 〈h(X), j∗, f lag〉, whereX is the previous record

related tow, andj∗ is which index fragment inX is related tow.

3a. If p∗ < p, thenX is an anchor record. In this case, the investigator derivesTKp∗ , and

uses it to retrieveAp∗ . The authenticity ofAp∗ can be established by comparing a hash of

the returned record to that ofh(X) in ibw. If these hashes do not agree, then the search is

terminated, and tampering has been detected. Otherwise,rw can be obtained by following
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Step 1 in the algorithm to find the first match, where only thej∗-th index fragment inAp∗ is

considered.rw can then used as input in Step 1.

3b. If p∗ = p, thenX is a normal log record, andh(X) is the encryption key used to retrieveX.

Sincerw was authenticated, andibw is a part ofrw, ibw is also authenticated. Thus, sinceibw

containsh(X), if the hash of the retrieved record agrees,X is authenticated. The nextrw can

be obtained by IBE decrypting the appropriate part of thej∗-th index fragment inX. Repeat

Step 1 with the newrw (andp = p∗).

For a more detailed description of how to retrieve subsequent matches, see Algorithm 5.

53



Chapter 8

Performance

In this chapter we evaluate the performance of our proposed technique for searching encrypted

audit logs. All experiments were performed on a dual 1.3 GHz G4 server with 1 GB of memory.

For symmetric key operations we used the Openssl [SSL] implementation of AES with 128-bit keys

[F197]. 160 bit SHA-1 was used as our hash function [F180], and DSA with a 1024 bit modulus

and 160 bit secrets for the digital signature operations [F186]. We used the Stanford Identity-Based

encryption library [IBE] for IBE operations with a 512-bit prime and a subgroup of size 160-bits.

To empirically evaluate the performance of our scheme, we conducted several experiments.

First, the realtime costs associated with inserting encrypted log entries is evaluated by replaying a

log depicting activity recorded by the Snort IDS [CBF04] system running on a Mac OS X server

during a period spanning several months. The events in the log occur in bursts, with half the alerts

occurring in a 10 day span. Of the days with at least one alert, there were an average of 260 alerts

per day, but a median of only 17. During the observed period, roughly 27,000 alerts were recorded,

including attacks from nearly 1,700 distinct IP addresses, with roughly 500 of these IP involved in

more than 10 alerts. On average, records were described by 6 keywords. The encrypted log itself
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required 62.5 MB of storage with the average record size being 2.3 Kbytes.

Unfortunately, due to its bursty nature, the log is not as diverse as one would expect, and not

well suited for testing the theoretical performance of our scheme. To address this, we evaluated the

theoretical performance characteristics9 on a synthetic log with characteristics similar to that of the

Snort log. The synthetic log contains 30,000 entries timed with an exponential distribution. The

expected elapsed time between records was 15 minutes, which results in a log spanning roughly 11

months. To make the synthetic log more closely approximate the characteristics of the Snort log,

records are described with an average of 5 keywords that include one of 10 random attack types,

one of 500 randomly chosen IP addresses, keyword ALL, and keywords that appear with known

probabilities. Table 8.1 depicts the cost to insert, in real time, all the records from an synthetic log

to a MySQL database. These results are averaged over five runs. The table shows, for example,

that if log contain records with an average of 6 keywords, throughput is roughly 15 records per

second. We note that this throughput corresponds to the maximum peak rate of 15 records per

second observed in the Snort traces10.

Next, to evaluate the efficiency of our approach we experiment with searches on both the real

and synthetic logs. For the synthetic log, searches are performed for keywords occurring with

varying probability. The left-hand side of Figure 8.1 depicts the results of searches averaged over

100 randomly generated logs. The results show that when searching for keywords that appears

9 Under the assumption of a uniform distribution of keywords in the log, the number of IBE
decryptions needed to perform a search for a keywordw occurring with probabilityx is as follows.
If r records occur per time zone, the probability of a record withw occurring within a particular
time zone isy = 1−(1−x)r. The expected number of anchor records to be searched before the first
match is found is1/y. Thus, the total number of IBE decryptions is one for each distinct keyword
in each of the1/y anchor records until the first match is found, one per subsequent anchor record
containing a matching record, and one per matching record.

10 According to [WBD04], the MIRACL package [MIR] has an implementation of IBE that is
twice as fast as [IBE], and if this is the case, we can expect higher throughput.
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words/record time (s) records/sec words/record time (s) records/sec

1.0 343.5 87.3 3.0 879.0 34.2
1.5 482.7 62.2 4.0 1168.2 25.7
2.0 617.4 48.6 5.0 1509.9 19.9
2.5 749.0 40.0 6.0 2069.7 14.5

Table 8.1: Running times in seconds to import 30,000 records with varying numbers of keywords
per record.
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Figure 8.1: Incurred IBE decryptions as a function of the keyword frequency. (Left) Searching on
the synthetic logs averaged across 100 runs. (Right) Searching on the Snort log.

infrequently, our technique achieves significantly better performance penalty than that of [WBD04].

For example, if the search keyword occurred within5% of the records in the log, our technique

results in roughly 10 times fewer IBE decryptions than the enhanced index scheme of [WBD04].

Moreover, if the keyword being searched appears in less than1% of the records (which might be

the case if searching for an IP address for example), our approach requires roughly forty times

less operations than the enhanced scheme of [WBD04]. In one particular case, when searching

for a keyword that only appeared in one record at the end of the log, our scheme only required 12

decryptions, while [WBD04] required roughly 6,000 decryptions.

To see why this is the case, letn denote the number of entries in the log,b the number of log

entries per block,u the average number of distinct keywords in a block, andk the number of log
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records that are related to a keywordw. To perform a search forw using the scheme of [WBD04]

an investigator must retrieveO(n/b + k) log records and performO(u · n
b ) IBE decryptions. In

practice, since most useful searches are for infrequently occurring keywords (e.g, an IP address)

thenn/b � k, which means that there are many distinct keywords in each block and sou > b.

Hence, the number of records to retrieve (and associated IBE operations to be performed) becomes

proportional to the total number of records (n), rather than the optimal value (i.e., the number of

matchingrecords,k). By contrast, our scheme is similar in performance to that of [WBD04] up until

the first matching record is found, after which the number of retrieved records and IBE decryptions

are bothO(k). Thus, the our biggest performance advantage is achieved when the first matching

record occurs toward the end of the search interval.

Similar performance improvements are observed for searches on the Snort log itself (shown in

the right-hand side of Figure 8.1). Here, each point in the graph depicts the average number of IBE

decryptions required to separately search for each keyword that appears in the specified percent of

records. While the number of decryptions required when searching the Snort alerts for keywords

that appeared with< 1% frequency results in only twice as few IBE decryptions as the enhanced

index scheme, the vast majority of records in the log are clustered to one region—in particular,

towards the beginning of the log and therefore is not reflective of the average case scenario. In

practice, if searches are limited to a more well defined period around the activity in the log, then we

can expect performance improvements similar to that observed for the synthetic logs. Nonetheless,

we believe our constructions significantly advance the practicality of searches on encrypted audit

logs to date.
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Chapter 9

Conclusion and Future Work

In this thesis we presented the construction of an encrypted audit log that allows its owner

to efficiently delegate searches that are limited by both time and content. We explored several

problems. First, we investigated how an audit log can be searched during an investigation after the

server is compromised, and how the exposure of private information stored in the log can be limited

during a search. Furthermore, we examined how the owner of the log can delegate searches on the

log to authorized third parties efficiently. These delegations may be voluntary (for example, to a

managed security company to investigate an attack) or involuntary (for example, to comply with

a search warrant). Delegated searches are limited in scope and duration, provide a guarantee of

completeness, and are efficient.

Moreover, we showed that investigators can efficiently find all relevant records, and can authen-

ticate retrieved records without interacting with the owner of the log. In addition, we provided an

empirical evaluation of our techniques using IDS alerts collected over a span of a few months. We

showed that our constructions are practical and improve the state of the art. As shown in Chapter 8,

our improvements over prior work manifest themselves when searching for infrequently occurring
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keywords.

An interesting direction for future work is in exploring ways to decrease the cost associated

with finding the first matching record for the keyword being searched. One such approach is to

make use of Bloom filters [B70] based on the keywords that appeared in the anchor record of each

time zone. In doing so, needless IBE decryptions can be avoided. However, this approach has

a potential security weaknesses, in that an investigator could use the Bloom filter to determine if a

keyword appeared in an anchor record, even without permission to do so. As such, other approaches

for finding the first matching record more efficiently need to be explored.

An alternate direction of future work could involve relaxing the assumption that the owner of a

log is not subject to compromise. If that is the case, then work on separation of trust, for example

the work on Intrusion Resilient Signatures [IR02] and Capture Resilient Devices [MR01], may be a

fruitful avenue to pursue.
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Appendix A

Algorithm Details

A.1 LOG

There are two parts to the protocol of adding a log record. First, in Algorithm 1, the message

itself must be added to the log. Once the time zone changes, Algorithm 2, which creates the anchor

record and updates the metadata, must be executed. Note that for each keywordw that has appeared

in the log,IBEw(rw) andKnext
w are stored in the database. Also, note that byprev(p), we mean

the last time period in the previous time zone, which is normally justp− 1.

A.2 DELEGATE

This protocol allows Alice to determine the set of time keys needed for any interval of time

zones. The details are in Algorithm 3, but some terminology is needed. We define two functions

(extx and common) on full 32-bit time periods. For a single 32-bit time perioda, we denote

extx(a) = p as the shortest prefix ofa such that the remaining32 − |p| bits of a are allx’s (for

some bitx). In other words, it returns a prefixp of a that excludes all trailingx’s. From the
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1: INPUT: m, a message to put in the log (during time periodp), andTKp, the
current time key

2: OUTPUT:R′, the encrypted log entry
3: K ∈R {0, 1}∗
4: R← 〈i, p, EK(m)〉
5: for all w ∈ words(m) do
6: if current(w) = undefined then
7: ibw ∈R {0, 1}∗
8: Knext

w ∈R {0, 1}∗
9: rw ← (Knext

w , ibw)
10: StoreKnext

w , IBEw(rw)
11: end if
12: c←

〈
EKnext

w
(K), IBEw(rw)

〉
13: R← 〈R, c〉
14: end for
15: j ← 0
16: for all w ∈ words(m) do
17: ibw ← 〈h(R), j, f lag〉
18: Knext

w ∈R {0, 1}∗
19: rw ←

〈
Knext

w , ETKp(ibw)
〉

20: current(w)← true
21: StoreKnext

w , IBEw(rw)
22: j ← j + 1
23: end for
24: return R′ =

〈
h(h(R)), Eh(R)[R]

〉

Algorithm 1: Insertion of messages to the audit log.
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1: INPUT: p, the current time period,AKp, the time period’s authentication key,
andTKp, the time period key

2: USES:h(Aprev(p)), the hash of the previous anchor record.
3: OUTPUT:A′ the encrypted anchor record for time periodp

4: A←
〈
p, prev(p), h(Aprev(p))

〉
5: for all {w : current(w) = true} do
6: LoadIBEw(rw)
7: A← 〈A, IBEw(rw)〉
8: end for
9: Storeh(A)

10: j ← 0
11: for all {w : current(w) = true} do
12: ibw = 〈h(A), j, f lag〉
13: Knext

w ∈R {0, 1}∗
14: rw ←

〈
Knext

w , ETKp(ibw)
〉

15: current(w)← false
16: StoreKnext

w , IBEw(rw)
17: j ← j + 1
18: end for
19: A′ =

〈
h(TKp), ETKp(A), SIGAK−

p
(A)

〉
20: deleteAKp andTKp

21: p← p + 1
22: return A′

Algorithm 2: Procedure for advancing to the next time zone.
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ca 0

cb 1

a - low(c)

b - low(c)

pa = low(p) 0   ...   0

phigh(p) 1   ...  10

0 1

1

Figure A.1: Providing time keyTKp (wherep = exp0(a)) will allow all time keys betweena =
low(p) andhigh(p) to be derived. Then, the algorithm can be run again, witha′ = high(p) + 1 ∈
(a, b].

definitions, it should be clear thatlow(ext0(a)) = a andhigh(ext1(a)) = a. For two 32-bit time

periods,a andb, we denotecommon(a, b) = c as the longest common prefix thata andb share,

|c| ∈ [0, 32].

In designing our algorithm, we desire that Alice be permitted derive the time keys to generate a

range of time periods, froma to b, inclusive. A time keyTKp is safe if it does not allow the recipient

to derive any time keys out of range, specifically,safe(TKp) = low(p) ≥ a ∩ high(p) ≤ b. A set

of time keysS = {TKp1 , . . . , TKpk
} is covering if it allows the generation of all time keys∈ [a, b].

If all of the time keys inS are safe, then the generation is exactly the set of time keys∈ [a, b]. For

efficiency, the smallest number of time keys (|S|) should be returned.

In a particular instance of the algorithm,a is the starting period andb is the stopping period

(a ≤ b, both inclusive). The common prefix ofa andb is c, as shown in Figure A.1. The remaining

bits ofa andb can be computed by subtractinglow(c) from them. Ifa andb are aligned to cover an

entire binary tree of height32− |c|, thenTKc can be returned, from which all232−|c| time keys in

[a, b] can be generated. Most of the time, this alignment will not be possible, thus we provide time

keys that allow us to increasea to a′ and decreaseb to b′ such that[a′, b′] is closer to being well

aligned.
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We obtaina′ as follows. If the remainder ofa is all 0’s (e.g.a− low(c) = 0), then we only need

to adjustb, anda′ = a. Otherwise, we observe how many trailing 0’s are ina, and take the prefix

p = ext0(a), as indicated in Figure A.1. Sincea− low(c) > 0, there must be at least one non-zero

bit in the last32− |c| bits ofa, thus,|p| > |c|. Furthermore, the last bit ofp must be a 1. Providing

TKp will reveal all time keys from periodlow(p) = a throughhigh(p). Since|p| > |c|, it follows

thathigh(p) < b. Thus,TKp is safe, and we can continue the algorithm on a reduced range of time

periods. We leta′ = high(p) + 1, deriveb′ in a similar manner, and run the algorithm on[a′, b].

Note that the form ofa′ is to have a prefixc, and to end with at least one more zeros thana, since

the last bit ofp is a 1. Thus, in the next iteration,|p| will decrease (until it reaches|c|; when that

happens, the algorithm can return a final key and return).

1: DISTRIBUTE-KEYS(a, b)
2: INPUT: The ranges of a search starting ata and stopping atb (a ≤ b).
3: OUTPUT: A minimal safe covering setS of [a, b]
4: S ← 〈〉
5: c← common(a, b)
6: return S = {TKc} if low(c) = a ∩ high(c) = b
7: if low(c) = a then
8: a′ ← a
9: else

10: p← ext0(a)
11: S ← S ∪ {TKp}
12: a′ ← high(p) + 1
13: end if
14: if high(c) = b then
15: b′ ← b
16: else
17: p← ext1(b)
18: S ← S ∪ {TKp}
19: b′ ← low(p)− 1
20: end if
21: return S if a 6= a′ ∩ b 6= b′ ∩ a′ − 1 = b′

22: return S = S ∪ DISTRIBUTE-KEYS(a′, b′)

Algorithm 3: Distribution of time keys.
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A.3 SEARCH

An investigator must obtain secrets from Alice using the delegation protocol before she can

perform a search. Searching is broken up into two phases. In the first phase, anchor records are

scanned until the first one containing a matching record is found. Then, in the second phase, all

subsequent matching records are returned. For more details, see Algorithms 4 and 5, respectively.

These algorithms are presented for the simple case of searching for one keyword in one continuous

interval of time, but can easily be extended to search for multiple keywords in multiple time zones.

Both of these phases make use of another procedure: given a request for a log record, by the

hash of its encryption key, the server returns the encrypted part of the log record (and for anchor

records, also the signature), or an error message that no such entry exists. We use the function

getrec(x) to mean the execution of an instance of this protocol.
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1: To perform a search for keywordw over an interval of timeT = [p1, . . . , pk]:
2: INPUT: dw, the IBE secret forw, AK+

pk
, and the time keys for eachp ∈ T

(provided by Alice from the delegation protocol)
3: OUTPUT: The set of messages in the log recordsmatch(T,W )
4: p← pk

5: next hash← 0
6: while p ≥ p1 do
7: key ← TKp

8: A′ ←
〈
x = ETKp(A), sig

〉
← getrec(h(key))

9: abort if error retrievingA′

10: A← DTKp(x)
11: 〈p, pprev, next hash′, c1, . . . , cj〉 ← A
12: abort if p = pk ∩ cannot verifysig with AK+

pk

13: abort if p < pk ∩ next hash 6= h(A)
14: next hash← next hash′

15: for all c = IBEw′(rw′) ∈ {ci, . . . cj} do
16: z = ETKp(ibw)← IBDdw(c)
17: next if decryption failed (e.g.,w 6= w′)
18: 〈next h, j∗, f lag〉 ← DTKp(z)
19: abort if decryption failed
20: Run Phase 2 with extra inputsp, next h, j∗ and return result
21: end for
22: p← pprev

23: end while
24: return no records match

Algorithm 4: Finding the most recent time zone with a keyword matching the search criteria.
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1: To perform a search for keywordw over an interval of timeT = [p1, . . . , pk]:
2: INPUT: dw, the IBE secret forw and the time keys for eachp ∈ T (provided

by Alice),p the most recent time period to contain a record of interest,next h,
a hash of the first record of interest, andj∗, which index fragment in that record
is relevant.

3: OUTPUT: The set of messages in the log recordsmatch(T,W )
4: S ← 〈〉
5: while p ≥ p1 do
6: R′ ← getrec(h(next h))
7: abort if error retrievingR′

8: R← Dnext h(R′)
9: abort if h(R) 6= next h

10: 〈i, p, msg = EK(m), c1, . . . , cj〉 ← R

11:
〈
x = EKnext

w
(K), y = IBEw(rw)

〉
← cj∗

12:
〈
Knext

w , z = ETKp∗ (ibw)
〉
← IBDdw(y)

13: K ← DKnext
w

(x)
14: S ← 〈S, DK(msg)〉
15: p′ = p
16: while p′ ≥ p1 do
17: 〈next h, j∗, f lag〉 ← DTKp′ (z)
18: break if decryption successful
19: p′ ← p′ − 1
20: end while
21: return S if no decryptions were successful
22: if p′ < p then
23: p← p′

24: key ← TKp

25: A′ =
〈
b = ETKp(A), sig

〉
← getrec(h(key))

26: abort if error retrievingA′

27: A← Dkey(b)
28: abort if h(A) 6= next h
29: 〈. . . , c1, . . . , cj〉 ← A
30: tmp = ETKp(ibw)← IBDdw(cj∗)
31: 〈next h, j∗, f lag〉 = DTKp(tmp)
32: end if
33: end while
34: return S

Algorithm 5: Finding all subsequent matching records.
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